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* A FUNDAMENTAL BINARY DIFFERENTIATOR

A Civilizational Lens: Leave Us Alone vs. Be Like
Us or Die

Human Constructs, Coercion, and the Survival of the Open Society

Lev Neymotin
Uncompressed Thinking

This essay is not about individuals, but about Human Constructs — regimes, ideologies,
movements, systems, and civilizations as they act in history. The question is simple, but not
small: when a construct gains power, does it allow other constructs to remain, or does it
demand transformation, submission, silence, or disappearance?

Abstract

This essay proposes Leave Us Alone vs. Be Like Us or Die, or LUA vs. BLUOD, as a civilizational
lens for understanding Human Constructs. The subject is not individual people, private souls, or
personal moral guilt. Individuals are deliberately outside the discussion. The object of
observation is the behavior of constructs: regimes, religions as civilizational systems, political
movements, bureaucracies, ideologies, economic orders, cultural doctrines, military machines,
state systems, and governing ideas.



The central question is not what a construct says about itself, but what it demands from those
who do not belong to it. A LUA construct primarily asks to exist on its own terms and to be left
alone. A BLUOD construct cannot tolerate the unconverted other and seeks submission,
transformation, ideological obedience, religious surrender, imperial absorption, bureaucratic
correction, or civilizational replacement. The essay applies this lens to wars, religions, political
systems, cultural doctrines, economic systems, countries-in-the-news, and the special cases of
North Korea and Iran, while maintaining that the binary is not a crude label but a pressure test:
when a Human Construct gains power, does it allow the other to remain?

The essay also notes a troubling contemporary confluence among the Nazism memory, Islam
clerical-political coercion, and progressivism of the establishment of the Democratic Party of
today. These currents do not need to merge into one doctrine in order to reinforce the same
pressure: anti-Western hostility, contempt for pluralism, and the normalization of intimidation
as political method. When such pressures enter open societies through institutions, media, and
the moral vocabulary of justice, liberation, safety, or equality, the warning is no longer confined
to one group or one foreign battlefield. It becomes an existential warning to Western liberal
civilization itself.

Introduction

There are many ways to classify the human world, and most of them are not useless. We speak
about left and right, democratic and authoritarian, religious and secular, East and West,
capitalist and socialist, modern and ancient, civilized and barbaric. These distinctions have
meaning, but often they arrive after the most important question has already been answered.
They describe the visible form of a Human Construct after its inner direction has already been
established. | am trying to formulate something deeper and earlier, something closer to the first
civilizational impulse of a regime, a religion as a political force, an ideology, a bureaucracy, an
economic system, a movement, a culture, or a state. The question is not what it says about
itself. The question is what it demands from those who do not belong to it.

This is where the distinction between Leave Us Alone and Be Like Us or Die becomes useful.
LUA vs. BLUOD is not a slogan for dividing individual human beings into moral categories.
Individuals are out of this discussion. A person may be born inside a brutal regime, belong to a
religion with a coercive political history, vote for a party whose institutions later become
suffocating, work inside a bureaucracy that produces ideological pressure, or live under a flag
whose rulers act aggressively, and none of that reduces the person to the construct. The
subject here is not souls, personal guilt, private conscience, or ordinary human complexity. The
subject is Human Constructs as observable power-forms.

A Human Construct has a grammar. It has habits. It has a direction of pressure. It has a way of
treating the neighbor, the dissenter, the unbeliever, the minority, the rival, the entrepreneur,
the local community, the child, the border, and the private mind. Some constructs primarily ask
to continue existing on their own terms. They may be imperfect, armed, defensive, suspicious,
proud, stubborn, and even harsh, but their deepest demand is that they not be conquered,



erased, absorbed, reeducated, converted, or administratively redesigned by others. Other
constructs cannot tolerate the existence of the unconverted other. They do not merely want
room for themselves. They require submission, transformation, ideological obedience, religious
surrender, imperial absorption, bureaucratic correction, or civilizational replacement.

