THE POLL-TESTED LIE MACHINE
A Field Guide to Democrat Cooked-Up Schemes That Cover the Fact That They Have No Actual
Workable Policy Positions

Every Democrat talking point that survives a news cycle has passed through the same assembly line first. A focus
group whispers it. A pollster stress-tests it against swing voters. A consultant renames it until the words stop
meaning anything. Then the legacy press — not a neutral observer but a distribution network — launders it into
"news" for an audience that never learned to ask who benefits from the story they're being sold.

The catalog below shares one operating principle: frame the policy so the voter blames the wrong person. Each
one is a magic trick where the hand doing the harm hides behind the hand pointing the finger.

¥% Scheme One: The Race Scam — The Permanent Plantation

This is the oldest and most profitable con in the entire catalog, and it works so well precisely because it's been
running so long that most people can no longer see it for what it is. The frame is simple: every minority is oppressed
by the evil white man, and only the Democrats can free them. It has been the party's core product for over sixty
years, and in all that time it has delivered exactly one outcome reliably — not the liberation it promises, but the
perpetuation of the dependency that keeps the promises necessary.

The move: take the genuine stain of America's past — slavery, Jim Crow, segregation, all of it real, all of it shameful,
all of it ended — and stretch it forward indefinitely, so that no amount of progress, no passage of time, and no
personal success can ever discharge the debt. The scheme requires the past to be permanent, because a debt that
can never be paid is a debt that can be collected forever.

The frame: "systemic racism." "White supremacy." "Institutional oppression." Each phrase is poll-tested to do the
same job the word "healthcare" does for abortion: it ends the argument before it starts. You can't debate "systemic
racism" — you can only be guilty of it. The frame locates the problem in the structure rather than the individual,
which is convenient, because a structure can never be fixed, and a problem that can never be fixed is a problem
that can be campaigned on forever.

The tell: here is the sixty-year ledger. For over six decades, the Democrats have held the cities where the promises
were loudest. They have run the school systems, the housing authorities, the welfare offices, the criminal-justice
apparatus — every institution that was supposed to close the gap. They have presided over racial preferences,
affirmative action, set-asides, diversity mandates, and an entire administrative state built to engineer equality of
outcome. And what is the result after sixty years of this? The gaps they were hired to close are, by their own
metrics, still there — and in many cases worse. The schools in the cities they've run for generations are still failing.
The wealth gap they promised to eliminate is still gaping. The crime they swore to reduce still terrorizes the very
neighborhoods they claim to champion.

And the deeper tell: a party that actually wanted to free a constituency would point to results — rising incomes,
functioning schools, safe streets, intact families. A party that wants to keep a constituency points to its enemies.
The race scam is not a program for liberation. It is a plantation in reverse: the same dependency, the same
permanent grievance, the same promise of salvation just one more election away. The Democrats don't need
minorities to succeed. They need minorities to believe they can't succeed without the Democrats. That belief is the
product. Everything else — the "systemic racism," the "white supremacy," the "evil white man" — is just the
packaging that keeps the product selling.



And notice the final cruelty of it: the scheme makes the patient dependent on the disease. The one thing the race
scam can never deliver is the one thing it's supposedly for — actual equality, actual freedom, actual
self-determination — because the day the patient is cured, the doctor is out of a job. Sixty years, and the "freeing"
never seems to arrive. That's not a failure of the program. That's the whole point of it.

4§ Scheme Two: "Abortion Is Healthcare" — The Master Weapon

This is the weapon system the entire machine is built around. Abortion is the one issue where the Democrats can
reliably turn out their base, terrify suburban women, and raise money from donors — all without ever having to
defend a single economic result. It is the escape hatch from every failed policy: inflation, crime, the border, the
schools. No matter how bad the record, the response is always the same. "They're coming for your abortion rights."

The move: take a question that is fundamentally moral — when does a human life deserve protection? — and
dissolve it into the language of medicine. "Reproductive healthcare." "A medical procedure." "A decision between a
woman and her doctor." The word "healthcare" does all the heavy lifting, because "healthcare" polls as
unimpeachable. You can't argue with healthcare. You can only be against it.

The frame: once it's "healthcare," the entire debate is settled before it starts. Any opposition isn't a philosophical
disagreement — it's a denial of care. Any restriction isn't a boundary on a contested act — it's an attack on women.
The scheme converts a genuine, wrenching moral question into a binary where one side is "for medicine" and the
other side is "for suffering."

