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THE CIVIL COLD WAR IN THE U.S. 

How a War Nobody Wants Becomes Inevitable

1. The Will to Not Coexist

· Discord as a permanent condition: politics ceases to be negotiation and becomes symbolic warfare.

· Tribal opposition: “If the right says it, it’s wrong” / “If the left says it, it’s communism.”

· Identity and enmity: the political opponent becomes an existential enemy.

· The lunatic fringe and its ripple effect: how the extremes set the pace of public discourse.

· Red states vs. blue states: the territorialization of ideological conflict.

2. Old and Decrepit Spain vs. Make America Great Again







· “We Are Not Going Back” vs. “Make America Great Again”: reactionary nostalgia vs. progress as a trench.

· The narrative of decay: how both sides see the country as betrayed or corrupted by change.

· The past as a political weapon: selective reinterpretation of history to justify the present.

· The shared myth of redemption: each side believes it is saving the U.S. from moral collapse.

· Beyond the false dilemma: how viable alternatives are hidden behind binary antagonism.

3. Frivolity and Lack of Imagination

· Chaos as the result of political opportunism and lack of long-term vision.

· Inability to foresee consequences: The Price of Inaction.

· “If we win, it’s democracy; if we lose, it’s fraud”: the collapse of the basic democratic principle.

· War as a foretold accident: parallels with Spain in 1936 and institutional self-destruction.

4. Laziness

· Laziness to think, to imagine solutions, and to engage in politics beyond spectacle.

· Repetition as a form of control: how the algorithm reduces politics to empty slogans.

· Negó suppositum, I deny the premise: a strategy to resist propaganda logic.

· When apathy surpasses hatred: emotional fatigue as a tool of demobilization.

5. The Dictatorship of Fear

· SLAPP lawsuits, threats to judges, and repression of protesters: fear as a tool of power.

· Self-censorship as a survival mechanism in a hostile environment.

· Neighborhood surveillance: from the Committees for the Defense of the Revolution to the MAGA Neighborhood Watch.

· Everyday fear: putting up a yard sign, wearing a t-shirt, or simply speaking in public.

6. What Happens When Fear Is Removed

· The line between fear and submission: when fear paralyzes, democracy ceases to function in practice.

· History shows that conflicts do not end on their own: Spain, Yugoslavia, and the myth of the political pendulum.

· The illusion that “this will fix itself”: how passivity allowed Trumpism to take hold.

· The factors that could trigger an open war in the U.S.: polarization, a captured justice system, an armed population.

· Can the Civil Cold War be prevented from turning hot?: conditions needed to deactivate the conflict.

7. History Doesn’t Repeat, But It Rhymes: The Point of No Return.

What could happen if decisive action is not taken.

THE CIVIL COLD WAR:

WHEN HISTORY LOOKS IN THE MIRROR

There’s an image that has haunted me for a while: a sticker on the back of a pickup truck that read “MAGA Neighborhood Watch.” Just like that—no subtleties, no explanations. The phrase was a warning, a reminder that in certain parts of the country, neighborhood surveillance, political intimidation, and public shaming are no longer disguised. It took me back to Venezuela’s Bolivarian Circles, to Cuba’s Committees for the Defense of the Revolution, to the Falangist raids in Franco’s Spain, to those wartime posters people hang to make it clear who’s in charge.

By instinct, I no longer wear political t-shirts. I don’t want a stranger to feel entitled to scream at me in the street or spit in my coffee. I avoid bumper stickers, afraid someone will scratch my car, key it, or vandalize it. When I received a Harris–Walz yard sign, I quietly placed it in the back flowerpot. Then I brought it inside. I thought about the man who fumigates my house. What if he’s a Trump supporter? What if one day he decides to make my life miserable? These thoughts shouldn’t be normal in a democracy—but they are. They shouldn’t remind me of my childhood in a country where political paranoia could cost you your life—but they do.

And the most disturbing part is that I’m not alone. Self-censorship isn’t limited to those who speak out against power—it’s already in the air we all breathe. Federal judges receive death threats just for doing their job. Journalists face SLAPP lawsuits meant to ruin them financially rather than engage with their ideas. Professionals monitor every word they say at work, because any sentence might be used as evidence against them. While some go into hiding, others shout louder, with their oversized flags, their offensive stickers, and their unhinged aggression.

