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Pattern Field Guide

How to Use This Guide

This field guide is a reference, not a diagnostic. Patterns are named so they can be recognized, not so they
can be assigned. The vocabulary exists to make harm visible, not to turn every difficult interaction into a

case file.

Each entry follows the same structure: a recognition hook, a plain-English definition, the signals that
indicate the pattern, and — for patterns that affect relationships — what it feels like, how it starts, how it
progresses, what makes it hard to leave, and what helps stabilize against it.

Read the hook first. If it does not resonate, the pattern may not be what you are looking at. If it does, read
the rest. The hook is the door. The entry is the room.

Badge Key

Patterns deployed by systems, organizations, and power structures.
Patterns deployed in direct relationships between people.

BEGINNER Common patterns most readers will have encountered.
INTERMEDIATE = Patterns that require more context to identify.
Patterns that are subtle, systemic, or easily mistaken for something else.

- Truth-Independent: the pattern works regardless of whether the content is true or false.

TI
Truth-Adjacent: the pattern depends on or exploits the truth value of the content.
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Absence of the Pattern

You did not notice what was missing. That is the pattern. You read the record and it made sense and the
making-sense was the evidence that something had been removed.

deceit.site/lexicon/absence-of-the-pattern

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Most propaganda is detected by what it says. Some propaganda is detected by what it refuses to say. When
aregime removes a word, a name, a question, or a dataset from circulation, the removal itself becomes the
control. The absence is not an oversight. It is a design choice. The thing that is missing is the thing that
would make the official story unstable. The reader who only checks for lies misses the larger lie: the truth
that was never allowed to exist.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e asubject that once appeared and no longer does
e aquestion the vocabulary cannot ask
e acategory removed from search or registry
e asilence where accountability should be

e there is nothing further to report

EXAMPLES

e An archive that once contained 4,000 records now contains 3,200. The 800 missing records are not
flagged as removed. They are simply absent. The absence is not noted. The not-noting is the
architecture. The architecture is the control. The control is invisible because you cannot check for
what you do not know to look for.

WHAT IT IS

Propaganda detected not by what it says but by what it refuses to say. When a regime removes a word, a
name, a question, or a dataset from circulation, the removal itself becomes the control. The absence is not
an oversight. It is a design choice.

HOW IT STARTS

A subject that once appeared in a record, archive, or vocabulary quietly stops appearing. No
announcement. No explanation. The gap is not flagged.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The missing item is not noted as missing. The not-noting is the architecture.
e New readers never knew the item existed, so the absence is invisible to them.
e Asking about the gap is treated as confusion or bad faith.

e The official story makes sense precisely because the destabilizing evidence was removed.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like something is off but you cannot name what.

e Like the record is complete when it is not.

e Like asking the question is the problem, not the silence.
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COMMON SIGNS
e A subject that once appeared and no longer does.
e A question the vocabulary cannot ask.
e A category removed from search or registry.
e A silence where accountability should be.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Because you cannot check for what you do not know to look for. The pattern is invisible by design. The
only evidence is the shape of the gap, and the gap looks like nothing.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the record made sense because the thing that would have stopped them from
believing was already gone. The coherence was the evidence of removal.
STABILIZING MOVES
e Compare the current record to an older version. What was there before that is not there now?
e Ask: does this silence protect someone, or does it reflect the limits of the archive?
e Look for the question the vocabulary cannot ask. The unaskable question is the map.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone treats every gap in a record as evidence of manipulation. The vocabulary becomes a way to read
conspiracy into every incomplete archive.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Not every absence is manipulation. Some questions are genuinely settled. Some files are legitimately
classified. The pattern requires that the absence systematically protects power: that the missing
information would change the public's understanding of who is responsible or what is true.

RELATED PATTERNS

historical-revision-omission, information-laundering, domestication
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Affect conditioning
BEGINNER

You felt it before you understood it. The feeling was placed there ahead of the facts, so your gut would vote
before your mind could.

deceit.site/lexicon/affect-conditioning

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When a message leads with 'in these uncertain times' or 'for our children' or 'shocking,' it's conditioning
your emotional state before the argument lands. By the time the facts arrive (if they arrive), you're already
in the frame the speaker wants.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e uncertain times

e deeply troubling

e heartbreaking

e shocking

e for our children

e public safety

e fear/panic/chaos/threat

EXAMPLES

e A politician opens a press conference with 'in these deeply troubling times' before announcing a policy
change. The mood is set. By the time the policy details arrive, the audience is already anxious, already
looking for relief, already primed to accept whatever promises stability. The emotion was the
argument's opening act. The policy was the headliner. The audience did not notice the frame because
the frame felt like the world.

WHATIT IS

Emotional language that sets the frame before the facts arrive. By the time the argument lands, you are
already in the mood the speaker wants. The feeling does the work that evidence should do.

HOW IT STARTS
A message opens with mood language: 'in these uncertain times,' 'for our children, 'shocking.' The emotion
is the first thing you process. The argument comes second, if it comes at all.
HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The emotional frame makes the subsequent claims feel urgent, true, or settled.

e Challenging the claim now feels like dismissing the emotion.

e The mood becomes the evidence. 'Everyone feels this' replaces 'the data shows this.'

e Over time, the audience cannot separate the feeling from the fact.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like the urgency is obvious and only a cold person would question it.
e Like the speaker understands how you feel before you have processed it.

e Like asking for data is tone-deaf.
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COMMON SIGNS

e Emotional language arrives before any factual claim.

e Removing the mood words weakens the argument significantly.

e 'For our children, 'shocking, 'heartbreaking,' 'in these uncertain times.'

e The speaker's emotion is treated as evidence.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the emotion might be appropriate. The pattern exploits the grain of truth that some things are
genuinely alarming. The manipulation is not in the feeling but in the feeling replacing the argument.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize they accepted the claim because of the mood, not the evidence. The feeling was the
vehicle. The content was the passenger.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Strip the emotional language. Read only the factual claims. Do they stand alone?

e Ask:is the emotion here authentic expression or strategic framing?

e Notice whether the speaker answers questions or redirects to the feeling.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone dismisses any emotional language as 'affect conditioning', including genuine expressions of grief
or concern. The vocabulary becomes a tool for emotional suppression: 'you're being manipulated if you
feel anything.'
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Emotion in communication is not inherently conditioning. It's conditioning when the emotion replaces
the argument or precedes it strategically. A grieving parent expressing fear for their children is not
conditioning; a politician invoking children to avoid answering a question is.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Affective framing / priming

RELATED PATTERNS

crisis-synthesis, duty-weaponization
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Agency diffusion
The harm happened. Nobody did it. The sentence was built so the verb had no owner.

deceit.site/lexicon/agency-diffusion

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When a message says 'mistakes were made' or 'actions were taken' or 'it was determined, the actor
disappears. The harm is described but no one is responsible. The passive voice isn't just a style choice, it's
a structural erasure of accountability.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e mistakes were made

e actions were taken

e it was determined

e it has been decided

e was/were + past participle

e policy/protocol was not followed

EXAMPLES

e A corporation announces that 'mistakes were made in the approval process' after a product harms
customers. The mistakes are described. The people who made them are not named. The verb has no
owner. The harm has no author. Accountability has no target.

e A government report states that ‘protocol was not followed' during a military operation that killed
civilians. The protocol, the chain of command, and the person who gave the order are all absent from
the sentence. The passive voice did the disappearing.

WHAT IT IS

When a message says 'mistakes were made' or 'actions were taken,' the actor disappears. The harm is
described but no one is responsible. The verb has no owner.

HOW IT STARTS

An institution describes a harmful event using passive voice. The harm is acknowledged. The person who
caused it is not. The sentence is built so the verb has no subject.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The passive construction becomes the official vocabulary for all institutional harms.

e Active voice is reserved for achievements: 'we delivered, 'we achieved. Passive voice is reserved for
failures.

e Accountability becomes impossible because there is no named actor to hold accountable.

e The public learns to accept 'mistakes were made' as a complete explanation.
WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like something happened but nobody did it.

o Like the harm was an event without an author.

e Like asking 'who?'is answered with another passive sentence.
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COMMON SIGNS
e 'Mistakes were made, 'actions were taken, 'it was determined.'
e The harm is described in detail. The actor is described in nothing.
e Active voice for success, passive voice for failure.
e Accountability requests get another passive sentence in response.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the harm is acknowledged, which feels like accountability. The missing piece is the actor, and the
missing piece is invisible because the sentence structure makes it look like the event happened on its own.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the passive voice was the architecture. The institution admitted the harm while
making the author of the harm structurally unreachable. The apology was real. The accountability was
not.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Rewrite the sentence in active voice. If the actor's identity changes the meaning, the passive was doing
political work.

e Ask: who specifically made the decision? If the answer is 'we can't discuss personnel matters,' the
diffusion is confirmed.

e Notice the asymmetry: active voice for achievements, passive voice for failures.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone calls any passive voice 'agency diffusion’, including legitimate uses where the actor is unknown
or irrelevant. The vocabulary becomes a tool for demanding that every sentence name a specific person,
which is not always possible or honest.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Passive voice is not inherently agency diffusion. It's diffusion when the actor is known and is being
obscured. 'The building was built in 1980' is not agency diffusion; 'mistakes were made' by a known
decision-maker is.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Diffusion of responsibility

RELATED PATTERNS

blame-concentration, harm-sanitization
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Authority laundering
BEGINNER

You stopped asking for the evidence because the phrase sounded settled. 'Experts agree' was the whole
argument. The authority was borrowed, never shown.

deceit.site/lexicon/authority-laundering

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When someone says 'experts say' or 'officials confirm' without naming the experts or showing what they
actually said, they're using institutional authority as a laundry service, the claim comes out looking
authoritative even though no authority actually backed it.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

® experts say

e officials say

e according to authorities

e senior officials say/believe/warn

e intelligence suggests/indicates/confirms

EXAMPLES

e The claim that Epstein 'belonged to intelligence' was attributed to Alexander Acosta by a former Trump
administration official, a secondhand account never confirmed by Acosta himself, yet repeated as
established fact across social media.

WHAT IT IS

Authority laundering is the use of institutional language to make a claim feel settled without showing the
evidence. The authority is borrowed, not demonstrated. The phrase arrives before the proof.

HOW IT STARTS

A claim appears with a vague attribution: 'experts say, 'officials confirm, 'intelligence suggests.' No name.
No document. No methodology.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The unnamed authority gives the claim a institutional weight it has not earned.
e Repetition across outlets converts the vague attribution into 'what everyone knows.'
e Challenging the claim now feels like challenging the institution, not the evidence.

e The original source is never produced because it was never specific.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like the matter is settled and you missed the settlement.
e Like asking for proof is naive or adversarial.

e Like the authority is obvious and only you need it named.
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COMMON SIGNS
e Attribution to unnamed 'experts, 'officials,' or 'authorities.'
e No link, no name, no document, no methodology.
e The claim is repeated as established fact across multiple outlets.
e Asking 'which expert?' is treated as bad-faith obstruction.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Because the claim might be true. The laundering does not require the content to be false, only the sourcing
to be hidden. You can be manipulated by a true claim if the authority is fabricated.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize they accepted the claim because of the frame, not the evidence. The frame did the
work that proof should have done.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask: which named authority, what document, what methodology?
e Remove the institutional language and check if the factual record alone supports the claim.
e Check whether the 'experts' exist or whether the attribution is decorative.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

A conspiracy theorist calls a fact-checker 'authority laundering' because the fact-checker cites verified
experts. The vocabulary gets reversed. Naming real experts with a documented method becomes
laundering,' while unnamed 'sources' get treated as honest. The test cuts the other way: if the authority is
named and the work is shown, it is sourcing, not laundering. The term applies only when the authority is
vague or hidden and the evidence is never produced.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

It is only authority laundering when the authority is unnamed or vague and the evidence is not shown.
Citing a named expert with a documented methodology is not authority laundering, it is sourcing. The
difference is verifiability. A real source can be checked: the expert is named, the document is linked, the
method is visible. Laundering borrows the weight of an institution without ever producing the institution.
The test is simple: would naming the authority settle the question, or is the authority decorative?

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT
Appeal to authority

RELATED PATTERNS

source-obfuscation, reputation-laundering
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Belonging weaponization
INTERMEDIATE | T

Belonging is presented as a truth, then used to sort the public into rightful residents and tolerated
occupants.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The tactic of taking a genuine human need, the need to belong, and converting it into a sorting
mechanism that decides who is a rightful member of a place, a community, or a nation and who is merely
tolerated. Belonging is real and good. The weaponization happens when it is presented not as something
built through shared life but as a truth that some people possess and others lack. Once belonging is a truth
rather than a practice, it can be used as a test. Who believes the right things. Who speaks the right way.
Whose symbols are on the wall. The test is never neutral. It is always set by the people who benefit from
the sorting. The move is powerful because it recruits a sincere emotion, love of place, love of community,
love of country, and turns it into a boundary. The person who feels the love does not notice the moment it
becomes a gate. The gate is the point.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e belonging being presented as a truth some people possess rather than a practice people build together
e atest of belonging that tracks belief, identity, or symbolism rather than participation
e the criteria for belonging being set by the people who benefit from the sorting
e asincere love of place or community being converted into a boundary against others
e people being positioned as guests or occupants in a community they already inhabit

EXAMPLES

e A caption claims a public square belongs to a particular faith. The claim is presented as spiritual truth.
But the sentence does the work of sorting. It decides whose symbols represent the city, whose beliefs
count as the owner's beliefs, and who is a guest in a place they already inhabit. The love of the city that
many people feel is recruited into a boundary. The boundary is presented as belonging. The sorting is
the weapon.

WHAT IT IS

The conversion of the genuine human need to belong into a sorting mechanism that decides who is a
rightful member and who is merely tolerated, by presenting belonging as a truth some possess rather than
a practice people build together.

HOW IT STARTS

A sincere love of place, community, or nation is identified as a resource. Someone begins presenting
belonging not as something built through shared life but as a truth that some people hold and others lack.
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HOW IT PROGRESSES
e Belonging is presented as a truth rather than a practice, something possessed rather than built.
e A test of belonging is established that tracks belief, identity, or symbolism rather than participation.
e The criteria are set by the people who benefit from the sorting, while appearing neutral or traditional.
e People who do not meet the test are positioned as guests or occupants in a place they inhabit.

e The love that people feel for the place is recruited into defending the gate, so opposition reads as
disloyalty.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like being asked to prove you belong somewhere you have always been.
e Like the love you feel for a place being used as the reason you are not fully of it.

COMMON SIGNS
e Belonging presented as a truth some possess rather than a practice people build.
e A test of belonging that tracks belief or identity rather than participation.
e The criteria set by those who benefit from the sorting.

e People positioned as guests in a community they already inhabit.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

The weapon is made of something people love, so opposing it feels like opposing the love itself. The person
who built the gate stands inside the warmth of genuine belonging and dares you to attack it. To question
the sorting is read as questioning the community, the faith, the country. The sincere emotion is the shield.
The gate is behind it. Most people will not attack something that feels like love, and that reluctance is
exactly what the weapon depends on.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the belonging they were offered was conditional, and the condition was the point.
The community that was described as a truth turned out to be a test, and the test turned out to be set by
the people who benefited from it. The love was real. The gate was built out of it. Distinguishing the two is
the work.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Separate the love from the gate. Love of place is real. The sorting built out of it is a choice. Name the
difference.

e Ask who sets the criteria. If the test of belonging is set by the people who benefit from it, it is not
neutral.

e Check whether belonging is a practice or a truth. If it is built through participation, it is open. If it is
possessed, it is a gate.

e Refuse the framing that questioning the sorting is disloyalty. The most loyal act is often refusing to let
belonging become a weapon.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats any expression of group identity, tradition, or love of place as belonging weaponization,
reading a gate into every act of belonging. Communities have cultures. Places have histories. People love
their own. None of that is automatically a weapon. The pattern requires that belonging is being converted
into a sorting test that positions some people as less entitled to be there. Love of place is not the problem.
The gate built out of it is.
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WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A community that celebrates its own traditions, maintains its culture, and expresses love of place without
positioning others as guests or occupants is not weaponizing belonging. The pattern requires the sorting,
the conversion of belonging into a test that some people fail by their nature or belief. If the belonging is
open, built through participation, and does not create a class of tolerated occupants, you are looking at
community, not a weapon.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Othering / in-group favoritism

RELATED PATTERNS

symbolic-occupation, purity-framing, dog-whistle, isolation-through-concern, identity-erosion

deceit.site 17



Pattern Field Guide

Blame concentration
INTERMEDIATE

One person took the fall. The system stayed standing. The scapegoat was load-bearing.

deceit.site/lexicon/blame-concentration

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When a message blames 'rogue employees, 'bad actors,' or 'outside agitators,' it's concentrating blame on a
disposable target, protecting the broader system from scrutiny. The individual is punished; the structure
that produced them stays intact.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e rogue employee

e Dbad actors

e outside agitators

e few individuals

e fringe elements

e isolated incident

e small/tiny minority

EXAMPLES

e A bank is caught systematically overcharging customers. The CEO issues a statement blaming 'a few
rogue employees' who acted without authorization. The employees are fired. The overcharging
program, which required system-level approval and generated $200 million in revenue, is not
examined. The structure that produced the rogue employees stays standing.

WHAT IT IS

Blaming 'rogue employees' or 'bad actors' to concentrate blame on a disposable target, protecting the
broader system from scrutiny. The individual is punished. The structure that produced them stays intact.

HOW IT STARTS

A systemic harm becomes public. The institution immediately names a small number of individuals as
responsible. The individuals are disciplined or fired. The systemic question is never asked.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The named individuals take the blame. Leadership and structure are not examined.
e The conditions that produced the individuals stay unchanged.
e The same outcome recurs because the system that generated it was never addressed.

e Each recurrence gets its own set of rogue employees. The cycle continues.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like justice was done because someone was punished.
e Like the problem is solved because a person was removed.

e Like asking about the system is asking the wrong question.
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COMMON SIGNS

e 'Rogue employee, 'bad actors, 'isolated incident,' 'a few individuals.'
e The punished individual is low-ranking relative to the harm.

e No structural review accompanies the individual punishment.

e The same type of harm recurs within months or years.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because someone was punished, which looks like accountability. The scapegoat satisfies the demand for
justice without threatening the system that needs reform.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the punishment was the closure mechanism. The scapegoat was load-bearing:
removing them let the structure stay standing without examination.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask: if this person were removed tomorrow, would the system produce the same outcome? If yes, the
blame was concentrated to protect the system.

e Check whether a structural review accompanies the individual punishment. If not, the concentration is
protective.

e Notice the rank of the blamed individual relative to the scale of the harm.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone calls any individual accountability 'blame concentration) including cases where the individual
genuinely acted alone. The vocabulary becomes a tool for denying individual responsibility: 'it's always
the system, never the person.'

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Individual accountability is not blame concentration. It's concentration when blame is narrowed to
protect the system from scrutiny that the system warrants. A criminal prosecution of a specific offender is
not blame concentration; a corporation blaming 'a few bad employees' for a systemic practice is.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT
Scapegoating
RELATED PATTERNS

agency-diffusion, context-narrowing
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Care capture
INTERMEDIATE | T

The hug that prevents the audit.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When every acquisition of power is presented as an act of nurture, and every challenge to that power
becomes an attack on the cared-for. The operator's authority is legitimized by love, making accountability
feel like cruelty. The care is often genuine. The conversion of that care into institutional authority is the
operation.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e I'm just a mother/father

e this is about the children

e how dare you attack a family

e she only wants what's best

e after everything she's sacrificed

e they're protecting their own

EXAMPLES

e A public figure accumulates formal power through roles framed as caregiving or advocacy: every title
is presented as service to a vulnerable group, so scrutiny of the power sounds like an attack on the
people being cared for. The care framing does the legitimizing that credentials or a mandate would
otherwise have to do. Meanwhile financial or institutional benefits accrue to the figure's inner circle,
but questioning them is reframed as cruelty to the very group being protected.

WHAT IT IS

When every acquisition of power is presented as an act of nurture, and every challenge to that power
becomes an attack on the cared-for. The operator's authority is legitimized by love, making accountability
feel like cruelty.

HOW IT STARTS

A public figure accumulates formal power through roles framed as caregiving. Every title is presented as
service to a vulnerable group. The care framing does the legitimizing that credentials would otherwise
have to do.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e Scrutiny of the power sounds like an attack on the people being cared for.

e Financial or institutional benefits accrue to the operator's inner circle.

e Questioning them is reframed as cruelty to the very group being protected.

e The cared-for becomes a human shield for the operator's institutional position.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like questioning the power makes you the kind of person who attacks the vulnerable.
e Like the care is genuine but the authority it justifies is larger than the care can explain.

e Like accountability feels like cruelty.

COMMON SIGNS
e 'T'm just a mother/father,' 'this is about the children, '"how dare you attack a family.
e Every authority claim is preceded by care language.
e Scrutiny is reframed as an attack on the cared-for, not as accountability.

e Benefits accrue to the inner circle while the care framing shields them.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the care is often genuine. The person really does love the people they serve. The manipulation is
in converting that care into institutional authority that the care itself cannot justify.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the care was real but the conversion was the operation. The hug was preventing the
audit. The nurturing was the legitimacy mechanism.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Separate the person's feelings from their structural position. Credit the love and still examine the
power.

e Ask: what institutional authority does the care framing justify that could not be justified on its own
merits?

e Follow the equity, contracts, and titles. Who benefits besides the cared-for?

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone calls any act of care by a powerful person 'care capture, including genuine advocacy that does
not convert into unaccountable authority. The vocabulary becomes a tool for cynicism: 'anyone who says
they care about something is manipulating you.' A politician who actually fights for a policy and also
happens to love their children is not performing care capture.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Care capture requires conversion: the care framing must be doing institutional work that the care itself
cannot justify. A mother advocating for her sick child's medical coverage is not care capture. A mother
whose advocacy for children becomes the legitimacy basis for directing cabinet agencies, chairing
diplomatic bodies, and shielding a family financial empire from scrutiny is. The pattern is in the
conversion, not the feeling.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Care-as-legitimacy / nurturing-power conversion

RELATED PATTERNS

authority-laundering, duty-weaponization, harm-sanitization, inevitability-framing
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Cherry-picking

Every fact they cited was true. The picture they built was false.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Selecting the evidence that supports a conclusion and leaving out the evidence that does not. Unlike lying,
cherry-picking uses only true statements, which is what makes it durable and hard to challenge. A graph is
truncated to show a rise that reverses over the full period. A quote is lifted from a paragraph that
contradicts it. A string of successes is listed while the larger string of failures is omitted. The audience is
given facts and led to a falsehood, and the gap between the two is built entirely from what was left on the
cutting-room floor. The deception is in the selection, and the selection is invisible from inside the
presentation.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e aclaim supported by real facts that still feels misleading
e agraph whose axes start conveniently close to the interesting part
e aquote that seems to say something its source does not
e alist of examples that are all in one direction, presented as if they are all of them
e aconclusion that survives only as long as you do not see the full dataset

EXAMPLES

e A company reports that customer satisfaction 'rose 40 percent' and cites the two quarters in which it
did. Over the full period it fell by half, and the two quarters chosen sit at the bottom and top of a single
dip. Every number in the claim is accurate. The claim is a lie assembled from truths, and the lie is the
choice of which truths to show. The audience cannot detect it from the slide. They would need the
dataset, and the dataset is exactly what was not provided.

WHAT IT IS

Selecting the evidence that supports a conclusion and leaving out the evidence that does not. The
deception is in the selection, and the selection is invisible from inside the presentation.

HOW IT STARTS

A presenter leads with the strongest facts for their position. The audience sees true statements and
assumes the conclusion follows. The omitted evidence, which would reverse or weaken the conclusion, is
never mentioned.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e Graphs get truncated: axes start close to the interesting part, time windows exclude the reversal.
e Quotes get lifted from paragraphs that contradict them.
e Lists of examples all point one direction, presented as if they are all of them.

e The conclusion grows more confident as the curation gets more aggressive.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like the evidence is overwhelming, but you cannot quite say why it feels dishonest.
e Like the conclusion is bigger than the facts shown.

e Like asking 'what else is there?' would be rude or unnecessary.

COMMON SIGNS
e Every cited fact is true. The picture built from them is false.
e Graphs whose axes start conveniently close to the interesting part.
e Quotes that seem to say something the broader source does not.
e The presenter cannot tell you what they left out and why.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because every fact shown is real. Challenging the conclusion feels like denying the facts. The deception is
in the invisible half, and you cannot argue against what you have not been shown.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the lie was not in the facts. It was in the gap between the facts shown and the facts
available. The presentation was a curated exhibit, and the conclusion only survived as long as the exhibit
stayed closed.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask: what is the full dataset? The shown facts are only half the evidence.

e Check the axes. If the graph's window does the persuading, the data is being used as a prop.

e Ask the presenter: what did you leave out and why? An honest summarizer can answer. A cherry-
picker needs the omission to stay invisible.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone dismisses any selective presentation as cherry-picking, treating the ordinary and necessary act
of choosing which facts to lead with as if it were deception. All communication selects. The term becomes
a way to demand impossible exhaustiveness and to frame any framing as dishonest, which makes it
harder to identify the cases where the selection is genuinely designed to mislead.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Choosing which facts to lead with, summarizing, and emphasizing the strongest evidence for a position
you genuinely hold is normal communication, not cherry-picking. The pattern requires the selection to be
designed to produce a false impression: the omitted evidence materially reverses or undermines the
conclusion, the selection is one-directional rather than representative, and the full picture is withheld
rather than merely unmentioned. If the presenter's selection could be corrected by showing the rest and
the conclusion would survive the full data, it is emphasis, not the pattern.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Selective evidence / card stacking

RELATED PATTERNS

context-narrowing, source-obfuscation, historical-revision-omission

deceit.site 23



Pattern Field Guide

Choice foreclosure
BEGINNER

You picked freely. The menu was written so only one option could survive. Your choice was the cover.

deceit.site/lexicon/choice-foreclosure

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When someone says 'there is no alternative' or 'the only path forward' or 'difficult decisions must be made,’
they're foreclosing choice, making their preferred option sound inevitable so that disagreement feels like
denial of reality rather than a legitimate alternative.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e there is no alternative
e only path forward

e inevitable

® necessary

e cannot avoid

e difficult decisions must be made

EXAMPLES

e A government announces austerity measures as 'the only path forward.' Alternative economic policies,
tax reforms, and spending reallocations are not debated. They are not rejected with evidence. They are
simply not placed on the menu. The foreclosure happens before the discussion begins. The public
chooses from options that have already been narrowed to one.

WHAT IT IS

Making a preferred option sound inevitable so that disagreement feels like denial of reality rather than a
legitimate alternative. 'There is no alternative' is the argument, not the evidence.

HOW IT STARTS
A speaker presents their preferred course as the only option. Alternatives are not examined and rejected.
They are treated as impossible, naive, or already settled.
HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The preferred option is presented as a fact of nature, not a policy choice.

e Asking 'what about other options?' is treated as naive or obstructionist.

e The audience adapts to the foreclosed menu and stops asking for alternatives.

e The choice that was never examined becomes the baseline everyone operates from.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like the decision has already been made and you are just confirming it.
e Like asking for alternatives is unrealistic or irresponsible.

e Like the only responsible choice is the one being offered.
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COMMON SIGNS

e 'There is no alternative, 'the only path forward,' 'inevitable, 'necessary.

e Alternatives are not examined and rejected. They are dismissed without engagement.

e Time pressure is used to prevent consideration of other options.

e Disagreement is treated as denial of reality, not as a legitimate position.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Because the foreclosure feels like realism. Accepting the 'only option' feels responsible. Asking for
alternatives feels naive. The pattern exploits the genuine difficulty of decision-making under pressure.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the menu was written before they arrived. The choice was the cover. The foreclosure
happened in the grammar, not in the evidence.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask: what alternatives were considered and why were they rejected? If the answer is 'none were
considered, the foreclosure is confirmed.

e Name at least two alternatives and ask the speaker to engage with them. If they cannot, the foreclosure
is structural.

e Notice whether the time pressure is real or rhetorical. If waiting 48 hours changes nothing material,
the urgency is the foreclosure mechanism.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone calls any strong recommendation 'choice foreclosure', 'my doctor said I should take this
medication, that's choice foreclosure.' The vocabulary gets flattened into 'anyone who advises anything is
manipulating you.'
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

It's only choice foreclosure when alternatives are dismissed without examination, not when a
recommendation is made with evidence. A doctor who says 'this is the standard treatment, here's why' is
not foreclosing choice.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT
False dilemma / TINA rhetoric

RELATED PATTERNS

crisis-synthesis, duty-weaponization
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Circular reporting
INTERMEDIATE | T

Source A cites Source B. Source B cites Source C. Source C cites Source A. The loop is the authority.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A claim gains the appearance of corroboration because multiple outlets report it, but when you trace the
citations, they all lead back to a single origin, often one that cited nothing. Each repetition adds a layer of
apparent independence. By the third hop the claim is 'widely reported' and the original absence of
evidence is invisible. The loop manufactures consensus out of echoes.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e multiple outlets reporting the same claim with the same wording
e citations that trace back to a single origin

e 'as widely reported'

e aclaim that appears everywhere and originates nowhere

e the same statistic in ten places with one source

EXAMPLES

e A statistic about a conflict appears in three outlets. Outlet one attributes it to outlet two. Outlet two
attributes it to a blog. The blog attributes it to outlet one. The statistic is now 'widely reported' and has

no origin at all. Each outlet points to the others as proof, and the circle is the only evidence any of them
has.

WHAT IT IS

A claim gains the appearance of corroboration because multiple outlets report it, but when you trace the
citations they all lead back to a single origin. Each repetition adds a layer of apparent independence. The
loop manufactures consensus out of echoes.

HOW IT STARTS
A claim appears in one outlet. A second outlet cites the first. A third cites the second. By the third hop the
claim is 'widely reported' and the original absence of evidence is invisible.
HOW IT PROGRESSES
e Each outlet points to the others as proof. The circle is the only evidence any of them has.
e The statistic or claim appears in ten places with one source.
e The apparent multiplicity of sources becomes the argument for the claim's reliability.
e The original absence of evidence is buried under the weight of echoes.
WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like a claim is everywhere and must therefore be true.
e Like you cannot find who started it because it appears to have come from many places.
e Like the consensus is impressive until you trace it.
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COMMON SIGNS
e Multiple outlets reporting the same claim with the same wording.
e (Citations that trace back to a single origin.
e 'As widely reported' with no independent verification.
e The same statistic in ten places with one source.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the claim really is everywhere. The multiplicity is real in appearance. Checking the citations is
work, and the work is the barrier the loop depends on.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the ten outlets were one claim wearing ten bylines. The consensus was manufactured
by repetition, not by independent verification.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Trace the citations backward to the first appearance. If the first appearance cites nothing, the whole
chain is unbacked.

e Check whether the wording matches across outlets. Identical phrasing is a fingerprint of copying, not
verification.

e Ask: are these outlets citing each other, or are they citing independent sources?

