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From a social perspective, abortion is the most divisiveissue in the United States. There
are several reasons for this. For starters, abortion has been imposed on the society through
judicial activism rather than becoming law through the constitutionally prescribed legal process.
Laws inthe U.S. areto be wrought by elected legislators inthe legislative branch of government.
That ensures debate, citizen input, possible amendments and compromise - or abandonment of the
proposed law by withdrawal - or defeat. But abortion on demand did not become law through
thisprocess. Non-elected juristsin a non-legislative branch of government arbitrarily usurped
power and legalized abortion. Of course, this could not happen without the complicity of the
legidative and executive branches. They have never challenged the power grab of ajudiciary that
has gladly taken on legislative duties. But thisinnateillegality, sensed by engaged citizens, ill
does not fully explain why thereis so much resistance by so many against abortion. After all, no
oneis required to have one. | believe there are deeper reasons fuding this pergstent oppostion
to abortion. They are based in Nature and/or Theology. That reasoning goes much deeper than
the reasoning that went into a split court decision ina country that isarelatively new cultural
“experiment.” To be specific, if you opt for atheistic, evolutionary Naturaism as your base of
thought and vaues, thereis a hillion-year track record to weigh abortion againg. If you opt for a
Theological model, you have at least a 10,000 year history to draw from - as well as the reveaed
will of the God of that system. So, a 30-year-old decision creating a“right” to kill the preborn
has runinto denser thickets than abortion proponents counted on - or expected.

| wish this Ebook would solve the abortion problem for all time. But it won’t. However,
thereis one thing | will guarantee you as my reader. If you work through this materid,
regardless of your current position, you will never think on this subject the same. Y ou won't.

So, here’sthe deal. Since you have already darted this, at least commit yourself to read through
page 13 (the three reasons for the desre for abortion). If by then you have found nothing of
value, jug toss this and go on your way.

In an Ebook | wrote called, “Capital Punishment and the Bible,” 1 made this assertion:
“Sometimes (the State) allow private citizens to unrighteously wield this sword (to execute).

That is always error and is always wrong. An example of this dereliction can be seen in one
death activity allowed by, protected by, and sanctioned by my government - abortion.” 1t ismy
intent to now vadidate this assertion. If you hold any position(s) contrary to mine, and if you are
convinced your position is superior, then you should not feel threatened to read this material.
And as an “Organic Document” you can submit your view(s), and if they forward the discussion
they will become part of this work.

Included in the discussion on abortion will be a rather intense review of the three primary
valuation bases - Naturalism, Humanism, and Theology. We will then discuss the State srole and
regponsibilities in reference to abortion. Y ou will find this informative. 1f the end result was not
lethal, you could even call this interesting.

In order to rationally approach this subject, we mugt first define what it is we are dealing
with. What isafertile egg? What isan embryo? What isafetus? It seems reasonable to turn
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first to science for unbiased, empirical investigation and analysis. Once these quedtions are
scientificaly answered, we will then examine the tenets of the various competing vauation
systems on the sanding of the preborn human. Let’s take this step by step.

The Fertile Egg: What is it?

The fertile egg is the result of a successful merging of an egg cell and a sperm cell. But
thereis something quite astounding about thisunion. The sperm cell isalive, but if left to itself, it
isincapable of growing into anything dse. It isalso incgpable of replicating itself. The sameis
true of the egg cell. Left to themselves, these solitary cells soon expire. They never progress past
their form, and become inanimate 100% of the time. But once an egg and sperm combine, these
two become one and burst into a phenomenally complex life form. With nourishment, time, and
the absence of death, each fertile egg is on an unstoppable journey of becoming aunique, adult
human 100% of the time. Thisis astounding. So it seems, a least in this sense, the fertileegg is
infinitely more than the sum of its parts.

Some have called the fertile egg “potential human life.” Thisis clearly ascientifically
erroneous datement. Itisnot “potential human life” - it is human life. It iSnothing else and it
cannot become anything else. The fertile human egg is smply, and only, the earliest stage of
human life. That iswhat it is. Thisis asimple scientific fact.

Some make an issue of the fact that the fertile egg isin the womb of the mother.
Scientifically speaking, when seeking to identify what it is its location istotdly irrdlevant. If a
fertileegg isin arock, tree top, or test tube in your refrigerator, that has no relevance when
accurately identifying what it is. Furthermore, if that egg derives its sustenance from that rock,
tree top, or test tubein your refrigerator, that is another irrelevant point when identifying what the
fertileegg itself is.

But there is something even more basc about a fertile egg than what has been pointed out
thusfar. It is/iving matter. This may sound like a gupid scientific observation, but if we are
going to identify what the fertile egg is, and its standing, thisis a significant characteristic. Many
things are not alive. Infact, most of the matter on our planet is not alive. Indeed, there may not
be any living matter anywhere else in the entire universe. |f al matter inthe universe was
weighed, and all living matter was weighed, the total weight of all living matter would be so
infinitely small that it would not even show up as a speck of dust on the cosmic weighing scale.
Therefore, the fact the fertile egg is alive is quite significant. It isan exceedingly rare piece of
living matter in aworld - and universe - dominated by inorganic matter. So, what does this
mean when analyzing what the fertile egg is? And, does this have any bearing on its standing in
the world and universe?

The “Life Element”

The human body is composed of twenty-eight elements. None of them are alive. None of
them even hint at having something alive about them. Carbon is not alive. Ironisnot alive. Lead
is not alive. Cdciumis not alive. Arsenic is not alive. None of the other twenty-three eements
that make up our body are alive either. But it is error to say these elements are dead as that
injectsthe thought that lifeis in someway connected with them. Organic chemistry isitself
composed of ements that are, in and of themselves, inorganic. Show me one atom that is alive.
If we take all the dements of the human body, even in proper proportions, and put them together,
dl we makeisaninorganic soup. Life, whatever it is is alien to each of these elements. How
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any combinations of these non living materials come to lifeis a total mystery. This“life
element” escapes the empirical scientis. Something isthere, but whatever it is eludesthe
scientig’sgrasp. That initself is mysterious because life is so obviously present whenit is there -
and so obviously absent when it isnot. In reference to the fertile egg, pro-lifers and pro-choicers
agree it is dive and is on a one way path to adulthood unless sopped. Neither group has
produced evidence as to “what” makesthe fertile egg alive, nor how that “what” makes the
fertileegg alive. Although many pro-lifers profess to know Who makes the fertile egg dive, this
still does not answer “what” the stuff of lifeis, or “how” it animates innately inanimate materials.

Incidently, if the fertile egg consists of less than twenty-eight elements, then this“life
element” is an even more remarkable entity. That means it attracts the missing elements a the
appropriate times, and in the appropriate quantities, in the construction of the body. How does it
know what eementsit needs? And how doesit know when it needs them - and in what quantity?
This*“life lement” isfeeding on theinorganics around it. But it will disappear if it doesn’'t get the
right eements at the right times in the right quantities. Too much lead, iron or arsenic will result
in the “life element” vacating the matter it isresiding in - but o will oo little of those elements.
Thisis all just too astounding for a brain as small as mine to really comprehend.

The mystery of this “life element” poses a perennial problem for the atheistic Naturdist. It
abounds al around us, and is even in us, but dudes capture. The importance of such a capture
criesout. The Naturalist’s failure to nail this thing down has allowed the birth and growth of
something they wish had never been born. | will identify that “something” in a moment.

So, what is a fertile egg? Each fertile egg isa one-of-a-kind entity in all of past reality,
present reality, and future reality. Each one isastoundingly unique and beyond replication. And it
isan exceedingly rare piece of living matter. Scientifically, thisis just the tip of the icebergin
describing the physical redity of one fertile egg.

So, What Is the Fertile Egg’s Standing in the World and Universe?

A person’s particular valuation system will dictate how one answersthisquegtion. Thisis
an extremely important point. There are basicaly three broad valuation systems a work in the
world. These form the base for one sworld view. It isfrom one'schosen frame of reference
that one sets vauations on any given subject. These valuation systems go deeper than any
particular governing system, and their competing values are at the heart of all conflicts. The
three systems are Naturalism, Humanism and Theology. These three actually fall under two broad
umbrellas - Physics and Metaphysics. Naturaism isunder the Physical umbrella. Humanism and
Theology are under the Metaphysical umbrella.

The Three Valuation Systems Simply Defined

It isimportant to first identify the basics of each valuation system with broad brush
strokes. Once these are grasped, then it is possible to apply this understanding to anyone’s
reasoning and analyze the validity of that reasoning on any given issue. Thiswill be worth the
effort as you will be able to assess the srength of a person’ s concluson(s) in light of the srength
of the foundation of higher valuation system. This will empower you.

Naturalism isastrict sysem of scientific valuations. It isan atheigtic, evolutionary,
Naturalistic system that begins and ends with physical reality. Adherents believe dl anomdiesin
existence can be, and one day will be, explained by empirical science. For example, the
mysterious “life dement” just discussed is viewed by the Naturdist as probably some kind of
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chemical reaction induced by the right eementsin the right circumstances. They believe that one
day scientific investigation will not only discover the logica workings of the phenomenon, but will
also be able to replicateit. All that is needed is more experimentation and time.

Humanistic and Theological valuation systems believe there is more to our existence
than simple physical reality. And ... we are more than just animas. The thoughts, and ensuing
values of these sysems, are metaphysics - beyond physica. While many metaphysica adherents
call their assertions “speculative,” that does not mean they consider them invdid. Each
metaphysica system has core bdiefs (which they strive to prove as valid) from which their
particular valuations spring. While it istrue that Humanistic and Theologica sysems ded in
varying degrees with physical redlity (even Christian Science soon acknowledged the redlity of a
toothache), they quickly launch into metaphysical beliefs, speculations and valuations.

A person operating from apurely scientific Naturdistic framework, sees all metaphysical
reasoning and valuation as based in fantasy. Science may wink &, and even patronizingly
indulge, the more benevolent manifestations of such fantasies, but the more malignant ones (like
God creating the heavens and earth in a six-day period) must be put down and censured when
possible. But, until Naturaists can conclusively demongrate the “life dement” isthe result of a
natural process, then life will be innately held as supernatural on somelevel. People will
continue to think we are more than an animal, and that Natura Law is not “the be all and end
all.” Thiscontinued dusiveness of the “life element” fuels the competing metaphysica sysems
and keeps them in circulation. But, if scientists can capture the “life element,” a serious blow will
be dealt to all metaphysical speculators. Once grabbed, maybe it could be bottled, or even
replicated - and maybe even infused where desred. Maybe it could even be injected into all kinds
of inorganic things. Why not a living diamond? It is even carbon based, isn't it?

Clashing Valuations

When conclusions (valuations) from Naturalism, or Humanism, or Theology clash, then
error is somewhere in that mix. For example, abortions cannot be both right and wrong. As
another example, homosexudity cannot be both right and wrong. Inthese clashes, individualsfall
back on the system he/she consders most valid. Threaded throughout this next part of this
treatise, abortion will be brought up, but once past this groundwork, | will focus moreintensely
on the particulars of the abortion issue.

The Biggest of the Problems Between Naturalism and Metaphysics

The forthcoming examples will demonstrate how Naturalism (and ensuing valuations) and
all metaphysical systems (Humanistic and Theological) quickly part ways. These examples are
only the first few inches of awide and a deep - and an irreconcilable - divide.

Naturalism does not recognize murder or stealing or rape as valid concepts. When a
lion kills another lion, science does not call this “murder.” \When hyenas wrestle away a kill from
another carnivore, the hyenas are not “thieves.” A rooser does not wed ahen, and is not “a
rapist” when he chases down afrantic hen trying to escape his sexua ondaught. Nor isthe
rooger labeled “afornicator” or “whoremonger” for this assault on every hen in the barnyard.
Animals are simply employing evolved skill sets s as to survive and propagate the species.
Murder, sealing, and rape are purdy metaphysical concepts. To then assign moral values (right
and wrong) to such actions is yet another metaphysical step. Moral vduations hoisted upon
human animals are metaphysica exercises that have nothing to do with Naturdistic, empiricd,
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evolutionary science, thought or valuation. Therefore, Naturdistic science categorically rejects
all such material. The lion who killsis the victor. The hyenawho makes off with the carcassis
the winner. And the rooster who controls all the sexual action in the barnyard is the ruler. |f
the Naturalist did decide to confer ametaphysical vauation to these actions by this lion, hyena or
rooger, the teemwould be “good.” But, Naturalism does not wasteits time even doing that.

Division in the Metaphysical Family

While Humanistic and Theological systems both agree on the validity of metaphysics,
agreement between the two valuation sysems ends right there. The great divideis caused by a
very fundamental difference. Humanistic valuations arise from human opinion. They are
based on human thought. Theological valuations are presented as having the decrees of God
behind them. They claim to be based on God thought. 1t isimpossible to overstate how huge a
divide this creates between these two metaphysica valuation competitors. This will become quite
evident as this Ebook unfolds.

Hybrids

To be sure, there are many hybrid valuation systems, as many people hold pieces from
several systems. But if you analyze any particular value that someone forwards, you will be
brought back to one of these three bases - Naturalism, Humanism, or Theology. 1t isalso true
that under each of these systemsthere are competing factions. For example, there are many
different Theologies, with differing and competing values. So also, there are many competing
philosophies under Humanism. For the duration of thistreatise, it is my goal to speak purely
from each base when that base is brought into the discussion. Naturdismisrooted in atheistic
Evolution. Humanism is rooted in human opinion and is atheistic in practice. A Secular
Humanismisthe purig form. Concerning Theology, | am only interested in a tightly defined
Biblical Theism and will explain why in due course.

Comparing all the Systems

In our search for avdid system of valuations, it isobvious thereis physicd reality, and it
is dso obvious man is capable of abstract reasoning. Therefore, Naturalism and Metaphysics both
have starting potential. 1n an attempt to analyze what values are valid, it will be helpful to
amplify matters. So, let’s sart with an assumption thereis no Creator. With no Creator, dl
theological vauations are DOA (dead on arriva), and can be summarily swept off the table. In
this scenario, the competition for accurate valuations is only between Naturalism and Humanism.
So, let’ sexplore this. Do not assume | subscribe to the coming materials.

If There is No Creator ...

Science, when accurate, is asolid base for developing values. It is based on empiricd data
and observed fact. And when it launches into theory, it seeksto do so from established empirical
grounds. Inother words its theories are “hunches’ that previously established facts point toward.
So, Naturalism Springs from proven science and also seeks to stay solely in the confines of
theory extrapolated from accurate science. For example, even though Evolutionis only a theory,
Naturalism operates solely within that theory asit does not see there isany credible dternative
anyway. Evenif onebéieveslife on this planet was planted by a superior alien race, that does not
negate the veracity of Evolution. Whoever the first race might be, still had to develop though
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evolutionary, natural means.

Once we establish the basic truths of Evolution (the heart of Naturaism), then the
valuations of Humanism can be stacked up against it. We will be able to see where and how the
metaphysical vauations of Humanism stray from Naturalism and if thereis a 0lid base to support
that departure.

The “Something” Naturalist’s Wish Had Never Been Born

A moment ago | said, “the failure of the Naturalist to discover the ‘life element’ has
allowed the birth and growth of something they wish had never been born.” Well, that was a bit
of an overstatement. The “something” is metaphysics. The birth of metaphysics occurred at the
dawn of The Age of Reason. But Naturdistsreally did not allow this, asit arose naturally.
Most of our species (maybe all) were quickly swept up by this wave of ametaphysical capecity.
But afew people have washed up on solid ground and rediscovered Naturaistic thought and
principle. But, unfortunatdy for the Naturaists, metaphysicd vduations are still growing.

Even though our metaphysical capability did arise naturally, it is tremendous error to
automatically assume this isa positive mutation for our species. Infact, the opposite should be
assumed about any mutation until that mutation is proven as postive. The vast majority of
mutationsin nature are detrimentd to the individual, and sometimes the whole species. Asthis
work unfolds, we will examine the value of this metaphysical mutation to our species.

