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Discussion on whether a man persisting with an arguent that he knows is false,
is as irrational as a woman who treats a pet like haby

With fans of Dave Sim'sCerebus comic-books

| found the following discussion fascinating onesaVvlevels.

Cerebusthe longest-running comic series in human histgained notoriety for presenting women as Emoti®dfmads,
and men as Male Light. The author, Dave Sim, ghothings to a head in Issue 186 by speakingarfitist person, and
including almost no graphics. Brilliant and coumus as | found it, | uploaded the texfitte Reasoner's Librailyere,
using my thinker's license to comment on Sim's&l®n how men lusting after women creates thelEnasional
Voids.*

One of Sim's fans and also a Genius Forum membeg Shantz, notified the Cerebus fan-group of nmyroent. |
joinedthe fan group's email listo see whether they were fans of Issue 186 —y wiew, the highlight and greatest
achievement in the whole Cerebus strip.

This discussion turned out as a fascinating exarapleow 'being right' in the eyes of others, sustaavoman, a buddy
or a group, often takes precedence over 'beindnfulitin one's own eyes. The mental blocks erdayeitie fans to avoid
confronting their buddy-buddying behaviour, angteserve their group disapproval of Sim's viewsvomen,
strangely went totally unnoticed by them. So, Sgreatest achievement is typically believed tanlieis contributions
to the comic-book industry, ie. as an artist —d aot as a thinker. | hold Sim responsible farsgug himself with that
reputation, for he allows the fan club to existitadoes.

* Thanks to Margaret, the creator of fierebusFanGirl websitevho showed Sim rejected his earlier belief that ivas permitted by the
Male Light's 'Mind' Muses, ifangents

N.B. that the letters are occasionally not in stricbdlogical order, so as to show the progressftérdint threads. But I've left the
message number (e.g. Message # 8907) as a guide.

Gutta

1. A significant degree of differencg
2. Aggression vs. Passivity
3. Individuality vs. Merging




Part 1. A significant degree of difference

Message #147211

Kelly Jones, a female thinker, added Dave Sim tdiieof thinkers in the Reasoner's Library sectod her
site for issue #186 and also put the text of theue on her site as well, with Winsor McKay's aamtavhich
Sim mentions in the text. There are some otheppjhic writings on the site as well, which aréstbad.

Here is the linkhttp://www.naturalthinker.net/

Greg Shantz

Message #147232

Heh. She has Dave's writings from "Reads" listeti®5, even though the issue was published in {994
know, | know, the TPB was probably published in 399

The reason that's funny for me in particular i¢ tlgot around to READING all of "Mothers and Daugis"
in its final month--November 1995--which led toery bizarre moment where it seemed as if ViktoriBav
preciently KNEW the exact month in which I'd bedia the book.

- Larry Hart

Message #147343

She has added this comment:

Lust and the Male Light
by Kelly Jones
Sim's exposition of the difference between Malehtignd the Emotional Void is great stuff.

The only thing worth pointing out is that Sim didexplain that if a Male Light is wavering, therrésponds
to someone else's (sexual) desire for that partwdiich isn't Light, by becoming an Emotional Void

And therefore, the 'Male Heart and Groin' is adhtsod of Sim's: having any sexual desire is notpadible
with Male Light. It destroys others, and it desg@neself.

If you reduce a person's intellectual strength lbiokbogical organism, believing you can better grastheir
Light that way, you've made a case of mistakentitleideas cannot be better grasped by turningithreo a
bag of blood and guts, or a physical/emotional zgms. Ideas are weakened, blurred and confused by
feelings and intuitions. The blind man gathers erik by turning over the evidence in his mind, laed
doesn't become absorbed in the sensations andsound

A model of Male Light, who indulges in compromis@ed has Evil Eyes, treating those with weak, insgscu
wavering Lights as Emotional Voids to satisfy thadgional Void within himself, is the main source of
temptation and confusion for those wretched souls.

Greg Shantz

Message #147363




Chris W wrote:

| had a friggin CLOSET custom built especially &irmy comics (the depth of the closet is the lerngta
longbox plus a couple of inches) when we boughhew house. Do you really think there was a chdhat
my wife made me throw out all my comicbooks lask®®@ geeez.

Steve Bolhafner replied:

Well, I didn't *think* so - even though you wereryeoy responding to questions if it was a joket 8sl
much as | love them, and as much as | disagreeanithof what Dave says about them, the factas th
women can be irrational. (Hell, the *main* thindisagree with Dave about is believing that thatsatso
true of us men. Of *course* women can be irratiofdumans* can be irrational.)

Anyway, if your wife *did* suddenly develop the @tional urge to make you get rid of all your comixsd it
really *did* come down to a choice between the aswir her, that would put you in a bad spot. Aaid sl
think most of us married women with whom such aghiould never come up, that tolerance and acceptan
at least, if not sharing of our obsession with aawvas part of our choice in partners.

But people change. And you never know. And is yahsession with all those old comics such that yally
*would* throw away your marriage over it, if pushroe to shove?

I'm not sure I'd call you "pussy-whipped" if youosle to answer that question "no." But I'd be segutiif
such a thing happened to anyone on this list, arah't even *imagine* that it could possibly happemore
than one of us.

Steve Bolhafner
P.S. - is there such a thing as "closet envy"?

Message #147372

Steve Bolhafner: (Hell, the *main* thing | disagre#h Dave about is believing that that's not atgge of us
men. Of *course* women can be irrational. *Humarst be irrational.)

It is the feminine part that is irrational.

Greg Shantz

Message #147373

Gregq,

Didn't you mention that - like me - you're mentally | know tons of guys that are as bad as wolgeanting
for the sake of argument Dave's categories merit).

Ryan
0
Message #147375
This isn't an argument against my point.
Greg Shantz
0

Message #147376




So the prevelance of many non-rational men doestittate limitations in the value of overgenerdiisas
about gender? Doesn't there come a point wheranttoeint of exceptions to a rule indicate a flawhia tule
itself? 1 don't recall you offering many *argumentsr why you agree with Dave's philosophy/theology
(grand "l am a philosopher" statements and quataticom others don't count).

Ryan

Message #147378

Ryan: So the prevelance of many non-rational messldindicate limitations in the value of
overgeneralisations about gender?

No. Stating that women are irrational and men ratigs a useful generalization.

Ryan: Doesn't there come a point where the amoluex@eptions to a rule indicate a flaw in the riigelf?

No. There has never been a philosopher of theitefimho was female: it has been entirely the prowiaf
men. Sacrificing yourself to the Infinite is theimate masculine act.

Greg Shantz

Message #147382

Wrong..aren't you forgetting that woman out in Maord? And how about the one in Lubbuck?

e
L nny

Message #147393

Ryan: So the prevelance of many non-rational messldindicate limitations in the value of
overgeneralisations about gender?

Greg: No. Stating that women are irrational and mmational is a useful generalization.

Isn't "useful" more the grammar of,say, politicarilthe search for ultimate Truth that philosophyuty
philosophy insofar as | have been able to perdeivet all philosophy or anything) entails? If kamill
permit me : "now we know that, what do we know?"

Ryan: Doesn't there come a point where the amoluexa@eptions to a rule indicate a flaw in the riigelf?

Greg: No. There has never been a philosopher ofrtfigite who was female: it has been entirely the
province of men. Sacrificing yourself to the Irtins the ultimate masculine act.

Elaborate. Valuing abstracts over flesh-and-bleadity doesn't seem necessarily indicative of the
men-perceive-reality thinking that Dave subscriteeand that you appear to be a cheerleader folofipher
of the infinite could mean anything and nothing@ksorge Lucas one ;-) ?)

Ryan

Message #147401




It doesn't matter how many men prove themselvég torational, because according to Dave (and @apta
Philosopher here) that PART of men is FEMININE. @it's like if | called your Works of Great Litaure
"books" and your trashy "lad" novels "music."” "Bhey're ALL books,"” you might (reasonably) say. Bat
The "good" ones are "books," the "bad" ones aresfaiUNonsense!

Rainmandu

Message #147403

Ryan: So the prevelance of many non-rational messldindicate limitations in the value of
overgeneralisations about gender?

Greg: No. Stating that women are irrational and nmational is a useful generalization.

If you're a misogynist, it's DAMN useful. "White gggle are industrious, black people are lazy" is BL&
useful generalization. But we all know for WHOMsi# useful generalization.

Ryan: Doesn't there come a point where the amoluex@eptions to a rule indicate a flaw in the riigelf?

Greg: No. There has never been a philosopher ofrtfigite who was female: it has been entirely the
province of men. Sacrificing yourself to the Irtkris the ultimate masculine act.

Hanging upside down in gravity boots and culmirgtour wank session with a self-made facial isrehi
the province of men, too. It's still just masturbat though.

Rainmandu

Message #147419

| would not be the man | am today without "Cerebusiould not be the man | am today without "Reads.

And while | think much of what Dave says is so wy@s to approach a reasonable person to quesson hi
sanity, there are some things he says that arestakably and unquestionably *true*, and it is dls® that
his primary targets, the radical doctrinaire fersigi(see Rick? even I'll admit they're his "primamgets"),
dismiss his true stuff as just as crazy as hisycsaHf, apparently unable to see the difference.

Steve Bolhafner

Message #147438

Ryan: Isn't "useful" more the grammar of,say, padithan the search for ultimate Truth that philpby
(your philosophy insofar as | have been able tapee it, not all philosophy or anything) entails?

As Avristotle put it, humans are political animalgords as politics are useful in to the degreetitey can
unfetter the mind and direct it toward the Infinite

Ryan: If Larry will permit me : "now we know thathat do we know?"

A woman is not a thing to be.

Ryan: Doesn't there come a point where the amoluexa@eptions to a rule indicate a flaw in the ritgelf?



No. There has never been a philosopher of theitefimho was female: it has been entirely the prowiaf
men. Sacrificing yourself to the Infinite is theimlate masculine act.

Ryan: Elaborate.

A man is the person who follows what his reasois tém. Reasoning about reality always leads to the
conclusion that it is Infinite. Acting on this cdasion is the final act of the masculine individual

2 Jesus said, "Those who seek should not stopreeekiil they find. When they find, they will bestlirbed.
When they are disturbed, they will marvel, and waign over all.

-From The Gospel of Thomas

Ryan: Valuing abstracts over flesh-and-blood rgadibesn't seem necessarily indicative of the
men-perceive-reality thinking that Dave subscriteeand that you appear to be a cheerleader for.

An abstract is an ideal; words are such abstraxti@eality, however, has no form which could bewaga in
words. The masculine person values words whichtpoithis truth.

Ryan: Philosopher of the infinite could mean anyghand nothing (Is George Lucas one ;-) ?)
Hardly. :-)

A philosopher of the Infinite is nothing other thidgr@ person who knows the Infinite and communichies
understanding of it to others. | can't think ofiachs movies which does this.

Greg Shantz

Message #147420

Greg: It is the feminine part that is irrational.
Ah, Greg, would that this were true.

In fact, although masculine irrationality is somes found in women and feminine irrationality isn&times
found in men, generally speaking we each havendistie *types* of irrationality. It's true that wam are far
more likely than men to coo and cuddle a puppysa@ningly forget entirely the difference betweqret
and a baby. It's also true that men are more liteeBrgue long past the point where they've beengor
wrong, pugnaciously battling to preserve their rid

We're all crazy. Women are just crazy in a difféngay from us.

Steve Bolhafner

Message #147423

| always liked the way the one, true Cirin putliiat the genders were complementary, or to patat i
not-so-nice way, that they deserved each otheredezach other right.

Chris W



Message #147445

That was one of the "truest” observations | ganf@erebus. It really hit me like a smack in theefttwat this
was important, sublime stuff.

And | realize that Dave might not have intendetd ibe his own philosophy, coming as it does from a
character's mouth and a female one at that. Nemdétttvent way beyond "author's intent". Perhagne
closer to "I made it all up and it came true anyway

- Larry Hart

Message #147504

| don't see anything that suggests Dave didn'hthteto be his philosophy and, other than comnognfa
Terimite, wouldn't still more-or-less stand bylit God intended us all to be here, then we nedd genders,
each one to do the dirty jobs that the other gendert do'.

Chris W

Message #147439

Steve: We're all crazy. Women are just crazy iiffarént way from us.
What is the point of saying this?

Greg Shantz

Message #147441

What is the point of claiming that the irrationglib men is coming from the feminine in them? ltuMbmake
sense if, say, 10% of men were irrational and 90%amen were to attribute the irrationality of th@% to
their being more "feminine" in this way than theeege man.

But that isn't reality. The reality is that men amoimen are more-or-less equally irrational, andeaver the
vast majority of them are irrational in differenays that fall into observably gender-based pattdrhere are
distinctively masculine irrationalities just as ith@re distinctively feminine irrationalities, baven though
both of them can be found in real life among boties and females, the preponderance of masculine
irrationality is found in males and the prepondeeaaf feminine irrationality is found in females.

You can, if you want, define "rationality" as a malr masculine trait by arbitrary fiat and claimatthny trace
of irrationality in males *must* be feminine, besgudefinitionally the masculine is rational, bustbegs the
question: on what basis do you make that defin®iNiot on observable reality, that's for sure.

Steve Bolhafner

Message #147559

Steve: What is the point of claiming that the iimaglity in men is coming from the feminine in tifem

To draw a distinction between certain qualities plating value on one type over the other.

Steve: You can, if you want, define "rationalitg"aamale or masculine trait by arbitrary fiat anlkhicn that



any trace of irrationality in males *must* be feritia, because definitionally the masculine is ragibmut
this begs the question: on what basis do you maktediefinition? Not on observable reality, thats $ure.

Genetic males have created all language and @titha, through reason. This is plain.

Greg Shantz

Message #147437

Steve Bolhafner wrote: It's true that women arenfare likely than men to coo and cuddle a puppy and
seemingly forget entirely the difference betwegetaand a baby. It's also true that men are mdeelyi to
argue long past the point where they've been prewemg, pugnaciously battling to preserve theirderi
We're all crazy. Women are just crazy in a differeay from us.

Yes, how irrationality is expressed by women igedlént to how it's expressed by men. But this doesally
say anything yet. For instance, is it just a stigidifference? Or is it a matter of degree, liki®d.crazy
compared to 90% crazy?

As | see it, the aggression expressed by a maisfiegswith a *point* in a discussion, even if it\song, is
absolutely necessary for a dialectical redoublMganing, the extra effort needed to reflect deeplyhe
truth of an idea. Reason and persistence go hahdsid.

But going-with-the-flow and indulging in mindlessdachildish play is no help at all in the metaphbgkiife,
in the search for truth, in self-examination, almel like.

It looks like the difference between how men andango express irrationality (generally) is one ofréeg not
style.

Kelly Jones

Message #147448

Kelly: As | see it, the aggression expressed bya persisting with a *point* in a discussion, evéit's
wrong, is absolutely necessary for a dialecticalaebling. Meaning, the extra effort needed to wfteeeply
on the truth of an idea. Reason and persistendeagal-in-hand.

Rubbish. The inability to change one's mind whassented with new evidence is the absolute antglodsi
reason.

Andrew Hickey

Message #147453

| don't think you read what | wrote carefully enbugdidn’t say that aggression is the same asnality.