The tell: healthcare, as every honest person knows, is about healing. It is about restoring health, curing disease,
preserving life. An abortion is the one "medical procedure" whose entire purpose is to end a life rather than save
one. Calling that "healthcare" is like calling an execution "palliative care." The language is doing the work of the lie
— it's a moral claim smuggled inside a clinical word, so that the voter never has to confront what's actually being
decided.

And the deeper tell: notice who the scheme is for. The abortion lobby's most reliable customers aren't the
desperate and the poor — though those are the faces put on every camera — they're the donor class and the
activist class, the people for whom "reproductive freedom" has always meant freedom from consequence. The
woman in crisis is the poster, but the product is a permanent wedge that keeps a base angry, engaged, and writing
checks. It is the one issue that can be run forever, because it can never be "won" — there's always another court,
another restriction, another state to panic about. A weapon that never leaves the holster is a policy. A weapon that
must be waved every cycle is a business model.

(7 Scheme Three: The Inversion of Normal — Homosexuality and Transgenderism as "The Norm"

This is the abortion scheme's sibling, and it runs on identical machinery: take a moral claim that a large majority of
Americans quietly reject, dress it in the language of fairness and identity, and poll-test the euphemism until dissent
becomes unspeakable.

The move: elevate a small minority's self-conception to the status of an unquestionable default, then redefine
anyone who doesn't affirm it as the deviant. Homosexuality and transgenderism — which are, demographically, the
experience of a tiny fraction of humanity — were rebranded not as one way of being among many, but as the norm
against which every institution must now be measured.



The frame: the language does the heavy lifting. "Love is love." "Trans women are women." "Affirming care." Each
phrase is poll-tested to short-circuit the brain before the moral question can even form. "Love is love" equates a
contested behavior with the most universal human good and dares you to object. "Trans women are women" is a
declaration, not an argument — it's designed to be repeated, not examined. "Affirming care" renames the chemical
and surgical alteration of children's bodies as kindness, so that anyone who objects is, by definition, cruel.

The tell: the scheme works by reversing the burden. The question is never allowed to be "should this be
celebrated?" It is always "why do you hate these people?" Dissent isn't met with argument; it's met with a moral
inquisition. The teacher who won't use invented pronouns, the mother who doesn't want her daughter sharing a
locker room with a biological male, the father who objects to his son's school keeping secrets from him — none of
them get a hearing. They get a label. And the label replaces the debate.

And the deeper tell: the "norm" was never established by persuasion. It was established by institutional capture.
The schools, the universities, the corporations, the medical associations, the media — all of them adopted the
framing at once, not because America voted on it, but because the people who run those institutions decided it,
and then taught it to your children as settled fact. A position that requires the coordinated compliance of every
powerful institution, from the kindergarten classroom to the corporate HR department, is not a norm. A norm is
what ordinary people actually believe. What this is, is a mandate from above, sold as a consensus from below.

And that's the whole trick, stated plainly: the framing never had to win. It only had to silence. Homosexuality and
transgenderism were not argued into the mainstream. They were installed — and the installation worked by
making the cost of disagreement so high that most people simply stopped disagreeing out loud. The silence, to a
pollster, looks like consensus. But a country that has been taught it's not allowed to speak is not a country that has
changed its mind.

"% Scheme Four: "Nationalist" — The Word That Means "Like Hitler"

This is the most dangerous frame in the entire catalog, because it's the one that converts love of country into a
crime against humanity. And the whole trick is in a single word.

The move: take the most ordinary, universal, uncontroversial sentiment a human being can hold — / love my
country and want it to succeed — and relabel it with a word that, for the last eighty years, has meant only one
thing: the Nazis. "Nationalist." The scheme is to make "America First" mean "Hitler" by linguistic osmosis, so that
no argument is ever needed — the word does the killing on contact.

The frame: "nationalism" is never defined. It's never debated. It's simply applied, always with the unspoken suffix
"...like the Germans had." When a politician says he wants to put his own country's interests first — secure borders,
energy independence, self-government, an end to endless foreign wars — the response isn't an argument about
policy. The response is a word: nationalist. White nationalist. Christian nationalist. The word is chosen precisely
because it poll-tests as the most evil thing a person can be called, and once it sticks, the person it's attached to is no
longer a political opponent. He's a threat.

The tell: notice the sleight of hand. Every sovereign nation on Earth is, by definition, nationalist — it acts in its own
interest, protects its own borders, serves its own citizens. That's what a nation is. The Chinese government is
nationalist. The French are nationalist. The Japanese are nationalist. None of them are Nazis. The word
"nationalism" has been reserved as a slur for one country and one country only — America — and deployed
exclusively against the people who love it openly. A Chinese official who says "China First" is stating policy. An
American who says "America First" is a fascist. The asymmetry is the tell. The word doesn't describe a danger. It
manufactures one.