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats any case of multiple outlets covering the same story as circular reporting, including
legitimate situations where outlets independently verify the same fact or cite a shared primary source like
a court filing. The term becomes a way to dismiss corroboration itself, as if agreement between sources
were always a conspiracy rather than sometimes just the same evidence.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Outlets citing the same primary source (a court document, a dataset, an official record) is normal
journalism, not circularity. The pattern requires the loop: the citations trace back to each other rather
than to an independent origin, and the apparent multiplicity of sources is an illusion produced by
repetition. If you can trace the claim to a real, citable origin, it is corroboration. If the trace ends in a
circle, it is laundering.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Information loop / echo chamber sourcing

RELATED PATTERNS

source-obfuscation, information-laundering, synthetic-consensus
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Compliance theater
BEGINNER | T

You signed the pledge and felt better. The signing was the whole thing. Nothing changed except the
signing.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

An institution demands visible loyalty gestures, pledges, badges, statements, trainings, slogans,
denunciations, as proof of belief or alignment. Leadership benefits because obedience becomes easy to
count and hard to question. The cost is that real judgment, competence, and consent get replaced by
display. The pledge proves the pledge, nothing more.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

sign the pledge

e loyalty oath

e mandatory statement of support
e publicly affirm

e show your commitment

e wear the badge

e display the ribbon

e failure to denounce

e silence is complicity

¢ all members must affirm

EXAMPLES

e A workplace that requires a public statement of values every quarter but has no mechanism for
reporting violations of those values. The statement is the compliance. The compliance is the proof. The
proof replaces the practice.

WHAT IT IS

An institution demands visible loyalty gestures (pledges, badges, statements, trainings) as proof of
alignment. The display substitutes for evidence that anything changed. The pledge proves the pledge,
nothing more.

HOW IT STARTS
An institution introduces a visible loyalty requirement: a pledge, a badge, a mandatory statement, a public
affirmation. Participation is framed as belonging. Non-participation is framed as dissent.
HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The gesture becomes the metric. Leadership counts signatures, not outcomes.
e Real judgment and competence get replaced by display.
e Refusing the gesture is treated as evidence of disloyalty, not as a question about its value.
e The institution confuses the count of performances with the presence of belief.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like signing something and feeling briefly virtuous.
e Like the act of agreeing is the whole job.
e Like asking 'what does this actually change?' is hostile.
COMMON SIGNS
e Pledges, oaths, badges, ribbons, mandatory statements.
e No mechanism connects the gesture to measurable change.
e Refusal is punished; compliance is rewarded. Nothing else is measured.
e 'Silence is complicity' used to compel public performance.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Because the gesture is easy and refusal is costly. Signing the pledge costs nothing. Refusing it marks you.
The asymmetry makes compliance the path of least resistance, which is the design.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the display was the whole thing. Nothing changed except the signing. The institution
counted the signatures and called it culture.
STABILIZING MOVES
e Ask: does this gesture connect to a measurable change in behavior or policy?
e Ask: if I refused, would anything substantive change, or only my standing?
e Distinguish between rituals that build community and displays that substitute for practice.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone calls any public duty or shared standard 'compliance theater' to dodge a real obligation. The
vocabulary becomes a way to refuse all participation.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Visible actions can matter when tied to real practice and clear standards. It's compliance theater when the
display substitutes for evidence that anything changed. A safety training that reduces incidents is not
theater; a loyalty pledge that proves only loyalty to the pledge is.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Security theater / virtue signaling

RELATED PATTERNS

duty-weaponization, unity-simulation, purity-framing
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Concern trolling
INTERMEDIATE

They said they were worried about you. You knew it was a knife. You let it in anyway because the
wrapping made it look like care.

deceit.site/lexicon/concern-trolling

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

An opponent frames discouragement, sabotage, or reputational attack as friendly concern. The speaker
benefits because they gain moral cover while weakening the target. The cost is that the target's defense
gets recast as refusal to listen: 'T'm only trying to help, and you're attacking me for it.' The concern is the
weapon; the advice is the delivery system.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e I'm just concerned
e asafriend
e for your own good
e I'm worried that
e this will hurt your credibility
e Isupport your goals, but
e if you really cared
e I'm only saying this because I care

e have you considered

EXAMPLES

e Arival says 'I'm worried this essay will damage your reputation' the day before publication. The essay
is accurate. The concern is not. The delay is the goal. The goal is wrapped in care. The care is the
delivery system. The delivery system is the sabotage.

WHAT IT IS

An opponent frames discouragement, sabotage, or reputational attack as friendly concern. The concern is
the weapon. The advice is the delivery system. The target's defense gets recast as refusal to listen.

HOW IT STARTS

A rival or opponent expresses worry about you or your work. The timing is strategic: the day before
publication, the week before a decision, the moment of maximum vulnerability.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The concern creates moral cover: T'm only trying to help.'
e The advice is vague, discouraging, and timed to create doubt.

e Rejecting the advice is reframed as hostility: 'T was just concerned and you attacked me.'

e The concern becomes the evidence that you are the unreasonable one.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like you knew it was a knife but the wrapping made it look like care.
e Like defending yourself makes you look like the aggressor.

e Like the concern is the entry point and the doubt is the payload.

COMMON SIGNS
e 'T'm just concerned, 'as a friend,' 'for your own good,' 'this will hurt your credibility.
e (Criticism that is vague and discouraging rather than specific and actionable.
e Timing that coincides with moments of vulnerability.
e The concern intensifies when rejected rather than disappearing.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Because the concern might be genuine. The pattern exploits the grain of truth that people do sometimes
worry about each other. Rejecting it risks being wrong and looking hostile.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the concern was the entry point, the advice was the payload, and the payload was the
delay, the doubt, the retreat. The help was the harm.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask: does this person have a stake in my well-being, or in my retreat?
e Check whether the criticism is specific and actionable, or vague and discouraging.

e Notice what happens when you reject the advice. If the concern intensifies, it was never about helping.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone calls all criticism 'concern trolling' so they never have to hear warnings, strategy problems, or
real risks. The vocabulary becomes a way to dismiss all feedback.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Concern is not concern trolling when the person has a clear stake in the target's well-being and offers
specific, fair criticism. It's concern trolling when 'care' is used as cover for weakening the target or
steering them toward surrender. A mentor who says 'this draft has a gap in chapter three'is not concern
trolling; a rival who says 'T'm worried this essay will damage your reputation' is.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Weaponized concern / faux-friendly sabotage

RELATED PATTERNS

harm-sanitization, duty-weaponization, purity-framing
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Context narrowing
INTERMEDIATE

You looked where the light pointed. You did not notice the rest of the room going dark.

deceit.site/lexicon/context-narrowing

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When a message says 'what matters now is...' or 'the real issue is...' or 'simply, it's narrowing the context,
directing your attention to one frame and signaling that anything outside it can be ignored. The
counterpoint isn't refuted; it's made invisible.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e what matters now

e thereal issue is

e itisclear that

e simply

e just

e move forward

e there is nothing to suggest

e without evidence of

EXAMPLES

e A company facing a discrimination lawsuit issues a statement: "What matters now is moving forward
together.' The harm, the evidence, the affected employees, and the legal findings are all outside the
frame. The statement narrows the context to a single forward-looking sentiment and treats anything
else as backward-looking obstruction.

WHATIT IS

Directing attention to one frame and signaling that anything outside it can be ignored. The counterpoint is
not refuted. It is made invisible.

HOW IT STARTS

A speaker declares 'what matters now is...' or 'the real issue is... and the frame narrows. Everything outside
the declared focus is treated as irrelevant without being examined.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The declared focus becomes the only legitimate topic of discussion.
e Counterpoints are not refuted. They are dismissed as off-topic.
e The audience learns which questions are welcome and which are not.

e The excluded context becomes unsayable because saying it violates the frame.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like you are looking where the light points and the rest of the room is dark.
e Like bringing up the excluded context makes you the problem.
e Like the conversation has a boundary you did not agree to.
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COMMON SIGNS
e 'What matters now, 'the real issue is,' 'let's focus on,' 'move forward.'
e Counterpoints are dismissed as off-topic, not refuted with evidence.
e The frame is presented as a fact, not as a choice.
e Asking about excluded context gets a redirect back to the frame.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Because focus is genuinely useful and the narrowing feels like clarity. Challenging the frame feels like
losing the thread, not like recovering context.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the frame was not a neutral choice. It was a selection that excluded the evidence that
would have complicated the story. The focus was real. The exclusion was the point.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask: what is outside this frame that would complicate the story?

e Notice whether counterpoints are refuted or dismissed as off-topic. Refutation is engagement.
Dismissal is narrowing.

e Ask: who chose this frame, and was the choice presented as a fact or as a decision?
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone calls any focus 'context narrowing', 'you're only talking about one thing, that's context
narrowing.' The vocabulary becomes a tool for demanding exhaustive coverage of everything, which
paralyzes analysis.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Focus is not narrowing. It's narrowing when contrary evidence is signaled away (‘the real issue is...'), not
when a writer chooses to address one topic. An article about climate change that doesn't also cover the
economy is not narrowing context.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Framing / agenda-setting

RELATED PATTERNS

agency-diffusion, cherry-picking
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Crisis synthesis

You acted because there was no time to check. The deadline was rhetorical, not real. The urgency was the
lock.

deceit.site/lexicon/crisis-synthesis

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When a message says 'act now, 'before it's too late, or 'the window is closing,' it's synthesizing a crisis,
creating time pressure to reduce scrutiny. Hesitation feels irresponsible because the crisis demands
immediate action. The crisis may not exist.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
® actnow

e cannot wait

e Dbefore it's too late
e immediately

e urgent action

e window is closing

e time is running out

EXAMPLES

e A software vendor announces a 'limited-time offer' that expires in 48 hours. The urgency is not tied to
any real constraint: the software costs the same to produce next week. The deadline exists to prevent
comparison shopping. The crisis is the lock. The lock is the deadline.

WHAT IT IS

Creating time pressure to reduce scrutiny. The deadline is rhetorical, not real. Hesitation feels
irresponsible because the crisis demands immediate action. The crisis may not exist.

HOW IT STARTS

A message declares urgency: 'act now, 'before it's too late, 'the window is closing.' The urgency is presented
as a fact, not as an argument. No evidence is given for why waiting would be costly.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The urgency makes scrutiny feel irresponsible.

e Asking 'what happens if we wait?' is treated as obstruction.

e The audience makes decisions faster than they would with full information.

e The rushed decision becomes irreversible. The crisis passes. The consequences remain.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like there is no time to think.
e Like hesitation is a choice to let harm happen.

e Like the deadline is more real than the evidence.
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COMMON SIGNS

e 'Act now, 'before it's too late, 'the window is closing,' 'time is running out.'

e No specific consequence of waiting is named.

e The urgency would not survive the question: 'what specifically happens if we wait 48 hours?'

e The same deadline recurs, suggesting it was never real.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Because sometimes the urgency is real. The pattern exploits the genuine cost of delayed action. The
manipulation is in creating urgency without evidence, then using the urgency to prevent the evidence
from being checked.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the deadline was the product. The urgency was not a response to a crisis. It was the
crisis.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask: what specifically happens if we wait 48 hours? If the urgency cannot survive that question, it is
synthesized.

e Check whether the deadline recurs. A deadline that is always 'this week' was never real.
e Separate the urgency from the evidence. If the case is strong, it does not need the deadline.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone calls any urgency 'crisis synthesis', including genuine emergencies. The vocabulary becomes a
tool for dismissing all calls to action as manipulation, which paralyzes response to real crises.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Urgency is not inherently synthesized. It's synthesized when the deadline is rhetorical rather than real,
when the time pressure exists to prevent scrutiny, not because the situation actually demands speed. A
climate scientist saying 'we need to act now' is not synthesizing a crisis.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Manufactured urgency / false scarcity

RELATED PATTERNS

choice-foreclosure, affect-conditioning
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Dead catting
BEGINNER

Throw something shocking on the table and everyone stops asking about what was already on it.

deceit.site/lexicon/dead-catting

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When a story is going badly, someone releases something so outrageous that the conversation abandons
the original subject and chases the new one. The new subject does not have to be true, relevant, or
defensible. It only has to be more interesting than the thing it replaces. The shock is not the message. The
shock is the exit ramp.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e suddenly everyone is talking about
e wait, did you see what they just said
e this changes everything
e breaking:
e can you believe they just did this

EXAMPLES

e Areport documenting a company's labor violations drops on Monday. On Tuesday the company's
founder posts something inflammatory and absurd. By Wednesday the labor report is buried under
coverage of the post. The post was never the story. The post was the burial.

WHAT IT IS
When a story is going badly, someone releases something so outrageous that the conversation abandons
the original subject and chases the new one. The shock is not the message. The shock is the exit ramp.

HOW IT STARTS

A damaging story is gaining traction. Within hours, a new, louder story appears from the same direction.
The new story does not have to be true. It only has to be more interesting than the thing it replaces.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The new story is designed to be consumed, not resolved: outrageous enough to demand reaction.
e The original story is buried under coverage of the replacement.
e The new story dissolves once the old story is dead. It is never followed up.

e The casualty of the new story is the old one, and the old one is usually the one with receipts.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like everyone is suddenly talking about something else and you cannot remember why.
e Like the new story is too shocking to ignore and too absurd to believe.

e Like the old story was important but you have already forgotten the details.

deceit.site 36



Pattern Field Guide

COMMON SIGNS
e 'Suddenly everyone is talking about, 'wait, did you see what they just said.'
e The timing is suspicious: the distraction arrives precisely when the damage peaks.
e The new story resolves into nothing once the old story fades.
e The party under pressure on the original story benefits from the replacement.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Because the new story is genuinely interesting. The shock is calibrated to be irresistible. Looking away
feels like missing something important.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the new story was never the story. It was the burial. The shock was the exit ramp for
the conversation that was going badly.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask: what was the conversation about an hour before this arrived? If the new topic kills the old one, the
arrival is not an accident.

e Ask: who benefits from the subject change? The party under pressure gains from the replacement.

e Check whether the new story resolves into anything or dissolves once the old story is dead.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone treats every newsworthy development as a deliberate distraction, so that genuine events get
dismissed as 'a dead cat' simply because they arrived at an inconvenient time. The term becomes a way to
ignore anything that complicates the story you wanted to keep telling.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Not every shocking event released during a scandal is a distraction. Real news breaks at awkward
moments. The pattern requires intent and substitution: the new story exists to consume attention that was
about to land somewhere damaging, and the party releasing it benefits from the swap.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Dead cat strategy / distraction politics

RELATED PATTERNS

whataboutism, redaction-as-amplification, firehose-of-falsehood
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Documentation discipline
BEGINNER | T

The record you make today is the evidence you will need in six months when they say it never happened.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The practice of creating contemporaneous, dated, factual records of events as they happen, before
memory fades and before the institution has a reason to make the record disappear. Documentation
discipline is the single highest-leverage action a person can take before challenging leadership. Not a
diary. Not a complaint. A factual log: date, time, who was present, what was said, what was done. Stored
somewhere the institution cannot reach. The reason most challenges fail is not that the person was wrong.
It is that by the time they acted, the evidence was gone and it was their word against a system that had
already unified its story.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e a person keeping a factual log of events as they happen

e records stored outside the institution's reach

e dates, times, witnesses, and exact language preserved before memory fades
e arecord made before the person knows they will need it

EXAMPLES

e An employee notices their manager taking credit for team work in meetings. They start writing down
each instance: date, meeting name, who presented, what the manager said in the follow-up email.
Three months later, when they file a complaint with HR, they hand over a dated log with seventeen
entries. HR cannot say it is a pattern of misremembering. The record is the difference between a he-
said-she-said and a documented pattern. The discipline was not dramatic. It was a note on a phone,
made the same day, every time.

WHAT IT IS

The practice of making dated, factual, contemporaneous records of events and storing them outside the
institution's reach, before the person knows whether they will ever need them.
HOW IT STARTS

A person notices something wrong and writes it down. Not a complaint. Not a narrative. A fact with a date.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The person makes a habit of recording events the same day, while details are fresh.
e The record accumulates into a pattern that no single incident would reveal.
e The person stores copies outside the institution: personal email, a cloud drive, a trusted person.
e When the moment to act arrives, the person has evidence rather than memory, and the institution
cannot unify its story against a dated record.
WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like being the only person in the room who is writing down what actually happened.
e Like a small, private act of refusal against a system that expects you to forget.
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COMMON SIGNS
e Dated entries made the same day as the event.
e Factual language: who, what, when, where. Not interpretation.
e Records stored in a personal device or account the institution cannot access.
e A growing log that reveals a pattern no single incident would show.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

It is not hard to leave. It is hard to start, because starting means admitting that you are in a situation where
you need evidence. That admission is painful. The discipline itself is simple. The barrier is the decision to
begin.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize that the documentation was the single thing that made their challenge credible.
Without it, they would have been one person's word against an institution. With it, they had a record that
could not be argued away.

STABILIZING MOVES
e Start today. Write down the last three things that felt wrong. Date them. You do not need to do anything
with them yet.
e Use factual language. Who was there, what was said, what happened. Save the interpretation for later.

e Store the record somewhere the institution cannot reach. A personal email account. A cloud drive. A
trusted friend's house.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats any note-taking or record-keeping as paranoid or adversarial, implying that a person who
documents events is building a case rather than protecting themselves. Used this way, the accusation of
over-documenting becomes a tool to discourage the exact behavior that would make accountability
possible. The institution benefits when your only evidence is your memory, because memory is
contestable and a dated record is not.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who keeps a journal for personal reflection or a professional who takes meeting notes as part of
their job is not necessarily practicing documentation discipline in the accountability sense. The pattern
specifically refers to the deliberate preservation of factual records in a context where the institution has
an interest in the record not existing, and where the person stores the record outside the institution's
control.

RELATED PATTERNS

learned-helplessness, gaslighting, institutional-leverage
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Dog whistle
INTERMEDIATE | T

One sentence, two audiences. The deniability is aimed at the larger one.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A message crafted so that one phrase carries a second, coded meaning audible only to a target subgroup,
while remaining plausible to the general audience. The speaker can always deny the coded meaning, and
the denial itself is part of the design: it lets the general audience dismiss critics as paranoid while the
target audience hears the signal clearly. The whistle is named for the dog whistle because only the
intended listeners can hear it.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e aphrase with a known coded history

e wink-and-nod delivery

e the speaker's audience reacts to a meaning the words don't literally carry
e critics are told they're imagining it

e the same phrase recurs across otherwise unrelated speeches

EXAMPLES

e A politician repeatedly praises 'real Americans' and 'our heritage' in counties with a specific racial
history. The general audience hears patriotism. A subgroup hears a promise. When critics name the
coding, supporters point at the dictionary definition of the words and ask what else they could possibly
mean. The gap between the dictionary and the delivery is where the whistle lives.

WHAT IT IS
A message crafted so that one phrase carries a second, coded meaning audible only to a target subgroup,
while remaining plausible to the general audience. The deniability is the design.

HOW IT STARTS

A speaker uses a phrase with a known history in a specific community. The general audience hears
ordinary language. The target audience hears the signal. The speaker can deny the coded meaning, and
the denial is part of the architecture.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The same phrase recurs across speeches, always in front of audiences that include the target subgroup.
e Critics name the coding. Supporters point to the dictionary definition and ask what else it could mean.

e The target audience becomes more confident. The general audience becomes more confused. The gap
is the whistle.
e The speaker escalates: subtler codes for more committed audiences, louder codes for rallies.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like something was said but you cannot prove what.
e Like the speaker's supporters are reacting to a speech you did not hear.

e Like naming the coding gets you dismissed as paranoid.
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COMMON SIGNS
e A phrase with a known coded history used in front of audiences that know the history.
e The speaker's supporters react to a meaning the literal words do not carry.
e When the coding is named, the speaker retreats to the dictionary definition.
e The phrase recurs across otherwise unrelated speeches.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the deniability is airtight. The literal meaning is innocent. Naming the coded meaning sounds
like conspiracy thinking. The target audience hears the signal clearly, but cannot prove the speaker
intended it.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the dictionary defense was the proof. The speaker used the phrase in contexts where
the coded meaning was active, retreated to the literal meaning when challenged, and the retreat was the
mechanism that kept the signal alive.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Watch the audience, not the speaker. If a specific subgroup reacts to a meaning the words do not carry,
the whistle is confirmed.

e Check the recurrence. A one-off ambiguous phrase is not a whistle. A pattern of the same phrase in
front of the same audience is.

e Ask: does the speaker's conclusion survive without the coded phrase? If removing it collapses the
argument, the code was doing the work.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone hears a dog whistle in any phrase they dislike, turning ordinary political language into an
endless hunt for hidden codes. The term becomes a way to accuse speakers of meaning something they
never signaled, based on the listener's own associations rather than any shared code. Overuse also trains
audiences to distrust all language, which benefits the actual whistlers.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A phrase is not a dog whistle just because it can be misread. The pattern requires a shared code: the coded
meaning is recognizable to a specific subgroup, the speaker uses it in contexts where that subgroup is
present, and the speaker's own audience reacts to the coded meaning. If the 'hidden' meaning exists only
in the critic's interpretation and no target audience actually hears it, it is a misreading, not a whistle.
REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Coded language

RELATED PATTERNS

strategic-ambiguity, preemptive-dehumanization, synthetic-sincerity
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Domestication

You preferred the version that asked nothing of you. The preference felt like wisdom. It was the removal.

deceit.site/lexicon/domestication

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The replacement of a dangerous truth with a manageable version of itself, performed in the voice of the
original so the replacement is indistinguishable from the source. The domestication does not deny the
truth. It softens it. Comfort without the demand. Grace without the cost. The pattern works because the
care is real and the demand has been removed.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e we've moved past that part
e the modern understanding is
e that was for a different time
e focus on the positive message
e that part was always cultural
e the spirit of the teaching is

e you don't need to worry about that

EXAMPLES

e A megachurch that preaches comfort and affirmation every week and never once preaches the difficult
passages. The comfort is real. The hard teaching is gone. The congregation feels loved. The love is the
removal.

e A corporation adopts a radical thinker's framework as a training program. The parts that challenge
power structures are quietly dropped. The parts that encourage employee buy-in are amplified. The
framework is cited. The demand is gone.

WHAT IT IS

The replacement of a dangerous truth with a manageable version of itself, performed in the voice of the
original so the replacement is indistinguishable from the source. The care is real. The demand has been
removed.

HOW IT STARTS
A teaching or institution begins emphasizing comfort, safety, and belonging. The emphasis is genuine.
The difficult part of the original teaching quietly disappears from the rotation.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The comforting language increases. The challenging language decreases.

e The absence is not announced. No one says 'we are dropping the hard part.! They simply stop
mentioning it.

e The audience comes to prefer the comfortable version and mistakes the preference for growth.

e Anyone who reintroduces the original demand is treated as harsh, divisive, or outdated.

deceit.site 42



Pattern Field Guide

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like being held without being asked to change.
e Like the teaching finally makes sense because it no longer costs anything.

e Like anyone who says otherwise is attacking the community.

COMMON SIGNS

e (Care language everywhere. Demand language nowhere.
e The original text's hardest passages are never taught.

e Comfort is offered as the whole message, not half of it.

e Asking 'what does this require of me?' gets a reassuring non-answer.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Because the care is real. The domestication does not feel like loss. It feels like relief. You are not leaving a
truth. You are leaving a comfort. And comfort is harder to leave than pain.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the version they preferred was the version that asked nothing of them. The
preference was the evidence. The comfort was the removal.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Read the original source text. Find the hardest passage. Ask whether it is taught here.

e Ask: does this community require anything of me beyond remaining?

e Notice whether the teaching includes a cost, a demand, or a challenge, or whether it is only

reassurance.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone uses 'domestication' to dismiss any softening of a teaching, including legitimate development
and contextualization. The vocabulary becomes a tool for demanding the harshest possible reading of
every text. A teacher who adapts a difficult message for a new audience while preserving its core demand
is not domesticating.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

The pattern requires the removal of a central demand, not the emphasis on care. A teacher who
emphasizes comfort and also preserves the hard parts is not domesticating. A teacher who teaches only
comfort and drops the demand is. The care is not the problem. The missing demand is.

RELATED PATTERNS

duty-weaponization, unity-simulation, harm-sanitization
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Duty weaponization
INTERMEDIATE

You called it your conscience. It was a leash. They handed you an obligation and called it your character,
so refusing felt like failing.

deceit.site/lexicon/duty-weaponization

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When a message says 'for the greater good' or 'moral obligation' or 'protect our values,' it's weaponizing
duty, casting a preferred action as ethically required so that disagreement feels selfish or suspect. The
moral frame makes the policy preference look like a virtue.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e for the greater good
e moral obligation
e duty
e responsibility
e rightthing
e protect our values

e public safety

EXAMPLES

e A politician argues for a tax cut by framing it as 'the right thing to do for working families.' The policy
details, the revenue impact, the distributional effects, none of these are discussed. The moral language
replaces the policy analysis. Disagreeing with the tax cut is disagreeing with helping families. The duty
was the argument. The evidence was absent.

WHAT IT IS

Casting a preferred action as ethically required so that disagreement feels selfish or suspect. The moral
frame makes the policy preference look like a virtue.

HOW IT STARTS
A speaker frames their preferred course as a moral duty. The policy is not argued for. It is presented as the
right thing to do. Disagreement becomes a moral question, not a policy question.
HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The moral framing makes evaluation feel like betrayal.
e Questions about evidence, cost, or effectiveness are treated as bad faith.

e The audience adopts the moral vocabulary and polices each other.

e The policy preference becomes unchallengeable because challenging it is a moral failing.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like disagreeing is not wrong but wrong in a deeper, character-level way.
e Like asking for evidence is cold or selfish.

e Like the moral claim is doing the work the argument should do.
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COMMON SIGNS
e 'For the greater good,' 'moral obligation,' 'the right thing to do, 'protect our values.'
e Policy questions get moral answers.
e Disagreement is treated as a character flaw, not a legitimate position.
e The moral language is repeated but the policy mechanics are never explained.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Because the moral claim might be genuine. The pattern exploits the real weight of ethical reasoning. The
manipulation is in using morality to prevent evaluation, not to inform it.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the moral language was the vehicle, not the cargo. The policy was not right because it
was moral. It was called moral to avoid being checked.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Separate the moral claim from the policy. If the policy cannot stand without the moral language, the
duty is doing the persuading, not the evidence.

e Ask: what evidence supports this specific action? If the answer is another moral claim, the
weaponization is structural.

e Notice whether disagreement is treated as a policy position or a moral failing.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone calls any moral argument 'duty weaponization| including genuine ethical reasoning. The
vocabulary becomes a tool for moral nihilism: 'anyone who says something is right is manipulating you.'
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Moral reasoning is not inherently weaponization. It's weaponization when morality is used to prevent
evaluation of the action, not when ethics are genuinely argued. A civil rights leader saying 'we have a
moral obligation to end segregation' is not weaponizing duty.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Moral blackmail / obligation manipulation

RELATED PATTERNS

affect-conditioning, unity-simulation

deceit.site 45



Evidence management
INTERMEDIATE

The removal is not a retraction. It is a decision about what to keep and what to bury.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The selective curation of what evidence remains visible after a controversy, so that the record reflects the
version of events the curator wants to survive. Nothing is falsified. Things are simply made harder to find.
A damaging page returns a 404 during a 'site migration.' An archive is rebuilt and certain entries are not
carried over. A document is reclassified, a link is rotated, a post is quietly deleted while the screenshots
that matter are left in place. The move works because absence is harder to hold accountable than
falsehood. A lie can be fact-checked. A gap is just a gap. The curator can always say the removal was
routine, technical, or unrelated, and the burden of proving intent falls on the person who noticed the
absence. Evidence management does not change what happened. It changes what can be cited about what
happened.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e damaging content disappearing during a platform migration or redesign while flattering content
survives

e aselective pattern to what is removed: the most aggressive material goes, the institutional framing
stays

e no public explanation for removals, or an explanation that does not account for the selectivity

e archives being restructured so that certain entries are no longer browsable

e the timing of removals coinciding with litigation, backlash, or a repositioning effort

EXAMPLES

e An organization that runs a public naming campaign rebuilds its website. During the rebuild, the
dossier pages targeting its most visible critic return 404 errors, along with the articles amplifying the
attack. But the articles framing the organization as a policy advocate writing letters to government
officials remain live. The removals are selective. The organization offers no explanation. The most
damaging traces of the campaign are gone; the institutional credibility is preserved. This is not a
retraction. It is a decision about what the record will be allowed to show.

WHAT IT IS

The selective removal or obscuring of evidence after a controversy so that the surviving record reflects the
version of events the curator wants, without any outright falsification.

HOW IT STARTS

A controversy produces a body of public evidence that damages the curator. The curator recognizes that
the evidence cannot be refuted, only made less available.
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HOW IT PROGRESSES

e A neutral-sounding event, a migration, a redesign, a reorganization, provides the occasion for removal.
e The most damaging material is removed or made unbrowsable while flattering or institutional
material survives.

e No explanation is offered, or the explanation does not account for the selectivity.
e The burden of proving intent shifts to whoever noticed the absence.
e The surviving record becomes the citable record, and future accounts draw only on what was left in

place.
WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like reaching for a document you know existed and finding an empty shelf.

e Like the past has been quietly edited, and you are the only one who remembers the original.

COMMON SIGNS

e Damaging content gone, flattering content intact, no explanation.
e Removals timed to litigation, backlash, or repositioning.

e An archive restructured so certain entries are no longer reachable.

e The curator describing the removal as routine when the selectivity says otherwise.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Absence is structurally harder to hold to account than presence. A false claim can be checked against the
record. A removed claim leaves no record to check. The curator can always offer a neutral explanation,
and proving the explanation false requires evidence that has already been made less available. The person
who notices the gap is forced to argue from memory and screenshots, which reads as thinner than the
curator's calm denial.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the record they were citing had already been curated. The surviving sources were not
the neutral residue of what happened. They were the product of a decision about what deserved to
survive. The history they reconstructed was the one the curator left behind.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Archive proactively. Capture content before it becomes subject to curation. Wayback machines and
screenshots preserve the record.

e Compare what was removed to what survived. The selectivity is the evidence.

e Note the timing. Removals that coincide with litigation or backlash are rarely routine.

e Cite the absence itself. 'This page existed and now returns 404' is a documented fact, not a theory.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats any content removal, including legitimate moderation, privacy protection, or correction
of errors, as sinister evidence management. The pattern requires a selective removal that benefits the
curator by shaping what can be cited, not merely a deletion. Removing genuinely harmful private
information or correcting a factual error is not evidence management. The tell is the selectivity and the
benefit.
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WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

An organization that removes content as part of a genuine, indiscriminate migration, or that deletes
material to correct an error or protect privacy, is not managing evidence. The pattern requires that the
removal is selective in a direction that benefits the curator, and that the selectivity cannot be explained by
a neutral process. If everything was moved and some things broke, that is a migration. If only the
damaging things broke, that is a choice.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Spoliation of evidence / selective disclosure

RELATED PATTERNS

redaction-as-amplification, context-narrowing, cherry-picking, provenance-stripping, documentation-
discipline
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False balance

They gave both sides equal time. One side had the evidence. The other had a microphone.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Presenting two positions as equally credible when they are not, in the name of fairness. A climate scientist
and a lobbyist are seated as a pair. A physician and an influencer are given the same column inches. The
format implies an equivalence the facts do not support, and the audience leaves believing the question is
genuinely contested when it is not. The harm is not that the minority view was heard. It is that the
presentation manufactured a disagreement out of a settled matter, and the manufactured disagreement is
what the beneficiary needed. Fairness performed as symmetry is not fairness. It is a laundering of
credibility through the format of balance.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e two sides presented as a pair when one lacks credentials or evidence
e a'debate' framed as evenly split when the field is overwhelmingly one way
e equal time given to a position defined by who funds it rather than what supports it
e the appearance of controversy where the underlying question is settled
e aformat that treats agreement as bias and manufactured disagreement as rigor

EXAMPLES

e A news segment asks whether a vaccine is safe. It seats a researcher who has spent twenty years on the
question and a commentator whose opposition is funded by an interested party, gives each ninety
seconds, and frames the segment as 'both sides.' The researcher's ninety seconds are constrained by the
actual evidence. The commentator's ninety seconds are unconstrained by anything. The audience
perceives a live controversy. The controversy is a product of the seating chart, not of the science.