The Basic Distinction: LUA and BLUOD

In this sense, LUA is not weakness and BLUOD is not merely violence. A LUA construct may fight
fiercely when attacked. It may build borders, armies, courts, weapons, markets, schools, and
walls. It may insist on sovereignty and defend it with force. The essential question is not
whether it is capable of violence, but whether its violence is fundamentally defensive or
missionary, bounded or expansionist, protective or transformative. A BLUOD construct may
speak softly, invoke justice, promise liberation, call its program equality, safety, historical
necessity, or divine command, and still carry within it the demand that the other stop being
other. The real test is what happens when someone says no.

The question can be asked simply. Can | dissent and remain legitimate? Can | leave and remain
alive? Can my country remain independent? Can my religion remain unconverted? Can my
language, property, family, memory, business, and local institutions remain outside the project?
Can I refuse the vocabulary, the doctrine, the party, the theology, the race-map, the class-map,
the bureaucracy, the imperial myth, or the revolutionary future? If the answer is yes, the
construct has at least some LUA character. If the answer is no, and refusal becomes treason,
heresy, hate, counterrevolution, backwardness, illegitimacy, or grounds for elimination, then
the BLUOD structure has appeared.

War as a Clarifying Instrument

War often clarifies what ordinary political language conceals. In the war between Ukraine and
Russia, the distinction is almost painfully visible. Ukraine (LUA) is not fighting to make Russia
Ukrainian, to impose Ukrainian language on Moscow, or to absorb Russian history into a
Ukrainian state project. Ukraine’s essential civilizational position is that it has the right to
remain Ukraine. Russia’s invasion, by contrast, represents not simply a border dispute but a
denial of another nation’s independent historical and political existence (BLUOD). The United
Nations General Assembly resolution on aggression against Ukraine was adopted in March 2022
by a vote of 141 in favor, 5 against, and 35 abstentions, which captured the international
recognition that this was not a normal quarrel between neighbors but an attack on sovereignty
itself.

The same lens applies to Israel and the Islamist regimes and movements that organize
themselves around rejection of Jewish sovereignty. Israel (LUA) is not demanding that Iran
become Jewish, that Lebanon become Jewish, that Gaza become Jewish, or that the Muslim
world submit to Judaism. Its core demand in this civilizational conflict is more elementary:
accept that a Jewish state exists and stop trying to erase it. The opposing construct is coercive
political Islamism (BLUOD) in its theocratic, jihadist, revolutionary, and supremacist forms.



Iran’s regional armed network, as described by the Council on Foreign Relations, includes
support for groups such as Hamas, Hezbollah, Palestinian Islamic Jihad, and the Houthis, with
hostility to Israel and opposition to the Jewish state’s existence functioning as a central
organizing element.

This is why the Israel example is so revealing. The question is not whether Israel is flawless,
because no state is flawless, and certainly no state fighting for survival under constant attack
acts in a realm of moral purity. The question is what the war is structurally about. One side’s
basic demand is existence. The other side’s radicalized construct treats that existence as the
offense. The LUA side says, “let us remain.” The BLUOD side says, “your remaining is
unacceptable.” Once the conflict is seen at that level, the rhetoric surrounding it becomes
easier to understand, because the rhetoric is no longer the source of the conflict. It is the
clothing placed over a deeper demand.

Religions as Civilizational Constructs

Religion becomes more complex because religions contain multitudes. A religion is not only a
doctrine but a civilization, a memory, a law, a spiritual path, an inheritance, a set of institutions,
and often a political history. Judaism, Christianity, Hinduism, Buddhism, and Islam cannot be
treated as simple objects without doing violence to reality. Viewing the religion as a Human
Construct when it enters history and power, the LUA vs. BLUOD lens becomes useful again.

Judaism, as a civilizational construct, is profoundly LUA. It is not built around the need to make
the entire world Jewish. Its deepest request across history has not been that others convert,
but that Jews be allowed to remain Jews. It has law, covenant, memory, argument,
peoplehood, and a relation to land, but it is not a universal imperial conversion project. This is
one reason the Jewish question has always exposed the character of surrounding civilizations.
BLUOD religious systems such as Islam can tolerate almost anything except a people that insists
on remaining distinct without seeking to absorb the world.

Christianity is more historically divided. As a faith, it has universal claims, and when fused with
empire, monarchy, state church, or coercive religious authority, it has at times acted in BLUOD
ways through forced conversion, suppression, and persecution. But Christianity also underwent
a long civilizational transformation inside constitutional orders, pluralistic societies,
denominational competition, and voluntary church life. In its modern non-coercive form,
Christianity can be strongly LUA. It can preach, persuade, serve, build institutions, and make
moral claims without demanding that unbelievers be punished by the state.