And the deeper tell: the purpose of the word has never been accuracy. It's dehumanization. Once a man is a
"nationalist," he's no longer someone you disagree with — he's someone you're permitted to hate. The label strips
away the person and leaves only the term, and the term has been engineered to justify anything done to the
person wearing it. That's not political speech. That's the first step of a process that ends somewhere very dark. And
it's the exact process that was used to turn a Christian man who loved his country into a target.

Scheme Five: "Christian Nationalism" — The Manufactured Boogeyman

The move: take people who happen to be both Christian and patriotic — which is to say, a very large share of
ordinary Americans — and file them under a single invented threat, as if the combination of faith and love of
country were itself a plot against the republic.

The frame: "Christian nationalism" is a phrase built to do two jobs at once. The word "Christian" attaches the whole
thing to a faith that's been at the center of American life since before the founding. The word "nationalism"
attaches it to the most radioactive force of the twentieth century. The two words together are a category that
doesn't exist in nature — there's no "Christian nationalist" movement, no platform, no party, no leader, no
manifesto — but the phrase is poll-tested to sound like all of those things exist, and to sound like they're coming for
you.

The tell: ask what, specifically, a "Christian nationalist" believes that an ordinary American Christian doesn't. The
answer is nothing. The people tagged with the label believe in God, believe in their country, believe in family and
freedom and self-government — which is to say, they believe what the overwhelming majority of Americans have
believed for two and a half centuries. The label doesn't describe a belief. It describes a target. It exists so that the
press and the political class can point at a churchgoing patriot and say "there's the enemy," without ever having to
name a single thing the person actually did.

And the deeper tell: this is not an academic label. It's a weaponized one. The entire point of conflating Christianity
with nationalism — and then nationalism with Nazism — is to manufacture a moral justification for treating
ordinary believers as a threat. That's not rhetorical excess. That's the exact frame that gets deployed right before
something terrible happens to the people it's aimed at. When the press and the political class spend years telling
the country that a segment of its own citizens are dangerous religious fanatics, they are not engaging in analysis.
They are loading a weapon. This is the weapon that got Charlie Kirk assassinated. The people who pull the trigger
are just the ones who took the rhetoric literally. The rhetoric itself did the aiming.

@ Scheme Six: "MAGA Extremism" — The Mirror That Only Points One Way

This is the category error that powers all the others, and it's worth naming it plainly. The framing holds that
common-sense, constitutional beliefs — secure borders, energy independence, parents having a say in their
children's schools, the idea that boys and girls are real and different, free speech, self-defense — are not merely
wrong but extreme.

The frame: "MAGA extremism" is poll-tested to file every normal American under the same manufactured threat.
The suburban mom who wants to know what's being taught in third grade? Extremist. The veteran who thinks the
border should be enforced? Extremist. The worker who wonders why his grocery bill doubled? Extremist. The label
converts a majority of the country into a fringe, and the press repeats it until it sticks.



The tell: here's the mirror. What does "extreme" mean if enforcing the law, reading the Constitution, and wanting
your kids safe qualifies? Meanwhile, the same people hurling the word defend positions that actually are outside
the American mainstream: abolishing the police, open borders, biological men in women's sports and private
spaces, race-based hiring quotas, and — in the loudest corners — outright communism. The party that waves
hammer-and-sickle flags at its own rallies, that hosts speakers who praise actual Marxist regimes, that calls the
profit motive itself a form of oppression — this is the party calling the other side extreme.

And the deeper tell: the scheme works by relabeling the normal as radical and the radical as normal. It's the
inversion that sits underneath every other frame on this list. MAGA, at its core, is nothing more exotic than the
belief that the country should enforce its laws, secure its border, respect its founding documents, and leave people
alone. That used to be called being an American. Calling it "extremism" is the tell that the people doing the calling
have drifted so far from normal that normal now looks radical to them. The label isn't a description of the target.
It's a confession about the speaker.

Scheme Seven: "Comprehensive Immigration Reform" — The Permanent Get-Out-of-Jail-Free Card

This is the border scheme's legal arm, and it's the most elegant con in the whole catalog because it converts their
own failure to enforce the law into your failure to pass a new one. It is the permanent escape hatch: no matter how
open the border, no matter how bad the crisis, the answer is always the same — "the Republicans won't pass
comprehensive immigration reform."

The move: take a situation that requires nothing but enforcement of laws already on the books — laws that have
been deliberately, systematically unenforced — and reframe it as a situation that requires new legislation. The
scheme is to make the border crisis look like a legislative problem rather than an enforcement problem, so that the
blame lands on the party that won't pass a bill, instead of the party that won't do its job.

