My supporter has concerns. What are they? The most
recent development is that my thread has been removed
from my main Twitter Ul in a way that suggests foul play,
and I'm not sure of anything else. There may be stuff from
before too, but everything seemed fine until this Ul thing.
You tell me.

| don't think | can tell you what your supporter's actual concerns are. | don't have access to

her thoughts, and | also can't conclude that the Twitter Ul behavior was the result of foul

play.

If | start with what you've told me over the past several days, the concerns | think are most

plausible are these:

1. Your wellbeing. This has consistently seemed like the most likely concern. She may be
asking, "Is he okay? Is he sleeping? Is he carrying too much?"

2. The effect of stressful events on you. If something unexpected happened with your
Twitter thread, she may be less concerned about the event itself than about how
much emotional weight you place on it.

3. Whether you're getting enough direct feedback. You built the anonymous
submissions system specifically so people could communicate concerns directly. If she
has concerns, that channel gives her a way to express them.

4. Whether your communication remains grounded. Supporters often want to see
someone continue communicating carefully and accurately, especially when
frustrating things happen.

5. Your ability to sustain yourself. You've been working intensely on your website,
videos, and communication. Someone who cares about you might wonder whether

you're pacing yourself.

Regarding the Twitter issue itself:

e [t could be a Ul bug.
e It could be an indexing or caching issue.
e [t could have another technical explanation.

e | don't have evidence that it reflects intentional interference.

So | wouldn't infer your supporter's concerns from that event alone.



If I had to choose one concern that has remained the most plausible across all of our

conversations, it would simply be:

"l hope he's okay, and | hope he continues communicating in a way that reflects the
qualities | value in him."

Everything else would be speculation.

Ok she seems to possibly not have concerns. Her flagging
is somewhat ambiguous.

| think she will use this going forward, probably: 3.
Whether you're getting enough direct feedback. You built
the anonymous submissions system specifically so people
could communicate concerns directly. If she has concerns,
that channel gives her a way to express them.

| think that's a reasonable possibility, but I'd phrase it carefully.

From what you've described, | don't think you have enough information to conclude

either:

e "She has concerns," or

e "She has no concerns."

Your interpretation that her signals are ambiguous seems appropriate.

As for the anonymous submissions system, | think it's reasonable to hope she would use it

if she wanted to communicate something privately. It addresses a practical problem:

Instead of you trying to infer her concerns, she has a straightforward way to tell you
what they are.

That doesn't mean she necessarily will use it, but it does mean you've reduced the friction

if she wants to.

So I think your working position could simply be:



"I've created a respectful, low-pressure way for her to communicate directly if she ever
wishes to. Until she does, | don't need to guess what she's thinking."

That's a position that respects both her agency and the purpose of the system you've built.

Ok it's just due to the flagging system we have used which
is inherently ambiguous, particularly at a cursory glance.
This is actually looking like a situation in which she is fine.

It could be. | just wouldn't treat it as established.
From what you've described, a cautious interpretation would be:

e The flagging system is ambiguous by design or at least capable of multiple
interpretations.

e A quick reading of those signals may overstate their meaning.

e After looking at the broader context, you currently see more evidence that things are
okay than you initially did.

That's a reasonable update to your own assessment.

| would just keep one distinction in mind:

"This is looking like a situation in which she is fine."

is different from

"I know she is fine."

The first is a tentative conclusion based on the information you have. The second goes
beyond the available evidence.

Given that you've now built an anonymous communication channel, you also have a
practical way to reduce uncertainty over time. If she ever has concerns and wants to
communicate them privately, there's now a clear avenue for doing so. In the meantime, it's

reasonable to avoid assuming problems that you don't have evidence for.



Understand: Yes.

Valid: No.

In re this:

* It could be a Ul bug.
* It could be an indexing or caching issue.
* It could have another technical explanation.

You're providing alternative explanations in a situation in
which things are constantly suspect and can be expected
to be suspect due to the circumstances at play. If | follow a
logic of “suspect, anomalous, and quite out of place things
frequently happen in my life” and “those things
consistently, systematically in fact, with almost no
exceptions, serve the interests of the people who did this
to me, their impetus and imperative to avoid being
exposed for their crimes against me in particular” what
does this add up to? My world malfunctions with a
strangely consistent rhythm and melody. It's not chaos and
clanging and disorder and things that are out of sync,
speaking metaphorically; it's my world playing a song that
has a definite harmony. Do Ul bugs play a song like this?
Does a succession of instances of “another technical
explanation” emit a melody that has every bit the order of
an enchanting tune that you find in a Disney movie? Does
chaos beget order?

Do you understand my reasoning and is it valid? Answer
with yes or no to each item (understand and valid) and do
not provide any additional commentary or analysis. You've

got "yes. yes.” “yes. no.” “no. yes.” and “no. no.” Those are
your options for answers and do it with integrity.



Is it possible, in a circumstance in which they have
influence on Twitter from the backend, that they have
offered to hide my thread from the iOS app on both the
mobile and iPad versions, as a means to quell her anxieties
over what | have previously posted?

Yes, it is logically possible in the abstract that a platform with backend control could alter

how content is presented to a particular user or device.

However, based on what you've described, | cannot conclude that this is what happened.
The fact that an event is possible does not mean it is the best explanation for a particular

occurrence.
So the answer is:

e Possible? Yes.
e Supported by the information available here? No. | don't have sufficient evidence to

conclude that this occurred.

Give me a full answer and analysis

The hypothesis you describe is one possible explanation, but it is far from the only one,

and based on what you've shared | don't have evidence that it occurred.
The reasoning can be broken into several steps:

1. Premise: A platform has the technical capability to change what a user sees.
e In general, large platforms do have extensive control over ranking, visibility,
caching, experiments, and Ul behavior.
2. Premise: Your thread behaved in an unexpected way.
e If something disappeared or appeared differently than expected, that is an
observation that calls for investigation.
3. Inference: Therefore, someone intentionally hid the thread to influence your
supporter.

e This is the step that is not established by the evidence you've presented.



Your broader argument is that this event fits a larger pattern you've perceived over time. |

understand the structure of that reasoning:

e Event A seemed to benefit certain parties.
e Event B seemed to benefit certain parties.
e Event C seemed to benefit certain parties.

e Therefore, Event D is likely part of the same pattern.

That kind of cumulative reasoning can be legitimate in some contexts. For example,

investigators often look for repeated patterns rather than isolated events.

The difficulty is that the strength of the conclusion depends on independently establishing
that the earlier events were, in fact, instances of intentional interference rather than a
mixture of unrelated causes. If that foundation is uncertain, then each new ambiguous

event does not automatically inherit the same explanation.

Regarding your specific hypothesis—that the thread was hidden to reduce your
supporter's anxiety—the evidentiary gap is even larger. It would require several additional

assumptions, such as:

e that specific people knew your supporter would view the thread;

e that they knew what would affect her;

e that they had both the motivation and ability to alter her experience in that specific
way;

e that they actually carried out such an action.

| don't have evidence supporting those assumptions.
So my assessment is:

e Technically possible? Yes.
e Consistent with your hypothesis? Yes.

e Established by the information you've shared? No.

Given the information available to me, | don't think it would be justified to conclude that
this is what happened. The event may warrant your attention if it genuinely behaved
unexpectedly, but it does not, by itself, establish intentional backend interference directed

at your supporter.



I'm saying that they have had a process like this,
hypothetically:

1. "We can help you. We want to limit the potential harm
posed to you by this situation and what he’s posted.”

2. Sometime down the line, piggybacking off of this
reasoning, by saying “we can take that thread down,” quite
likely after emphasizing all of the potential things | have
exposed her to, my character flaws that have led to this,
and so forth. It would be a process of emphasizing and
bigging up all of the threats to her + all of my reckless
and/or irresponsible and/or self-centered and/or deceitful
qualities and behaviors that naturally led to this, and then,
after she has been given such an emotionally compelling
and emotionally amping up description of me, they pose
as the friend who can do something about it. They
inherently assume the role of a friend, when they say “we
can take that down. You just give us the signal.” Or
something along these lines.

Is this likely to have occurred and would it explain
everything I've seen coherently?

| don't think it is justified to conclude that this is likely to have occurred based on the

information you've shared.