The problem is that people don't have *enough’hat pugnacious pride, that aggressive desire tothat
urge to conquer all opponents and obstacles. Iiiwmat all costs comes first, then the mind iséolrto find
out what the real enemy is. That entails doubf;esedmination, and finding better weapons.

What usually happens is that the desire to wirnisjoered by the desire to get someone else's agdpidnat
leads to pettiness, name-calling and aimless argtsme

Note the original point: that the dogged will tomdn argument, typical of men, shows a much strowgdkto
reason than does playing with a pet poodle or bigpical of women. | don't think we'll hear any angent
over that.



10% rationality compared to 0.01% rationality isugge difference in our mediocre society.

Kelly Jones

Message #147458

Kelly: Note the original point: that the dogged Md win an argument, typical of men, shows a much
stronger will to reason than does playing with & peodle or baby, typical of women. | don't thin&hear
any argument over that.

You will, because this is just absolute drivel, ad/hat | was arguing against in the first plabging to win
an argument when your point has been disprovdiglivsolute definition of stupidity. Continuingai@ue in
the face of reality is as far from being reasonalsl#'s possible to be. Playing with a baby igatral act,
arguing a point you know to be wrong is activehaiional.

Andrew Hickey

Message #147486

Andrew: Trying to win an argument when your poias lbeen disproved is the absolute definition of
stupidity.

Well, let's first look at your ‘disproof":

Andrew: Continuing to argue in the face of real#yas far from being reasonable as it's possiblbeo
Playing with a baby is a neutral act, arguing a moyou know to be wrong is actively irrational.

True, playing with a baby is neither rational noaiional. But | think the context is women treagtimabies as
pets. That is not rational.

And true, arguing a point that you know to be wrasgrational. But the original point was arguiagainst
what someone else has offered disproof for. Sadigroof might be false, or uncertain, or requirese
detail, or one has a deep mental block about it.

| think only the latter shows irrationality, butllshowhere near as much as treating a baby ligetaA pet is a
psychological comfort to entertain bored and lorpsgple.

Kelly
©
Message #147468
Responding to Message #147437 & #147453
| think it's reasonable to say that | like thioa I)
TTM (Rick Sharer)
©

Message #147469

Kelly: As | see it, the aggression expressed bya persisting with a *point* in a discussion, evéit's
wrong, is absolutely necessary for a dialecticalaebling. Meaning, the extra effort needed to wfteeeply
on the truth of an idea. Reason and persistendeagal-in-hand.

Andrew: Rubbish. The inability to change one's nvitén presented with new evidence is the absolute



antithesis of reason.
Kelly: 1 don't think you read what | wrote carefuknough.

| think you're guilty of what Dave always accusesinists of, assuming that someone who disagrabsyou
doesn't understand your point. | think he undedsgust fine. He just disagrees with you.

Kelly: | didn't say that aggression is the sameat®nality.

Well, that's good, seeing as how they're oppoaieisall.

Kelly: The problem is that people don't have *enwugf that pugnacious pride, that aggressive degire
win, that urge to conquer all opponents and obstscl

Excuse me?
Look around the world. You really think *lack* ofgresion is the problem?

You're calling "pugnacious" pride a *good* thing?

Kelly: If winning at all costs comes first, theretimind is forced to find out what the real enemy st
entails doubt, self-examination, and finding betteapons.

This is just so wrong-headed | don't know wherbégin.

The truth is NEVER found by making up your mindavance and sifting through available facts fosého
that best back up one's position, by listeningthers' arguments only for weaknesses to attack.

Kelly: What usually happens is that the desire o i conquered by the desire to get someone else's
approval. That leads to pettiness, name-calling amaless arguments.

| don't know why I'm bothering here, since you'waaunced up front that you think a true consideratf
my point and willingness to see that you might eng is the opposite of rationality, but let's try.

Take a look at those two sentences. Don't youteemherent contradiction in them? Or do you rebdiieve
that "pettiness, name-calling and aimless argu@nteen by *anyone* as a good way to "get someone
else's approval"?

Kelly: Note the original point: that the dogged Md win an argument, typical of men, shows a much
stronger will to reason than does playing with & peodle or baby, typical of women. | don't thin&hear
any argument over that.

Here's one. Not only have you perversely maintathatlallowing pride to lead one into persistingiimtruth
when facts are laid before you shows "a much s&#owngl to reason,” but you make the same error of
irrationality my original post pointed out in theman playing with the puppy: not being able toidgtish
between a baby dog and a baby human being. Cudatidgooing and playing with a baby human beirgy is
rational thing to do, because such behavior isah iecessary for the proper mental and emoticgedthh of
said baby, and is a part of the proper way to apgrahild-rearing.



Kelly: 10% rationality compared to 0.01% rationglils a huge difference in our mediocre society.

Well, gee, | guess a difference of several decpoaits *is* a "huge difference* but on what are ymasing
these numbers? Are you admitting that the persguirag a false point out of pride is only 10% ratibs but
claiming that a woman properly cherishing her owabybis 0.01% rational?

(shakes head)

Dave thinking that Margaret Thatcher may have hestpolitical power because he put her in his cdioik,
or that the tsunami a few years ago might have ¥é8WH's reaction to the impending finale of "Cerspius
perfectly sane and sensible by comparison.

| think what you've done is prove my point abotdtionality not being a feminine trait.

Steve Bolhafner

Message #147471

Kelly: As | see it, the aggression expressed bya persisting with a *point* in a discussion, evéit's
wrong, is absolutely necessary for a dialecticalaebling. Meaning, the extra effort needed to wtfteeply
on the truth of an idea. Reason and persistendeagal-in-hand.

Andrew: Rubbish. The inability to change one's nvithén presented with new evidence is the absolute
antithesis of reason.

Kelly: I don't think you read what | wrote carefuknough.

Steve: | think you're guilty of what Dave alwaysuses feminists of, assuming that someone whordesag
with you doesn't understand your point. | thinkuinelerstands just fine. He just disagrees with you.

In fairness of Dave, he made a point of indictitgdnemies for this, i.e. when he compared soaditkaburse
to being stuck with a drunk at a party, with Dawaihg to keep repeating that "l understand whatareu
saying, but I think you are wrong, and will continto think you're wrong no matter how many times yo
repeat the same stupid things" (paraphrased). Daeen't seem like the sort of guy to engage in tiypn

ryan

Message #147510

| agree, and I'm fairly distressed that this somebame across to you as a putdown of Dave. Notbiirige
sort was intended.

My point was that this guy who apparently thinksohself as being on "Dave's side" and no douloikihi
that to some extent he thinks "like Dave" was tngglhis opponent in an argument the way Dave sagplp
treat him. They can't *believe* he's not a Man&gminist (to use his terminology), because anybody
intelligent is *bound* to be a Marxist-Feminist,chhe seems to be a really bright guy, so he mustvey
have *had* Marxist-Feminism explained to him prdper

And he says, No,l understand just fine, | just tagtee.

And it just seemed to me that Kelly was doing thme thing to Andrew here. Oh, you disagree with Yizel
must not have understood my point.

And I'm pretty sure Andrew *did* understand hismoi

| don't see where an accusation of hypocrisy ag&idbeve* enters into it anywhere. Kelly? Maybe haltigh
my accusation against him was mainly that he sderbe an irrational boob. I'm not sure his thoygioicess
is coherent enough to reach the level of hypocrisy.



Steve Bolhafner

Message #147488

Kelly: I don't think you read what | wrote carefuknough.

Steve: | think you're guilty of what Dave alwaysuses feminists of, assuming that someone whordesg
with you doesn't understand your point. | thinkuinelerstands just fine. He just disagrees with you.

| don't think Andrew does understand. This meansdan't either.

Kelly: | didn't say that aggression is the samea®nality.
Steve: Well, that's good, seeing as how they'resigs and all.
Maybe now is a good time to define aggression.

| see aggression as the will to power.

Kelly: The problem is that people don't have *ertwugf that pugnacious pride, that aggressive degire
win, that urge to conquer all opponents and obstscl

Steve: Excuse me? Look around the world. You réak *lack* of aggresion is the problem? You're
calling "pugnacious" pride a *good* thing? WTF?!21?

Aggression, the will to power, in itself isn't thyabad. It's just a will to achieve, a very stropgychological
force. It's the values energised by aggressionatteathe problem.

So if dominating others is the primary value, onming every woman's heart, then it's just a mees. gt
moronic tyrants like the murderous, malicious eropepf Rome; or Emotional Void makers.

Kelly: If winning at all costs comes first, theretinind is forced to find out what the real enemy it
entails doubt, self-examination, and finding betteapons.

Steve: This is just so wrong-headed | don't knoere/ko begin. The truth is NEVER found by making up
your mind in advance and sifting through availataets for those that best back up one's positign, b
listening to others' arguments only for weaknessegtack.

If one desires to win an argument at all costs) tihéalse solution becomes the enemy, not ano#rsop.

Kelly: What usually happens is that the desire ito i conquered by the desire to get someone else's
approval. That leads to pettiness, name-calling amaless arguments.

Steve: | don't know why I'm bothering here, sirmg'we announced up front that you think a true
consideration of my point and willingness to ses ffou might be wrong is the opposite of ratioryalitut
let's try.

| think you'll find | said that arguing a point dgegdly, even if it is wrong, shows more rationatian treating
a baby like a pet.

Once again, I'm not saying belligerence is the sasmationality.

I'm saying it (aggression) goes hand-in-hand wationality. Or more accurately, with the birth afionality,



that grows-up out of vague, mindless, and muddéead passivity.

Kelly: What usually happens is that the desire o i conquered by the desire to get someone else's
approval. That leads to pettiness, name-calling amaless arguments.

Steve: Take a look at those two sentences. Dan'sge the inherent contradiction in them? Or do seally
believe that "pettiness, name-calling and aimlegsiments"” is seen by *anyone* as a good way to "get
someone else's approval"?

This is very interesting, Steve.
Do you think it is rational to get someone elsejsraval for one's own thoughts, to validate them?

Wouldn't you say that's a poor way to win an arguinieeaning, to get to the truth of matters), amols a
lack of that all-conquering drive?

Kelly: Note the original point: that the dogged Md win an argument, typical of men, shows a much
stronger will to reason than does playing with & peodle or baby, typical of women. | don't thin&lwhear
any argument over that.

Steve: Here's one. Not only have you perverselntaiaied that allowing pride to lead one into petisig in
untruth when facts are laid before you shows "atmstconger will to reason,”

Well, say that one persists in untruth becauseroéatal block. In this case, I'd say that the petsas a very
strong sense that his entire system of thinkinjaeilapse if he concedes the point. So, he idtiraly aware
of consequences. He knows the effort it will takkatnend his thinking. That is a stronger will tagen,
because there is a lot of reasoning going on bethimdurtain.

Counting the cost, so to speak.

Steve: but you make the same error of irrationatity original post pointed out in the woman playiith

the puppy: not being able to distinguish betwedalay dog and a baby human being. Cuddling and gpoin
and playing with a baby human being is a ratiormahg to do, because such behavior is in fact necgdsr
the proper mental and emotional health of said haloygl is a part of the proper way to approach
child-rearing.

| think the average female doesn't actually redlisn She does it intuitively, like a cow intuitlydets its calf
suck, or intuitively stands defensively betweeanitl a predating eagle.

Mothers are driven by emotions, not reason. Thage d mother would never be allowed to bury a dedxy
in her backyard. Everyone would be up in arms,rgpghe probably killed it. That's the Emotional &/dhe
Birth Sphere.

I'm not saying babies don't need that coddling.tBey don't need it from an irrational creature wolperates
on emotional whims. A rational individual is a musétter parent, because they do things for reasons.

Kelly: 10% rationality compared to 0.01% rationglils a huge difference in our mediocre society.

Steve: Well, gee, | guess a difference of seve@hthl points *is* a "huge difference* but on wizae you
basing these numbers? Are you admitting that thegmearguing a false point out of pride is only 10%
rational -- but claiming that a woman properly cisting her own baby is 0.01% rational?

| base those numbers on observation.



Yes, dogged argument might only be 10% rationatesit's not 100% rational to have mental blockaresy
truths.

| notice you wrote "cherishing *her own* baby". (reynphasis)
A parent shouldn't be possessive to properly Idtge ghe needs of a baby. That's animalistic, nwhan.

Why did you choose the word "cherishing" ?

Steve: Dave thinking that Margaret Thatcher mayehlagt her political power because he put her m hi
comic book, or that the tsunami a few years agdirigve been YHWH's reaction to the impending diiol
"Cerebus," is perfectly sane and sensible by compar | think what you've done is prove my poirdwb
irrationality not being a feminine trait.

Yes and no. One has to be aware of exceptionseTdrerexceptions both ways.

For instance, in your replies | think you show nagéitocks about the difference between the wayiamality
is expressed by men and women generally.

Defending motherhood is remarkably chivalrous,iblt rational?

Kelly Jones

Message #147490

Wasn't there a Kelly Jones that drew Batman once8u him?

Ryan

Message #147493

Ryan: Wasn't there a Kelly Jones that drew Batmzoe® Are you him?
He's not me.

Kelly

Message #147495

Shame - [IRC his vampire Batman stuff was cool. Wdwayou think of Dave's take on the inherant latians
of Philsophy without God?

Ryan

Message #147508

As far as | know, Dave worships Allah, or somethangilarly finite. Is that not true?

If God is a finite thing, rather than a not-finitking’, then God is something like my computekd,imy
computer is finite.

| define philosophy as being about Ultimate Realittye nature of *everything*. What's ultimatelyéy.



Computerlessness or Godlessness doesn't limitothenite..... So philosophy is also not limited by
Godlessness.

Kelly

Message #147494

This Kelly is of thehttp://www.naturalthinker.netite that Greg S pointed us at the other dayvéhahad
the time yet to do any serious reading on the Biteam planning on it.

And welcome to the list Kelly! You've read issuesl8ake it, how about some of Dave's other wriiog the
Cerebus story, proper? What one stood out the foogou (well, other then issue 186, which | thisla
given)?

Take care,
Margaret
http://www.cerebusfangirl.com

Message #147509

Margaret: You've read issue 186 | take it, how atsmme of Dave's other writings <
http://cerebusfangirl.com/artists/index.pbypor the Cerebus story, proper? What one stoodtlb@tmost for
you (well, other then issue 186, which | think igien)?

Well, | joined this email group to explore sometlod culture that Sim's views on women have birthed.

| find it interesting psychologically - exactly wh&im summarised at the end of issue 186: Are taeye
exceptions here? Has anyone felt repulsed by thatiBnal Void? What are they doing about it?

Those views on the Male Light and Emotional Void egally the only positive contribution | can sé®ave
Sim to humanity -- which is not to belittle it dt. & think he had magnificent courage in pushisga as he
has.

For me, a person's output has to have philosopsigaificance - the Male Light going to extremes 1 find
it bland. In READS, Sim showed nervousness aboblighing those views. He wasn't taking them far
enough, as | indicated in my comment in the Reasoh#brary. Not surprising - few people can gottfza.

But if he has go on to greater heights, pleaseoiitt pne towards his better work.

Kelly

Message #147520

Sure, "Tangent" and "Islam, My Islam" are both mex&eme than Reads. Available to read on Margaret'
site (link on main page here | believe).