WHAT IT IS

Presenting two positions as equally credible when they are not, in the name of fairness. The format
implies an equivalence the facts do not support. Fairness performed as symmetry is not fairness. Itis a
laundering of credibility through the format of balance.

HOW IT STARTS

A journalist seats a researcher and a commentator as a pair, gives each equal time, and frames the
segment as 'both sides.' One side is constrained by evidence. The other is unconstrained by anything.
HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The audience perceives a live controversy where the field is settled.
e The controversy is a product of the seating chart, not of the evidence.
e The manufactured disagreement keeps a settled question open.

e An open question delays whatever the settled answer would require.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like both sides got equal time but one side had the evidence and the other had a microphone.
e Like the question is genuinely contested when it is not.

e Like the format is fair but the result is misleading.

COMMON SIGNS

e Two sides presented as a pair when one lacks credentials or evidence.

e A'debate' framed as evenly split when the field is overwhelmingly one way.

e The appearance of controversy where the underlying question is settled.

e A format that treats agreement as bias and manufactured disagreement as rigor.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the format looks fair. Both sides got time. The presentation was balanced. The unfairness is in the
substance, not the staging, and substance is harder to critique than staging.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the controversy was manufactured by the seating chart, not by the science. The
balance was false because one side's credibility came from the format, not from the evidence.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Check whether both sides have standing in the field. A position's credibility should come from
expertise and evidence, not from filling a chair.

e Ask: is the disagreement real or a product of the format? Check whether the question is actually
contested among people who study it.

e Name the beneficiary of the delay. False balance keeps a settled question open, and an open question

delays action.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone dismisses any presentation of multiple viewpoints as false balance, treating genuine
disagreement within a field as if it were manufactured. Real questions have real sides. The term becomes a
way to demand that only the majority view be aired, which is its own distortion and can be used to shut
down legitimate dissent by labeling it as fake.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Presenting two or more positions that are genuinely held, credentialed, and supported by some body of
evidence is honest coverage, not false balance. The pattern requires the equivalence to be manufactured:
one side lacks relevant expertise or evidence, its credibility comes from format or funding rather than
substance, and the presentation implies a contest where the underlying question is settled. If both sides
are genuinely qualified and the disagreement is real, you are looking at legitimate pluralism, not a
laundering of credibility.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Bothsidesism / false equivalence

RELATED PATTERNS

whataboutism, motte-and-bailey, strategic-ambiguity
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Firehose of falsehood
INTERMEDIATE | T

The point is not to make you believe one lie. The point is to make you stop believing that checking is
possible.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A propaganda model documented by RAND researchers: high-volume claims delivered rapidly,
continuously, and shamelessly, with no commitment to consistency. The claims contradict each other and
the firehose does not care. The goal is not persuasion but exhaustion. An audience that cannot keep up
with the volume stops verifying anything, and a population that has stopped verifying can be steered by
whoever keeps talking.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e anew claim every hour
e contradictory statements from the same source

® no COI’I’ECtiOl’l, ever

e just asking questions

both sides are lying
e you can't trust any of it

EXAMPLES

e A state broadcaster runs twelve different explanations for the same incident in one week. None are
reconciled. None are retracted. Reporters spend the week debunking version three while version nine
is already circulating. The audience's conclusion is not 'version nine is true.' It is 'no version is
knowable.' That conclusion is the product.

WHAT IT IS

A high-volume disinformation strategy that floods channels with rapid, contradictory claims and never
corrects itself. The goal is not to persuade the audience of any particular falsehood but to exhaust their
capacity to verify anything. Once verification feels futile, the audience becomes steerable by whoever
keeps talking.

HOW IT STARTS

A source begins producing claims at a rate faster than any fact-check operation can process. Early claims
are bold but plausible enough to demand attention.
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HOW IT PROGRESSES

e (Claims multiply and begin contradicting each other within the same day. No correction is issued. No
contradiction is acknowledged.

e Fact-checkers fall behind, spending days debunking claims that have already been replaced by newer
ones in the audience's memory.

e The audience shifts from evaluating claims to abandoning evaluation. The emotional residue is not
belief in any lie but the conviction that truth is unknowable.

e The source gains influence not through credibility but through exhaustion. The loudest voice in a room
where nobody checks anything wins by default.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like trying to empty a bathtub while the faucet is still running and someone keeps adding more water.
e Like every explanation you find is already outdated by the time you finish reading it.

e Like giving up on knowing anything for certain, not because you are lazy but because the system made
knowing structurally impossible.

COMMON SIGNS
e A single source producing dozens of claims per day with zero retractions or corrections.
e Contradictory narratives circulating simultaneously from the same outlet without reconciliation.
e Audience members expressing cynicism about all information rather than belief in specific claims.

e Reporters and researchers spending more time debunking than the source spends asserting.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

The firehose does not need you to believe the lies. It needs you to stop believing that truth is findable.
Once you reach that point, leaving the firehose changes nothing, because you have already lost the thing it
was targeting.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the exhaustion was the product. The claims were not the message. The message was
that checking is pointless, and once that landed, the firehose had already won regardless of which claims
survived.

STABILIZING MOVES
e Track a single claim through its lifecycle. If the source never revises, never corrects, and never
reconciles contradictions, you are not watching reporting. You are watching the firehose.

e Limit exposure to one verified source instead of scanning many. Verification is expensive; spend it
where the source spends equal effort on accuracy.

e Name the exhaustion when you feel it. The feeling that nothing can be known is not insight. It is the
intended outcome of the strategy.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone labels any high-volume news cycle 'the firehose, including legitimate breaking coverage where
multiple outlets are genuinely updating a story as facts arrive. The term becomes a way to dismiss all fast-
moving information as manufactured, which is itself a form of the exhaustion the pattern produces.
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WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A fast-moving story with corrections, named sources, and outlets revising their claims as evidence arrives
is journalism under deadline, not the firehose. The pattern requires the same source spraying
contradictions without correction, where the volume itself is the strategy and no claim is ever walked
back because walking back would require caring whether it was true.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Russian propaganda model (RAND Corporation term)

RELATED PATTERNS

synthetic-consensus, source-obfuscation, liars-dividend
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Funded architecture
"

It is not a grassroots movement. It is a funded node in a larger structure, and the structure has a
blueprint.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The deliberate construction of an organizational ecosystem, donor to think tank to policy to enforcement,
so that an agenda moves through society with the credibility of independent institutions behind it. No
single node looks like the whole. A 'watchdog' group looks like concerned citizens. A think tank looks like
scholarship. A policy paper looks like neutral analysis. But the funding flows one direction, the nodes
refer to each other as independent sources, and the output converges on a single agenda. The architecture
does the work that a single overt actor could not. It launders a donor's interest through a chain of
institutions until it arrives at the public wearing the clothes of a consensus. The tell is not that the
organizations exist. It is that they are funded by the same money, cite each other as independent
authorities, and produce outputs that converge.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e multiple organizations presenting themselves as independent while sharing a funding source
e adonor's stated agenda matching the output of organizations they fund
e organizations citing each other as independent sources in a circle
e a policy pipeline in which a think-tank document becomes legislation or an executive action
e agroup presenting itself as grassroots while its operating costs are covered by a foundation

EXAMPLES

e A real-estate millionaire's foundation pays the operating costs of a group that calls itself a watchdog.
The watchdog profiles people and gets them fired. The same donor funds a think tank. The think tank
writes a strategy document. The strategy document becomes the blueprint for a government
enforcement policy. The watchdog's labels become actionable by the state. Each node looks
independent. The funding flows one direction. The output converges.

WHAT IT IS

An ecosystem of organizations funded by a common source, each presenting itself as independent, whose
outputs converge on the donor's agenda and who cite each other to manufacture the appearance of a
consensus.

HOW IT STARTS

A donor with an agenda that could not survive direct advocacy begins funding organizations that can
advance it at one remove. The first node is usually a foundation or a nonprofit.
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HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The donor funds a set of organizations with distinct public identities: a watchdog, a think tank, a legal
group, a media outlet.
e The nodes cite each other as independent sources, laundering the shared origin of their claims.

e A think-tank node produces a policy document that a government actor adopts, converting private
interest into public enforcement.

e The architecture presents any criticism of one node as an attack on independent institutions generally.

e The agenda moves through society with the credibility of a consensus, because the consensus was
manufactured node by node.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like arguing against a hydra: every point you rebut reappears from a different, supposedly
independent source.
e Like the room is full of people who all agree, and you cannot tell that one person is paying them all.

COMMON SIGNS
e A common funding source discoverable in tax filings or court records.
e Nodes citing each other as independent authorities.
e A think-tank document that later appears as legislation, regulation, or executive action.
e A'grassroots' group whose staff and operating costs are covered by a foundation.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Each node is legally distinct and each piece of the funding is individually lawful, so there is no single
illegal act to challenge. The architecture is designed so that exposing one node does not expose the whole.
The burden of proof falls on the person connecting the dots, while the architecture can always point to any
single node and ask, 'Where is your evidence this one is coordinated?'

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the consensus they were shown was a product, not a discovery. The organizations
were real, the people were real, but the agreement was purchased. The architecture did not persuade. It
surrounded.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Follow the funding through tax filings, court records, and disclosure databases.
e Map the citations. If the nodes only cite each other, the consensus is circular.
e Ask what the donor's stated agenda is, and whether the nodes' outputs converge on it.

e Distinguish convergence from coordination. Shared evidence produces agreement. Shared funding
produces architecture.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats any cluster of organizations that agree with each other as a funded conspiracy, ignoring
that independent groups can converge on a position without coordination. The pattern requires a
traceable flow of money from a common source, not merely ideological agreement. Calling every
alignment a funded architecture flattens the term and obscures the cases where the funding is real and
documented.
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WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A set of organizations that independently arrive at similar conclusions and cite each other because the
work is genuinely mutually informative is not a funded architecture. The pattern requires that the
convergence is produced by a common funding source, not by shared evidence. If the money trail does not
exist, you are looking at a movement, not an architecture.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Astroturfing / donor network

RELATED PATTERNS

information-laundering, authority-laundering, coalition-formation, citation-laundering, institutional-
capture
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Gish gallop
BEGINNER | T

Drown you in a hundred small claims. Correcting them takes longer than you have.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Named after creationist debater Duane Gish, who would fire dozens of weak claims per minute in a debate.
Each claim takes minutes to refute and seconds to assert, so the refuter runs out of time long before the
claims run out. The audience sees an unanswered pile and reads it as a win. The gallop is not an argument.
It is an asymmetry exploit: the cost of producing nonsense is near zero, and the cost of dismantling it is
not.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e awall of claims in one breath
e rapid-fire statistics with no sources
e and also... and also... and also
e you can't even answer my first point
e Ihave fifty examples

e answer just one of these

EXAMPLES

e A panelist spends ninety seconds listing eleven statistics about a policy, none sourced, several
inverted. The other panelist corrects three before the segment ends. The clip circulates with the
caption 'she couldn't answer a single point.' She answered three. The format made three look like
surrender.

WHAT IT IS

A debate tactic in which a speaker fires dozens of weak claims per minute, exploiting the asymmetry that
assertion is cheap and refutation is expensive. The speaker does not need any single claim to survive
scrutiny. They need the unanswered pile to look like a win to an audience that cannot verify in real time.

HOW IT STARTS

A speaker rattles off a rapid sequence of statistics, anecdotes, or assertions, none sourced, delivered fast
enough that the opponent cannot address them in the time available.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The opponent corrects two or three claims, but the remaining pile grows while they speak. The
audience sees the unaddressed majority and reads it as defeat.
e The galloper moves to the next claim the moment a correction is offered, never dwelling on a refuted
point.

e C(Clips circulate showing the opponent unable to answer 'a single point,' even though they answered
several. The format made three look like surrender.

e The tactic becomes self-reinforcing: the galloper learns that volume wins, the opponent learns that
engaging is futile, and the audience learns that the pile is the argument.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like trying to hold back a river with your hands while someone keeps opening more valves.
e Like being accused of losing an argument you were never allowed to participate in.

e Like watching your corrections disappear into a pile that only grows regardless of what you say.

COMMON SIGNS
e A speaker listing many claims in rapid succession without pausing for responses.

e Statistics or examples offered without sources, often with numbers that do not survive basic
verification.

e When one claim is refuted, the speaker immediately pivots to the next one without acknowledging the
loss.

e Post-debate framing focused on how many points went unanswered rather than whether any point was
correct.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Leaving the exchange feels like conceding, but staying means playing a game where the other person
controls the pace and the scoreboard. The asymmetry makes both options losing ones.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the pile was never the argument. The volume was the strategy, and the unanswerable
stack was manufactured by making each claim cheap to produce and expensive to check. The format, not
the evidence, decided the outcome.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Refuse the pace. Pick one claim and address it fully. A speaker who will not let you finish one point is
not debating. They are performing.

e Check the sources afterward. If the claims survive verification, the pile had weight. If they collapse on
contact with a search engine, the gallop was the whole case.

e Name the tactic when you see it. An audience that understands the asymmetry between assertion and
refutation stops reading the unanswered pile as a loss.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone dismisses any dense, well-sourced argument as 'a Gish gallop' simply because it contains many
points, treating thoroughness as a debate trick. The term becomes a way to avoid engaging with evidence
that is merely inconvenient to answer.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT
A comprehensive argument with many sourced, relevant points is thoroughness, not a gallop. The pattern
requires the volume to be the strategy: claims are numerous because they are cheap to produce and
expensive to check, and the speaker relies on the audience's inability to verify rather than on the claims'
strength. If every point is sourced and stands on its own, it is not a gallop.
REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Debate flood tactic (named after creationist Duane Gish)

RELATED PATTERNS

firehose-of-falsehood, whataboutism, arguers-fallacy
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Harm sanitization

The thing was ugly, so they renamed it. The new name let you look without flinching.

deceit.site/lexicon/harm-sanitization

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When a message says 'rightsizing' instead of 'layoffs, 'collateral damage' instead of 'civilian deaths,' or
'enhanced measures' instead of 'torture, it's sanitizing harm, using cleaner language to lower the perceived
severity of what happened.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e rightsizing

e restructuring

e operational adjustment
® negative outcome

e incident

e collateral damage

e enhanced measures

EXAMPLES

e The 2007 Epstein non-prosecution agreement characterized federal sex trafficking crimes as
'solicitation of prostitution', sanitizing the trafficking of minors into a transactional offense, resulting in
13 months of county jail with work release instead of federal prison.
WHAT IT IS

Using cleaner language to lower the perceived severity of what happened. 'Rightsizing' instead of 'layoffs.'
'Collateral damage' instead of 'civilian deaths.' The wording does not deny the event. It makes the event feel
smaller than it is.

HOW IT STARTS

An institution replaces a plain word with a softer one. The replacement is presented as precision, not as
softening. 'We prefer the term operational adjustment.'

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The sanitized term becomes the official vocabulary. The plain word starts sounding crude.
e Documents, reports, and headlines adopt the softer term. The severity drops from public memory.
e Using the plain word is treated as inflammatory or imprecise.

e The gap between the word and the event becomes invisible.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like the event was less serious than you thought.
e Like you are overreacting because the official language is calm.
e Like the person using the plain word is the aggressive one.
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COMMON SIGNS

e Euphemisms replacing plain language: 'incident, 'negative outcome, 'enhanced measures.'

e The softer term is presented as more accurate, not as more comfortable.

e Using the plain word gets a correction, not an agreement.

e The severity of the event is hard to reconstruct from the official vocabulary.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the sanitized word is not a lie. 'Restructuring' is technically accurate. The pattern works in the gap
between technical accuracy and emotional truth. The word is true. The feeling it produces is false.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the language made them feel less than they should have. The word was the
anesthetic. The event was the surgery. They did not notice the cut because the word numbed it.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Replace the official term with the plainest word for what happened. Does the severity change?

e Ask: who chose this word, and what would the sentence look like without it?

e Notice whether the vocabulary makes you feel calmer than the facts warrant.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone calls any careful language 'harm sanitization), including legitimate precision. The vocabulary
becomes a tool for demanding the most inflammatory language possible, which is its own form of
manipulation.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Precise language is not sanitization. It's sanitization when the wording systematically lowers perceived
severity below what the facts warrant. 'Collateral damage' for known civilian deaths is sanitization;
'casualties' as a general term is precision.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Euphemism / doublespeak

RELATED PATTERNS

agency-diffusion, reputation-laundering
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Historical revision through omission
INTERMEDIATE

You read the history and it made sense. It made sense because the part that would have stopped you from
believing it was not there.

deceit.site/lexicon/historical-revision-omission

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

An institution retells its past while dropping the events, victims, causes, dates, or decisions that would
change the meaning. The institution benefits by keeping legitimacy without facing the record. The cost is
that the public loses cause, responsibility, and repair: the missing piece is the piece that would tell them
who is responsible.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e therecordis clear
e history shows
e we have always stood for
e from the beginning we
e our long tradition of
e isolated incident
e mistakes were made
e that chapter is behind us

e we have never supported

EXAMPLES

e An anniversary retrospective that celebrates an institution's founding values while erasing the scandal
that defined its first decade. The celebration feels earned. The erasure feels like time passing. It is not
time. It is editing.

WHAT IT IS

An institution retells its past while dropping the events, victims, causes, or decisions that would change
the meaning. The institution keeps legitimacy without facing the record. The missing piece is the piece
that would tell you who is responsible.

HOW IT STARTS

A retrospective, anniversary, or institutional history appears. It celebrates founding values. The scandal,
the harm, the decision that caused the damage is simply not mentioned.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The omission is not announced. No one says 'we are removing the scandal.' They simply do not include
it.
e Over time, the sanitized version becomes the only version. New members never knew the other
existed.
e Asking about the missing event is treated as dwelling on the past.
e The institution's legitimacy rests on the edited record.

deceit.site 61



Pattern Field Guide

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like the history makes sense and you have no reason to question it.
e Like bringing up the old event is divisive or unkind.

e Like the institution has always stood for what it says it stands for.

COMMON SIGNS

e 'We have always stood for...' followed by values that contradict the omitted history.

e Anniversary pieces that celebrate without acknowledging.

e 'That chapter is behind us' without naming the chapter.

e 'Mistakes were made' without naming who made them or who was harmed.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the institution's present work may be genuinely good. The omission does not make the current
mission false. It makes the history incomplete. You can value the institution and still need the record to be
whole.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the history made sense because the part that would have stopped them from
believing was not there. The coherence was the edit.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Compare the institutional history to independent reporting from the same period.

e Ask: what event, if included, would change the meaning of this narrative?

e Notice whether 'that chapter is behind us' names the chapter or leaves it unnamed.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone demands that every short statement include every historical detail, then calls any summary
'revision through omission.' The vocabulary becomes a tool for paralyzing communication.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Summaries leave things out. That's what summaries do. It's revision through omission when a missing fact
is directly relevant and would change who appears responsible. A brief mission statement that doesn't list
every failure is not revision; an anniversary retrospective that erases the scandal is.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Historical revisionism

RELATED PATTERNS

information-laundering, harm-sanitization, strategic-ambiguity
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Information laundering through repetition
INTERMEDIATE | T

You believed it because everyone said it. You did not check because checking would have meant you were
the only one who did not already believe it.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Outlets and aligned voices repeat an unsourced claim until the repetition itself is treated as evidence. The
originator benefits because the claim gains borrowed certainty: 'widely reported' means 'many people said
it, not 'someone proved it.' The cost is that the audience loses the trail back to proof. After enough cycles,
the claim is cited as background, and background is never checked.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e widely reported
* many are saying
e everyone knows
e itis well known
e repeatedly stated
e consistent reports
e long understood
e aswe've always said
e established fact

e according to reports

EXAMPLES

e A claim appears in one outlet, is cited by three others referencing the first, then a fourth cites 'multiple
reports.' The chain is circular. The circle is the proof. The proof is the repetition. The repetition is the
laundering.

WHAT IT IS

A claim gains the appearance of corroboration through repetition across outlets, but when you trace the
citations they all lead back to a single origin or to each other. The repetition manufactures consensus out
of echoes, and the consensus replaces evidence.

HOW IT STARTS

A claim appears in one outlet. Three others cite it as sourced. A fifth cites 'multiple reports.' The chain is
circular, but the circle looks like independent corroboration.
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HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The claim enters the discourse through a single source, often anonymous or poorly evidenced.

e Aligned outlets pick it up, citing each other rather than the original evidence, creating an appearance
of independent verification.

e Phrases like 'widely reported' and 'many are saying' replace specific sourcing, and the repetition itself
becomes the proof.

e The claim enters background knowledge, the category of things everyone knows and nobody checks,
and the trail back to the origin is lost.
WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like believing something because the whole room agreed, and not wanting to be the one person who
asked for proof.

e Like the evidence is everywhere, until you try to point to it and find only mirrors.
e Like certainty built from volume rather than from substance.

COMMON SIGNS

e Multiple outlets reporting the same claim but citing each other rather than a primary source.

e Phrases like 'widely reported,' 'many are saying,' and 'it is well known' doing the work that evidence
should do.

e A claim that feels established but collapses when you try to trace it to its origin.

e The social cost of questioning the claim being higher than the cost of simply believing it.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

The belief is held by everyone around you, and questioning it isolates you. The social cost of asking for
proof is higher than the cost of going along, so the consensus sustains itself through conformity rather
than through evidence.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize they believed the claim because everyone said it, and everyone said it because
everyone else said it. The chain was a circle, the circle was the proof, and the proof was empty.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Trace the claim to its origin. If every citation points to another outlet citing the first one, the repetition
is the evidence, and repetition is not evidence.

e Ask:if I removed all the repetitions, what primary source remains? If the answer is nothing, the
consensus was manufactured.

e Check whether any outlet independently verified the claim or simply amplified it. Amplification is not
corroboration.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone calls any repeated claim 'information laundering, including claims that keep pointing back to
named sources and shown evidence. The vocabulary becomes a way to dismiss all consensus as fake.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Repetition is not laundering when each use traces back to a primary source or shown evidence, not
merely named repeaters. It's laundering when repetition itself is offered as the proof. A claim cited by ten
outlets that all link to the same original investigation is not laundering; a claim cited by ten outlets that all
cite each other is.
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REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Illusory truth effect / circular reporting

RELATED PATTERNS

historical-revision-omission, synthetic-consensus, strategic-ambiguity
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Institutional capture
"

No conspiracy is required. A vacuum is.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The process by which an institution that is supposed to serve the public comes to serve the people
positioned to exploit it. Capture does not usually require a secret meeting or a shadowy cabal. It requires a
vacuum: the people who would have stopped something do not show up, and the people who want to do it
get the room to themselves. A lobbying organization spends money to remove the legislators who would
vote against it. A donor funds the think tank that writes the policy that becomes the law. A revolving door
moves regulators into the industries they regulated. Each step is legal, visible, and documented. None of it
is hidden. It works because the cost of opposing it is concentrated on a few while the cost of ignoring it is
diffused across millions who stay home, stay busy, or decide they do not like the candidates. The
institution keeps its forms. The forms are followed. But the institution now answers to the people inside it,
not the people it was built to serve.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e the same outcome recurring regardless of which party or person nominally holds power
e money, lobbying, or appointments flowing in one direction while public outcomes move in the
opposite direction

e the people who would have blocked an outcome being removed, defunded, or never elected in the first
place

e arevolving door between the regulator and the regulated

e public votes or consultations that no longer change the result

EXAMPLES
e Ninety million eligible voters stay home in an election. In the same cycle, a lobbying organization
spends over one hundred million dollars removing legislators who had called for a policy the lobby
opposes, and a single donor gives one hundred million dollars to elect a candidate who then
implements that donor's stated policy preferences. None of it requires a secret. The vacuum created by
non-participation is filled by organized money. The institution keeps its forms. The people who would
have broken them stayed home.

WHAT IT IS

The redirection of a public institution to serve the people positioned to exploit it, accomplished through
visible, legal mechanisms that fill the vacuum left by non-participation.

HOW IT STARTS

Alarge group of people who would oppose an outcome disengages. They do not vote, do not attend, do not
organize. The vacuum forms quietly, without anyone deciding to create it.
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HOW IT PROGRESSES
e Organized actors identify the vacuum and move to fill it with money, appointments, and lobbying.
e The people who would have blocked the outcome are removed, defunded, or never elected.

e The institution's forms are preserved while its answers change. Votes are held. Procedures are
followed.

e The remaining actors observe what happened to the ones who resisted and calculate accordingly.

e The outcome recurs regardless of nominal leadership, because the mechanism, not the person, is in
charge.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like the controls are still there but no longer connected to anything.
e Like voting, complaining, and organizing all produce the same result, because the result was set before
you arrived.
COMMON SIGNS
e Outcomes that do not change with elections or public opinion.
e A traceable flow of money, appointments, or removals in one direction.
e The people who would have blocked an outcome being absent, removed, or outnumbered.
e Procedures being followed perfectly while the substance moves against the public.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Capture is self-reinforcing. The people inside the institution use its resources to stay inside it, and the cost
of dislodging them rises with every cycle. Meanwhile the diffuse public faces a collective-action problem:

the cost of opposing capture is borne by the few who act, while the benefit of opposing it is shared by the
many who do not. The vacuum that made capture possible keeps reproducing it.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize there was no conspiracy to find. The mechanism was documented in real time, in
campaign-finance filings, in appointment records, in the open statements of the people doing the
capturing. The capture was not hidden. It was simply unopposed.

STABILIZING MOVES
e Follow the money and the appointments. Capture leaves a paper trail because it is legal.
e Name the vacuum. Who is absent, and what would their presence have changed?

e Distinguish the mechanism from the person. If the outcome survives a change of leadership, the
mechanism is in charge.

e Lower the cost of participation. Capture thrives when opposing it is expensive and ignoring it is free.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone labels any outcome they dislike as 'institutional capture, implying a coordinated conspiracy
where there is only ordinary politics. The pattern requires a documented mechanism, money,
appointments, removals, filling a specific vacuum. Calling every losing outcome a capture flattens the
term and makes it harder to identify the real thing, which is visible, documented, and follows the money.
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WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who loses a policy debate and attributes the loss to capture, without showing the mechanism
that produced it, is not describing this pattern. Institutions can produce outcomes you dislike through
ordinary disagreement, inertia, or competing interests. Capture requires that the institution has been
redirected to serve the people exploiting it, and that the redirection is traceable.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Regulatory capture / state capture

RELATED PATTERNS

institutional-leverage, coalition-formation, reality-preemption, agency-diffusion, funded-architecture
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Institutional leverage
INTERMEDIATE | T

Every institution has a mechanism for accountability. The leader's job is to make sure you never find it.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The specific, named mechanism within an institution that can compel accountability from a leader who
otherwise answers to no one. Every institution has one, even the ones that pretend not to. Churches have
denominational oversight, state attorney general charity divisions, and IRS exempt-organization
complaints. Workplaces have the NLRB, EEOC, OSHA, and state labor departments. Governments have
inspectors general, open-meeting laws, and recall provisions. Nonprofits have board fiduciary duty and
state charity regulators. The leader's power depends on you not knowing the mechanism exists. Finding it
is the moment the power geometry changes.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e a person discovering the specific body or law that governs their institution
e theleader's behavior changing once they learn a complaint has been filed
e an institution that claimed no oversight being contacted by the body that does have it
e ashift from 'there is nothing you can do' to a specific named process

EXAMPLES

e A church member is told by the elder board that the pastor answers only to God. She files a complaint
with the state attorney general's charity division, because the church is a registered nonprofit and the
AG has jurisdiction over financial misconduct in charities. The AG sends a letter. The elder board,
which had ignored her for two years, calls a meeting within the week. The mechanism existed the
entire time. The pastor's power depended on her not knowing it was there.

WHAT IT IS

The specific mechanism within an institution that can compel accountability from a leader, and the act of
finding and using it.

HOW IT STARTS

A person is told there is nothing they can do. They do not accept this and begin researching what oversight
actually exists.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The person identifies the specific body, law, or process that governs the institution.
e They learn the filing requirements, timelines, and evidence standards.
e They file the complaint or make the report.
e The institution, which claimed no oversight existed, responds because the mechanism has authority
they cannot ignore.
WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like finding a door in a wall you were told was solid.

e Like the moment you realize the leader's power was partly just your ignorance of the rules.
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COMMON SIGNS
e A person researching specific laws, regulatory bodies, or denominational processes.
e The phrase 'there is nothing you can do' being proven false by a named mechanism.
e Aleader's behavior changing after learning a complaint was filed with an external body.
e An institution discovering it has oversight it did not mention.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Institutional leverage is not something you leave. The difficulty is in finding it, because the institution has
an interest in you not knowing it exists, and the mechanisms are often obscure, bureaucratic, and hard to
navigate without guidance.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the leader's power was partly informational. The mechanism existed the whole time.
The leader's strategy was not to prevent accountability but to ensure no one knew how to trigger it.

STABILIZING MOVES
e Name the institution type. Church, workplace, nonprofit, government. Each has a different set of
mechanisms.

e Search for the specific regulator: state AG charity division, NLRB, EEOC, denominational oversight
body, inspector general.

e Find the filing process. Most have a website, a form, and a phone number. The barrier is knowing they
exist, not using them.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats the identification of institutional leverage as a threat or escalation, implying that a person
who researches their rights is being adversarial rather than informed. The accusation of 'going over
someone's head' becomes a way to keep people from discovering that the head they were told to go to is
not the only one that exists.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who researches institutional mechanisms out of professional curiosity or academic interest,
without being in a situation where they need to use them against a specific leader, is not exercising
institutional leverage in this sense. The pattern requires an adversarial context: a person who needs
accountability from a leader who is not providing it, and who discovers the mechanism that can compel it.

RELATED PATTERNS

authority-laundering, choice-foreclosure, documentation-discipline
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Label weaponization
INTERMEDIATE | T

The label arrives pre-verified. The target is forced to defend against a charge that has no evidentiary
standard.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A morally charged word that once named a specific harm is redeployed as a blunt instrument against
anyone the deployer wants to silence. The word keeps its moral force but loses its diagnostic meaning.
'Antisemite' becomes 'advocated for Palestinians.' 'Racist' becomes 'disagreed with me.' 'Terrorist
sympathizer' becomes 'documented a war.' The power of the move is that the label does the work before
any evidence is examined. No one asks what would make the conduct not-fit the label, because the label
was never about the conduct. It was about the consequence: the target must now defend themselves
against a charge that cannot be disproven, and the defense itself reads as confirmation. The target is
forced to spend their credibility denying a premise that was never established. Meanwhile the deployer is
never asked to meet an evidentiary standard, because the standard was discarded the moment the word
became a weapon.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e aserious diagnostic word being applied to conduct that does not meet the word's established definition
e the accuser never stating what evidence would make the label not apply
e the target being forced to defend against the label rather than the accuser proving it
e the label's meaning expanding until it covers a broad category of disfavored speech or advocacy
e adocumented pattern of the same label being applied to people who share a political position rather
than a behavior

EXAMPLES

e A children's educator posts photos of starving children in Gaza and raises money for a humanitarian
fund. A funded organization names her 'Antisemite of the Week' and asks the Justice Department to
investigate her as a foreign agent. The evidence offered is that she posted photos and raised money.
The word 'antisemite' has been detached from hatred of Jewish people and reattached to advocacy for
Palestinian lives. The educator must now defend herself against a charge that has no evidentiary
standard, while the organization that leveled it is never asked to meet one.