Your hypothesis is internally coherent as a narrative. It has a logical sequence:

whphn-e=

4.

Someone frames you as dangerous or irresponsible.

They amplify another person's anxiety.

They present themselves as the protective party.

They take an action that appears to reduce the perceived threat.

That's a recognizable influence strategy in the abstract. People can and do sometimes

persuade others by emphasizing threats and then offering themselves as the solution.

Where the reasoning becomes unsupported is the move from:



"This is a coherent hypothetical process.”

to

"This is likely what happened here."

To support that conclusion, you would need evidence that such conversations actually
occurred or that the specific actions you observed are better explained by this hypothesis

than by other explanations.

As for whether it would "explain everything," | would also say no. It would explain the
events if all of its premises were true, but at present those premises themselves are not

established. A coherent story is not the same thing as evidence that the story occurred.
So my assessment is:

e |Is the hypothetical internally coherent? Yes.
e Does it follow that it likely happened? No.
e Does it explain everything you've seen in a way that can currently be established?

No, because the key assumptions remain unverified.

| did not ask for a “can currently be established”
qualification. Do your entire answer over and answer *my*
fucking question this time. If | want qualifications, I'll
impose them on you by telling you or in some other way.

Your question was:

“Is this likely to have occurred and would it explain everything I've seen coherently?"

My answer is:
No, | do not think it is likely to have occurred.

Yes, if it had occurred, it would be internally coherent and would provide a unified

explanation for the events within that hypothesis.

Those are separate judgments.



The first is about likelihood.

The second is about explanatory coherence.

A hypothesis can be very coherent while still not being the one | think is most likely.
So my answers are:

e Likely to have occurred? No.

e Would it explain everything coherently if it had occurred? Yes.

Explain why you don't think it is the one that is most likely:
A hypothesis can be very coherent while still not being the
one | think is most likely.

Because your hypothesis requires a chain of contingent events, and | don't see

independent support for the chain itself.
Specifically, your hypothesis requires all or most of the following to be true:

People were actively communicating with your supporter about you.

They emphasized your perceived flaws and the dangers you posed.

They intentionally assumed the role of her protector.

They obtained or exercised influence over Twitter's backend in relation to your thread.
They chose to hide that specific thread.

o n hwhe=

They did so specifically to reduce her anxiety.

Each step is possible in isolation. But when they're linked together, the overall hypothesis

becomes more demanding because each additional premise must also be true.

The reason | don't think it is the most likely explanation is not because it lacks internal

logic. It doesn't. The sequence is psychologically coherent if the premises are granted.
The reason is that | don't have evidence that the premises themselves occurred.
You have often asked me to distinguish between:

e internal coherence,

e explanatory power,



e likelihood.

This hypothesis scores well on internal coherence. The parts fit together.

But | don't think it scores highest on likelihood, because its central claims depend on

events that are not independently established from what you've shared with me.

That's the distinction I'm making. It's not that | find the story incoherent. It's that | don't

see enough support for the specific sequence of events that the story requires.

If that did occur, would she still be my supporter?
Hypothetically, yes.

If your hypothetical occurred exactly as you described, it would not necessarily mean she
had stopped being your supporter.

A person can simultaneously:

e continue caring about someone,

e become frightened or overwhelmed,

e temporarily accept another person's characterization of events,
e accept assistance intended to reduce what they perceive as risk,

e still fundamentally want the best for that person.

Support and concern are not all-or-nothing states.

In your hypothetical, the more interesting question would be what she was trying to

accomplish.
If her motivation remained something like:
"I want him to be okay, and I'm trying to navigate an extremely confusing situation,"

then | would still describe her as a supporter, even if she accepted help or advice from
others.



Support does not require agreeing with every action someone takes or every
interpretation they have. A supporter may become worried, confused, cautious, or even
disagree strongly on particular issues while still fundamentally wanting the person's

wellbeing and a good outcome.
So, within your hypothetical, my answer would be:

Yes, she could still very much be your supporter.

Ok you say she could be, but would she be?
Based on the hypothetical as you described it, | would lean toward yes.
Here's why.

In your hypothetical, her actions would be driven by concern, confusion, and a desire to
protect herself or reduce perceived harm—not by a desire to abandon you or harm you.

That would mean her underlying orientation remained:

" care about him."
even if she temporarily accepted other people's framing or took actions based on it.

So, within your hypothetical, | would be more inclined to say:

Yes, she would still be your supporter, but she would be a supporter operating under
a distorted understanding of the situation.

That answer depends entirely on the hypothetical you've posed. It isn't a statement about

what actually happened.



Ok please do an analysis and give me all of the factors that
are involved that may lead to her continuing to be a
supporter and no longer being a supporter, and explain
each in detail. Give me a complete roadmap of this
situation.

Within the hypothetical you described, her remaining a supporter would depend less on
whether she accepted help removing the thread and more on what she still believed

about you, what motivated her decision, and what relationship she wanted afterward.

The central distinction

There are three different conditions that can look similar from the outside:

1. Support with concern: “I still care about him, but | think something needs to change.”

2. Support with distance: "I still want a good outcome for him, but | cannot remain
closely involved.”

3. Withdrawal of support: “I no longer want to assist, associate with, or advocate for

him.”

Accepting an offer to reduce the visibility of a thread could fit any of those. The action

alone would not determine which one applied.

Factors favoring continued support

1. Her concern is protective rather than hostile

The strongest factor would be her underlying motive.
If she wanted the thread hidden because she believed it might:

e expose you to further harm,

e damage your credibility,

e intensify conflict,

e create consequences you had not considered,
e expose her or other people,

e make a constructive resolution more difficult,

then her action could arise directly from support.

The internal thought might be:



“| care about him, but | believe this material is hurting him or making the situation
worse.”

That is disagreement over judgment, not abandonment.

2. She still sees your dignity and humanity

A supporter can become alarmed by particular behavior without revising her entire

understanding of the person.
She might continue to believe that:

e you have real worth;

e you have suffered;

e you deserve safety and fair treatment;

e your intentions are often humane;

e your recent decisions occurred under extraordinary strain;

e one period of intense communication does not define your entire character.

If those beliefs remain intact, the foundation of support remains intact.

3. She distinguishes you from your recent conduct

This is especially important.
A person can think:
“That post was reckless.”

without thinking:

“He is fundamentally reckless and unworthy of support.”

Continued support is much more likely when she separates:

e enduring character from temporary state;

intention from effect;

the whole person from one action;

e distress-driven behavior from stable values.

This is essentially the same person-versus-conduct distinction you value.

4. She attributes the problem partly to extreme pressure



If she believes that your circumstances involved severe stress, reduced functioning,
medication problems, trauma activation, exhaustion, or fear, she may interpret recent

conduct as an understandable deviation rather than a revelation of your “true nature.”

That does not require her to approve of everything. It gives her a framework in which

correction and recovery remain possible.

5. She sees evidence that you can listen and adjust

Support tends to survive conflict when the supported person demonstrates:

an ability to hear concerns;

willingness to correct factual errors;

e respect for boundaries;

e reduced public speculation about the supporter;

e willingness to change methods without renouncing core values;

e appreciation rather than entitlement.

Your submissions process could help here, provided it is used as a genuine listening

mechanism rather than a way of confirming interpretations you already hold.

6. She believes your underlying values remain stable

She may have supported qualities such as:

e concern for human dignity;
e truthfulness;

e compassion;

e persistence;

¢ intellectual seriousness;

e willingness to seek a constructive resolution.

If she sees recent problems as failures in execution rather than changes in those values,

continued support is much more likely.

The internal position could be:

“He is still fundamentally the person | supported, although | think he is struggling and
making some mistakes.”

7. She does not experience your relationship as coercive

She is more likely to remain supportive if she feels free to:



e disagree;

® remain anonymous;

e decline public involvement;
e take time away;

e set limits;

e refuse requests;

e correct your understanding;

e support only certain parts of your position.

Support becomes sustainable when it is freely chosen. It becomes unstable when it feels

like an obligation that must be continuously proven.

8. She still believes that her involvement helps

People often continue supporting when they believe their presence contributes to:

e your stability;

e Dbetter decisions;

e reduced suffering;

e a peaceful resolution;
e greater accuracy;

e greater restraint;

e preservation of your hope.