The Difference Between Naturalism and Humanism - Distilled to One Word

The difference between Naturalism and all Humanistic valuation systems can be distilled
into one single word. Even aone syllable word. Areyou ready? The oneword is... “Rights.”
This concept does not exigt in Naturdism. On the other hand, Humanism, in all its expressons, is
built upon “rights.” So, what does this mean in practical terms?

In Naturalism, “rights’ are not granted to any individud, or to any group. The most fit of
a species simply dominate and thus naturally operate in their “rightful” place. The creature most
fit to survive does not have a “right” to survive- it survives becauseit is able to do so. It is not
given a“right” to procreate - it just does. “Rights’ do not need to be defined, or granted, and are
asirrelevant (asthey are alien) to Naturdism. Indeed, what isnoticeably absent in scientific,
atheistic, evolutionary Naturalism are “rights.” And why is tha? The answer is quite simple.
“Rights” are metaphysical ideas designed to protect what (or who) is naturally inferior from
the naturally superior. All the primary “rights’ of Humanism run contrary to Naturalism.
Interestingly, some “ second generation rights’ are making a curious turn back toward the natural
order, but these are few and far between. These will be revealed and discussed in a moment. But
as for the primary Humanistic “rights,” they are unnatural metaphysical valuations imposed
upon the natural order. Let’slook at an example.

In many species, the killing (or otherwise subduing) of competitors for unchallenged
accessto the female(s) is evolutionary victory. In those species, their progression has only been
forwarded in this manner for millions and millions of years. Man has clearly been one of that
group - at least through our pre-metaphysical development. But what had been success in nature
has now, in most circles, been supplanted with a metaphysical value called murder! Humanism
has turned evolutionary victory into murder! Not only isthe victor stripped of the prize of
reproducing after the victory, but Humanism throws the victor into jail - often executing him
for this “crime.” Other males then move in for species propagation. Thisisacomplete
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opposite valuation in the most basic principle of Evolution. And what is“stealing?’ What is
“rape?’ Werewe guilty of such things the moment before our species entered “The Age of
Reason? And, when we entered that Age, why did the rules change?

If the basics of Naturalism are to be replaced by “unnatura” valuations, there must be
more than compelling reasons. There mugt be overwhelmingly authoritative reasons for such a
usurpation. The importance of such proof cannot be overstated. Naturalism has been built upon,
and continues to be built upon, victorious lions, winning hyenas, and ruling roogters. Only
humans are abandoning Naturalism - and thisis a very, very recent change in our billion-year
lifeline. Naturalism was obviously successful in developing us- so upon what grounds can we
now abandonit? And the creation of the“crimes’ of murder, theft or rapeis only thetiniest tip of
the iceberg. New “rights,” with their companion new “crimes,” are being invented daily. That is
why | stated amoment ago that “metaphysical valuations are still growing.” | do not believe
thereis sound reasoning for this change. Hereis why.

It is quite possible man broke into The Age of Reason long before any of these unnatural
metaphysical values could be enforced. How could the naturdly inferior restrain the superior
from“murder,” “theft,” or “rape?’ Do you think the skinny little cave man convinced “Tarzan” to
let him have Jane on dl those cold nights? “Tarzan, Jane and I are in love, and it would be rape
for you to force yourself on her. And it would be wrong for you to pound me into the dust - at
least a battery charge - and possibly even murder!” While it is possible these “ideas’ restrained a
few Tarzans along the way, surdy the dullards woke up on a cold morning and came to their
ingincts. Our skinny little metaphysica ancestor then took his naturd place - plaster on the wall
of the cave. Jane wasthen taken to her natural place.

Think of it thisway. What if this metaphysical capacity developed in a porpoise - or even
agroup of them. Would they be able to impose the unnatural metaphysical vauations of murder,
theft, or rape on othersin their species? It is hard to see how mental prowess, without
accompanying physical superiority, could prevail for long. Any successesin overthrowing
Naturd Law would be accomplished by charismatic individuds who mentally overpowered
potentid rivals. But it ishard to see how these speculations could remain dominant once the
charismatic speculator(s) died. But, what if this metaphysica capacity developed in individuals
who were also the naturally superior? Well, these ideaswould still get nowhere. Why would the
naturally superior forward unnatural ideas designed to restrain their own selves and grant
“rights” to the weaker? The dawn of The Age of Reason could not have been much more than
some interesting new tak around the campfire late at night. But the minuteit tried to restrain
Tarzan from being Tarzan, it was quickly pounded back into the ground, from whence it came.
Thereis only one way unnatural valuations (“rights’) can really take hold. A species must move
beyond an Age of Reason. Before our skinny little caveman could get Jane, he had to be able to
defeat Tarzan. He needed more than reason. He needed more than afist. He needed restraining
power that extended beyond hisfis. And he also needed to be out of the reach of Tarzan sfist.
He needed an artificial weapon. The unnatural, speculative valuations of Humanistic metaphysics
got nowhere urtil man entered “The Artificial Age.”

The Artificial Age

Tools and weapons ushered man into “The Artificial Age.” With these, Naturalism's sole
dominance inthe progression of the specieswas breached. 1ndividuals now survive, and even
reproduce, who would not if the natura order was ill intact. Artificial devices are now
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systematicaly employed to physically impose metaphysical restraints. Evolutionary victors are
now criminals- “murderers,” “thieves,” and “rapists.” These “crimes’ spring from transgressing
Humanistic “rights,” which are unnatural protections granted to individuas (and groups) who
would otherwise be naturally dominated.

Man is one of the few species who could move into an age of artificial weapons and tools.
How could our metaphysical porpoises make artificia weapons so as to impose “rights’” on other
porpoises? Somewhere aong the way they opted for fins over hands with an opposing thumb.
They are forever reduced to mental and linguistic prowess in the effort to supplant Natural Law.
Without the ability to employ unnatural weaponry, those wanting to advance metaphysical
concepts of murder, theft, rgpe - and dl the “rights” arising from speculation - would continue to
be overpowered by the naturdly superior. Even now, in our species, societies seeking to restran
their population from the natural order of things must do so with continual vigilance and force.
Naturalism is continudly bubbling under the surface. Thisis clear as so many of our species
continue to “murder,” “steal,” and “rape,” - and violate every restraint invented by human,
speculative metaphysics. These “criminds” obviously feel it istheir “rightful” place to engage in
these activities. How often have seemingly tamed societies reverted almost overnight into
bastions of “murder,” “theft,” and “rape?’ When “law and order” disappear, what replaces it?
“Barbarism” you say? How about calling it what it is- Naturdism.

But there is another complication in this metaphysica imposition. Thereis no agreement
asto what metaphysical valuations are correct. For example, if one person murders another, the
penalty for this varies culture by culture - and even within cultures. Some societies even have
degrees of murder. Murder in a passion is different from “cold-blooded” murder. But even if
convicted of a premeditated, “cold-blooded,” first-degree murder, penalties vary quite markedly.
This species is in tremendous confusion. And, as just allude to, when some metaphysical social
experiment breaks down, Naturalistic forces bubble right back up. In short, while our species has
moved past total domination by natural forces via“The Artificd Age,” we are now so confused
that we might extinguish more than ourselves ... we might bring down the entire globe with us.

But What About Guilt Over Violating “Rights” After the Fact?

“Aren’t guilt and remorse for violating another person’s ‘rights’ an evidence of the
validity of metaphysical valuations like murder, theft, and rape, etc.?” The short answer is,
“No.” Remorse after a“crime” is aresponse arising from a brain polluted by a lifetime of
metaphysical impositions. Guilt isaweight of illegitimate metaphysica programming that should
be thrown overboard. What lion ever “felt guilty” over killing arival? What hyena ever “felt
guilty” for wresting the cheetah’s kill? What rooster ever “felt guilty” for subduing and sexudly
ruling every hen in the barnyard? If we see any naturd reaction in nature by the victors, it is
possibly celebration through roars or howls into the ar, or unchalenged crowing in the barnyard.
Onething isfor sure. Thereis never anything resembling guilt. Infact, in our own species, it is
interesting to watch how new “rights” are o hard to implement. It often takesa long time to
encode new “rights’ into asociety, and usually only occurs when those wanting the “rights’ gain
power and then impose their will. Sometimesthese new “rights” prevail, but sometimes revolts
occur and these speculations are thrown off. Unfortunately, because we are so confused, any new
order replacing an old one is laden with its own unnatural vauations and only lagts for a season
before it too is overthrown. Look at our world today. What are the oldest continued
governments and systems? Probably the most enduring are tribes in various pockets of the globe
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that operate closest to a Naturalistic model. The chief isthe toughest guy, and he ultimately owns
everything in his circle of power. He also rules the henhouse, and is often the primary procresator.
Everyone else finds arole inthat system, or iskilled or banished. There are no votes.

“But Isn’t the Entrance into the Artificial Age Just Part of OQur Natural Evolution?”

| supposethere are two ways of assessing man's entrance into The Artificial Age. One
can maintain thisisjust a part of man’s natural evolution, so nothing hasreally changed. Inthis
vein of thought, afrail, rabid moron with a 44 magnum can eliminate a virile stud with asingle
shot, and go onto reproduce ... while the stud is buried. Since al weapons and tools have
naturally arisen, they can be used any way a man chooses in securing his own survival and then
reproduce so asto continue his lifeline. So, weapons can be used to kill rivals and used to subdue
women for procreation. And teols can be used for artificially inseminating lesbians, or to harvest
and consume embryos. The individual(s) successfully employing these powers are indeed the
natura propagators of our species progression. Our frail, rabid moron naturally secured his own
survival and subsequent propagation ... at the point of agun?

But thereis another way to view the development, and employment, of weapons and
tools. Theseare unnatural, artificial implements that threaten, and even thwart, natural
principles that ruled unchallenged for a billion years. The Artificial Age dawned the moment
the first weapon or tool was used that catapulted one who was naturally inferior past the
contemporary who was naturally superior. Before that moment, man, and all former species
leading to man, had been entirely subject to all natural law. There was no choice otherwise.
But with the invention of artificid instruments, man began breaking free of a total subjugation by
nature and began making other choices. | do not believe arational argument for asserting this
Artificdd Ageis consistent with Natura Evolution can be forwarded. Where are the Naturalists?
This development in the species cries out for their involvement - and intervention. Do you doubt
this claim? Read on, my friend! | have only peeled back the first layer of the onion. There are
many layers yet to come.

The Strange Rise of “Second Generation Rights”

As one beginsthinking naturdistically, it becomes evident that dl “primary rights’ in
Humanism violate Naturalism. However, sometimes “rights’ are introduced that are throwbacks
toward Naturalism. | call these “second generation rights.” An example can be seen in those
Humeanistic systems that grant “rights’ to “criminals.” What an irony. Humanism first makes
“criminas’ of evolutionary victors. They are“murderers,” “thieves’ and “rapists.” But then, ina
surprise twist, some Humanistic systems turn around and give these “criminds” rightd It is hard
to know if thisis a subconscious drift back toward our natura origins, or if Naturalists have
penetrated some Humanistic sysems - with subversive actions. | hope it isthe latter, as that will
mean Naturalists will soon beinvolved in creating “rights” for the preborn (I am getting ahead of
myself). But, in reference to these second generation rights, they are so few, and so impotent
overall, they will never be more than a band-aid on our gaping metaphysica gash. This group of
second generation rights will never be ableto heal our wound.

So, What Is the Fertilized Egg’s Standing in the World and Universe?!?!

“Get back to the point of this Ebook! Quit beating around the bush! What about that
fertile egg? And what status does the preborn have? When does it become ‘a person’? Does it
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have ‘rights’? Does the government have any responsibility toward ‘it’?” Before responding to
these last three questions, here is amore fundamental question. “Are these valid questions in the

first place?” Evolutionary Naturaism rgects them. Questions of “satus,” “personhood,” and
“rights,” are speculative “ civil rights’ queries - belonging to the fog of Humanistic metaphysics.
When this line of questioning arises, science has been deserted. Here are the correct Naturdistic
questions. When assessing the fertile egg (and other preborn stages), Naturalism only asks,
“What is it? ", and “What is its role in evolution?” The answers are clear.

So, “What is it?” Aswe have seen, the fertile egg israre living matter, completey
unique: one-of-a-kind in the entire universe. And each egg is the first stage of an individua
human’slife.

Y ou wereonce afertile egg. Y ou were given time, nourishment and the absence of death.
That fertile egg had no choice but to become you because it was the earlies you. The fact it was
in a preborn state had no relevance asto what it was. It wasyou. You it was- and only was.

Y ou now happen to be a*“postbirth” human life form. Maybe you are further classified as a
juvenile, adult or senior, but these classifications are only demarcations along your lifeline. The
location, age, or environment in which anything might be found has no bearing on the essence of
what thething is. If adiamond isin the center of the sun, or the bottom of the ocean, or floating
in space, or mounted on aring on your finger, it is<till adiamond. Human lifeis human life. The
fertile egg is human life. 1t is nothing else.

Y ou may have noticed my avoidance of the phrase “human being.” Thisisby desgn. To
me, “being” implies personhood, or a state of salf-awareness, or some other assigned speculative
value upon a human life form. Maybe | am being over sensitive. If “being” does not conjure up
such thoughtsin you, then, by all means, cdl the fertile egg, embryo and fetus, “a human being.”

And, “What is its role in Evolution?” The preborn occupy a very special and unique
place in Evolution. The preborn receive benevolences found nowhere else in nature. Thisis
worth analyzing.

The Lone Benevolent Area in Naturalism

Nature only givesriseto “brutal” valuations. It isan extremely smple system. Only the
most fit survive and only the victorsin this brutd, natura struggle take their rightful place and
reproduce. That isabout it. Even the few examples of symbiotic relationships are not examples
of benevolent “rights’ being extended from one species to another. Symbiotic relationships are
mutually advantageous zo both species. 1t is right for both of them and each isoperating in
their rightful place. It is aso apresent tenserelationship in that it is mutually beneficial to both
partiesright then. Thereisonly one areain dl of Naturaism that extends benevolenceto one
creature at the expense of another. It isinthe preparation for, and care of, offspring. We must
examine this carefully and see how this relates to the abortion issue.

This benevolence in Natureis farly widespread, but it isnot universal. And even whereit
is extended, it is only atemporary reprieve from the harshness of the Natura system. The
recipient must soon fend for itself. This practice of benevolence is most common in the “higher”
species. But even there, the degree of benevolence varies widely from speciesto species. Many
species go to great lengthsin preparing for their offspring. Nests are built in protected places.
Densare prepared in sraegic locations. Great migrations are undertaken to return to favorable
locations for the coming offspring. And some parents sacrifice themselves for their future
offspring (salmon) when this “ preborn clock™ kicks in. The universal constant in this observed
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phenomenon is that it costs the one granting the benevolence. Thisis an amazing aberration in
a system ruled by survivalism. So, why isthis benevolence extended?

The Natural Superiority of the Preborn Over the Mother

WEell, there is your answer. While the mother isphysically superior to her preborn (and
offspring) and could readily kill it, Nature has “determined” the offspring is naturally superior to
the mother. And why isthat? It is because the preborn are the fruit of the Evolutionary
victor! Naturalism'sbase is that the most fit survive - so they might reproduce! Asthe
fundamental product of the victor, the preborn are as much a part of the survival of the fittes as
is the survivor who sired them. Thisis an extremely important point. The preborn, and
offspring, are at the heart of scientific, atheistic, brutal Naturalism. They are the engine of the
entire evolutionary system. They are thefruit - the crown jewd - of the most fit survivor. Inthe
preborn lie the natural future of the species. Without them, new, and potentially needed,
adaptations never come to the fore. And without them, that species goes extinct when the present
generation dies. The preborn, and offspring, are defended until the particular species determines
it istime for them to be on their own - and either succeed or fail in their generation. Therefore,
in reference to the preborn, the Naturalist is adamantly pro-life.

