The Overton Window
“If there is no God, then everything is permitted!”                                                        Dostoevsky.
  Programs to enslave people are based on the fact that a person can change both for the better or worse with the help of successive incremental information influences. In the nineteenth century technologies to change the social consciousness of the masses were described in the "Protocols of the Elders of Zion." In the late twentieth century, senior vice president of the Center for Public Policy «Mackinac Center» Joseph Overton described in detail the technology by which today ideas completely alien to society rise up from a garbage tank of public scorn, and then are washed and reinforced at the legislative level. In honor of him, this technology is called the "Overton Window."

 Overton explains that for every idea or problem in society, there is a so-called "window of opportunity". Within this window, the idea may or may not be widely discussed, openly supported or advocated, or attempted to be made into law. This window is moved, thereby changing it by gradations from being "unthinkable", that is, quite alien to public morality, totally rejected up the stage of it becoming "current policy". Yet by and by, it’ll be widely discussed, whereupon adoption by mass consciousness will allow it to become enshrined in law.

It's not brainwashing, as such, but а more subtle technique. A consistent, systematic, and stealthy application of the actual impact on the victimized society makes it effective. Below, we analyze an example, showing, step by step, how society begins first to discuss something unacceptable, then considers it appropriate, and ultimately becomes resigned to the new law, fixing and protecting something that had once been unthinkable.

Let's take an example of something completely unimaginable. Let’s say cannibalism, i.e., the idea of ​​legalizing the right of citizens to eat each other. Is this a hard enough example?

It should be obvious to all that right now (in 2014) it’s not possible to start openly promoting cannibalism - society would fight back tooth and nail. That means that the issue of legalizing cannibalism is at the zero stage window of opportunity. This step, according to the Overton theory, is called "Unthinkable." Let’s simulate now how this unthinkable idea can become realized after going through all stages of its windows of opportunity.

THE TECHNIQUE

We note again Overton described TECHNIQUES that allow absolutely any idea to become legalized. As a weapon for destroying human communities, such a technique can be more effective than a nuclear charge.


HOW BOLD!

The topic of cannibalism is still disgusting and absolutely not acceptable for society. Discussing it in the press isn’t desirable, nor is it especially in polite company. For now it’s an unthinkable, absurd, taboo phenomenon. Accordingly, the first step to take for the Overton Window method is to move the subject of cannibalism from the unthinkable to the radical.

We've got freedom of speech.
Well, why not talk about cannibalism?
Supposedly scientists generally talk about everything. They have no taboo subjects; everything is a valid topic of study. Thus, if cannibalism exists, set up an ethnological symposium on "Exotic rituals of Polynesian tribes." Discuss the history of the subject on it, introduce it to scientific journals, and get authoritative statements of fact about cannibalism.

Cannibalism, it turns out, can be a subject of discussion within the borders of scientific respectability. The Overton window has shifted somewhat. That is, people are already jockeying to make revisions in their positions, thereby ensuring the subject’s transition from an uncompromisingly negative attitude in society towards a more positive one. Simultaneous to this pseudo-scientific discussion, we would need to have some "radical Society of cannibals” appear. Let’s have them presented only on the Internet. Just wait and – sure enough – all the relevant media will take note and cite the radical cannibals.

So what has occurred? First, we have some corroborating factual statements. Second, those shocking bad boys needed a place in which to begin their popularity in order to create a radical image, a fake bogeyman, and they got it by internet and media exposure. 
Now we’ll have these "bad cannibals" pitted against another artificial bogeyman: "fascists calling to burn at the stake people not like them." But we’ll discuss bogeymen down below. To get started, simply publish stories about what British scientists and any other radical freaks of nature think about eating human flesh. The result of the first shift of the Overton Window: this unacceptable topic has been put into circulation, the taboo is no longer sacrilegious, and the black-and-white nature of the problem has been made gray.

WHY NOT?
In the next step, the window moves on, taking the topic of cannibalism from its place in a radical realm to a realm of the possible. At this stage, continue to quote "scientists". You can’t turn away from knowledge. As for cannibalism, anyone who refuses to discuss it should be branded a bigot and a hypocrite. Condemning bigotry, be sure to come up with an elegant name for cannibalism. A new name association would prevent fascists from daring to hang tags with ‘C’, for ‘cannibal’, on dissidents, dismissing them with an outmoded reference.

Attention! Creating a euphemism is a very important point. To legalize unthinkable ideas, you have to replace its real name. 
For example, homos didn’t like their doctors calling them that. So they came up with their abbreviation, "Gay", which stands for "(as) good as you.”  This definition may be offensive to a normal person that doesn’t consider sexual perverts as good as mentally healthy people.