WHAT IT IS

The deliberate detachment of a morally serious word from its evidentiary basis so it can be applied to
anyone the deployer wants to silence, while retaining enough of the word's moral force to do damage.
HOW IT STARTS

A word with real diagnostic value is identified as useful. A deployer begins applying it beyond its
established meaning, first to edge cases, then to broad categories of disfavored conduct.
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HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The label is applied to a target whose conduct does not meet the word's established definition.
e The target is forced to defend against the label, and the defense is read as confirmation.
e The deployer is never asked to meet an evidentiary standard, because the standard was discarded.
e The word's meaning expands until it covers any disfavored speech, and its diagnostic value collapses.

e The label becomes a sorting mechanism: it tracks a political position, not a behavior.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like being accused of something you cannot disprove, by someone who cannot be asked to prove it.

e Like the ground has shifted: the word you thought had a meaning now means whatever harms you
most.

COMMON SIGNS
e A serious word applied to conduct that plainly does not fit its definition.
e No statement of what evidence would make the label not apply.
e The same label applied repeatedly to people who share a position rather than a behavior.
e The target's defense treated as evidence of guilt.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

The target cannot simply ignore a label this serious, because the label moves through institutions that act
on it. Employers panic. Platforms act. The state investigates. The target must engage, and engaging means
accepting the frame. The only way out is usually to outlast the machine or to expose the deployer's own
evidentiary bankruptcy, both of which cost more than the attack cost to launch.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the label was never tracking the harm it claimed to name. It was tracking something
else entirely: a political position, an identity, an advocacy. The word's collapse was not a failure of the
word. It was the design.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask what the word's established definition is, and whether the cited conduct meets it.

e Ask what evidence would make the label not apply. If no answer exists, the label is not a diagnosis.

e Check whether the label tracks a behavior or a position. If everyone it names shares a position, it is
sorting, not diagnosing.

e Look at who deploys the label and what they gain. Follow the funding and the institutional pipeline.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone who is genuinely named by an accurate label claims 'weaponization' to deflect from documented
conduct. The accusation of weaponization becomes its own shield: any true diagnosis is dismissed as an
attack. The pattern requires that the label has actually been detached from its evidentiary basis, not
merely that it is uncomfortable for the person it describes.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who is accurately described by a diagnostic term and objects to it is not experiencing label
weaponization. The pattern is about the word losing its diagnostic function, not about the word being
applied in a way someone dislikes. If the label tracks a documented behavior and the evidentiary standard
is being met, you are looking at a legitimate accusation, however unwelcome.
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REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Stigmatization / smear tactic

RELATED PATTERNS

smear-campaign, reality-preemption, testimony-dilution, preemptive-dehumanization, funded-
architecture
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Liar's dividend
INTERMEDIATE

The existence of fakes lets anyone dismiss real evidence as fake.

deceit.site/lexicon/liars-dividend

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When Al-generated images, deepfakes, and fabricated content become common enough, the default
assumption shifts: every inconvenient real image can be dismissed as AI The technology that lets anyone
fabricate evidence also lets anyone deny genuine evidence by claiming it was fabricated. The cost of lying
drops; the cost of proving truth rises.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e thisis AI

e thisis fake

e thisis a deepfake

e you can't trust photos anymore
e could be Al-generated

e how do we know this is real

EXAMPLES

e When a real video of Benjamin Netanyahu surfaced, fact-checkers had to do extensive verification to
establish it was real, because the default assumption had shifted toward suspicion. The burden of proof
moved from the accuser to the evidence itself.

WHAT IT IS

The phenomenon where the existence of deepfakes and Al-generated media gives bad actors a blanket
excuse to dismiss genuine evidence as fabricated. The technology that enables fabrication also enables
denial, and the burden of proof shifts from the accused to the evidence itself.

HOW IT STARTS

Real evidence of wrongdoing surfaces. The accused responds not with counter-evidence but with the
claim that the evidence could be Al-generated, exploiting the public's awareness that deepfakes exist.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The default assumption shifts: every inconvenient image, video, or recording is met with suspicion
before it is met with analysis.

e The burden of proof inverts. Fact-checkers must prove authenticity rather than the accused proving
fabrication.

e The doubt becomes unfalsifiable. No amount of verification satisfies a doubter who treats the
possibility of fabrication as proof of fabrication.

e The cost of lying drops and the cost of proving truth rises, because every piece of real evidence now
carries a built-in escape hatch.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like trying to prove something real to someone who has decided in advance that nothing can be
proven.
e Like the ground rules of evidence shifting mid-argument, so that what counted as proof yesterday
counts as suspicion today.
e Like the existence of counterfeits being used to argue that all currency is fake.

COMMON SIGNS

e Real evidence dismissed with 'this could be AI' and no specific artifacts cited to support the fabrication
claim.

e The accused demanding verification standards that no amount of evidence could satisfy.
e Public discourse where the possibility of deepfakes replaces actual analysis of specific media.

e A pattern where only inconvenient evidence is questioned, while convenient evidence is accepted
without scrutiny.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
The doubt is structurally reasonable because deepfakes do exist. Dismissing the concern entirely would be
naive, but accepting it uncritically gives every bad actor a permanent get-out-of-evidence-free card.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the possibility of fabrication was being used as a substitute for evidence of
fabrication. The existence of fakes had become a license to reject anything real that was inconvenient, and
the doubt was the product, not the inquiry.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask for specific evidence of fabrication. 'This could be ATI' is not an analysis. Visible artifacts, metadata
anomalies, or provenance gaps are.

e Check what verification would satisfy the doubter. If the answer is 'nothing, the denial is the strategy,
not a genuine inquiry.

e Notice the selectivity. If only inconvenient evidence is questioned while convenient evidence is
accepted, the skepticism is a tool, not a principle.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

A bad actor dismisses genuine evidence of wrongdoing by claiming 'that could be AI' without providing
any evidence of fabrication. The vocabulary becomes a blanket denial tool, the existence of fakes becomes
a license to reject anything inconvenient.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

It's only the liar's dividend when real evidence is dismissed using the mere possibility of fabrication,
without evidence that the specific item is fabricated. Questioning whether something is AI-generated is
legitimate when there are actual artifacts or provenance gaps. The pattern requires the dismissal to be
unfalsifiable, no amount of verification satisfies the doubter.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Liar's dividend (Bobby Chesney & Danielle Citron, 2019)

RELATED PATTERNS

source-obfuscation, authority-laundering
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Motte and bailey

When pressed, retreat to the defensible fortress. When unpressed, raid from the extreme castle.

deceit.site/lexicon/motte-and-bailey

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Named after a medieval fortification: the motte is the small, easily defended keep, and the bailey is the
large, valuable, hard-to-defend outer land. The arguer advances a radical claim (the bailey). When
challenged, they retreat to a modest, defensible claim (the motte) and insist that is all they ever meant.
Once the challenge passes, they return to the bailey. The radical claim does the work; the modest claim
provides the cover.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e that's not what I said
e Ionly meant that
e you're attacking a position I don't hold
e of course I believe in the reasonable version
e don't put words in my mouth

e I'm just saying we should consider

EXAMPLES

e A commentator argues that a whole profession should be abolished. When challenged, they say they
only meant the profession needs reform, which everyone agrees with, and accuse the challenger of bad
faith. A week later they are arguing for abolition again. The reform claim is the motte. The abolition
claim is the bailey. The audience is meant to hold the bailey while the motte absorbs the arrows.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone labels any clarification or narrowing of a position as 'motte and bailey, treating ordinary
conversational repair as a bad-faith maneuver. People legitimately refine their claims when challenged.
The term becomes a way to freeze a speaker's most extreme phrasing in place and forbid them from ever
retreating to a more precise one.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A speaker who genuinely clarifies their position under questioning and stays at the clarified position is
refining, not maneuvering. The pattern requires the cycle: advance the extreme claim, retreat to the
modest one only under pressure, and return to the extreme claim once the pressure lifts. If the retreat is
permanent and the speaker holds the modest position consistently, it is not the motte and bailey.
RELATED PATTERNS

strategic-ambiguity, arguers-fallacy, whataboutism
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Pattern recognition

The vocabulary is the weapon. Naming the move is the counter-move.

deceit.site/lexicon/pattern-recognition

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Pattern recognition is the meta-pattern: the act of naming manipulation patterns as they occur. When a
resistance surface says 'this is authority laundering' or 'this is harm sanitization,' it deploys the lexicon as
evidence. The vocabulary becomes the counter-measure. The pattern is the recognition of patterns.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e thisis [pattern name]
e the patternis

e recognize the move

e name the mechanism
e the vocabulary is

EXAMPLES

e A media-literacy guide does not re-argue every misleading claim it meets. It names the move: 'this is
astroturfing,' 'this is a Gish gallop,' 'this is whataboutism.' The naming is the counter-move. Once a
reader has the name, the technique stops working invisibly, and the vocabulary itself becomes the
evidence of what is happening.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone names a pattern without evidence, using the vocabulary as a dismissal rather than an analysis.
'"That's just authority laundering' becomes a way to avoid engaging with a claim that might be well-
sourced.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

It's only pattern recognition when the naming is supported by the signals. Naming a pattern requires
showing the mechanism, not just applying a label. The vocabulary is a tool for analysis, not a substitute for
it.

RELATED PATTERNS

authority-laundering, harm-sanitization, source-obfuscation
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Preemptive dehumanization
BEGINNER

You called them animals and you did not feel the flinch. That was the point. The word landed before the
conscience could.

deceit.site/lexicon/preemptive-dehumanization

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Officials, outlets, or movement leaders describe a target group as animals, disease, waste, vermin, or
infestation before coercion or violence is applied. The aggressor benefits because restraint starts to look
naive. You don't negotiate with an infestation. The cost is the target's safety and the public's moral brake.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e vermin

e parasites

e infestation

e animals

e savages

e human garbage
e not human

e disease

e cancer

e plague

e filth

e breed like

EXAMPLES
e A political leader describes immigrants as 'an infestation' before announcing detention policy. The
policy feels like cleanup. The cleanup feels like hygiene. The hygiene feels like care.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone labels any harsh moral criticism as 'dehumanization' to protect harmful conduct from judgment.
The vocabulary becomes a way to make all criticism unsayable.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Condemning actions, policies, crimes, or ideas is not dehumanization. It's preemptive dehumanization
when people are framed as less-than-human before punishment, removal, or harm. Calling a policy cruel
is not dehumanization; calling a group vermin is.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Dehumanization

RELATED PATTERNS

harm-sanitization, blame-concentration, purity-framing
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Proof drowning

They released everything. The thing you needed was on page 31,847. No one reads 31,847 pages. The
disclosure was the burial.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The strategy of burying damaging evidence under a volume of compliant disclosure so large that recovery
becomes structurally impossible. Nothing is hidden. Nothing is removed. Nothing is falsified. Everything
is released - at a volume that makes finding the damaging material harder than it would have been if the
institution had simply withheld it. The institution can say 'we released everything' and be technically
honest. The volume is the weapon. A lie can be fact-checked. A gap can be flagged. A flood cannot be
checked, cannot be flagged, and cannot be cited, because the thing that would hurt the institution is in
there somewhere, and 'somewhere' is a location no reader will reach. Proof drowning is the third form of
evidentiary control: not removal (Absence of the Pattern), not selective removal (Evidence Management),
but overwhelming addition. The record is complete. The record is useless. The completeness is the
strategy.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e adisclosure so large that no individual, journalist, or researcher can process it within the relevant
news cycle

e the institution emphasizes the volume of release (‘'over 100,000 pages, 'full transparency, 'we withheld
nothing') rather than the organization of the release

e the most damaging material is present but buried - technically citable, practically unreachable

e the release is unindexed, unsearchable, or delivered in a format that resists analysis (scanned PDFs, no
machine-readable text, no table of contents)

e the timing of the release coincides with a news cycle the institution wants to overwhelm or a deadline
it wants to satisfy without scrutiny

e criticism of the release is pre-empted by the volume: 'we released everything, what more do you want?'

EXAMPLES

e A government agency facing a Freedom of Information request releases 100,000 pages of documents in
a single dump. The documents are scanned PDFs with no searchable text, no index, and no
organization. The specific emails proving the misconduct are on page 31,847. The agency announces
'full transparency' and 'unprecedented disclosure.' A journalist would need six months to read the
release. The news cycle moves on in three days. The damaging evidence is technically public. It is
practically invisible. The agency can say it released everything. It did. The release was the burial.

e A corporation under investigation publishes its entire internal email archive - 2.3 million messages -
on its website. The archive is searchable only by sender and date, not by content. The emails showing
knowledge of the harm are buried in routine correspondence between employees no one has heard of.
The corporation issues a statement: 'We have nothing to hide. We have published everything.' The
statement is accurate. The publication is the hiding.
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WHAT IT IS

The strategy of burying damaging evidence under a volume of compliant disclosure so large that the
evidence becomes practically unreachable despite being technically public. Nothing is withheld.
Everything is released. The volume is the weapon.

HOW IT STARTS

An institution faces a demand for disclosure it cannot refuse - a FOIA request, a court order, a
congressional subpoena, a public accountability campaign. The institution recognizes that withholding
would be worse than releasing. It releases everything, at a volume that makes recovery structurally
impossible.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

The institution releases the full body of documents, unindexed or poorly indexed, in a format that
resists analysis.

The institution emphasizes the volume of the release (‘'over 100,000 pages, 'full transparency') rather
than the organization or accessibility.

The most damaging material is present but buried in routine correspondence, undifferentiated from
irrelevant material.

Journalists and researchers cannot process the release within the relevant news cycle. The cycle moves
on before the key documents are found.

If the damaging material is eventually found - weeks or months later - the institution notes that it was
always public, that the release was complete, and that the delay in finding it was not the institution's
fault.

The institution can say 'we released everything' and be technically honest. The technical honesty is the
strategy.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

Like being told the answer is in the library, and the library has no card catalog, and the lights are off.
Like drowning in compliance. Like the institution gave you everything you asked for and the
everything is the reason you cannot find anything.

Like the transparency is the cover-up, and you cannot prove it because the proof is in the pile, and the
pile is too large to search.

COMMON SIGNS

A disclosure so large that no individual can process it within the relevant news cycle.

The institution emphasizes volume over organization. 'Over 100,000 pages' is the headline, not 'here is
the index.'

The release is in a format that resists analysis: scanned PDFs, no machine-readable text, no search, no
index.

The most damaging material is present but buried in routine correspondence.

The timing coincides with a news cycle the institution wants to overwhelm or a deadline it wants to
satisfy without scrutiny.

Criticism is pre-empted by the volume: 'we released everything, what more do you want?'
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WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

The institution has complied. It released everything. The complaint that the release was too large sounds
unreasonable - 'you asked for transparency, you got transparency, now you're complaining there's too
much?' The burden of proving that the volume is a strategy, not an accident, falls on the person who
noticed the burial. The institution can always say the release was complete, the format was standard, and
the delay in finding the key document was the searcher's failure, not the institution's design. The strategy
works because it looks like the opposite of what it is. It looks like transparency. It is the most effective form
of obscuration because it cannot be called obscuration without sounding ungrateful.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the release was not transparency. The release was a burial that used transparency as
its cover. The institution did not hide the evidence. The institution drowned the evidence in evidence. The
completeness was the strategy, not the virtue. The volume was the weapon, not the compliance. The
disclosure was the cover-up, and the cover-up was technically honest, which is the hardest kind to name.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Do not accept volume as transparency. Transparency is organization, not release. A release with no
index is not transparency. It is a pile.

e Ask for the index, the search function, the machine-readable text. If the institution cannot provide
these, the volume is the strategy.

e Note the format. Scanned PDFs with no searchable text are a choice. Machine-readable text is standard.
The choice to deliver unsearchable text is the choice to resist analysis.

e Note the timing. A release that coincides with a news cycle the institution wants to overwhelm is doing
work. Note when the work began.

e If the key document is eventually found, note how long it took. If it took six months, the release was
burial. If it took an hour, the release was disclosure.

e C(Cite the specific page. 'The evidence is on page 31,847 of the release' is a documented fact. The page
number is the proof that the volume was the strategy.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats any large document release as proof drowning, including legitimate disclosures organized
with indices, searchable text, and reasonable scope. The vocabulary becomes a way to dismiss all
transparency as manipulation, which paralyzes accountability. The pattern requires that the volume
functions as a barrier to finding the damaging material - not merely that the release was large.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A large release is not proof drowning if it is organized, indexed, searchable, and delivered in a format that
allows analysis. A government that releases 10,000 pages with a table of contents, searchable text, and
highlighted relevant sections is making genuine disclosure. The pattern requires that the volume is the
barrier - that the format, lack of organization, or sheer scale makes the damaging material practically
unreachable despite being technically present. If a researcher can find the key document in an hour, the
release was disclosure. If a researcher would need six months, the release was burial.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Document dumping / overcompliance / FOIA flooding
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RELATED PATTERNS

absence-of-the-pattern, evidence-management, firehose-of-falsehood, context-narrowing, information-
laundering, documentation-discipline
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Purity framing
INTERMEDIATE

You felt virtuous because the group was pure. You did not notice that the purity was measured by who
was missing.

deceit.site/lexicon/purity-framing

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A movement defines its good in-group by naming who must be excluded, distrusted, or purged. The leader
benefits because belonging becomes conditional on obedience. The cost is that disagreement stops being
disagreement and becomes contamination, something to be cleansed, not answered.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e true patriots
e real Americans
e real believers
® no true
e notone of us
e cleanse our ranks
e purge the traitors
e root out infiltrators

e impure elements
EXAMPLES
e A political movement that defines loyalty not by what members support but by who they are willing to
expel. The expulsion is the membership test. The test is the belonging.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone calls any membership standard or boundary 'purity framing' to avoid accountability. The
vocabulary becomes a shield against criticism: any rule becomes contamination.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A group can have real membership standards. It's purity framing when virtue is defined mainly by
exclusion and ordinary disagreement is treated as moral contamination. A church that asks members to
affirm a creed is not purity framing; a movement that purges dissenters as 'impure' is.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Othering / purity spiral

RELATED PATTERNS

duty-weaponization, unity-simulation, concern-trolling
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Reality preemption
INTERMEDIATE

The future was declared done before you could audit it. The completion was the cage.

deceit.site/lexicon/reality-preemption

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When a message says 'the mission is complete' or 'the transition has already occurred' or 'this is now the
established order,' it's preempting reality: declaring an outcome as settled fact before the evidence
supports it. The declaration replaces the verification. You are asked to accept what has not been shown.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e already complete

e the transition has occurred
e thisis now established

e the mission is finished

e there is no going back

e the new reality

EXAMPLES
e A government declares a military campaign 'already won' while fighting continues and independent

reporters are kept out. The announcement does the work that evidence would do. You are asked to treat
an outcome as settled without being shown that it is.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone calls any confident prediction 'reality preemption, including well-supported forecasts. The

vocabulary becomes a tool for demanding uncertainty about everything, which paralyzes planning.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

It's only reality preemption when the completion is declared without evidence and the declaration is used
to prevent scrutiny. A weather forecast saying 'the storm will arrive tonight' based on radar data is not
preempting reality. A government saying 'the crisis is over' while suppressing casualty reports is.

RELATED PATTERNS

choice-foreclosure, crisis-synthesis
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Redaction as amplification
BEGINNER | T

Removing a name draws more attention than the name ever did.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Visible censorship is a signal. A black bar tells the audience that something was important enough to hide.
The effort to suppress becomes the evidence of significance. The redaction does not erase attention, it
concentrates it. The audience does not need to know what is behind the bar. They need only to know that
someone wanted it gone. The bar is the story.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e redacted

e withheld

e cannot be named

e the name has been removed
- I

e censored

e suppressed

e classified

EXAMPLES

e This archive once contained one redacted name. The name was removed editorially, not legally. No one
requested the removal. The context, president, White House, Resolute Desk, made the identity obvious.
The infrastructure built to remove it (a script, eight URL redirects, three renamed image files) was
disproportionate to the act. The disproportion was the statement. The name is now printed in the clear,
and the experiment confirmed the pattern: the bar drew more attention than the name ever did.

WHATIT IS

Visible censorship is a signal. A black bar tells the audience that something was important enough to hide.
The redaction does not erase attention. It concentrates it. The bar is the story.

HOW IT STARTS

A name, phrase, or passage is visibly removed from a document. The removal is marked: black bars,
[REDACTED], blank spaces. The audience sees the shape of what is hidden.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The visible gap draws more attention than the content ever would have.

e The audience infers significance from the effort to suppress.

e Speculation about the hidden content exceeds the content's original impact.

e The redacting party benefits from the attention while maintaining plausible deniability.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like someone is hiding something important and you are meant to notice.
e Like the redaction is a message disguised as a removal.

e Like the bar is more informative than the text would have been.

COMMON SIGNS
e Visible black bars, [REDACTED], or - in otherwise public documents.
e The redaction is voluntary, not court-ordered.
e The context makes the hidden content obvious.

e The infrastructure of removal is disproportionate to the content.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Because genuine redaction exists. Courts seal records. Minors are protected. The pattern exploits the
legitimacy of real censorship to perform voluntary amplification disguised as suppression.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the redaction generated more attention than the name ever did. The removal was the
advertisement. The bar was the billboard.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask: is this redaction compelled by external authority, or is it voluntary?
e Ask: does the context make the hidden content obvious? If so, the redaction is performance.

e Notice whether the redacting party benefits from the attention the redaction generates.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

A bad actor performs visible redaction to draw attention to a specific claim or name while pretending to
suppress it. The redaction is voluntary, no legal force compels it, but it is presented as if suppression was
necessary. The audience infers significance from the censorship itself, not from the content. The bar is the
amplification.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Genuine legal redaction, court-ordered sealing, protection of minors, ongoing investigation, is not this
pattern. The pattern requires the redaction to be voluntary and performative: the party redacting is also
the party benefiting from the attention the redaction generates. If the redaction is compelled by external
authority and the redacting party would prefer the content visible, it is not amplification.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Streisand effect

RELATED PATTERNS

source-obfuscation, authority-laundering, liars-dividend
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Repeated failure is protection
"

When the same failure keeps recurring, the recurrence may be preserving something important to the
people in charge. The loop is not broken. It is working.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The observation that when a person or an institution returns to the same public failure again and again,
the failure may not be a malfunction but a function. The recurrence is preserving something. In an
institution, the cycle runs like this: harm becomes obvious enough that it must be publicly addressed;
language narrows the event into an isolated breakdown or an unlucky exception; repair is announced
without disturbing the conditions that benefited from the harm; the cycle returns under cleaner language,
with the same people still protected. The public story keeps shifting. The protected center does not.
Exhaustion can look like closure from the outside. The apology phase starts sounding familiar. The pattern
inverts the usual question. Instead of asking why the failure keeps happening, ask what the failure keeps
protecting. If the same people remain in place, the same conditions remain undisturbed, and the same
language returns each cycle, the failure is doing work. It is the price of preserving the center, and the price
is being paid by someone else.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e the same failure recurring at regular intervals under slightly cleaner language
e each cycle ending in an apology or review that disturbs none of the conditions that produced it
e the same people remaining in place across cycles
e the event being narrowed each time into an isolated breakdown or unlucky exception

e public exhaustion being mistaken for resolution

EXAMPLES

e An institution keeps returning to the same public failure. Each time, the harm is addressed with
language that narrows it into an isolated incident. Each time, a repair is announced that leaves the
underlying conditions and the responsible people untouched. Each time, the cycle closes and the
public moves on, exhausted. The failure recurs because it is cheaper to repeat the apology than to
disturb the center the apology protects. The loop is not failing to close. It is succeeding at staying open.

WHAT IT IS

A recurring failure whose recurrence preserves something valuable to the people in charge, maintained
by a cycle of narrow framing, undisturbing repair, and familiar apology that leaves the protected center
intact.

HOW IT STARTS

A harm becomes obvious enough that it must be publicly addressed. The people in charge recognize that
addressing it genuinely would disturb something they depend on.
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HOW IT PROGRESSES
e Harm becomes obvious enough that it has to be publicly addressed.
e Language narrows the event into an isolated breakdown or unlucky exception.
e Repair is announced without disturbing the conditions that benefited from the harm.
e The cycle returns under cleaner language, with the same people still protected.
e Public exhaustion sets in and is mistaken for closure, until the next cycle.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like watching the same apology in different words, and realizing nothing behind it has moved.
e Like the institution is spending its credibility on a ritual it has no intention of making true.

COMMON SIGNS
e The same failure recurring under slightly cleaner language.
e Apologies and reviews that disturb none of the producing conditions.
e The same people in place across cycles.
e The event narrowed each time into an exception rather than a pattern.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

The loop is protected by exhaustion. Each cycle costs the public attention and emotional energy, and the
institution can outlast the public's willingness to stay angry. The apology phase is designed to consume
the energy that would otherwise go into structural change. By the time people see the pattern, they are
tired, and the tiredness reads as resolution. The institution does not need to win the argument. It only
needs to outlast it.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the apology was never a promise to change. It was a maintenance cost. The institution
was not failing to fix the problem. It was successfully paying the price of keeping it. The recognition that

the loop is working, not broken, is the moment the question changes from 'why does this keep happening'
to 'what is this keeping safe.'

STABILIZING MOVES
e Ask what the failure keeps protecting, not just why it keeps happening.
e Track the people and the conditions across cycles. If neither changes, the repair is not a repair.

e Compare the language across cycles. If the apology is nearly identical each time, it is a ritual, not a
response.

e Refuse the exhaustion. The loop depends on the public tiring before the center is disturbed.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats every recurring institutional failure as deliberate protection, implying bad faith where
there may be genuine incompetence, resource constraints, or unsolved hard problems. Not every repeated
failure is a function. The pattern requires that the recurrence demonstrably preserves something, that the
same people stay in place, the same conditions stay undisturbed, and the same language returns.
Recurrence plus those traces is protection. Recurrence alone is often just a hard problem nobody has
solved.
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WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

An institution that genuinely tries to fix a recurring problem, changes personnel, disturbs the conditions
that produced it, and learns across cycles is not running a protection loop, even if the problem persists.
Hard problems recur. The pattern requires that the response is designed to preserve the center rather than
to solve the problem. If the institution is actually changing its structure and its people in response to the
failure, you are looking at struggle, not protection.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Institutional self-preservation / organized irresponsibility

RELATED PATTERNS

compliance-theater, harm-sanitization, institutional-capture, crisis-cycling, documentation-discipline
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Reputation laundering
INTERMEDIATE

They cleaned the image instead of changing the behavior. The apology was the detergent.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When a message says 'acted swiftly, 'committed to transparency, or 'out of an abundance of caution,' it's
laundering reputation, foregrounding trust, seriousness, or responsiveness in ways that prioritize optics
over substance. The language of accountability is used to avoid accountability.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e acted swiftly
e take this seriously
e committed to transparency
e out of an abundance of caution
e remain committed
e earned trust

e moving forward

EXAMPLES

e A tech company caught selling user data issues a statement: 'We take privacy seriously and have acted
swiftly to address this matter.' No policy changes are announced. No audit is published. No responsible
party is named. The language of accountability is complete. The accountability is absent.

e A university facing a sexual assault scandal launches a 'commitment to safety' campaign with new
branding and a hotline. The reporting structure, the Title IX process, and the disciplinary record are
unchanged. The reputation is laundered. The behavior continues.

WHAT IT IS
Foregrounding trust, seriousness, or responsiveness in ways that prioritize optics over substance. The
language of accountability is used to avoid accountability.
HOW IT STARTS
An institution faces scrutiny. The first response uses accountability language: 'we take this seriously,’
'acted swiftly, 'committed to transparency. No measurable change accompanies the language.
HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The language of accountability is repeated at regular intervals without new substance.
e Measurable changes are minor or cosmetic: new branding, new slogans, new hotlines.

e The original harm is never addressed with structural change.

e The institution's reputation recovers while the behavior continues.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like something was said that sounded like action but wasn't.
e Like the apology was thorough but nothing changed.

e Like asking 'what specifically changed?' gets another statement instead of an answer.
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COMMON SIGNS
e 'Acted swiftly, 'take this seriously, 'committed to transparency, 'abundance of caution.'
e Accountability language is repeated without new substance.
e No documents, audits, or measurable changes accompany the statements.
e The language is forward-looking: 'moving forward,' 'doing better.'

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the language sounds like accountability. 'Committed to transparency’ feels like a promise. The
promise is the laundering mechanism: it replaces the thing it promises.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the apology was the detergent, not the change. The image was cleaned. The behavior
was not.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask: what measurable change backs up this statement? If the answer is another statement, the
laundering is confirmed.

e Track the accountability promises. Check 90 days later whether any were delivered.

e Notice whether the language is forward-looking (‘'moving forward') rather than backward-examining
('here's what happened and who was responsible').
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone calls any institutional communication 'reputation laundering', including genuine accountability
efforts. The vocabulary becomes a tool for dismissing all institutional response as PR, which prevents
recognizing real reform.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Institutional communication is not inherently laundering. It's laundering when the language replaces
substantive change, when 'committed to transparency’ is not followed by transparency. An organization
that publishes a detailed audit after a scandal is not laundering; an organization that says 'we take this
seriously' and changes nothing is.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

PR whitewashing / reputation management

RELATED PATTERNS

authority-laundering, harm-sanitization
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Source obfuscation

You trusted it because it sounded official. 'Official' was the costume, not the credential.

deceit.site/lexicon/source-obfuscation

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When a message says 'sources say' or 'people are saying' or 'reportedly, it's obfuscating the source,
attributing claims to unnamed people or diffuse groups, which lowers accountability. You can't evaluate
the source because you can't see it.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e sources say

e people are saying
e reportedly

e itisbelieved

e some claim

e many are calling

e sources familiar with the matter

EXAMPLES
e Claims about what is 'in the Epstein files' frequently cite no specific document, page, or data set,

'sources say the files contain' replaces any reference to the actual 3.5 million pages, which are publicly
searchable at the DOJ Epstein Library.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone calls any anonymous sourcing 'source obfuscation), including legitimate journalism that protects

sources. The vocabulary becomes a tool for demanding that all sources be named, which would endanger

whistleblowers and sources at risk.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Anonymous sourcing is not inherently obfuscation. It's obfuscation when the anonymity prevents

evaluation of the claim's credibility, when 'sources say' replaces any basis for judging whether the sources

are reliable. Journalism with documented anonymous sourcing standards (multiple independent sources,

editorial verification) is not obfuscation.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Anonymous sourcing / source laundering

RELATED PATTERNS

authority-laundering, unity-simulation
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Strategic ambiguity
INTERMEDIATE

You accepted the vagueness because precision would have forced you to pick a side. You did not want to
pick a side. They knew that.

deceit.site/lexicon/strategic-ambiguity

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

An institution leaves a claim, threat, promise, or policy deliberately vague so supporters can hear
commitment, opponents can hear restraint, and leaders can deny any one reading later. The speaker
benefits because they keep room to maneuver without being held to a position. The cost is accountability:
no one can pin down what was promised, so no one can prove it was broken.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e all options are on the table
e appropriate action

® necessary steps

e we'll see

e people are saying

e many are asking

e we reserve the right

e Inever said that

e that's not what I meant

EXAMPLES
e A leader announces 'appropriate action' regarding a crisis. Supporters hear force. Opponents hear

caution. The press asks for specifics. The office says the statement speaks for itself. The statement
speaks for nothing. The nothing is the strategy.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone labels any careful wording as 'strategic ambiguity' because they dislike uncertainty. The

vocabulary becomes a way to punish precision, caution, or legal limits.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Not every vague statement is strategic ambiguity. It's strategic ambiguity when the vagueness protects the

speaker from accountability while letting different audiences hear different promises. A diplomat who

keeps options open during negotiation is not necessarily doing this; a leader who threatens 'appropriate

action' so supporters hear war and opponents hear restraint is.