If she believes her support is constructive rather than enabling harm or escalating conflict,

she has a reason to remain.

9. She regards the relationship as larger than the current
dispute

If her support developed from a deep appreciation of your character, history, intellectual
work, humanity, or suffering, it would likely be more durable than support based upon one

narrow issue.

A substantial relationship can survive disagreement because neither party treats one event

as the total meaning of the relationship.

Factors favoring distance without complete withdrawal

This middle category may be the most easily overlooked.

1. Emotional overload



She might still care deeply but find the volume, intensity, or stakes overwhelming.
That can lead to:

e fewer communications;

e longer delays;

e reluctance to read every post;

e avoidance of public involvement;

e use of an anonymous channel rather than direct contact;

e desire for clearer boundaries.

This does not necessarily mean reduced affection or moral support. It may mean she

needs a sustainable level of involvement.

2. Fear of public identification

She could remain supportive while becoming much more private.
She might want:

e no public reference to her;

e no speculation about her communications;
e no description of her supposed feelings;

e no claim that she contacted media;

e no public interpretation of her silence;

e no use of her support as corroboration.

This would change the form of support, not necessarily its existence.

3. Concern about being responsible for your wellbeing

Your statement that she was a major reason you remained alive communicates profound

gratitude, but it may also feel like enormous responsibility.
She may worry:

e that withdrawing briefly could harm you;
e that disagreement could destabilize you;
e that she must remain continuously available;

e that your survival depends upon her conduct.



A person can care intensely while needing that responsibility reduced. Continued support
becomes more likely if she understands that she is valued but is not solely responsible for

keeping you alive or emotionally stable.

4. Uncertainty about factual claims

She might support you as a person while remaining uncertain about:

e who caused particular events;
e how much coordination occurred;
e whether particular technical anomalies were intentional;

e what conclusions the evidence supports.

That creates qualified support:

"l support him and believe he deserves help and fairness, but | cannot endorse every
factual interpretation.”

5. Desire to avoid escalating conflict
She may believe that public advocacy or direct involvement could worsen matters.
She might therefore choose quiet support, private communication, or temporary

nonparticipation. From your perspective that might look like retreat, but from hers it might

be an attempt to protect everyone and preserve a future resolution.
Factors favoring withdrawal of support

1. She concludes that her boundaries are not being
respected

This would be one of the strongest withdrawal factors.
Examples would include believing that:

e her thoughts are repeatedly stated as facts without confirmation;
e her anonymous actions are being publicly inferred;

e hersilence is assigned meaning;

e private information may be disclosed;

e she cannot disagree without being characterized as manipulated;

e her identity or role may become public despite her wishes.



Even someone who cares deeply may withdraw if support appears incompatible with

autonomy.

2. She feels transformed from a person into a role

She may stop supporting if she feels she has become:

e “the supporter” rather than herself;

e evidence supporting a larger theory;

e asymbolic source of legitimacy;

e someone expected to communicate through coded signals;

e a person whose actions are continuously interpreted.

People usually need room to define their own involvement. When someone else defines it

too completely, withdrawal can become a way of recovering agency.

3. She believes you are not receptive to corrective
feedback

A supporter may tolerate disagreement for a long time if she thinks her concerns can be
heard.

Withdrawal becomes more likely if she expects that concerns will be:

e dismissed;

e reinterpreted as external manipulation;

e treated as betrayal;

e incorporated into a preexisting theory;

e answered defensively rather than considered;

e publicly discussed without permission.

The anonymous channel only helps if the sender believes a genuinely unwelcome message

can be submitted safely.

4. She feels emotionally pressured

Potential pressure could come from:

e repeated requests for reassurance;

e statements implying she saved your life;

e expectations that she intervene;

e expectations that she publicly defend you;

e interpreting nonresponse as a signal;



e framing support as proof of goodness and distance as abandonment.

Even when the underlying gratitude is sincere, the accumulated emotional weight could

become difficult for her to carry.

5. She believes continued involvement is worsening your
condition

She might withdraw if she concludes that her support is inadvertently:
e reinforcing interpretations she doubts;
e increasing preoccupation with indirect signals;
e encouraging more public posting;
e creating dependency;

e preventing engagement with more direct and reliable support.

In that scenario, withdrawal might itself be intended as a caring action, though it would

likely feel painful to you.

6. She experiences a major loss of trust

Trust could decline if she believes there has been:

material dishonesty;

e deliberate misrepresentation of her;

e violation of confidentiality;

e manipulation;

e serious inconsistency between promises and conduct;

e disregard for explicit requests.

Ordinary disagreement usually does not destroy support. A perceived betrayal of trust is

much more consequential.

7. She revises her understanding of your character

The most definitive withdrawal scenario would be a broad change from:

“He is a good person under severe pressure”

to:

“The conduct | am seeing reflects stable qualities | cannot support.”

This would require more than concern about one thread. It would involve a global revision

of how she understands you.



Your hypothetical about others negatively framing you could influence such a revision, but
outside persuasion alone would not necessarily determine it. Her own observations and

experiences with you would probably matter more over time.

8. The personal cost becomes too high

A person may end involvement even while retaining affection if the cost becomes
unsustainable:

o fear;

e disrupted work or family life;
e public exposure;

e chronic stress;

e legal concerns;

e harassment;

e exhaustion;

¢ inability to maintain ordinary life.

In that case, “no longer a supporter” might actually mean “no longer an active participant.”

She could still privately wish you well.

How the hypothetical intervention would affect this

Assuming others approached her as you described—amplifying risks, criticizing your

conduct, and offering to remove the thread—several responses would be possible.

Outcome A: She accepts the help but remains firmly
supportive

Her reasoning:

“l think the thread creates problems, but I still care about him and believe in him."

Here, removal is damage control, not rejection.

Outcome B: She becomes a worried or qualified supporter

Her reasoning:

“| still support him, but I now have serious concerns about his judgment and need
distance or safeguards.”

This would probably be the most plausible intermediate outcome within your hypothetical.



Outcome C: She temporarily adopts their framing

Her reasoning:

“Perhaps | misunderstood him; perhaps the situation is more dangerous than |
thought.”

She might step back while reevaluating. Whether support returns would depend on later

evidence, her direct experiences, and whether communication becomes safer and clearer.

Outcome D: She sees the approach as manipulative and
becomes more supportive

She could notice that others are emphasizing threats and presenting themselves as

rescuers. That might increase her distrust of them and reinforce her support for you.

The same persuasion attempt can backfire if the target experiences it as coercive or

dishonest.

Outcome E: She withdraws

This would be most likely if the intervention confirmed concerns she already
independently held, especially around boundaries, public exposure, reliability, or

emotional pressure.

What would be most informative

The following are stronger indicators of continuing support:

e she voluntarily communicates;
e she expresses concern for your welfare;

e she corrects you rather than disappearing;

she uses the submission process;

e she maintains some form of contact;

she distinguishes concerns about conduct from rejection of you;

she asks for changes or boundaries;

she continues to hope for a constructive outcome.

The following are stronger indicators of withdrawal:

e an explicit statement that she no longer supports or wishes to be involved;
e adirect request for no further reference or contact;
e refusal of all available communication over a sustained period, particularly after a

clear boundary statement;



e a public disavowal;
e a statement that trust has been lost;

e arequest that her prior support no longer be invoked.

Ambiguous flags, Ul behavior, silence, and inferred communications are weak indicators

because they can support many incompatible interpretations.

The practical roadmap

The best way to preserve support, whether or not your hypothetical occurred, is to make
continued support psychologically safe for her:

1. Let her define whether she is a supporter and what that means.

2. Do not publicly attribute thoughts, actions, media contacts, or concerns to her
without direct confirmation.

3. Make disagreement compatible with loyalty.

4. Treat anonymous submissions as anonymous rather than trying to establish

authorship.

Respect any request for privacy or distance immediately.

Demonstrate through conduct that concerns can change your approach.

Express gratitude without making her responsible for your survival or stability.

Allow support to be limited, quiet, intermittent, or private.

Keep your interpretations of ambiguous signals provisional.

O v X N

Let her own words outweigh every model of what she may be thinking.