Continuing along these lines, let’s say there is no more ‘cannibalism’. Now it’ll be called, for example, anthropophagy. But that will in turn be replaced, recognizing this label to be offensive.

The purpose of inventing new names is to divert the problem from its original designation, rip the word itself away from its content, and deprive their ideological opponents of the language. Cannibalism turns into anthropophagy, and then anthropophilia, just like a criminal changing names and passports.

In tandem with this word game is the creation of a supporting precedent. It can be historical, mythological, contemporary, or simply invented, but most importantly, it must be legitimized. Find one or make one up as "proof" that anthropophilia can in principle be legalized. "Remember the legend of the self-sacrificing mother; who, as her children lay dying of thirst, gave them her blood to drink?"

"In the history of ancient gods, everybody ate everybody; for the Romans it was a matter of course!"

"Well, closer to us Christians, we’ve made our peace with anthropophilia. We still ritually drink the blood and eat the flesh of our god. Do you in no way accuse the Christian church of anything?"

The main objective at this stage of the game is at least partially to remove the eating of people from being prosecutable as a criminal offense. If but once, at least for some historical precedent.

SO BE IT 
Once granted a legitimizing precedent, it’s possible to move the Overton Window from the territory of ‘possible’ to that of ‘rational’. This is the third stage. In it is the culmination of this splitting-up of the single issue.


"People have this desire genetically programmed in them; it’s just human nature."
"Sometimes you have to eat a person; there are compelling circumstances." 
"There are people who want to be eaten." 
" Anthropophiles provoked me to do it!" 
"The forbidden fruit is always sweet." 
"A free man has the right to decide what he wants to eat."
"Don’t hide any information, and let everyone find out who he really is – an anthropophile or anthropophobe." 
"Is there any harm in being an anthropophile? I would suggest it’s not a foregone conclusion.”
There’s an artificially created "battlefield" for the problem in the public mind. On the outer flanks are set some ‘scarecrows’ – radical supporters and opponents of cannibalism, who are made to appear. Real opponents, that is, normal people who don’t want to be indifferent to the problem of removing the taboo from cannibalism, try to fight alongside these fake scarecrows and join in with the radical haters. The role of these scarecrows is actively to create an image of crazy psychopaths – aggressive, fascist haters of anthropophiles – calling to burn alive cannibals, Jews, Communists, and blacks. All of the above are provided for in the media except the real opponents of legalization. 

In this scenario, the so-called anthropophiles remain as if in the middle between the scarecrows on the "territory of rationality", where with all the pathos of "sanity and humanity", they denounce "fascists of all stripes." "Scientists" and journalists at this stage prove that humanity throughout its history has occasionally eaten each other, and that's fine. Now the topic of anthropophilia can be transferred from the domain of ‘intellectual thought’ to the ‘popular’ category. The Overton window moves on.

INA GOOD WAY


We need to support cannibalism’s pop content to popularize it. We can do this by linking it with historical and mythological personalities, and if possible with modern media persona. Anthropophilia massively penetrates and fills news and talk shows. Wide distribution is given to movies where people are eaten, likewise, pop-songs and video-clips. One technique of popularization is called, "You better look out!"
"Didn’t you know that a famous composer – you know, kind of an oddball, is an anthropophile!?"
"And one well-known Polish writer was a lifelong anthropofile. He was even persecuted." 
"So many of them were committed to the nuthouse! And how many millions have been deported, stripped of citizenship! . . . By the way, how do you like Lady Gaga’s new clip, “Eat me, baby”?

At this stage the worked-over topic has reached its peak popularity. It gets a spin put on it, and starts getting passed around and around in the media, show business, and politics.
Another effective technique: the problem is actively discussed at the level of information providers (journalists, leading television, community members, etc.), but no specialists yet. Only when it all gets too boring and discussions of the issues stall, a specially selected professional is brought in. He says something to the effect, "Lord, it’s really not this way at all. The issue isn’t that, but this . . . We have got to start doing so and so . . ." In the meantime he gives a very specific direction, the bias for which was given by "the Windows ".