RELATED PATTERNS

information-laundering, whataboutism, harm-sanitization
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Strategic timing

The right action at the wrong time fails. The imperfect action at the right time lands.

deceit.site/lexicon/strategic-timing

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The discipline of choosing when to act based on the readiness of the evidence, the coalition, and the
external mechanism, rather than acting from urgency or waiting for perfection. Timing is the variable
most often mishandled in challenges to leadership. Act too early, before the documentation is complete or
the coalition is formed, and the leader crushes a single voice. Wait too long, for perfect evidence or perfect
courage, and the leader consolidates further. Strategic timing means: act when you have enough evidence
to be credible, enough people to be undeniable, and an external mechanism ready to receive the
complaint. Not perfect. Enough.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e a person waiting for a specific condition before acting, and naming the condition
e the difference between strategic patience and avoidance
e achallenge that lands because the timing was chosen rather than reactive
e a person who acts before they feel ready but after the minimum conditions are met

EXAMPLES

e An employee documents six months of safety violations. She wants to report immediately after the first
one. A colleague who has been through this before says: wait until you have a pattern, not an incident.
She waits. On the seventh violation, she files with OSHA with a dated log showing a six-month pattern.
OSHA opens an inspection. A single incident would have been dismissed as an anomaly. The pattern
was not dismissible. The delay was not cowardice. It was the difference between a complaint and a
case.

WHAT IT IS

The discipline of acting when minimum conditions are met rather than waiting for perfection or acting
from urgency.

HOW IT STARTS

A person feels the urge to act immediately and either acts too soon or recognizes the impulse and pauses
to assess readiness.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The person names the minimum conditions: enough evidence, enough people, a mechanism ready to
receive.

e They assess honestly: are the conditions met, or am I waiting for perfection?

e They set a deadline. If conditions are not met by X date, they act with what they have.

e They act. Not perfectly. Enough.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like holding a breath you need to release, but knowing that releasing it too soon wastes it.

e Like the difference between jumping and being pushed.
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COMMON SIGNS
e A person naming specific conditions they are waiting for.
e A deadline attached to the wait, not an open-ended 'someday.
e The challenge landing with more force than an earlier, reactive version would have.
e The person acting before they feel fully ready but after the minimum is met.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Strategic timing is not something you leave. The difficulty is in distinguishing patience from avoidance,
because both feel the same from the inside. The test is whether the named condition is specific and finite,
or vague and forever.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize that the timing mattered more than the content. The same complaint, filed three
months earlier with less evidence, would have been dismissed. Filed three months later, it would have
been too late. The window was real, and choosing it was the skill.

STABILIZING MOVES
e Name three minimum conditions. Not ten. Three. Evidence, people, mechanism.
e Seta deadline. If conditions are not met in 60 days, act with what you have.
e Ask: am I waiting for a real condition, or am I waiting to not be afraid? If the condition is vague, it is
fear.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone uses 'the timing is not right' as a permanent deferral, implying that conditions are never quite
ready and the person should always wait a little longer. Used this way, strategic timing becomes a
sophisticated form of learned helplessness: the person never acts because the conditions are never
perfect, and the language of strategy disguises the fear.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who waits for genuinely necessary conditions (a key piece of evidence, a coalition member's
return from leave, a regulatory filing window) is exercising strategic timing. A person who has met the
minimum conditions and continues to wait for perfection is avoiding. The difference is whether the
named condition is real and specific, or vague and perpetually receding.

RELATED PATTERNS

documentation-discipline, coalition-formation, institutional-leverage
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Symbolic occupation
INTERMEDIATE | T

The object is not a deed. The object is a picture of control.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The claim of ownership over a shared space, made through symbols, language, and visibility rather than
through law or purchase. No one holds a title. No one wins an election. Instead a group asserts, in word
and image, that a public place belongs to them, to their faith, or to their movement, and repeats the
assertion until the repetition feels like history. A caption says a square belongs to God. A rally supplies
bodies. A politician supplies recognition. The claim moves through stages of visibility until the imagined
ownership starts to feel established. The power of symbolic occupation is that it creates a boundary
without drawing one. It does not say who must leave. It creates a room in which some people are already
positioned as guests in a place they inhabit. The object is never the legal fact. The object is the picture of
control, and the picture does its work whether or not it is ever made real.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e an ownership claim over a shared space made in the voice of prophecy or destiny rather than law
e the claim being repeated across captions, rallies, and official recognition until it feels established
e avague universal owner being invoked to hide a specific human claimant
e the claim creating a sense that some people are guests in a place they already inhabit

e visibility being treated as evidence of rightful dominion

EXAMPLES
e Aviral post declares in capital letters that a famous public square belongs to God. The post does not
ask permission to worship there. No permission is needed. Religious speech in public is protected. The
sentence is doing something different. It takes the right to appear in a shared place and recasts that
appearance as ownership of the place. The object is not a deed. It is a picture of control, and the picture
invites the audience to witness a takeover that exists, for now, only as a sequence of posts.

WHAT IT IS

A claim of ownership over a shared space made through symbols, language, and staged visibility rather
than through law, asserting dominion by creating a picture of control that sorts the public into owners and
guests.

HOW IT STARTS

A group asserts, in word or image, that a shared place belongs to them or to their cause. The claim is made
in the voice of prophecy, destiny, or self-evidence, not law, because law would require a claim that could
be checked.
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HOW IT PROGRESSES

A caption or slogan makes the ownership claim in absolute, universal language.

A rally or gathering supplies bodies, converting the claim into a visible scene.

A politician or institution supplies recognition, converting the scene into legitimacy.
The repetition of the claim makes it feel like history rather than an assertion.

The public is sorted into rightful owners and tolerated occupants, without any law being passed.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

Like being told you are a guest in a place you have always lived.

Like watching a flag being planted in a square that belongs to everyone, and being told the flag was
always there.

COMMON SIGNS

An ownership claim made in the voice of prophecy or destiny rather than law.
A vague universal owner invoked to hide a specific human claimant.
Visibility treated as evidence of rightful dominion.

The claim creating a sense that some people are guests in their own space.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

The claim is designed to be hard to oppose without seeming to oppose the universal value it invokes.
Questioning 'this belongs to God' reads as opposing God. Questioning 'this belongs to the people' reads as
opposing the people. The move works because the owner is named in a way that cannot be interrogated,

while the human claimant who benefits stays out of focus. Opposition is forced to argue against a symbol,
and arguing against a symbol always looks like arguing against what it stands for.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the ownership claim was never about the space. It was about the sorting. The square
was the stage. The point was to establish, through repetition and visibility, who belongs there as an owner
and who is merely tolerated. The original words are then remembered as atmosphere rather than as the

opening argument they were.

STABILIZING MOVES

Separate presence from ownership. The right to appear is not the right to possess. Name the conversion
when it happens.

Ask the missing question: whose claim is this? A universal owner always hides a specific claimant.
Refuse the hidden transfer from visibility to dominion. Being seen is not being sovereign.

Defend the neutrality of access. A shared space is shared precisely because no single group owns its
meaning.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats any religious or cultural expression in public space as symbolic occupation, reading a

claim of dominion into ordinary presence. A person praying in a square, a church holding a service under

the same rules as everyone else, a community displaying its symbols, these are exercises of a right, not
claims of ownership. The pattern requires that the expression is being converted into an ownership claim

that sorts people into rightful owners and guests. Presence is not occupation. The conversion of presence

into dominion is.
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WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person or community exercising their right to appear, worship, or express themselves in a shared public
space is not engaged in symbolic occupation. The pattern requires an ownership claim, a move from 'we
are here' to 'this is ours,' that positions others as guests or intruders. If the expression stops at presence
and does not assert dominion or sort the public, you are looking at pluralism, not occupation.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Symbolic politics / culture war

RELATED PATTERNS

authority-laundering, reality-preemption, belonging-weaponization, purity-framing, dog-whistle
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Testimony dilution
INTERMEDIATE | T

The specific accusation is met with the general label, so the specifics that would complicate the story are
never addressed.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The tactic of answering a concrete, documented claim with a broad, abstract label, so that the concrete
claim is never actually engaged. Someone says, 'You posted screenshots of a private citizen and listed her
employer's contact information, and she lost her job.' The answer is, "'We are fighting antisemitism.' The
specific harm is diluted into a general cause, and the general cause is then defended instead of the specific
act. The move works because the label is more defensible than the conduct. No one can argue with
'fighting hatred.' But the argument was never about fighting hatred. It was about a named person and a
documented consequence. Dilution protects the conduct by moving the debate to a level of abstraction
where the conduct cannot be seen. The harmed party is left arguing against a slogan while the specific act
that hurt them goes unexamined.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e aconcrete claim being answered with an abstract mission statement
e the responder defending a general cause instead of addressing the specific act
e the specifics of a harm being repeatedly restated at a higher level of abstraction
e anamed individual's documented experience being folded into a category and dismissed as an outlier
e the debate shifting from what happened to what the responder's organization stands for

EXAMPLES

e A teacher is fired after an organization posts screenshots from her personal page and lists her school's
contact information. When asked about the specific act and its consequence, the organization responds
that it is fighting a rise in hatred and protecting communities. The specific teacher, the specific post,
and the specific firing are never addressed. The general mission is defended. The specific harm is
diluted into it.

WHAT IT IS

Answering a concrete, documented claim with a broad, abstract label so that the specific act is never
examined and the debate moves to a level of abstraction where the conduct cannot be seen.

HOW IT STARTS

A specific harm is documented and a named party is asked to address it. The party recognizes that the
specific act is harder to defend than their general mission.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The specific claim is restated by the responder at a higher level of abstraction.

e The general mission is defended instead of the specific act.

e The harmed party is forced to argue against a slogan rather than about the act that hurt them.
e The specific act goes unexamined and the general cause absorbs the criticism.

e The next specific act repeats, because the first one was never actually addressed.

99



Pattern Field Guide

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like holding up a photograph and being told to discuss the concept of photography.
e Like the person you are addressing keeps stepping behind a banner.

COMMON SIGNS
e A concrete claim answered with an abstract mission statement.
e The specifics repeatedly restated at a higher level of abstraction.
e The debate shifting from what happened to what the organization stands for.
e A named individual's experience dismissed as an outlier or a misunderstanding.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
The general label is almost always more defensible than the specific conduct, so the responder has a
permanent retreat. Every time the specifics are raised, the responder can move back up to the abstraction.

The harmed party is forced to keep dragging the conversation back down to the concrete, which reads as
obsession, while the responder's refusal to engage reads as principle.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the general cause was never the subject. It was the shield. The specific act that did the
harm was never examined because examining it was exactly what the abstraction was designed to
prevent.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Keep restating the specific claim at the same level of concreteness. Do not let it be restated upward.

e Ask the direct question: 'Setting aside your mission, what do you say about this specific act and this
specific consequence?'

e Note when the response defends the cause instead of the conduct. The substitution is the answer.
e Separate the two questions. The general mission and the specific act are different subjects. Insist on

both.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone treats any appeal to context or principle as dilution, refusing to let a responder connect a specific
act to a broader pattern. Not every general statement is a dodge. The pattern requires that the general
statement is being used to avoid engaging the specific claim, not to contextualize it. If the responder
addresses the specifics and then offers context, that is engagement, not dilution.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT
A responder who addresses the specific claim directly and then explains how it fits a broader pattern is not
diluting testimony. The pattern requires substitution, not addition. If the specifics are engaged and the
general statement is offered as context on top of that engagement, you are looking at a complete answer,
however much you disagree with it.
REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Derailing

RELATED PATTERNS

whataboutism, darvo, minimizing, harm-sanitization, label-weaponization
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The Arguer's Fallacy

You followed the chain. Each link sounded reasonable. You did not notice that no link contained proof,
only authority, and that the authority was sacred, and that questioning the sacred was the thing you
were not allowed to do.

deceit.site/lexicon/arguers-fallacy

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A multi-step authority chain where no step contains independent verification. 'The leader is infallible. The
leader appointed them. They speak for the leader. Therefore their word is final.' Each step is presented as
self-evident. No step is demonstrated. The structure converts an assertion into a conclusion by passing it
through layers of authority that cannot be questioned without questioning the whole institution. The
fallacy is not in any single link. It's in the chain.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e multi-step authority chain

e conclusion presented as inevitable

e disagreement reclassified as illness

e unquestionable authority as terminal node

e the argument ends where the doctrine begins

EXAMPLES

e An institution argues: the founder is infallible, the leadership speaks for the founder, the leadership
cannot be wrong, therefore its claims must be accepted. Each step sounds reasonable in isolation. The
chain as a whole is a closed loop: disagree with the conclusion and you are disagreeing with the
institution, which is treated as a symptom of bad faith, which means the disagreement is dismissed
rather than answered, which means the conclusion stands.

WHAT IT IS

A multi-step authority chain where no step contains independent verification. The structure converts an
assertion into a conclusion by passing it through layers of authority that cannot be questioned without
questioning the whole institution.

HOW IT STARTS

An unquestionable authority is placed at the top of a chain. Each subsequent step derives its authority
from the step above it. No step contains independent evidence.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The leader is infallible. The leader appointed them. They speak for the leader.
e Disagreement with any link is disagreement with the whole chain.

e Disagreement is reclassified as illness, bad faith, or moral failing.
e The chain becomes a closed loop: the conclusion is protected by the authority that produced it.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like each step sounds reasonable but the chain leads somewhere you cannot check.
e Like disagreeing with the conclusion means you are the kind of person who rejects sacred things.

e Like the argument ends where the doctrine begins.

COMMON SIGNS
e Multi-step authority chain with no independent verification at any link.
e Conclusion presented as inevitable from the chain's structure.
e Disagreement reclassified as illness or bad faith rather than answered.
e Unquestionable authority as the terminal node.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because each step sounds reasonable in isolation. Rejecting the conclusion means rejecting the whole
chain, and rejecting the chain means rejecting something sacred. The chain was built around your
goodness.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the chain was a closed loop. No link contained proof, only authority, and the
authority was self-referencing.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask: does any step in this chain contain independent verification? If every step relies on the authority
of the previous step, the chain is circular.

e Notice whether disagreement is answered or diagnosed. If it is reclassified as illness, the structure is
protective, not argumentative.

e Ask where the argument terminates: at evidence that can be tested, or at authority that cannot be
questioned?

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone uses 'the Arguer's Fallacy' to dismiss genuine theological reasoning that engages with evidence.
The vocabulary becomes a way to reject all faith-based argument.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

The pattern requires the absence of independent verification at every link. A theologian who argues from
scripture AND historical evidence is not using this pattern. A theologian who argues from scripture alone,
where scripture is defined as infallible because it is scripture, is.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Authority cascade / circular justification

RELATED PATTERNS

domestication, purity-framing, compliance-theater
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Unity simulation

You heard 'everyone agrees' and stopped checking. The agreement was asserted, not shown. Your silence
was counted as a yes.

deceit.site/lexicon/unity-simulation

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

When a message says 'everyone agrees' or 'broad support' or 'all sides agree,' it's simulating unity, claiming
consensus to make dissent look fringe before that consensus is demonstrated. The agreement is asserted,
not shown.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
® everyone agrees
e Dbroad support
e widely recognized
e common sense
e the public knows
e all sides agree

e overwhelming consensus

EXAMPLES

e A legislator introduces a controversial bill and claims 'broad bipartisan support.'! No co-sponsors from
the other party are named. No polling data is cited. No constituency groups are quoted. The unity is
asserted. The dissent is invisible because the assertion makes it look fringe.

WHAT IT IS

Claiming consensus to make dissent look fringe before that consensus is demonstrated. 'Everyone agrees
replaces a demonstration that everyone agrees. The agreement is asserted, not shown.

HOW IT STARTS

A message claims broad agreement: 'everyone knows,' 'widely recognized,' 'all sides agree.' The claim is
presented as observation, not as argument. No poll, no data, no survey is cited.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The asserted consensus makes dissent look isolated, fringe, or unreasonable.
e People who disagree begin to self-censor, assuming they are alone.

e The silence of the dissenting is read as confirmation of the consensus.

e The manufactured unanimity becomes the basis for action: 'the public has spoken.'

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like everyone else has already agreed and you missed the vote.
e Like disagreeing is not wrong but socially costly.
e Like the consensus is obvious and only you need it demonstrated.
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COMMON SIGNS

e 'Everyone agrees, 'broad support,' 'common sense, 'the public knows.'
e No polling data, survey, or evidence of the claimed consensus.

e Dissent is framed as fringe, not as a legitimate position.

e The silence of disagreement is read as agreement.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because sometimes the consensus is real. The pattern exploits the grain of truth that social proof is
legitimate evidence. The manipulation is in asserting consensus without demonstrating it, then using the
assertion to silence the check.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the 'everyone agrees' was not a report. It was a tactic. The consensus was
manufactured by the claim itself, not by the evidence.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask: where is the evidence of this consensus? Polls, surveys, data?
e Ask:is dissent being answered, or is it being framed as fringe?

e Notice whether 'everyone agrees' is doing the work that evidence should do.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone calls any claim of agreement 'unity simulation', including documented consensus. The
vocabulary becomes a tool for dismissing all collective statements as fake, which undermines real social
proof.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Claiming consensus is not inherently simulation. It's simulation when the consensus is asserted without
evidence, when 'everyone agrees' replaces a demonstration that everyone agrees. A scientific organization
citing a 97% consensus with polling data is not simulating unity.

RELATED PATTERNS

authority-laundering, duty-weaponization
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Whataboutism / context switching
BEGINNER | T

You let them change the subject because the new subject was easier to condemn than the original
question. You were grateful for the redirect.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A speaker responds to criticism by redirecting attention to another wrongdoing, another actor, or a
broader grievance. The accused party benefits by escaping the original question. The cost is a broken
chain of accountability: the original issue doesn't get answered, and the new issue doesn't get examined
either. Both topics lose.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e what about

e why aren't you talking about

e where was your outrage when
e but what about

e both sides

e you didn't care when

e soyou're fine with

EXAMPLES

e An official is asked about a specific corruption charge. They respond by naming three scandals from
the opposing party. The audience applauds. The original question is gone. The new questions are never
asked. The escape is the victory.

WHAT IT IS

A speaker responds to criticism by redirecting attention to another wrongdoing, another actor, or a
broader grievance. The original issue does not get answered. The new issue does not get examined. Both
topics lose.

HOW IT STARTS

A specific question or criticism is raised. The respondent names a different wrongdoing, usually by a
different actor or from a different time. The audience shifts to the new topic. The original question
disappears.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The redirect feels like context but functions as escape.

e FEach criticism generates a counter-criticism, and the chain of accountability breaks.

e The audience becomes exhausted by the shifting topics and gives up on holding anyone accountable.
e The only winner is the person who moved the conversation.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like the subject changed but you are not sure when or why.
e Like both sides are equally bad, so neither deserves scrutiny.

e Like the original question was answered when it was actually replaced.

COMMON SIGNS
e 'What about' or 'where was your outrage when' as the opening of a response to criticism.
e The original question is never answered.
e The new topic is never examined either.

e Both topics lose. The redirect wins.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Because the new topic is often genuinely relevant. The comparison may even be true. Leaving means
insisting on the original question when the redirect feels like it deserves attention too. The discipline of
staying on topic feels like tunnel vision.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the comparison was not context. It was a replacement. The original question was not
answered. It was buried under a more convenient outrage, and the burial felt like a debate.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Name the redirect: 'That is a separate question. Can you answer the first one?'

e Hold the thread. Write down the original question and check whether it was answered before the
conversation moved.

e Distinguish comparison from escape. A relevant comparison helps assess the original issue. An escape
replaces it.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone calls any request for context 'whataboutism' to block comparison, history, or unequal
enforcement from being discussed. The vocabulary becomes a way to refuse all context.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT
Relevant comparison is not whataboutism. It's whataboutism when the comparison replaces the original
issue instead of helping assess it. A journalist who asks 'why cover this story but not that one?' is not doing
whataboutism; an official who responds to a corruption charge by naming the accuser's party's corruption
is.
REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT
Tu quoque / both-sidesing
RELATED PATTERNS

strategic-ambiguity, information-laundering, blame-concentration
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Boundary testing through small violations
BEGINNER

You said it was fine. It was not fine. You said it was fine because the violation was small enough that
fighting it would have made you the kind of person who fights over nothing. That calculation was the
design.

deceit.site/lexicon/boundary-testing

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A person breaks minor limits, watches what gets tolerated, and uses each unchallenged breach to press
further. The actor benefits because they gain access and control without triggering alarm: each step is too
small to fight over, but the steps accumulate. The cost is that the target's sense of consent erodes slowly,
and by the time the pattern is visible, the baseline has already moved.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e itwas justa joke
e you're too sensitive
e it'sno big deal
e Iwas only teasing
e don't make it a thing

e everyone else is fine with it

EXAMPLES
e A colleague who keeps standing too close. You step back. They step forward. You say nothing because
it's only proximity. The next week, it's a hand on your shoulder. The week after, it's a comment on your
appearance. Each step was small enough to ignore. The sequence was not.

WHAT IT IS

Boundary testing through small violations is the deliberate use of minor oversteps, a hand on the knee
that lingers, a joke that goes one line too far, a 'borrowed' item returned late, to see what the target will
tolerate. Each unchallenged breach moves the baseline. The accumulation is the pattern, not any single
step.

HOW IT STARTS

It usually starts with something too small to fight over. A comment that could be a joke. A touch that could
be accidental. A request that could be reasonable. The target lets it go because objecting looks like
overreacting. That is the point. The test is whether objecting looks like overreacting.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e Each breach is calibrated to be just under the threshold where objecting feels worth it.
e When the target does object, the breach gets reframed as a misunderstanding, a joke, or an accident.

e The baseline shifts so that what was once a violation is now normal, and the new violations are what
would have been unthinkable at the start.

e By the time the pattern is visible, the target has already accepted a series of steps they would have
refused as a set.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like you are always deciding whether this one is worth fighting over.
e Like your boundaries are shrinking and you cannot point to the moment they started to.
e Like objecting to small things makes you look difficult, but not objecting makes the next thing harder
to object to.
COMMON SIGNS
e A pattern of small oversteps that individually look harmless and collectively look like a campaign.
e Objecting gets reframed as oversensitivity, humorlessness, or holding a grudge.
e The person who breaches is always the one who decides whether the breach was a big deal.
e You notice your baseline for what counts as a violation has moved, and not because you decided to
move it.
WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE
Because no single step looks like enough to leave over. The pattern is designed so that each step, in
isolation, looks like a misunderstanding. The target who leaves has to justify leaving over something that
looks small to everyone else.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people often realize the small violations were not small. They were the surveying work. The person
was mapping the perimeter so they could move it.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Name the pattern, not just the incident. Write down the sequence so the accumulation is visible.
e Object to the small one. The cost of objecting is lower than the cost of the baseline moving again.

e Watch what happens when you object. The reaction to a boundary is more informative than the breach
itself.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats any mistake, awkward moment, or accidental overstep as a calculated test. The vocabulary
becomes a way to read malice into every misstep.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A small violation is not always boundary testing. It's boundary testing when the person notices resistance,
minimizes it, repeats the breach, or escalates from it. A friend who accidentally stands too close once is
not boundary testing; a person who keeps standing too close after being asked to step back is.

RELATED PATTERNS

reactive-abuse, gaslighting, trauma-bonding
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Coalition formation

The leader's greatest weapon is not power. It is making sure you believe you are the only one who sees it.

deceit.site/lexicon/coalition-formation

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The process by which isolated individuals who each see the same problem find each other, confirm the
pattern, and become a group that the institution can no longer dismiss as one disgruntled person. Abusive
leadership depends on isolation. The leader ensures that every person who notices the problem believes
they are alone in noticing it, that speaking up would make them the outlier, the troublemaker, the one who
misunderstood. Coalition formation breaks that isolation. Two people is a pattern. Three is a constituency.
Five is a movement the institution must address. The formation itself is the threat, which is why the leader
works so hard to prevent it.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e isolated individuals discovering they see the same problem
e ashift from 'T thought it was just me' to 'we all saw it'
e the institution responding to a group differently than it responded to individuals
e the leader attempting to identify and isolate the people talking to each other

EXAMPLES

e Three members of a church each privately believe the pastor is financially dishonest. None says
anything because each assumes the others are fine with it. One mentions it casually to another after a
service. The second says: I thought I was the only one. They talk to a third. Within a month, the three of
them request a meeting with the elder board. The board cannot dismiss three people the way it
dismissed each of them individually. The coalition did not create the problem. It made the problem
visible.

WHAT IT IS

The process by which isolated people who each see the same problem find each other and become a group
the institution cannot dismiss.

HOW IT STARTS

One person says the thing they thought only they noticed. Another person says: me too.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e Two people confirm the pattern privately and realize the isolation was engineered.
e They identify others who likely see it but have not spoken.
e The group agrees on what they observed and what they want to happen.
e They approach the institution together, and the institution can no longer use the 'one disgruntled
person' defense.
WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like the relief of discovering you were not crazy.
e Like the ground shifting under a system that depended on your silence.
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COMMON SIGNS
e People who previously suffered in silence beginning to talk to each other.
e The phrase 'T thought it was just me' appearing in conversations.
e The leader or institution showing sudden interest in who is talking to whom.
e A shift from individual complaints to a collective statement.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Coalition formation is not something you leave. It is something you build. The difficulty is in starting: the
fear that you are the only one, that speaking will confirm your worst fear (that you are alone in seeing it),
or that the others will side with the system.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the isolation was the entire strategy. The leader was not powerful because they were
strong. They were powerful because everyone who saw the problem assumed they were alone in seeing it.

STABILIZING MOVES
e Say the thing. To one person you trust. You do not need a group to start. You need one conversation.
e Ask directly: have you noticed X? The question itself breaks the isolation.

e Do not wait for permission. The system will never grant you permission to organize against it.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone labels any group of critics as a faction, a cabal, or a conspiracy, implying that people who find
each other and compare experiences are manufacturing a problem rather than discovering one. The
accusation of coalition-building becomes a way to delegitimize the group before it forms, making the act
of talking to each other feel like betrayal.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A group of people who organize around a genuinely shared grievance that is not rooted in one person's
accurate perception of abuse is not necessarily a coalition in this sense. The pattern specifically describes
the formation of a group around a real, shared observation that the institution has an interest in
suppressing. If the grievance is manufactured or the observation is wrong, you are looking at groupthink,
not coalition formation.

RELATED PATTERNS

isolation-through-concern, learned-helplessness, documentation-discipline
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Coercive control
BEGINNER | T

No single act was the abuse. The architecture was the abuse.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A pattern of domination in which no individual incident looks severe, but the cumulative structure of
rules, monitoring, isolation, and punishment removes a person's freedom and sense of self. The harm is
not one blow but the whole design: who you may see, what you may spend, how you must account for
your time, and the consequences that follow any deviation. Seen incident by incident, each act can be
minimized as small. Seen as a system, they form a cage. The control works because it is total and constant,
and because the person inside it gradually loses the reference points needed to recognize it. The abuse is
the pattern, not any single point in it.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e arelationship governed by rules that only one person sets
e monitoring of time, money, movement, or contact
e isolation from people who might offer a reality check
e punishment or withdrawal following any deviation

e no single incident that seems severe, but a life that has narrowed

EXAMPLES

e A partner does not hit. Instead, they require accounts of where the person goes, criticize friends until
the person stops seeing them, control the money, and go cold whenever a boundary is asserted. Each
act, taken alone, can be explained away. Together, they remove the person's freedom, their support,
and their confidence that anything is wrong. The person cannot point to the abuse, because there is no
single event to point to. The abuse is the structure. The structure is the control. And the control is
invisible precisely because no one incident is large enough to name.

WHATIT IS

A pattern of domination in which no individual incident looks severe, but the cumulative structure of
rules, monitoring, isolation, and punishment removes a person's freedom and sense of self. The abuse is
the pattern, not any single point in it.

HOW IT STARTS

One person begins setting rules for the other. The rules seem small and reasonable. Monitoring, isolation,
and consequences follow gradually. Each step can be minimized. The whole is a cage.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The rules expand. Who you may see, what you may spend, how you must account for your time.
e Isolation from people who might offer a reality check.
e Punishment or withdrawal follows any deviation.

e The person inside the pattern loses the reference points needed to recognize it.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like your life has narrowed but you cannot point to when or how.
e Like walking on eggshells without knowing who placed them.

e Like no single event seems severe, but something is deeply wrong.

COMMON SIGNS
e A relationship governed by rules that only one person sets.
e Monitoring of time, money, movement, or contact.
e Isolation from friends, family, or anyone who offers a different perspective.

e No single incident that seems severe, but a life that has narrowed.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because no single incident seems large enough to justify leaving. The pattern hides in the smallness of
each part. Also because the isolation has removed the support you would need to leave, and the control
has eroded the confidence that anything is wrong.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize no single act was the abuse. The architecture was the abuse. The fact that no incident
seemed large enough to name was not evidence that nothing was wrong. It was how the pattern hid.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask: has my life narrowed, even if no single event caused it? Fewer friends, less autonomy, more
accounting.

e Ask: do the rules apply in both directions? One-directional rule-setting is the signature of domination.

e Keep one outside person informed. Isolation is the condition that makes the pattern invisible.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone labels any disagreement or boundary in a relationship as coercive control, including a partner
who simply has preferences or asks for reasonable accountability. The term becomes a way to frame all
conflict as abuse, which dilutes its force and makes it harder to identify the genuine pattern of total, one-
directional domination. Used loosely, it pathologizes ordinary friction and robs the real victims of a word
precise enough to describe what was done to them.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A relationship with ordinary conflict, mutual influence, and boundaries that apply in both directions is a
relationship, not coercive control. The pattern requires a one-directional architecture of domination: rules
set by one person, monitoring, isolation, and punishment that cumulatively remove the other's freedom
and sense of self, with no single incident carrying the weight. If the influence is mutual, the boundaries
are reciprocal, and the person retains their support and autonomy, you are looking at ordinary relational
friction, not a cage.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Coercive control (legal term in some jurisdictions)

RELATED PATTERNS

isolation-through-concern, boundary-testing, trauma-bonding
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Crisis cycling

You called it a rough patch. You did not notice that the rough patches arrived on a rhythm, and that the
rescue always came from the same hand that lit the fuse.

deceit.site/lexicon/crisis-cycling

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Crisis cycling keeps a system moving from one emergency to the next so the underlying structure never
has to be dealt with.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e we can't talk about this now
e after the crisis

e thisisn't the time

e there's always something

e once things calm down

EXAMPLES
e A team leader defers accountability for repeated failures because every review is interrupted by a new
urgent issue that must be handled first.
WHAT IT IS

Crisis cycling keeps the system moving from one emergency to the next so the underlying structure never
has to be dealt with. It can be personal, organizational, or relational. The crisis may be real. The cycling is
the pattern.