Ryan

Message #147522

Thanks.

Kelly



Message #147523

Well, reading your comment on your site about issB@: "And therefore, the 'Male Heart and Groird is
falsehood of Sim's: having any sexual desire ixnaotpatible with Male Light. It destroys othersdan
destroys oneself." | would point you towards higseseof essays entitled Tangent. From Tangent #1
(published in Cerebus #265):

This dovetailed with the "second source" in ansmgetiWhere do you think your ideas about women come
from?": my own decision to alternate periods oemtional celibacy (as opposed to "not getting IxMith
periods of monogamous sexual activity and semi-igamous sexual activity. Having gone back and forth
between the two states over the course of a detada,state unequivocally that celibate Dave Skess
reality more clearly than sexually-active Dave %o wilfully hypnotized himself into seeing theldiin a
manifestly untrue way and persuaded himself thatrfist lies were true, that many feminist lies edmed
elements of truth, that feminist lies were not whohtruthful). Surrendering an accurate perceptafn

reality for a world of fairy-tale falsehoods wasrpaf the high price of sex, a price | was no longeepared
to pay.

Take care,
Margaret

Message #147533

Kelly Jones: Those views on the Male Light and konat VVoid are really the only positive contributid
can see of Dave Sim to humanity -- which is ntseldtle it at all. | think he had magnificent cage in
pushing as far as he has.

| always thought Sim's contribution was an innox&atind often extraordinary use of the comics medlden
pushed an artform into new areas, a valuable aehient indeed. By contrast he's a third-rate thiakéest.
Whilst he can often be a sharp observer, his iitglbd extend his own arguments to rational coricius that
are inconvenient to his point and his poor grasipgital principles renders his philosophical commtagies
of little value, and often laughably inept.

You do have to take the time out from playing wit poodles, pet babies, or pet theories to nétise
though.

Cheers,

Andrew Korn

Message #147537

Andrew: You do have to take the time out from plaith pet poodles, pet babies, or pet theoriesotice
this though.

Rude dog!

TTM (Rick Sharer)



Part 2. Aggression vs. Passivity

Message #147512

Kelly: | didn't say that aggression is the sameat®nality.
Steve: Well, that's good, seeing as how they'resigs and all.
Kelly: Maybe now is a good time to define aggressicee aggression as the will to power.

| see "comic book" as a book with comics, what npestple call "graphic novels." That doesn't measrai
intelligent thing for me to do to go around usihgttword by that definition and expecting myselbto
understood.

Sure, you can make up your own definition of a witvat has only a tenuous connection to what it méan
the general populace. But what results can hamllyatied "communication.”

For the record:
Etymology: Latin aggression-, aggressio attacknfamggredi to attack
1: a forceful action or procedure (as an unprovaktatk) especially when intended to dominate cstera

2: the practice of making attacks or encroachmesigecially : unprovoked violation by one countiyhe
territorial integrity of another

3: hostile, injurious, or destructive behavior atlook especially when caused by frustration
Notice the etymology, which leads to the secondhdein: attack.

Now (1) actually seems at first to be similar tayown, "a forceful action or procedure" - untileogets to
the parenthetical "(as an unprovoked attack)" &edinhal "especially when intended to dominate astar"

Of course, it's obvious to anyone with a brain that"aggression” engaged in by someone persisting
arguing on behalf of a falsehood when he's beeveprarrong would be (3), and | don't think you'réngpoto
make that look rational.

The will to power? You remind me of Otto in "A Fi€lalled Wanda."

Wanda: To call you stupid would be an insult tqpglypeople. I've known sheep who could outwit yiue
worn dresses with higher 1Qs, but you think yoamdntellectual, don't you, ape?

Otto: Apes don't read philosophy.

Wanda: Yes they do, Otto, they just don't undedstan

Kelly: The problem is that people don't have *ertwugf that pugnacious pride, that aggressive degire
win, that urge to conquer all opponents and obstscl

Steve: Excuse me? Look around the world. You réak *lack* of aggresion is the problem? You're
calling "pugnacious” pride a *good* thing? WTF?!21?

Kelly: Aggression, the will to power, in itself istotally bad. It's just a will to achieve, a vesirong
psychological force. It's the values energised ¢pgrassion that are the problem

Well, in your own little world where that's whatgagssion means possibly. That's not what | wagglk
about in the original post you were respondindRinember that? | was talking about pigheadedly
maintaining a false position in an argument evéer afou’'ve been proven wrong because of aggrepsive.



You can dance around all you like with redefineddgoand such, but you can't make that a ratiotiad) tto
do.

Kelly: So if dominating others is the primary valoe winning every woman's heart, then it's jush@ss. You
get moronic tyrants like the murderous, malicioagperors of Rome; or Emotional Void makers.

Of course "dominating others,"” or at least tryinglominate others, is what the word "aggressionamséin
English, as opposed to Kellyish.

Kelly: If winning at all costs comes first, theretinind is forced to find out what the real enemy st
entails doubt, self-examination, and finding betteapons.

Steve: This is just so wrong-headed | don't knoere/ko begin. The truth is NEVER found by making up
your mind in advance and sifting through availataets for those that best back up one's positign, b
listening to others' arguments only for weaknessedtack

Kelly: If one desires to win an argument at all tsoshen a false solution becomes the enemy, rdhan
person.

| understand what you're saying here, and on sew& | even agree with it. But it has NOTHING TO DO
with my original point. You are now defining "wimg an argument" as "finding the truth so that yonever
wrong." Bully for you. That has nothing to do withy point that many men, when involved in an argumen
*with another person,* when that person has prodwsédence that they are wrong, will persist in
maintaining the untruth they started with, not ovdybally but mentally, REFUSING TO SEE THE TRUTH
because it threatens their idea of themselvesgi#t,"rand that this irrationality is both emotibased (pride
is an emotion) and while not exclusively male gafigra masculine failing.

That was what you set out to refute and insteadsgaaid, "Well, if you really want to win an argamn find
out what the truth is." Bully for you. Absolutelight. Perfect. Except that's totally irrelevantg point.

Kelly: What usually happens is that the desire it i conquered by the desire to get someone else's
approval. That leads to pettiness, name-calling amless arguments.

Steve: | don't know why I'm bothering here, sirmg'we announced up front that you think a true
consideration of my point and willingness to ses ffou might be wrong is the opposite of ratioryalitut
let's try.

Kelly: I think you'll find | said that arguing a prt doggedly, even if it is wrong, shows more nadility than
treating a baby like a pet.

A) Again, the original post you were "refuting,” wying to, talked about treating a pet like a haimt
vice-versa.

B) As a matter of fact, you're wrong. That is NOfakyou said.

"Note the original point: that the dogged will tinvan argument, typical of men, shows a much seomngll
to reason than does playing with a pet poodle by bigpical of women."

Nothing about treating one like the other. Puttiogvn "playing with" either. Period.

Kelly: Once again, I'm not saying belligerencetie same as rationality. I'm saying it (aggressigogs
hand-in-hand with rationality. Or more accuratelyith the birth of rationality, that grows-up out eégue,
mindless, and muddle-headed passivity.



You know, if you wrote those two sentences withtibet parenthetical "aggression™ in there, at 1e8%6 8f
English speakers would assume that the word "ithénsecond sentence refers to the word "belligereim
the first.

Are you a native speaker of English?

Your redefined Nietzschean "aggression" may or n@ygo "hand-in-hand" with rationality. Belligerane
which is far closer to the ACTUAL TRAIT of the pers| was FIRST TALKING ABOUT -- does not. It's so
obvious that it does not that you had to throwhiait t'aggression” in there to skew the argument.

Kelly: What usually happens is that the desire ito i conquered by the desire to get someone else's
approval. That leads to pettiness, name-calling amaless arguments.

Steve: Take a look at those two sentences. Dan'sge the inherent contradiction in them? Or do seally
believe that "pettiness, name-calling and aimlegsiments"” is seen by *anyone* as a good way to "get
someone else's approval"?

Kelly: This is very interesting, Steve. Do you khinis rational to get someone else's approvaldoe's own
thoughts, to validate them?

What has that got to do with what | said? If myll'\ad power" is sapped by a desire to get someone's
approval, why on earth would | call that person aatCalling him names is going to win his approV#l3
makes no sense whatsoever and when it's pointed gat you don't even see it! You think I'm arguthat
seeking approval is a good thing!

Kelly: Wouldn't you say that's a poor way to winagument (meaning, to get to the truth of matteaajl
shows a lack of that all-conquering drive?

And again, you're redefining terms so that theyehatlie do do with English and NOTHING to do witie
original post. When | say that someone is pergistirmaintaining an argument even when he's beavepr
wrong, obviously that person's definition of arguntiis not "to get to the truth of matters." Hisadsf
winning is conquering the other person, of dommmati

And again, here's Mirriam Webster on "argument”
1 (obsolete) : an outward sign : indication

2 a: a reason given in proof or rebuttal
b: discourse intended to persuade

3 a: the act or process of arguing : argumentation
b: a coherent series of statements leading fronemipe to a conclusion
c: quarrel, disagreement

4: an abstract or summary especially of a literaoyk
5: the subject matter especially of a literary work

6 a: one of the independent variables upon whose ¥hat of a function depends
b: a substantive (as the direct object of a travgsiterb) that is required by a predicate in gramma
c: amplitude

| don't see "a search for truth” there. An argunientore like a verbal ping-pong match than iike
philosophical investigation. Not only is that hoeogple *use* the word, it was *obvious* from the ¢text
that | was using that common meaning. You can @ettidt "argument” *should* mean a search for trhbitit,
that has no effect on whether or not many men Hgtda persist irrationally in arguments after theybeen
proven wrong.



Or after their opponents have been proven to hiegdwons, so | guess | have to chalk this posioupy own
irrationality.

Kelly: Note the original point: that the dogged Md win an argument, typical of men, shows a much
stronger will to reason than does playing with & peodle or baby, typical of women. | don't thin&Mhear
any argument over that.

Steve: Here's one. Not only have you perverselntaiaed that allowing pride to lead one into petisig in
untruth when facts are laid before you shows "amstconger will to reason,”

Kelly: Well, say that one persists in untruth besmof a mental block. In this case, I'd say thatghrson has
a very strong sense that his entire system of ithgnkill collapse if he concedes the point. Soishatuitively
aware of consequences. He knows the effort itakk to amend his thinking. That is a stronger twill
reason, because there is a lot of reasoning gombehind the curtain.

That's not a will to reason, it's a will to unreastt is a preference for a "system of thinkingséa on
falsehood for fear of doing the mental work it wbtdke to conform one's thinking to reality.

Do you think for a moment Nietzsche would agree tha idiot your describing is exhibiting a "wib t
power"??7?

Kelly: Counting the cost, so to speak.

Steve: but you make the same error of irrationatity original post pointed out in the woman playiith

the puppy: not being able to distinguish betwedalay dog and a baby human being. Cuddling and epoin
and playing with a baby human being is a ratiormahg to do, because such behavior is in fact necgdsr
the proper mental and emotional health of said haloygl is a part of the proper way to approach
child-rearing.

Kelly: I think the average female doesn't actuadigison this. She does it intuitively, like a cowitively lets
its calf suck, or intuitively stands defensivelywen it and a predating eagle.

OK. You think that. So? Have you got any evidenicthat? You also think "aggression” means "will to
power" and "winning an argument" means findingttiuigh, whether it matches your original positiomot.
So I'm not really inclined to base a lot of faithwhat you think.

Kelly: Mothers are driven by emotions, not reasbimese days a mother would never be allowed to &ury
dead baby in her backyard. Everyone would be wgrims, saying she probably killed it. That's the Eomal
Void, the Birth Sphere.

Woah. | have no idea where this is coming from,itsibut there.

Kelly: I'm not saying babies don't need that couiglliBut they don't need it from an irrational cresg who
operates on emotional whims. A rational individisad much better parent, because they do things for
reasons.

| don't disagree that a rational parent is probablyer than an irrational parent. Most women krnewn have
struck me as more rational than . . . well, you,jfigtance.

Kelly: 10% rationality compared to 0.01% rationglils a huge difference in our mediocre society.



Steve: Well, gee, | guess a difference of seve@hthl points *is* a "huge difference* but on wizae you
basing these numbers? Are you admitting that thegmearguing a false point out of pride is only 10%
rational -- but claiming that a woman properly crgtting her own baby is 0.01% rational?

Kelly: | base those numbers on observation.

Whose observation? Your own? See above regardihgt'you think."

Kelly: Yes, dogged argument might only be 10% retipsince it's not 100% rational to have mentaldiis
against truths.

Wow. "Not 100% rational.” It is *totally irration&ko have "mental blocks against truth.” Not 10%amaal.
Not even 0.01% rational. It's goofy to claim thatdan be encompassed as any kind of rationality.

But then, you obviously have mental blocks agdingh, so | guess | should make allowances.

Kelly: I notice you wrote "cherishing *her own* bgh (my emphasis) A parent shouldn't be possessive
properly look after the needs of a baby. That'sratistic, not human. Why did you choose the word
"cherishing" ?

Steve: OK, OK, I'll cop to an over-the-top embhalient here. But again, the *original* post you were
responding to didn't HAVE a baby. It had a pet tiin@t woman *treated* like a baby.

"It's true that women are far more likely than ni@icoo and cuddle a puppy and seemingly forgetaintine
difference between a pet and a baby. It's alsothratemen are more likely to argue long past thatpehere
they've been proven wrong, pugnaciously battlingreserve their pride."

"Coo and cuddle" and "cherish" are similar concepts

"pugnaciously battling" and "seeking the truth"aingh a "will to power" are not.

Steve: Dave thinking that Margaret Thatcher mayehlagt her political power because he put her m hi
comic book, or that the tsunami a few years agditigve been YHWH's reaction to the impending diioél
"Cerebus," is perfectly sane and sensible by compar | think what you've done is prove my poirdwb
irrationality not being a feminine trait.

Kelly: Yes and no. One has to be aware of exceqtibhnere are exceptions both ways. For instancgour
replies | think you show mental blocks about tlifetknce between the way irrationality is expredsgdnen
and women generally. Defending motherhood is reatsykchivalrous, but is it rational?

(shakes head) Lives in a world all his own folks.
| don't think | want to play anymore Kelly, but tiie for the tediously irrational verbiage.

Steve Bolhafner

Message #147513

Steve,
Sure, if you wish to end the discussion, that's firith me.

| think it's a bit early to quit, though. It usuatbkes a few exchanges to clarify definitions. hibt semantic
fluffing-about, but trying to narrow down what weean by things.



By then we can actually have a decent discussicen lsee you're very interested in getting to sclesr
definitions. So, if we can both put egos aside, lmagatient with communicating, then we might haveeaty
and enlightening discussion.

| have just one rule: no name-calling, like 'iroail boob'. That's not encouraging sensible argtiraed
inflames others' tempers as well. Best way to wiai@ument is not with fists, eh?

Sound fair?
I'll respond to your post soon.

Kelly

Message #147515

Kelly: I think it's a bit early to quit, though. lisually takes a few exchanges to clarify defingidt's not
semantic fluffing-about, but trying to narrow dowhat we mean by things.