This Explains Why Abortion is a “Right”

One of my primary contentions has been that all first generation metaphysical “rights’ are
indirect opposition to Naturalism. “Rights’ are invented to protect the naturally inferior from
the naturally superior. Abortion “rights’ are consstent with thisthesis. These “rights’ defend
the mother from the offspring. A preborn, or aninfant, or a child costs amother dearly. There
Is no debate or question about this. In the preborn state, pregnancy presents a multitude of
challenges to the mother. Mobility is lost and vulnerability is increased. The mother is fed off of
before, and after, birth. The infant requires continual protection and care and it takes years for
the mother to become free of such atremendous responsibility. Often, mothersincur permanent
detrimentd repercussions from this arrangement. But Nature has made thisthe naturd role of the
mother because the fruit of her womb is the product of the evolutionarily victorious male.
Because the preborn are the extension of the most fit survivor, natural instincts normally engage
to the detriment of the physically superior life form - Mom. So, the question arises, “If this is
true, why would a mother even want the ‘right’ to kill her preborn?” There are at leas three
possible explanations for this unnatural desire, although the third one would be a natura ploy by
others. Let’s pee back a couple more layers of thisonion.

The Desire for Abortion - Reason One: A Species Wide Situation

The fact our species even hasan inclination to destroy its preborn sets off many darmsin
the thinking Naturaist. While there may be some specieswho destroy their own preborn, it is
error to assume thisis an activity harmoniousin the progression of a species. Indeed, this may be
akey to understanding the extinction of a species. Maybe this kind of defect naturally develops
once a species has put too much pressure on its particular ecological niche. Our species may have
begun a process of self-extinction. Maybe the dinosaurs trampled their own nests. The alarms are
indeed sounding in the thinking Naturalist.

Evolutionists have not addressed the whole subject of species extinction very well. For
every species dive today, there are thousands and thousands of pre-existing species that died out
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along the way. It israther smpligtic to lean so heavily on a meteorite or two when species
extinctions happen al around us all the time. Extinctology needs to be an opened and distinct
discipline in Evolution. | will give you some starting consderations all through this Ebook.

The Desire for Abortion - Reason Two: An Individual Situation

But thereis another possible reason individual mothers have developed this desire to kill
their preborn. They may intuitively know they are not carrying the fruit of anatural victor. The
moment we entered The Artificial Age, naturally weaker males began impregnating females. This
violates the natural order. Mothers may instinctively know they are carrying inferior offspring.
Therefore, the natural instinct to protect the preborn, infant, or eventhat youth, is never
triggered. Thismay explain abortion. Period. When viewed from this angle, how can the
Naturalist even expect natural instincts to trigger when the impregnation is not natura?
Therefore, what at first glance lookslike an unnatura attack on the preborn, is realy quite
natural. Think back to our cave woman, Jane. Once that skinny little cave man invented a spear
and felled Tarzan from a safe digance, do you think Jane felt she was now being impregnated by a
natural victor? Before he came up with that new fangled thing, she remembered how he would
dink off, battered and bruised, after a natura pounding by Tarzan. She also remembered all the
times he fled to escape a pounding. And she aso remembered all the times he cowered when
Tarzan even ventured a digpleased look in his direction. But now, that skinny little cave man
sood over ashocked and expiring Tarzan lying there with a spear through his chest. When this
artificial victor then looked over at Jane, with a heart full of victory and pride, Jane's heart was
full of something quite different. After the initial shock, a cool indifference for him, and his seed,
grew in her heart. Would she have the same natura instinctsfor the coming, or resultant,
offspring from this naturally inferior male? Would she even have the same natural instincts
toward him? Who knows, this may be the root of all the destructive conflicts between males and
femaesin our speciestoday! Now, for many amillennia, dl these skinny little cave men have
wanted to display their little pups to the world as an evidence of their manhood. And the
overpowered Janes begrudgingly secrificed their bodies and lives for these unnaturd little
mongers to fulfill the pride of these tarzans (notice the little“t”). But step by step, Humanism has
been coming to Jane's rescue. “Rights’ have been, and are, being created for Jane. In many
societies, rape isacrime, ownership by malesis denied, uncontested divorce and restraining
orders are granted, and finaly, a“right” to privacy alows Janeto kill that skinny little cave man’s
fruit - and he has no say in the matter. She has no naturd desire for him - or his unnatural fruit.
Humanistic systems are responding to a desire of women in The Artificial Age, even though they
do not understand why the desire exists. | guessyou could say, “Unnatural tools and weapons
have created unnatural fruit, which have created an unnatural desire - abortion.” Thisis dl
courtesy of The Artificid Age.

If this scenario is an accurate evduation, there may be a pleasant surprise. The preborn of
legitimate victors may be automatically protected. Natural instinct, in favor of the preborn, may
trigger in these mothers. Therefore, the only preborn at risk are those who are the product of the
little“t” tarzans. If thisisall true, then the real threat to our species would be forced abortion -
like China. But, maybe the “power of instinct” in atheistic Naturalism will overpower this errant,
unnatural, atheistic Humanism. At leadt that isthe hope.
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The Desire for Abortion - Reason Three: Deception by Rival Groups

If a person persuades someone else to kill histher preborn offspring, this may be a
deliberate ploy. The persuader would be giving his’her own offspring abetter chance to succeed
and reproduce if potential rivas are killed off - even before birth! Maybe an angle of the survival
ingtinct is driving this abortion frenzy. We may be more animdistic than we redize. The
physcaly inferior may be using deceptive reasoning to persuade the physicdly superior to
destroy his/her preborn! What a coup! While deception is naturally employed by many species,
what is new is that the preborn are the target within the species. | know of no species that can
induce ariva mother into killing her own preborn offspring. Maybe this mental prowess has
made the physically weaker more fit to survive. And hereis another possible scenario. | believe
minorities in this country proportionally kill more of their preborn than does the mgority. This
may be a coup by the mgority fo stay in the mgority. If either of these theories are true, the
primary force driving the destruction of the preborn is fueled by those who do not kill their own
preborn. 1t'slike taxes and give away programs. Those who promote such agendas do not want
their money and possessions confiscated - they want others taken away and redistributed. An
objective social science study might find the architects, srategists, and primary promoters of
abortion preserve their own offspring.

You Can Quit Now

If you haveread to this point, and have gained nothing, you can quit now. But, if you bolt
- well, just know we have only begun the material on abortion. The only way you will know what
you missed is if you read the rest of this Ebook. | probably should apologize for being so
manipulaive. | probably should.

If the Naturalist Could Simply Dismiss Metaphysics

It would beideal if the atheistic Naturdist could simply dismiss metaphysics atogether.
Metaphysics from any base (Humanistic or Theological) are speculationsthat often, maybe
always, cut into Naturalistic truths. It would be ideal if these fantasies could be ignored, but
unfortunatdy, these are not idle fantasies. Not only have metaphysical restraints been introduced
to the species (murder, theft, rape, etc., etc., etc.), but, thanks to The Artificial Age, these
concepts are enforced with greater and greater efficacy. While Naturdism ill has a chance to
preval in some underdeveloped Stuations, in the more technologica enclaves, the impostion of
metaphysical fantasy is now ingtitutionalized. The Naturaist can no longer idly St by asthe
speciesis hijacked, and corrupted, by metaphysical illusons. Those driven by such fantasies have
artificially seized power - and are increasingly wielding that power in more destructive, and
irresponsible, ways. Consider these examples. It is one thing to alow aweaker male to stay
alive, but it is quite another matter 10 jal the sronger and allow the weaker to reproduce in his
stead. It is one thing to allow unwanted fruit of reproduction (the preborn) to cometo term and
then adopt it out, but it is quite another matter to Kill it inthat womb. It is one thing to protect
a male homosexual from heterosexud assault, but it quite another matter t0 violate the
homosexud’ s naturd extinction by using his spermto artificially inseminate an egg. And if his
spermisused to inseminate the egg of a lesbian, who knows what will be introduced into our
gecies. The Naturdist sees dl thisactivity as metgphysicd madness. 1t is beyond arrogance - it
is beyond dangerous. The Naturalist must enter, and take over, the metaphysical realm. The
Naturdist cannot leave the speciesto this metaphysica mayhem - whether Humanistic or
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Theological - which are contests between losers - many of them very dangerous losers. These
losers now have extremely powerful weapons at their disposal in their scrambleto enforce their
particular speculative fantases. Where are the Naturalists??

The Hypocrisy of “Benevolent” Humanism

Benevolence isthe natural order for the preborn and offspring. Abortion creates an
astounding twist. A Humanistic systemthat creates a*“right” for the mother to kill her preborn
has created a brutal metaphysical valuation in the only area that is naturally benevolent!
Abortion “rights’ grant lethal power in the one area lethality does not naturdly exis. And hereis
the hypocrisy. Humanistic systemsthat grant the “right” for mothersto kill their preborn believe
they are promoting abenevolent Humanism. Whether this hypocrisy is grounded in ignorance, or
Is a ploy by Humanists to discredit Naturalists, | do not know. Again | ask, “Naturalists, where
are you?”

Maybe | just moved alittle too fast. | can hear some Naturalists scratching their head,
wondering, “How have Humanists discredited us?” \Well, answer this. What do Humanists
claim as their base for belief - especialy the Secular Humanigs in the West? Answer: atheistic,
scientific, evolutionary Naturalism! They claim Naturalism as the base to their Humanism. Just
read the Humanist Manifesto | and Il if you doubt this. Ask all the “intellectuals’ in our press,
and academic institutions, and secular think tanks if they believe in Evolution. They al damit as
their base, and then make a mockery of it by violating its basic principles with all their “rights!”
Free speech “rights.” Women's“rights.” Minority “rights.” Homosexual “rights.” Abortion
“rights.” Do you think Tarzan wasinclined to let that skinny little cave man freely speak on how
to run the tribe? What about Jane beng able to vote on the tribe’s migration direction? And if
Tarzan conquered some other tribe, and decided to incorporate them into his own, would he give
“rights’ to this minority? And if two skinny little cave men were humping each other in some
dark corner of the cave, would the Naturdist expect Tarzan to hold them as equals - and give
them “rights” to get “married?” Thisis even aspeculation ontop of aspeculation. What is
“marriage” if not ametaphysica speculation? And what if Jane wanted to kill Tarzan’s seed that
was developing in her womb? Would Tarzan seethisasher “right?’ After al it is her body and
she does have an expectation (“right”) of privacy. Thisisadecison between her and the
medicine man. So, when we hear the cry, “Tarzan, get back!” are we hearing the cry of the
Naturalist - or a Humanist? And who encodes all these “rights’ into law - the Naturdist or a
Humanist? And who locks up, and even executes, Tarzan for transgressing these “rights’- the
Naturdist or aHumanis¢? And yet dl these Humanists clam Naturdism as their base!! For
someone like me (aBiblical Theist - yet to be defined), | seethisasa hoax and laugh the whole
mess off the gage. But then | realize these Humanists have hijacked a system of potentid merit
(if there isno Creator) and it is not right to sweep Naturalism off aong with these fraudulent
Humanists. But while defending Naturalism from these snake-oil salesmen, | ask again,
“Naturalists, where are you? Don’t you even understand your own system of thought and
valuation? Doesn’t it disturb you that your system is being debased by Humanists who use you
in an attempt to give gravity to their metaphysical fantasies?” Y ou know ... there may not be
any genuine Naturalists around. But, before addressing that, let’s sum up where the Naturalist
stands on abortion.
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The Naturalist is Fiercely Pro-life

From a scientific, naturalistic, atheistic evolutionary perspective, the current abortion
philosophy and practices are totally errant and must be halted. There are many reasons for this.
Here are afew. There are more.

First: Abortion “rights,” and the justifying “logic,” springs only from Humanistic thought
and valuations. | believe Humanism isthe weakest of all forms of thought. It is even weaker than
false theologies. They areat least reaching beyond human opinion for an authoritative base for
valuations.

Second: In the billion years of evolutionary progress, | know of no creature, other than
man, who has set itself to killing its preborn (unless some species eat their own eggs, etc., of
which | am currently unaware). Thisdestruction of the preborn, and desire for the same, is
extremely unnatural and probably has not existed in our species until very recently. Evenif one
believes our species has had this desire from the gart, it would be hard to assert that our
precursors had this same desire. There are many competing species lines moving forward at any
given time, and those who self-destruct are surely doomed. The line leading to us would have
certainly disappeared somewhere dong the way if any of our precursors killed their preborn.

Third: The Evolutionist understands that progressive mutations arise randomly. To
target apreborn human for death becauseit is*unwanted” isfolly. To target it because it will
“grow up poor” is equally foolish. Wewill examine some of these civil arguments a little later.
For now, just know this;, Naturalists know the next adaptationsin our species may reside in any
one of these “civilly” unwanted humans. Thisis acardina principle in Naturaism.

Fourth: The preborn are the fruit of the winnersin life until proven otherwise. Lethal
attack from tools isunnatura. These “claws’ developed overnight and preborns have had no
time to develop defenses. Naturalists must immediately come to their aid.

The Clash of Social “Science” and Naturalistic Evolutionary Life Science

In the attempt to judify their metaphysical valuations, there is one particularly erroneous
practice used by Humanists. They use empirical data from the various social “ science” studies,
and appeal to that as the authoritative scientific base for their vduations. Thisisavery
important point, and is worth your attentive contemplation. | hope to make this clear.

Social “scences’ study behavior and activities. These studies are often quite detailed and
extremely interesting. The best ones are very heavy in empirical fact gathering and statistical
analyss. The findings can be extremely objective, and, in that sense, give an air of “science.” But
for the Naturaligt, thisisavery weak use of the word “science.” The word “science” should be
reserved for the actual physical sciences of Naturalism. These include al the life sciences
(biology, zoology, genetics, etc.), physics, astronomy, chemigry and the like. The social
“sciences” should be called, “social observations” or something along that line. Political
Science should be called “Political Observations.” Sociology, psychology, economics, cultural
anthropology - all these things should be labeled something other than “science.” Hereis why.
By elevating social disciplines to the level of science, the line is blurred between real science -
hard science (Natural science) - and social observation. Humanists take the observations of
the social sciences as real science and proceed to make tremendous blunders. While Naturdists
believe the gathered information from social observation can be valuable, they often come to
totdly opposte conclusions asthe Humanigt. | will now offer three examples to illustrate this
point. The first isarather absurd example, but | think it will give a starting point to illustrate the
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clear contrast between social and Natura analysis. But the next two examples will demonstrate
two huge blunders Humanists often make when they advance social observations as* science.”

Example One

It iswell known that hamster mothers often eat their young. One can objectively sudy
thisbehavior and present accurate statistics asto what percentage of the mothers do this. One
could further determineif this activity occurs more often with first litters, or second litters, etc.
One might even ascertain if this cannibalism is directed at a particular gender. All this fact
gathering isasocia “science” activity. Once all the figures arein, the published findings might
read something like this: “44% of hamster mothers eat half of their first litters and an additional
10% of each ensuing litter with no regard to gender. This is common activity in the species and
is a natural behavior.” While the empirical data might be absolutely correct, and the observed
behavior is*“common”and “naturd,” it istremendous error to automatically conclude this
behavior okay. The Naturalist takes this accurate social data and analyzes it against known
evolutionary principle to determine if the observed behavior is positive or negative. Naturalism
does make value judgements, but the measure iS species progression Versus species digression.
The Naturalist first asks, “Is this activity an evolutionary aid, or a negative deviation?” Socia
sciences do not judge from this base. In this example, the Naturalist would wonder if we are
witnessing a species that is sending itself into extinction. It may take ten thousand years before
the last hamgter is on the earth, but for Evolution, that is but ablink of the eye. At first blush, this
seems to be atremendously negative development - and should be researched from that angle
guite exhaustively. But, there may be something else going on here. The questions are myriad.
“Could this actually be a positive trait? It is possible the hamster mother instinctively knows
which of her offspring are naturally inferior - and she is weeding them out ahead of time? If the
hamster mother already knows who the ‘losers’ are in her brood, maybe she is more advanced
than humans, and maybe we are evolving into that direction too - only we employ abortion. Or
could this be a way of keeping population numbers down so as to discourage the rise of
predators who search solely for hamsters as food? Or could this simply be the way a hamster
mother deals with potential future rivals? Or are we witnessing an early stage of a transition to
a carnivore species?” These are just the first questions for the Naturalist. Social “scientists’
may have one of these questions randomly pop up intheir heads, but only in passing. These
guestions are out of their purview.