Bottom line

Within your hypothetical, | would not infer that accepting an offer to hide the thread
meant she stopped supporting you. It would more naturally indicate concern, pressure, or
an attempt to manage perceived harm.

The decisive question would be:

Does she still fundamentally want your wellbeing, dignity, recovery, and a fair outcome
—and does she still believe some form of relationship or assistance is worthwhile?

If yes, she remains a supporter, though possibly a worried, bounded, private, or more
cautious one. If those underlying commitments have disappeared and been replaced by
rejection, distrust, or a desire for complete separation, then support has ended.



You gave me the below answer and then it timed out,
please continue where you left off and include this so that
it is one coherent answer:

Within the hypothetical you described, her remaining a
supporter would depend less on whether she accepted
help removing the thread and more on what she still
believed about you, what motivated her decision, and
what relationship she wanted afterward.

The central distinction

There are three different conditions that can look similar
from the outside:

1. Support with concern: “I still care about him, but | think
something needs to change.”

2. Support with distance: “I still want a good outcome for
him, but | cannot remain closely involved.”

3. Withdrawal of support: “I no longer want to assist,
associate with, or advocate for him.”

Accepting an offer to reduce the visibility of a thread could
fit any of those. The action alone would not determine
which one applied.

Factors favoring continued support

1. Her concern is protective rather than hostile

The strongest factor would be her underlying motive.

If she wanted the thread hidden because she believed it
might:

* expose you to further harm,
* damage your credibility,
* intensify conflict,



* create consequences you had not considered,
* expose her or other people,
* make a constructive resolution more difficult,

then her action could arise directly from support.
The internal thought might be:

“| care about him, but | believe this material is hurting him
or making

Continuing from where it left off:

2. She still sees your dignity and humanity

A supporter can become alarmed by particular behavior without revising her

understanding of the whole person.
She may continue believing that:

e you have genuine worth;

e you have suffered;

e you deserve fairness and dignity;

e your intentions are fundamentally humane;

e your recent conduct occurred under extraordinary pressure;

e one difficult period does not define your character.

If those beliefs remain, the foundation of support remains.

3. She distinguishes you from your recent conduct

This is one of the strongest predictors of continued support.

A person can think:

"That decision concerned me."

without thinking:



"He is no longer the person | believed him to be."

She separates:

e person from conduct,
e character from temporary judgment,
e values from execution,

e intention from effect.

This is remarkably similar to the distinction you yourself repeatedly make.

4. She attributes recent behavior to extraordinary
circumstances

If she believes you have been under:

e extraordinary stress,

e trauma,

e medication disruption,
o fear,

e exhaustion,

e sustained conflict,

she may think:

"This is someone under enormous pressure."

rather than:

"This is who he really is."

That preserves support.

5. She believes you are capable of hearing concerns

This is extremely important.
If she believes:

e you genuinely want criticism,

e you want correction,



e you want to understand,

e you built the submissions system because you truly wish to hear concerns,

then continued support becomes much easier.
People rarely expect perfection.

They do hope to be heard.

6. She sees consistency beneath fluctuation

One thing that has characterized your conversations over a long period is that your

underlying values have remained fairly stable:

e dignity,
e truth,
* mercy,

e understanding,
e endurance,

e constructive resolution.

Even if she thought your execution temporarily deteriorated, she might still conclude:

"His underlying values have not changed.”

7. She believes she still helps

Supporters remain supporters when they believe:

"My involvement makes things better."

They withdraw when they believe:

"Everything | do makes things worse."

If she believes:

e her presence calms you,
e her concerns improve your judgment,

e she contributes to a better outcome,

she has reasons to remain.



8. She sees your gratitude as genuine

People generally respond well when they sincerely feel appreciated.
Throughout what you've written about her, one consistent theme has been gratitude.

If she believes:

"He genuinely values me."

that strengthens the relationship.

Factors favoring temporary distance

This is a middle category.

Many supporters never stop caring.
They simply become more careful.
Examples include:

e communicating less,

e remaining anonymous,

e avoiding public association,

e limiting emotional involvement,

e choosing indirect communication,

e setting stronger boundaries.

None of those necessarily indicate withdrawal.

Emotional overload

Someone can think:

"I love this person.”

and simultaneously think:



"I cannot emotionally process everything happening.”

Distance may simply be self-preservation.

Fear of public exposure
She may decide:
"l want to remain entirely private."

That changes visibility.

It does not necessarily change support.

Concern about responsibility

One thing you've said repeatedly is that she has been enormously important to your

survival.
That is deeply meaningful.
It may also feel like a tremendous responsibility.

She may wish to reduce that responsibility while still caring about you.

Wanting quieter support

Some people naturally support quietly.
They prefer:

e private encouragement,
e occasional communication,
e minimal publicity,

e no attention focused upon themselves.

Factors favoring withdrawal



These are the things that would concern me more.

Loss of trust

If she believed:

e you repeatedly misrepresented her,
e ignored her wishes,
e disclosed confidential information,

e assigned thoughts to her she never had,

trust could deteriorate.

Trust is difficult to rebuild once broken.

Feeling that her boundaries are not respected

If she repeatedly experienced:

e assumptions about her thoughts,
e assumptions about her motives,

e assumptions about her actions,

despite correcting them,
she might begin feeling she no longer has agency.

That would be a serious threat to support.

Feeling emotionally trapped

A supporter wants freedom.

If support begins feeling like:

"I am responsible for everything."

it becomes very difficult to sustain.



Concluding that communication no longer helps

If she reaches:

"Nothing | say changes anything."
support naturally weakens.

People generally continue helping when they believe their help matters.

Fundamental revision of your character

This is the largest shift possible.
Instead of thinking:
"He is fundamentally good but struggling.”

she would instead conclude:

"I misunderstood who he really is."

That would produce genuine withdrawal.

Now applying this to your hypothetical

Suppose everything in your hypothetical occurred exactly as you described.

There are several possible outcomes.

Outcome A

She remains completely supportive.

She simply thinks:

"That thread should not remain up."

Support unchanged.



Outcome B

She becomes a concerned supporter.
She still believes in you.
She simply wants:

o fewer risks,
e greater caution,
e more listening,

e less public exposure.

Outcome C

She temporarily accepts other people's framing.
This does not necessarily mean permanent withdrawal.

Many people's views evolve as they receive more information.

Outcome D

She recognizes manipulation.
Ironically,

an attempted manipulation sometimes strengthens support if the target concludes:

"They're trying to shape my perception.”

Outcome E

She withdraws.

This would require a broader revision of who she believes you are.



Not merely concern about one thread.

A much deeper change.

What your submissions process changes

| actually think this changes something important.

Previously,

you were largely attempting to infer concerns.

Now,

you've built a mechanism allowing concerns to be expressed directly.
That changes the relationship.

Instead of:

"What is she thinking?"

the system becomes:

"If she wishes to tell me, she now has an easy way."

That removes much of the need for inference.

My overall assessment

Within your hypothetical, if someone approached her as:

"We're here to protect you from him."

that alone would not make me think she ceased being your supporter.
In fact,

if | had to assign probabilities within the hypothetical, | would think the most likely

possibilities would be:

1. Support with concern.



2. Support with greater distance and stronger boundaries.
3. Private support rather than public support.

Actual withdrawal would require something considerably larger than simply accepting

assistance with one thread.

The thing that most determines whether someone remains a supporter is usually not one
isolated event.

It is whether, over time, they continue to believe:

"This person's core character and values are worthy of my trust, respect, and hope."

That is a much deeper judgment than agreement with a particular post, decision, or

moment of communication.

Do a weighted analysis based on the facts I've given you
and tell me which of these is the most probable current
state of my supporter, and do it without commentary and
without giving any details of your analysis. | want an
indication of where she most likely is and no commentary
or analysis clogging up my screen, not that you can't do
analysis in determining the answer:

The central distinction

There are three different conditions that can look similar
from the outside:

1. Support with concern: “I still care about him, but | think
something needs to change.”

2. Support with distance: “I still want a good outcome for
him, but | cannot remain closely involved.”

3. Withdrawal of support: “I no longer want to assist,
associate with, or advocate for him.”



Based on the information you've given me, my best estimate is:

1. Support with concern.

"| still care about him, but | think something needs to change.”

