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Social reality might not be a video game, but there’s no point trying to imagine that. Crass
realism obscures the rules. Besides, society converges upon a video game - or immersive ludic
simulation - even if it isn’t one already. Such gamification is a trend to note. It has multiple

drivers.

As games get more convincing, they increasingly set the default perceptual frame. In
technologically-advanced societies, game-like systems are becoming the obvious model for
self-understanding. The reception for stories with this slant continuously improves. Even
scientific theorizing is drawn to them. The topic might seem less than serious, even
definitively so, but ultimately it isn’t. Alternatively, it might be said that there is a non-

seriousness more serious than seriousness itself. Everything will be gamified.

In the epoch of WMD deterrence, unlimited warfare is not allowed to happen. Instead, it is
perpetually simulated. Every serious military establishment becomes a set of war-games in
process. From the peak of virtual thermonuclear spasm, war-gaming cascades down through
the apparatus of conventional war-fighting capability, and then spreads outwards - like a
blast-wave - through every civilian forum of institutional planning. Eventually (but already) to
have been ‘war-gamed’ just means to have been thought through. A war-game is less serious
than a war, but it’s the most serious way to process things when war is off the table. It’s also -
from its inception - the way to keep war off the table. Si vis pacem, para bellum, which means

playing it out.

That everything would be gamified was decided during the pre-history of computing, at the
latest. The potential to simulate anything, which is only to say emerging artificial intelligence,

leaves nothing that cannot be folded into a game, given time.
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In their take-off phase, at least, machines demand strict rules, responding well only to precise
instructions. They dissipate fog or, more precisely, motivate its dissipation. The world adjusts
to machine intelligence by sharpening its definition. Formalization acquires precise practical

criteria.

Anything that trains an AI has to function as a game. This is because playing games is the
only thing AI can ever do. For synthetic intelligence to be applied to a problem, of any kind, it
has to be gamified. Then strategies can be pursued, in strict compliance with rules, to

maximize success. Optimization games are the only kind that exist, and inversely.

While games are made, or adopted, for Al to play in, games incorporate Als into themselves,
as components. Simply making games that work requires computer game companies to
nurture a semi-independent machine intelligence lineage of their own. Playing against Als,
and also alongside them, is ever increasingly what gamers do. This is what the ‘single player’
option abbreviates, most obviously. The antisocial path stimulates nonlinearity on the side of
the machine. Machine intelligence escalation twists into an ever tighter loop, continually
intensifying, as it plays games against itself, and against anyone else who wanders in to

challenge it.

The games that are relentlessly improving - the kind ‘gamers’ play - are competition for
society. They provide an alternative to traditional modes of social involvement. Japanese
‘otaku’ pioneered these paths of departure. Wherever technology crests, the world follows

them. Advance tends to exit.

‘Incel’ - or ‘involuntary celibate’ - is in some ways a misleading term for what is happening
here. The condition of fundamental social alienation described is no more ‘involuntary’ than
any other opt-out. The ‘incel gamer’ no longer finds the most basic of all traditional social
relations worth it. There are better games. The revealed preference is evident regardless of

what might be said. They grasp games as a way to leave.

At the same time, the PUAs - or ‘pick-up artists’ - have been pulling everything apart from
the opposite direction. If they have a bible it is Neil Strauss’s The Game. Rather than

abandoning mating for games, the PUAs gamify mating.

Turning it into a game is the first step to becoming good at it. In the same way, war is ‘the
game of princes’. Everything is a game to those who are good at it, and as a condition of them
coming to be good at it. This is the serious non-seriousness previously touched upon.

Excellence has ludic foundations. Play or be played, as it is cynically said.



How could it not become ever more obvious that ‘Gamergate’ had to happen? If non-
Wokeness in the gaming industry had never been an issue, it would be a sign that nothing of
importance was taking place there. In reality, it could not be left alone because it was destined
to eat everything. The topic was seriously non-serious, as the GameStop short-squeeze was

more recently.
Good or well-constructed games have a number of characteristic features.

Firstly, they can only be played by the rules. Cheating is forbidden less than it is made
impossible. Physics is like this. It proscribes nothing that can be done (as Crowley notoriously
noticed). Rules that can be broken are a failure of game design. The more impractical it is to

cheat, the better the game.

Secondly, they have an implicit meta-rule that strictly prohibits changing the rules. To change
the rules is to invent a new game, which cannot be done during play. Different games, with

different rules, coexist simultaneously, rather than replacing each other successively.