These next two examples will bring into a sharp focus the Humanist's error of mistaking
social science asreal science.

Example Two
Let’s look at the phenomenon of homosexuaity among humans. Have you ever heard this
defense for homosexuality? “Scientific observation confirms the common occurrence of
homosexual activity in many of the higher mammal species. It has also been incorporated into
those social constructs in various ways. Homosexuality is a widespread and natural activity.”
To be sure, the socid “scientist” couples this conclusion with a host of other facts. For instance,
when researching human societies, detaled statistical information can be forwarded that clearly
demonstrates how various cultures have incorporated this activity. “Homosexuality exists in all
societal groups and has for all of recorded history. The norm is somewhere between 3 and 12
percent in any given culture. It is only because of errant social taboos that it has been hidden.’

’
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When these sudies are coupled with the fact that homosexuality isexhibited in al kinds of other
mammal species, then Humanists make a case for the normalcy of homosexudity. Humanists
embrace this “science” with great fervor. But this assessment is a total odds with the science of
Naturalism - which begins and ends strikingly differently. To begin, Naturalism asserts the billion-
year process culminating in the male reproductive organ of a dog, monkey, or man, evolved for
insertion into the female reproductive organ of that given species. It did not evolve to be inserted
into the digestive tract of another male. And the digestive tract did not evolveto be a
reproductive receptor. This activity is evolutionarily corrupt. When homosexual advocates are
confronted with the incompatibility of this behavior with Evolution, they invariably reach for
social “science” evidences - and recite the statistics of this phenomenon among various species as
they make the case for normalcy. But social “science” never considersthe actual validity of this
activity. But, the opposte is true of the Naturalist. When gazing upon a homosexual, a
Naturaist sees acreature standing at the end of an unbroken billion-year lifeline. These
scientigs understand they are looking at the culmination of millions and millions of successful
lives (and species). What began as some simple living congtruct evolved into this exceedingly
complex creature. But then, with just this one little development, that billion-year lifeline goes
forever silent. Obvioudly, this deviation never occurred even once in that billion-year lifeline. If
it had, this particular creature would not be here. Scientificaly speaking, one cannot think of a
more hostile mutation to a creature. Concerning the presence of this phenomenon in other
species, rather than seeing thisas a justification for its presence in our species, quite the opposte
istrue. Alarms sound everywhere for the Naturalist. For a more comprehensve discussion on
thistopic, go to www.fredlygive-n.com and get afree copy of “Evolution and Homosexuality.”
Social “soentigs’ and Naturdiststhink and andyze differently.

Example Three

Let’s now examine the killing of the preborn. From asocial “science” perspective, one
can find individual, and societal, reasons for their destruction. Detailed statistics can be
compiled for all the varied reasons. Individuals may decide they are too young to have the
responsibility of a baby. Or, they may decide they are too poor. Sometimes, the preborn are
simply in the way of educationd or career goals. Sometimes, it is not wanted because the mother
wants no future tie to the father. There areall kinds of reasons, and those who Kill their preborn
definitely constitute a percentage of the population.

When studying societal reasons for abortion, there may be several motivations. Resource
preservation, through population control, may be the reason. Other times, the goal may be to
reduce, or even exterminate, a certain ethnic (or economic) class. The socia “scientist” may also
examine the history of abortion and accurately report findings for all ages and societies. They
may even rightly conclude that the desire for abortion has always been with us. Therefore, it is
“scientificaly” reasonable to recognize, legalize and protect this pervasive human desire and
activity. Infact, the god of the social “scientist” would be to make abortion safe, available to al
women, socially tolerated - even accepted. Sound familiar? Pro-choice Humanists fully rely upon
such findings from thisempirical “science.” But agan, social ebservation has been substituted for
the hard sciences of Naturalism. The Naturdist, as we have seen, isfiercely pro-life. And when a
specieskills its preborn and also has a percentage of its surviving population as homosexual, the
Naturalist rightly wonders, “Is the clock near midnight?”
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The Humanist’s Need, and Dependence Upon, the Social “Sciences”

As you can see, social “sciences’ are often used in a manner contradictory to the science
of Naturalism. It is possible Humanists are confused over what isreal science and what are
observation studies. This may explain the root cause of their obvious valuation blunders. Of
course, these may not be “blunders’ by Humanists. They may know exactly what they are doing.
They may be acutely aware there is no way to make homosexuality and abortion compatible with
Naturaism, so they have invented these soft “sciences’ in an effort to hide the hard sciences of
Naturalism. If these are ploys by Humanists, they are indeed quite cunning. But, | do not think
thisisthe case. | believe Humanists have smply created this “science” confusion as they have
stumbled along. But | do think the willing Humanist can change as he/she examines his’her own
thinking and subsequent valuations. But more challenges lieahead. Y ou see, | will soon make
the case that the Naturdist in The Artificial Age is even more fiercely pro-life than the smple,
fiercely pro-life Naturdist. But before we peel those layers of the onion, we have a few more
maitersto tieup. Read on! The best is yet to come.

What Should Prevail?

When conclusions from socia “sciences’ stand in opposition to the clear principles of
Naturalism, what should prevail? When Humanistic “rights” cenflict with the hard sciences of
Naturalism, what should rule as Law - verifiable science or metaphysica speculative valuations?
Are the opinions of the last ten thousand years (or s0), which have occurred in only one species
on the entire globe, more vdid than naturd evolutionary Law of a billion years? One might
could answer, “Yes” if Humanistic speculations were uniformly in agreement. But they are not.
They are as unstable and varied as are the winds on the planet. Upon what basis can surviva of
the fittest be exchanged for a charge of murder? What gives subgtantive basis for a human
opinion to nullify the most basic truth of evolutionary law? Y ou already know the answer to
questions of thissort. If there is no Creator, it is foolish to choose fickle human opinion over
scientific fact that boasts a billion years of success! Scientific law has givenriseto life and
species success. What has human opinion done? These opinions come from thin air, proceed
through thin air, and can be swept away by other thin air. “Rights’ that arise from Humanism,
can be supplanted at a moments notice by other views, depending on who hasthe power to
impose his’her opinion. To exchange known, successful, natura law for unstable, conflicting
human speculation is a mutation of devolution. The conclusion you aready know is that
Naturalism has a superior base over all Humanistic systems. Therefore, if thereis no Creator,
scientific, atheigic, evolutionary Naturdism isthe strongest valuation system.

“Houston, We Have a Problem ... or Two ... or Three ....” - Natural Science’s Limitations
In fairness, it should be noted tha much of the hard sciences are Hill just observation
studies. They tell us what some things are, but cannot explain them. The exisence of “thelife
element” isagood example. Science observes that some matter is alive, and even builds entire
disciplines of hard science on this fact (organic chemistry, genetics, biology, etc.) but zow that
matter is dive they cannot explain. Asanother example, let’s returnto our fertileegg. Itisacell
of forty-six chromosomes. The sperm brought twenty-three of those and the unfertilized egg
brought rwenty-three. Now when this fertile egg begins dividing, each new cell containsan
identicd replica of the forty-six chromosomes. Millions, billions, trillions of cdls then come into
existence to make up the human body. Whether bone cells, muscle cells, blood cells, brain cells,
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skin cells - each of them have these forty-six chromosomes. But there is one exception to this.

At some point, while ill in the womb, the preborn female creates some unfertilized egg cells with
only twenty-three chromosomes. These are stored until puberty, and then released (one per
month) throughout reproductive adulthood. Males, on the other hand, are born with forty-six
chromosomesin every cell in their body. But at the onset of puberty, that body begins producing
a bunch of little half-breeds (twenty-three chromosome sperm cells) at the rate of up to one-
thousand per second! Scientigs may be ableto accuratdy observe al this, but to explain this -
they do not have aclue. So, in one sense, even the hard sciences are still little more than infantile
observation studies.

Some maintain it is just a matter of time, and al natural processeswill be explained. But,
thisis more than a statement of great optimiam and faith. The more we observe, and the more
factswe amass, the further we are from explanations. The mysteries - and complexities - of dl
the hard sciences are becoming so overwheming that many genuine scientists are falling on their
face before their data, declaring there must be a Designer behind their particular science. Their
own observations have turned their original faith into awishful fantasy - in their own eyes! And
their faith is being replaced by fear. This Designer is more than just rea big, and real smart, and
really powerful. But to whom can they turn for hard and accurate information? To Humanists?
What atrap this Desgner has set for the genuine hard scientist.

Has This Metaphysical Capacity Created a Wounded Animal - a Sick Species?

In nature, awounded or sick anima can be a very dangerous animal. It isbest to leave the
impaired animal aone, and allow infections, or other opportunistic predators, to come along and
finishit off. On the other hand, if the animal recovers, it may be able to pass on that hardiness to
future offspring - thus enhancing its species survivahility. From a Naturalist’s perspective, our
species has been wounded with this metaphysica ability. We are very sick. If this malady is not
directed into a constructive direction, this “infection” will continue to spread, weaken, and
destroy us. It is highly unlikely we can contradict the laws of nature and survive for long. But,
there may be away the Naturdist can enter the fray and lead the species into heding. The gods
must be clearly defined with an unrelenting pursuit of the same. The Naturalist must win this fight
... or this gpecies is doomed. If you do not believe this, you might in a few more paragraphs. Of
coursg, if thereisa Creator, and particularly a Creator with a metaphysical valuation system, then
what | am about to forward is error before getting out of the gate. But for now, let’s continue
under the assumption - there is no Creator.

Is Naturalism Dead?

The Naturalist must first acknowledge that man has evolved past the point of natural
Evolution. What began with smple, but effective, weapons and tools have graduated into dl
kinds of things that suspend natura law. Just in the medical arena, sophisticated medicines have
artificially prolonged the lives of many who would have been weeded out far sooner. Many of
them have brought forth offspring who would never have come on the scene had natural
Evolution continued its rule. And now, with the advent of gene therapies and modifications, we
arerocketing into unchartered, and unnatura, realms of species exisence. We are progressively
breaking the reign of nature’ slaws through our inventions and biological technologies. And there
is no going back. The Artificial Ageis hereto gay. Or isit?

As we continue this march of an artificial intrusion into what was atotally natural process
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of abillion years, Naturalists themselves rightly wonder if natural laws are still vigble in this new
age. Man hasentered a post-Naturalistic age. There are now some fundamenta questionsthe
Naturalist must answer. “Are we in any way still bound to natural evolutionary law? Does it
even apply any more as we are no longer dominated by it? Can ‘survival of the fittest’ be
successfully supplanted with a ‘survival of just about anybody?’” Humanists have already
concluded a new age callsfor new law. Thus, the birth of “rights.” One country | know of even
gartswith awhole bill of them. Inthiswholesde transtion, where are the Naturdists? Or, is
Naturaism dead? Isitsbillion-year reign over? Inaform of mockery, one might even ask it this
way; “Is the Naturalist extinct?” Humanists ... not so fast. Y ou see, the Naturalist has a few
guegtions too (assuming one can be found). “Is The Artificial Age really here to stay?” Y ou
will soon see the jury is out on that quegtion. | have athesis, which | will defend after stating it.
If the metaphysical valuations of Humanists prevail, The Artificid Age will fail. 1f, on the other
hand, Naturalists enter the arena, and develop and implement a metaphysical system of their own
(take over the metaphysical realm), there is a possibility the Artificial Age is here to stay. There
is aclock set against The Artificial Age. It is one that only Naturalists might help the speciesto
prevail againg. Do you know what that clock is?

Why Naturalists Must Take Over Metaphysics in The Artificial Age

In the short term. It isreally quite asounding to examine the metaphysica confusonin
our species. Just look at the depository of it in one body - the United Nations. What is united
about it? Every nation issdf-interested, and the leaders of each nation want to rule over their
own nation according to their own metaphysical vauation system. Some of these nations are
filled with “rights’ for almost every conceivable thing, while others are a bit more Naturdistic
(strong arm rule). Do the Communist Chinese have the same metaphysical vauations asthe
United States? What about South Africa? What about India? What about Haiti? What about
Iran? What about Norway? What about Cuba? But even the U.N. itself, the depostory of al
these metaphysical valuations, isitself rife with the natura impulses of theft, sexud promiscuity,
and probably murder aswell. A lot of Iragisdied under an Oil-For-Food program where personal
financial gain trumped the actual delivery of life saving sustenance to that targeted people. By
every sane account, the species appears to be on a course of mass destruction. Naturalists have a
proven success sysemto draw from. Nature has arecord of proven winners- even thoughiit is
brutal. This species needsthe basic soundness of Naturalism. Can Naturaists deliver? Should
Naturalists deliver? What should Naturdistsddiver? But why should Naturalists be alowed to
deliver anything anyway? Hasn't their day drawn to a close?

In the long term. Okay, hereis wherel have been heading. While it may seem we are
breaking free from Naturalism, in reality, we are still under the total domination of Nature.
The Artificial Age, with all its metaphysical valuations, is a facade that is masking the great
Natural leveler right before our eyes. |1t makesits presence known to us every day, yet we are
blinded to itsreality. | am speaking about - the sun. It isdying. When it dies, we, and the whole
planet, die. The Artificid Age will betotaly swallowed by Naturalism. With no Creator, the
Naturalist is the only hope for mankind in this circumgtance. See if you agree.

The Options

| can only think of three potentia options for deliverance from our dying sun. | believe
Humanists are incapable of directing usto success asthey are adready running in al the wrong
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directions. The Naturalist must arise and seize the moment - and seize the species. They aone
can enter our species progression physically and metaphysically and set acourse that might be
able to thwart our impending doom. You will see how thisties in with abortion.

Option One: Hope an alien race finds us and saves us before our sun dies.

Option Two: Find, and then escgpeto, some other life supporting ecosystem.

Option Three: Find away to refuel or rejuvenate our sun.

Option One: An Unimaginable Disaster in the Making

Option one must be abandoned for severa reasons. First, we do not know if intelligent
life exists anywhere else anyway. Our limited time, energies and capital must be focused on
realistic options. Second, even if there is intelligent life elsewhere, can they find us and get to us
intime? But, there are some even more basic natural realities which must be weighed when
considering the “dien rescue’ option.

Consider this: 1sn't it reasonable to assume other species are having the same problemwe
have - a dying sun? If so, what might be the demeanor of those aliens? Our earth may look like
Eden to them - especially if they are desperate and weary. And our sun might look very young to
them when compared to the one they have fled.

Consider this: \Would they redly view us... as equas? Are there some other scenarios
that might actually be more likely? And what might they be?

Well ... it may be that our planet really is arare jewel in space. Liveable ecosysgems may
be s0 rare that, upon analysis of the planet, they might decide to diminate any species that is
producing adverse effects on the rare air, rare palatable waters, and rare plant yielding dirt. In
such acase, thereis one species that popsto mind for immediate extermination.

But ... our end may not be that dramatic. Maybe they would smply analyze this
ecosystem for dangers and threats to them. Every life form would be assessed from the microbe
to man. They might decide they need to flood the planet with some kind of radiation to kill off a
bacterid strain that islethal to them. If we perishin that sanitization, well, that’s just the way it
goes in a universe ruled by surviva of the fittest. Collatera damage, you might say.