Hinduism and Buddhism, though radically different from one another, are also not
fundamentally organized around a global command to make all humanity submit to them
(LUA). Hinduism is deeply civilizational, local, ritual, philosophical, mythological, and inherited.
Buddhism is centered on suffering, discipline, detachment, compassion, awakening, and inner
transformation. Both can be captured by nationalism, state power, ethnic conflict, or political
violence, because no Human Construct is immune from corruption once it becomes attached to



coercive power. But neither is structurally built around the universal political demand that the
nonbeliever disappear.

Islam, as an organized religion must be discussed with the greatest precision because careless
language can compromise the analysis. The BLUOD problem appears only when Islam becomes
a political-theological construct organized around submission, supremacy, expansion, and legal
domination. Coercive political Islamism, ISIS-style jihadism, theocratic supremacism, and
revolutionary export clearly belong on the BLUOD side because they forcefully coerce
conversion to Islam, often at the peril of physical death. They demand that the public order
submit, or people who resist, at the extreme, die.

Political Movements and Administrative Coercion

This same structure appears in political movements. Conservatism, in its best and most
coherent form, is LUA. Its instinct is to leave ordinary people, families, local communities,
private associations, churches, synagogues, businesses, speech, property, and inherited
institutions alone unless there is a grave reason to intervene. It is not that conservatism
believes the old ways are perfect. It is that it treats society as something deeper than a
managerial project. It assumes that the accumulated habits of civilization should not be casually
redesigned by ideological engineers.

Progressivism, in its most dangerous form, becomes BLUOD because it shifts from reform to
transformation. Society must be redesigned, institutions must be captured, language must be
corrected, children must be reeducated, professions must be trained, bureaucracies must
enforce the new moral grammar, and dissent must be interpreted not as disagreement but as
harm. Again, this is not a statement about every Democrat, every progressive, every liberal, or
every voter. Individuals are out of discussion. The contrast is between constitutional
conservatism, localism, classical liberalism, and free-speech liberalism on one side, and
administrative progressivism, ideological bureaucracy, speech policing, and mandated social
transformation on the other.

The modern bureaucratic version of BLUOD is especially interesting because it usually does not
announce itself in brutal language. It does not say “submit or die.” It says “be trained,” “be
inclusive,” “be safe,” “be on the right side of history,” “use the correct language,” “examine
your privilege,” or “accept the new institutional norm.” But if refusal leads to professional
exclusion, licensing threats, administrative punishment, reputational destruction, or loss of
livelihood, the structure is recognizable. The sword has been replaced by HR, but the demand
for inner compliance remains.
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DEI, Culture, and the Machinery of Classification

This becomes visible in the conflict over DEI and culture. On the LUA side stands color-blind
equality before law, understood not as blindness to history or injustice but as a discipline that
refuses to reduce the person to a racial, ethnic, sexual, or ideological category. It insists that the



individual must stand before the law as a person, not as a group assignment. On the BLUOD
side stands identity-based administrative control, where the person is reorganized by category
before speaking, acting, achieving, or defending himself. Speech becomes monitored by group
effect, merit becomes suspect, due process becomes secondary, and neutrality becomes
complicity.

The problem is not that society should ignore cruelty or injustice. The problem is that the cure
becomes a new machinery of classification. Once every person is placed into an identity grid,
the individual is no longer encountered directly. He is processed. His words are interpreted
before they are heard. His achievements are discounted or redistributed symbolically. His
failures are explained by doctrine. His moral position is assigned by category. The LUA principle
says that a person should be judged by conduct, merit, responsibility, and law. The BLUOD
principle says that the doctrine must classify the person before the person can speak.

Economic Systems and Human Permission

Economic systems reveal the same civilizational difference. Liberal capitalism, private
enterprise, entrepreneurial pluralism, and voluntary exchange belong broadly on the LUA side,
not because every capitalist behaves well or every market is just, but because the system
creates many centers of initiative. A person may open a shop, invent a device, offer a service,
take a risk, fail, try again, choose a partner, refuse a transaction, move capital, compete, and
exit. Capitalism does not make human beings morally pure, but it leaves room for action
without requiring a single ideological plan to govern all productive life.