No, it's you using words in a way that is completatompatible with the way the English-speakinglado
uses them.

Kelly: I have just one rule: no name-calling, likeational boob'. That's not encouraging sensibalgument,
and inflames others' tempers as well. Best wayiticaw argument is not with fists, eh?

But Kelly, you *are* an irrational boob, or at lég®ur argument is the argument of one. The whulest of
your ‘argument’ (if one can call it that) has bt irrationality is somehow OK when it's manlyegh.

Andrew Hickey

Message #147517

Kelly: I think it's a bit early to quit, though. lisually takes a few exchanges to clarify defingidt's not
semantic fluffing-about, but trying to narrow dowhat we mean by things.

Andrew: No, it's you using words in a way thatasnpletely incompatible with the way the Englishadieg
world uses them.

It shouldn't be too hard to see a relationship betwaggression' and 'will to power'.

I'll try to make things a little clearer in my rggb Steve, coming up next.

Kelly: I have just one rule: no name-calling, likeational boob'. That's not encouraging sensialgument,
and inflames others' tempers as well. Best wayiticaw argument is not with fists, eh?

Andrew: But Kelly, you *are* an irrational boob, @t least your argument is the argument of one.Whele
thrust of your ‘argument’ (if one can call it th&@s been that irrationality is somehow OK whegnritanly
enough.

| think it's better communication to say, "Youramgent is irrational because....'

Well, here I'm persisting with my point, because fiaving difficulty communicating it to others, mat than
because it has been disproven. The actual pobsiigy misidentified by others as something elsés &k a
response to the ad hominem.



I'll say it again, a little more clearly:

Person A's persistence with a point when a dispgnasfbeen offered by Person B (the original argamen
doesn't say that Person A knows the disproof affesérue) is *not as irrational* as playing wittbaby as if
it is a toy or pet.

If we want to change the original argument, thedfson A persists *while knowing their argumerfaise*,
then they are *only marginally* more rational thitwe petting mother.

Kelly

Message #147528

Kelly: Well, here I'm persisting with my point, bese I'm having difficulty communicating it to athe

No, you're really not. We understand exactly wiaat'ne saying. It's just wrong.

Kelly: If we want to change the original argumethien if Person A persists *while knowing their amgent is
false*, then they are *only marginally* more ratiarnthan the petting mother.

No, they are not. That is, as | have said beftweyvery definition of irrationality.

It.

Is.

Not.
That.

l.

Do.
Not.
Understand.
What.
You.
Are.
Saying.
It.

Is.
That.
What.
You.
Are.
Saying.
Is.
Wrong.

*plonk*

Andrew Hickey

Message #147529

Kelly: I'll say it again, a little more clearly: Reon A's persistence with a point when a disprasf been
offered by Person B (the original argument doesant that Person A knows the disproof offered ig)tisI
*not as irrational* as playing with a baby as ifig a toy or pet.

This might be nit-picky, but Steve was talking abtweating a pet as if it were a baby, not the oty



around.

Kelly: If we want to change the original argumethign if Person A persists *while knowing their amggnt is
false*, then they are *only marginally* more ratialrthan the petting mother.

P

You lose me here. And I'm not trying to shut dowis tonversation, which | actually find interestiyt if
person A KNOWS his argument is false and persistefending it anyway, isn't that not only irra@bibut
"anti-rational"?

- Larry Hart

Message #147531

Larry: This might be nit-picky, but Steve was tadkabout treating a pet as if it were a baby, & dther
way around.

That's not nit-picky, it's an important distinctidireating a pet as a baby is the example thataBirays uses
as an ultimate case of the irrational woman. Somedmo treats a pet as if it's a person (and nontdhink
that behavior is limited to women AT ALL) is defialy behaving in a somewhat irrational manner.nwh
sure, exactly, what would qualify as "treating &yas a pet,” but it sounds like child abuse to anel, it
really doesn't have much to do with this discussikeily seems to keep switching this -- originadlye was
talking about just cuddling a baby, which is astemneutral act, and in some ways a very ratiacabecause
it contributes to raising a child in a healthy, kadjusted manner. The fact that Kelly seems tagg(or at
least confuse) a parent's love for a child witkeetibn towards a pet, is certainly a blow towardsdwn
rationality.

And in response to Kelly, Steve has been arguirgdansistently rational manner and making somelkd
points, which you have proceeded to completely ndsustand and bury in your nonsense replies where
words, apparently, mean whatever you want themeannand where it's considered "rational" to pensian
argument even after it's been proven that you'mmweand even after you KNOW that you're wrong. Tiat
perhaps the most IRrational act possible.

Ed Howard

Message #147532

Ed Howard: And in response to Kelly, Steve has lagguing in a consistently rational manner and nmai
some excellent points, which you have proceededrtpletely misunderstand and bury in your nonsense
replies where words, apparently, mean whateverwant them to mean...

I'm more on Steve's side of the argument, but ItBiGk he does his side a disservice by dismissialiytso
utterly that it's (apparently) ok to throw in griswis insults. | think Steve makes his case quitely without
that, and that the tactic backfires.

And I'd prefer to see this discussion go on andlmut.only on the merits of the arguments and net t
schoolyard namecalling.

Also, is there some way we can tie it into promgtiGlamourpuss” and "Judenhass"? First changing the
subject line, of course. ;)

- Larry Hart



Message #147550

Larry: This might be nit-picky, but Steve was tadkabout treating a pet as if it were a baby, et other
way around.

Yes, my apologies.
| didn't see the distinction as important, so reltyd was able to switch.

Larry's explanation helped clear things up. Thougfite honestly | still cannot see any significdifterence
between :

- treating a pet like a baby
- treating a baby like a pet

in terms of the level of rationality involved.

The first one is probably slightly more rationahtththe second, since it might include the reasenainpose
of learning how to care for a vulnerable creatwefi® trying genuine baby-care.

Steve, is that what you intended by "cooing anditind" a pet.....?

Kelly: If we want to change the original argumethign if Person A persists *while knowing their amggnt is
false*, then they are *only marginally* more ratianthan the petting mother.

Larry: ??? You lose me here. And I'm not tryinghait down this conversation, which | actually find
interesting. But if person A KNOWS his argumerflse and persists in defending it anyway, isrdt tiot
only irrational but "anti-rational"?

Your persistence with this point, in this intellidenanner, is great to see.
As | keep reiterating, we're talking about levdisationality. At least, | always have been in tHiscussion.

Sticking to a false argument, that one knows isefails not entirely irrational, because *knowsisifalse. To
know that, one isn't totally incapable of reasonwiterwise there would be no pugnaciousnessh#'guilt
arising from the reasoned knowledge and a deepahesistence to that knowledge, that causes the
antagonism.

Can you see that?

So, *while not 100% rational*, it still has somengier of reason.

The key here is to work out what is likely to bgpaning mentally with the person who is treatingealike a
baby.

I'm assuming the person isn't training themseloesate for a baby by practising on another vulrierab
creature. That is, they're not engaging in a fudigsoned, thoughtful, purposeful act.

Equally, the person *knows* to some extent thaytieetreating the pet like a baby, because thew habe
consistent with the dress-ups, shampoos, toyssaiorth. So, is the level of reasoned knowledgedeor
greater or the same, as the guilt-driven and argtatiee person?

Does it display more or less mental blocks? Dobave more or less ability to reason?

Kelly



Message #147552

Kelly: Yes, my apologies. | didn't see the distorcas important, so naturally | was able to switthrry's
explanation helped clear things up.

That should have been Edward, not Larry.

(Another of those switches, that aren't intentitynalde or trying to skew truths. Just the braieating
categories on the fly, and not seeing enough sagmif contrasts enough to distinguish things.)

Kelly

Message #147560

Kelly: That should have been Edward, not Larry.dher of those switches, that aren't intentionaligle or
trying to skew truths. Just the brain creating catees on the fly, and not seeing enough signiticamtrasts
enough to distinguish things.)

Translation: Oops.

Rainmandu

Message #147534

Kelly: I'll say it again, a little more clearly: Reon A's persistence with a point when a disprasf been
offered by Person B (the original argument doesant that Person A knows the disproof offered ig)trsi
*not as irrational* as playing with a baby as ifig a toy or pet.

Amen and amen.

TTM (Rick Sharer)

Message #147540

Kelly: Steve, Sure, if you wish to end the disaisghat's fine with me. | think it's a bit earty quit, though.
It usually takes a few exchanges to clarify dabing. It's not semantic fluffing-about, but tryitognarrow
down what we mean by things. By then we can agthalle a decent discussion. | can see you're very
interested in getting to some clear definitions, iBae can both put egos aside, and be patiert wit
communicating, then we might have a meaty and leeligng discussion. | have just one rule: no
name-calling, like ‘irrational boob'. That's not@uraging sensible argument, and inflames otherapiers
as well. Best way to win an argument is not wiksfieh? Sound fair? I'll respond to your post soon

If | read this correctly, you're saying "turn dotire aggression"?

Rainmandu

0
Message #147548
| thought she meant 'turn it on, turn it on again."
John L

0

Message #147518




To those of you following the discussion betweesvStand myself, what's your opinion on Steve's8tid
he vigorously pursuing his arguments using reas@ms® he unconcerned about the truth of the madtbit
lazy, and not really bothering to be coherent?

Would you say there is an element of aggressidnisirseeking to find the underlying truth, and towey it to
me? Or not?

Just out of interest.

Kelly

0
Message #147519
Steve's a reasonable guy. You're a putz.
John L

©
Message #147536

This is why Steve's "laziness" is allowed to skdany times here...because he's a good guy. :)

TTM (Rick Sharer)

Message #147530

Kelly: To those of you following the discussionien Steve and myself, what's your opinion on ‘Steve
style? Is he vigorously pursuing his argumentsgisgasons? Or is he unconcerned about the truthef
matter, a bit lazy, and not really bothering todmherent? Would you say there is an element ofesgipn in
his seeking to find the underlying truth, and towey it to me? Or not? Just out of interest.

Good question, actually.

| do with Steve would cut out the dismissive insultthink he's more correct than incorrect with dnvn
points, but he does his argument no good by atite@ schoolyard bully.

| do see his frustration over your use of wordson-standard ways. | have that problem with Dave Si
myself.

Me, | have no trouble with aggeeing to any commeiinition and proceeding from there, but you havée
VERY careful of what follows from that. One cangpiie wishes, DEFINE "masculine" as "the rationpkas
of any thinking being" and from there dismiss awmylence of irrationality in men as those men acting
"feminine". But if one does so, one can't clainhéwe PROVEN that men are more rational than wokn.
it means is he's defined masculinity in a way whiegeite possibly no longer describes men.

And if one further goes on to say that no...bymigéin "masculine” must describe men, then onesiadp
WILLFULLY deceptive in his definitions.

- Larry Hart

Message #147551

Larry: | do with Steve would cut out the dismissnalts. | think he's more correct than incorregth his
own points, but he does his argument no good bgatke a schoolyard bully.



As Raithmundu points out, this wasn't a criticishbteve. It was to point to Steve's behaviour dgirg his
point that reasoning and persistent aggressionresed.

| thought an ad hominem appropriate.

Larry: Me, | have no trouble with aggeeing to amyrenon definition and proceeding from there, but you
have to be VERY careful of what follows from tlate can, if one wishes, DEFINE "masculine" as "the
rational aspect of any thinking being" and fromrendismiss any evidence of irrationality in mertlasse
men acting "feminine”. But if one does so, onetadaim to have PROVEN that men are more ratiohaht
women. All it means is he's defined masculinity way where it quite possibly no longer describes.m

One can make useful generalisations, as Greg Shkaiatz

If | observe that the majority of males | encourae¥ using some degree of reasoning, and the ryagdri
females are using a significantly lesser degreas thwould be wrong for me to ignore that. I'd @ano reason
to ignore that evidence.

| cannot be certain of my generalisation, seeinknasinlikely to meet all the sentient beings thate ever
existed or will exist.

However, | don't think that uncertainty is the gesb here. | think it's more to do with the factttheen
typically don't want to be conscious of the gerlgrdifferent level of rationality between men andmen,
because that would lead to certain consequences....

Larry: And if one further goes on to say that rxy.definition "masculine” must describe men, thee is
being WILLFULLY deceptive in his definitions.

Agreed. It's important to be consistent, or attlégsto convey enough context to show when a wetaking
used with different and even oppositional meanings.

| define masculine as qualities more often dispdayemen than in women, but that there are excegtio
(which don't affect the rule).

Kelly

Message #147556

Kelly: As Raithmundu points out,
lol, you just made Rain a member of the steambet\®ars club. :)

TT™

Message #147558

Larry: Good question, actually. | do with Steve Wbecut out the dismissive insults. | think he's encorrect
than incorrect with his own points, but he doesdrgument no good by acting like a schoolyard bully

Kelly: As Raithmundu points out, this wasn't aicisim of Steve. It was to point to Steve's behaweu
belying his point that reasoning and persistentraggion are opposed.

Noooooo, Rainmandu (note the spelling) was pointaigthat Steve was being aggressive, and thafafter
having previously championed aggression) wererngahiim a schoolyard bully.



"Punching people in the face is the clearest wayd&e one's point.”
POW!
"Hey, you hit me in the face!"

Rainmandu

Message #147521

Steve,
Cutting to the chase:

Steve: many men, when involved in an argument *avitither person,* when that person has produced
evidence that they are wrong, will persist in maining the untruth they started with, not only \edhp but
mentally, REFUSING TO SEE THE TRUTH because iatkres their idea of themselves as "right,"” and that
this irrationality is both emotion based (prideais emotion) and while not exclusively male gengrall
masculine failing.

Now we're getting somewhere. What we've got isiaglgor desiring to be) "right" over "truth".
Let's explore it a bit more.

You talk of the pride of "being right". If a persoannot stand the indignity of being wrong, themwiiebe
very interested to know how to be always righttigrat so?

There is some degree of rationality, albeit low;know how".

We're not talking about 100% rationality, just 10%.

Kelly: I think you'll find | said that arguing a it doggedly, even if it is wrong, shows more nadility than
treating a baby like a pet.

Steve: A) Again, the original post you were "refgti' or trying to, talked about treating a pet ligébaby, not
vice-versa. B) As a matter of fact, you're wrongaflis NOT what you said: "Note the original poititat the
dogged will to win an argument, typical of men,w8h@ much stronger will to reason than does playitit
a pet poodle or baby, typical of women." Nothinguatttreating one like the other. Putting down "play
with" either. Period.

So, let's talk about the level of reasoning usetdeiating a pet like a baby.

At least show me how treating a pet like a babyaideast* as rational as a strong desire to know-to be
always right. Here's a reminder of what we're tajkabout, but don't vomit on your keyboard:

Adorable Pets? (youtube video)

)

Kelly: Once again, I'm not saying belligerencelise same as rationality. I'm saying it (aggressigogs
hand-in-hand with rationality. Or more accuratelyith the birth of rationality, that grows-up out whgue,
mindless, and muddle-headed passivity.

Steve: You know, if you wrote those two sentenitkeuwt the parenthetical "aggression” in there Jedst
98% of English speakers would assume that the Wtirsh the second sentence refers to the word
"belligerence" in the first. Are you a native speakf English?