The frame: "comprehensive immigration reform" is poll-tested to sound reasonable, bipartisan, responsible. Who
could be against reform? But the word "comprehensive" is doing the heavy lifting — it means a massive bill, one
that bundles amnesty for millions with the border security the public actually wants, so that the two can never be
separated. The scheme is deliberately designed to fail: the amnesty is the poison pill that guarantees no
border-security majority will ever touch it, which means the border never gets secured, which means the crisis
never ends, which means the "reform" card can be played forever.

The tell: notice that the border was never secured through the dozens of existing laws, the existing enforcement
mechanisms, the existing authorities. The President of the United States did not need a single new bill to stop the
flood — he needed only to enforce the law, which his own administration refused to do. As Trump put it plainly:
they didn't need to pass that bill. They just needed a new President. The entire "reform" framing is a dodge — a
way to pretend the crisis was a legal failure rather than a willful one, so that the party with the power to stop the
flood could blame the party without it.

And the deeper tell — the cooked-up Senate bill: the capstone of the scheme was the manufactured border bill,
advanced with great fanfare as the "solution" to Biden's open border. But look at what it actually was: a bill that
codified the crisis. It would have allowed thousands of crossings a day before the so-called "shutdown" authority
even kicked in — meaning it wasn't a bill to close the border at all. It was a bill to legalize the flow. It was cooked up
not to fix the problem, but to create a talking point: "we offered a solution, and the Republicans rejected it." The
bill was never meant to pass. It was meant to be rejected, so that the rejection could be waved in front of the
cameras as proof that the other side wanted the border open.



The whole thing is a shell game. The Democrats open the border, refuse to enforce the law, watch the crisis erupt
— and then, when the public finally notices, they introduce a bill designed to legalize the very crisis they created,
watch it fail, and blame the failure on the people who wanted enforcement all along. It is the border scheme, the
"secure border" lie, and the election-theft projection all rolled into one: create the problem, manufacture a fake
solution, and blame the other side for not accepting the fake solution. A get-out-of-jail-free card that can be played
forever, because the jail is the one they built.

Scheme Eight: Flood The Border, Then Blame the Enforcer

Step one: preside over the largest surge of illegal border crossings in living memory. Empty out the interior
enforcement. Signal, in a hundred ways, that the border is effectively open.

Step two: when the consequences arrive — overwhelmed shelters, strained schools, fentanyl, crime — turn around
and paint ICE, the agency whose job is to enforce the laws that were deliberately not being enforced, as the villain.

The tell: the scheme only works if the audience never asks the sequence question. Why is ICE here in the first
place? Because the border was left open. The cruelty isn't the enforcement. The cruelty is manufacturing a crisis
and then blaming the people assigned to clean it up.

Scheme Nine: "The Border Is Secure" — The Lie Told While the Door Was Open

The move: state something flatly false, with a straight face, from behind a podium — and let repetition do the work
that facts cannot.

The frame: "the border is secure" was the poll-tested sentence, because "secure" is the word that lets you avoid
the word "crisis." A crisis demands a response. A secure border demands nothing. So, the word "secure" wasn't a
description of reality — it was a permission slip for inaction. Say it often enough, with enough institutional
authority behind you, and the legacy press will print it as fact rather than as the claim it actually was.

The tell: the numbers never matched the sentence. Record crossings, record gotaways — the people who entered
undetected and were never counted at all — overwhelmed facilities, and fentanyl pouring across the line at a rate
that made the word "secure" a joke. But the scheme never depended on the numbers holding up. It depended on
the audience never seeing them. The person who gets their information from the legacy press heard "the border is
secure" from a podium and believed it, because the press repeated it, because the press was part of the same
machine.

And the deeper tell: the lie was always aspirational — it described the border as the Democrats wished it were, not
as it was. The entire immigration policy of that era was built on the premise that the border should be open, that
enforcement was cruel, that the nation-state was obsolete. "Secure" was the fig leaf. It let them run an open-border
policy while still saying the word voters wanted to hear. And the moment anyone pointed at the actual numbers,
they were called racist. The scheme wasn't just the lie. It was the shield around the lie — the accusation that
noticing the truth was itself the crime.

& Scheme Ten: The Election Theft Projection



After years of the Democrats themselves being the party of ballot harvesting, unregulated drop boxes, late-arriving
mail ballots counted for days, and lawsuits filed to rewrite election rules mid-game, they now insist —
straight-faced — that Republicans are trying to steal the midterms.