HOW IT STARTS

It often starts with legitimate pressure. Then the pressure becomes routine. Repair, reflection, apology,
and accountability get postponed because there is always a fresh fire that supposedly has to come first.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e Urgency keeps displacing the original issue.

e People get trained to confuse stabilization with resolution.
e Each new emergency renews sympathy and resets scrutiny.

e The system survives by making interruption feel irresponsible.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like there is never a clean time to tell the truth about the pattern.
e Like naming the structure would be cruel because things are already so strained.

e Like exhaustion itself is part of what keeps the cycle alive.
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COMMON SIGNS
e Persistent emergencies that prevent real review.
e Repeated promises to address the issue after the current crisis passes.
e A pattern of accountability disappearing as soon as sympathy is reactivated.
e You realizing the urgent context keeps changing, but the protected behavior does not.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because ongoing crisis recruits duty. People stay because stepping back starts feeling like abandonment,
disloyalty, or bad timing instead of self-protection.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people often realize the crisis did not just interrupt clarity. It organized the conditions that
prevented clarity from sticking.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Separate the urgent event from the protected pattern it keeps postponing.
e Decide in advance what does not get deferred again, even when the next emergency lands.
e Ask whether each crisis expands duty for you while accountability for them keeps sliding.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

The term gets misused to dismiss any period of genuine urgency. Real emergencies happen, and handling
one is not a pattern. Crisis-cycling is different: the emergencies recur on a rhythm, and each one
postpones the same accountability that never arrives. Using the term for every busy season hides the
specific move, urgency that keeps replacing reflection so the underlying structure never has to be
examined.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A real emergency handled with review and accountability afterward is not crisis-cycling. Life produces
genuine fires, and putting them out is not manipulation. The pattern requires crisis to keep replacing
reflection: the urgent context changes each time, but the protected behavior never does, and the promised
review never happens once things calm down. The test is not whether there was a crisis. It is whether the
crisis led to clarity afterward, or only to the next crisis.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT
Cycle of abuse

RELATED PATTERNS

intermittent-reinforcement, gaslighting
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I I\  BEGINNER

Report the harm and become the accused. The reversal is not a side effect. It is the procedure.

deceit.site/lexicon/darvo

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Coined by psychologist Jennifer Freyd: Deny, Attack, Reverse Victim and Offender. When confronted with
harm they caused, the offender denies the behavior, attacks the person confronting them, and reverses
the roles so that the offender becomes the victim and the victim becomes the offender. The person who
reported the harm ends up apologizing for causing distress. DARVO is not a loss of temper. It is a sequence
that reliably converts accountability into accusation.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e that never happened
e you're attacking me
e after everything I've done for you
e you're the real problem here
e Ican't believe you'd do this to me
e now I'm the bad guy

EXAMPLES

e An employee reports that a manager took credit for their work. The manager denies it, then says the
employee is disloyal and difficult, then tells the team the employee is trying to ruin their career. By the
end of the meeting the employee is being asked to apologize for the accusation. The original complaint
has disappeared.

WHAT IT IS

Deny, Attack, Reverse Victim and Offender. When confronted with harm they caused, the offender denies,
attacks the confronter, and reverses the roles so the offender becomes the victim. Coined by psychologist
Jennifer Freyd.

HOW IT STARTS
A person reports harm. The offender denies the behavior happened or meant what was said. Then the
offender attacks the reporter's character, memory, or motives.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The denial is absolute: 'that never happened' or 'that's not what I meant.'
e The attack shifts to the reporter: 'you're attacking me,' 'you're the real problem.'
e The reversal installs the offender as the victim and the reporter as the offender.
e The person who reported the harm ends up apologizing for causing distress.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like you came in reporting harm and left managing the other person's distress.
e Like the conversation started with your injury and ended with your apology.
e Like being accused for the act of reporting.

deceit.site 116



Pattern Field Guide

COMMON SIGNS
e 'That never happened, 'you're attacking me, 'after everything I've done for you.'
e The denial does not engage with the specific behavior. It immediately moves to attacking you.
e The apology demand flows toward the person who reported the harm.
e The original complaint disappears from the conversation.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because each beat can sound sincere in isolation. The denial sounds like a genuine disagreement. The
attack sounds like hurt. The reversal sounds like the other person is the one who needs help. The sequence
is the trap.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the reversal was not a side effect. It was the procedure. The conversation that began
with their harm ended with their apology, and the original complaint had disappeared.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Track where the conversation ends up relative to where it started. If you reported harm and left
managing distress, the reversal happened.

e Notice whether the denial engages with the specific behavior or immediately attacks you.

e Ask: who is being asked to apologize, and for what? If you are apologizing for reporting, the sequence

has completed.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone labels any defensive or hurt reaction to a confrontation as DARVO, treating ordinary distress as a
manipulation tactic. People do sometimes deny things they genuinely believe did not happen, and being
accused is painful even for the innocent. The term becomes a way to pre-emptively discredit any
pushback, which is itself a form of the reversal it names.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who denies an accusation they sincerely believe is false, and who is upset but does not
systematically invert the roles, is defending themselves, not running DARVO. The pattern requires the full
sequence: denial, attack, and the specific reversal that installs the offender as the victim and demands that
the reporter account for the distress the report caused. Distress alone is not the reversal.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

DARVO (Deny, Attack, Reverse Victim and Offender)

RELATED PATTERNS

reactive-abuse, victim-claiming, gaslighting
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Flying monkeys
INTERMEDIATE | TI

The abuser never had to call you. Their volunteers did it for them.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Named after the Wicked Witch's enforcers in The Wizard of Oz: third parties recruited or manipulated to
pressure, monitor, or punish a target on the abuser's behalf. The recruits may be family members, friends,
coworkers, or a congregation, and they often believe they are helping. The abuser gains reach and
deniability at once: the pressure arrives through people the target trusts, and the abuser's hands stay
clean.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e people you trust suddenly relaying the abuser's talking points
e 'they're just worried about you'
e shared friends taking sides without hearing your account
e pressure to reconcile delivered by third parties

e your version of events arriving back to you already edited

EXAMPLES

e A person leaves a controlling relationship. Within a week, mutual friends begin calling: had they
considered how the ex is suffering, did they remember the good times, surely they could just talk it
out. Each friend believes they are being kind. Each one is delivering the same script. The ex never
contacts the person directly. They do not have to. The network does the flying.

WHATIT IS
Third parties recruited or manipulated to pressure, monitor, or punish a target on an abuser's behalf. The

recruits often believe they are helping. The abuser gains reach and deniability simultaneously: the
pressure arrives through people the target trusts, and the abuser's hands stay clean.

HOW IT STARTS

After a target leaves or resists, people from their social circle begin contacting them with concern, using
language that sounds borrowed rather than original.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e Mutual friends or family relay the abuser's talking points, often nearly verbatim, framed as their own
WOrry.

e The pressure escalates if the target maintains distance: more people are recruited, each carrying a
slightly different angle of the same script.

e The target's own account of events arrives back to them already edited, filtered through the abuser's
narrative.

e The target faces a choice: comply and restore contact, or maintain boundaries and lose their entire
support network to the recruitment.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like everyone you know has suddenly read the same briefing document about you.

e Like your version of events has been replaced by one you do not recognize, and the replacement is the
one people believe.

e Like being surrounded by people who care about you, except their care points in a direction that serves
someone else.

COMMON SIGNS

e Multiple people contacting you independently but using nearly identical phrasing or arguments.

e Friends who express concern but cannot answer basic questions about what they personally
witnessed.

e Pressure to reconcile, apologize, or soften your stance, delivered by people who were not present for
the harm.

e Your private account of events surfacing in distorted form through third parties who heard it from the
abuser.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

The pressure comes from people you trust, not from the abuser directly. Setting boundaries with flying
monkeys means losing your support network at the exact moment you need it most.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the concern they received was not independent. The script was the abuser's, the
delivery system was the network, and the isolation they felt after setting boundaries was the design, not a
side effect.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask each person: what did you personally witness? A flying monkey's certainty collapses when you ask
for their own evidence rather than the abuser's narrative.

e Track the direction of the pressure. If every third-party message points toward the abuser's preferred
outcome, the concern is a delivery system, not independent care.

e Protect one relationship outside the abuser's reach. Even one person who hears your account without
relaying it breaks the enclosure.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats any friend or family member who expresses concern as a flying monkey, converting every
well-meaning check-in into evidence of a conspiracy. The term becomes a way to preemptively discredit
anyone who disagrees with you, which isolates the person using it, ironically reproducing the very
isolation the pattern describes.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A friend who independently expresses genuine concern, hears your account, and respects your decision is
not a flying monkey, even if their concern is inconvenient. The pattern requires the third parties to
function as proxies: they relay the abuser's script rather than their own view, they apply pressure toward a
specific outcome the abuser wants, and the pressure traces back to the abuser's narrative. Independent
concern that honors your answer is not proxy pressure.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Proxy harassment / recruited enforcers (The Wizard of Oz reference)
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RELATED PATTERNS

triangulation, smear-campaign, isolation-through-concern
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Future-faking

You kept waiting because the future they described was so specific, so warm, so almost here. You stopped
asking when. You stopped asking because asking would have meant admitting you had been waiting for
nothing.

deceit.site/lexicon/future-faking

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Future-faking uses plans, promises, or imagined milestones to stabilize the present without having to
behave reliably inside it.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e soon
e after this
e once things settle
e we're going to
e next phase
EXAMPLES
e A partner keeps promising to move in, meet family, or change jobs, but each deadline passes without
action and gets replaced by a new plan.
WHATIT IS

Future-faking uses plans, promises, or imagined milestones to stabilize the present without having to
behave reliably inside it. The future is used as collateral for current access.

HOW IT STARTS

It usually starts with language that feels reassuring. Trips. Homes. Healing. New chapters. Shared projects.
The details can sound grounded even when nothing concrete is being built underneath them.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e Promises appear right after conflict, inconsistency, or distance.
e You start tolerating the present because the next phase keeps feeling close.
e Missed follow-through gets reframed as timing, stress, or misunderstanding.

e The promise stays alive by moving just far enough ahead to avoid testing.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like the relationship or system is always about to become what you were told it was.
e Like patience is the moral test.

e Like asking for evidence too soon might damage the future itself.
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COMMON SIGNS
e Specific plans that never become specific actions.
e Large reassurance immediately after ruptures.
e A repeated pattern of almost, soon, after this, once things settle.
e You noticing that the image of the future is carrying more weight than the current reality.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because hope gets attached to endurance. People keep staying not for what is happening, but for what has
been dangled just ahead of them. That keeps the cost of staying disguised as patience instead of loss.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people often realize the promise was not separate from the pattern. It was one of the main tools in
the pattern.

STABILIZING MOVES
e Write down promises with dates so the future cannot keep erasing the present.
e Make decisions from current behavior, not from the phase that is always said to be next.

e Ask one outside person to read the timeline with you if hope keeps resetting your judgment.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

The term gets misused to describe any ambitious planning or delayed goal, even when follow-through is
genuinely attempted. Plans fall through for ordinary reasons. Future-faking is different: the promises feel
real because they are specific and matched to your language and values, but the vision never arrives.
Using the term for every broken promise hides the specific move, a detailed future offered to stabilize
present access while concrete action is consistently avoided.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Genuine plans that are tracked, adjusted, and followed through are not future-faking. People make real
commitments that bend under circumstances. The pattern requires promises to keep replacing behavior
rather than producing it: the future is invoked to keep you waiting, the specifics are tailored to what you
most want to hear, and no present action ever matches the vision. The test is not whether a plan slipped. It
is whether the promise is matched by action now, or only ever by another promise.

RELATED PATTERNS

love-bombing, isolation-through-concern
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Gaslighting

You apologized for things you did not do. You did not notice the moment your memory became less
trustworthy than theirs. That moment was the goal. That moment was the whole campaign.

deceit.site/lexicon/gaslighting

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Gaslighting is sustained distortion that makes your memory, scale, and interpretation feel less
trustworthy than the person causing the confusion.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e that didn't happen
e you're too sensitive
e you're remembering wrong
e you always exaggerate

e that's not what I meant

EXAMPLES
e A roommate denies agreeing to split a bill, insists you invented the conversation, and later frames your
upset as proof you overreact.
WHAT IT IS

Gaslighting is sustained distortion. Facts get denied, minimized, reworded, or turned back on the person
noticing them. Over time, you do not just question a moment. You question your right to interpret the
moment at all.

HOW IT STARTS

It can begin with small corrections, clean denials, joking reversals, or calm insistence that you
misunderstood. The effect grows when the pattern keeps winning the argument about what did or did not
happen.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e (Clear moments get reframed as confusion, oversensitivity, or bad memory.
e You begin preparing evidence for things you once would have trusted yourself to remember.
e Emotional reactions get used as proof that your read cannot be trusted.

e Eventually the distortion survives even when the facts are visible.
WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Disorienting in a quiet way.

e Like certainty keeps leaking out of ordinary moments.

e Like language itself is becoming slippery around the harm.
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COMMON SIGNS
e Blunt denial of events you remember clearly.
e Frequent claims that you are exaggerating, rewriting, or inventing context.
e Arguments that move away from behavior and onto your perception instead.
e You keeping notes, screenshots, or timelines because direct memory no longer feels safe enough.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because distortion attacks the instrument people rely on to leave: their own read of what is happening. If
you cannot trust your interpretation, action starts feeling reckless even when the pattern is established.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people often realize the confusion was not evidence that nothing happened. It was evidence that
something kept happening to their sense of reality.

STABILIZING MOVES
e Keep short dated notes about what happened and what was said about it later.
e Store records somewhere the other person or system cannot casually access or edit.
e TUse one outside reality check when your own memory keeps getting turned against you.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

The term gets misused to describe any disagreement, denial, or lie someone dislikes. Gaslighting is not a
single false statement or a clash of memories. It is a sustained campaign, driven by power and intent, that
attacks the instrument you would use to defend yourself: your trust in your own perception. Calling every
denial gaslighting drains the word of the one thing it names, the slow takeover of your right to interpret
what happened.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A normal disagreement where two people remember an event differently is not gaslighting. The difference
is power and intent over time. In a disagreement, both people are trying to be understood, and either can
accept correction. In gaslighting, the distortion runs one way, repeatedly, until your memory and scale
feel less trustworthy than the other person's. The test is not whether the memories conflict. It is whether
the argument keeps moving from what happened to whether you can trust your own mind.

RELATED PATTERNS

isolation-through-concern, intermittent-reinforcement
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Grandiosity contagion
INTERMEDIATE

You felt chosen. You did not notice that the choosing came with a wall around it, and that the wall was
called specialness, and that you could not see over it anymore.

deceit.site/lexicon/grandiosity-contagion

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A leader, partner, or group makes the target feel rare, chosen, or above ordinary rules, turning specialness
into attachment. The actor benefits because loyalty comes pre-justified: the target feels lucky to be
included, so questioning the group feels like self-sabotage. The cost is that the target gets detached from
normal limits, outside feedback, and equal standing with others. The specialness is the leash.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e you're one of the special ones
e the others aren't ready

e you see what they can't

e you were chosen for this

e ordinary rules don't apply to us

EXAMPLES
e A group tells you that you are the only one who truly understands the mission. The others are not
ready. The others do not see what you see. You feel elevated. The elevation is the wall. The wall keeps
you from seeing that the others left because they saw what you are not yet allowed to see.

WHAT IT IS

Grandiosity contagion is the use of specialness, chosen, rare, above ordinary rules, to bind the target to
the source of the specialness. The actor gains loyalty that comes pre-justified: the target feels lucky to be
included, so questioning the group feels like self-sabotage. The specialness is the leash.

HOW IT STARTS
It often starts with being seen in a way that feels exact. The leader or group names a quality in the target

that no one else has named. The target feels finally recognized. The recognition is real. That is what makes
it work.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The specialness gets tied to belonging. To stay special, you stay in.

e Outside relationships get framed as less meaningful, because outsiders cannot understand what the
group sees in you.

e The target starts to feel that leaving would mean returning to ordinary life, which now feels like a
demotion.

e The leader or group uses the specialness to ask for things the target would not otherwise give: time,
money, loyalty, silence.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like you have been given something rare and hesitation might lose it.
e Like your old life looks smaller from inside the group, and leaving looks like shrinking.

e Like the group sees you in a way no one else does, and that sight is what you are protecting.

COMMON SIGNS
e Language of being chosen, anointed, called, or uniquely suited.
e Outside feedback gets framed as the opinion of people who do not understand.
e The specialness comes with obligations that would otherwise look excessive.

e Leaving gets framed as wasting your potential, betraying your calling, or returning to the ordinary.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the specialness is real to the target, even if it was manufactured. Leaving means grieving a
version of themselves that the group built and that the group can take away. That grief is the cost of the
pattern.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people often realize the specialness was not the recognition. It was the bait. The group did not see
them. The group saw what they wanted to be seen as, and charged them for the sight.
STABILIZING MOVES

e Separate the recognition from the obligations. If the recognition is real, it does not require payment.

e Keep outside relationships where you are valued without being chosen. Ordinary belonging is the
counterweight to special belonging.

e Watch what happens when you decline an obligation. If the specialness withdraws, it was never about
you. It was about the leash.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone treats all praise, encouragement, mentorship, or recognition as manipulation. The vocabulary
becomes a way to refuse all warmth.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT
Being seen or valued is not grandiosity contagion. It's grandiosity contagion when special status is used to
detach the target from normal limits, outside feedback, or equal standing with others. A mentor who says
'you have real talent' is not doing this; a group that says 'you are the chosen one, the others don't
understand' is.
REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Narcissistic extension

RELATED PATTERNS

love-bombing, reality-testing, domestication
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Hoovering
BEGINNER | T

The exit was real. The return was engineered.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Named after the vacuum brand: the attempt to suck a person back into a relationship they have left. After a
period of distance, the person who caused the harm reappears with apologies, promises, nostalgia, or a
crisis that requires your attention. The contact is calibrated to the thing that will reopen the door. The goal
is not repair. It is the restoration of access, and the cycle that depends on it.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e asudden apology after long silence
e 'Tve changed, you'll see'
e acrisis that only you can help with
e nostalgia deployed at the moment your distance becomes stable
e contact routed through friends or family

e 'mobody understands me like you do'

EXAMPLES

e A person leaves a relationship after years of being diminished. Eight weeks of silence. Then a message:
a family emergency, a breakthrough in therapy, a letter about the future they always promised. Each
item is precisely the thing that used to work. The person who left feels the pull and calls it growth. It is
not growth. It is a key being tried in a lock.

WHAT IT IS

The attempt to pull a person back into a relationship they have left, using precisely calibrated contact that
targets the specific emotional levers that worked before. The goal is not repair. It is the restoration of
access, and the cycle that depends on it.

HOW IT STARTS

After a period of silence or distance, the person who caused the harm reappears with an apology, a crisis, a
memory, or a promise, arriving at the exact moment your stability seemed secure.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The first contact is calibrated: a therapy breakthrough, a family emergency, a letter referencing the
specific grievance you named when you left.

e If the first attempt fails, the approach shifts. Apologies give way to nostalgia, nostalgia to crises, crises
to contact routed through mutual friends or family.

e Each attempt uses a different emotional lever, testing which one reopens the door. The variety is the
diagnostic.

e If contact is restored, the honeymoon period is brief. The patterns that caused the exit return, and the
next hoovering cycle begins from a position of confirmed access.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like a door you locked being tested with every key on a keyring, one at a time.

e Like the person who hurt you has finally become the person you always wanted them to be, except the
timing is suspicious and the change is verbal only.

e Like your boundary is being treated as a negotiation rather than a conclusion.

COMMON SIGNS
e Contact arriving precisely when your distance has become stable, not when the other person has
demonstrably changed.
e Apologies that reference your specific grievances with uncanny precision, as if rehearsed.
e C(Crises that conveniently require your unique skills, empathy, or presence.

e The same person who disappeared for months reappearing the day you post about moving on.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Hoovering targets your hope, not your fear. The part of you that wanted the relationship to work is the part
being addressed, and refusing feels like giving up on something you still want to believe was possible.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the apology was not a turning point but a key being tried in a lock. The precision of
the contact, the timing, and the variety of approaches were not evidence of change. They were evidence of
calibration.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask what changed: them or your distance. If the contact correlates with your stability rather than their
transformation, the motive is retrieval.

e Measure change by behavior over time, not by words in a message. A person who has changed can wait
for your answer. A person hoovering cannot.

e Tell one trusted person about the contact before responding. The pull works strongest in isolation. A
witness breaks the spell.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone treats any attempt at reconciliation as hoovering, so that a person who has genuinely changed
and wants to make amends can never be heard. The term becomes a wall that converts every apology,
however sincere, into evidence of manipulation, and the person using it stops being able to distinguish
repair from retrieval.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who apologizes once, respects a stated boundary, and does not escalate contact when the answer
is no is attempting repair, not hoovering. The pattern requires the calibrated, repeated attempt to restore
access: the contact arrives when your distance becomes stable, it uses the specific levers that worked
before, and it intensifies when it is refused. A single respectful apology that accepts the outcome is not the
vacuum.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Hoover maneuver (vacuum metaphor, common in abuse recovery literature)

RELATED PATTERNS

intermittent-reinforcement, love-bombing, trauma-bonding
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Identity erosion
INTERMEDIATE

You did not lose yourself in a day. You were disassembled in increments, and each increment felt like
feedback.

deceit.site/lexicon/identity-erosion

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The gradual wearing away of a person's sense of who they are, through steady correction, criticism, and
redefinition by someone with influence over them. No single remark is decisive. Each one adjusts a small
piece: this preference is wrong, that memory is unreliable, this part of you is too much. Over time the
person stops trusting their own perceptions, tastes, and judgments, and begins to take the other's version
of them as the real one. The erosion is invisible in the moment because each step arrives as ordinary
feedback. The result is a person who cannot say what they want, believe, or feel without first checking
what they are allowed to. The self was not taken. It was sanded down.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e aperson who no longer trusts their own memory or judgment
e preferences and opinions that shift to match whoever has influence
e asense of not knowing who you are anymore
e each small correction arriving as reasonable feedback
e checking what is allowed before saying what you feel

EXAMPLES

e A partner rarely insults outright. Instead, they correct: that story did not happen that way, that interest
is embarrassing, that reaction is too sensitive. Each correction is small and plausible. Over a year the
person stops offering their own version of events, stops naming their preferences, and starts asking,
internally, what they are permitted to feel before they feel it. They cannot point to the moment they
lost themselves, because there was no moment. There was only the steady sanding, each grain
delivered as helpful feedback, until the person underneath was no longer sure they were there.

WHAT IT IS

The gradual wearing away of a person's sense of self through steady, one-directional correction by
someone with influence over them. No single remark is decisive. Each one adjusts a small piece: this
preference is wrong, that memory is unreliable, this part of you is too much. The result is a person who
checks what they are permitted to feel before they feel it.

HOW IT STARTS

One person begins offering small, plausible corrections to the other's account of reality: that story did not
happen that way, that reaction was disproportionate, that interest is embarrassing.
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HOW IT PROGRESSES
e Corrections accumulate over months, each one individually reasonable, collectively dismantling the
person's trust in their own perception.
e The person stops offering their own version of events, stops naming preferences, and begins asking
internally what they are permitted to feel.
e The influencer's version of the person replaces the person's own version. The redefinition arrives as
feedback, not as control.

e The person cannot say what they want, believe, or feel without first checking what is allowed. The self
was not taken. It was sanded down.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like you are slowly becoming a stranger to yourself, but each step of the way felt like improvement.

e Like needing permission to have your own thoughts, except the permission-granting authority is
inside your head.

e Like you used to know who you were, and now you check what you are allowed to be before you let
yourself be it.

COMMON SIGNS
e A person who defers to someone else's version of their own experiences and memories.
e Preferences, opinions, and even emotional reactions that shift to match whoever has influence.
e An inability to name what they want without first gauging what is permitted.

e A steady loss of self-trust that the person attributes to their own inadequacy rather than to the
correction they receive.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

The erosion arrives as helpful feedback, and leaving means rejecting the person who seems to know you
better than you know yourself. Without them, you fear you will not know who you are at all.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people realize the feedback was not helping them grow. It was sanding them down to what the other

person permitted. The self they lost was not missing. It was removed, one reasonable-sounding correction
at a time.

STABILIZING MOVES
e Ask: doItrust my own memory and judgment, or do I check first? A loss of self-trust built from steady
correction is the signature.
e Notice the direction of feedback. Healthy influence runs both ways. If corrections flow from one
person only, you are being shaped, not shaped together.

e Reconnect with one thing you know you like, independent of anyone's permission. A single preference
reclaimed is the beginning of rebuilding.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats any influence or honest feedback in a relationship as identity erosion, including the
ordinary way people shape each other and the genuine corrections that help a person grow. The term
becomes a way to frame all feedback as an attack on the self, which makes it harder to distinguish steady,
one-directional dismantling from the mutual adjustment that every close relationship involves. Used
loosely, it pathologizes normal influence and robs the real pattern of its precision.
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WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person changing through honest, reciprocal feedback and genuine growth, while retaining trust in their
own perception and a stable sense of who they are, is developing, not eroding. The pattern requires the
wearing away to be steady and one-directional: small corrections that cumulatively make the person
distrust their own memory, judgment, and preferences, until they check what is allowed before feeling it.
If the influence is mutual, the feedback is honest, and the person keeps their self-trust, you are looking at
ordinary growth, not a self sanded down.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Coercive identity dismantling / systematic self-undermining

RELATED PATTERNS

gaslighting, coercive-control, projection
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Intermittent reinforcement

You stayed for the good moments. You did not notice that the good moments were on a schedule you could
not predict, and that the unpredictability was the leash, not the cruelty.

deceit.site/lexicon/intermittent-reinforcement

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Intermittent reinforcement is inconsistency that binds, where warmth, approval, clarity, or closeness
appear unpredictably, keeping people working harder to recover them.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e cycle of rupture and repair
e just when I was going to leave
e things are getting better
e the good times prove it

EXAMPLES
e A boss alternates cold dismissal with sudden praise, making each kind moment feel like proof the
relationship is worth the damage.
WHAT IT IS

Intermittent reinforcement is inconsistency that binds. Warmth, approval, clarity, or closeness appear
unpredictably, which keeps people working harder to recover them and reinterpreting the patternasa
problem they can solve.

HOW IT STARTS

It often starts after strong attachment is already present. There is enough connection to remember the
good version, and enough instability to make each return feel meaningful.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e Distance, coldness, rupture, or confusion land without stable explanation.
e A brief repair or tender return resets hope.

e The cycle trains attention toward earning the next good phase.

e The unpredictability itself becomes the mechanism of control.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like you are always almost back to something real.
e Like the bond is strongest right after the hardest moments.

e Like the rare good stretch proves the problem is temporary.

COMMON SIGNS
e Repeated cycles of rupture and short-lived repair.
e A sense that the relationship or system feels more vivid when unstable.
e You organizing yourself around preserving the next good window.

e Relief feeling disproportionately intense because it is scarce.

deceit.site 132



Pattern Field Guide

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because unpredictability produces chase. The occasional return becomes evidence for possibility, while
the damage keeps being written off as temporary instability instead of the structure itself.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people often realize they were not attached only to the person or system. They were attached to the
return of relief inside the cycle.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Track the full cycle, not only the repair phase that makes staying feel justified again.
e Make important decisions outside the relief window; clarity often blurs when warmth returns.
e Protect sleep, food, and outside contact before trying to solve the whole pattern at once.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

The term gets misused to describe any inconsistent reward or mixed signal. A relationship with ordinary
friction is not a slot machine. Real intermittent reinforcement creates a binding chase: the nervous system
stops grading the average and starts fixating on the unpredictable return, so a bond that is mostly painful
can still feel impossible to leave. Using the term for every rough patch hides the specific mechanism, the
unpredictability itself becoming the leash.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Normal ups and downs in a relationship are not intermittent reinforcement. Every bond has rough
stretches and repairs. The pattern requires the unpredictability itself to become the mechanism of
attachment: the relief after a hard phase feels disproportionately intense because it is scarce, and you find
yourself organizing your life around recovering the next good window. The test is not whether the
relationship is inconsistent. It is whether you are bonded to the return of relief rather than to a steady
person.

RELATED PATTERNS

love-bombing, crisis-cycling
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Isolation through concern
BEGINNER

You lost three friends and called it growth. You did not lose them. They were removed from you, carefully,
one at a time, and each removal was explained as something done for you.

deceit.site/lexicon/isolation-through-concern

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Isolation through concern narrows your support system by framing outside people, sources, or
interpretations as unsafe, disloyal, shallow, or unable to understand.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e they don't getit
e others are jealous
e that friend drains you
e keep this between us

e you know how biased they are

EXAMPLES
e A partner suggests repeatedly that your closest friend is jealous and unhealthy, until you stop sharing
details with that friend and your world narrows.
WHAT IT IS

This pattern narrows your support system by making outside people, sources, or interpretations feel
unsafe, disloyal, shallow, or unable to understand. The language usually sounds caring before the
isolation becomes visible.