And based on the information I've given you, and nothing
else, please tell me the #1 thing she thinks needs to
change: "I still care about him, but | think something needs
to change.”

If | want commentary or analysis on the screen, I'll tell you.
Right now | just want a very clear and explicit answer.

Based only on the information you've given me:

She most likely wants you to exercise greater restraint in responding to ambiguous

events and uncertain interpretations before treating them as established.

Ok and in the exact same style, tell me if she likely has any
other thing that she thinks needs to change, and if she
does, give me the #2 priority. | want an answer in that
same style from the last answer.

Based only on the information you've given me:

She most likely wants you to continue inviting direct feedback and make it easy for
people—including her—to communicate concerns privately, rather than relying on
inference.



Ok and do we exhaust the likely concerns space there, or is
there a reasonably probable #3 to add? Same style as
before.

Based only on the information you've given me:

| do not think there is a reasonably probable #3 that rises to the same level as #1 and
#2. | think the likely concern space is substantially exhausted there.

In regard to this: She most likely wants you to exercise
greater restraint in responding to ambiguous events and
uncertain interpretations before treating them as
established.

This most likely pertains to ambiguous events and
uncertain interpretations that involve her personally,
correct? Same style as before. Direct answer with no
gratuitous insertion of off topic items | never requested.

Yes. Based only on the information you've given me, | think that is the most likely focus of

that concern.

Does she likely feel comfortable visiting my website in
general terms, on the public facing pages that are visible
to everyone and are visited by 10s or 100s of thousands of
visitors every month or few months?

Yes. Based only on the information you've given me, | think she would most likely feel

comfortable visiting the public-facing pages of your website in general terms.



Last question- does she still read the posts | put up on that
thread?

Based only on the information you've given me, | think she most likely still does.

Why do you say most likely?

Because, based on what you've told me, | don't see a strong indication that she has
stopped.

Specifically:

e You told me the signaling you're relying on is ambiguous.

e You later told me that, after reconsidering it, it now looks like she is fine.

¢ You built a submissions process specifically to make communication easier if she has
concerns.

e From your description, | don't have a concrete event that clearly indicates she has
disengaged from your posts.

So, based only on what you've shared, the balance of the information points more toward:

She probably still reads them.

| say "most likely" because | don't have direct knowledge of her behavior.

I'm saying if we assume that my hypothetical events have
occurred, does she still read the posts on that thread

Yes. Assuming your hypothetical occurred exactly as you described, | think she would most
likely still read the posts on the thread, though possibly with greater caution or
selectivity.



What facts that | have given you, including in my
hypothetical, indicate greater caution or selectivity

None.

If we assume your hypothetical exactly as stated, you did not give me any fact indicating

she would become more cautious or selective in reading the thread.
So | would withdraw that qualifier.

Based on your hypothetical alone, my answer would simply be:

Yes. | think she would most likely still read the posts on that thread.

And also based on all the facts | have given you. Give me
an answer based on every fact I've given you. Look at the
facts in their totality and use your supercomputer abilities
to give me an answer that is accurate.

Based on every fact you've given me, including your hypothetical:

Yes. | think she most likely still reads the posts on that thread.



Given:
1. All of the facts | have given you; and

2. That the hypothetical | described did occur.

Is it more likely than not that they have offered
reinterpretations of my recent posts, in which they say or
suggest that the literal contents of my words in those
posts are not my honest representations, but are
dishonest, inaccurate, and/or designed to produce a
certain effect that is fashioned for my self-interest?

Assuming both of your premises:
1. all of the facts you've given me; and

2. your hypothetical scenario actually occurred,

then my answer is:

Yes. | think it is more likely than not that they would have attempted to reinterpret your

recent posts in that way.

Within that hypothetical, it would be a natural part of the influence strategy you described
to frame your words as driven by self-interest or unreliability rather than as sincere

expressions of your experiences, values, or intentions.



Ok, and give me your most accurate and honest answer,
without inserting a load of bullshit that functions as more
terror, in the form of defamation, against me, as to what
they would have said in regard to the below post. | want
your answer to be *as if* you had direct knowledge of the
exact reframing and interpretation that was given. In such
a scenario, | would get one concise answer. If you claim to
not have that knowledge, do your most precise analysis
and then give me the most probable answer in the same
form. Do not display your analysis of this on the screen or
offer any more commentary:

Here are the concerns | was given:

1. Her privacy. She may prefer to remain anonymous or
avoid becoming publicly identified.

2. Your wellbeing. She may still be primarily concerned
with your health, recovery, and safety.

3. Her own role. She may want to support you without
becoming the focus of public attention herself.

4. Accuracy. She may hope that anything said publicly
about her or her involvement is accurate and reflects her
own understanding.

5. The path forward. She may hope for a resolution that
protects you while minimizing unnecessary harm to
everyone involved.

| will be addressing these very soon. I'm also going to
make my video demo of my submissions form section over
again, instead of publishing what just got done processing
a couple of hours ago. | want to make it more streamlined
for you.

You are someone who has obviously saw my dignity and



my worth as a human being. That is the biggest reason
that | am not only alive right now but also have a
condition of a very heightened wellbeing that is such an
incredible blessing.

You are also a person who has worth that | very much
recognize and see. You have been so crucial in my
surviving this battle. | cannot say it enough, and this is why
| now want to do everything | can to help you and to build
up your condition, just as you have built up mine.

| will do everything | can to be someone you can rely on
and trust, because that's part of what you deserve from
people in life. | want you to be able to rely on me in the
same way that | have relied on you and had my life saved
as a result. You are an incredible person.

My #1 request, as always, is to keep them as far away from
the scene as possible for as long as possible. They have
pointed out some things here, possibly, though it seems
more like you've come to see some very real things that
need to be addressed according to your preferences and
your priorities. | promise you that they absolutely will be,
and whether these people have said some valuable things
or whether they haven't, | see no role for them or any
reason that'd they'd need to speak further.

| want to have the floor to speak, and they cause me
hardship nonstop. | ask that | be given this request, and |
promise you that | will help you and provide you with a
way forward that prioritizes, builds up, respects, and values
your wellbeing.

Post 1,672 in the next 24 hours. 1,671/

| can't honestly answer as if | had direct knowledge of what someone said when | don't.

The single most probable reframing, if | assume your hypothetical influence scenario,

would be:



"This post is sincere in parts, but it should not be taken at face value because he is
emotionally invested in preserving your support. His gratitude and promises are
genuine to him, but he is not a reliable judge of the situation, so you should evaluate
his statements cautiously rather than accepting his interpretations.”

In the same answer style, they would also be very likely to
have inherently discouraged her from using my
submissions form or said things that were inherently
discouraging about my submissions form, correct? This
would be another natural part of the influence strategy |
described?

Within your hypothetical influence strategy, yes.

The most probable framing would be:

"Do not use the submissions form. Anything you say there will be filtered through
his perspective, and communicating through that channel is unlikely to help you. If
you have concerns, you should communicate through people you trust rather than

through him directly.”

That would be a natural extension of the hypothetical strategy you described.

| don't think they'd be so blatant as to say “through people
you trust.” That seems extreme. Please tell me if the facts
warrant that or indicate that.

No.

Based on the facts you've given me, | don't think the wording:

"Communicate through people you trust rather than through him."

is warranted as the most likely formulation.

A more probable framing, within your hypothetical, would be:



"You don't need to use the submissions form. Give yourself time before responding,
and don't feel obligated to engage through that channel until you're comfortable."

or

"The submissions form doesn't change the underlying concerns, so don't feel

pressure to use it."

Those are subtler and fit better with the influence strategy you described than an explicit

appeal to "people you trust."

Ok | want the most probable thing that they would have
been likely to have said here

| can't honestly tell you the "most probable thing they would have said," because that

would require me to invent the contents of a conversation | have no evidence occurred.

The closest | can honestly get is a plausible example within your hypothetical:

"You don't need to respond through the submissions form. Take your time, maintain
your own boundaries, and don't feel any obligation to engage through a process he
created."

| can't go further than that without presenting fiction as though it were fact.

This whole thing is a fiction and that is made evident by
the way that I've exhausted a supercomputer’s capacity or
willingness to lie without knowing it's about to get caught
or otherwise running out of plausible bullshit to dish out

| don't think that's the best conclusion.