To justify the use of supporters of legalization, they humanize criminals by creating a positive image of them using characteristics not associated with the crime: “These are creative people.” “Well, I ate my wife. So what?" "They truly love their victims. Eating means love." "Anthropophiles have higher IQs and they adhere to a strict moral code in life." "Anthropophiles are victims themselves; their lives made them ​​the way they are." "They were raised this way." And so on.
These kinds of weirdos are the bread and butter of popular talk shows. "We’ll tell you a tragic love story! He wanted to eat her! And she only wanted to be eaten! Who are we to judge them? Perhaps this is love. Who are you to stand in the way of love? "

WE ARE THE POWER HERE!
At the fifth stage of the Overton Window’s course, the topic has become heated to the point where it’s become possible to take this from the “popular” category to that of contemporary politics. Legislation is starting to be prepared. Lobby groups in power consolidate and come out of the shadows. Sociological polls are published, allegedly confirming a high percentage of supporters for legalization of cannibalism. Politicians begin to make some tentative public statements on the topic of legislative recognition. A new dogma is introduced into the public consciousness – "It’s prohibited to prohibit people from eating people."

This is the holy grail of liberalism – to tolerate a ban on taboos, a ban on correcting and preventing deviations harmful to society. During the last stage of the windows’ motion out of "popular" into "current policy", the most lively part of society will still somehow resist letting legislation become secured for things not so long ago still unimaginable, but in general society has already broken down. It’s already resigned to defeat.

Laws are passed, norms of human existence are changed (destroyed), and in time this topic will inevitably reverberate on down to schools and kindergartens. In this way, the next generation will grow up without getting the chance to know what it means to be a Person; they’ll be raised as bipedal animals. Some won’t even get the chance to survive.
This is the way Europe will get around to legalizing incest and child euthanasia. It’s already almost legalized pederasty. It’s replaced the notion of pedophiles at their request and begun to call it “being attracted to children" ("Don’t blame me! He’s the one who seduced me! He was walking by, looking so handsome!") Bestiality, too, has already been designated with a more exalted expression: "a love of animals!" Due to the substitution of concepts about “love”, it can now go by the names of passion, lust, and even perversion. So don’t be surprised if one day you hear about the "love of killing."
By swapping out notions we have, killing babies in the womb is not called murder. It’s simply called "ending a pregnancy." Though a child in the womb is still called a child, this is no longer a child, but a "fertilized egg". Yes, it’s so; no "extra" emotion is needed. It’s much easier to persuade a mother to get rid of “it”.

WHAT IS THE TECHNIQUE BASED ON?
The Overton Window of Opportunity herein described moves easiest in a tolerant society. It moves fluidly in a society that has no ideals, and, as a consequence, no clear division between good and evil. The technique described above is based on permissiveness. When there are no taboos, nothing is sacred and there are no sacred concepts. The discussion itself is prohibited, and their dirty gossiping and talking it to death is suppressed immediately. It’s entirely gone. So what is there? 

There is the so-called freedom of speech, where freedom has turned into dehumanization. Before our eyes, one after another, barriers are removed which had protected society from self-destruction. These boundaries were fixed in the scriptures in ethical and moral laws. Now that’s no longer so. "If there is no God, then everything is permitted," as Dostoevsky said. So liberal atheists today have opened the way for mankind to descend into the abyss.
Freedom (from?) Shame in the Mass Media
"The question of cultural development is a question of a country’s future. The state cannot exist unless it’s built on culture. So that children will again begin to read, the country must add the corresponding cultural environment. What defines culture now? Today, television gives us a collective picture. But there’s no great tradition, no art here. You won’t find anything but massacres and shootings. Television has focused on expanding human consciousness. In my opinion, it’s a criminal organization that is subordinate to anti-social interests. "
Sergei Kapitsa, Doctor of Physics and Mathematics, Professor, President of the Eurasian Physical Society

Mainly the media is changing people's attitudes towards life, eroding the notion of having norms and morals, erasing the boundaries of decency. It’s happening right now, establishing in the minds of people the emphases, the priorities, and in what proper order they should put them, all as the media owners see fit. Humanity today is experiencing life in a large-scale information war, a war aimed at lowering the level of people’s consciousness.