Something has broken in this country. No one wants a civil war, but many are willing to tolerate everything that makes one possible. It’s the same paradox Julián Marías described about Spain before 1936: even though hardly anyone wants violence, too many endorse the conditions that make it inevitable. The parallels are disturbing: extreme polarization, the branding of the other as the enemy, propaganda that aims not to persuade but to repeat until it numbs, and fear weaponized as a tool of control.

Either we react in time, or we’ll end up like Spain—realizing it only when it’s already too late.



	[image: ]

	 
	[image: ]





[image: ]


CHAPTER 1: THE WILL TO NOT COEXIST
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DISCORD AS A PERMANENT CONDITION

This is not an essay about what might happen. It’s an analysis of what’s already happening. We’re not facing a latent civil war—we are living through a civil cold war that is being executed from within the institutions, through a captured judiciary, aligned media, and a digital manipulation network that has successfully altered public perception on a massive scale.

Years ago, when I read Julián Marías asking “How could this happen?” I saw it as a useful study to anticipate risk. But that risk has now become reality. In 2016, when Trump won, the possibility of disaster felt close but still contained—there were still institutional counterweights. Then came the pandemic, the January 6th insurrection, the electoral fraud narrative, and a partial recovery under Biden that gave the false impression that the system had held.

We were wrong.

What we are witnessing is not merely the radicalization of one political faction. It is the methodical execution of a constitutional and institutional coup, led by Trump, amplified by Musk, and sustained by a Republican Party that has openly abandoned the democratic game. They have rewritten the rules, captured the Supreme Court, taken over state legislatures, and built a legal and media system designed to make their dominance irreversible.

And the most perverse part is that they don’t need mass violence. They’ve made fear and confusion do the dirty work. Discord, weaponized as a tool of control, has eroded democratic coexistence. The goal is no longer to debate—it is to symbolically annihilate the other. It’s no longer about confronting ideas—it’s about eliminating the opponent as a legitimate figure.

This model isn’t new. Viktor Orbán in Hungary seized power using the same tools: legal reforms, judicial capture, media control—all under a veneer of legality. In Turkey, Erdoğan turned a failed coup into a pretext to purge the state. In both cases, democracy remained in form, but was emptied of substance. Pluralism was suffocated through manipulated votes, not tanks.

In Brazil, Bolsonaro attempted the same. He discredited the electoral system, built a cult of personality, and after losing, tried to launch a coup. The difference with the U.S. is scale: here, economic and technological power gives the far right an unprecedented infrastructure to implement authoritarianism from within.

And this is not a war between two equal sides. This is not a symmetrical conflict. The right has embraced the destruction of the democratic system as a strategy to stay in power. On the other side, there is no radical left trying to capture institutions or rewrite constitutions. There is an institutional resistance—sometimes disorganized, often clumsy—but clearly aimed at preventing the collapse of the system.

The narrative that “both extremes are to blame” is part of the manipulation. It’s a key pillar of the Republican strategy: to plant the idea that everything is rotten, that no one offers solutions, that everyone is part of the problem. That’s how fatigue, detachment, and demobilization are cultivated. And in that terrain, authoritarianism thrives.

When Marías warned about Spain in the 1930s, he did so with an uncomfortable clarity: the problem wasn’t just the existence of opposing poles, but the disappearance of the will to coexist. When one side stops recognizing the other as a legitimate part of the country, what follows isn’t politics—it’s rupture.

Today, the United States is dangerously close to that moment. Discord is no longer a consequence; it’s the central strategy. And within that strategy, there are no valid equivalences. There are aggressors, and there are those who resist. There are those plotting the end of democracy, and those—flawed as they may be—trying to stop it.

There is no draw when only one side is pushing the country into the abyss.

FEAR AS A MECHANISM OF CONTROL

The other major parallel with Spain in 1936 is fear. Before the war even began, people had already learned to stay quiet, to avoid arguments in public, to never challenge violent groups. That’s the phase we’re in now.

You don’t need concentration camps to silence voices when censorship is imposed through the threat of a SLAPP lawsuit.

You don’t need a decree to eliminate dissent when social media has become a machine for public shaming and political snitching.