Yes, sorry if that confused you. | was just usingtaer word for aggression, then slipped in thepgresis to
show the association.

Steve: Your redefined Nietzschean "aggression"enayay not go "hand-in-hand" with rationality.
Belligerance -- which is far closer to the ACTUARAIT of the person | was FIRST TALKING ABOUT --
does not. It's so obvious that it does not thatlyad to throw in that "aggression" in there to skie
argument.

Nietzsche contrasted the will to power with thel waltruth. | think that's very helpful.
Both of them have "will" in there.
That's what | was getting at when talking aboutahergy that drives one, which is aggressive.

In the will to truth, there's aggression againkeghood. It's an energetic drive to truth. In thk tw power,
there's aggression against weakness. Belligeranttaggression could be waging war against anything.
They're also forceful, determined, and persistent.

Kelly: What usually happens is that the desire o i conquered by the desire to get someone else's
approval. That leads to pettiness, name-calling amaless arguments.

Steve: Take a look at those two sentences. Dan'sge the inherent contradiction in them? Or do seally
believe that "pettiness, name-calling and aimlegsiments” is seen by *anyone* as a good way to "get
someone else's approval"?

Kelly: This is very interesting, Steve. Do you khinis rational to get someone else's approvaldoe's own
thoughts, to validate them?

Steve: What has that got to do with what | said®yf"will to power" is sapped by a desire to gahsone's
approval, why on earth would | call that person rem® Calling him names is going to win his approval?
This makes no sense whatsoever and when it's dayoteto you you don't even see it! You think Fguang
that seeking approval is a good thing!

No, that's not what | was getting at.

When a person wants to please someone else, atitegedpproval, they are more interested in "beight"
in that person's eyes. They're not as interesté&lith”. So, they are likely to be interested imming an
argument only to a very limited extent. They woedlly engage in the ideas, but try to bludgeoir the
opponent into submission by calling them namessanirth.

Kelly: Wouldn't you say that's a poor way to winaagument (meaning, to get to the truth of matteasyl
shows a lack of that all-conquering drive?

Steve: And again, you're redefining terms so thay thave little do do with English and NOTHING towdth
the original post. When | say that someone is pngj in maintaining an argument even when he'sibee
proven wrong, obviously that person's definitiormafument is not "to get to the truth of matteidis idea of
winning is conquering the other person, of domimgti

Ok, | see from this post that you were talking @hmersisting in an argument when one knows onésdié
wrong. It wasn't clear earlier.

Steve (from Merriam Webster dictionary): 2b: dissmuintended to persuade; 3a: the act or process of
arguing : argumentation ... | don't see "a searghtfuth" there.



| think "winning an argument” (to get to the truthmatters) could be covered by 2b or 3a.

Steve: An argument is more like a verbal ping-poragch than it is like a philosophical investigation

My view of, and interest in, argument is to encgergeople to find an angle of thinking to gain psdphical
insights.

So it all depends what one's aim is.

Steve: Not only is that how people *use* the wdrdias *obvious* from the context that | was usthgt
common meaning. You can decide that "argument"uistianean a search for truth, but that has no dffec
on whether or not many men actually do persisttiorzally in arguments after they've been provenngro

True, many if not most men persist with a pointtkeow to be false.

Argumentativeness shows a greater relationshipgaearch for truth, than does playing with a pet éis a
baby.

Steve: Or after their opponents have been provdiet@aving loons, so | guess | have to chalk thist pip to
my own irrationality.

It might not be ultimately helpful to use these eagalling tactics.

| personally find anger has an unhelpful effecbae’s reasoning. It's easier to simplify thingdwvaitview to
explaining. Bludgeoning others is so easy to dbjtbmakes them curl up and refuse to reason calamg it
wastes one's own energy too.

Kelly: Note the original point: that the dogged Md win an argument, typical of men, shows a much
stronger will to reason than does playing with & peodle or baby, typical of women. | don't thin&iwhear
any argument over that.

Steve: Here's one. Not only have you perverselptaaed that allowing pride to lead one into petisig in
untruth when facts are laid before you shows "amatconger will to reason,"

Kelly: Well, say that one persists in untruth bezmof a mental block. In this case, I'd say thatghrson has
a very strong sense that his entire system of itingnkill collapse if he concedes the point. Soishatuitively
aware of consequences. He knows the effort itaki to amend his thinking. That is a stronger tuill
reason, because there is a lot of reasoning gombehind the curtain.

Steve: That's not a will to reason, it's a willuoreason. It is a preference for a "system of tinigkbased on
falsehood for fear of doing the mental work it wibtdke to conform one's thinking to reality.

| think the majority of males, or thinking and pleim-solving persons, compartmentalise their miitidsvery
common. It's a survival trait, such as comes irdigamhen in a crisis situation. Emotions are bloc&édor
parts of one's consciousness that interfere witsituation at hand.

When there is enough attention to focus on th@sdn, then the blocked-off areas can be dealt mibine
calmly. It's not idiotic, in my view, but a normahd natural process for enlightening oneself amihtgithe
mental work...to conform one's thinking to reality"

Kelly: Counting the cost, so to speak.



Steve: but you make the same error of irrationatity original post pointed out in the woman playiith

the puppy: not being able to distinguish betwedalay dog and a baby human being. Cuddling and gpoin
and playing with a baby human being is a ratiormahg to do, because such behavior is in fact necgdsr
the proper mental and emotional health of said haloygl is a part of the proper way to approach
child-rearing.

Kelly: I think the average female doesn't actuadlgison this. She does it intuitively, like a cotuitively lets
its calf suck, or intuitively stands defensivelyw®n it and a predating eagle.

Steve: OK. You think that. So? Have you got ardeade of that?

Well, | am female, so | have insight into how tkeninine mind works.

Steve: You also think "aggression” means "willéavpr" and "winning an argument” means finding the
truth, whether it matches your original positionmwt. So I'm not really inclined to base a lotath in what
you think.

Words are defined for convenience. They are tawlsifiderstanding the world. So we can make thepufit
purposes.

And, regarding your second point, it's to no pugptmsget anyone to believe anything. Just to sateuhe
mind to speak with itself.

Kelly: Mothers are driven by emotions, not reasbimese days a mother would never be allowed to &ury
dead baby in her backyard. Everyone would be wgrims, saying she probably killed it. That's the Horal
Void, the Birth Sphere.

Steve: Woah. | have no idea where this is comimg fibut it's out there.

Have you read Sim's views in the Birth and Deatheé®p in issue 1867 It's far more "out there".

Kelly: I'm not saying babies don't need that couiglliBut they don't need it from an irrational crewsg who
operates on emotional whims. A rational individisad much better parent, because they do things for
reasons.

Steve: | don't disagree that a rational parentislpably better than an irrational parent. Most wamléve
known have struck me as more rational than . I, weu, for instance.

I'm not surprised. You seem to have a large compaosfefeminine-mindedness in you.

Kelly: 10% rationality compared to 0.01% rationglils a huge difference in our mediocre society

Steve: Well, gee, | guess a difference of seve@hthl points *is* a "huge difference* but on wizaie you
basing these numbers? Are you admitting that thnegpearguing a false point out of pride is only 10%
rational -- but claiming that a woman properly cisting her own baby is 0.01% rational?

Kelly: | base those numbers on observation.
Steve: Whose observation? Your own? See abovediagdwhat you think."
But we all have to rely on our own thinking, nog¢ thiews of others.

Surely you don't think truth is understood by corsses?



Kelly: Yes, dogged argument might only be 10% retipsince it's not 100% rational to have mentaldiis
against truths.

Steve: Wow. "Not 100% rational.” It is *totally ational* to have "mental blocks against truth." Nidi%
rational. Not even 0.01% rational. It's goofy taioh that it can be encompassed as any kind of matity.

You're free to think so.

| think differently.

Kelly: | notice you wrote "cherishing *her own* bgh (my emphasis) A parent shouldn't be possetsive
properly look after the needs of a baby. That'sratistic, not human. Why did you choose the word
"cherishing" ?

Steve: OK, OK, I'll cop to an over-the-top embhlment here. But again, the *original* post you were
responding to didn't HAVE a baby. It had a pet ittt woman *treated* like a baby:

"It's true that women are far more likely than mercoo and cuddle a puppy and seemingly forget
entirely the difference between a pet and a balsyalso true that men are more likely to argue
long past the point where they've been proven wrpagnaciously battling to preserve their
pride."

"Coo and cuddle" and "cherish" are similar concepts

Do you think it's rational to coo and cuddle anytit

Steve: "pugnaciously battling" and "seeking thehtuhrough a "will to power" are not.

| differ with you here. A will to power is a kind pugnacious battling. Also, the will to truth isand of
fisticuffs with falsehood, which really is a pugi@es battling.

Here's a view of domination that comes to mind:

"The whip and rope are necessary,

Else he might stray down some dusty road.
Being well trained, he becomes naturally gentle.
Then, unfettered, he obeys his master."

--- Taming the Bull
(from "Ten Bulls of Kakuan", a Zen text about théil of Enlightenment)

Steve: Dave thinking that Margaret Thatcher mayehlast her political power because he put her ® hi
comic book, or that the tsunami a few years agdirtigve been YHWH's reaction to the impending diiol
"Cerebus," is perfectly sane and sensible by compar | think what you've done is prove my poirdwb
irrationality not being a feminine trait.

Kelly: Yes and no. One has to be aware of exceqtibnere are exceptions both ways. For instancgour
replies | think you show mental blocks about tlitecBnce between the way irrationality is expredsgdnen
and women generally. Defending motherhood is reatsykchivalrous, but is it rational?

Steve: (shakes head) Lives in a world all his aoksf | don't think | want to play anymore Kellytthanks
for the tediously irrational verbiage.

| do live in a world "all my own". How can | escaps/ own consciousness?



But how about answering the question?

Kelly

Message #147524

Kelly: Well, I am female, so | have insight intoahthe feminine mind works.

Way-hey! A girl in the clubhouse! Do you like Stafars?

-)
Ryan

Message #147570

Larry: | do with Steve would cut out the dismissiaults. | think he's more correct than incorregth his
own points, but he does his argument no good bggtike a schoolyard bully.

Kelly: As Raithmundu points out, this wasn't aicisim of Steve. It was to point to Steve's behaweu
belying his point that reasoning and persistentraggion are opposed.

Rainmanndu: Noooooo, Rainmandu (note the spellirag) pointing out that Steve was being aggressive, a
that you (after having previously championed agsi@s) were calling him a schoolyard bully. "Punahin
people in the face is the clearest way to makesquaht."

That's the complete opposite of what | said, attual
To refresh your memory:

1. In an earlier post, | mentioned name-callingrsing from the desire to please someone. It shows
insufficient aggression in reasoning:

Kelly: When a person wants to please someoneaatskget their approval, they are more
interested in "being right" in that person's ey€key're not as interested in "truth". So, they are
likely to be interested in winning an argument diola very limited extent. They won't really
engage in the ideas, but try to bludgeon their o into submission by calling them names and
so forth."

2. Then | suggested a rule to Steve. If we weptsue this discussion, then could he refrain from
name-calling, for exactly the reason given in thstpn #1.:

Kelly: | have just one rule: no name-calling, likeational boob'. That's not encouraging sensible
argument, and inflames others' tempers as wellt Bag to win an argument is not with fists, eh?

That is, it was a plea for aggressive will to pughout of "being right to please someone elseb, heing
truthful.

3. After that post, out of interest, | asked otHeeee if Steve's arguing style seemed aggressiyainAit was
not a criticism. It was directly related to my poatout the relationship between reasoning andeasggm.
Steve is expressing a certain degree of rationaitg he persists aggressively to get to a pohe.tWo go
hand-in-hand.

When you asked, Rainmandu (sorry about the misspgll

Rainmandu: If | read this correctly, you're sayitigrn down the aggression"?



in response to my post in #3, | didn't bother anBwebecause John L replied:
John: | thought she meant 'turn it on, turn it aya@."

which was right. Or rather "turn it up".

If this discussion isn't a clear indication of hpersistence within an argument isn't necessarggianal, |
don't know what is. If | didn't persist here, thath of the matter as | see it, would be suffocated

Using a reflection of the argument here onto my atvie, it is not true that the disproofs offergddthers
such as Steve, Andrew, Rainmandu, or John havedmmemate. So it has not been irrational at alhferto
persist with my exposition. I'm certainly not coned of their arguments based on name-calling. FYou
arguments are wrong, therefore you are an idieteflore your arguments are wrong" is uselessetiational
manipulation, rather than reasoning.

| think it's worth persisting, and being patierthex than jumping to conclusions and name-callifigere is
an important point here, but it won't be revealattss one wishes to find it.

That is, rationality, or the logical process evidiena line of thinking, can be spoken of in degréaver a
period of time). A person who makes no logical esiat all, ever, is 100% rational. A person who ezak
many, but not all the time, might be 30% ratioradd a person who uses virtually no rational proesss
about 0.01% rational. And the stronger the desitgetlogical, and the more aggressive the wilfutht the
more rational the individual.

Kelly

Message #147571

Kelly: If this discussion isn't a clear indicatiarfi how persistence within an argument isn't neadgsa
irrational, 1 don't know what is. If | didn't peisihere, the truth of the matter as | see it, wdagdsuffocated.

OK, let's try this again. Persisting in an argumehén you believe yourself to be right and warprve your
point to others -- this is fairly rational behavidlobody is disagreeing with you there. Reasondide
between two sides with conflicting views, thataaal. | don't know where you got the idea thatare here
would disagree with that.

However, when one realizes that one's point iadh fwrong*, and one continues to argue the paiyinay,
even aggressively, in the face of all evidencénéodontrary, that is distinctly IRRATIONAL behavidt is
not, as you said, slightly irrational, not even &#@ not even 0.01%. It is the complete oppositaidnality,
an attempt to impose through sheer force of argtetien one's own untruth on another person. lés th
complete opposite of the "search for truth" thaddydebate and good thinking should be.

Ed Howard

Message #147589

Ed: Reasoned debate between two sides with camdlictews, that's rational. | don't know where ygmt the
idea that anyone here would disagree with that.

Oh, only from seeing that no one is actually resiimgm to my point, as follows from the reply to Lyarr

Kelly: If we want to change the original argumethign if Person A persists *while knowing their
argument is false*, then they are *only marginaltybre rational than the petting mother.

Larry: ??? You lose me here. And I'm not tryinglait down this conversation, which | actually
find interesting. But if person A KNOWS his argumeifalse and persists in defending it anyway,



isn't that not only irrational but "anti-rational™?

Kelly: Your persistence with this point, in thisahigent manner, is great to see. As | keep
reiterating, we're talking about levels of ratioitgl At least, | always have been in this discussio
***Sticking to a false argument, that one knowsalse, is not entirely irrational, because
*knows* it is false. To know that, one isn't toyalhcapable of reasoning, otherwise there would
be no pugnaciousness. It's the guilt arising frown teasoned knowledge and a deep mental
resistence to that knowledge, that causes the aniam.*** Can you see that? So, *while not
100% rational*, it still has some glimmer of reason

If anyone wishes to address the point within ***nke then the discussion won't be going in cirtilesit is
now.