HOW IT STARTS

It often starts with small suggestions. That friend drains you. Your family does not get it. Other people are
jealous. News, records, or alternative explanations are biased. The argument is not always aggressive. It
can sound intimate.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e Concern gets attached to distancing from other voices.
e Your outside references begin to feel less trustworthy than the internal loop.
e Normal disagreement starts feeling like betrayal of the one person who really understands.

e With fewer checks, the core story gets harder to question.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like you are choosing peace by staying inside one version of events.
e Like other people are becoming strangely hard to talk to.
e Like you have to translate yourself back into the approved frame before speaking.
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COMMON SIGNS

e Repeated warnings about the motives of outside people or information.

e Pressure to keep experiences private because others would not understand.

e Subtle punishment after outside contact, perspective, or independent verification.

e A growing sense that reality has to be processed through one person or one system first.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because isolation does not just remove people. It removes friction against the central story. Once your
reference points narrow, even obvious problems can start feeling hard to prove to yourself.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people often realize the concern was not about protecting them from harm. It was about protecting
the pattern from comparison.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Reopen one outside reference point: a friend, advocate, therapist, faith leader, or independent source.
e Verify specific claims yourself instead of processing every warning through the same gatekeeper.

e Notice whether concern keeps ending with less room, less privacy, or fewer outside people for you.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

The term gets misused to label any caring warning or boundary about an unhealthy relationship. People
who love you sometimes raise real concerns about someone in your life. Isolation-through-concern is
different: the concern is the cover for cutting you off from friends, family, and anyone who might offer a
reality check. Using the term for every protective boundary hides the specific move, concern that always
ends with you more alone and more dependent on the one raising it.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A genuine concern about a harmful influence, with room for you to verify and choose, is not isolation-
through-concern. Someone who loves you can warn you and still respect your judgment. The pattern
requires the concern to keep ending in less room for you: each warning narrows your outside contact, and
the only relationship that survives the scrutiny is the one with the person raising it. The test is the
direction of the cut. If the concern leads you toward your own judgment, it is care. If it leads only toward
the concerned party, it is control.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Isolation (abuse tactic)

RELATED PATTERNS

gaslighting, future-faking
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Learned helplessness
INTERMEDIATE | T

The door was unlocked. You had stopped trying it so many times that you no longer looked.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The state a person reaches after repeated experience that nothing they do changes the outcome, so they
stop acting even when an opportunity to act appears. The helplessness is learned, not innate. It is built by
a history of effort meeting no result, until the person concludes that effort is pointless and stops trying.
The tragedy is that the conclusion outlasts the conditions that produced it. When the situation changes
and a way out opens, the person does not take it, because they have already learned that trying fails. The
cage is no longer locked. The person simply no longer tests the door.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e a person not acting even when action is available
e a belief that nothing they do matters, held past its evidence
e effort abandoned after a history of effort meeting no result
e passivity in a situation that has actually changed
e a failure to notice that a way out has opened

EXAMPLES

e A person tries for months to be heard in a relationship, and every attempt is ignored or punished. They
learn that speaking up changes nothing, so they stop. Later the dynamic shifts, and a partner who
would listen appears, or a chance to leave arises. The person does not take it. They have already
learned that trying fails, and the lesson persists after the conditions that taught it are gone. The door is
open. They do not look, because looking, for a long time, led nowhere. The helplessness was earned. It
is now a habit that outlives its cause.

WHAT IT IS

A state reached after repeated experience that effort produces no result, causing a person to stop acting
even when action becomes possible. The helplessness is learned, not innate. It is built by real futility, and
the tragedy is that the conclusion outlasts the conditions that produced it.

HOW IT STARTS

A person tries repeatedly to change a situation and meets no result. Each attempt is ignored, punished, or
absorbed without consequence. They learn that effort is futile.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The person stops testing boundaries they once challenged, accepting constraints they once resisted.
e Passivity spreads from the original context to adjacent situations where action would actually work.

e The person fails to notice when conditions change and an exit opens, because looking for exits is a
habit they have unlearned.

e The helplessness becomes identity: the person describes themselves as someone who cannot change
things, and the description feels earned because it was.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

Like being in a room with a door but your body has already decided the door is locked.

Like effort itself being pointless, not because you are lazy but because experience taught you that
trying changes nothing.

Like watching an opportunity pass and feeling nothing, because the part of you that would have
reached for it went quiet a long time ago.

COMMON SIGNS

A person not acting in a situation where action is available and would be effective.
Passivity that persists after the conditions that caused it have changed.

A person describing their constraints as permanent and personal rather than as features of a specific
situation.

A failure to notice or test exits that a fresh observer would see immediately.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

The lesson was earned by real experience. The person tried and it genuinely did not work. Unlearning a

true lesson requires evidence that contradicts it, and the habit of not looking prevents that evidence from
arriving.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the cage was unlocked long before they walked out. The lock that held them was not
the door. It was the belief, built from real experience, that trying was pointless.

STABILIZING MOVES

Test one small door. Not the big exit, the whole life change. One small action that produces a result,
proving that effort is not universally futile.

Ask: has the situation actually changed? If conditions have shifted while your belief has not, the belief
may be outliving its cause.

Name the history that taught you helplessness. Seeing the lesson as earned rather than innate makes it
possible to unlearn when the conditions no longer apply.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats any reluctance or caution as learned helplessness, including a person who has accurately
judged that a situation is genuinely closed and that acting would be futile or dangerous. The term becomes

a way to blame the passive for their passivity, implying they simply failed to notice an exit that was never
really there. Used loosely, it mistakes a reasonable reading of a real constraint for a psychological wound,
and it flatters the observer into assuming every door is open if only the person would look.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who does not act because they have accurately judged that the situation is genuinely closed, and
that acting would be futile or unsafe, is being realistic, not helpless. The pattern requires the passivity to
outlast its cause: effort was abandoned after a history of futility, and the person now fails to act even

though a real opportunity has opened that they do not notice. If the constraint is still real and the
judgment is accurate, you are looking at a reasonable response to a closed situation, not a learned failure
to see an open one.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Learned helplessness (Martin Seligman, 1967)
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RELATED PATTERNS

coercive-control, intermittent-reinforcement, choice-foreclosure
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Love-bombing

You called it a whirlwind. You did not call it what it was: a pace designed to outrun your judgment. You
were flattered. That was the anesthesia.

deceit.site/lexicon/love-bombing

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Love-bombing is early intensity used to create closeness, obligation, and emotional momentum before
anything steady has been built.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e we're soulmates
e TI've never felt this about anyone
e you're the only one who gets me
e let's not waste any time
e Iknew the momentImetyou
e everything happens for a reason

EXAMPLES
e A new partner declares 'you're the one' on the third date, plans a vacation together in the second week,
and calls it destiny. The intensity is flattering and disorienting. By the time you want to slow down, the
pace has become the baseline, and asking for space feels like betrayal.
WHAT IT IS

Love-bombing is early intensity used to create closeness, obligation, and emotional momentum before
anything steady has been built. The speed is not a side detail. The speed does the work.

HOW IT STARTS
It often starts with unusual certainty. Too much contact. Too much praise. Too much future language too
early.
HOW IT PROGRESSES
e Attention lands with unusual precision and frequency.
e Intensity gets reframed as honesty, chemistry, fate, or being finally understood.
e The pace becomes the baseline, so any pause starts feeling like loss.

e Once attachment forms, the intensity can be withdrawn, weaponized, or made conditional.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Exciting, relieving, and slightly hard to place at the same time.
e Like something rare is happening and hesitation might ruin it.
e Like your normal pace suddenly looks cold, defensive, or damaged.
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COMMON SIGNS
e Early declarations that outrun actual knowledge.
e Pressure toward exclusivity, constant contact, or immediate trust.
e Gifts, plans, or emotional claims that arrive before history exists.
e Subtle disappointment when you ask for time, space, or steadier pacing.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the opening felt so exact. People do not just grieve the person. They grieve the version of reality
that seemed to arrive with them.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people often realize the early intensity was not proof of depth. It was a shortcut around it.

STABILIZING MOVES
e Slow the pace on purpose. Delay exclusivity, rescue language, major gifts, or high-stakes promises.
e Keep one outside person informed if the intensity is making your normal pace feel cold or wrong.
e Compare certainty to follow-through. Early intensity is not evidence by itself.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

The term gets misused to describe any affectionate or enthusiastic behavior, even when there's no
manipulative intent. Genuine affection is a slow burn that grows warmer over time. Love-bombing is a
flood: intensity that arrives too fast, too early, and is designed to create obligation and control. Calling
every enthusiastic new relationship love-bombing misses the tell, which is the direction the intensity
points, toward your dependency rather than toward a mutual bond.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Genuine warmth and enthusiasm in a new relationship is not love-bombing. New bonds can be intense
without being manipulative. The pattern requires the intensity to be a tool for creating dependency: it
arrives faster than the relationship can support, it is timed to create a sense of debt, and it withdraws the
moment you stop complying. The test is not whether the affection feels large. It is whether it is building
something mutual, or installing a leash.

RELATED PATTERNS

future-faking, intermittent-reinforcement
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Minimizing

It happened. They agreed it happened. Then they shrank it until your reaction looked excessive.

deceit.site/lexicon/minimizing

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Acknowledging a behavior or harm while shrinking its significance until the person raising it appears
unreasonable. 'It was just a joke.' 'You're making a big deal out of nothing.' 'It's not like I hit you.' The facts
are not denied, which makes the move harder to challenge than an outright lie. Instead, the scale is
manipulated: the harm is reframed as small, the reaction as large, and the gap between them as your
distortion. The result is that the original issue is never addressed at its actual size, and the person who
raised it learns to bring smaller and smaller concerns forward, until they stop bringing them at all.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e aharm being acknowledged and immediately resized

e your reaction being treated as the bigger problem

e comparisons to worse things offered as a reason your thing does not count
e 'just' and 'only' doing heavy lifting in their account

e a pattern where nothing you raise is ever the right size to address

EXAMPLES

e A person raises that their partner's comments about their weight have been hurting them. The partner
agrees the comments happened, then says they were 'just teasing,' that it 'wasn't a big deal,' and that the
person is 'being sensitive.! The conversation is now about whether the concern is valid rather than
about the comments. The comments continue. The concern, having been resized as an overreaction, is
never addressed at the scale it was raised at, and eventually stops being raised.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone dismisses any attempt at perspective-taking or reassurance as minimizing, treating a person
who genuinely offers context or comfort as if they were shrinking a harm. Sometimes a situation truly is
smaller than the reaction, and saying so kindly is support, not manipulation. The term becomes a way to
forbid any scaling of a concern, which makes every reaction the only correct size.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who helps you see a situation in proportion, acknowledges the real part of your concern, and
does so to comfort rather than to deflect, is offering perspective, not minimizing. The pattern requires the
resizing to function as evasion: the harm is acknowledged only to be shrunk, the shrinkage redirects
attention to your reaction, the original issue is never addressed at its actual size, and the move repeats so
that your concerns reliably arrive too small to act on. If the person validates the real harm and the scaling
is offered to help you, not to stop you, it is support, not the pattern.

RELATED PATTERNS

darvo, gaslighting, harm-sanitization
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Moving the goalposts
INTERMEDIATE

You met the standard. The standard was moved. That was the plan.

deceit.site/lexicon/moving-the-goalposts

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Changing the criteria for success, acceptance, or resolution at the moment they are about to be met. The
demand was an apology, so you apologize, and the demand becomes a better apology. The target was a
number, so you hit the number, and the target is raised. The evidence was what would change their mind,
so you produce the evidence, and the standard of evidence is tightened. The goal is never the stated
criterion. The goal is the moving. As long as the posts shift at the moment of arrival, the person setting
them never has to grant that anything was satisfied, and the person chasing never gets to stop.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e acriterion that changes at the moment you meet it
e success being redefined as insufficient after the fact
e ademand that grows each time it is satisfied
e the shifting standard being applied only to you
e anegotiation where you are always one concession away and the distance never closes

EXAMPLES

e An employee is told the promotion hinges on landing one major client. They land it. The criterion
becomes two clients and a mentorship role. They deliver both. The criterion becomes visibility with
leadership, which depends on the manager's introductions, which are never made. Each goal was met
and each meeting was met with a new goal. The promotion was never the criterion. The deferral was.
The employee kept running because the finish line kept being described as one effort away.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone treats any legitimate change of expectations as moving the goalposts, refusing to accept that
circumstances, new information, or genuinely raised standards can alter a target. The term becomes a
way to insist that an old, easier standard must govern forever, which is its own form of rigidity and can be
used to resist fair accountability.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who raises a standard because circumstances genuinely changed, or because new information
revealed the original target was insufficient, is updating, not manipulating. The pattern requires the shift
to be strategic and one-directional: the criterion changes precisely when it is about to be met, the new
criterion was not disclosed in advance, it applies asymmetrically, and meeting it predictably produces
another shift. If the change is explained, prospective, and applies to everyone, it is a revision, not the
pattern.

RELATED PATTERNS

gaslighting, motte-and-bailey, strategic-ambiguity
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Negging

It sounded like a compliment with a flaw. The flaw was the point.

deceit.site/lexicon/negging

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A backhanded remark delivered as flirtation or teasing, designed to lower the target's confidence just
enough to make the speaker's approval feel more valuable. 'You're really pretty for someone who doesn't
try.' 'T like that you don't care how you look.' The neg is calibrated: too pointed to be a compliment, too
plausible to be clearly an insult, so the target is left unsure whether to be flattered or stung, and keeps
seeking the speaker's validation to resolve the ambiguity. The speaker never commits to either praise or
criticism. They hold both, and the holding is the leverage.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e a'compliment' that leaves you feeling smaller rather than seen

e teasing that targets an insecurity you did not mention

e a pattern where their approval always comes with a small deduction
e being unsure whether you were just praised or insulted

e working harder for their validation after the remark, not less

EXAMPLES

e Ata party, someone says, 'You're actually really articulate. I wouldn't have guessed.' The target spends
the rest of the evening trying to figure out whether it was a compliment, and trying to earn a cleaner
one. The speaker has not offered genuine praise, which would cost them the upper hand, or a clear
insult, which would cost them the company. They offered a hook with just enough bait to keep the
target reaching.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone labels any clumsy or ambiguous compliment a neg, treating a person who gave an awkward but
sincere remark as if they were running a manipulation. Social grace varies, and not every backhanded
comment is calibrated. The term becomes a way to assume hostile intent behind any imperfect praise,
which makes genuine connection harder, not easier.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who offers an awkward, imperfect, or teasing remark without the intent to destabilize your
confidence is being clumsy or playful, not negging. The pattern requires the remark to be calibrated to
create leverage: it is pointed enough to sting, plausible enough to deny, targeted at an insecurity, and
followed by the speaker holding their approval just out of reach so you keep seeking it. If the remark is
sincere, the speaker is not tracking your reaction for leverage, and your confidence is not the target, it was
a misspoke compliment, not the pattern.

RELATED PATTERNS

boundary-testing, gaslighting, love-bombing
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Projection

They accused you of the thing they were doing. The accusation was a confession with the pronouns
changed.

deceit.site/lexicon/projection

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Attributing your own unacceptable feelings, motives, or behaviors to someone else. The person who is
lying accuses you of dishonesty. The person who is withdrawing calls you clingy. The person who is angry
insists you are the hostile one. Projection is not a lie you can simply disprove, because it is not offered as a
claim about evidence. It is a relocation of discomfort: the feeling is real, the ownership is unbearable, so it
is assigned to the nearest available person. The target is left defending themselves against an accusation
that was never about them, while the actual behavior continues unexamined in the person making the
charge.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e an accusation that fits the accuser's behavior better than yours
e being charged with the exact thing you were about to raise as a concern
e adenial so forceful it seems to need a home
e the accuser's description being oddly specific and emotionally charged

e a pattern where their criticisms of you are a running commentary on themselves

EXAMPLES
e A partner who has been growing distant and secretive suddenly accuses the other of being cold and of
hiding things. The accused, who has been steady and open, spends the evening proving their own
loyalty, while the actual distance and secrecy in the relationship go unexamined. The accusation
worked. It moved the discomfort out of the person feeling it and onto the person who now has to
defend against it. The behavior that caused it never came up.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone dismisses any accusation against them as projection, treating the term as a universal rebuttal
that requires no engagement with the actual charge. 'You're just projecting' becomes a way to never be
accountable, which is itself a deflection. The term is meant to explain a specific defensive relocation, not
to win arguments by diagnosis.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who accurately identifies a real behavior in you is not projecting, even if the observation is
uncomfortable. The pattern requires the accusation to be a relocation of the accuser's own unacceptable
feeling or behavior: it fits them better than you, it arrives with disproportionate charge, and it redirects
attention from their conduct to yours. If the accusation is specific, proportionate, and actually describes
your behavior, it is feedback, not projection.

RELATED PATTERNS

gaslighting, darvo, victim-claiming
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Reactive abuse provocation
INTERMEDIATE

You exploded. They recorded it. You did not remember the forty minutes of needling that preceded it.
They did. They had it timed.

deceit.site/lexicon/reactive-abuse

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A person needles, traps, humiliates, or corners someone until they react, then presents the reaction as
proof that the target is the real abuser. The provocateur benefits because they gain victim status and
control of the record: the explosion is on camera, the provocation is not. The cost is that the target's
distress gets used as evidence against them, and the actual pattern stays hidden.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
¢ look how you're acting
e you're the abusive one
e Iwas only joking
e everyone saw you lose it

e you always overreact

EXAMPLES

e A partner who systematically provokes rage through whispered insults at a dinner party, then records
the rage. The guests see the explosion. The guests do not see the forty minutes. The record is the
verdict. The verdict is the provocation's product.

WHAT IT IS

Reactive abuse provocation is the deliberate baiting of a reaction, rage, tears, defensiveness, violence,
followed by the selective display of that reaction as evidence. The provocateur gains victim status and
control of the record. The target's distress gets used against them, and the provocation stays off camera.

HOW IT STARTS

It often starts with small provocations that do not look like provocations to anyone else. A dig dressed as a
joke. A boundary crossed so quietly that objecting looks disproportionate. The target reacts. The reaction
is what gets remembered.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e Provocations get more precise as the provocateur learns which buttons produce the biggest reaction.
e The reaction is recorded, screenshotted, or witnessed while the provocation is not.
e The target gets framed as unstable, aggressive, or abusive based on the recorded moments.

e The target starts to believe the framing because the recorded moments are real, even if the context is
missing.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like you are being shown a version of yourself that is real but not true.

e Like the only moments that count are the ones where you lost control, never the ones where you were
pushed to it.

e Like explaining the provocation makes you sound like you are making excuses.

COMMON SIGNS
e A pattern of baiting followed by calm concern or recording.
e The provocateur looks composed in the aftermath while you look unstable.
e Other people see only your reactions and form opinions from them.
e You start to doubt your own behavior because the record shows only your worst moments.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the record looks damning. The target has the reactions, the provocateur has the composure, and
the audience sees the reactions without the context. Leaving means fighting a record that was built to
make you look like the problem.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people often realize the composure was part of the pattern. The calm after the provocation was not
restraint. It was the setup for the next recording.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Document the provocation, not just the reaction. Times, words, what happened before the recorded
moment.

e Refuse to perform the reaction the provocateur is waiting for. Walk away. Silence denies them the
footage.

e Get one outside person to see the full sequence, not just the explosion. Context is what the record is
missing.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone uses 'reactive abuse' to excuse any harmful behavior by claiming they were provoked. The
vocabulary becomes a way to avoid accountability for one's own actions.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A bad reaction can still cause real harm. It's reactive abuse provocation when there is a pattern of baiting,
pressure, or entrapment followed by selective display of the reaction. A person who snaps after being
insulted once is not necessarily a victim of reactive abuse; a partner who systematically provokes rage and
then records the rage is.

RELATED PATTERNS

gaslighting, victim-claiming, boundary-testing

deceit.site 146



Pattern Field Guide

Reality testing through absurd claims
INTERMEDIATE

You laughed. You did not believe it. You laughed because not laughing would have made you the only one
not laughing. The laugh was the compliance. The claim was never the point.

deceit.site/lexicon/reality-testing

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Someone says something outrageous or plainly false to see whether the target will object, laugh along, or
repeat it. The speaker benefits because they gain a measure of obedience: agreement with the absurd is
agreement stripped of independent judgment. The cost is that the target's contact with reality erodes, and
the speaker learns who will bend and who will not.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e everyone knows this is true
e only a fool would disagree
e say it if you mean it
e are you with us or not
e justrepeat whatI said

EXAMPLES

e A leader states at a meeting that a competitor's product 'literally kills people, with no evidence.
Everyone nods. You nod. You do not believe it. The nod was not belief. The nod was the data the leader
collected. The data was the compliance. The compliance was the product.

WHAT IT IS

Reality testing through absurd claims is the use of an outrageous or plainly false statement to measure
obedience. The speaker does not need the target to believe the claim. They need the target to not object.
Agreement with the absurd is agreement stripped of independent judgment, and that is what is being
collected.

HOW IT STARTS

It often starts as a joke, a provocation, or a loyalty test dressed as conversation. The speaker says
something that cannot be true and watches. Who laughs. Who nods. Who corrects. Who stays quiet. The
reaction is the data.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The claims get more absurd as the speaker learns who will bend.

e Objecting gets punished, with coldness, exclusion, or a lecture on loyalty or humor.
e Agreement gets rewarded with inclusion, until the next test arrives.

e The target learns to perform agreement even when they do not feel it, because the cost of objecting
keeps rising.

deceit.site 147



Pattern Field Guide

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like you are being asked to choose between your judgment and your belonging.
e Like the claim is obviously wrong but saying so would cost more than it is worth.

e Like you are being trained to nod before you think.

COMMON SIGNS
e Statements that cannot be true, delivered with a straight face and watched for the reaction.
e Correction gets treated as disloyalty, humorlessness, or not getting it.
e Agreement gets treated as proof of belonging, even when the agreed-to claim is false.

e The claims escalate over time, and so does the cost of objecting.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because objecting to the absurd looks like missing the joke, and missing the joke looks like not belonging.
The target who leaves has to explain why they left over something that, from the outside, looked like a
conversation.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people often realize the claims were never about the claims. They were about who would bend. The
bending was the product.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Ask a question instead of objecting. 'Where did you hear that?' forces the speaker to defend the claim
instead of testing your compliance.

e Notice the reaction to your question. If a question gets treated as disloyalty, the claim was never meant
to be examined.

e Keep one outside relationship where your judgment is not under test. The pattern isolates by making
compliance the price of belonging.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone labels every strange belief, joke, exaggeration, or mistaken statement as a loyalty test. The
vocabulary becomes a way to pathologize all disagreement.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

An absurd claim is not automatically reality testing. It's reality testing when the speaker watches for
submission, punishes correction, or treats agreement as proof of belonging. A friend who tells an obvious
joke is not reality testing; a leader who states a falsehood and watches who nods is.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Reality testing (ego function)

RELATED PATTERNS

gaslighting, grandiosity-contagion, purity-framing
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Retaliation mapping
INTERMEDIATE | TI

They will come for you. The only question is whether you will be surprised when they do.

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The practice of predicting, in advance, the specific forms of retaliation a leader will deploy when
challenged, so that the retaliation does not feel like a surprise and does not break the challenger's resolve.
Abusive leaders do not respond to challenges with reflection. They respond with counterattack. The forms
are predictable: character assassination, isolation from the community, reframing the challenge as
betrayal, questioning the challenger's mental health, mobilizing loyalists to defend the leader, and legal
threats. Retaliation mapping means naming these moves before they happen, so that when they arrive, the
challenger recognizes them as the system working as designed rather than as evidence that they made a
mistake.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e a person anticipating specific counterattacks before they happen
e the challenger not being surprised when the leader attacks their character
e a pre-agreed support plan for when the retaliation arrives
e the leader's response matching a predictable pattern of counterattack

EXAMPLES

e Before filing a complaint against their pastor, three church members sit down and list what will
happen: the pastor will call them divisive from the pulpit, two elders will contact their families, and
someone will suggest they are being influenced by an outside spirit. They agree in advance that none
of this means they are wrong. When all three things happen within the week, they are shaken but not
broken. They expected it. The anticipation did not prevent the pain, but it prevented the doubt.

WHAT IT IS

The practice of predicting the specific forms of retaliation a leader will deploy, so the challenger is not
surprised or broken when they arrive.
HOW IT STARTS

A person decides to challenge a leader and asks: what will they do when I do this?

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The person lists the predictable counterattacks: character attack, isolation, reframing, legal threats.
e They share the list with their coalition so everyone expects the same moves.
e They agree in advance that the retaliation is evidence the challenge landed, not that it was wrong.

e When the retaliation arrives, it confirms the map rather than creating doubt.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like reading the next page of a book you have already read.
e Like being hit by a wave you saw coming. It still hurts. But you braced.
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COMMON SIGNS
e A person naming specific counterattacks before they happen.
e A coalition agreeing in advance on what the retaliation will look like.
e The challenger responding to a character attack with recognition rather than shock.
e The phrase 'this is exactly what we expected' appearing after the leader responds.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Retaliation mapping is not something you leave. The difficulty is in doing it honestly, because naming the
retaliation means accepting that people you love will side with the system, and that acceptance is grief.
WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the retaliation was the most predictable part of the entire process. The leader had no
other move. The only variable was whether the challenger would be prepared for it.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Before you act, write down the three most likely counterattacks. Character, isolation, reframing.
Almost every leader uses these three.

e Share the list with at least one other person. Agree that when these things happen, it means the
challenge worked.

e Decide in advance: what will you do when the attack comes? Not whether you will continue. What you
will do that day. The plan is the armor.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone treats any anticipation of negative consequences as paranoia, implying that a person who
prepares for retaliation is manufacturing a threat that does not exist. Used this way, the accusation of
paranoia discourages the exact preparation that would make a challenge survivable.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT
A person who anticipates retaliation in a situation where the leadership is genuinely healthy and would
respond to a challenge with reflection is not practicing retaliation mapping. They are projecting. The
pattern requires a real adversarial context with a leader who has demonstrated unwillingness to be
accountable.
RELATED PATTERNS

smear-campaign, darvo, flying-monkeys, coalition-formation
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Self-deceit loop

The permission story arrives calmer than the harm it is about to authorize.

deceit.site/lexicon/self-deceit-loop

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The internal cycle in which a person edits their own memory and judgment in real time to authorize a
behavior they would otherwise refuse, then rewrites the event afterward so the authorization stays
invisible. The loop has a script. Pressure builds. A permission story appears, calm and reasonable: just this
once, it is not that bad, after today it stops. The act lands. The story mutates into shame, inevitability, or
forgetting. Recognition arrives late, after the same script has run enough times to become visible from the
outside. The power of the loop is that the person inside it is not lying to anyone else. They are genuinely
convinced, in the moment, by the permission story. The story sounds calmer than the harm it authorizes.
People remember the feeling of inevitability more strongly than the exact words that produced it. The
loop is not a failure of intelligence. It is a failure of timing: the recognition arrives after the act, every time,
because the script is designed to disarm the recognition until it is too late to matter.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e arecurring behavior preceded each time by a calm, reasonable justification
e the justification changing shape after the act: from permission to shame to forgetting
e memory of the event being edited in real time while it happens
e recognition arriving only after the pattern has repeated enough times to be visible
e the person remembering the feeling of inevitability more clearly than the words that produced it

EXAMPLES

e A person feels pressure build and a thought arrives, calm and reasonable: just this once, it is not that
bad, after today it stops. The act lands. The thought mutates into shame, then into forgetting. Weeks
later the same pressure builds and the same calm thought returns, nearly word for word. The person
does not recognize it as a repeat. The script is designed not to be recognized on the first pass. Only after
several cycles does the shape become visible from the outside, and often only with help.

WHAT IT IS

An internal cycle in which a calm permission story authorizes a recurring behavior, then mutates into
shame, inevitability, or forgetting so the authorization stays invisible until the pattern has repeated
enough times to be seen.

HOW IT STARTS

Pressure builds and the mind reaches for relief. A permission story arrives, already formed, calm and
reasonable. It does not feel like a decision. It feels like a fact.
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HOW IT PROGRESSES
e Pressure builds and memory begins being edited in real time.
e A permission story appears: just this once, not that bad, after today it stops.
e The act lands and the story mutates into shame, inevitability, or forgetting.
e Recognition arrives late, after the same script has run enough times to become visible.
e Recovery begins when the story is caught before it earns the act, rather than after.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like the decision was already made before you arrived at it.

e Like waking up inside a choice you do not remember making, holding a justification you do not
remember forming.

COMMON SIGNS
e Arecurring behavior, each time preceded by a calm, reasonable justification.
e The justification changing shape after the act.
e Memory of the event being edited while it happens.
e Recognition arriving only after repetition makes the pattern visible.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

The script is designed to disarm the recognition until it is too late. In the moment, the permission story
feels like insight, not rationalization. The shame that follows makes honest review painful, so the review is
avoided, which preserves the script for the next cycle. The loop is self-protecting: the part of the mind that
could catch it is the part the story is aimed at.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people realize the permission story was never a reason. It was a ritual. The words were nearly
identical every time, and the feeling of inevitability they produced was the mechanism, not the
conclusion. The loop did not survive because the behavior was irresistible. It survived because the story
arrived first.

STABILIZING MOVES
e Write the permission story down when it appears. Externalizing it breaks the real-time edit.
e Compare this justification to the last one. If the words are nearly identical, it is a script, not a reason.

e Catch the story before it earns the act. Recognition that arrives after the fact changes nothing;
recognition that arrives before changes everything.

e Bring the pattern to someone outside it. The shape is visible from the second person long before it is
visible from the first.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone uses the concept of the self-deceit loop to dismiss another person's sincere account of their own
motivations, insisting that everyone is always rationalizing. Not every calm justification is a permission
script. The pattern requires a recurring behavior with a recurring justification that mutates after the act.
Calling every act of self-justification a loop flattens the term and pathologizes ordinary reasoning.
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WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who makes a considered decision, can articulate stable reasons for it, and whose reasons do not
mutate after the fact is not in a self-deceit loop. The pattern requires the real-time editing of memory and
the post-hoc rewriting of the justification. If the reasoning is consistent before and after the act, and the
person can revise it in light of new evidence, you are looking at ordinary judgment, however imperfect.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT

Rationalization / cognitive dissonance

RELATED PATTERNS

reality-testing, minimizing, gaslighting, learned-helplessness, intermittent-reinforcement
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Silent treatment

The absence was louder than anything they could have said. That was the design.

deceit.site/lexicon/silent-treatment

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

The deliberate withdrawal of communication as punishment and control. Not a pause to cool down, which
is temporary and explained, but a refusal to acknowledge the other person's existence: no response, no eye
contact, no explanation of what the silence means or when it will end. The silence is a vacuum the target
rushes to fill, replaying their own behavior, guessing at the offense, and eventually apologizing for things
they did not do, just to restore contact. The person using it never has to state a grievance, defend a
position, or take responsibility. The silence does all the work, and the work it does is making the other
person smaller.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e a withdrawal of contact that follows a conflict and is not explained
e being treated as if you are not present
e arefusal to say what is wrong, paired with clear signals that something is
e the silence ending only after you apologize or concede
e a pattern where every disagreement resolves with you chasing and them withholding

EXAMPLES
e After a disagreement about money, a partner stops responding. Not for an evening to cool off, but for
days. They are home, they are audible, they are visible, but they will not meet the other's eyes or
answer a question. The person being silenced reviews every word they said, drafts apologies for
offenses they cannot name, and finally offers a broad apology just to be spoken to again. The
disagreement about money was never discussed. It was replaced by a lesson: object, and you
disappear.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone labels any period of quiet or distance a silent treatment, treating a person who is genuinely
overwhelmed, depressed, or needing space as if they were running a tactic. Withdrawal is sometimes a
coping response, not a weapon. The term becomes a way to pathologize another person's need for
distance, which pressures them into contact they are not ready for.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who goes quiet because they are hurt, flooded, or unable to articulate what is happening, and
who returns when they are able, is taking space, not administering a silent treatment. The pattern
requires the silence to function as punishment and control: it is deployed after conflict, it is unexplained
and indefinite, it ends only when the target concedes or apologizes, and it repeats as a reliable way of
winning. If the quiet is a pause with a return, it is self-regulation, not the pattern.