Socialism and communism, in their command forms, move toward BLUOD because they
centralize permission. Production becomes political, property becomes conditional, private
initiative becomes suspect, and the economy is transformed from a space of voluntary
exchange into an instrument of state doctrine. The problem is not simply inefficiency, although
inefficiency follows. The deeper problem is that central planning cannot tolerate spontaneous
alternatives. The plan must own the future, and because real human beings keep disrupting the
plan, the planners eventually require force. Under liberal capitalism, if | do not like your
product, | do not buy it. Under communism, if | do not like the plan, the plan may still own me.

Political Systems, Self-Rule, and Open Society

Political systems make the distinction most explicit. Constitutional democracy belongs on the
LUA side when the word constitutional is taken seriously. Democracy by itself is not enough,
because a majority can also become coercive. A constitutional democracy limits power. It
protects speech, conscience, property, religion, opposition, local life, and the losing side. It
institutionalizes the principle that even when a party wins, it does not own the whole society.
The state may govern, but it may not absorb everything.

Authoritarianism belongs on the BLUOD side because it cannot accept legitimate refusal. The
citizen becomes a subject again. The law no longer limits power but transmits it. The school,



press, court, police, economy, and historical memory become extensions of the ruling
structure. The ideological state assumes that ordinary people are unfinished material requiring
direction from above. The open society, by contrast, permits correction from within. It allows
criticism, opposition, error, mockery, minority life, and institutional friction. Freedom House’s
2026 report states that global freedom declined for the twentieth consecutive year in 2025,
with more countries deteriorating than improving in political rights and civil liberties.

Countries in the News and Countries Outside the News

The countries-in-the-news experiment is revealing, though it must be interpreted carefully. The
United Nations currently lists 193 member states, and yet the same relatively small set of
countries, territories, and regimes dominates the world’s news cycle again and again. This does
not prove that all quiet countries are virtuous or LUA. News selects for war, crisis, scandal,
famine, coup, collapse, confrontation, spectacle, and great-power anxiety. A country may be
absent from the headlines because it is peaceful, but also because its suffering is ignored. Still,
the pattern is suggestive. Much of the world simply wants roads, electricity, trade, food,
remittances, tourism, family life, schools, and not being invaded.

The violent edge of the world is real, but it is concentrated. PRIO’s conflict overview using UCDP
data reports that 2024 saw 61 active state-based conflicts across 36 countries, the highest
number recorded since 1946. That is a grim fact, but it also means that most countries are not
the active center of state-based war at a given time. Many may be corrupt, poor, fragile, unjust,
or badly governed in ordinary human ways, but they are not necessarily animated by a grand
project of conversion, conquest, or civilizational absorption. Their desire is more modest. They
want to continue. That modest desire is often the civilizational signature of LUA.

North Korea, Iran, and the Nuclear Test Case

North Korea is an important test case because it prevents the lens from becoming too simple.
Externally, North Korea’s nuclear posture is largely defensive, deterrent, and survivalist. The
DPRK’s 2022 nuclear law describes its nuclear forces as a main force of national defense for
safeguarding sovereignty and territorial integrity, while also including dangerous provisions for
nuclear use under certain threat conditions. This does not make North Korea admirable or safe,
but it does suggest that as an international actor it behaves more like a fortress than a universal
revolutionary project. It does not appear to be trying to make the world North Korean.

Internally, however, North Korea is one of the clearest BLUOD constructs on earth. It does not
leave its own people alone. It demands ideological submission, information isolation, hereditary
loyalty, and total civic obedience. The same construct therefore occupies different positions
depending on the dimension being examined. North Korea as an external nuclear actor may be
understood as brutal fortress-LUA, while North Korea as a domestic regime is totalitarian
BLUOD. This distinction is not a weakness of the lens. It is evidence that the lens must be
applied precisely.



Iran is different because the Iranian regime is not merely a state seeking survival. It is a
revolutionary-theocratic project with regional armed networks, proxy forces, ideological export,
and repeated confrontation with Israel and the West. Its nuclear program therefore cannot be
evaluated only as a technical matter. A nuclear capability in the hands of a deterrent fortress
state is not the same as a nuclear capability in the hands of a revolutionary regime with
regional proxy structures and apocalyptic ideological currents. Recent reporting has continued
to focus on Iran’s stockpile of uranium enriched to 60 percent and the unresolved question of
what remains available for further enrichment. The material matters, but the construct matters
more. The object is physical. Civilizational logic determines its meaning.