You don’t need an army to impose control when people are afraid to speak at work, to put a yard sign in front of their home, to wear a t-shirt.

And while some hide, others grow louder and more aggressive. It doesn’t matter if their bumper stickers are openly racist, if their flags are larger, if their threats are explicit—because they know the power is on their side.

That is the true advance of this institutional coup: they’ve managed to make fear do the dirty work before force becomes necessary.

In many ways, this is more effective than direct repression. Because internalized fear becomes self-censorship. Because the silence imposed through intimidation no longer has to justify itself before a numbed public. It’s the kind of control we saw in the Baltic republics under Soviet occupation, where a mere suspicion could erase you from public life. Or in Chile in the years leading up to the coup, when the idea took root that speaking out—even among friends—could come at a high cost.

Today, in the United States, that atmosphere is settling in naturally. And that should be unacceptable.

IS THERE A WAY OUT?

This is no longer about if things will get worse. It’s about how much further we’ll let this go before there’s no turning back.

Marías said the only way to prevent another civil war was to understand how the last one happened. But for that to work, there would need to be a will to coexist.

And the will to coexist no longer belongs to those who have chosen political purges, institutional manipulation, and violent radicalization. The first step to recovering that possibility is to name things for what they are: this is not a battle between equals.

There are those who want to govern within the rules—and those who want to destroy the rules to take everything for themselves.

TRIBAL OPPOSITION: “IF THE RIGHT SAYS IT, IT’S WRONG” / “IF THE LEFT SAYS IT, IT’S COMMUNISM.”

In theory, politics should be the space where ideas are confronted, differences negotiated, and common ground sought. But in pre–Civil War Spain, as Marías describes, that stopped being the case. It didn’t matter what the Republican government did— the right considered it illegitimate from day one. Not because its policies were flawed, but because the mere fact that it existed was unacceptable.

That same logic has dominated American politics in recent years, and today it’s the official strategy of the Republican Party. It doesn’t matter if something is necessary, useful, or even originally one of their own proposals. If the Biden administration supports it, it gets blocked. If a judge allows it, they go after the judge. If a state adopts it, they sabotage it.

In 2021, Republican Senator John Cornyn attacked Biden for proposing an immigration policy nearly identical to the one he himself had supported under George W. Bush. In Florida, Ron DeSantis banned school textbooks containing content approved just a year earlier by his own Department of Education. Opposition has become so automatic it borders on the absurd—but its goal is clear: to create an ecosystem where nothing that comes from the opponent can ever be accepted, even if it aligns with their own agenda.

But this isn’t just obstruction. It’s systematic destruction, aimed at making the country ungovernable and ensuring that any attempt at progress fails. This isn’t about checks and balances—it’s about deliberate sabotage.

AN OPPOSITION THAT DOESN’T PROPOSE, ONLY SABOTAGES

The key issue here isn’t that Republicans have a different agenda or oppose specific policies. The problem is that their only proposal is paralysis, their only strategy is collapse.

When Obama took office in 2008, Mitch McConnell made it clear: “Our top priority is to make this a one-term president.” It didn’t matter that the country was in crisis after the Great Recession, that millions were unemployed, or that the healthcare system desperately needed reform. Everything boiled down to one thing: any success of his administration had to be blocked—regardless of the consequences.

That line wasn’t a statement of political strategy. It was a confession. An admission that the goal wasn’t to compete in the arena of ideas, but to incapacitate the government at all costs. That script was followed to the letter during the Biden administration.

Twelve years later, the script hasn’t changed. From day one of the Biden administration, Republican opposition hasn’t been about policy—it’s been about making sure the country doesn’t function.

· Infrastructure plan: Blocked, despite having historic bipartisan support.

· Voting rights protections: Blocked, even in the face of overwhelming evidence of voter suppression.

· Judicial and administrative appointments: Delayed to the point of absurdity, creating power vacuums in key agencies.

· Inflation relief measures: Blocked, only to later blame Biden for the economy.

· Border security: Intentionally sabotaged to manufacture a crisis and exploit it politically—clearly demonstrated when Republicans rejected a border deal they themselves had demanded.

This is no coincidence. It’s the same strategy we saw in 1930s Spain, where the right preferred chaos over allowing the Republican government to succeed. And it’s the same logic Trump followed when he left the White House: if he couldn’t keep governing, then the country had to burn.







