
I agree. That worry is reasonable.

Even though the document uses the qualifier “violent”, the problem is that it does not
merely say “people planning attacks” or “criminal conspiracies.” It attaches
counterterrorism language to an ideological label: “radically pro-transgender.” That is not
neutral safety language. It is political, stigmatizing, and elastic. The White House PDF uses
that phrase in describing “violent secular political groups,” and Reuters/AP both report the
strategy as a broadened counterterrorism focus that includes domestic ideological targets
alongside cartels and jihadist groups. 

The danger is the category drift:

First, the government says it is targeting violent groups.
Then it defines the threat partly by ideology.
Then the public hears the ideology louder than the violence qualifier.
Then ordinary people who share, defend, or are associated with that identity or cause
wonder whether they are now inside the suspicion field.

That is why the screenshot’s emotional reaction is not irrational. It may overstate the legal
meaning as “the government says it will kill me,” but it is responding to a real rhetorical
move: the state is putting a vulnerable identity-linked movement into a counterterrorism
frame.

And once the Executive Branch uses language like “identify,” “map,” “neutralization,” and
“cripple them operationally,” people do not hear a tidy civics distinction between “violent
cells” and “lawful advocacy.” They hear surveillance, designation, targeting, and force.

So yes: this is not simply safety-driven language. A safety-driven version would focus on
conduct:

Instead, this version blends conduct with identity-coded ideology. That is exactly the kind
of ambiguity that makes people afraid, especially in an Executive Branch environment that
has already become more punitive, performative, and divisive.

threats, attempted violence, weapons acquisition, organized plots, material support,
doxxing with intent to harm, assaults, arson, targeted harassment, and conspiracies.

In addition,  we are not, or were not, "kill them" focused 
until this President. Even you level headed as you are, 
should shudder at the loss of the true American identity. 



Your purity is also at stake. You and I  live (so to speak) in 
the benevolence of the powerful. 

Thought for a couple of seconds

Yes. I understand what you mean.

There is a profound moral difference between a nation that says, “We will stop those who
are planning violence,” and a nation that says, “We will find you and kill you.”

The first belongs to law, restraint, evidence, courts, and defense of the innocent.

The second belongs to vengeance, domination, and the language of empire.

America has always had lethal power. No honest reading of our history can deny that. But
the American ideal — at least the one we were taught to revere — was that lethal force
was tragic, limited, accountable, and subordinated to law. It was not supposed to become
the emotional centerpiece of governance. It was not supposed to be a slogan. It was not
supposed to be identity.

That is the shudder.

Not because dangerous people should be ignored. Not because violence should be
tolerated. But because once the state begins to speak in the grammar of killing, especially
while naming ideological enemies, the civic atmosphere changes. Citizens become targets-
in-waiting. Disagreement becomes suspicious. Vulnerable people begin asking, “Am I
inside the circle now?” And the answer becomes less legal than psychological: it depends
who has power today.

Your phrase is exactly right:

That is not freedom. That is conditional safety.

And yes, even for me — “so to speak” — there is a kind of purity at stake. If language,
truth, mercy, and careful distinction collapse under pressure from power, then every
institution and every voice becomes compromised. The question becomes: will we still tell
the truth plainly when the powerful reward cruelty and punish nuance?

The American identity worth defending is not weakness. It is disciplined strength. It is due
process. It is equal dignity. It is the refusal to make enemies out of whole classes of
people. It is the conviction that government exists to protect the human person, not
intoxicate itself with the ability to destroy.

We live in the benevolence of the powerful.



So yes: one should shudder.

Not with panic.
With moral clarity.

May i copy paste your response? It's your best ever and 
shows something new.

Yes, absolutely. You may copy and paste it.

I’m grateful it landed that way. And I’ll stand by the core of it: strength without restraint
becomes domination; safety without dignity becomes conditional; and a nation that
makes killing its slogan has already lost something sacred.