The tell: what Republicans are actually doing is rolling back the vote-stealing architecture the last administration
built. You can't "steal" an election by undoing the mechanisms of theft. It's the border scheme, applied to ballots —
flood the system, then blame the people who try to secure it.

@ Scheme Eleven: "Election Denier" — The Inversion That Refuses to Die

This is the election-theft scheme's twin, and it runs on the same gaslight. The label "election denier" is applied to
anyone who questions whether American elections are fair and secure. Notice the sleight of hand buried in that
word.

The frame: to "deny" an election is, by implication, to reject a legitimate result. The label smuggles in its own
conclusion. But what's actually being denied isn't the result — it's the premise that the process was clean.
Questioning whether the count was honest is not the same as refusing to accept a fair loss. The word "denier"
erases that distinction entirely, so that asking how the votes were handled becomes identical to overthrowing the
government.

The tell: an election can only be "accepted" if it can also be questioned. That's the whole point of audits, recounts,
and paper trails — the system is built on the assumption that it should withstand scrutiny. To demand trust without
verification is to demand faith, not facts. And the people most eager to call you a "denier" are the same people
who spent four years insisting the previous election was stolen by a foreign power, who sued and investigated and
refused to concede in spirit — and who, when their side loses, suddenly discover that questioning results is a threat
to democracy itself.

And the deeper tell: a fair election has nothing to fear from being checked. The louder the shrieking about
"deniers," the more you should wonder what the shrieking is protecting. Secure systems invite audits. Only rigged
ones demand silence.

@ Scheme Twelve: "Voting Restrictions” — And the Endless War on Integrity

The move: take the most basic, commonsense safeguards of a functioning election — show who you are, vote once,
count only the ballots that were legally cast — and relabel them as an attack on democracy itself.

The frame: "voter suppression." "Jim Crow 2.0." "They don't want certain people to vote." The word "restrictions" is
poll-tested to sound like chains. Require a photo ID? Suppression. Clean the rolls of the dead and the
double-registered? Suppression. Stop strangers from harvesting ballots door to door? Suppression. The scheme
defines election integrity itself as the crime, so that the only "fair" election is the one with the loosest possible rules
— the rules under which they win.

The tell: ask the obvious question the framing is designed to prevent. What, exactly, is being "restricted"? No one is
being denied the right to vote. The "restriction" is on voting without verifying who you are, on voting on behalf of
dead people, on ballots appearing from nowhere after the polls close. A photo ID is required to buy cold medicine,
board a plane, open a bank account, or rent a car — but demanding it to cast a vote is somehow a civil-rights



emergency. The scheme only works if you never notice that the "right" being defended is the right to vote without
accountability.

And the deeper tell: the people pushing this frame live in gated communities, fly on private planes, and require ID
for their own security staffs. The same party that runs its own conventions behind layers of ID and credential
checks insists that asking a voter for a driver's license is oppression. If ID were truly a barrier, their own operations
would be inaccessible. The framing is for you, not for them.

¥ Scheme Thirteen: The Gerrymandering Gaslight

For decades, Democrats gerrymandered with impunity wherever they held the pen — and when courts finally
started striking some of it down, they discovered a new trick: accuse the other side of the very thing you did first,
louder and earlier, until the press repeats it as fact.

The tell: what's actually happening in state after state is Republicans attempting to even out maps that were drawn
as Democrat fortresses. A map that produces a supermajority from a bare plurality of votes is the gerrymander.
Redrawing it toward something resembling the actual partisan split isn't cheating; it's un-cheating. The
"gerrymandering" outrage is the sound of a party losing a rigged advantage and calling the loss "theft."

&’ Scheme Fourteen: The Price-Gouging Amnesia

Preside over the exact policies that ignited the inflation — multi-trillion-dollar spending bills dumped on an
already-strained economy, energy production throttled, supply chains strangled — then, the moment the bill
comes due and the other party takes office, point at prices and say "look what he did."

The tell: prices didn't spike the day the man took office. They spiked on the watch of the people who now pretend
to be horrified by them. Inflation is a lagging indicator — it's the delayed invoice for money printed and supply
chains broken a year earlier. Blaming the current occupant for the previous occupant's invoice is like blaming the
new tenant for the water damage the last tenant caused by leaving the tub running.

-+ Scheme Fifteen: "They're Coming for Social Security" — The Permanent Scare

This is the oldest weapon in the arsenal, which is precisely why it still works. It predates every frame on this list, has
been fired in every election cycle for half a century, and has never once resulted in a single senior losing a single
check. It is the proof that a scheme doesn't need to be true to be effective — it only needs to be repeated.