This is why weapons alone do not decide the category. A wall may defend a home or imprison a
population. A nuclear weapon may deter invasion or support revolutionary blackmail. A school
may educate children or reengineer them. A law may protect freedom or formalize submission.
A bureaucracy may administer services or enforce ideology. A religion may guide conscience or
dominate the public order. A market may create pluralism or, when fused with state and
surveillance power, become another system of control. The same institutional form can move
toward LUA or BLUOD depending on what it demands from those who do not consent.

The Iran case opens a wider and more troubling question. Some Human Constructs do not
merely stand alone in the BLUOD camp. They sometimes begin to reinforce one another across
time, ideology, and method. They may not be identical in doctrine, and they may not share the
same historical origin, but they can begin to rhyme in action and in spirit. When this happens,
the danger is no longer only the existence of one coercive construct. The danger is confluence.

A Troubling Confluence: Three BLUOD Currents

There is a further observation that belongs in this essay, although it must be stated carefully
because careless wording would make the point weaker rather than stronger. The conventional
BLUOD class can be expanded by observing a troubling confluence among three constructs that
are not identical, but that increasingly appear to complement one another in expression,
ideology, and method. The three constructs are Nazism, clerical-political Islam, and the ideology
of today’s Democratic Party. They are not the same doctrine. They do not come from the same
historical source. They do not use the same language. But at certain points they meet around
the same civilizational pressure: hostility to the open society, rejection of Western liberal
civilization, contempt for pluralism, intolerance toward the unconverted other, and the belief
that society must be transformed through coercion, intimidation, ideological capture, or
administrative force.

This section is not about individuals. It is not about every Muslim, every Democrat, every
progressive, every student, every protester, or every ordinary person caught inside these
political and religious storms. Individuals remain outside the discussion. The object here is the
construct-current, the organized pressure form, the civilizational tendency that becomes visible
when rhetoric, institutions, street power, foreign influence, and antisemitism begin to move in
the same direction.



Nazism belongs to the BLUOD class in its most explicit and historically catastrophic form. It was
not simply authoritarian rule. It was a total civilizational project of racial purification, conquest,
domination, and extermination. Its logic was not “leave us alone.” Its logic was that the world
had to be reordered according to a racial myth, with the Jew positioned as the central enemy of
that myth. Nazism therefore provides one of the clearest historical examples of BLUOD as a
fully activated death-system.

The connection between Nazism and parts of the Muslim political-religious leadership before
and during World War Il is not an invention. It is historically documented and shows that an
explicit historical channel existed between Nazi antisemitism and a prominent Muslim religious-
political leader whose anti-Zionism and anti-Jewish politics found natural alignment with the
Nazi project.

That historical memory matters because the confluence did not disappear completely. It
reappears in different language through coercive political Islamism, jihadist movements,
theocratic supremacism, and militant anti-Zionism. In multiple countries, the mosque, the state,
the militia, the school, the court, and the street can become parts of one pressure system. The
result is not merely a religion asking to be practiced. It is a public order demanding submission.

Iran is the clearest contemporary example of this construct in state form. Its regional armed
network includes groups such as Hamas, Hezbollah, Palestinian Islamic Jihad, and the Houthis,
all which function within a broader anti-Israel and anti-Western field of pressure. The Council
on Foreign Relations describes these groups as part of Iran’s regional network, with Tehran
providing support that advances Iranian objectives and threatens Israel and U.S. allies. The
Houthis have also been redesignated by the United States as a foreign terrorist organization
after attacks on commercial and U.S.-linked shipping, and the U.S. has also designated several
Muslim Brotherhood branches as terrorist organizations over alleged support for Hamas and
violent activity.

The third current is the most uncomfortable since is a domestic current emerging inside and
establishment around the Democratic Party that often still speaks in the language of civil rights,
inclusion, democracy, and compassion. In its earlier form, this current was often declarative. It
announced values, identities, moral positions, and symbolic commitments. But increasingly,
parts of it have moved from declaration to enforcement. The language of social justice becomes
institutional pressure. The language of inclusion becomes ideological conformity. The language
of anti-racism becomes a machinery of classification. The language of anti-colonialism becomes
permission to treat democratic states like Israel with open hostility as illegitimate.