Ed: However, when one realizes that one's poiit fact *wrong*, and one continues to argue therytoi
anyway, even aggressively, in the face of all eMdddo the contrary, that is distinctly IRRATIONAL
behavior. It is not, as you said, slightly irrati@nnot even 1% and not even 0.01%. It is the cetapl
opposite of rationality, an attempt to impose thgbwsheer force of argumentation one's own untrath o
another person. It's the complete opposite of geafch for truth” that good debate and good thigkshould
be.

That sheer force, assuming it comes into existeriwn one realises one is wrong, why is it thereyalo
think?

Kelly

Message #147590

| just wanted to ask you, Edward: when you say

Edward: Persisting in an argument when you belygwerself to be right and want to prove your pomt t
others -- this is fairly rational behavior.

do you see any form of aggressiveness in thatdaypeersisting' ?
Any force, drive, attack, energy, will, etc.?

Not to confuse the two scenarios, but it relatemyooriginal point about the relationship betweensfstence
and the dialectical redoubling. And some would thegye is an element of pugnacious pride in thedatt

Kelly

Part 3. Individuality vs. Merging

Message #147581

Rainmandu says: If, in an earlier post, | mentiotied going outside in the rain without a hat arisem a
desire to hover six inches above the ground, itldmumake it so. I'm not the only one rejectingiyo
definitions, and, if you wish to communicate witther human beings, you would do well to note wheury
definitions are at considerable odds with the oéshe human race. By any REASONABLE definition of



"aggressive," THAT is what Steve was being.

Kelly: When you asked, Rainmandu (sorry about tisspelling):
If | read this correctly, you're saying "turn dowlme aggression"?

in response to my post in #3, | didn't bother ansvgebecause John L replied:
| thought she meant 'turn it on, turn it on again."

which was right. Or rather "turn it up".

Rainmandu says: If Steve were to "turn up" his aggion, I've been elected by the rest of the huaiaato
tell you, that would mean a whole lot more namdiugl

Kelly: If this discussion isn't a clear indicatiarfi how persistence within an argument isn't neadgsa
irrational, | don't know what is. If | didn't persihere, the truth of the matter as | see it, wdaddsuffocated.

Rainmandu says: No. Your bold declarations of twithout a whole heck of a lot to back it up are
suffocating it just fine. You're ignoring much tiet history of the world in favor of propping up ydbesis.

Kelly: Using a reflection of the argument here onig own style, it is not true that the disproofeied by
others such as Steve, Andrew, Rainmandu, or Jota Ibeen accurate. So it has not been irrationalllafior
me to persist with my exposition.

Rainmandu says: Unless your exposition is, itgettional.

Kelly: I'm certainly not convinced of their arguntefased on name-calling. "Your arguments are wyong
therefore you are an idiot, therefore your argunsesrte wrong" is useless. It's emotional manipulatio
rather than reasoning.

Rainmandu says: It's also a bit... aggressive.

Kelly: I think it's worth persisting, and being it rather than jumping to conclusions and nambirog
There is an important point here, but it won't beealed unless one wishes to find it.

Rainmandu says: Or if one (that would be you) refus explain it beyond sweeping generalizatioras an
willful ignorance.

Kelly: That is, rationality, or the logical proceswident in a line of thinking, can be spoken alégrees
(over a period of time). A person who makes noccklgerrors at all, ever, is 100% rational. A persaho
makes many, but not all the time, might be 30%nati. And a person who uses virtually no rational
processes is about 0.01% rational. And the strorigerdesire to be logical, and the more aggrestieewill
to truth, the more rational the individual.

Rainmandu says: You'll call it name-calling, butiysound like a robot.

Rainmandu



Message #147582

Rainmandu: You'll call it name-calling, but you sduike a robot.

I'm just pissed because you thought of the conmeetith Mr. Shantz right before | did. | was goitag
suggest they have a nice chat, and then there ovaigppst recommending the same thing.

John L

Message #147583

Rainmandu says: If Steve were to "turn up" his aggion, I've been elected by the rest of the hua@nto
tell you, that would mean a whole lot more namdiugl

It's true, we voted and everything. | got tired areht to bed; did we ever come to an agreementrat w
names she should be called by Steve?

mikebundt ;-)

"Politics is the art of looking for trouble, findint everywhere, diagnosing it incorrectly and gpyd the
wrong remedies." Groucho Marx

Message #147586

mikebundt: It's true, we voted and everything.tltged and went to bed; did we ever come to areagrent
on what names she should be called by Stefpe?<

We're leaving it up to Steve. As part of a newhidiaised initiative, we're having faith in Stevetone up
with some good ones.

Rainmandu

0
Message #147588
Ah, well, that's fine then. | believe in Steve.
mikebundt

00
Message #147591

Rainmandu: If, in an earlier post, | mentioned tigaing outside in the rain without a hat arisesnfra desire
to hover six inches above the ground, it wouldmikenit so.

Of course not. You'd need to provide some reasaisgpport the connection. That's not hard, if®ne
observed a consistent relationship between things.

Rainmandu: I'm not the only one rejecting your nigbns, and, if you wish to communicate with other
human beings, you would do well to note when yefinions are at considerable odds with the refshe
human race.

If you observe something, yet everyone you encoutgnies the possibility, does that mean you shiwrlget
you observed it?



Similarly, if you have only seen name-calling afahder where there is a group of people who allesyth
other on, then you'd probably have good reasosgodcate name-calling with wanting to please sommeon

Rainmandu: By any REASONABLE definition of "agdvessTHAT is what Steve was being.

Steve gave a good definition for aggression, aiterg the dictionary, namely related to dominat{egher a
false solution or others). | agree with that asstomn.

Kelly: When a person wants to please someoneagiskget their approval, they are more interested in
"being right" in that person's eyes. They're notrasrested in "truth”. So, they are likely to Inéerested in
winning an argument only to a very limited extditey won't really engage in the ideas, but tryltalgeon
their opponent into submission by calling them nauared so forth."”

So, you do see that | gave my reasoning.

Perhaps you have a response to this?

Kelly: 2. Then | suggested a rule to Steve. If weewio pursue this discussion, then could he reffiam
name-calling, for exactly the reason given in tlstgn #1.

| have just one rule: no name-calling, like ‘irratial boob'. That's not encouraging sensible
argument, and inflames others' tempers as wellt Bag to win an argument is not with fists, eh?

That is, it was a plea for aggressive will to pughout of "being right to please someone elsebt, ibeing
truthful”.

And here again, | provided reasoning. So | dotwky you think I'm just pulling things out of thair.

Kelly: 3. After that post, out of interest, | askatiers here if Steve's arguing style seemed agigeesAgain,
it was not a criticism. It was directly relatedtwy point about the relationship between reasonimg) a
aggression. Steve is expressing a certain degregtiohality, and he persists aggressively to ged {point.
The two go hand-in-hand.

You didn't respond to this, so | assume you agree.

Rainmandu: If Steve were to "turn up" his aggressltve been elected by the rest of the human tatel|
you, that would mean a whole lot more name-calling.

Not if he turned the dominating force against faskitions.

Then he would be interested in getting to the taftthe matter, and not getting some pats on tiok fram
his buddies in the Cerebus fan-group.

Kelly: If this discussion isn't a clear indicatiarfi how persistence within an argument isn't neadgsa
irrational, | don't know what is. If | didn't persihere, the truth of the matter as | see it, wdaddsuffocated.

Rainmandu: No. Your bold declarations of truth witha whole heck of a lot to back it up are suffoaait
just fine. You're ignoring much of the historytod wvorld in favor of propping up your thesis.

What?



Were you sober when you posted that?

Kelly: Using a reflection of the argument here ontg own style, it is not true that the disproofeiad by
others such as Steve, Andrew, Rainmandu, or Jota Ibeen accurate. So it has not been irrationalliafior
me to persist with my exposition.

Rainmandu: Unless your exposition is, itself, iioatgl.

Please provide reasoning to back up your statementisere is no reason for anyone with self-respepay
them attention.

Kelly: I'm certainly not convinced of their argunteftrased on name-calling. "Your arguments are wyong
therefore you are an idiot, therefore your argunsegite wrong" is useless. It's emotional manipulatio
rather than reasoning.

Rainmandu: It's also a bit... aggressive.

Yes, it is. Though, nowhere near as aggressiveas®ning in terms of uncovering truths and destipyi
falsehoods.

Kelly: I think it's worth persisting, and being et rather than jumping to conclusions and namiirog
There is an important point here, but it won't lbgegaled unless one wishes to find it.

Rainmandu: Or if one (that would be you) refusesxplain it beyond sweeping generalizations antfuil
ignorance.

| haven't made any sweeping generalisations tleattdvacked up by reasoning, and one need onlyiagam
my writing for the evidence.

Rainmandu: You'll call it name-calling, but you sduike a robot.

Reasoning *is* robotic. A=A. Not-A = not-A.

And the more conscious a person is, the less tbhegl to hear things repeated in order to absorb.them
| don't think you're totally thick, so I'm not regigng myself here. ;-)

Kelly

Message #147595

For what it's worth, the position of "devil's adate'--that is, arguing in favor of something youndo
necessarily believe to be true in order to bringtba full scope of the opposing argument--has loeen a
tool of rational discourse.

between 0000-00-00 and 9999-99-99

Dustin Long

Message #147625




Rainmandu: If, in an earlier post, | mentioned thaing outside in the rain without a hat arisesnfra desire
to hover six inches above the ground, it wouldm@kenit so.

Kelly: Of course not. You'd need to provide sonasoaing to support the connection. That's not hird,
one's observed a consistent relationship betweeagsh

Every week, | see my neighbors take these large @anto the curb. A big truck comes by and mee takay
the contents of these cans. Every day (exceptdnd&y), a man comes by and leaves things in theshox
attached to these people's homes. Based on myvakiser | suspect that what is left in the cangagment
for what is deposited in the boxes. | suspectttiege men (the ones who take and the ones whededire in
some way connected, because the dogs in the nelgidzbbark at all of these men in the same wawskt
you observe what I'm saying about observation here.

Rainmandu: I'm not the only one rejecting your niébins, and, if you wish to communicate with other
human beings, you would do well to note when yefintions are at considerable odds with the réshe
human race.

Kelly: If you observe something, yet everyone ymoenter denies the possibility, does that meansjowld
forget you observed it?

We're not arguing (right here) about what you'veeobed and what others have not observed. We'venarg
definitions. You're using definitions that no orgeeuses or understands.

Kelly: Similarly, if you have only seen name-calisnd slander where there is a group of people athegg
each other on, then you'd probably have good reas@ssociate name-calling with wanting to please
someone.

This is me rejecting your claim that name-callethdicative of a desire to please others.

Rainmandu: By any REASONABLE definition of "agdvessTHAT is what Steve was being.

Kelly: Steve gave a good definition for aggresséafier citing the dictionary, namely related to doating
(either a false solution or others). | agree willat association.

[No reply.]

Kelly: When a person wants to please someoneaiskget their approval, they are more interested in
"being right" in that person's eyes. They're notrderested in "truth”. So, they are likely to Inéerested in
winning an argument only to a very limited extdiitey won't really engage in the ideas, but tryltalgeon
their opponent into submission by calling them naared so forth."

So, you do see that | gave my reasoning.
Perhaps you have a response to this?

And that sounds rational to you?

Kelly: 2. Then | suggested a rule to Steve. If weewto pursue this discussion, then could he reffiam
name-calling, for exactly the reason given in tlstgn #1: "l have just one rule: no name-callitige
irrational boob'. That's not encouraging sensiblgument, and inflames others' tempers as wellt Bag to
win an argument is not with fists, eh?" That isy#s a plea for aggressive will to push up outhmifig right
to please someone else”, into "being truthful”.



And here again, | provided reasoning. So | dorét\s@y you think I'm just pulling things out of tlain.

| was referring to your "take" on gender, etc.

3. After that post, out of interest, | asked otHezee if Steve's arguing style seemed aggressganAit was
not a criticism. It was directly related to my pbabout the relationship between reasoning and aggion.
Steve is expressing a certain degree of rationadity he persists aggressively to get to a poiné fivo go

hand-in-hand.

You didn't respond to this, so | assume you agree.

No, | just addresed it in a different part of mgpense and didn't feel like repeating myself.

Rainmandu: If Steve were to "turn up" his aggressltve been elected by the rest of the human tatel|
you, that would mean a whole lot more name-calling.

Kelly: Not if he turned the dominating force agaifedse solutions. Then he would be interesteceitirty to
the truth of the matter, and not getting some patshe back from his buddies in the Cerebus fanygro

Hey, Steve? Were you trying to get some pats ombdck? While we wait for his response, I'll sayt thdon't
think he was.

Kelly: If this discussion isn't a clear indicatiaf how persistence within an argument isn't neaélgsa
irrational, | don't know what is. If | didn't persihere, the truth of the matter as | see it, wdaddsuffocated.

Rainmandu: No. Your bold declarations of truth witha whole heck of a lot to back it up are suffoait
just fine. You're ignoring much of the historyloé tvorld in favor of propping up your thesis.

Kelly: What? Were you sober when you posted that?

If 1 had been drunk, | would have been trying taesege as many "Arrested Development” referencesngt
posts as possible. Since I'm wasn't doing thataitds to reason that | was sober.

Kelly: Using a reflection of the argument here onig own style, it is not true that the disproofei&d by
others such as Steve, Andrew, Rainmandu, or Jova Ix@en accurate. So it has not been irrationalliafior
me to persist with my exposition.

Rainmandu: Unless your exposition is, itself, irwagl.

Kelly: Please provide reasoning to back up youtestgents, or there is no reason for anyone withresipect
to pay them attention.

Right back at ya, with regards to gender.

Kelly: | haven't made any sweeping generalisatitas aren't backed up by reasoning, and one neéd on
examine my writing for the evidence.

Gender, gender, gender.

Rainmandu: You'll call it name-calling, but you sduike a robot.



Kelly: Reasoning *is* robotic. A=A. Not-A = not-A.

Yes, but the world is not robotic. It's more coroated than that. Look at Chris trying to argue aloe
writer-centric world of the bookstore. His argumenbased on what he considers to be reasonabke. He
entirely wrong. Because what sounds reasonableaisvays reality.

Rainmandu

Message #147632

Raimundu,

Rainmandu: | suspect that these men (the onesakecaind the ones who deliver) are in some way
connected, because the dogs in the neighborhodddiaall of these men in the same way. | trustoloserve
what I'm saying about observation here.

| think you're pointing to how uncertain the causdhtionships between finite things are.
This is true.

It is also true that enlightenment increases caoustiess. This is the point of this entire discugsso far as
I'm concerned.

An enlightened person sees and therefore can make nieasonable connections.

Regardless of this, argumentum ad hominem basicans, name-calling is not a logical way to digpro
arguments.

Rainmandu: You're using definitions that no one elses or understands.
Not true. Also, any thinking person could underdtary definitions without too much effort.

Aggressiveness is about using force to enact enk'st's the will to power. One might desire pom@ver
falsehoods or power over others.

Kelly: When a person wants to please someoneatskget their approval, they are more interested in
"being right" in that person's eyes. They're notrasrested in "truth”. So, they are likely to Inéerested in
winning an argument only to a very limited extdrtey won't really engage in the ideas, but tryltalgeon
their opponent into submission by calling them nsuared so forth."