Through the screens and the press, destructive behaviors are being purposely being introduced in society. Those who do this are covered by the law on freedom of speech and conscience. But these two concepts cannot be separated from each other. In all cultures, for all time, the freedom of those without conscience and who negatively impact others has been carefully limited. The freedom of completely unscrupulous people was limited to solitary confinement or their lives were cut short. Those who promote immorality, rudeness, cynicism, or coarseness are introducing destructive patterns of behavior to society. They’re criminals. In no way should they be given freedom to have broad impact on people's minds.
The Mass Media isn’t just "the entertainment industry", as it’s now presented, but an educational system. It forms views on life and its system of values. Stanislavski said: "The calling of the theater is to teach by entertaining!" But now, art is used to push people to degradation, into an abyss. In schools and colleges, children are given various disjointed knowledge and the TV explains how to apply this knowledge to life and what to aspire to. Look at the characters of modern films. Basically, they’re killers, employees of special security services, private companies, with the money ready to kill anyone. These films teach our children the value of human life is zero. The main thing is money. If you have position and money, you’ll be respected, even if you’re a drug addict and a pervert, or if you killed somebody to get them.
Children of all ages watch TV. Therefore, those who create and produce television shows promoting free sexual intercourse as a normal interaction should be prosecuted under the statute "corruption of minors". The judge should prosecute to the fullest extent of the law. They’re corrupting our children and adolescents. Why is the government not doing anything?
According to the definition established by the Americans, the media all over the planet are supranational and shouldn’t be subject to any governments. It's called democracy – freedom and independence for the media. In fact, the media are only free and independent from national authorities. In reality, the media on the entire planet are subject to the people who pay for it – financiers and banks.  That’s where the manipulation of people's minds through the media comes from. Today's media are controlled by the free market. The media’s freedom is not that they are free to form their own positions, but that the media is freely available to be bought.
Marketing specialists around the world establish what media activities will be.  Marketers of such organizations as the Council on Foreign Relations utilize a rating system tied to the whole economy of the media. Advertisers, sponsors, and banks finance and lend to only those channels and shows which can justify themselves with sufficient ratings. If a channel’s rating is too low, it won’t survive the competition. The reality, though, is that these ratings are just dictated and have nothing to do with objective reality. "Independent marketers" rank shows by ratings to indicate to sponsors and advertisers which programs are most worth financial support. But, in reality, people will watch TV in any case, regardless of what’s shown on the channels, whether negative or positive.
The media’s rating system is very closely linked to ratings of the international banking system. The media, as part of the international banking system, is an element of control over the world economy. European media ratings today are aimed at the destruction of the family, and for Russia in particular, the popularization of alcohol and free sexual relations – in other words, just negative information. The more negativity that’s pumped into the Russian media, the higher they’re rated and the more they get paid. The top moderator of one of Russia’s most popular Russian TV programs once admitted that they’re forbidden to show good news on improvements in society. Most of the news had to be negative! 

I am close friends with Valentina Tolkunova*, and I asked her something one day. "Valentina, many people ask why you are now so rarely shown on TV. They ask whether something has happened to you. I know that you’re constantly on tour, performing to packed houses, and everyone loves you. When people imagine you, they think, “Valentina Tolkunova sings the soul of Russia!"
* Famous pop musician from the Soviet era.
She replied sadly: "Sasha, there’s something many people know about, but don’t openly discuss. There are special lists for television – who and who not to show. Those who awaken good feelings in people’s hearts are blacklisted and their shows don’t get broadcast. Top billing goes to those who destroy everything that’s bright, clean, and good; they prefer corrupt people. I carry light and purity in my heart and give it to the souls of other people. So, you see, I don’t fit "the channel’s format." For instance, when my car was stolen, here’s what they reported immediately: "A car belonging to a great singer was stolen!" Television today isn’t focused on kindness…”
That Valentina Tolkunova had a low rating was, of course, a lie. If they measured her popularity and love for her, her score would still go through the roof! Another lie was saying that people liked to watch negativity. Therefore reasonable youth, those who want to think clearly, now just don’t watch TV. Or take my father, who keeps far away from politics and sits squarely in the middle class. He’s an ordinary person who spends all his free time watching TV but just recently he exploded: "What is this? On all the channels, nothing but negativity, nothing but murders! There’s no point in turning it on at all!" People are purposely fed negativity on top of negativity and the stations still claim they’re guided by their belief that people want it.
Under the pretext of bringing light to "current events", the media only covers the negative aspects of life, and encourages people to take their morality down a notch. "Vacation in Mexico" is a TV show in which girls are taught that for a vacation to be successful, you need to sleep with at least six different boys. What is this – a mainstream “reality” or one being made for us? How about the lessons for getting free sex outside of marriage in the TV show "House-2"? In "Comedy Club", the comics are ready to mock anything under the sun for the sake of fame and money. Then there’s "The Buckins"*, a series which shows the life of moral monsters. The mother doesn’t give a whit about her husband, the father chases every skirt that passes by, and the children look on with cynicism at anyone older than them as "ancestors". Can this really be called the norm? Children and adolescents watch all this, though, and adopt these modern "values ​​of life."
* American audiences would immediately see similarities to ‘Married With Children” .

Being an educational system, the mass media should be a step up the moral ladder, not down. They should have to show relationships of a higher level than the national average, not lower. When people live in a healthy environment of information, they quickly come to harmony and happiness. But when they focus on bad examples, on the negative, people become agents of negative energies, destroying their lives and the life of society.