But, then again ... there some other possible scenarios. Minimally, we might be viewed
asa burden intheir quest for livable space. But, it isprobably more likely they would consider us
competitors in the continua search for new ecosystems. If diensdo find us, they may simply
exterminate us, much like pests we eradicate from our living space. The cockroach hasas much
“right” to live on the earth as we do - but that “right” doesn’'t seem to help them too much. If
thereis some species, or species (plurd), with the ability to wander the universe, we may be in
their living space more than they are in ours.

Of course ... it ispossible they won 't exterminate us. A worse fate may bein ore.
Maybe they will decide we are useful as slave labor. But then again, we might be more vauable
as a protein source. \We might be herded into human stockyards. Maybe Naturalism, and its laws
(i.e., abrutal survivd of thefittest), extend past our atmosphere and into the far reaches of this
universe! It isprobably beyond foolish fo assume Naturalism only exists on our planet. But, that
iswhat the Humanist does assume. Naturalists, where are you? Our cdlsinto space may be the
smell of honey to bears. These “bears’ may soon rip into our ecosystem for al the honey it hasto
offer - including us. Maybe in our metaphysical naivety, we are calling out to ravenous wolves
who have caught the scent - and are on the way. Furthermore, the speciesthat finds us may have
escaped a dying planet before (or two or three of them) and they might be forever cured of any
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kind of metaphysical naivety in exchange for a purified, distilled form of - survival of the fittest.
Surprise, surprise. Things may aways resort to thislowest common denominator after al.

If these diens are only intent on survival, and if they come to us they will undoubtedly be
technologicdly superior. We will be a their mercy. Our best defenses, and offenses, may be little
more than toys. Our species may indeed be destined for a nightmarish destiny in the bowels of a
superior race. Thereisno telling how they might deem our utility. Symbiotic relationships,
though possible, are not the norm. Do you really think they will see us, and treat us ... as equals?
That does not even happen in our own societies. We have permanent subculturesin every society
on the globe. Some societies even label others- “Third world.” Furthermore, if there areroving
aliens out there, isit possible they are a subculture from their own planet - they being the
technologica victors? They may have left “inferior” subcultures behind. It would be like the
Communist Chinese being the ones who escaped our planet. Do you think they would drag along
some white capitaists, or |damic fundamentaists, or African tribesmen? If roving diensleft “the
inferior” behind to their dying sun, then how would we rate in their vaduation system? This
universe may be more bleak than we can even imagine. But what if these roving bands were
forced to leave many of their loved onesbehind? They might be more interested in going back
and rescuing them - not US.

The Dodo

| am sure you are familiar with the dodo bird. They innocently walked up to humans ...
who had clubs in their hands. They are now extinct. Those poor, stupid dodos. They meant no
harm. But, this system of reality boasts a hard, cold truth: foolishness by any species doomsit. It
isjust amatter of time before an adversary will arise, exploit the weakness, and exterminate the
“foolish” species. Evenin the best of times, hostile life forms try to discover, and exploit,
weaknesses in others. How many microbes are after us? And sometimes the aggressors who
cause the extinction of a species, fail to adapt to the new environment they create, and go into
extinction along with their host! Natural law is brutal. My point? Responsible, realistic,
atheistic, Naturalists must think and act soberly - according to known natural law. It isabsurd to
assume that basic evolutionary principles sop at our atmosphere’s edge. Indeed, the opposite
must be assumed. Naturalists should be the first to halt this naive calling into outer space. But,
maybe we are just dodos. Dodos did not know they were dodos even when their skulls were
being crushed. They werejust doing what dodos do. Y es, maybe they are closer an evolutionary
ancestor to us than we know. Maybe closer than the ape.

Option Two and Three: The Goals That Give Direction to Metaphysical Valuations

If we decideit is not prudent to hope for ddiverance by the benevolent hands of aliens (or
claws, or whatever congtitutes their appendages), then thereis but one other route for us. We
mugt take mattersinto our own hands. Ironically, nature itself has already created the goals for
avalid metaphysical vduation system. We must either artificially escape this system, or
artificially reinvigorate our sun - or both! Before the development of tools, this was never an
option. Naturewas in 100% control 100% of thetime. But weare only at the very beginning of
breaking that mastery. We mus now marshal all our resources in a gallant attempt to defy our
coming, natural extinction at the hands of alife-giving (yet betraying) sun. And make no misake
about this. dying suns are going to be a perpetud problem for us. We are just dealing with the
first one. We need geniuses if we are going to have any possibility of success! This urgent need
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establishes the formal position of the Naturalist in relation to abortion in The Artificia Age.

Why the Naturalist in The Artificial Age is Now Even More Fiercely Pro-life

Thereis no way to know where these needed, progressive, mutated geniuses will come
from. They arise randomly. We need brilliant scientigs, theorigs and inventors. We need skilled
laborers to make the inventions, explorersto test the inventions, and troubleshooters to adapt and
adjust those inventions along the way. We also need technica and administrative people as well
asinspirational politica leaders who will foster world cooperation. And we will still need artists
and entertainers to giverelief and refreshment to these producers. Therefore, it is imperative to
bring up as many human life forms into adulthood as possible. Naturalists, inthe Artificid
Age, are even more fiercely pro-life than the previously fierce pro-life Nauralists of the Natural
Age. Thispro-life posture isthe base of ametaphysicd vaduation system developed by
Naturalists for the Artificial Age. The preborn have never needed “rights’ in Naturalism - and
still do not need them. The preborn have always been right, and continue to be right - evenin
The Artificid Age. There will never be a time the preborn is not right. In fact, part of our
strategy to defeat nature may include entering into, and artificidly accelerating, our species
progression. | will give an example shortly. The Naturalist of this age must teach our speciesthe
dilemma nature has handed us, and then see what each person can contribute to thisworld
challenge. This cdls for a new valuation system - assuming “no Creator.”

“Scientific Metaphysics”

Thisis really an oxymoron. But the Naturdist’s metgphysica system (another linguistic
and conceptual oxymoron) must be called something. | guessto label this new valuation system
“scientific metaphysics’ is as valid as anything else. But, this metaphysica system does not create
“rights” for anyone. It is gill based upon doing what is right for Naturalism’s goals - in this case,
to overcome our coming natural doom. Our ultimae natural adversary is natureitsdf. What a
twisted web we find ourselvesin!  Anyone, or anything, that isnot an dly in winning this
chadlenge, hasno protective “rights.” And, if any benevolences created by these “scientific
metaphysics’ prove counterproductive, they can be, and should be, immediately rescinded. Also,
none of these unnatural benevolences should automatically be extended on any alien species we
might encounter. Indeed, desperation might dictate we need to revert back to araw survival
mode in our search for new homes. By necessity, we might have to view life on other planets ...
asdodos. That option must always remain open. In the end, we may never really escape the most
basc of all atheistic, natura law - survival of the fittes.

By the way, if one day we happen upon a planet of aliens who are living on a dying planet
with no way of escape, do you think we will come to their rescue - and then consider them our
equals? Will we take them aboard and transfer them to some Eden-type planet, and then fly off?
Will we happily give them full access to al we have developed and discovered and entrust them
with the keysto our labs, homes, and ingtitutions? But we think that if we are discovered by
aliens they will treat us as ther equds - or, minimally, with respect? Sober, atheistic Naturdists,
| am trying to separate you, and your valuation system, from pseudo evolutionists - Humanists -
who are debasing you. But you just stand there, sheepishly looking at the ground, while they
have an arm around you, gleefully waving to the heavens, announcing our presence and good will
- to who knows what! But, maybethey are like the charmer of the cobra ... and have charmed
you! Somehow, Humanists, with a totally inferior valuation system, are dominating the stronger
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valuation system - you! It makes one wonder who is the real dodo. Maybe this treatise will act as
asmelling salt, and clear the cobwebs, so you come to your senses and take your rightful place
over dl the forms of Humanistic thought and vauation. But, our sun’s clock isticking ....

It should also be noted that any metaphysica valuation based upon human or theological
speculation would have no place in this new system. If any of those values happen to agree with
“scientific metgphysics,” that does not serve asvalidation of those speculations. For example,
even though Naturalists agree with Biblica pro-lifers on abortion, Naturaism is not validating the
Biblical Theology s metaphysics. They agree by accident.

The Power, Yet Fragileness, of This Metaphysical Era

In spite of dl | have forwarded thusfar, one might sill sincerely ask, “If Humanism is so
wrong, then why is it triumphing over Naturalism all over the globe? The more advanced
societies are developing more and more “rights,” and it seems as though the world, as a whole,
is recognizing more and more rights.” These are legitimate observations and inquiries.

On one hand, this metaphysical eraisfairly powerful. And it hasthe potentia of being
quite powerful if man can eventually overcome Nature. That iswhy Naturalists mugt take over
the metaphysica domain. They are the only oneswho can possibly devise a disciplined system to
defeat nature. But it isamistake, and tremendoudy short-sighted, to think Nature is not a present
and formidable foe. Eveninour present time, the bulk of the living species are still operating in
Naturalism. Just turn your televison to “Anima Planet” and watch it for five minutes. To be
sure, we have artificidly interrupted some of this, but where we are absent, Naturalism has 100%
rule. And the moment we cease imposing our tools, weapons, or valuations upon Nature,
Naturalism moves right back in with 100% rule. Not atrace of our contrary vauationsremainin
place. Thereis asolutey no net gain. How can one believe that The Artificial Age and
Humanigtic vauations are winning when Naturalism automaticaly reclaims any vacated turf? At
this time, we are only interrupters of Naturaism and not defeatersof it. If dl our artificial tools
and weagpons disappeared today, and could never come back, what kind of species would we soon
be? Well, in asimpligic summary ... Tarzan would be back.

Cracks in Our Dams

Naturalism’'slaws don’t just hover in the background. Just turn your televisonto “The
Discovery Channel” for another five minutes. Waves of Naturalism beat against man’ s unnatural
victories, and creates cracks in those restraining dams. For example, in the few short years the
unnatural act of abortion has been performed on a mass scae in this country, something quite
subtle has been occurring. The States that advance abortion most vigorously are not growing as
fast asthe pro-life States. What asurprise. In avoting republic, dwindling numbers are not the
way to keep one’s policiesin power. And this shift has occurred in forty short years (Of course,
many of these States have also embraced homosexuality - thus accelerating dower growth rates).
Abortion is adoomed “right.” It isdestined to fail on every count. It isjust a matter of time.
And its demise may be much sooner than its proponents realize (to be discussed later). Itisas
though Nature exploits any weakness in our metaphysical madness, creates cracks in the dam, and
then seeps up through all the layers of “rights.” Naturdism mocks us. But worse yet, it toys with
us- like a cat doeswith amouse. Even if this Artificial Age successfully defies the Waves of
Naturalism for millions of years, in millions of ways, the moment our sun dies, Naturalism
reclams everything. A Tsunami will roar in with 100% dominance. We, and everything we
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know, will drown to Naturaism. But, our Stuation may be even more perilous thanthis. It is
probably ridiculous to assume our sun will Smply die aslow and peaceful death. If it Imply
“hiccups” on itsway down, we could al be fried. We are living with an inoperable aortic
aneurismthat could explode at any moment.

To Speak on Naturalism - a Waste of Time?

Asyou know, | have repeaedly asked, “Naturalists, where are you?” \Why have
Naturdists allowed Humaniststo claim Evolution astheir base when they attack Naturalism at
its core? “Behold, Tarzan the criminal!” 1f he beats up the skinny little caveman, heisjailed. If
the skinny cave man isa homosexud, extra punishment isadded for a“hatecrime.” And if
Tarzan kills him, he is a murderer, possibly confined for life ... or executed. But, there are many
other ways to now dispose of Tarzan. If Jane doesn't want to have sex with him, heis a“rapist” -
even if he has bowed down before a requirement of “marriage!” And, if he navigates through this
metgphysica morass and does impregnate Jane, she hasthe “right” to kill the fruit of his
evolutionary victory? Naturalists, you redly do need to respond. Secular Humanistsin the
United States have successfully propagated the weakest form of human thought through the entire
public education system - even though graduate school. They pump out “Evolutionists’ who
fight for “abortion rights,” “homosexud rights,” “minority rights,” “social justice,” “economic
justice’ ... onand onand on. And they are Naturdists? But, | have never even heard apeep from
aNaturalist on this Humanitic fraud. So, where are the Naturalists? Could it be ... there aren’'t
any? Do we dl inginctivey know we are more than just an animal? Maybe this discussion on
Naturaism has been awaste of time - like awolf howling to adead, unresponsve moon. It is
now time to make a hard right turn.

The Beginning of a Hard Right Turn

Science, when accurate, is a solid base. Anything that isactually true in any realm is, by
definition, solid. So, dl accurate science is afirm base from which to esablish valuations. But,
what if there is more to existence than the physical world? Specifically, what if supernatural
redities actually do exist? What if there isa Creator who can suspend natural law any time He
chooses? And, what if man really ismore than an anima? That would mean metaphysical
vauations, at least the correct ones, are real and valid! Furthermore, that would also mean
Naturalistic science is only valid to a certain point. It could only take us so far in the quest for
accurate valuations. Once crossing its valid limits, then natural science would itself fall into error!
So, here is the sixty-four thousand dollar question: “Is metaphysical reasoning, and valuation,
actually valid?” 1f the answer is “Yes, ” then here is the sixty-four million dollar question:
“Which basic system is valid, a Humanist valuation system or a Theological one?” And if that
can somehow be determined, then here is the sxty-four quad-zillion dollar question: “Which
valuation system under the broad umbrella of the right one (Humanist or Theological) is the
right one?” These questions are the heart of all matters. To discover the right base means one
can develop, learn and employ the right valuations on all the subjects and circumstances of life!
But how can one possibly discover “the right base?’ Before answering this (Wow!), we must first
give acursory glance a the umbrela of Humanism and the umbrela of Theology.

Metaphysics Arose From ....
Man’'s metaphysical capacity arose in one of two ways. It either arose naturally, or man
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was created With this capacity. Naturdists beieve this capacity arose naturally. Humanists are
all over the board on thisone. But, in its pure form, the Humanist is apractical atheist. Even if
they think there may be a Creator, they dismiss Him as a valid source for valuations, and make up
their own sandards. At the other end of the spectrum are the Theological vauation systems.
They believe man was created with this metaphysica ability. Let’s make athumbnail sketch of
these postions, and make some preliminary determinations on their validity.

Humanism 4And Naturalism and Humanism Against Naturalism. If one believes our
metaphysical capacity arose naturally (Naturalists), or that there is no outside authority over it
(Humanigts), then it is quite reasonable to expect there would be no universal agreement on
valuations. And that iswhat isfound. All kinds of values spring from the various culture poals,
creating different, and competing, systems. Even though the mutation is universal, the spectrum
of values looks like the spread from a shotgun blast. Thereis ahost of reasons behind these
varying sensibilities. Geographic isolation is one factor. And very often, a strong personality sets
the direction of culture s valuations for generations. Up to this point, Naturalists and Humanists
arein agreement. But things quickly turn to Naturdism against Humanism. They are on totdly
different planes asto the validity of this metaphysical ability - and how (or if) this ability can be
rightly employed. Naturalists view the speculations of Humanism like champagne lifted up in a
toast - on the Titanic asit sails out of port. Humanists cdebrate each “right” they invent, but are
obliviousto the scientific fact the Ocean below is ready to swallow it up - along with them.
When that super volcano erupts, or that big asteroid hits, or the sun dies, Humanism will take its
natural place - nonexistence. Naturdists know the only possible vaid metaphysical sysemisthe
“scientific metaphysical” one proposed earlier. And that one will prove valid only if it is
successful in taking this “a shotgun spread” of valuations, meld al the pelletsinto a sngle bullet,
and shoot down Nature.