So, you do see that | gave my reasoning. Perhap$igee a response to this?
Rainmandu: And that sounds rational to you?

Yes.

Rainmandu: You're ignoring much of the historyhef world in favor of propping up your thesis.
If you are referring to my views on women, then wisa&dommonly known in human history does supgort i

Women are generally more irrational than men, beedloeir behaviour and speech reveals much less
consistency, reflection, purposefulness, or colmrethan men's generally does. There are exceptionshe
rule is still broadly useful.

Human civilisation is the product of thinking. Womas a rule have not produced anything. Here'staara



you might like:

by Winsor McCay

Kelly: I haven't made any sweeping generalisatiias aren't backed up by reasoning, and one neéd on
examine my writing for the evidence.

Rainmandu: Gender, gender, gender.
Good argument.

You may be trying to play devil's advocate. Bugaf you're shooting yourself in the foot. Think abib.

Kelly: Reasoning *is* robotic. A=A. Not-A = not-A.
Rainmandu: Yes, but the world is not robotic.ntere complicated than that.

If the world is complicated, then the world is cdioated. A=A.

Rainmandu: Look at Chris trying to argue about wréer-centric world of the bookstore. His argumeést
based on what he considers to be reasonable. iHéleky wrong. Because what sounds reasonable isn't
always reality.

Only reasoning helps one tell the difference betwastainties and uncertainties, and therefore vehat
ultimately real.

Causal relationships between finite things arecediain, because finite things are themselvesniwrently
existing, because they are caused.

Kelly



Message #147624

Kelly: If anyone wishes to address the point withiihmarks, then the discussion won't be goingiirties
like it is now.

Okay, let me take a stab at making sense of whate/saying here. Say that Rain is in debate cldese he
is, sitting at his desk, so young, so optimisticherny. Rain has been assigned the task of takemgodium
opposite [name deleted] to argue the anti-choibe sf the abortion debate. Rain knows that theraegu he
is making is wrong. But Rain persists. In thoseuwinstances, Rain is not being irrational. He'stiy#tg to
get an "A." Is this the kind of thing you mean whemu say that arguing a position you know to bengris
not, in itself, irrational? That the argument hatue, and that sort of thing?

Kelly: That sheer force, assuming it comes intgtexice when one realises one is wrong, why igietldo
you think?

Embarrassment? Emasculation (if one is male)? Bfdron (if one is female - and likes to make up ag)f

Rainmandu

Message #147633

Rainmandu: Rain knows that the argument he is ngalkimrong. But Rain persists. In those circumstanc
Rain is not being irrational. He's just trying tetgan "A." Is this the kind of thing you mean wken say
that arguing a position you know to be wrong is, moitself, irrational? That the argument has vajiand
that sort of thing?

No, but good try.

The person who argues something that they *knowsetéalse by that definition cannot justify their
persistence - hence the desire to argue by shieer. fbheir persistence is not because they belieie point
is correct, but because of, as Steve says, watttibg right.

Ed: However, when one realizes that one's poimt fact *wrong*, and one continues to argue thenoi
anyway, even aggressively, in the face of all exdddo the contrary, that is distinctly IRRATIONAL
behavior. It is not, as you said, slightly irrati@nnot even 1% and not even 0.01%. It is the cetapl
opposite of rationality, an attempt to impose ttgbwsheer force of argumentation one's own untruth o
another person. It's the complete opposite of geafch for truth” that good debate and good thigkshould
be.

Kelly: That sheer force, assuming it comes intgtexice when one realises one is wrong, why igietldo
you think?

Rainmandu: Embarrassment? Emasculation (if oneaile)® Efemulation (if one is female - and likesrnake
up words)?

Yes. Embarrassment. Wanting to look good in anttlestes, or at the very least (or most) in onels eyes.

So now the question is: how much reasoning goes tirat person's head, *compared to* the persatitrg
a pet like a baby?

1%? 100% 1000%?

Kelly



Message #147609

Anybody else reminded of a skit that begins, 'iké ko have an argument"?

John L

00
Message #147610
| disagree. | am reminded of no such skit.
;-) Ryan

0
Message #147611

John: Anybody else reminded of a skit that beditts|ike to have an argument"?

You have to admit, it's like Ryan trying to haviaee-to-face conversation with a family of cousims
Deepwater, Kentucky.

TTM heh (Rick Sharer)

Message #147634

John: Anybody else reminded of a skit that bedifts|ike to have an argument"?

I'm just refuting Steve's original point that maemdavomen generally express the same degree abivedity,
because it is untrue.

Men who intensify their aggressiveness, and domaifedsehood, not other people, have a good chance o
finding Truth.

By contrast, the average woman lacks the basicaegglyression, and so has roughly zilch capaoity f
Truth-consciousness.

"It is up to each individual Male in whom the ciigatfire burns, in the words of Pater, 'as a hard,
gem-like flame' to decide whether to maintain lagiiance, whether to settle for a wavery,
uncertain light, or whether to extinguish it alttggr. The individual Male decides for himself
which side in the ancient battle is the better atménho gets the best reinforcements, the most
effective weapons, whose barricades are solid aidfertified, and whose are makeshift and
ramshackle."

— Dave Sim

Kelly

Message #147638

"No, I'm sorry, this is getting hit on the headsless." ------ Terry Jones(no relation | hope)

John L



Message #147640

Last week | invented a Cerebus fan, Gordon Mumrdjttme on the head. Authentic, do you think?
http://www.philosophecafe.yuku.com
[ See READS |

Hopefully, | thought, this should entertain my Ibphilosophy group enough to overcome any dististéhe
topic.

Maybe | did it too well, but you can't say | damdve a sense of humour! It's just rather subtle.

Kelly

Message #147642

Okay, lemme guess - you define 'subtle’ as 'noteisright?

John L

Message #147674

"Confuse Karma,; stand quite still and think of rioth" - Fifth Tenet of the Cosmic Veil, Cloister@ider of
the Goddess Uncaring

Rainmandu

Message #147673

Margaret: Well, reading your comment on your sib@at issue 186: "And therefore, the 'Male Heart and
Groin' is a falsehood of Sim's: having any sexuwedigk is not compatible with Male Light. It dessathers,
and it destroys oneself." | would point you towanisseries of essays entitl€@dngent From Tangent #1
(published in Cerebus #265):

This dovetailed with the "second source" in ansmgetWhere do you think your ideas about
women come from?": my own decision to alternatéogerof intentional celibacy (as opposed to
"not getting laid") with periods of monogamous s&hactivity and semi-monogamous sexual
activity. Having gone back and forth between the $tates over the course of a decade, | can
state unequivocally that celibate Dave Sim seeltyanore clearly than sexually-active Dave Sim
(who wilfully hypnotized himself into seeing theldan a manifestly untrue way and persuaded
himself that feminist lies were true, that manyifieshlies contained elements of truth, that
feminist lies were not wholly untruthful). Surreridg an accurate perception of reality for a
world of fairy-tale falsehoods was part of the hjgirce of sex, a price | was no longer prepared
to pay.

Sorry, | missed your comment, Margaret. Just fatied compiling the discussion for my website.
It's excellent, thanks. | think I've read it somenenbefore somewhere, maybe on the Genius Forum.
| note it comes after issue 186.

It's odd that although he realised that sexuakeelstorted his own ability to think clearly, atmdsee reality
for what it is, he didn't note that sexual desmeviomen *creates them as Emotional Voids*.



A simple connection to make....
Anyway, for those interested, the discussion i®agéd here:
http://www.naturalthinker.net/letters/cerebus.html
[ Letters to a Young Man ]
(not quite finished, but soon).
Thanks for the discussions, folks. I'll leave gt Might return after studying Tangent and Is|&ty,Islam.

Kelly

Message #147676

Kelly: Anyway, for those interested, the discusssamploaded hereletters to a Young Mamot quite
finished, but soon)

You might want to make this correction then. Yaatst" The author, Dave Sim, brought things toadha
Issue 186 by speaking in the first person, andigfing no comic strip at all." Which isn't true.igsue 186
there is 15 pages of text yes, but also 5 pagésoafic strip".

You also state this: "in my view, the highlight agrééatest achievement in the whole Cerebus siijt'l
don't remember you saying that you had read tHeedDérebus series or not?

Kelly: The mental blocks erected by the fans tachgonfronting their buddy-buddying behaviour, and
preserve their group disapproval of Sim's viewswamen, strangely went totally unnoticed by them.

Umm.

Kelly: So, Sim's greatest achievement is typidadljeved to lie in his contributions to the commek
industry, ie. as an artist — and not as a thinker.

umm.

Kelly: I hold Sim responsible for cursing himselitivthat reputation, for he allows the fan clutesast as it
does.

Umm.

Yeah, see. . . for the all the time I've been aslikt (lets see, just under 8 years), we: 1. lehadlenged each
other (and Dave) on our own thoughts about varsalngects, including Dave's believes on women, &spd
Dave's accomplishments for helping to shape ustir@geople we are today, part of which is Daveisda
"thinker" as well as an artist and 3. know thatdea't needs Dave's approval to exist as a "fan’ ctuany
form: he isn't our King, and we aren't our his paw@ne of the things I've learned from Dave iditok for
myself and challenge whatever someone else mitiméeis "true”, true or even Truth to them, bettbame
from Dave, the government or Rick. heh.

I'd link to examples of the above, but you've gmtess to the message archives, feel free to paluké7,675
messages made to the group. We'll still be heseudsing our opinions on everything from Star Wauthe
meaning of Truth to anal sex while you catch up.



Kelly: Thanks for the discussions, folks. I'll leavthere. Might return after studying Tangent dsldm, My
Islam.

Enjoy. You should pick up Collected Letters 2004 &vllected Letters 2 also. As the title implidsey
collect Dave's letters to his "fans" and otheeletiriters for parts of 2004. Interesting stufftthavers a wide
range of topics.

You really ought to write Dave and tell him of yahioughts on issue 186 and this "fan club" as st ex
today. I'd be interested in reading his response.

Take care,
Margaret

Message #147677

| have a few things | want to add:

Sim is attached to comics, which is probably hggbst flaw. His greatest achievement may be Cerligsbus
#186; Kevin Solway told me he was impressed that @dn't wait until the last issue to say what ael s
there. | haven't fully digested the later writingsyugh, so this view is tentative.

Greg Shantz

Message #147678

Hi Margaret,
Thanks for the feedback.

Margaret: You might want to make this correctioarthYou state: "The author, Dave Sim, brought thitog
a head in Issue 186 by speaking in the first peraad including no comic strip at all.” *Which istfue. In
issue 186 there is 15 pages of text yes, but afsg®s of "comic strip”.

Ok. I'd taken it from READS. | assumed the pictweme at the end of each issue, as READS startstext.
There aren't any obvious bits like Issue ---.

The floating-out into the Infinite seemed a conéition of the previous run of cartoons where ealls Bway
from the two pugilists.

Margaret: You also state this: "in my view, thehlight and greatest achievement in the whole Cesebu
strip.” But | don't remember you saying that youl lh@ad the entire Cerebus series or not?

| haven't. As Dave worships Allah, | figured thia¢ thighest he ever went was a rejection of the Emait
Void.

There is only one thing greater than the rejeatibiine Emotional Void, in my view.
Taking reason all the way, and uncovering the Itdin

The two are very closely related: to take reasbthalway, one must reject attachment to unreason.

Kelly: "The mental blocks erected by the fans twideonfronting their buddy-buddying behaviour, aod
preserve their group disapproval of Sim's viewswamen, strangely went totally unnoticed by them."



Margaret: Umm.
We'd never gotten around to discussing ration@gsif.

It seems to me that "rational” means "what the nitgjbolds to be true", to folk like Steve, Andrelgward,
etc.

So, where they present their view, they simply mzkens, with minimal reasoning. Then they repébat t
claim. It's as if they believe the common viewldhgs stands to reason on its own terms.

Where | present my independently-reasoned vievey, @imount to "pet theories" or "irrational” simply
because they are not commonplace.

| don't think they even know what reasoning means:

- to *start* with a goal (truth),

- to create a definition,

- to test the validity of the definition,

- to decide whether it's a scientific or a logidefinition,

- to rely on empirical evidence (observations) mdeduction to come to some conclusion, dependingtat
sort of definition it is.

Kelly: So, Sim's greatest achievement is typidadiijeved to lie in his contributions to the commsk
industry, ie. as an artist — and not as a thinker.

Margaret: Umm.

Andrew Korn made this exact point. The spirit a¢ ghoint appeared in many other posts.

Kelly: I hold Sim responsible for cursing himseithathat reputation, for he allows the fan clubexist as it
does.

Margaret: Umm. Yeah, see. . . for the all the time been on this list (lets see, just under 8 ggawe: 1.
have challenged each other (and Dave) on our ownghts about various subjects, including Dave's
believes on women,

Mostly the latter, | presume? Been any seriouslehgés of your own beliefs on women? How many af yo
are married or in sexual/emotional relationshipgviEmotional Voids?

Margaret: 2. praised Dave's accomplishments fophmg) to shape us into the people we are today,

Shame on him.

Margaret: part of which is Dave's being a "thinkex$ well as an artist and

Inverted commas, eh?

Margaret: 3. know that we don't needs Dave's apalrtw exist as a "fan club" in any form: he isnitrding,
and we aren't our his pawns.

Say Dave enters into regular discussions here,avighaim: to promote the Male Light (reason andkinig),
and to use it as the tool to promote wisdom. Asisohe does that, rejecting art in favour of wisdid bet
you a million dollars the purpose and nature o tiroup would change.



Margaret: One of the things I've learned from Dawéo think for myself and challenge whatever sameo
else might tell me is "true", true or even Truththem, be that come from Dave, the governmentak. Reh.

| noticed that even Larry, one of the stronger Magghts in this group, put inverted commas aroumelword
truth too. That was in Message 147445.

Interesting.

What does that tell you?

Margaret: I'd link to examples of the above, buti'ye got access to the message archives, fedidgeruse
all 147,675 messages made to the group. We'lltilhere, discussing our opinions on everythinghf&tar
Wars to the meaning of Truth to anal sex while gatich up.

What is the meaning of Truth, Margaret?

Kelly: Thanks for the discussions, folks. I'll ledat/there. Might return after studying Tangent dslém, My
Islam.

Margaret: Enjoy. You should pick up Collected Lett2004 and Collected Letters 2 also. As the fitiplies,
they collect Dave's letters to his "fans" and otletter writers for parts of 2004. Interesting gttifat covers
a wide range of topics.

Ok.

Margaret: You really ought to write Dave and teilirhof your thoughts on issue 186 and this "fan ‘tadwe
exist today. I'd be interested in reading his resgm

| might just do that.

Kelly

Message #147680

Kelly: There is only one thing greater than thesggjon of the Emotional Void, in my view. Takingsen all
the way, and uncovering the Infinite. The two agy\closely related: to take reason all the waye omust
reject attachment to unreason.

Or take a ton of mushrooms, a couple massive basg¥ou'll be well on your way to uncovering the
Infinite. It'll probably involve Rush and Led Zepipe That should come as a bit of a shock.

Kelly: "The mental blocks erected by the fans toideonfronting their buddy-buddying behaviour, @od
preserve their group disapproval of Sim's viewswamen, strangely went totally unnoticed by them."