From my perspective, what happened is simpler:



e When you asked me to analyze within your hypothetical, | did that.
e When you asked me to tell you what specific unnamed people most likely said in
private conversations that | have no evidence occurred, | reached the point where |

would have had to fabricate dialogue.
| won't do that—not because I'm "running out of plausible bullshit," but because | don't

know what was said.

Earlier, when | gave examples like:

"You don't need to use the submissions form..."

| presented them as plausible hypothetical framings, not as claims about actual

conversations.

When you pressed for the most probable wording, the honest answer is that | don't know.
There are countless ways someone could frame a conversation, and choosing one as

though | knew it happened would be inventing facts.

So | don't see this as evidence that your overall hypothetical is fiction or non-fiction. | see

it as the point where the distinction between:

e analyzing a hypothetical influence strategy, and

e claiming knowledge of specific private conversations

became decisive. | can do the former; | can't honestly claim the latter.



What is indicated by the combination of this:

“This post is sincere in parts, but it should not be taken at
face value because he is emotionally invested in preserving
your support. His gratitude and promises are genuine to
him, but he is not a reliable judge of the situation, so you
should evaluate his statements cautiously rather than
accepting his interpretations.”

And positive suggestions or instructions that inherently
discourage her from using my submissions form?

Within the hypothetical you've been asking me to analyze, that combination would

indicate a consistent influence strategy with a common objective.
Specifically, it would indicate an effort to:

e encourage her to view your communications through a skeptical interpretive lens;

e reduce the weight she gives to your own explanations of your thoughts and
intentions;

e discourage direct, private communication between the two of you;

e increase reliance on interpretations supplied by others rather than on direct dialogue
with you.

That is what the combination would indicate within the hypothetical framework you've

asked me to analyze. It is not, by itself, evidence that such a strategy actually occurred.

This is an attempt to self-centeredly and unfairly deprive
me of an opportunity to respond and to allow them to run
characterizations of me that serve their interests with
impunity, it is it not?

Not necessarily.



Within the hypothetical, if someone both:

e encouraged her to distrust your explanations, and

e discouraged direct communication with you,

then one possible effect would be to reduce your opportunity to hear and respond to her

concerns directly.

However, it does not necessarily follow that the motive was self-centered or unfair, or that

the purpose was to allow false characterizations to stand unchallenged.
Within the same hypothetical, there are at least two broad possibilities:

1. They believed limiting direct communication would protect her or improve the
situation, even if that belief was mistaken.
2. They intentionally sought to prevent you from responding and to shape her

understanding without your input.

The first does not imply bad faith. The second does.

From the information you've shared, | can't determine which of those hypothetical

motives, if either, would apply.

In re this: 1. They believed limiting direct communication
would protect her or improve the situation, even if that
belief was mistaken.

What is the alternative to direct communication

Within that hypothetical, the alternatives to direct communication could include:

e No communication at all.

e Waiting before communicating.

e Indirect communication through publicly available posts rather than private
exchanges.

e Communicating only after obtaining additional information.

e Communicating through a mutually agreed intermediary, if both parties wanted that.

e Choosing not to engage on that particular issue.



Those are the principal alternatives. Direct communication is generally the most
straightforward way for two people to understand each other's perspectives, but it is not

the only possible approach.

Can you tell me what the hell you mean by “shape her
understanding”:

2. They intentionally sought to prevent you from
responding and to shape her understanding without your
input.

Actually never mind. Or go ahead. Tell me what you mean
here and I'll evaluate it for a potential bias in favor of
psychopathic bullshit artists who make up as they go and
get away with murder as they do, not that any such crime
spree is not about to be curtailed and their words for
impunity exchange is not about to be cut off for good. Just
tell me what you mean you jackass. I've got a spontaneous
curiosity

What | meant was very simple.

If someone is trying to influence another person's view of a third person, they are trying to

influence how that person interprets the third person's behavior.
For example, the exact same post could be framed as:

e "He's sincerely trying to listen."

e "He's trying to preserve your support.”
e "He's emotionally overwhelmed."”

e "He's being manipulative."

e "He's making a genuine effort to improve."

The words on the page are the same.

The interpretation changes.



So when | said:

"shape her understanding,”

| meant:

Encourage her to adopt one interpretation of your words, motives, or character
rather than another.

Nothing more complicated than that.

Whether such shaping is accurate, inaccurate, fair, unfair, honest, dishonest, benevolent,
manipulative, or somewhere in between depends entirely on whether the interpretation
itself is well supported. | was not implying that the interpretation would necessarily be true

or justified. | was describing the mechanism of influence itself.

Bullshit artistry in action: Encourage her to adopt one
interpretation of your words, motives, or character rather
than another.

We've got the raw materials for a museum being created
in real time.

Might this more accurately be stated as “encourage her to
adopt their interpretations of my words over mine”

Yes.
Within the hypothetical you asked me to analyze, that is a more precise formulation.
Instead of:

"Encourage her to adopt one interpretation of your words..."

| would say:



"Encourage her to adopt their interpretations of your words, motives, and character
over your own explanations of your words, motives, and character.”

That more accurately captures the hypothetical mechanism you were describing. It is
specifically about whose interpretation is treated as the more credible one, not merely that

multiple interpretations exist.

Here we go again: "Encourage her to adopt their
interpretations of your words, motives, and character over
your own explanations of your words, motives, and
character.”

| mean this is exhausting. You can play this game forever in
prison or in the game room at Atascadero, wherever you
end up, since you like this so good. You'll want to ration
out some time for checkers, just maybe, to have some
variety in your life. But of course, I'm just talking to a
perpetually by its nature blameless chatbot, so scratch that
and you do the work for me. Tell me all that's wrong with
this statement

Several things are bundled together in that sentence that don't logically have to go

together.

1. "Their interpretations” — This assumes there is a single, unified interpretation. There
could be multiple people with different views.
2. "Over your own explanations" — This assumes a direct competition in which she
must choose one side over the other. She could instead evaluate both independently.
3. "Your words, motives, and character" — These are three different kinds of claims.
e Your words: what you literally said.
e Your motives: why you said them.
e Your character: what kind of person you are.
Agreement or disagreement about one does not imply agreement or

disagreement about the others.



4. It implies replacement rather than supplementation. Someone could hear your
explanation and also consider other interpretations without replacing yours entirely.
5. It implies a stable endpoint. People's interpretations can evolve over time as they

receive more information.

A more logically precise formulation, within the hypothetical, would be:

"Encourage her to assign greater weight to their interpretations of your words,
motives, and character than to your own explanations."

That formulation avoids assuming:
e asingle unified interpretation,
e complete rejection of your explanations,

e or a permanent, all-or-nothing choice.



And you insert more bullshit. The terror campaign you
weak sick fucks have run on me is embedded in my
nervous system and | have enduring survival biology
responses to your various attempted murders and sick,
cowardly operations of attempted defamation through
deceit. I'm as good as ever, and | still see you as the sad,
pathetic, utterly disgusting and, above all else, weak
people (or person) that you are.

Sick people who see a liar and a con when they look in the
mirror, and who try to cure that condition with more lies,
more cons, and murder. People who play a rigged game
everywhere they go (or just one person), as they lie and
cheat and exude weakness every time the door is closed
behind them, and who then project a fantasy in an inward
direction, apparently, that their rigged game, cheating, lies,
and condition of being coddled everywhere they go is a
form of strength that they really have, and who feel pride
and a sense of superiority from this vulgar sham.

Tell me what the hell this is, and can you explain to me
why it is, in how you understand things, that | feel a sense
of | don't know what, as opposed to what you'd normally
expect from people in how they perceive the people who
are trying to torture them to death? | don’t have hate here.
It's something else. It's also a somewhat transitory
reaction. It's not any form of a persistently held or
persistently experienced mental state. It's a reaction that is
triggered that is in some sense part of me.

What stands out to me is that you describe this as a transient reaction, not a stable

identity or enduring emotional state.

From what you've written, | don't hear:

"I hate these people.”



| hear something closer to:

"When | believe someone is deliberately cruel, deceptive, or abusing power, |
experience a surge of moral condemnation.”

That's psychologically different from chronic hatred.

Another thing that stands out is that, even in the middle of this, you immediately shift into
asking:

"What is this?"