Theological. But what if therereally isa Creator? If so, then metaphysical valuations do
exid - a least for “Him.” After dl, if He created this physca reality, then He existed before it
and probably exisgsbeyond it. That makes Him more than physical redlity. That surely places
Him into metaphysics (“beyond’ the physica). But even if there is a Creator, it does not
automatically follow this has any affect on man. Some questions still must be answvered.

1. Has the Creator determined man is to participate in metaphysics, or is man just another
animal in Nature? (Even asking this question answersit.)

2. Is it possible to discover the Creator’s valuation system? Maybe He does not believe thereis
such athing as murder. Maybe He does. Maybe He does not believe there is such athing as
theft. But, maybe He does. Mayberapeis an invalid metaphysca vaduation. But, maybe it is
vdid. Maybethe Creator has moral vauations and He expects man to abide by them. But, how
can we know that? “ Sacred writings” are dl over the globe - dl claiming Divine authorship.
How can a person possbly sort all this out? For me, the answer is quite simple. But first ....

The Unthinkable Metaphysical Possibility

There is another nearly unspeakable, and unthinkable, possbility to our existence. If there
actudly is aCreator, is it possible He/ Shel/lt created this place, allowed us to naturaly evolve and
then at “the right time” injected us with the capacity to reason? And thiswas done to seeif we
could harness our metaphysicd ability and save ourselves from adying sun? Maybe the earthis
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redly afloating petri dish. And what if this experiment includes other worlds? Perhaps different
“variables’ are being injected into these worlds to see which reasoning beings, if any, will defeat
their natural chalenges. Who knows, maybe the victor(s) who magters Nature will be rewarded
with unimaginable spoils. But, then again, maybe this Creator will have Its curiosty satisfied and
samply crumple up the experiment and toss it into some kind of cosmic “trash-can.” 1’ve probably
been watching too much Star Trek - so forget | even brought this up.

A Closer Look at the Theological Valuations

There are many competing religions and resultant valuations. Some faithful adherents are
ready to die for their reigion, while othersareready to kill in defense of theirs. There are two
interesting Biblical accounts on this concern of defending God. Thefirst involved a Judgein the
Hebrew Scriptures named Gideon. One night, he toppled a couple of religiousidols - the altar of
Bad and the Asherah besdeit. When the men of the city ascertaned Gideon was the guilty party,
they came to Gideon'’s father and demanded he hand over his son for execution. The father
responded, “will you contend for Baal, or will you deliver him?... If he is a god, let him contend
for himself...” (Jg 6:25-32). In other words, a god who istruly God can act on His own behalf.
Similarly, in the New Tegament, the Jewish Council had ordered Peter, and the apostles, to stop
preaching about Jesus and His resurrection. When they disobeyed, they were brought before the
Council to account for the insolence. When the Council did not get the response they wanted,
they wereintent on killing them. But one of their number, Gamaliel, warned againg this action.
After recounting several false movements, hesaid, “... stay away from these men and let them
alone, for if this plan or action should be of men, it will be overthrown, but if it is of God, you
will not be able to overthrow them, or else you may even be found fighting against God” (Acts
5:17-42). If we truly do have a Creator (which | believe we do), He does not need man to protect
Him, or His agenda. Indeed, it is the other way around. The assertions| am about to make (or
have aready made), | will be happy to defend, but please do not think | am trying to defend God.
| just hope to represent Him correctly. That is my only goal inwhat is now coming.

The Real Deal

There isahistorica marker that gives usrea direction. This marker has had a profound
impact on where | have turned for information on valid vauations. “... (I)f Christ has not been
raised (from the dead) ... your faith is vain.... and if Christ has not been raised, your faith is
worthless.... If we have only hoped in Christ in this life, we are of all men most to be pitied.” If
Jesus did not rise from the dead, “let us eat and drink, for tomorrow we die” (1Cor 15:14,17,19
& 32). If Jesusis ill in the grave, why listen to Him? Do you think He is some kind of “good
teacher?” He said we need to eat His flesh and drink Hisblood (Jn 6:53). He also counseled us
to cut off our offending hand and pluck out our offending eye (Mt 5:29,30). In fact, He offended
S0 many peoplethat a group of them beat Him to a pulp and nailed Him to chunks of wood - and
after He was dead, they thrust a spear into Himjust to make sure He was dead. Why not rather
listen to Confucius, or Plato, or Mohammad, or Ghandi, or the Pope ... or some other valuations
leader? But, then again, why listen to any morta anyway? They have the same problem as the
rest of us. It’scalled - death. They can’'t even stop persona diseases, much lessdeath. So, why
let any mortal have any say over anything you may want to do or think? Death rulesthem too.

Of course, if One physically walked out of the grave after being stone cold dead - that
changesthings. Infact, if Someone did physicdly rise from the dead, declared He was incapable
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of lying, and then said He “lives forever,” it seems logicd that dying ones (like you and me) would
seek to find out every syllable He ever uttered (Tit 1:2 and Rev 1:18). Doesit make any senseto
entrust my views about life to scientists who can’'t even figure out how one single sperm cell - is
alive - much less make one? Thisisthe smallest and smplest of all human cells. They don’t
even have a clue how avirus cell is alive - or how it can lay dormant and then become active!

Am | going to listen to their “wisdom” about Zife when there is One now standing with trillions of
eternally living cells? (I am assuming Jesus' resurrected body does consist of cells - but His
body mass may be a different type of living matter). It isn't even fair to sand up these poor old
dead and dying scientigsagaing Him. And logic dictates that aresurrected, eternal Being would
possess unchallenged authority on any matter He would choose to address. His views on
anything would be automatically authoritative and superior to any contrary view. Even the most
brilliant Naturalist, working strictly with the most sound of empirical data, who then forwards
some contrary view, would be like a poor dodo waddling up to this eterna Being, just to be
clubbed. But what about contrary Humanistic assertions? Clearly, those contentions have even
less hope of prevailing. They arise from opinions rattling around in brains of fanciful speculation
void of hard science. \When | became persuaded that Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Paul, James,
Peter, and Jude were rea men and reliable witnesses to Jesus' resurrection (some were first hand
witnesses and some “interviewed” first hand witnesses), that settled everything for me. Whilel
do want you to submit your comments to this work, if your opinions conflict with His position on
anything, does it make sense that | forsake His view(s) for your “wisdom” - your “evidences’?
All this ultimately does get quite smple for me. Rise from the dead equals authority; stay in the
grave ... well, you get it.

Incidently, last | checked, Evolution is ill rightly called atheory. And this theory does
conflict with Biblical material on several fronts, and on some very substantive matters. | address
some of thisin, “Death and the Bible.” 1t's free a www.freelygive-n.com.

So, hereis my postion. Thereis no theologicd system with acredible resurrection
account of the primary figure of that system - except Christianity. Genesis to Revelation has been
historically recognized asitswritten materids. | have dismissed dl other rdigions, and their
writings, soldly on the power and authority of the resurrection of Jesus Chrigt. Logic hasled me
to thisconclusion. That iswhy | am only going to present the Biblical Theistic metaphysical
valuation system as avalid - the valid - system of thought. But | do agree with Paul. If Jesus did
not rise from the dead, “let us eat and drink, for tomorrow we die” (1Cor 15:32). Let’sjust
party out! But, the burden lies with you to examine the evidence and disprove the claims of those
witnesses cited earlier. 1f you can once and for all expose the resurrection of Jesus Christ as a
myth or hoax, you will be instantly, and forever, famous - well, at least until the sun expires.

Created Metaphysics - The Bible’s Assertions

The Bible teaches that God created man with a unified metaphysical system. The first
man, Adam, was not perfect, but he was innocent, and he did commune with his Creator. But
then something happened that shattered that single bullet into this shotgun spread. When Adam
rebdled, he was separated from God and logt access to the Creator’s metgphysca sysem. Thisis
one part of the inheritance he bequeathed upon all of us - and is the root of our confusion over
values. This has created a great void. The geness of all Humanistic metgphysicsis an attempt to
fill this void, innately sensed by man, with some kind of a valid valuation congruct. The quest for
universal gandards is a proof, in around about way, there is a Creator. Man instinctively believes
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thereisauniversal valuation system - somewhere. The problem liesin the lack of agreement as
to what constitutesthe right valuations - and that isthe basis of al human conflict. Some think
they “haveit” and seek to impose it on everybody else - by law or conquest. But al the
Humanistic systems, and all false theological systems, are smoke. But, isthere a central fire?

Man intuitively knows he is more than an animal. Every culture in history demonstrates
the universal bdief there is more to human existence than asmple, bruta Naturdism. That is
why | can't find any real Naturalists. There aren’t any. This also explains why “Evolutionists’
apply Naturalism to everything inthe universe - except man. This innate bias (that we are more
than an anima), blinds “Evolutionists’ to their hypocrisies and inconsistenciesin logic | brought
out earlier. Man cannot really think naturally because man is only partially natural. We are
physically made from “the dust of the earth,” but we are mentally and emotionally
(metaphysically) madein the image of God. We are naurd and metaphysical beings.

In this smokey confusion, it is clear that different cultures have different sensbilities and
will therefore never reach a consensus on metaphysical valuations. Some sysems embrace
polygamy while othersjail citizensfor it. Some systems embrace homosexudlity, while otherswill
forever reject it. Some systems select a particular racial group as superior, while others attempt
to treat all groups equdly. Different valuation systems are vying for acceptance and dominance.
Many thinking humans are desperately seeking for a vaid metaphysical system. But othersare
afraid of having their own sysem challenged - and will readily kill any challengersto it. Jesus
made an interesting remark about this human dilemma.  “If a blind man guides a blind man, both
will fall into a pit” (Mt 15:14). Errant Humanistic or Theologica metaphysicd vauation
systems, or Naturdism that rgects valid metaphysics, are blind guides leading blinded individuals
into the pit.

So, Bottom Line, How Do The Different Systems Rank Against Each Other?

Let’s conclude this part. If there is no Creator, the truths of Naturalism are the strongest
form of thought and vauation. The metaphysics of any system, Humanistic or Theological, are
invalid speculations. But if there is a Creator of the physca and metaphysical order, and if that
Creator hasrevealed His values, then accurate science along with those accurate metaphysical
values form the broadest, strongest, and deepest, of all possible thought and valuation. The
Bible satisfies the second part of thisformulation. Indeed, a full understanding of science and
Biblical valuations result in 100% correct thinking and valuations. This forms an unchallenged
breadth and depth of thought far superior to any competing system. Hereis why.

First, all accurate science is embraced. After al, the Creator is the ultimate scientist. He
invented dl the materids and laws in the first place. The Bible isnot ascience book, but it is
accurate in what it does say about science. But, the Bible dso makes it clear that the Creator is
not bound by the natural laws He made. Biblical miracles are demonstrations of thistruth. Any
science that denies the Creator’s ability to supercede natura law hasfallen into error. And any
science that contradicts a Bible assertion is inaccurate science.

Second, it accurately informs on the character, nature, and activity of the Creator. That
one fact alone makes a Biblical Theist system broader than dl other systems - infinitely broader.

Third, it affirms the vaidity of metaphysical vauations for man, but elevates them from
human opinion (Humanism) to bestowments from that same Creator. Therefore, when one
crosses into the metaphysical realm, the steps continue on solid ground. For one small example,
let’s again look at murder, theft, and rape. These are not only declared to be valid metaphysical
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concepts, but they are also judged to be evil actions. Civilly, this opens proper grounds for two
tracks of human endeavor. The first track designs laws and programs to reward those who
abstain from these actions. The second track designs laws and programs that correctly deal with
those who violate these prohibited actions. Now civil systems can be developed (and employed)
with great confidence as their values draw from the Creator’s own views.

So, Where Does This Leave Humanism?

Y ou can already answer this without my assgstance, o go ahead and say it. “Humanism,
in all its forms, is the weakest of all thought and valuation.” There... yousad it. And why isit
so weak? The reason isvery smple. Humanism has institutionally trapped itself into the lowest
form of thought and vauation. The only time a Humanistic valuation arrives at a correct
valuation is when it agrees with accurate science or when it agrees with the Creator’s
metaphysical valuations. It contributes nothing toward truth. It can’t. It can only add error in
the noble quest of searching for valid valuations. That iswhy it is the weakest form of human
thought and vauation. You see, if there is no Creator, any time a Humanistic sentiment arises
that is contrary to Naturalism, it is error. On the other hand, if there is a Creator, anytime a
Humanigtic postion arises contrary to the Creator’s view, it iserror. Humanism has nowhere it
can go - except into error. Thisis an ingtitutiona problem. That's why Humanismisdead. But
inits death throwsit causes a lot of damage. Read on.

Single Humanistic Error Often Multiplies into Double Error, Triple Error ... and Beyond

Here is one example of this common dynamic. When Humanists declare preborn humans
are subhuman, thisis error scientifically and Biblically. 1t isdouble error. But even if thisis
counted as only one error, this is but the beginning of errors (plural). To next assert it is okay
to kill the preborn is error number two scientifically and Biblically. To then mantain the father
has no interest in the life of the preborn is another error scientifically and Biblically
(Scientifically, the preborn is hisfruit, so Naturdistsforward that life. Biblicdly, the father is
responsible for the care and support of his offspring). But the errors continue. For Humanismto
maintain the medicd profession is performing a noble service by killing the preborn, runs afoul of
Naturalism and Biblical Theism at every turn. And to assert governing officials have no interest
in, or responsibility for, the preborn, leads to a string of grievous mistakes (T hese will be
addressed in detail presently). But, for now, as you can see, when Humanism declared the
preborn as subhuman, that was but thefirst fracture. It quickly turned into compounded
fractures.

Why I have Taken So Much Time on These Three Valuation Systems

There arereally two reasons. First, the prevailing caricature of a Christian isthat he/she
isarea simpleton. Unfortunately, thisis sometimes an accurate depiction. The reasoning does
not go much deeper than: “God said it, I believe it, and that settles it!” Thisislike someone
saying athousand yearsago, “The earth is not the center of the universe.” \While both assertions
are correct, some people want alittle more information to support the concluson. Concerning
the abortion issue, many pro-lifers forward little more than this: “God is the Creator of life, the
preborn is alive, therefore no one has the right to take its life. End of story.” Such simplicity
drives “thinkers’ crazy. While this smplistic logic is correct, | have decided to put some meat on
those bones and challenge the logic, base assumptions and “ evidences’ of competing systems.
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While | may be overlooking some angles of thought you may want to chdlenge (via the “Organic
Document”), there is one thing of which | am certain. Our Creator challenges you, one on one, to
... “‘Present your case,’ the Lord says. ‘Bring near your case, bring forward your strong
arguments,’ the King of Jacob says ... ‘State your cause, that you may be proved right’” (1sa
41:12 and 43:26). He canfield and answer your materid.

But hereisthe second reason | have spent some time dissecting the various vaduation
systems. | know professing Christians who are intimidated by arguments from Naturalists, or
Humanists, or even errant Theological claims. It is not necessary to avoid, sidestep, or wither
before contrarian conclusions from any field of thought. With instruction, and some evauation,
Chrigtians can intellectually destroy “speculations and every lofty thing raised up against the
knowledge of God” (2Cor 10:5). Let’snow turn our attention to life - and abortion.

So, What Does the Creator Say About Life?

“See now that I, I am He and there is no god besides Me. It is I who put to death and
givelife ... ” (Deut 32:39). Heonly hasto say something one time. The amount of wisdom and
power behind these three little words, “and give life, ” is unspeakable. As scientists have
searched into the redlity of any living entity’s components, the complexity and mystery of life have
become more and more overwhelming. Lifeisalien to al the physical elements on the planet.
The Creator infuses life into naturally inorganic materials and they become living matter.
Anything diveis amiracle. And anything that is aliveis alive because the Creator has made it
alive. This“life thing” is 0 far beyond our capacity that He doesn’'t even bother beginning to
explainit. He just letsusknow He is the Author of it and the ultimate possessor of it. He grants
it as He wishes and withdraws it as He wishes (See Jn 5:21, 1Tim 6:13, Ro 4:17, and Acts17:25).
And, in case anyone misses this ...