HOW IS THE NARRATIVE OF FAILURE BUILT?

The other key aspect of this tactic is constructing a perception of ungovernability. It’s not enough to block everything. You also have to convince the country that the government is incompetent, incapable, useless.

The process is simple:


1. Block every policy or reform.

2. Manufacture artificial crises (migration, inflation, debt).

3. Blame the government for failing to solve the intentionally created problems.

4. Present a “solution” in the form of a strong, authoritarian leader who promises to “restore order.”



This is Autocracy 101. Political sabotage isn’t collateral damage—it’s the central strategy used to justify Trump’s return to power.



And this is where the right has been even more effective than in 1930s Spain. Back then, the extremist opposition relied on newspapers, pamphlets, and rumors. Today, they have an entire digital ecosystem working in sync to amplify their tactics:

· Traditional media validating every lie with “balanced debate” that only amplifies disinformation.

· Social platforms that spread conspiracy theories and fake crises as if they were harmless memes.

· Sponsored influencers and trolls turning propaganda into spectacle, multiplying hate messages with algorithms that reward polarization.



While the Republican Party presents no concrete governing plans, it still manages to impose the narrative. How? Because in the era of information overload, you don’t need to be right—you just need to be constantly present.





THE TRAP FOR INDEPENDENTS AND MODERATES

For this strategy to work, it’s not enough to mobilize the Trumpist base. A crucial part is planting the idea that “all politicians are the same” and “it doesn’t matter who wins.”

That’s why they keep pushing the narrative that Democrats are “just as radicalized.” Never mind that Democrats are trying to defend the system, not destroy it. What matters is convincing moderate voters that both sides are equally bad.

This is the point where many fall into the trap: exhaustion.

· They get tired of the chaos.

· They get tired of the constant fighting.

· They get tired of political toxicity.

And when it’s time to vote, many will say: “Enough. I don’t want any more of this. I don’t care who wins—I just want the madness to end.”

That’s the real goal of automatic opposition. It’s not about proposing a different vision for the country. It’s about wearing down the population until they’ll accept anything just to make the conflict stop.

But history is clear: authoritarianism doesn’t end conflict—it manages it from above. And when citizens stop believing in the system, that’s when the system becomes most vulnerable to those who come to break it from within.

The problem is, when that happens, the end of the conflict won’t be the restoration of democracy. It will be the end of democracy itself.

IDENTITY AND ENMITY:

THE POLITICAL OPPONENT BECOMES AN EXISTENTIAL ENEMY

In any functioning democracy, politics is based on the idea that differences can exist without leading to total war. But in a system that has been deliberately radicalized, politics ceases to be about politics—it becomes a matter of absolute identity. It’s no longer about taxes, laws, or public policy: it’s about who deserves to exist.

In 1930s Spain, the divide was no longer between parties with different ideologies. It was between “authentic” Spaniards and traitors, between patriots and enemies of the nation. It didn’t matter if you were a republican, a socialist, or simply someone who didn’t fit into the right’s vision. If you weren’t with them, you were against Spain.

That logic of ideological purity—the one that demands total allegiance and turns the other into a threat—is the same one that led to genocide in Rwanda, where radio propaganda called Tutsis “cockroaches” until millions of people were convinced they were exterminating a virus. It’s the same rhetoric that preceded the Holocaust. It’s the moment when political speech mutates into hate speech.

In the U.S., Trumpism has imposed that same logic, just wrapped in flags and slogans. Being a Democrat, progressive, liberal, queer, immigrant—or simply not aligned with the extreme right—is enough to be treated as an existential threat. You’re not debated; you’re canceled. You’re not refuted; you’re caricatured as an enemy of America. We saw it with “RINO hunter” (Republican In Name Only) posters promoted by armed candidates in campaign ads. We see it in school board meetings where parents scream at educators for reading inclusive books. We see it in the rhetoric that describes a “migrant invasion” with apocalyptic tones.

This isn’t about politics. It’s about viewing the other as an intruder who must be eliminated. And in many cases—literally.

DEBATE VS. POLITICAL EXTERMINATION

In a real democracy, parties are expected to compete with ideas, with platforms, with different visions for the country. In a sick democracy, the competition is over how to eliminate the opponent.