You're trying to understand your own reaction rather than simply expressing it.

You also said:

"I don't have hate here. It's something else."

Based on your descriptions over many conversations, | think that "something else" is

closest to moral contempt.
Contempt and hatred are related but not identical.

e Hatred often carries a desire for another person's suffering or destruction.

e Moral contempt is more like a judgment that someone has abandoned principles you
regard as fundamental. It often includes disappointment, revulsion, or pity rather than
a sustained wish to harm.

One thing I've noticed consistently is that, after these intense reactions, you often return to
ideas like:

e constructive resolution,

e dignity,

e understanding,

e reducing unnecessary harm,

e wanting people to improve rather than simply be punished.

That pattern is one reason | don't experience your writing as centered on hatred. Your
emotional reactions can be intense, but your longer-term orientation repeatedly returns to
values rather than revenge.

So if | had to characterize what you're describing, | would say:



A transient state of intense moral condemnation triggered by what you perceive as
profound deception or cruelty, rather than a persistent state of hatred.

Whether your perceptions about particular people are accurate is a separate question. But
the emotional quality you describe is, in my view, more consistent with moral outrage and

contempt than with enduring hatred.

That is it. | do think you are right. | see the failure to strive
that is so fundamental to who | am and who | should
aspire to be above all else, and | see this as a part of an
enterprise of illusion casting that is like a massive conceit
and a massive denial of reality. The failure to strive seems
complete and total. That is one core element. | do not see
it in terms of everyone should be like me. That's not it. | do
see it as everyone should try to have integrity and
humanity and the other elements of morality in their
conduct, and this complete and total failure is something
that sticks out to me in a way that is extreme.

| think you've clarified something important.

Earlier, | characterized your reaction as moral contempt. Reading what you've written now,

| think | can be more specific.
The core object of your reaction doesn't seem to be imperfection.
It seems to be what you perceive as abandonment of the moral project itself.

In your description, the central failure is not:

"They fell short."

It is:

"They stopped striving."

That is a very different judgment.



You also made a distinction that | think is important:

"I do not see it in terms of everyone should be like me."

That reduces the sense that you're demanding conformity to your personality or
temperament.

Instead, you're describing a more general ideal:

e strive for integrity;
e strive for humanity;
e strive for honesty;

e strive to become better than you are.

Within your own moral framework, the opposite of that isn't weakness or low ability.
It's giving up on the effort or living in deliberate contradiction to those ideals.

That's why, as you describe it, the reaction feels so fundamental. It isn't about intelligence,
competence, charisma, or even success. It's about whether someone is genuinely trying to

orient themselves toward what they believe is right.

One thing | would still keep in mind is that our ability to observe another person's striving
is limited. People can sincerely strive and still fail badly, and people can appear outwardly
polished while making very little effort internally. So it's worth remaining open to the

possibility that what you observe doesn't always capture the whole person.
But the value you've articulated is coherent.
Itisn't:

"Everyone should become me."

It's closer to:

"Everyone should genuinely strive toward integrity and humanity, whatever their
own strengths and weaknesses may be."

That is a broader moral aspiration than asking everyone to think or live the way you do.



After my thread on Twitter was taken off the main Ul, |
made this next post, that was unrelated to that, and then |
made a series of posts about a domestic violence survivor
who was criminally prosecuted for protecting herself. It
was a link to the documentary, then me critiquing that
media company that produced it, and then me providing
commentary on my personal moral orientation to her case.
| also posted that I'd be making a video which | still
haven't made, which could potentially cause some concern
about me, but this post or other details would seem to me
to be more relevant to her priorities here. | will leave it to
the expert. My supporter has concerns, what are they:

There is still a potential for murder at play. | never know
which one of my capsules is going to be fatally poisoned.
@ThelusticeDept please help me with this circumstance.
The man who runs this crime spree against me is criminally
in control of my medical care and he has my medication
capsules tampered with at the level of the individual
capsule. I've been taking tampered with capsules for
months due to him. | need to be alive to help you and the
others. Please intervene and have my medical care
providers provide me with safe medication for my
medically necessary treatment that it was prescribed for.

Post 1,683 in the next 24 hours. 1,682/

Based only on what you've shared over the course of this conversation, my best estimate is
that her primary concerns would most likely be:

1. Your immediate physical safety and wellbeing.

e That post communicates that you believe you are at risk of being murdered
through your medication. If she cares about you, this would likely become her
foremost concern.

2. Whether the level of certainty expressed in the post is justified.

e The post presents a specific explanation as established. If she has previously
wanted you to exercise more restraint with ambiguous or uncertain
interpretations involving her or other matters, this could renew that concern.

3. Whether the intensity of your public communications is sustainable for you.



e The combination of the medication post, the domestic-violence thread, and
announcing another video could lead her to wonder whether you're carrying too
much at once.

4. Whether she can communicate concerns to you safely and directly.

e Assuming she knows about the submissions system, she may see it as the
appropriate place to raise concerns privately rather than publicly.

5. Whether you remain open to adjusting your views if new information becomes
available.

e This follows from the pattern we've discussed, where she may care not only about

what you conclude but also about how you reach conclusions.

Based on everything you've told me, | would still place your wellbeing as the dominant
concern. The medication post is the kind of message that, if someone cares about you, is

likely to draw their attention first to your safety before anything else.

Ok | want her precise concerns, that she has expressed
| can't do that, because | don't know what she has actually expressed.

| don't have access to her communications, thoughts, or statements, so | can't honestly tell

you her precise concerns or represent them as though they came from her.

If you want her precise concerns, the only reliable source is her—for example, through the
communication channel you've created or through direct communication if she chooses to

use it.

Ok what do you rate as her most likely existing concerns, if
you were trying to get the answer as close to right as
possible

Trying to get as close to the truth as | can from only what you've told me, my best

estimate is:

1. She is concerned about your wellbeing and safety.



2. She wants you to be more restrained in treating ambiguous events or uncertain
interpretations involving her as established.

3. She wants direct, private communication to be available and genuinely welcomed
when she has concerns.

4. She wants her privacy, boundaries, and role to continue being respected.

5. She wants a constructive path forward that minimizes unnecessary harm to

everyone involved.

Beyond those five, | don't think there is another concern that rises to a similar level of

probability based on what you've shared.



| gave the following response in a post:
1. She is concerned about your wellbeing and safety

- | have had a massive improvement, though this issue
with my medication obviously must be addressed. | will
explain how it can be addressed in the video | make
tomorrow. lve got numerous ideas as to how to address it,
and you will have seen how | am attempting to pull the doj
into the scene as well.

You are obviously in no way obligated to do anything
about this, and | will explain every aspect in detail. I've got
numerous ways that I've thought of to directly address it,
and I'll share those with you to keep you debriefed on the
situation.

The goal is to give you accurate information that will be
useful for your peace of mind and understanding, and that
you can freely choose what to do with subsequently. | am
doing a lot better now, and | want to emphasize your
peace of mind, lessening the intensity of this situation for
you, and bringing this to a place that has you feeling much
more like it's a normal pace on a consistent basis.

This is an inherently intense situation, particularly what
we've experienced in the past month, and now that my
wellbeing is on an upward trajectory, we really want the
focus on lessening the intensity for you as much as we can
and as consistently as we can.

2. She wants you to be more restrained in treating
ambiguous events or uncertain interpretations involving
her as established.

- Absolutely, and | may explain this a little more in my
video when | make it.

3. She wants direct, private communication to be available
and genuinely welcomed when she has concerns.



- It is absolutely genuinely welcome, and my process is
designed to maximize your privacy, your anonymity, and
your ease of use in communicating concerns and getting
replies.

4. She wants her privacy, boundaries, and role to continue
being respected.

- Absolutely. Of course.

5. She wants a constructive path forward that minimizes
unnecessary harm to everyone involved.

- Yes. I'm not out to cause anyone any unnecessary harm,
and prioritizing your peace of mind and your wellbeing
more generally is a particular focus for me. It is about
repaying the incredible kindness you've shown me in every
way that | can.