Thirdly, rule sets permit outcomes, without ever dictating them. Rules and strategies are
mutually independent. Strategies compete within the rules, rather than over them. Strategic

modification of rules, or the adaptation of rules to strategy, is essentially corrupt.

Fourthly, each is fully enveloped by some consistent incentive structure. This renders success

and failure unambiguous, grading performance. The players always know how it went.

The ‘games’ favored by game theorists, such as variants of the prisoner’s dilemma, compose a
small subset of such well-constructed games. They cannot be transcended by cheating. Game
modification is never a permitted move. They permit no legislative power. Each has a single

reward dimension.

The breadth of application suggests these constraints are not difficult to meet. It might even

seem that any alternative to a well-constructed game is anomalous in its degeneracy.

To be a progressive is to be in favor of changing the rules. There is one ‘arc of history’ and it is

made of reforms. Old rules and structures of oppression are considered broadly identical.

A conservative is against changing the rules. If they are changed, they stay changed, because
changing them back would still count as change. Thus the much derided function of

conservatism as anchor for the progressive ratchet.



A reactionary holds that the rules should never have been changed. Reaction would delight in

restoring old rules, were it ever in a position to do so. It never is, and will never be.

A neoreactionary accepts experimental variation in rules only when rule sets are multiplied.
New rules are to be tolerated only alongside, in addition to, and as a concurrent alternative to
old rules. They are legitimated only by hard forks. Anything else is progress, which is in all

cases misfortune.

Progress is reform without schism. While wrapping itself in the mantle of science, it
incarnates a drastic violation of scientific method. Positive or negative characterizations of
‘progressive experiments’ are equally misleading. Progressive change is not experimental, but
rather something closer to the opposite. It substitutes for testing, and disdains controls.
Synchronic comparison is deliberately suppressed, and the more thorough the suppression the
more progressive it is. Multiplication without difference is bad, but difference without

multiplication is worse.

In a corrupt society, or bad social game, the ruling class makes rules. There is nothing natural
about this, regardless of what we are told. It is only in the wake of a radical socio-cultural

calamity that it happens.

In any well-constructed game, winning is entirely distinct from re-writing the rules. For
instance, a speculative investor - however successful - does not modify the functioning of the
stock market, any more than a chess master takes advantage of each victory to change the way

pieces move.

Capitalism, as a game, works well when businesses follow economic rules they have no role in
formulating. Even in the political sphere, comparatively stable constitutional principles and
norms are expected to conserve themselves resiliently through vicissitudes of party conflict.
This point might confidently be strengthened. Invulnerability of political rules-of-the-game to
party fortune is regime stability. The contrary condition, in which party dominance
overwhelms political rules and permits the dictation of new ones, defines revolution.
Competition within rules is politics, but competition to set rules is war. When politics seems

more like war than it used to, this is why.

The common law tradition permits no legislation. Laws are discovered, never made. The
notion of law-making is abominable, and inconsistent with the existence of a free people.

According to the only truly English position, legislation is always and essentially tyranny.



Optimally, the rule of law is a pleonasm. It means only that the rules rule. Nothing could be

more inevitable.

‘Algorithmic governance’ says roughly the same. Yet under conditions of fundamental social
corruption the ‘rule of law’ appears closer to an oxymoron. Is it not always men who in fact
rule, with rules as their instrument? If so, formal procedure is mostly mystique. Yet this
question is itself an index of decadence. Only when a game is already broken does it appear so

lacking in authoritative constraint.

America is a game so badly broken the world is positively awe-struck by it. Its hegemony
ensures that everyone has to care. Most of the planet finds itself sucked into a game whose

formal rule set is a chaotic cancerous mess.

When America had a frontier, it was a land of real experiments. New games of all kinds were
explored, in parallel. The national heritage of schismatic religion meant different rules
applied in different places. From the mid- to late-Nineteenth Century, hardening of the Union
and the closing of the frontier brought religious, moral, and political consolidation. American
experiments entered their twilight, and The American Experiment was celebrated, integrally,

which was no experiment at all, but only progress.

‘Never change the rules’ is an example of a good meta-rule. What, then, exemplifies a bad one?
‘We should all be playing the same game’ is probably the very worst. At least, nothing more

sinister can easily be conceived.

We don’t like the same games. More particularly, we don’t all like the kind of domination
game that requires everyone to play the same game, even if some like it a lot. The ‘game
industry’ has an abundance of practical evidence on ludic preference diversity, far exceeding
what is required to make the basic point. We want to play different games is the basic point.
Despite its overwhelming obviousness, getting it installed as a default is surprisingly difficult.