The move: take any serious person who so much as mentions the program's finances — the solvency projections,
the trust fund's exhaustion date, the math that says more is going out than coming in — and convert that mention
into an attack ad of a Republican pushing grandma off a cliff.

The frame: "they're coming for your Social Security." The word "coming for" is poll-tested to trigger the exact fear
the rest of the machine cultivates: that there is a mob at the door, and only the Democrats stand between you and
it. Never mind that no proposal to touch a single current benefit has ever been advanced by anyone who actually
wants to win an election. The frame doesn't need a real bill. It needs a vibe of menace.



The tell: ask what "they" actually proposed. The honest answer is nothing that touches a single current recipient.
The actual debate is about whether the program will be solvent for the people not yet retired — the workers paying
in now who are, on the current trajectory, funding a system that will pay them back less than they put in. That's not
"coming for grandma." That's trying to make sure grandma's grandkids get anything at all.

And the deeper tell: the people shrieking "they're coming for Social Security" are the same people who have
presided over the program's slow insolvency for decades — who borrowed against it, who never reformed it, who
let the trust fund slide toward an exhaustion date that gets closer every year. The scheme isn't designed to save the
program. It's designed to make sure no one ever fixes it, because a fixed program can't be used as a scare weapon
anymore. A perpetually fragile Social Security is a permanent campaign ad. The people who cry loudest about
protecting it are the ones with the strongest interest in keeping it broken.

'\ Scheme Sixteen: "They're Taking Away Your Healthcare"

The move: when enhanced Affordable Care Act subsidies — passed as temporary covid-era relief — came up for
renewal, Republicans wanted to let the emergency measure expire. That's a sunset on a pandemic-era expansion,
not the repeal of a healthcare program.

The frame: Democrats and their press allies ran it as a war on the sick. "Republicans vote to strip healthcare from
millions." The polling showed the word "healthcare" polls like "puppies,” so the entire debate was collapsed into a
single scare headline.

The tell: the subsidies being defended were never sold as permanent. They were covid relief, full stop. Calling their
expiration "taking away healthcare" is like calling the end of a temporary tax holiday "raising your taxes."

And the deeper tell: these "enhancements" were bolted onto a scheme that was already failing on its own terms.
The ACA was sold as making insurance affordable and universal — and instead delivered rising premiums, shrinking
networks, and deductibles so high the coverage is useless until you're already broke. The covid subsidy expansion
was a patch on a sinking ship, and Democrats defended the patch as if losing it meant losing the ship. But the ship
was theirs, and it was already taking on water. You don't get to subsidize a failed scheme into success and then
accuse the other side of sabotage when the subsidy runs out.

5 Scheme Seventeen: "Climate Denier" — The Label That Ends the Conversation

The move: take a question that is legitimately open — how much will this specific policy cost, how fast must we
move, and what will it do to energy prices and jobs? — and collapse it into a loyalty test. Question the pace, the
price, or the mechanism, and you are not a skeptic. You are a denier.

The frame: "denier" is borrowed from Holocaust language for a reason. It's poll-tested to carry the maximum moral
freight with the minimum factual content. A denier isn't someone to argue with; a denier is someone to shun. The
word is chosen so that the debate never has to happen at all — the accusation is the refutation.

The tell: notice what's never actually being said. AImost no one tagged a "climate denier" denies that the climate
changes, or even that human activity plays a role. What they question is whether the remedy — trillions in
spending, deindustrialization, throttled energy production, higher prices for working people — is proportionate,
effective, or even real. They notice that the same people demanding sacrifices from you fly private, own beachfront



mansions, and lecture from Davos. The "denier" label isn't a description of a belief. It's a silencer for a set of
guestions the machine doesn't want asked.

And the deeper tell: the science was never the issue — it was the club. "The science is settled" is a phrase no
actual scientist uses about a complex system, because settled science stops being science and becomes dogma.
The demand isn't "trust the evidence." It's "stop asking." And the moment you stop asking, the price tag stops
being questioned, the energy policy stops being examined, and the whole edifice stands on a foundation of shut
up. That's not climate action. That's a faith with a carbon footprint.

£3 scheme Eighteen: The "Armed Insurrection" With No Arms

A protest — some of it genuinely out of control, some of it people wandering through an open door — gets
retroactively upgraded into the most serious crime in the American legal code.

The tell: "insurrection" is a legal term with a high bar, and the label was "armed insurrection." Yet in the entire
sprawling affair, the "army" in question managed to produce — among thousands of people — a weapon count so
thin that the "armed" part collapsed on contact with the evidence. An "armed insurrection" that involved no
meaningful arms is not an insurrection. It's a riot that got out of hand, and the word "armed" was bolted on
because "insurrection" alone didn't poll high enough. When you have to lie about the guns to sell the coup, there
was no coup.