Today, all Russian TV channels show trials, suggesting that everyone around us is doing what they can to try and deceive us, and that we can’t even trust close family members. This is done intentionally, under the guise of "legal education", to break the invisible trust that defines our life and upon which a healthy society is based. Now, if someone on the street treats a child to a candy, instead of the mother asking, “Did you tell the nice man thank you?” she’ll scold the child that s/he shouldn’t take anything from strangers. The candy might be poisoned and that ‘nice man’ might be a pedophile. The parents’ mind-set has gotten distorted and the children’s psyche is already being warped from their very childhood. That’s why people are now living and dying in utter loneliness, even if they’re law-abiding.

If people get mostly negative information, they begin to think more about the negative, thereby becoming pessimistic and more prone to depression or aggression. Such a person is better able to realize targets set by the external control. An aggressive pessimist, especially one without a healthy family relationship, solves (for them) lots of problems at once. He’s easily exploited. To destroy society, it’s necessary to destroy the invisible bonds of love and trust between people - the ties that bring us joy and happiness, and make society strong. But if the government were to focus on the progress of relations, and the media were to be guided by the well-being of society, the situation would quickly change for the better.
It's no secret that lowering people's consciousness through the media is a diligently directed process. According to official data alone, the U.S. government annually spends over $18 billion on information warfare for the destruction of other States from within. In order that there not be any protection from that, any censorship is proclaimed almost as a crime against society, an infringement on the freedom of speech and conscience. 
Meanwhile, the modern media serve to draw the masses into a sacrificial system of money for religion. For a person to get what he values, he sacrifices the opposite – something he values less or doesn’t appreciate at all. Those engaged in a relationship for the sake of love or for human relationships donate material comfort or some inanimate objects. Those whose primary goal is material things bring life as a sacrifice for trade. Satanic rituals are based on sacrificing life (people, animals) for inanimate things. Modern movies teach the same thing: kill for money; sacrifice love for the possession of inanimate things.
Recently, Russia’s Minister of Culture Vladimir Medina was asked why NTV shows so much vulgarity and dirt. He replied: "It’s a commercial TV station not a state broadcasting company…" That’s the system today: if you have enough money, you can buy media and adversely affect the consciousness of the masses.

Ivan Ilyin, a famous Russian philosopher, wrote about this in 1923. He explained how the revolutionaries had completed their coup in Russia.  Rampant corruption is the main instrument of revolutionary degradation and impoverishment of the masses.  "The conspirators’ “best” elements won’t be successful without bribing "the worst". Everything may all come down to bribing a telegraph person or someone standing watch. Suffice it to recall that Napoleon bought Talleyrand and Barras."
 The purpose of the modern media is to drive people to a bodily/material concept of life and keep them there through an increase in their self-interest, using all sorts of intimidation tactics including their fear of death. In fact, you needn’t be afraid of death, but of a meaningless life *. Rather than raise society above the material level, giving people examples of making proper passages through our life’s tasks, the vast majority of modern films and television programs keep people at their first, second, and third chakras – in survival mode – blind passion, aggression, and the lower animal instincts. These are the interests of teenagers – the antics of pop "stars", fashion, new cars, beer, football – things that make life worthless.
* After all, if we don’t live like people, in an exalted state, our next life will not be very good at all.
Do you think that members of the media don’t know they’re fulfilling someone's order to demoralize society? Some of them are very well aware of this. That’s why there’s such a high rate of turnover among TV station editors. Only some few, ready to sacrifice higher principles in life for the sake of money, can stay for very long.
 John Swinton ran the "New York Times" for ten years then was lead editor of the "New York Sun" for eight years. After that, he published his own newspaper. Colleagues called him "the dean of journalism". He was once invited to a banquet in his honor. Someone proposed a toast "For a free press!" 
John Swinton replied: "Today in America there is no such thing as an independent press. You know it and I know it. None of you would dare to write what he thinks! And if you dare, you know that it won’t get printed. I get paid to keep my mouth shut. You get paid for the same. And any of you who would be so foolish as to write an honest article will be thrown out into the street! If I had decided to publish my honest opinion, I would have lost my job the next day. The work of journalists is to destroy the truth; cover it over, pervert it, blacken it; fawn before Mammon* and sell our country and race for our daily bread! You know it and I know it, so, what is this nonsense – raising a toast to the independent press? We’re tools and servants of the rich people behind the scenes. We’re just marionettes; they pull the strings and we dance. Our talents, abilities, and life belong to them. We’re nothing but intellectual prostitutes! "
* А term often used to refer to excessive materialism.

 (pg. 121-135)