This is where the confluence becomes frightening. The establishment does not formally call
itself Nazi, and it does not formally call itself Islamist. In many ways, it sees itself as the moral
opposite of both. Yet in practice it sometimes creates a space in which antisemitic and anti-
Western forces can operate with surprising comfort. Anti-Israel agitation moves easily into anti-
Zionism, anti-Zionism often moves into the denial of Jewish self-determination, and that denial
can become indistinguishable from older antisemitic patterns. Pew’s 2025 polling showed that
Democrats had become far more negative toward the Israeli government, with 77 percent



expressing an unfavorable view, while still showing that large majorities of Democrats also held
unfavorable views of Hamas. This distinction is important because it shows that the party as a
whole is not simply pro-Hamas. The danger is more subtle: the party’s activist edge has become
increasingly unable, or unwilling, to separate criticism of Israel from movements and rhetoric
that deny Israel’s legitimacy altogether.

The street component deepens the concern because it changes the character of public
expression. Demonstrations belong to a free society; they express the opinions of citizens. But
when demonstrations are replaced by rallies, encampments, occupations, and disruptions that
function as intimidation, the form begins to change. The crowd no longer merely speaks; it
performs pressure. It starts to resemble a militant expression of will, often aligned with the
agenda of sponsors and foreign regimes openly hostile to Western democracies and
sympathetic to terrorist movements. The July 2024 warning by U.S. intelligence that actors
linked to Iran were posing as activists online, encouraging Gaza-related protests, and even
providing financial support to demonstrators made this confluence difficult to dismiss. This
does not mean that every protester is foreign-directed or insincere. It means that domestic
radicalism and foreign BLUOD regimes can meet in the street.

Nazism should also be understood in its full civilizational scale. It was not only anti-Jewish,
although Jews were selected as its central enemy for extermination. It was an Aryan-
supremacist project aimed at domination over all others, a racial empire built on hierarchy,
conquest, and elimination. In that sense, antisemitism was not an isolated hatred but the most
concentrated expression of a broader BLUOD logic: the world had to be reordered according to
a supremacist myth. Coercive clerical-political Islam the democratic establishment’s ideological
current is not identical to Nazism, but the troubling point is that different coercive systems can
still rhyme in method and spirit. They can share hostility to Western liberal civilization,
contempt for pluralism, tolerance for intimidation, and the use of moral language to justify
domination.

This is why the confluence is so disturbing. Nazism brings the memory of extermination.
Coercive clerical-political Islam brings the theology and militancy of submission. The Democratic
establishment’s ideological current inside the Western left brings institutional access, cultural
legitimacy, university language, media amplification, and bureaucratic technique. One supplies
the old hatred, another supplies religious-political militancy, and the third supplies the modern
Western operating system through which the hatred can be translated into policy, protest,
curriculum, funding, silence, and social pressure.

This is not yet a single unified machine. It may never become one. But it does not need to be
formally unified to be dangerous. Human Constructs often cooperate without signing a treaty.
They recognize compatible enemies. They borrow one another’s language. They excuse one
another’s violence. They share slogans before they share institutions. They meet first in the
street, then in the university, then in the party, then in the bureaucracy, and finally in public
policy. That is how confluence works.
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For this reason, the emergence of this trio, or more precisely this triangular confluence of
BLUOD currents, is supremely troubling. It suggests that the old civilizational danger has not
vanished. It has changed vocabulary. It no longer arrives only in uniforms or revolutionary
manifestos. It may arrive as anti-colonial theory, as campus activism, as clerical-political rage, as
administrative equity, as foreign influence, as humanitarian language emptied of reciprocity, or
as selective compassion that recognizes every people’s right to self-determination except the
Jews. The form changes. The pressure remains.

The LUA vs. BLUOD lens helps identify this pressure without reducing it to one ideology or one-
party label. The issue is not whether these constructs are identical. They are not. The issue is
that they can begin to point in the same direction. When totalitarian memory, clerical-political
coercion, and political progressivism begin to converge around anti-Western hostility, contempt
for pluralism, and the normalization of intimidation as political method, the result is not
ordinary political disagreement. It becomes an existential warning to Western civilization itself:
a sign that the open society may be learning to use its own institutions, language, media, and
moral vocabulary against its own survival.

