Our Undeclared Civil War

by Larry Plachno


The United States is in the midst of an undeclared civil war. Pro-abortion people are doing everything possible to support abortion including hindering any Pro-Life efforts and pushing to get liberals appointed to the Supreme Court to continue Roe vs. Wade. Pro-Life people are praying, demonstrating and working in many areas to end legalized abortion. So far, most of the war casualties are the unborn babies who will never be asked what they think.


There are two arguments that pro-abortion people use to support their cause. Both arguments have been made popular in past history by tyrants and dictators bent on genocide. Their first argument is that being in sole control give you the right to do whatever you want, regardless of right and wrong and who gets hurt. Their second argument is that people have a right to kill or enslave those they consider inferior or less than equal. Both arguments have been dismissed by most people with morals.


In the United States, these arguments were the cause of the Civil War. Legislators in several states championed the cause of States Rights. Since they controlled what went on in their states, they felt that others should keep their hands off. What they wanted to do was to continue their right to kill or enslave those they considered inferior or less than fully human. More than 600,000 Americans died in this war to end the premise that people had a right to kill or enslave others they considered inferior or less than equal.


We went through this again in World War II. Hitler and the Nazi government thought they could do whatever they wanted in their motherland since they were in sole control. What they wanted to do was to kill those they considered inferior or less than equal . . . such as non-Arians and political prisoners. What is interesting is that other countries were willing to adopt these people (and many countries did eventually adopt those that survived), but those in control wanted death, not adoption.


While many of them would be highly offended with such a comparison, it is amazing how closely today’s pro-abortion people use the same arguments that caused the holocaust of World War II. Hitler felt he could do anything he wanted because he was in sole control of the motherland. Pro-abortion mothers say they can do whatever they want because they are in sole control of their bodies. Hitler said that he had a right to kill non-Arians and political prisoners because they were inferior or less than equal. Pro-abortion people say that they have a right to kill unborn babies because they are inferior or less than equal. Hitler refused to allow his victims to be adopted and insisted on death. Pro-abortion people refuse to allow babies to be adopted and insist on death. 


What is your criteria for right and wrong? After years of research, statistics and computer analysis it has become obvious that there are two, and only two, choices when faced with a decision or action that could affect other people. We can make our decision based on what the person doing the action wants, or we can make our decision based on he impact of the action or decision on other people and society. Both sides have several names. Basing your decision of right and wrong on the person doing the action can be called left, liberal, selfish, permissive or pro-choice. Basing your decision of right and wrong on the impact on other people and society can be called right, conservative, unselfish or pro-society.


Some people are fascinated with the thought that modern research and computer statistics have shown us that being unselfish will reduce or eliminate many of our society problems and move us towards a better society. Actually, it takes very little research to discover that this idea has never been a secret and is just about as old as recorded history.


Jesus Christ said it simply when he admonished his followers to “Love your neighbor.” Looking back in time, Confucius is credited with saying “Do unto others as you would have them do unto you.” More recently, President John F. Kennedy in his inaugural speech said “. . . and so my fellow Americans; ask not what your country can do for you but what you can do for your country.”


This is saying the same thing in different words. Moreover, one of the definitions of society is a group of people working together for common goals. If we are pro-choice and selfish, then we are not working together and not working towards common goals. As a result, society suffers.


Many people are willing to acknowledge the Golden Rule and the need for working together. However, they are unwilling to apply this criteria universally. Jesus Christ, Confucius, and President John F. Kennedy did not provide exceptions to their admonishments, so people ask why this criterion should be so inflexible. The reason is desensitization.


The best way to explain this is to go back several years to the argument over whether kids should be allowed to watch violence on television. Most parents were opposed to allowing kids to watch television but could not come up with a reason. Liberals said that kids should be allowed to be pro-choice in their viewing options and had a right to watch whatever they wanted. The experts sided with the parents. They noted that as kids watched more and more violence on television, they became desensitized to violence and began to accept it as normal behavior. In effect, desensitization is a technical term for what used to be called “giving bad example.”


Desensitization is at work in our society making both kids and adults more permissive and pro-choice. When people are told that it is acceptable to be pro-choice or permissive, or when they see others being pro-choice or permissive, they then become more pro-choice and permissive themselves. Different people are affected to a greater or lesser degree depending on several factors. However, statistics show that people who are more liberal and pro-choice in one area are more likely to be liberal and pro-choice in other areas. 


This explains why we see more selfishness, permissiveness and pro-choice decisions in virtually every aspect of our society. As a result, abortion has become a key battleground in the ongoing battle between liberals and conservatives.


Many people rationalize their selfish decisions by changing their criterion from choice to choice similar to what was once called “cafeteria morals.” When they want a “yes, you can” answer, they based their decision on the wants of the person making the decision or committing the action. When they want a “no, you cannot” answer, they base their decision on the negative impact of the decision or action on other people and society.


Recent research is bordering on being mind boggling because it is shows that a person’s criterion for right and wrong goes way beyond social problems  and impacts attitudes and actions on numerous items from marriage and fertility to political issues. Philip Longman pointed out that in progressive Seattle, there are nearly 45% more dogs than kids while in conservative Salt Lake City, there are nearly 19% more kids than dogs. Utah, where something like two-thirds of the residents are members of The Church of Jesus Christ of Later-Day Saints, has the highest fertility rate in the United States with 92 children born annually for every 1,000 women.


Longman also showed that in the Bush-Kerry presidential election, states that voted for President George Bush had an average of an 11% higher fertility rate than states that voted for Senator John Kerry.  A similar situation prevails with other political issues. Vermont, the first state to allow gay unions, has the nation’s lowest fertility rate . . . 51 average annual births per 1,000 women.


Experts are turning this interconnection based on your criterion for right and wrong into a science. Some say that they can ask you as few as four questions and determine your standpoint on several major issues with a high degree of accuracy. In some cases, they can even tell you what your decision would be on issues you may never have thought about. They can also determine who you are likely to vote for in the next election. 


Some people complain that they have to look out for themselves because no one else will. Interestingly, the statistics are very clear in this area. People who are unselfish, work with others and put others first tend to be healthier, happier, live longer, are less likely to live in poverty or be homeless, and in most cases are less likely to commit crimes or be the victim of crimes. The obvious conclusion is that when we work together for common goals, we all come out ahead. However, when we become pro-choice and selfish, we suffer. Is this what Jesus Christ, Confucius, and John F. Kennedy were trying to teach us?
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