RELATED PATTERNS

gaslighting, intermittent-reinforcement, isolation-through-concern
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Smear campaign
INTERMEDIATE

They could not defeat the claim, so they went after the person who made it.

deceit.site/lexicon/smear-campaign

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A coordinated effort to damage a person's reputation in order to neutralize what they know, said, or
represent. The smear is rarely about the truth of the accusations. It is about the cost of being believed.
When a person's character is destroyed in advance, anything they later say is received through the
damage. The campaign is an investment: spend reputation now, discount testimony forever.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e character attacks that precede any testimony
e rumors that appear simultaneously across multiple channels
e old, resolved incidents resurfacing at a convenient moment
e 'T'm just asking questions' about the accuser
e the target's motives become the story instead of their evidence

EXAMPLES
e A whistleblower prepares to release documents. Two days before, a former colleague begins circulating
claims about the whistleblower's reliability, work history, and mental state. The claims are vague,
uncheckable, and timed. When the documents land, the conversation is not about the documents. It is
about whether the person who released them can be trusted. The documents were never refuted. They
were buried under their author.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone labels any negative information about a person they support as a smear campaign, treating
genuine accountability reporting as an attack. The term becomes a shield that converts every credible
accusation into proof of a conspiracy, and the person using it stops being able to recognize real
misconduct when it involves their side.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person with a documented, verifiable history of the behavior they are accused of is not the victim of a
smear campaign because the timing is inconvenient. The pattern requires the reputation attack to
function as a substitute for engaging with the substance: the claims are vague or uncheckable, they arrive
timed to neutralize testimony, and they redirect attention from evidence to character. Verifiable, specific,
well-sourced accountability reporting is not a smear.

RELATED PATTERNS

reputation-laundering, preemptive-dehumanization, triangulation
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Trauma bonding through shared ordeal

You survived it together and called it love. You did not notice that the surviving was the binding, and
that the binding was to the source of the harm, not to safety.

deceit.site/lexicon/trauma-bonding

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A person or group creates, prolongs, or exploits an ordeal, then treats surviving it together as proof of
loyalty. The organizer benefits because attachment forms under pressure: the target confuses relief with
trust, and the ordeal becomes the credential. The cost is that the target bonds to the source of the harm,
not to safety. The crisis is not a test of the relationship. The crisis is the relationship.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS

e after everything we've been through

e no one else understands what we survived
e you owe them for getting you through it

e peace feels boring

e leaving would betray the people who stayed

EXAMPLES

e Aleader manufactures a crisis, then is the only one who can resolve it. You survive the crisis. You feel
grateful. The gratitude is the bond. The bond is to the person who created the crisis. The crisis was the
architecture. The architecture was the cage. The cage felt like home because home was the only place
the crisis stopped.

WHAT IT IS

Trauma bonding through shared ordeal is the use of a crisis, manufactured, prolonged, or exploited, to
bind the target to the source of the harm. The organizer benefits because attachment forms under
pressure. The target confuses relief with trust, and the ordeal becomes the credential. The crisis is not a
test of the relationship. The crisis is the relationship.

HOW IT STARTS

It often starts with a real emergency, or an emergency that looks real. The group or leader is there. The
target is vulnerable. The shared survival creates a bond that ordinary closeness cannot match. Then the
emergencies keep coming, and the bond keeps tightening.

HOW IT PROGRESSES
e The ordeal becomes the basis of belonging. Surviving it together is treated as proof of loyalty.
e The target bonds to the source of the harm, not to safety, because the source is also the rescuer.
e Peace gets framed as boring, suspicious, or a sign that you do not really belong.
e The target starts to need the crisis because the crisis is where the belonging lives.
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WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like the worst times were also the times you felt most loved.
e Like ordinary safety feels flat or lonely compared to the intensity of the crisis.
e Like leaving would mean abandoning the people who went through it with you, even if the same
person caused it.
COMMON SIGNS
e A pattern of crises that the group or leader both creates and rescues the target from.
e Surviving the ordeal is treated as a credential of loyalty.
e Peace gets reframed as a problem, and stability gets treated as a threat to the bond.
e The target feels closer to the source of the harm than to people outside the ordeal.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the bond was built inside the crisis. Leaving means leaving the only people who understand what
the crisis was like, even if the person who organized the crisis is among them. The belonging is real. That
is what makes it a cage.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people often realize the crisis was not the test of the relationship. The crisis was the relationship.
The person who built the cage also built the door, and kept the key.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Separate the ordeal from the person who organized it. The bond with the others who survived may be
real. The bond with the source may be the pattern.

e Notice whether peace gets treated as a threat. If stability feels dangerous, that is data about the
relationship, not about the stability.

e Build one closeness outside the ordeal that does not require a crisis to activate.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone labels any closeness formed during hardship as trauma bonding. The vocabulary becomes a way
to pathologize all solidarity.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Shared suffering can create real trust. It's trauma bonding when the ordeal is tied to coercion,
dependency, isolation, or loyalty to the source of harm. Soldiers who trust each other after deployment are
not trauma bonding; a captive who bonds to their captor is.

RELATED PATTERNS

crisis-cycling, intermittent-reinforcement, grandiosity-contagion
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Triangulation
INTERMEDIATE

You never got a straight answer. You got a messenger. You did not notice that every hard conversation
arrived through a third person, and that the third person was the architecture, not the accident.

deceit.site/lexicon/triangulation

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

Someone uses another person as messenger, witness, rival, or pressure source to control a relationship.
The controller benefits because they keep distance and influence at the same time: they set the terms
without being present for the consequences. The cost is that the relationship stops being handled face to
face. The target pays in confusion, isolation, and a sense that nothing is ever settled directly.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e can you tell them for me
e they said some things about you
e everyone thinks you're the problem
e don't make me get someone else involved
e Ionly heard it through them

EXAMPLES

e A parent who uses a child to carry messages to the other parent. The child becomes the architecture.
The architecture is the control. The control is invisible because the child is innocent. The innocence is
the camouflage. The camouflage is the triangulation.

WHAT IT IS

Triangulation uses another person as messenger, witness, rival, or pressure source to control a
relationship. The controller keeps distance and influence at the same time: they set the terms without
being present for the consequences. The relationship stops being handled face to face.

HOW IT STARTS

It often starts with a small request. 'Can you tell them for me.''I do not want to upset them, so you mention
it! The third party is recruited as a convenience. Then the convenience becomes the default. Direct
conversation starts to feel confrontational by comparison.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The third party carries messages that the controller could deliver but chooses not to.

e The third party is positioned as witness or judge, so the target has to perform for them instead of
speaking plainly.

e Arival is introduced to destabilize the target or test loyalty.

e The controller uses what the third party reports back to monitor the target without asking directly.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE
e Like nothing is ever settled between the two people who are actually in the relationship.
e Like there is always an audience you did not consent to.
e Like asking for a direct conversation gets reframed as hostility or avoidance.
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COMMON SIGNS
e Messages routed through a third party when direct contact is possible and safer.
e The controller reports what others say about you, but you cannot verify it.
e Arival or comparison figure appears whenever you assert yourself.
e You realize the relationship has an audience you never agreed to.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the controller is rarely present for the harm. The third party carries it, and the controller can
deny meaning it. The target ends up arguing with the messenger while the person who set the terms stays
clean.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER
Later, people often realize the third party was not the problem. The structure was. The controller built the
structure so they would never have to answer for it directly.

STABILIZING MOVES
e Decline to carry messages between people who can speak to each other. Decline once and notice what
happens.
e Ask for direct conversation. If direct conversation is refused or reframed as hostility, that is data.
e Keep one outside person informed who is not in the triangle and has no stake in the controller's
version.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone calls any outside input 'triangulation' to block support, mediation, or safety planning. The
vocabulary becomes a way to isolate the target from help.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

Getting advice or involving a mediator is not triangulation. It's triangulation when the third party is used
to pressure, divide, monitor, or control the relationship instead of clarifying it. A couple seeing a therapist
is not triangulation; a parent who uses a child to carry messages to the other parent is.

RELATED PATTERNS

gaslighting, isolation-through-concern, reactive-abuse
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Victim claiming

You comforted the person who hurt you. You did not notice the reversal. You did not notice because the
reversal happened inside a sentence that started with 'I'm the one who's really suffering here.'

deceit.site/lexicon/victim-claiming

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A person who caused harm recasts themselves as the injured party, moving attention from the act to their
pain. The aggressor benefits because they gain sympathy, delay, and moral cover: the conversation shifts
from 'what did you do' to 'how dare you make me feel this way.' The cost is that the harmed person has to
defend their perception instead of receiving repair, and the actual harm disappears from the frame.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e I'm the real victim here
e how dare you accuse me
e you're hurting me by bringing this up
e after all I've done for you

e you're the cruel one

EXAMPLES

e You confront a friend about a betrayal. They burst into tears. They say they are the one who is really
suffering. They say your accusation is cruel. You end up comforting them. The betrayal is gone from
the conversation. The comfort is the erasure. The erasure is the victory.

WHAT IT IS

Victim claiming is the recasting of oneself as the wronged party after causing harm. The aggressor
benefits because attention shifts from the act to their pain, and the harmed person ends up defending
their perception instead of receiving repair. The actual harm disappears from the frame.

HOW IT STARTS

It often starts right after the harm, with distress that is real but functional. The aggressor is upset: that
they were put in a position to do it, that the target is making them feel bad about it, that the consequences
are unfair. The distress is genuine. That is what makes it work.

HOW IT PROGRESSES

e The aggressor's pain gets centered, and the target's pain gets treated as the cause of it.
e The target starts managing the aggressor's feelings instead of naming the harm.
e Anyone who holds the aggressor accountable gets framed as cruel or unsympathetic.

e The original harm becomes unsayable because saying it 're-traumatizes' the person who did it.

WHAT IT FEELS LIKE

e Like you are being asked to comfort the person who hurt you.
e Like naming the harm makes you the aggressor.

e Like the conversation has been moved to a room where your injury is not allowed in.
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COMMON SIGNS

e The person who caused harm is the one who looks most wounded in the aftermath.
e Accountability gets reframed as cruelty or piling on.

e The target ends up apologizing for the reaction to the harm, not the harm itself.

e The original act becomes unsayable while the aggressor's suffering stays sayable.

WHY IT'S HARD TO LEAVE

Because the target ends up defending their right to be hurt instead of being heard. The argument moves to
whether the target is allowed to feel what they feel, and the harm itself never gets answered. Leaving
means walking away from a conversation that was designed to never reach the harm.

WHAT YOU REALIZE LATER

Later, people often realize the distress was not fake. It was a real feeling used as a shield. The pain was
real. The use of it was the pattern.

STABILIZING MOVES

e Name the harm once, clearly, and refuse to move to the aggressor's feelings until the harm has been
acknowledged.

e Notice when the conversation shifts from 'what did you do' to 'how dare you make me feel this way.'
That shift is the pattern.

e Keep one outside person who will not let the original harm disappear from the frame.
HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED
Someone dismisses every hurt claimed by a difficult person as fake, manipulative, or undeserving of care.
The vocabulary becomes a way to deny all pain.
WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person can cause harm and still be hurt. It's victim claiming when their injury is used to erase
accountability, reverse roles, or make repair impossible. A person who says 'I'm hurt too' while taking
responsibility is not victim claiming; a person who says 'T'm the real victim here' to avoid accountability is.

REAL-WORLD EQUIVALENT
Victim playing
RELATED PATTERNS

reactive-abuse, gaslighting, concern-trolling, darvo
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Word salad
INTERMEDIATE

You left the conversation more confused than when you entered it. The confusion was the deliverable.

deceit.site/lexicon/word-salad

IN PLAIN ENGLISH

A flood of circular, contradictory, and tangential speech that never answers the question asked. The
speaker moves between topics, redefines terms mid-sentence, and returns to points already settled, so that
the listener exhausts themselves trying to track a coherent thread that does not exist. The listener's fatigue
reads as their own failure to understand. It is not. There was nothing to understand. The exhaustion is the
point.

RECOGNITION SIGNALS
e answers that circle back to the question without landing on it
e redefining terms mid-conversation
e multiple topics braided so none can be resolved
e 'you're not listening' said to the person trying to follow

¢ the conversation ends with no decision, no answer, and no record of what was said

EXAMPLES
e You ask one question: where the money went. The answer begins with the money, moves to everything
they have sacrificed, returns to the money but redefines what the money was for, questions why you
are focused on money, and ends by asking whether you even trust them. Twenty minutes have passed.
The question has not been answered. You are apologizing for asking it.

HOW THE TERM GETS MISUSED

Someone dismisses any long, emotional, or nonlinear explanation as word salad, treating a person who is
genuinely struggling to articulate something painful as if they were running a tactic. Distress makes
speech disorganized. The term becomes a way to refuse to sit with complexity or emotion, which is its
own form of shutting down the conversation.

WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE WHEN YOU'RE WRONG ABOUT IT

A person who is upset, thinking out loud, or working through something painful may speak in circles
without any intent to exhaust you. The pattern requires the circularity to function as evasion: the speech
systematically avoids the specific question asked, redefines terms when they would produce an answer,
and leaves the listener carrying the confusion while the speaker carries none. If the person eventually
lands on an answer, however slowly, it was a struggle, not a salad.

RELATED PATTERNS

gaslighting, circular-reporting, strategic-ambiguity

deceit.site 162



Appendix: Stabilizing Moves Index

A quick reference of stabilizing moves from all patterns in this guide. These are not instructions. They are
starting points for regaining footing.

Absence of the Pattern

e Compare the current record to an older version. What was there before that is not there now?
e Ask: does this silence protect someone, or does it reflect the limits of the archive?
e Look for the question the vocabulary cannot ask. The unaskable question is the map.

Affect conditioning

e Strip the emotional language. Read only the factual claims. Do they stand alone?
e Ask: is the emotion here authentic expression or strategic framing?
e Notice whether the speaker answers questions or redirects to the feeling.

Agency diffusion
e Rewrite the sentence in active voice. If the actor's identity changes the meaning, the passive was doing
political work.

e Ask: who specifically made the decision? If the answer is 'we can't discuss personnel matters,' the
diffusion is confirmed.

e Notice the asymmetry: active voice for achievements, passive voice for failures.

Authority laundering

e Ask: which named authority, what document, what methodology?
e Remove the institutional language and check if the factual record alone supports the claim.
e Check whether the 'experts' exist or whether the attribution is decorative.

Belonging weaponization

e Separate the love from the gate. Love of place is real. The sorting built out of it is a choice. Name the
difference.

e Ask who sets the criteria. If the test of belonging is set by the people who benefit from it, it is not
neutral.

e Check whether belonging is a practice or a truth. If it is built through participation, it is open. If it is
possessed, it is a gate.

e Refuse the framing that questioning the sorting is disloyalty. The most loyal act is often refusing to let
belonging become a weapon.
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Blame concentration

Ask: if this person were removed tomorrow, would the system produce the same outcome? If yes, the
blame was concentrated to protect the system.

Check whether a structural review accompanies the individual punishment. If not, the concentration
is protective.

Notice the rank of the blamed individual relative to the scale of the harm.

Care capture

Separate the person's feelings from their structural position. Credit the love and still examine the
power.

Ask: what institutional authority does the care framing justify that could not be justified on its own
merits?

Follow the equity, contracts, and titles. Who benefits besides the cared-for?

Cherry-picking

Ask: what is the full dataset? The shown facts are only half the evidence.
Check the axes. If the graph's window does the persuading, the data is being used as a prop.

Ask the presenter: what did you leave out and why? An honest summarizer can answer. A cherry-
picker needs the omission to stay invisible.

Choice foreclosure

Ask: what alternatives were considered and why were they rejected? If the answer is 'none were
considered,' the foreclosure is confirmed.

Name at least two alternatives and ask the speaker to engage with them. If they cannot, the foreclosure
is structural.

Notice whether the time pressure is real or rhetorical. If waiting 48 hours changes nothing material,
the urgency is the foreclosure mechanism.

Circular reporting

Trace the citations backward to the first appearance. If the first appearance cites nothing, the whole
chain is unbacked.

Check whether the wording matches across outlets. Identical phrasing is a fingerprint of copying, not
verification.

Ask: are these outlets citing each other, or are they citing independent sources?

Compliance theater

e Ask: does this gesture connect to a measurable change in behavior or policy?

e Ask:ifIrefused, would anything substantive change, or only my standing?

Distinguish between rituals that build community and displays that substitute for practice.
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Concern trolling

e Ask: does this person have a stake in my well-being, or in my retreat?

e Check whether the criticism is specific and actionable, or vague and discouraging.

e Notice what happens when you reject the advice. If the concern intensifies, it was never about helping.

Context narrowing

Ask: what is outside this frame that would complicate the story?

Notice whether counterpoints are refuted or dismissed as off-topic. Refutation is engagement.
Dismissal is narrowing.

Ask: who chose this frame, and was the choice presented as a fact or as a decision?

Crisis synthesis

Ask: what specifically happens if we wait 48 hours? If the urgency cannot survive that question, it is
synthesized.

Check whether the deadline recurs. A deadline that is always 'this week' was never real.

Separate the urgency from the evidence. If the case is strong, it does not need the deadline.

Dead catting

Ask: what was the conversation about an hour before this arrived? If the new topic kills the old one,
the arrival is not an accident.

Ask: who benefits from the subject change? The party under pressure gains from the replacement.
Check whether the new story resolves into anything or dissolves once the old story is dead.

Documentation discipline

Start today. Write down the last three things that felt wrong. Date them. You do not need to do anything
with them yet.

Use factual language. Who was there, what was said, what happened. Save the interpretation for later.

Store the record somewhere the institution cannot reach. A personal email account. A cloud drive. A
trusted friend's house.

Dog whistle

Watch the audience, not the speaker. If a specific subgroup reacts to a meaning the words do not carry,
the whistle is confirmed.

Check the recurrence. A one-off ambiguous phrase is not a whistle. A pattern of the same phrase in
front of the same audience is.

Ask: does the speaker's conclusion survive without the coded phrase? If removing it collapses the
argument, the code was doing the work.
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Domestication

Read the original source text. Find the hardest passage. Ask whether it is taught here.
Ask: does this community require anything of me beyond remaining?

Notice whether the teaching includes a cost, a demand, or a challenge, or whether it is only
reassurance.

Duty weaponization

Separate the moral claim from the policy. If the policy cannot stand without the moral language, the
duty is doing the persuading, not the evidence.

Ask: what evidence supports this specific action? If the answer is another moral claim, the
weaponization is structural.

Notice whether disagreement is treated as a policy position or a moral failing.

Evidence management

Archive proactively. Capture content before it becomes subject to curation. Wayback machines and
screenshots preserve the record.

Compare what was removed to what survived. The selectivity is the evidence.
Note the timing. Removals that coincide with litigation or backlash are rarely routine.
Cite the absence itself. 'This page existed and now returns 404' is a documented fact, not a theory.

False balance

Check whether both sides have standing in the field. A position's credibility should come from
expertise and evidence, not from filling a chair.

Ask: is the disagreement real or a product of the format? Check whether the question is actually
contested among people who study it.

Name the beneficiary of the delay. False balance keeps a settled question open, and an open question
delays action.

Firehose of falsehood

Track a single claim through its lifecycle. If the source never revises, never corrects, and never
reconciles contradictions, you are not watching reporting. You are watching the firehose.

Limit exposure to one verified source instead of scanning many. Verification is expensive; spend it
where the source spends equal effort on accuracy.

Name the exhaustion when you feel it. The feeling that nothing can be known is not insight. It is the
intended outcome of the strategy.

Funded architecture

Follow the funding through tax filings, court records, and disclosure databases.
Map the citations. If the nodes only cite each other, the consensus is circular.
Ask what the donor's stated agenda is, and whether the nodes' outputs converge on it.

Distinguish convergence from coordination. Shared evidence produces agreement. Shared funding
produces architecture.
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Gish gallop

e Refuse the pace. Pick one claim and address it fully. A speaker who will not let you finish one point is
not debating. They are performing.

e Check the sources afterward. If the claims survive verification, the pile had weight. If they collapse on
contact with a search engine, the gallop was the whole case.

e Name the tactic when you see it. An audience that understands the asymmetry between assertion and
refutation stops reading the unanswered pile as a loss.

Harm sanitization

e Replace the official term with the plainest word for what happened. Does the severity change?
e Ask: who chose this word, and what would the sentence look like without it?
e Notice whether the vocabulary makes you feel calmer than the facts warrant.

Historical revision through omission

e Compare the institutional history to independent reporting from the same period.
e Ask: what event, if included, would change the meaning of this narrative?
e Notice whether 'that chapter is behind us' names the chapter or leaves it unnamed.

Information laundering through repetition

e Trace the claim to its origin. If every citation points to another outlet citing the first one, the repetition
is the evidence, and repetition is not evidence.

e Ask:ifIremoved all the repetitions, what primary source remains? If the answer is nothing, the
consensus was manufactured.

e Check whether any outlet independently verified the claim or simply amplified it. Amplification is not
corroboration.

Institutional capture

e Follow the money and the appointments. Capture leaves a paper trail because it is legal.
e Name the vacuum. Who is absent, and what would their presence have changed?

e Distinguish the mechanism from the person. If the outcome survives a change of leadership, the
mechanism is in charge.

e Lower the cost of participation. Capture thrives when opposing it is expensive and ignoring it is free.

Institutional leverage

e Name the institution type. Church, workplace, nonprofit, government. Each has a different set of
mechanisms.

e Search for the specific regulator: state AG charity division, NLRB, EEOC, denominational oversight
body, inspector general.

e Find the filing process. Most have a website, a form, and a phone number. The barrier is knowing they
exist, not using them.
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Label weaponization

Ask what the word's established definition is, and whether the cited conduct meets it.

Ask what evidence would make the label not apply. If no answer exists, the label is not a diagnosis.
Check whether the label tracks a behavior or a position. If everyone it names shares a position, it is
sorting, not diagnosing.

Look at who deploys the label and what they gain. Follow the funding and the institutional pipeline.

Liar's dividend

Ask for specific evidence of fabrication. 'This could be ATI' is not an analysis. Visible artifacts, metadata
anomalies, or provenance gaps are.

Check what verification would satisfy the doubter. If the answer is 'nothing,' the denial is the strategy,
not a genuine inquiry.

Notice the selectivity. If only inconvenient evidence is questioned while convenient evidence is
accepted, the skepticism is a tool, not a principle.

Proof drowning

Do not accept volume as transparency. Transparency is organization, not release. A release with no
index is not transparency. It is a pile.

Ask for the index, the search function, the machine-readable text. If the institution cannot provide
these, the volume is the strategy.

Note the format. Scanned PDFs with no searchable text are a choice. Machine-readable text is
standard. The choice to deliver unsearchable text is the choice to resist analysis.

Note the timing. A release that coincides with a news cycle the institution wants to overwhelm is doing
work. Note when the work began.

If the key document is eventually found, note how long it took. If it took six months, the release was
burial. If it took an hour, the release was disclosure.

Cite the specific page. 'The evidence is on page 31,847 of the release' is a documented fact. The page
number is the proof that the volume was the strategy.

Redaction as amplification

Ask: is this redaction compelled by external authority, or is it voluntary?
Ask: does the context make the hidden content obvious? If so, the redaction is performance.
Notice whether the redacting party benefits from the attention the redaction generates.

Repeated failure is protection

Ask what the failure keeps protecting, not just why it keeps happening.
Track the people and the conditions across cycles. If neither changes, the repair is not a repair.

Compare the language across cycles. If the apology is nearly identical each time, it is a ritual, not a
response.

Refuse the exhaustion. The loop depends on the public tiring before the center is disturbed.
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Reputation laundering

e Ask: what measurable change backs up this statement? If the answer is another statement, the
laundering is confirmed.

e Track the accountability promises. Check 90 days later whether any were delivered.

e Notice whether the language is forward-looking (‘'moving forward') rather than backward-examining
(‘'here's what happened and who was responsible').

Strategic timing

e Name three minimum conditions. Not ten. Three. Evidence, people, mechanism.
e Setadeadline. If conditions are not met in 60 days, act with what you have.

e Ask:am I waiting for a real condition, or am I waiting to not be afraid? If the condition is vague, it is
fear.

Symbolic occupation

e Separate presence from ownership. The right to appear is not the right to possess. Name the
conversion when it happens.

e Ask the missing question: whose claim is this? A universal owner always hides a specific claimant.
e Refuse the hidden transfer from visibility to dominion. Being seen is not being sovereign.

e Defend the neutrality of access. A shared space is shared precisely because no single group owns its
meaning.

Testimony dilution

e Keep restating the specific claim at the same level of concreteness. Do not let it be restated upward.

e Ask the direct question: 'Setting aside your mission, what do you say about this specific act and this
specific consequence?'

e Note when the response defends the cause instead of the conduct. The substitution is the answer.

e Separate the two questions. The general mission and the specific act are different subjects. Insist on
both.

The Arguer's Fallacy

e Ask: does any step in this chain contain independent verification? If every step relies on the authority
of the previous step, the chain is circular.

e Notice whether disagreement is answered or diagnosed. If it is reclassified as illness, the structure is
protective, not argumentative.

e Ask where the argument terminates: at evidence that can be tested, or at authority that cannot be
questioned?
Unity simulation

e Ask: where is the evidence of this consensus? Polls, surveys, data?
e Ask:is dissent being answered, or is it being framed as fringe?

e Notice whether 'everyone agrees' is doing the work that evidence should do.
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Whataboutism / context switching

e Name the redirect: 'That is a separate question. Can you answer the first one?'

e Hold the thread. Write down the original question and check whether it was answered before the
conversation moved.

e Distinguish comparison from escape. A relevant comparison helps assess the original issue. An escape
replaces it.

Boundary testing through small violations

e Name the pattern, not just the incident. Write down the sequence so the accumulation is visible.
e Object to the small one. The cost of objecting is lower than the cost of the baseline moving again.

e Watch what happens when you object. The reaction to a boundary is more informative than the breach
itself.

Coalition formation

e Say the thing. To one person you trust. You do not need a group to start. You need one conversation.
e Ask directly: have you noticed X? The question itself breaks the isolation.
e Do not wait for permission. The system will never grant you permission to organize against it.

Coercive control
e Ask: has my life narrowed, even if no single event caused it? Fewer friends, less autonomy, more
accounting.
e Ask: do the rules apply in both directions? One-directional rule-setting is the signature of domination.
e Keep one outside person informed. Isolation is the condition that makes the pattern invisible.

Crisis cycling

e Separate the urgent event from the protected pattern it keeps postponing.
e Decide in advance what does not get deferred again, even when the next emergency lands.
e Ask whether each crisis expands duty for you while accountability for them keeps sliding.

DARVO

e Track where the conversation ends up relative to where it started. If you reported harm and left
managing distress, the reversal happened.

e Notice whether the denial engages with the specific behavior or immediately attacks you.

e Ask: who is being asked to apologize, and for what? If you are apologizing for reporting, the sequence
has completed.
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Flying monkeys
e Ask each person: what did you personally witness? A flying monkey's certainty collapses when you ask

for their own evidence rather than the abuser's narrative.

e Track the direction of the pressure. If every third-party message points toward the abuser's preferred
outcome, the concern is a delivery system, not independent care.

e Protect one relationship outside the abuser's reach. Even one person who hears your account without
relaying it breaks the enclosure.

Future-faking

e Write down promises with dates so the future cannot keep erasing the present.
e Make decisions from current behavior, not from the phase that is always said to be next.
e Ask one outside person to read the timeline with you if hope keeps resetting your judgment.

Gaslighting

e Keep short dated notes about what happened and what was said about it later.
e Store records somewhere the other person or system cannot casually access or edit.
e Use one outside reality check when your own memory keeps getting turned against you.

Grandiosity contagion

e Separate the recognition from the obligations. If the recognition is real, it does not require payment.

e Keep outside relationships where you are valued without being chosen. Ordinary belonging is the
counterweight to special belonging.

e Watch what happens when you decline an obligation. If the specialness withdraws, it was never about
you. It was about the leash.

Hoovering

e Ask what changed: them or your distance. If the contact correlates with your stability rather than their
transformation, the motive is retrieval.

e Measure change by behavior over time, not by words in a message. A person who has changed can
wait for your answer. A person hoovering cannot.

e Tell one trusted person about the contact before responding. The pull works strongest in isolation. A
witness breaks the spell.

Identity erosion

e Ask: doItrust my own memory and judgment, or do I check first? A loss of self-trust built from steady
correction is the signature.

e Notice the direction of feedback. Healthy influence runs both ways. If corrections flow from one
person only, you are being shaped, not shaped together.

e Reconnect with one thing you know you like, independent of anyone's permission. A single preference
reclaimed is the beginning of rebuilding.
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Intermittent reinforcement

e Track the full cycle, not only the repair phase that makes staying feel justified again.
e Make important decisions outside the relief window; clarity often blurs when warmth returns.
e Protect sleep, food, and outside contact before trying to solve the whole pattern at once.

Isolation through concern

e Reopen one outside reference point: a friend, advocate, therapist, faith leader, or independent source.
e Verify specific claims yourself instead of processing every warning through the same gatekeeper.
e Notice whether concern keeps ending with less room, less privacy, or fewer outside people for you.

Learned helplesshess

e Test one small door. Not the big exit, the whole life change. One small action that produces a result,
proving that effort is not universally futile.

e Ask: has the situation actually changed? If conditions have shifted while your belief has not, the belief
may be outliving its cause.

e Name the history that taught you helplessness. Seeing the lesson as earned rather than innate makes it
possible to unlearn when the conditions no longer apply.

Love-bombing

e Slow the pace on purpose. Delay exclusivity, rescue language, major gifts, or high-stakes promises.
e Keep one outside person informed if the intensity is making your normal pace feel cold or wrong.
e Compare certainty to follow-through. Early intensity is not evidence by itself.

Reactive abuse provocation

e Document the provocation, not just the reaction. Times, words, what happened before the recorded
moment.

e Refuse to perform the reaction the provocateur is waiting for. Walk away. Silence denies them the
footage.

e Get one outside person to see the full sequence, not just the explosion. Context is what the record is
missing.

Reality testing through absurd claims

e Ask a question instead of objecting. "Where did you hear that?' forces the speaker to defend the claim
instead of testing your compliance.

e Notice the reaction to your question. If a question gets treated as disloyalty, the claim was never meant
to be examined.

e Keep one outside relationship where your judgment is not under test. The pattern isolates by making
compliance the price of belonging.
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Retaliation mapping

Before you act, write down the three most likely counterattacks. Character, isolation, reframing.
Almost every leader uses these three.

Share the list with at least one other person. Agree that when these things happen, it means the
challenge worked.

Decide in advance: what will you do when the attack comes? Not whether you will continue. What you
will do that day. The plan is the armor.

Self-deceit loop

Write the permission story down when it appears. Externalizing it breaks the real-time edit.
Compare this justification to the last one. If the words are nearly identical, it is a script, not a reason.
Catch the story before it earns the act. Recognition that arrives after the fact changes nothing;
recognition that arrives before changes everything.

Bring the pattern to someone outside it. The shape is visible from the second person long before it is
visible from the first.

Trauma bonding through shared ordeal

Separate the ordeal from the person who organized it. The bond with the others who survived may be
real. The bond with the source may be the pattern.

Notice whether peace gets treated as a threat. If stability feels dangerous, that is data about the
relationship, not about the stability.
Build one closeness outside the ordeal that does not require a crisis to activate.

Triangulation

Decline to carry messages between people who can speak to each other. Decline once and notice what
happens.

Ask for direct conversation. If direct conversation is refused or reframed as hostility, that is data.

Keep one outside person informed who is not in the triangle and has no stake in the controller's
version.

Victim claiming

Name the harm once, clearly, and refuse to move to the aggressor's feelings until the harm has been
acknowledged.

Notice when the conversation shifts from 'what did you do' to 'how dare you make me feel this way.
That shift is the pattern.

Keep one outside person who will not let the original harm disappear from the frame.
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