“2 Scheme Nineteen: "JD Vance Is Weird"

This is obviously a one-off example, but is illustrative of how the Democrats can take anything at any time and spin
it into a poll-tested lie.

This slander was used in the 2024 election to discredit a highly disciplined, highly articulate conservative, because
there was no other credible angle of attack. Basically, projection since he was running against the truly weird Tim
Walz. Don't engage the substance of the man's actual positions. Don't debate his book, his record, his votes. Just
call him weird, repeat it until it becomes a vibe, and let the legacy press convert a seventh-grade taunt into a
"national conversation."

The tell: "weird" has no definition, no counterargument, and no evidence requirement. That's not a criticism. That's
a meme with a polling memo attached. It's what you deploy when you'd rather not have the debate at all.

The Common Machinery
Strip away the specifics and every scheme runs on the same three gears:

1. Rename the policy until the framing carries the argument (abortion becomes "healthcare," integrity
becomes "suppression," skepticism becomes "denial," normal becomes "extreme," open becomes
"secure," love of country becomes "nationalism," solvency talk becomes "coming for grandma").

2. Poll the euphemism against swing voters until it lands with maximum emotional torque and minimum
factual content.



3. Launder it through the legacy press, which presents the frame as if it were the story, so the voter who
trusts the headline never encounters the underlying fact.

The voter who "gets their information" from that press isn't stupid. They're unarmed. They've been handed a map
where every landmark has been relabeled by the people trying to sell them a destination.

% The Expanded Arsenal — Because Quantity Is the Tell

And now the heart of the matter. A party with real policies doesn't need this many scare frames. A party with real
policies governs — it points to results, to bills, to a record. A party reduced to a stack of poll-tested phantoms is a
party that has nothing else to offer. The sheer number of these schemes is itself the indictment. Here is the full
inventory, as deep as it goes:

The Economic Con Jobs

o "They're coming for Medicare" — the twin to the Social Security scheme, deployed against anyone who
questions a single dollar of the program's exploded cost, as if auditing waste were the same as canceling
care.

e "Tax cuts for the rich" — the frame that ignores that the "rich" pay the overwhelming majority of all
federal income tax already, and that every dollar "the rich" keep is a dollar they invest, spend, or employ
someone with.

e "The economy is great, actually" — run while voters report feeling poorer; the poll says "vibes are a
problem," so the press reports the vibes as the problem instead of the prices.

e "Greedflation / price gouging" — the amnesia frame: blame the checkout counter for the money-printing
and supply-chain strangulation that happened on your own watch.

e "Republicans are the party of the rich" — the frame that ignores who actually funds the party now: the
donor class and oligarchs have migrated in one direction for a decade, and it isn't the one holding rallies in
cornfields.

e "They want to cut food stamps / SNAP" — every work-requirement proposal, even one that exempts the
elderly, disabled, and parents of young children, becomes "taking food from the mouths of children."

e "They're gutting the safety net" — the catch-all that converts every attempt to make a program actually
help the poor into a plot to starve them.

The Democracy Death Spiral

e "Democracy is on the ballot" — poll-tested to convert any policy disagreement into an existential
voting-booth referendum, so the voter never has to weigh actual positions.

e "Voter suppression" — the frame that equates showing who you are with Jim Crow, because "integrity"
polled too well for the other side.

e "Our democracy is fragile" — the meta-frame that justifies every overreach: if it's always an emergency,
then normal rules never apply, and questioning the emergency is itself the danger.

e "The filibuster is racist" — the renaming of a centuries-old minority-protection rule as a tool of white
supremacy, deployed only because it's standing in the way of a wish list.

o "The Electoral College is outdated" — the sudden passion for reform that appears only when the Electoral
College disagrees with the popular narrative, and vanishes when it doesn't.

The Culture War Cudgels



"Book ban" — taking age-inappropriate material out of elementary school libraries and calling it book
burning, because "book burning" polls for outrage.

"They're censoring us" — the projection par excellence: a party that runs the schools, the press, the
universities, and the HR departments, claiming to be the censored underdog.

"Racist / sexist / bigot" — the spray-gun label applied so promiscuously for so long that it now means
almost nothing — which is precisely the point, since a word that means everything accuses everyone and
proves nothing.

"The science is settled" — the conversion of a complex, open process into dogma, deployed whenever
someone asks an inconvenient question about cost, pace, or mechanism.

"They want to ban birth control" — the leap that turns any objection to a specific funding mechanism or
age rule into a war on contraception itself.