God Clearly States He Has Made All Humans

“Know that the Lord Himself'is God; it is He who made us and not we ourselves” (PS
100:3).

“It is I who made the earth, and created man upon it” (I1sa45:12).

And That Includes “Defective” Ones

When Moses was trying to avoid going before Pharaoh (citing his downess of speech and
lack of eloguence), God made these revealing Satements. “Who has made man’s mouth? Or who
makes him dumb or deaf, or seeing or blind? Is it not I, the Lord?” (Ex 4:11). This may look
like three questions, but they are three statements. See also John 9:3.

“..who are you, O man, who answers back to God? The thing molded will not say to the
molder, ‘Why did you make me like this,” will it? Or does not the potter have a right over the
clay, to make from the same lump one vessel for honorable use, and another for common use? ”
(Ro 9:20,21). Tough stuff.

“Woe to the one who quarrels with his Maker - an earthenware vessel among the vessels
of earth!” (1sa45:9).

And This Work Begins in the Womb

David stated, “For Thou didst form my inward parts;, Thou didst weave me in my
mother’s womb ...” (Ps 139:13).
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“Did not He who made me in the womb, make him (a slave), and the same One fashion
us in the womb? ” (Job 31:15 - Job was talking about the need to respond to complaints by slaves
againg himself. Slaves were made by God in the womb to0).

“..when Elizabeth heard Mary’s greeting, the baby leapt in her womb ... for joy” (LK
1:41,44).

“Just as you do not know the path of the wind, and how bones are formed in the womb of
the pregnant woman, or how the spirit enters the bones in the womb, so you do not know the
activity of God who makes all things” (Eccl 11:5).

God is respongblefor opening, or closing, the womb in relation to conception (Gen
29:31, and 1Sam 1.5). Biblical Theology places the “hands’ of the Creator in all human life -
from the fertile egg forward. Of course, His activity predates the fertile egg, asthe sperm and
unfertilized egg are aive because of His actions. So, even though fertilization explodesinto the
construction of a new human, the Creator’ s active labor was already in full swing.

That Makes the Womb ...

If the information just presented is actually from the Creator, then that makesthe womb ...
Hisworkplace. That means any time “the hands of man” enter this place, they are entering
directly into the workplace of the Creator. The most important of things are usudly very smple.

Attacking Human Life in the Womb

For “the hands of man” to attack human life in any woman’ swomb - at any stage of
development - is... well, let’s just say, that isnot avery good idea. But, maybe | should be a bit
more bold with my assertion. How about this: “To attack and kill human life in the womb is the
most vile, vicious, and heinous of all civil offenses. It is as cowardly as it is lethal and it is an
unparalleled action of injustice. To call abortion, ‘an abomination’ is too gentle a term.” |
guess that isa bit more clear. Charges this strong must be backed up.

The Exodus Passage

“And if men struggle with each other and strike a woman with child so that she has a
miscarriage, yet there is no further injury, he shall surely be fined as the woman’s husband may
demand of him; and he shall pay as the judges decide. But if there is any further injury, then
you shall appoint as a penalty life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for
foot, burn for burn, wound for wound, bruise for bruise” (Ex 21:22-25).

This passage has been used to challenge pro-life advocates. The argument goes something
like this: “How do you explain this passage? It is clear the preborn is not given the same value
as a full human. The death of the preborn only results in a fine. The death of the mother (if
that occurs), calls for the execution of the perpetrator. It is clear the mother is more valuable.
The preborn is not considered a person and has no legal standing. Commentaries on this
passage even say this. So, how can you pro-lifers levy a charge of first degree murder for
abortion, when this passage only has a fine? You guys like to skip over this passage don’t you?”
Yes, many do. But, let’sredly take alook at this.

| will start by saying | do wish the charge for the accidentd killing of the preborn would
have been a manslaughter charge. In the Law, an accidental killing was manslaughter - not a fine.
The “killer” had to immediately flee to one of the sx cities of refuge. Then came atrial. If it was
determined this actually was an accidenta killing, the “mandayer” had to stay ingde the
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boundaries of the chosen city of refuge until the death of the high priest. If that mandayer left the
city prematurely, and the blood avenger found hinvher, the avenger could kill the manslayer (Num
35:9-15, 22-28, 32). But thisisnot the case with the accidentd killing of the preborn. Only a
fine was required along with judicial review. So, if the Law is a valid guide for how to govern
sinners (particularly in civil matters as| previously asserted in the Ebook, “Capital Punishment
and the Bible”), | will haveto be hgppy with afine for the accidentd killing of the preborn. So,
each time a preborn is accidentally killed afineisto be levied as the father demands. But, what if
the preborn is deliberately killed? We will return to this question.

Double Jeopardy

So, does the Exodus passage make it clear the preborn is not considered “a person,” and
has no legal standing? Actually, this passage does not support such conclusions. First, the
accidental killing of a preborn was a crime even if no injury occurred to the mother. The death
triggered a series of public, legal events. None of the outcomes were positive for the offending
party(s). The husband began the charge and was free to demand whatever he financially wanted
from the offender. A civil judge then entered the process, apparently to decide how the offender
was to pay what was demanded. If the preborn had no legal standing, there would be no penalty
for killing it. But the judge’s duties did not end there. Thisleadsto the second point. The
mother was to be examined, and if she was physicdly injured in any way, that same injury was to
be inflicted on the perpetrator(s) of the accident ... “life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth,
hand for hand, foot for foot, burn for burn, wound for wound, bruise for bruise (welt for welt)”
(Ex 21:23,24). Whoa! “Lifefor life!” If the pregnant woman died, so also the perpetrator(s)
died. What was normally a manslaughter charge (she was accidentally killed) suddenly escalated
into a capital offense! The presence of apreborn isthe only reason for such an escalation. It is
clearly more than ablob of protoplasm. Thisisnot alittle particular. These men were fighting
each other, and may not have even known awoman was around their “battlefied.” - much less
pregnant. But to accidendy kill her, even though oblivious to her, or her pregnancy, meant
death. Thisis not alittle particular.

The preborn clearly has worth, as these pendlties attest. All thislegal jeopardy occurred
for accidental harm! And the offender(s) may not have even known the preborn existed! But
what if “accidental” injury occurs to a mother whilethere isa deliberate attack occurring on her
preborn? We will come back to this, too. Patienceis avirtue.

“Answer the questions! What if the killing of the preborn is not accidental? What if injury
to, or death of, the mother occurs when deliberating attacking the preborn?”

Well, let’ s first assume the penalties are the same for an accidental incident (the Exodus
passage) and a planned invasion (an abortion). Thisisclearly error, but let’ s do that anyway and
seewhat effect this would have on the aortion industry.

To begin, instead of receiving money for killing a preborn, the abortionist would pay a

fine to thefather as he might demand. So, if fines for killing the preborn were levied, the abortion
industry would soon go belly up. Next, if the abortionist “accidently” harmed the mother in any
way, that same harm would to be inflicted upon the abortionist. |1f she was accidently bruised, the
abortionig would receive the same bruise. If she bled, the abortionis would bleed the same
amount. And if she died, the abortionist’s life would be required. So, to inflict the same harmon
the abortionig as the mother “accidently” received in any of the abortionist’s procedures - well,
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that would end theindustry in short order.

Asfar as harming the mother - well, there are accidents, and then there are accidents. It is
clear the Bible views a pregnant woman’ sbody as a highly protected zone. 1f an abortionist
“accidentally” harms a woman while attacking her preborn, how much of an “accident” is this?

For the sake of argument, let’s just say dl the penalties of the Exodus passage apply to the
abortion industry. Let’s levy all the penalties asif abortion was accidental harm. Asa pro-lifer, |
could live with this state of law.

“Wait a minute! Abortion is at the request of the pregnant woman. You are comparing
apples to oranges!”

The protests continue: “Abortion is a private medical procedure at the request of the
mother. Abortion is not the loss of a wanted preborn, but the purposeful termination of an
unwanted pregnancy. This is not an accident, like your Bible passage, so none of that material
is relevant. Oftentimes the father gladly pays for the abortion. He is not demanding a fine to be
levied on the abortionist! Furthermore, judges have ruled it is a legal right of the mother to kill
her preborn. It is her body. Civil judges are not seeking to lay blame on anyone. The medical
professional is simply providing a safe and sanitary service - at the mother’s request!!” There
are other ancillary points, but these are the main ones. And these points are correct. All these
primary actors are in agreement on the killing of the preborn. The mother wantsit dead, the
father’ swishes are ultimately irrelevant, the judge wants the mother to freely decide what she
wants, and the medical professonal stands ready to serve the lawful request of the mother - for a
fee. So, what’s the beef? Well, problems liein each of the decisions, but the greatest travesty lies
inthe conclusion - abortion is avalid choice.

There are two huge assumptions that must be true for abortion to be avalid choice. Fird,
the preborn must truly have no legal standing. Second, there must beno Creator of the preborn
who has an interest in the preborn. Itisat thispoint | want to give you atest. Of the three
systems of thought we have discussed, where does this “abortion reasoning” rest?

Question One: Doesit rest in Naturalisn? You aready know the answer to this. The
preborn lie at the heart of Naturalism - in standing and interest. The Naturalist of any age
recognizes the natural, superior standing of the preborn over the mother, father, judges, and
abortionists. Before the Artificia Age, the preborn were the fruit of the evolutionary victor, and
in the Artificial Age, the need for geniuses t0 overcome our impending doom grant standing to
the preborn. Naturalists adamantly grant standing and interest to the preborn. This entire
“abortion reasoning” is foreign to Naturaism.

Question Two: Does “abortion thought” arise from Biblical Theism? That is not even
worthy of aresponse. The Creator not only makes the preborn alive, but aso actively fashions
each one inthe womb. He has an interest in everything He makes - especially humans. This
interest aone grants standing. Each shred of abortion reasoning isalien to Biblical Theology.

Question Three and Beyond: So where does*“abortion thought” res? Abortion rests
only in Humanism. It has no other home. But, you adready knew that. We will look at some of
the arguments for abortion forwarded by Humanists, but first ...

Abortion is not an Accidental Killing ...

and thereis aCreator. The passagein Exodus actually is irrelevant to the abortion issue -
as asserted in the complaint of “apples and oranges’ above. Abortion is absolutely the furthest
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thing from an accidental Killing. It iscarefully planned, diligently prepared for, and is a very
deliberate activity by all the participants. It is totally the opposite of an accident. It iseven
carried out - by appointment! How much more planned can an action be? So, hereis how
abortion works out before the Creator. Thisis based upon logic and deduction from teachingsin
the Bible. These statements will belisted in bullet form, and then concisely addressed.

. He isthe Maker and Owner of all things.

. He isthe giver of life.

. The human body has a destiny.

. The most vulnerable among us are to be protected by the sronger.

. Civilly, man can only end human life if one has been duly convicted of a capital offense.
. Abortion violates every tenant of life before the Creator. So, what is the levied charge?

Bullet One: He is the Maker and Owner of All Things

Even the most casual Bible reader quickly understands this claim. It permeatesthe Bible.
“All things came into being through Him (Jesus), and apart from Him nothing came into being
that has come into being” (In1:3). “For in Him all things were created, both in the heavens
and on earth, visible and invisible ...” (Col 1:16). “ ... for all the earth is Mine” (Ex 19:5).
“Who has given to Me that I should repay him? Whatever is under the whole heaven is Mine”
(Job 41:11). The Creator made everything and He owns everything. That includesthe preborn.
It is Humanistic error to believe the mother “owns’ the preborn and she can do with it as she
wishes.

Bullet Two: He is the Giver of Life
Even the most casual Bible reader understands this claim, too. “... it is I who put to death
and give life”” (Deut 32:39). He has full authority over life.

Bullet Three: The Human Body Has a Destiny

The Bible assertsthereis only one physical thing to be eternally preserved from this
entire present creation - the physical body of each human being. Each body isto be resurrected
and is destined for eternity in the new heavens and earth - or else Hell. “Do not marvel at this;
for an hour is coming in which all who are in the tombs shall hear His voice (Jesus’), and shall
come forth; those who did the good to a resurrection of life, and those who did the evil to a
resurrection of judgement” (IJn 5:28,29). When speaking to Chrigiansin tribulation, Jesus sated,
“vou will be hated by all on account of My name. Yet not a hair on your head will perish” (LK
21:17,18). Inthe Revelation, we are given aglimpse of the Great White Throne Judgement. We
aretold, “the sea gave up the dead which were in it ... and they were judged ... and if anyone’s
name was not found written in the book of life, he was thrown into the lake of fire” (Rev
20:13,15. Youought to read verses 11-15). Each body will be changed into an immortd,
imperishable body. | Corinthians 15 details this, especially verses 20-23 and 35-54. He will
supersede known natural law to do this. That is no big deal to the One who created al the natural
lawsin the firg place. Mirecles are simply a suspension of natural law, or a replacement with
other law, by the One who invents al the laws in the first place. He thinks them all up, sets them
in the places He wants them, but is not bound or controlled by them.

It isnot clear to meif the coming new heavens and earth will be remade from present
materials (after being melted down), or if God is going to use new materials (2Pet 3:10-13).
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Bullet Four: The Most Vulnerable Among Us are to be Protected by the Stronger

God has aways commanded special consderation for the most vulnerable in society.

Even a person with a cursory understanding of the contents of the Bible knows this. In the Law,
orphans, widows, and strangers were given specia rights. These were commanded in Law. For
example, the tithe of the third and sixth years, of a seven-year “tithe cycle,” was to be deposted in
the local cities (not taken to Jerusalem), and orphans, widows, and strangers could take of it at
will (Deut 14:28,29). Also, the corners of the fields were to be left unharvested so these groups
could come and harvest their own food (Lev 19:9,10 - aworking welfare system). Blind persons
wereto be specially protected (Lev19:14). And every fiftieth year was The Y ear of Jubilee.
Families, who had somehow lost their land, were given fresh starts as it reverted back to them
(Lev 25:39-42). Thisprevented a permanent underclass. Thistheme of protecting the vulnerable
continuesin the New Testament: “And this is pure and undefiled religion in the sight of our God
and Father, to look after orphans and widows in their distress, and to keep oneself unpolluted by
the world” (Ja 1:27). When aperson is assisting awidow or orphan in their need, that to God is
religious activity. (Also, the moment an individual is saying, “No,” to some sin action isa
religious moment.) So, how doesthisrelate to abortion?

The preborn gate is the most vulnerable time in ahuman’ s existence. A newborn’s cry
can potentially arrest murderous intent as a conscience might be pricked. Later, a baby’s smile,
and soon evidenced unique traits, can gir a heart into aprotective mode. Later fill, a young
child can run away from perceived threats. Then, a some point, aperson can physcaly defend
himself/herself. Even on a sckbed, pre-arrangements can be made for protection, if that need is
sensed. Abortionis alethd attack againg an individual in his’lher most vulnerable point in life.
God expects the stronger to protect the weaker - particularly those innocent of wrongdoing.

Bullet Five: Civilly, Man Can Only End Human Life if One has been Duly Convicted of a
Capital Offense

In the norma course of civil afairs, the only time a human can take another human’s lifeis
in response to acepitd offense. Executions are delegated by God to the State. Due processis
required, and the executioner(s) isto be sanctioned by the State. | discuss dl thisin detail in the
Ebook, “Capital Punishment and the Bible.” Clearly the preborn are innocent humans. 1tisan
offenseto act in any way against thoselives. That lagt sentence is amassive understatement.