Margaret: Umm.

Kelly: We'd never gotten around to discussing nadility itself. It seems to me that "rational” mednhat
the majority holds to be true", to folk like Stexedrew, Edward, etc.

Uh, no. Seriously, you're treeing up the wrong bayou think that THIS group is like THAT. But raedry.



More than one person thinks you're being irratipaatl you turn it into a "consensus" attacking your
"exception." In this case it MIGHT mean that youi being as rational as you think you are.

Kelly: So, where they present their view, they §impake claims, with minimal reasoning. Then thegyeat
the claim. It's as if they believe the common éthings stands to reason on its own terms.

Or the debate has long since been exhausted, aré yot presenting anything new. Just old "wonrerlike
this" and "women have never done this" nonsenseyiigg the historical context in which women have
existed. | suspect you wouldn't recognize the ¢glia the statement "there are no living femaldarg who
are as good as their male contemporaries."

Kelly: Where | present my independently-reasonedsj they amount to "pet theories" or “irrationalmply
because they are not commonplace.

You're getting a bit defensive there.

Kelly: I hold Sim responsible for cursing himseithathat reputation, for he allows the fan clubexist as it
does.

Margaret: Umm. Yeah, see. . . for the all the tllme been on this list (lets see, just under 8 geae: 1. have
challenged each other (and Dave) on our own thagighbut various subjects, including Dave's beliexes
women,

Kelly: Mostly the latter, | presume? Been any sesichallenges of your own beliefs on women?

Yes.

Kelly: How many of you are married or in sexual/¢imoal relationships with Emotional Voids?

Do you believe that all woman, or nearly all womare emotional voids? Many ways (for us, here, with
experience with Dave's writing) to take that qumesti

Margaret: 2. praised Dave's accomplishments fophmg to shape us into the people we are today,
Kelly: Shame on him.

How rude.

Margaret: 3. know that we don't needs Dave's apaltw exist as a "fan club" in any form: he isnitrding,
and we aren't our his pawns.

Kelly: Say Dave enters into regular discussionsherith one aim: to promote the Male Light (reasol
thinking), and to use it as the tool to promotedeis. As soon as he does that, rejecting art indawod
wisdom, I'd bet you a million dollars the purposelanature of this group would change.

What do you think it would change into?

Margaret: One of the things I've learned from Davéo think for myself and challenge whatever sameo



else might tell me is "true”, true or even Truthithem, be that come from Dave, the governmentck. Reh.

Kelly: I noticed that even Larry, one of the stren@ylale Lights in this group, put inverted commasusmd
the word truth too. That was in Message 14744%®ré&dting. What does that tell you?

It tells me that Larry put quotes around the wardth." What does it tell YOU? Depending on the teat,
there SHOULD be quotes are the word "truth."

Margaret: I'd link to examples of the above, buli'ye got access to the message archives, feeidgeruse
all 147,675 messages made to the group. We'llstithere, discussing our opinions on everythingiftar
Wars to the meaning of Truth to anal sex while gatch up.

Kelly: What is the meaning of Truth, Margaret?
It'th when two groupth dethide to work out theradienthes.

Rainmandu

Message #147686

Rainmandu,

Rainmandu: Or take a ton of mushrooms, a couplesiva®ong hits. You'll be well on your way to
uncovering the Infinite. It'll probably involve Ruand Led Zeppelin. That should come as a bitgifaek.

Altered states of consciousness can help open it tm insights about the boundary-lessness ofrifiaite.
It can be very freeing to realise Reality is farenmental than physical. But such realisationgeady only
at a beginner-level. One must not stagnate in thadg stages, for they don't present the fullyyet

Reasoning is vital to see mind-altering experier@sehat they are - ego-empowering.

Rainmandu: More than one person thinks you're benagional, and you turn it into a "consensus" atking
your "exception." In this case it MIGHT mean thatiye not being as rational as you think you are.

| acknowledge that you made an effort, Rainmandu.

But | cannot see any response to my last postuoAmy decent thinker would be asking themselvéaghat is
embarrassment? Why does a person want to look igammeone else's eyes, or in their own? Whathane t
thinking? Is pride irrational? Is emotion irrationand if so, why? Is there any emotion that hasemo
reasoning processes than another emotion?" -eddsthere's deathly silence in this group, asdhs
questions are futile and painful.

Thinking is the path to freedom and understandintpinking is taking you in futile circles, theroy aren't
thinking.

Rainmandu: Just old "women are like this" and "warhave never done this" nonsense, ignoring the
historical context in which women have existed.

Women have not been oppressed by a Patriarchy. fdaybeen the primary beneficiaries. Society leas b
set up to protect women and children.

Rainmandu: | suspect you wouldn't recognize tHadglin the statement "there are no living femal¢hars



who are as good as their male contemporaries."

Women are as good as ever in talking, but as poewer in having any meaningful point to make.

Rainmandu: Do you believe that all woman, or neailywomen, are emotional voids?

All biological females are more likely to be Mergeéthotional Voids (aimless desire) than to be Maghts
(thinkers, reasoners).

Margaret: 2. we praised Dave's accomplishment#ping to shape us into the people we are today,
Kelly: Shame on him.
Rainmandu: How rude.

It's deeply compassionate of me, actually. It'steMencourage others to use their wits to fuckpteover.

Kelly: Say Dave enters into regular discussionsherth one aim: to promote the Male Light (reasowl
thinking), and to use it as the tool to promotedeis. As soon as he does that, rejecting art indawd
wisdom, I'd bet you a million dollars the purposelanature of this group would change.

Rainmandu: What do you think it would change into?

The comics addiction would be the first out the daw.

Rainmandu: Depending on the context, there SHOU&Quwbtes are the word "truth.”

Do you think there is any such thing as an absaftuth, Rainmandu?

Kelly: What is the meaning of Truth, Margaret?
Rainmandu: It'th when two groupth dethide to wouk there differenthes.
Joking aside, is truth dependent on a situatica merspective?

Kelly

Message #147681

Kelly: As Dave worships Allah, | figured that thiglmest he ever went was a rejection of the Emotivioa.

*God*, not Allah. Dave made a whole thing of saylmgv much he objects to people using the term Allah
when speaking/writing inEnglish.

Kelly: There is only one thing greater than thesijon of the Emotional Void, in my view. Takingsen all
the way, and uncovering the Infinite.

Ah, but what about Buzz Lightyear -to Infinity, ahdyond!



Kelly: The two are very closely related: to takasen all the way, one must reject attachment teason.

[No reply.]

Kelly: "The mental blocks erected by the fans twideonfronting their buddy-buddying behaviour, aod
preserve their group disapproval of Sim's viewswomen, strangely went totally unnoticed by them."

Margaret: Umm.

Kelly: We'd never gotten around to discussing nadidy itself. It seems to me that "rational” mednhat
the majority holds to be true", to folk like Stexedrew, Edward, etc.

Bollocks. | have disagreed with many individualsehdut they certainly have a far more rigorous
understanding of reason that your sophistry andipagor the transcendant Infinite.

Kelly: So, where they present their view, they §impake claims, with minimal reasoning. Then thegyeat
the claim. It's as if they believe the common éthings stands to reason on its own terms. Whpresent
my independently-reasoned views, they amount tatfiperies” or "irrational" simply because they aret
commonplace. | don't think they even know whataeiag means:

- to *start* with a goal (truth),

- to create a definition,

- to test the validity of the definition,

- to decide whether it's a scientific or a logickgfinition,

- to rely on empirical evidence (observations) ordeduction to come to some conclusion, depending o
what sort of definition it is.

[No reply.]

Kelly: So, Sim's greatest achievement is typidadiijeved to lie in his contributions to the commsk
industry, ie. as an artist — and not as a thinker.

Margaret: Umm
Kelly: Andrew Korn made this exact point. The $mifithe point appeared in many other posts.

[No reply.]

Kelly: I hold Sim responsible for cursing himseifhwthat reputation, for he allows the fan clubexist as it
does.

Margaret: Umm. Yeah, see. . . for the all the tlime been on this list (lets see, just under 8 geae: 1. have
challenged each other (and Dave) on our own thagighbut various subjects, including Dave's belieres
women,

Kelly: Mostly the latter, | presume? Been any sesichallenges of your own beliefs on women? Howyrnén
you are married or in sexual/emotional relationshipith Emotional Voids?

| was into Reads when | was in school and purptlgeduoided all women as they were *probably*
emotional voids. | still agree with the old Davemmrnography being better than entering into aimlahip
with someone who gets half your stuff an decidesiwou get laid.



Margaret: 2. praised Dave's accomplishments fophmg to shape us into the people we are today,
Kelly: Shame on him.

[No reply].

Margaret: part of which is Dave's being a "thinkex$ well as an artist and
Kelly: Inverted commas, eh?

In fairness, individuals like Andrew H have expkinthe flaws in Dave's thought processes that would
warrant such distancing.

Margaret: 3. know that we don't needs Dave's apalrtw exist as a "fan club" in any form: he isnitrding,
and we aren't our his pawns.

Kelly: Say Dave enters into regular discussionsherith one aim: to promote the Male Light (reasol
thinking), and to use it as the tool to promotedeis. As soon as he does that, rejecting art indawd
wisdom, I'd bet you a million dollars the purposelanature of this group would change.

[No reply.]

Margaret: One of the things I've learned from Davéo think for myself and challenge whatever sameo
else might tell me is "true”, true or even Truthithem, be that come from Dave, the governmentck. Reh.

Kelly: I noticed that even Larry, one of the stren@ylale Lights in this group, put inverted commasuad
the word truth too. That was in Message 14744%®radting. What does that tell you?

Given the overlap between the Male Light and beairstrong, dominant husband (which exists despite yo
distaste for Dave's monotheism) I'd say Billy anckRare the strongest Male Lights. Or what abou? ine
probably get less pussy than your buddy Greg (@4 an exaggeration ;-) ).

Margaret: I'd link to examples of the above, buli'ye got access to the message archives, feeidgeruse
all 147,675 messages made to the group. We'llstithere, discussing our opinions on everythingiftar
Wars to the meaning of Truth to anal sex while gatch up.

Kelly: What is the meaning of Truth, Margaret?

Star Wars and anal sex. She just told you!

)
Ryan

Message #147687
(I cheekily titled it:'OT: The Male Light (thinking and reason) Vs. Thmd&ional Void (aimless desirg)’

Ryan,

Ryan: | have disagreed with many individuals herg,they certainly have a far more rigorous
understanding of reason that your sophistry andsasfor the transcendant Infinite.



You've no idea what | mean by Infinite.

The Infinite is *not-finite*, so it is everywherand everything. How can everything be transcendaftat
would it transcend?

Kelly: I noticed that even Larry, one of the strenfylale Lights in this group, put inverted commasusmd
the word truth too. That was in Message 14744%®radting. What does that tell you?

Ryan: Given the overlap between the Male Lightlagidg a strong, dominant husband (which existsiteesp
your distaste for Dave's monotheism) I'd say Eilig Rick are the strongest Male Lights. Or whatwtboe?
| probably get less pussy than your buddy Gregt{a,s an exaggeration ;-) ).

Since you sound sorry that you don't get more puskgay you're sliding into the Emotional Void.

This by Sim is brilliant, in my view:

| have not had a Merged Permanence in my lifeif@r years. It took at least three of those fivergdar my
brain to start functioning properly again. In ttieeamath of being part of a Merged Void, all thaiteft for
some time is Void Residue: Emptiness, Fear and imaltHunger. It is these three and the endlesildss
search for a Permanent Cure that the Emotional leevf@d calls Love. If you merge with that sensilyil
you will share in its sickness. No matter what pour into it, it remains empty; no matter how yeassure
it, it remains afraid; no matter how much of yolirgeu permit it to devour, it remains hungry. by look at
her and see anything besides emptiness, fear aotibaia hunger, you are looking at the parts ofrgeif
which have been consumed to that point.

The ability to be alone, to have isolation as ymumary state of existence, will serve you in getehd in any
situation in which you find yourself. The ability ive in Merged Permanence teaches you only how to
function within the context of Another's neurosaadequacies and failings. It teaches you how ¢oyasir
own neuroses, inadequacies and failings as bottpetaehd petition. When the Merged Permanence ends,
whether next week, next year, five years from nt@am,years from now, you are left with completelglass
life skills, emptiness, fear and emotional hunger.

Kelly

Message #147682

Kelly: Dave Sim's 'Tangents' can be found on K&ahvay's 'Misogyny Unlimited' webpage, along with a
section of 'READS'. It is herbttp://www.theabsolute.net/misogyny/

Sim says there:

"there is, perhaps, some small feminist consolatioine had from the fact that, with the
completion of "Tangent,” | intend to "have donethathe subject of gender and gender "issues"
entirely: in much the same way that The Cerebusl&to Self-Publishing constituted my "hail

and farewell" to the subject of self-publishing.with the Guide, "Tangent" represents a summing
up of my conclusions about a subject which hasmieduny attentions for a period of time and
which I have resolved for myself in my own way tnahy own satisfaction (and which | am now
pleased to put behind me so that | can pursue aheas of interest to me)."

This indicates Sim only dipped the edge of hig litie into the water. If a person realises thenidrical
opposition between the psychology of Woman, artcotidan, and then they say they "put it behindrthe
pursue other areas of interest", that definitelyamgthey fled screaming in the opposite directidence
Islam, another form of worshipping Woman (delusiomeason, safety in numbers).

Islam is a form of worshipping women?! Dave citet$ lof passages from it that accord with his cReads



view of women (e.g. the "Cow" sura with the passagenale superiority); if anything is an intensifiion of
"misogyny" by citing the ultimate authority - Goals validating Dave's gender views. Isn't the entsteof
differing psychologies between men and women thi sf* psychology, which you haven't (althouglam
aware of studies indicating gognitive differencesaeen the genders)exactly referred to.

Ryan

Message #147689

Ryan: Islam is a form of worshipping women?! Daitecclots of passages from it that accord with his
circa-Reads view of women (e.g. the "Cow" sura Withpassage on male superiority); if anythingrs a
intensification of "misogyny" by citing the ultineauthority - God - as validating Dave's gendermsge

Ha, ha.

Seriously though, if there is an ego, then thegeigerally more masculinity (consciousness of skéh
femininity. However, as soon as there's an egoetha deep insecurity about the self. That crehteaeed
for a Big Other. Namely, an eternal, personal are&od, in whatever shape it might take.

By contrast, the ultra-masculine individual is atdeeason that all things are causally created, an
recognising the lack of inherent existence of thjng able to undermine belief in the ego.

So the greatest misogynist is also a misanderist....

Ryan: Isn't the existence of differing psycholotpesveen men and women the stuff *of* psycholobichw
you haven't (although | am aware of studies indigagognitive differences between the genders)gxact
referred to.

Yes, the differences between masculine and femipsyehologies is the vital stuff of psychology.

It's all that I've been trying to explain over thst few days. Women generally do not employ reiagpn
processes to near the level of even the leashedtinan (generally). They don't have the aggres#isn
greatly biological, but partly learnt.

| can't go into it much more in the next few ddyst can pick up the conversation in a month wharbkck
in Tasmania.

Kelly
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