We’ve seen this unfold progressively in the U.S.:

· Republicans aren’t trying to win elections—they’re trying to make it impossible for Democrats to govern.

· They’re not looking for opponents—they’re looking for internal enemies.

· They don’t want political alternation—they want a purge of any opposition.

And they’re doing it with increasingly institutionalized methods. In Tennessee, Democratic legislators were expelled for protesting peacefully. In Texas, local prosecutors are threatened with impeachment if they don’t align with the governor. In multiple states, laws have been passed to enable partisan intervention in election outcomes. The idea that elections are only legitimate if the right wins is no longer implied—it’s doctrine.

If a Democratic law is effective, it gets blocked. If a judge doesn’t side with them, they go after the judge. If an election doesn’t favor them, it’s “fraud.”

The same thing happened in Republican Spain. The right never accepted that the Republic was legitimate. It didn’t matter how many times the republicans won at the polls. For the right, Spain was only truly Spain if they were in charge.

In the U.S., the logic is identical. If Trump wins, the election was fair. If Trump loses, it was stolen. If the Supreme Court rules in the right’s favor, it’s justice. If not, it’s persecution.

This same narrative is now being exported to other democracies: in Argentina, Javier Milei repeats that the other parties “don’t want the country to work”; in Mexico, the ruling party accuses any criticism of being “coup plotting.” The mental structure is the same: divide, demonize, radicalize.

This is the mark of a democracy that is no longer democratic. When a political party stops recognizing the legitimacy of the other, what follows is not politics—it’s war. And if the discourse doesn’t change, violence ceases to be a possibility and becomes a consequence.

THE LUNATIC FRINGE AND ITS RIPPLE EFFECT:

HOW EXTREMES SET THE PACE OF PUBLIC DISCOURSE

The term lunatic fringe is used in English to describe the most extreme, unhinged, or radicalized sectors of a political movement. They’re the ones who shout the loudest, say what no one else dares to say in public, and push the limits of discourse into the unthinkable. What begins as marginal ends up shaping the center. Julián Marías used this term to explain how, in 1930s Spain, the extremes dragged the entire country into confrontation.

In Republican Spain, this radical fringe included both the traditional monarchist right and the Falangists—a national-syndicalist movement inspired by Italian fascism, defined by violent rhetoric, militaristic aesthetics, and an obsession with “national unity” and the elimination of political adversaries. On the other side, there was also an extremist left that saw parliamentary politics as an obstacle to social revolution. Both camps believed conflict was inevitable—and even desirable. Democracy was just a preliminary step before the final clash.

The moderates didn’t disappear because they didn’t exist, but because they were forced to choose between sides that didn’t represent them. Those who called for dialogue were branded cowards, lukewarm, or traitors by both sides. And once the extremes set the rules of the game, there was no going back.

The same thing is happening in the United States today. The lunatic fringe is no longer a fringe—it’s the operational center of the Republican Party.

· Trump isn’t the only problem. The problem is that the entire party now answers to the most radical sectors of its base.

· Marjorie Taylor Greene denies school shootings, promotes conspiracy theories, and has suggested the U.S. should split into two countries.

· Matt Gaetz has focused on blocking all legislation, pushing white replacement theories, and questioning elections that don’t go his way.

· Vivek Ramaswamy, in the name of “freedom,” has justified academic censorship, denied the severity of climate change, and openly supported the use of state power to punish ideological opponents.

· Elon Musk, through his control of digital platforms, has become the loudest megaphone of the radical right: amplifying conspiracy accounts, reinstating extremist figures, and calling propaganda “journalism.”

What was once considered unacceptable is now celebrated. Sarah Palin, who in 2008 seemed like a troubling anomaly for her anti-intellectual comments and combative style, would today seem almost moderate by comparison. And the Tea Party, which during Obama’s presidency was seen as a threat to balance, would now barely register as a footnote.

Those were the rehearsals. This is the full production.

Moderate Republicans have either been purged or aligned themselves with the madness to survive. Liz Cheney, a classic conservative, was cast aside for telling the truth about January 6. Mitt Romney no longer represents his party. The same thing happened in 1930s Spain: moderate leaders were sidelined, ignored, or replaced by those who shouted louder and promised total victory over the other.
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