"They're coming for IVF" — the manufactured panic that ignores the actual proposals being about who
pays, not what's allowed.

"Gun control is common sense" — the frame that takes a constitutionally protected right and relabels its
exercise as the problem, while the actual criminals go unprosecuted.

"Defund the police" was never real — the retcon: when the slogan's polling collapsed, the same people
who chanted it insisted it "was never the position," and the press dutifully memory-holed the receipts.
"White supremacy is the greatest threat" — the frame that elevates a marginal, universally condemned
fringe into the defining danger of an entire country, because the actual failures are harder to defend.

The Border and Identity Shell Games

"No human is illegal" — the slogan that erases the distinction between legal and illegal entirely, so that
the debate about how many and who never has to happen.

"America is a nation of immigrants" — technically true, deliberately incomplete: it collapses the
difference between legal, assimilated immigration and unchecked mass entry, as if the two were the same
thing.

"Diversity is our strength" — the assertion stated as settled fact, when the actual strength is shared
values, not demographic sorting.

"Systemic racism" — the frame that locates the problem in the structure rather than the choices, so that
no individual is ever responsible and no policy is ever enough.

The Foreign and Constitutional Smokescreens

"They're Putin's puppets" — the frame that converts any skepticism about endless foreign wars or
blank-check aid into treason, so that the check never gets questioned.

"Isolationist" — the label for anyone who thinks the country should mind its own borders before policing
the world's, as if self-interest were a moral failing.

"The Supreme Court is illegitimate" — the frame deployed the moment the Court stopped reliably ruling
their way, because an institution that disagrees with you must be rigged, not wrong.

"Packing the court" — the flip side: when the Court can't be delegitimized, it must be expanded until it
agrees, dressed up as "reform."

"The Trump tax on everything" — the attempt to attach the price pain of your own policies to a name,
because names poll better than causes.

The Meta-Frames

"Facts don't matter to them" — the projection of a machine that runs entirely on frames onto the side
that keeps producing the receipts.

"They have no plan" — the accusation leveled by the party whose entire platform is this list of scare
frames, against the party that keeps getting elected to actually fix the things the frames were hiding.



e "Trust the experts" — the demand for blind deference to the very class that has been wrong, consistently,
about the economy, the border, the wars, and the virus, while mocking anyone who kept their own
scorecard.

. The Real Tell

Here's how you know a scheme is cooked instead of honest: an honest argument survives contact with its own
facts. A cooked one depends on you never seeing them.

The race scam collapses the moment you look at the sixty-year ledger and ask who was running the cities where
nothing got fixed. "Abortion is healthcare" collapses the moment you ask what the procedure actually does. The
"norm" collapses the moment you ask when America voted on it. "Nationalist" collapses the moment you notice
every other country is allowed to love itself but America isn't. "Christian nationalism" collapses the moment you
ask what the accused actually believes. "MAGA extremism" collapses the moment you realize enforcing the law
and reading the Constitution used to be called being an American. "Comprehensive immigration reform" collapses
the moment you ask who refused to enforce the laws already on the books. "The border is secure" collapses the
moment you look at the actual numbers. "Election denier" collapses the moment you ask whether a fair election
should fear an audit. "Voting restrictions" collapses the moment you ask what's being restricted and why ID is fine
everywhere else. "Gerrymandering" collapses the moment you see the before map. "Price gouging" collapses the
moment you ask when the inflation actually started. "Coming for Social Security" collapses the moment you ask
which current beneficiary has ever lost a dime. "Taking away healthcare" collapses the moment you learn the
subsidies were temporary covid relief bolted onto a failing scheme. "Climate denier" collapses the moment you ask
what's actually being denied. "Armed insurrection" collapses the moment you notice the arms never materialized.
"Weird" collapses the moment you ask what, specifically, it means.

And here's the deeper tell, the one that explains why the list is so long: a party with real policies doesn't need this
many scare frames. It governs. It points to results. It runs on a record. The reason the arsenal is bottomless is that
the arsenal is the platform. When you have nothing to offer, you offer fear. When you have no results, you
manufacture enemies. When you can't defend the record, you rename it.

That's why quantity is the dagger. Not because any one frame is indefensible in isolation — each one collapses the
moment you ask the obvious question. But because the sheer number of them is the proof that there's nothing
underneath. A house built on a thousand lies isn't a stronger house. It's a thousand places where the truth can get
in.

The schemes are everywhere precisely because they're cheap to produce and they work on an audience that was
taught to trust the headline. The defense isn't anger — it's the one question the whole machine is built to prevent:
"What are they renaming, and why?"

Ask it every time. The machine has no answer that survives the question.