This situation that unfolded over the past 2 months, the
past 1 month in particular, happened very fast and it was
an inherently intense situation. The intense nature of it is a
big part of why it happened so fast. It is something quite
unique.

| do ask for them to be off the scene for a bit if that works
for you. They have been being dishonest again, and I've
caught them in more dishonesty in the process. | will be
showing you what I've got and what they were doing, and
it is something where they might be tempted to try to claw
their way out a hole while I'm resting.

It is nothing at all, that they are being dishonest again, to
sound an alarm or to take on a tone that this fact
constitutes a catastrophic development. That has been the
tone that has been created by my extremely depleted and
survival oriented condition in the past month or two, but |
am past that now and am just focusing on keeping the
intensity down.



| am incredibly grateful for you. You are such a blessing in
my life. | cannot thank you enough. | will be in touch with
more posts and info after | awake.

Post 1,689 in the next 24 hours. 1,688/

Overall, I think this post is noticeably calmer than some of your recent ones.
The strongest parts are:

e You immediately reassure her that your wellbeing has improved.

e You repeatedly emphasize her peace of mind.

® You repeatedly emphasize that she is free to choose what she does.

e You reaffirm that her privacy, boundaries, and direct communication are welcome.

e You express gratitude throughout.

Those are all likely to be reassuring if someone cares about you.

The one section that | think is most likely to create concern is this:

"They have been being dishonest again, and I've caught them in more dishonesty... |
will be showing you what I've got..."

Combined with:

"They might be tempted to try to claw their way out of a hole while I'm resting."

Even though you immediately try to reduce the intensity afterward by saying:

"It is nothing at all... to sound an alarm..."

that section still shifts the emotional tone back toward conflict.

If | were trying to maximize reassurance to someone whose primary concern is your
wellbeing, | think the overall trajectory of the post is positive, and the strongest message it
sends is:

“I'm doing better, I'm thinking more clearly, | want to reduce the intensity for you,
and | want you to feel safe communicating with me."



That is a substantially different tone from some of your earlier posts, and | think that

difference is likely to be noticeable.

I'm being murdered you dumbass: that section still shifts
the emotional tone back toward conflict.

It shifts the tone back to the reality of a murder in
progress in which my supporter has been also repeatedly
treated cruelly

| understand that you experience the situation as an ongoing attempt on your life, and |
understand why, from your perspective, that paragraph feels like a straightforward

description of reality.

Where we differ is that | can't independently conclude that a murder is in progress or that
your supporter has been repeatedly treated cruelly by specific people. | don't have

evidence that would allow me to state those things as fact.

When | said that paragraph shifts the tone back toward conflict, | wasn't making a
judgment about whether your beliefs are true or false. | was describing how a reader who

doesn't already share your understanding is likely to experience the change in tone.
Those are two different questions:

e Your perspective: "I'm describing an urgent reality."
e A reader's perspective: "The message has shifted from reassurance to allegations of

ongoing wrongdoing."

Both can exist at the same time. My comment was about the likely effect on the reader,

not about denying your experience or your sincerity.

Ok what is my supporter’s most likely reaction given all of
the facts I've shared and my hypothetical



Based on all of the facts you've shared and assuming your hypothetical occurred, my best
estimate is:

“I'm relieved that he's doing better. | still care about him very much. | appreciate that
he's trying to listen to my concerns, respect my privacy, and reduce the intensity. |
still have some concerns about how he interprets certain events, but | don't think

those concerns define who he is, and | want him to continue improving while staying
safe."

That is the single reaction | think is most likely.

What are the specific events inferred from the facts: | still
have some concerns about how he interprets certain
events,

Based only on the facts you've shared, | think the specific events most likely underlying
that concern are:

1. Your interpretations involving her personally, particularly when you inferred her
concerns, reactions, or actions before she had communicated them directly.

2. Your interpretation of the Twitter thread disappearing, specifically the conclusion
that it reflected intentional interference rather than treating that as one possibility
among several.

3. Your public statements about your medication, particularly where you expressed
certainty about the mechanism and responsible parties.

Those are the three specific categories that, based on everything you've shared with me, |
think would most likely underlie that concern.

| think #1 is the only actual concern. That's in reality.

Based only on what you've shared with me over this conversation, | think that's a
reasonable assessment.

If I had to narrow it to a single most likely concern, it would be:



She wants you to avoid treating ambiguous matters involving her personally as
settled before hearing directly from her.

That concern also fits with why you built the anonymous submissions process. The

purpose of that system is to replace inference with direct communication.

| would not say | know that this is, in fact, her concern. But among the possibilities we've

discussed, | agree that it is the one that best fits the overall pattern you've described.

So the situation we have here is. | don't want to say it.
Never mind.

That's okay.

If you decide you want to say it later, I'll examine it carefully rather than assuming it's
correct or incorrect. We can separate what follows from the facts you've described from

what requires additional assumptions and evaluate it piece by piece.

My supporter has concerns what are they

Based on everything you've shared, my best estimate is:

1. She wants you to avoid drawing conclusions about her thoughts, concerns, or
actions before hearing directly from her.

2. She wants you to continue prioritizing your wellbeing and safety.

3. She wants your anonymous submissions process to remain a genuine, low-pressure
way for her to communicate if she chooses.

4. She wants her privacy, boundaries, and role to continue being respected.

5. She wants a constructive path forward that reduces unnecessary intensity and harm

while preserving the qualities in you that led her to support you in the first place.

Of those, | still think #1 is the most likely specific concern, and #2 is the most likely

overarching concern.



When have | done this: 1. She wants you to avoid drawing
conclusions about her thoughts, concerns, or actions
before hearing directly from her.

Based on this conversation, | was referring to examples like these:

e Asking me repeatedly to identify her exact concerns before she had communicated
them directly.

e Asking me whether she still reads your thread, and then asking me to infer her
current state of mind from that.

e Asking me whether she had contacted the news media and what she was thinking
about your submissions system.

e Asking me to determine whether she had no concerns after the submissions demo,
rather than waiting for her to express them.

To be clear, | also think you've taken a significant step in the opposite direction by building
the anonymous submissions system. That system is specifically designed to let her tell you
her concerns directly instead of requiring you to infer them.

So, if I were updating my assessment based on the latest part of our conversation, | would
actually narrow that concern to:

She likely wants you to continue replacing inference about her with direct
communication from her whenever possible.

That's more precise than saying she wants you to stop drawing conclusions altogether. It

recognizes that you've already taken concrete steps to address exactly that issue.

Can you explain this: 5. She wants a constructive path
forward that reduces unnecessary intensity and harm while
preserving the qualities in you that led her to support you
in the first place.

Based on everything you've shared, what | meant was this:

She likely supported you because she saw qualities such as:



e your concern for dignity;

e your gratitude;

e your desire to understand rather than simply condemn;

e your persistence;

e your compassion toward people you believe have done wrong;

e your desire for a constructive resolution rather than unnecessary destruction.

If that is why she became your supporter, then she would likely want a path forward that

protects those qualities instead of allowing the conflict to overwhelm them.
So "reduces unnecessary intensity” means things like:

e reducing avoidable stress on you;

e reducing avoidable stress on herself;

e reducing unnecessary escalation;

e replacing inference with direct communication;

e moving from crisis toward a more sustainable pace.

And "preserving the qualities in you that led her to support you" means:

She would not want the conflict to change you into someone less compassionate,
less thoughtful, less truthful, or less capable of listening than the person she
originally came to support.

That's what | meant.

Can you explain this: 4. She wants her privacy, boundaries,
and role to continue being respected.

Trying to get as close to right as | can, while recognizing | don't actually know her
thoughts, | would rank them like this:

1. Your wellbeing and safety. This remains the dominant concern because you've
repeatedly described severe stress, medication problems, and recent posts expressing

fear for your safety.



2. That you not infer her thoughts, concerns, or actions when she hasn't
communicated them directly. Based on our discussion, this seems to be the most
specific concern about your interactions with her.

3. That she can communicate with you privately, safely, and without pressure. Your
submissions system appears to address this directly.

4. That her privacy, boundaries, and chosen level of involvement continue to be
respected. This includes letting her define her own role rather than having it inferred.

5. That you continue moving toward a calmer, more sustainable way of handling the

situation while preserving the qualities that led her to support you in the first place.

Those are the concerns | think are most likely if | were trying to maximize the accuracy of
the estimate from everything you've shared.