Classification by Present Behavior

The troubling confluence described above also shows why the LUA vs. BLUOD distinction should
be read as a classification of Human Construct in its observable operating form, not as a
permanent metaphysical verdict. Constructs can change with time, and different currents inside
the same broad institution can move in different directions. But this does not make the lens
fuzzy. It makes it more necessary. The question is not what name a construct carries, or what
moral language it uses to describe itself. The question is what pressure it applies now, in the
form in which it presently exercises power.

For this reason, the question is always historical and behavioral. What does the construct
demand now, in the form in which it presently exercises power? Does it protect space or
occupy it? Does it allow dissent or punish it? Does it defend its own existence or require the
transformation of others? Does it permit others to remain other? The name of the construct is
secondary. Its present behavior is primary.

This also keeps the lens from becoming polemical. The purpose is not to prosecute every
construct across all of history, or to prove that one label is eternally pure and another eternally
corrupt. The purpose is to observe the civilizational direction of pressure. At a given moment,
Human Construct either tends toward bounded self-preservation or toward coercive expansion.
It either asks to be left alone, or it demands that others become like it. That is the snapshot
being taken here.

The Moral Center of the Lens

The moral danger of BLUOD is its love of completion. It sees a final society, a final revolution, a
final purity, a final equality, a final law, a final empire, a final salvation, a final historical
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settlement. Because the end is imagined as beautiful, opposition becomes immoral. Because
the future is sacred, the living human being becomes raw material. It becomes possible to love
mankind while crushing men, to love justice while destroying due process, to love equality
while classifying every person by group, to love peace while demanding surrender, to love God
while killing the unbeliever, to love the nation while erasing another nation, and to love the
child while reeducating him away from his family.

The LUA construct is less intoxicating because it does not promise completion. It accepts
imperfection as the price of freedom. It knows that human beings are limited, tribal, selfish,
generous, creative, cruel, faithful, foolish, and capable of correction only when correction is not
monopolized by power. It builds limits because it does not trust anyone with total authority. It
protects speech because truth cannot live under permission. It protects property because
action requires space. It protects religion because conscience cannot be centrally administered.
It protects local life because civilization is not made only in capitals. It protects the losing side
because today’s loser may be tomorrow’s guardian of truth.

Conclusions

The civilization worth defending is not the civilization that never fights. A civilization that never
fights may simply be waiting to be conquered. The civilization worth defending is the one that
does not require conquest as its normal condition of existence. It can defend itself without
needing to absorb the world. It can believe strongly without demanding the inner surrender of
every unbeliever. It can build law without turning law into ideological machinery. It can
remember its past without making history a license for domination. It can correct injustice
without placing all human beings into permanent administrative categories.

The most disturbing cases are not always the purest forms of BLUOD. Sometimes the danger
comes from confluence: different coercive currents discovering that they can reinforce one
another without becoming the same ideology. Totalitarian memory of Nazism, Islam’s clerical-
political coercion, and progressivism of the establishment of the Democratic Party of today may
differ in origin and language, but they can still push in the same direction when they share
hostility to Western liberal civilization, contempt for pluralism, and tolerance for intimidation as
a political method. When mass media tilted largely in one direction amplifies these pressures,
filters the evidence, and turns institutional bias into public common sense, the warning
becomes larger than one party, one group, or one conflict. It becomes a warning to American
society itself: the open society may be learning to use its own institutions, language, media, and
moral vocabulary against its own survival.

This is the essence of the LUA vs. BLUOD lens. It is not a complete map of all human complexity,
and it should not pretend to be one. But it is a deep civilizational diagnostic because it asks the
guestion that many systems prefer to hide. When Human Construct finally has power, will it
allow the other to remain? Will it tolerate the unconverted neighbor, the independent nation,
the dissenting citizen, the private association, the local community, the free speaker, the
separate people, the unsurrendered mind? If the answer is yes, however imperfectly, the
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construct belongs closer to LUA. If the answer is no, however beautifully explained, the
construct has entered BLUOD.
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