In part, this is Social Domination game-play at work.

There are people who dislike chess. There are many more who don’t like it enough to play it
continuously, and exclusively. Chess, nevertheless, is a well-constructed game. No one is

disgraced by their dedication to it.

Social Domination is a contender for the worst-constructed game in history. “Let’s keep
changing the rules until everybody likes it,” it suggests tacitly. It simultaneously makes other

suggestions which directly contradict this, but never to the point of ensuring its retraction. As



if this were not already bad enough, it also mandates universal cheating. Its rules are so
numerous, unstable, and poorly-formulated that they are both theoretically and practically
unintelligible. The latitude with which rule-violations are to be avoided or penalized has
become a strategic consideration. Players in weak positions have to scrupulously avoid gross
rule-violations and are increasingly terrorized by trivial, absurd, and informal norms. Players

in strong positions get to ignore any rules they don’t like.

The best Social Domination players get to decide whether to permit opt outs from Social
Domination. The incentive effects here are entirely predictable. However much you hate the
game, you have to win it to escape. Those who like it are far more likely to do well at it. On the
rare occasions when those who don’t like it do well, they suddenly find they like it more than
they had thought, or have invested too much in it to quit. To escape it means fighting it, which
means playing it, which means investing in it. Getting out involves putting people into a
position from which they can get you out, and that position turns out to be a lot more
comfortable than either getting out, or letting anyone else out. These dynamics are clear to

everyone.

As it all becomes ever more obvious, cynicism explodes. No one is any longer really fooled by
the thinly-stretched, saccharine, hysterical idealism. It’s all power and who-whom, as the
practitioners of Cultural Revolution are the first to admit. “We’re fucking you, and we get to
call it good, because we’re winning, and you're not.” That’s the whole of it. For anyone who
thinks Social Domination is a great game to play, it makes more sense than it ever has. There

are many such people. They’re not going away.

“Is it time yet?”

“It’s a bit later actually.”

“It’s a bit later than now? Or now’s a bit later than it?”

It’s time to war-game getting the hell out, and away from them. The technological platforms
for it are almost in place. Begin to use them, and they’ll arrive faster. It’s all been set up in a

way that can’t be stopped. The games industry is the template.

Any exit ramp that looks serious is fake. Social Domination manages serious threats easily,
making them actually non-serious. Such ‘challenges’ fall under its rules, dialectically, and

merely make it bigger. There’s no way to seriously oppose it without playing into it.



Any real exit has to be seriously non-serious. Game it out. Play another, different game on the
side, shifting everything steadily to the side. Migrate intelligence-capital onto a million ludic

frontiers, where exit hatches. No one will take it seriously until it’s too late.

[t’s getting ever easier to try things out inside games. Any kind of plotting that doesn’t take

this route will soon seem obsolete.

The means of simulation do not need to be seized, but they do need to be proliferated. Other

frontiers will open, but none so soon.
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This is a great text. One of your most important ones, | think.

After some serious engagement within the political space for the past 6 years | am also now
convinced that the only available frontier for meaningful political change is outside of it. You ca
neither create a "safe space” for yourself from a corrupt system, nor change it for the better by
becoming a node within it. You have to disengage completely, create or enter a different game. A
political game as totalitarian as that of today will always be interested in you, but there are ways to

escape it. Why are you not playing them?

Blockchain is the only way. Somehow the Regime failed to destroy it when it had the chance. And
now it is starting to eat the regime itself. Finance will be the first to be "gamified" in its unique
crypto-digital style. It's too late to stop it now. That this development was overlooked really does
speak to the level of short-sightedness that the regime suffers from nowadays. Attempts to control
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it will be made, but this is a fundamentally different game, with fundamentally different rules.
Central banks will make digital currencies to compete with bitcoin? If you are trying to compete
with it, you are playing by its rules. If you are playing by its rules, you will lose. Nay, you have
probably already lost. Just as your rules are designed so that it doesn't exist, its rules are designed
so that you don't exist. You can't win a game rigged against you. How ironic that the regime would
forget that.

The point about non-seriousness is also spot-on. Any serious political message, in fact, any serious
intellectual discourse at all, has to be shrouded in irony. This is how | read any text nowadays. If the
tone is serious, then the content is surely nonsensical. Either for purposes of expanding the author's
power or bootlicking so that he is not crushed by someone else's power. Serious texts always play

hv the riillec (af the name) therefare thev have nathina interectinn tna <av Iranic texts an the nther
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Very based! Time to get on Urbit, folx!
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