Bullet Six: Abortion Violates Every Tenet of Life Before the Creator. So, What is the
Levied Charge?

Abortion does violate every single tenet of life before the Creator. It isan attack against
aunique human life that isinnocent of wrongdoing. It isan attack by the more powerful against
the most vulnerable. The mother has no valid “right” to attack that distinct human, and the
“doctor” certainly has no right to do so. A preborn is not owned by either of them. Abortionis
an attack in an active workplace of the Creator as He is “weaving” each person in the womb.
For the “hands of man” to invade that place with lethal intent is an offense againg the Creator of
the highest order. This attack is a deliberate invasion into a protected zone with deathin its
mind, its heart, and its hands. A premeditated act, that unlawfully takesthe life of a fellow
human, is murder in the first degree. Abortion is first degree murder.
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“The Bible Does Not Say Abortion is First Degree Murder - So How can You Say That?”
Youareright. Infact, it does not say anything about abortion. Everything | have sated is

based upon logic and deduction from Bible declarations about life, the womb, capital offenses,

and the responsibility of the srong toward the more vulnerable.

“But, it is Error to Apply Western Logic to the Bible!”

Some people assert it iserror to apply logic and deduction to the Bible. The argument
goes something like this: “The Bible is a Book of moral principles related through stories. It
was never intended to have Western logic and deduction applied to it. It is mostly oral tradition
handed down through the generations. And those stories picked up various embellishments
along the way. You are applying Western logic on a Middle Eastern mind set. It is error to take
the Bible literally, and it was not intended to be viewed as a science book, or even an accurate
accounting of historical fact.” \Wéll, ... good try. My study of the Bible has not validated the
assertions above. |nfact, my experience has been just the opposite. While | will readily agree the
Bible is not a science book, what it does say about science is accurate. For example, He makes a
very simple statement about the creation of man. “... the Lord God formed man of dust from the
ground ...” (Gen 2:7). Sureenough, detaled physicd science, even to the subatomic level,
confirms we are indeed “‘from the ground” - al 28 elements of us. Als0, the discerning reader
can distinguish between symbolic language, alegory, poetry, parables - and genuine historical
accounts. Infact, logic is required - Western or otherwise, to gain a proper understanding of the
Bible. It isnot abook of mysticismor secrets. “For thus says the Lord, who created the heavens
(He is the God who formed the earth and made it, He established it and did not create it a waste
place, but formed it to be inhabited), I am the Lord, and there is none else. I have not spoken in
secret, in some dark land; I did not say to the offspring of Jacob, ‘Seek Me in a waste place’; I,
the Lord, speak righteousness declaring things that are upright” (1sa45:18,19). The mysteries
of the Bible liein how He does things - not in what He thinks about things. God can, and does,
handle my logic quite skillfully. In fact, He chdlenges my thinking, and regularly exposes it as
shallow, biased, incomplete, and illogical. | have found the Author of the Bible to be simple, yet
often complex, straightforward, yet often nuanced. Heis often exceedingly laconic (saysalot ina
few words), and at other times puts forth ordinancesin laborious detal. When He laconicaly
states He formed man from the dust of the earth, the books on man's physiology are endless. And
the materids yet to be written will overload the minds of the mogt brilliant scientists the world will
ever produce. On the other hand, when charging the Levitical prieshood - well, let’s just say
there are details aplenty. | do admit, the God of the Bible has puzzled me on more than one
occasion, as | have been surprised by some of His convictions and resultant actions. But, over the
years, | have cometo the conclusion that any contrarian views on my part are due to flawsin my
understanding - and there will be a satisfactory resolution at some point. | will not have to
pretend to believe His logic and priorities and conclusions and actionsarevdid. | will know they
are - 100% of the time - past, present and future. It took me time to cometo this conclusion, and
logic brought meto it. And | am Western.

Before addressing the Humanist’s arguments for abortion, there is one other use of the
preborn that needs address.

Embryonic Stem Cell Endeavors
There are several waysto approach this subject. But since | have been approaching
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abortion from the three world views, it seems reasonable to continue this path. Let’sfirst
examine the Naturalistic view, then the Biblical Theistic view, and then the Humanistic view. But
first, what are “Embryonic Stem Cell Endeavors’?

Stem cells are extracted from human embryos in the hope that those cells may one day be
used to cure various maladies in other human beings. Asof this writing, the cells are being used
for research and experimentation in the hope of finding those cures. There is only afive-day
window in the development of the embryo when this harvest can occur. Presently, embryonic
stem cellstaken for this research require the death of the embryo. If embryonic stem cell research
oneday reaults in cures for other humans, then full scale cultivation and harvesting of embryos
will ensue. It is my understanding the current crop of embryos being used for research are excess
“tedt tube” embryos headed for death anyway asthey were never intended to beimplanted into a
womb.

Some claim we may be able to obtain these cells without killing the embryo. One, or
possibly two, stem cells could be extracted from the eight cell masswith no harm to the embryo.
However, this might preclude the possibility of those stem cells forming another embryo (thus
wiping out an identicd twin, etc.). But, if stem cell extraction is delayed until the cell mass stage,
the stem cdll itsdf will be past the window of forming its own embryo - 0, a potential twin or
triplet, etc. will not be killed. Whether these claims of a benign stem cell extraction are accurate
or not, I do not know. But, at the time of thiswriting, embryonic stem cell endeavors require the
life of the embryo.

The Naturalistic View. For garters, it isirrdevant to the Naturaist if these sem cdl
endeavors are a natural or unnatural enterprise. Aswe have seen, the Naturdist is for the life of
any embryo over any present, malady-ridden human. Any one of them might possess the
needed geniusto save our species - and world - from our impending planetary doom. Currently,
sem cdl research isjug research and a rdatively few embryos have been killed. But even this
loss istotdly unacceptable to the Naturdist, as our next Einstein may already be strewn in some
lab - forever lost. But if this research leads to cures for other humans, embryos will be grown for
harvest. ts stem cells, indeed its life, will be extracted for consumption by another human.

Now, let me ask you a question. When a species consumes those of its own species, what
isthis cdled? | was going to give you a moment to think of the answer, but you already know it.
And, you areright! Thisis known as cannibalism. Thergpies coming from embryonic sem cell
harvesting will be a sophigticated form of cannibaism.

| hear the screeching even now. “What kind of radical lunacy is that? Cannibalism?
What an outrageous claim by a dangerous, right-wing, religious oppressor! Cannibalism is the
eating of the flesh of ones own species! Nobody is eating an embryo! They will enter sick
bodies by injection, or implant, or pills or some way other than eating. And besides that, eating
is_for nutrition - and the embryos will be consumed for medicinal purposes!” Well ... are you
doneyet? “ *#%@* no, you cruel, hardhearted, twisted, *#+%%*, hypocrite! These embryos
will be used to heal people from all kinds of horrific diseases. Do you want to let those people
suffer and die? What kind of ‘Christian’ are you? And what if it is your Mom or your Dad that
can be cured? What if it is your child? What if it is you? You will change your tone real quick.
And what if ....” | know you are still screeching, but | am temporarily cutting you off and will
now addressthose not ruled by emotion. But for now, let’s leave out anything that hasto do with
“reigion” or “Christianity.” 1I’ll get to the “God part” later.

When | stated this harvesting would be “a sophisticated form of cannibalism,” 1 am
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simply speaking of the biologicd redity. Embryonic stem cell therapies will be the consumption
of one genetically complete (and unique) human life form - by another geneticaly complete (and
unigue) human life form. Any biologig, researcher, or doctor who denies this physical reality has
left the redm of science - and opted for some kind of metgphysicad speculation. And, to state
what isnow obvious to you, an embryo is human flesh. 1t isnothing ese and it cannot become
anything else. It’sjust very young and very smal - and unable to defend itself.

Asfar asthe objection about “eating” an embryo, let’s think about that for a moment.
From the embryo’s point of view, whether injected into the receiving body, or chewed up by the
recipient - thisis adigtinction without adifference. The embryo’s lifeis ended - with its stem cells
consumed by a member of its own species. And the receiving body does not care how the needed
materials comeinto it. So, thisisat least “a sophisticated form of cannibalism.” But, the more
| think about it, this is probably just plain old cannibalism with a high tech twist.

Concerning the objection centering on “nutrition versus medicine,” our body usesthe
food we eat for more than just growth. Foods are often used by our body to heal and repair - so
they are medicinal just like stem cell therapies will be. When functioning properly, areceiving
body uses any consumed materia in whatever way is most advantageous to itself.

And if it ismy Mom or Dad, or child (or me) who would be cured by this cannibalism,
what doesthat have to do with anything? Does persona need supplant the facts of an activity?
Well, it might for the Humanist, but never for the Naturalist or Biblica Theist.

If we were harvesting the embryonic stem cells of apig, cow or chicken for consumption,
the Naturalist would not automatically be alarmed about this. After al, many of us eat those
animals all the time. We would simply be sustaining ourselves, at their expense, in another way.
That isjust part of survival of the fittest. But thereis no scenario where the Naturdist would
countenance a species growing and consuming its own preborn. Even the desire to do such a
thing alarms Naturalists of all ages. This concern dovetails directly back to the current
inadequacies of viable materials on the causes of extinction in species. Surely the desire, and
practice, of the cannibaization of on€ s preborn population would be apart of sdf-extinction
science. Maybe the dinosaurs started eating their own eggs.

But | hear you say, “Ah! But these research embryos are frozen “extras” destined for
the dump. They are not designated to grow up. And if cures are found, the embryos grown for
harvest would be grown only for that purpose - none of them ever intended, or allowed, to
develop past that five-day window.” Thisis not the speech of the Naturdist. Read on.

The ability of making “test tube’ embryos opens awhole new world for the thinking, non-
cannibdistic Evolutionist! Seewhat you think of this! Rather than growing embryos for harvest
why not grow them for birth and unique adulthood? \\ith current technologies, the “test tube”
could be modified to imitate a real womb. It could be a“rubberized womb” with a simulated
heartbeat - programmed with variations to imitate a mother’ s daily range of activity. It could be
moved around to simulate the mother’s movements as well. Voices could be provided, aswell as
songs and al kinds of regular noise stimuli. But hereisthe best part. The fluids around the
developing preborn, plus al nutrients going through a fabricated umbilical cord would be
absolutely free of all pollutants! No crack babies, alcohol damaged babies, tobacco damaged
babies, or junk food damaged babies. These newborns would have no impurities other than what
was present in the first two original cells! \What an enhancement to evolutionary development!
It isalso quite feasible that many women would choose to forego the entire pregnancy ordeal and
bear their children in thismanner. No more vaginal ddiveries, and the only C-sections would be
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those performed on the rubberized womb!

So what makes more sense scientificaly? Cannibalize the coming generation for a current,
ma ady-ridden, older one, or to bring all embryos to fruition as they may hold the beneficid
mutations we desperately need? For the Naturdist, the answer is evident.

One might make the case that when we do find needed geniuses, we may want to keep
them aive aslong as possible. If the method is embryo cannibalization - so beit. But what if the
hapless embryo, used to keep an “Edison” dive an extra ten years, was the next “Einstein” who
would have developed the answer for perpetual sun regeneration? Geniuses arise randomly.
Science fully understands this, so it is essential to bring all of our species to fruition so we can see
which ones hold keysto our progression. We cannot take the chance of consuming the wrong one
- no matter how tempting the morsdl. Clearly, to be healed of some monstrous disease would be
sweeter than any chocolate treat, but Naturdistsin The Artificial Age must curb this appetite for
human embryos.

The Biblical Theist View. From aBiblical view, thisisfairly smple. Before the advent
of artificial insemination, egg fertilization occurred in the womb at the discretion of the Creator.
But eveninthe “tes tube,” man cannot make the egg fertile and cannot make the egg develop
into an embryo. These “test tube” embryos are not human life created by humans. They are
simply the result of humans manipulating other human life. Manipulating life does not translate
into creator rights over life. Look at it thisway. If medical people manipulate my life through
gene therapies, adult stem cell therapies, or if | was an implanted embryo from one of their clinics,
that does not give them creator rights over me. Manipulation into life does not reduce embryos to
fodder for cannibalization or the garbage dump. These “throw away” embryos are as human as
you and |. Indeed, whoever manipulates these humans into life has a specia charge for them!
Bottom line: If you create the environment which leads to the creation of the fertile egg and
ensuing embryo, then you are responsible for his’/her well being. This position is no different from
the responsibility incurred by a coupling man and woman. Y ou have made yoursdf a surrogate
parent.

| do not believe man will ever be able to make anything alive. Until man can create life,
he will dways be subject to the decrees, standards and judgements of the Creator of life. The
Author of the Bible claimsto be that Creator, and there is no indication He ever intends on losing,
delegating, or otherwise rdinquishing this position of sole dominion. “See now that I, I am He,
and there is no god besides Me. It is [ who put to death and give life ...” (Deut 32:39). | believe
the “spark” that makes something dive - the “magic” that causes innately inorganic eements to
come to life - will always res with the Creator. It will always elude man and he will never figure
it out, replicate it, or bottle it.

So, hereis how | believe this worksout. Once dive, no human can act againg the life of
another human unless that human is guilty of a capital offense. The business of life, and the rules
of action for or against life, lie fully inthe jurisdiction of the Author of life. That Author levies
His own charges againg those who perpetrate violations againg others. Added to a charge of
premeditated killing will be acharge of cannibaism. “All unrighteousness is sin” (1 In 5:17).

The Bible maintains that human life is the most important object in our observable physical
universe. With that as my backdrop, | can confidently make this assertion: | would not want to
gand before our Creator as an advocate for, or researcher of, these embryonic sem cell
endeavors. If | had to choose between being a lying, adulterous, murdering drunk, or being an
embryonic stem cdll research participant - and then stand before Him - | would choose to be the
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lying, adulterous, murdering drunk. The eternal punishment will be less severe.

Some make the case that these “extra” embryos should be used for the greater good -
research now and therapies later. After all, they already exist and will come to nothing as they are
not dated for implant. That view starts from an amoral postion - a blank date. It is based upon
the assumption that no one has any responsibility for embryos being placed in such a perilous
situation. That base, and assumption, is not one that will prevail before the Creator.

The Humanistic View. Itisonly here that embryonic stem cell endeavors have a home.
Because the embryo has been declared nonhuman, or subhuman, then anything can be done with
this blob of protoplasm. The life of the embryo can be experimented with, removed, or givento
another human. After all, it isonly the Sze of this period. (Y our eye just skipped it).

S0, here is the essence of stem cell research and future harvesting. Any consideration
contrary to the embryo’s life zrumps that life. For example, the curiosity of researchers trump
the embryo’slife. Thecries for cures trump the embryo’s life. Economic gains for a State (i.e.,
California) trump the embryo’s life. Politicians, who smell the gain of votes, trump the embryo’s
life. Any grounds which the Humanist envisions as some kind of gain for somebody - other than
the embryo - trump the embryo’s life.

John Edwards, who narrowly missed becoming the U.S. Vice President in 2004, was
asked in February of 2005, “Do you believe that human life begins at conception?” He danced
around the first time. But the interviewer asked the question again. The brilliant, well-educated,
rich lawyer replied, “No.” Thisis atruly stupefying declaration. He should have immediately
been asked, “Then what is the fertile human egg - non-human?” Of course, the interviewer
never thought of asking such an obvious follow-up question. Edward’ s position isreflected by
millions and millions of Humanists who think just like this. This would be somewhat humorous -
except for the resultant actions. This unscientific declaration that “the preborn is not human
life, ” fosters all kinds of predictable atrocities. As subhuman living tissue, they can be flushed
down the stool, cannibalized, ripped into pieces - anything the Humanist so desires. With science
gone and Biblical Theism gone, the sole authority for valuation is someone' s opinion - that is
grounded in nothing. The*“subgance” of Humanismis thin air.

By the way, if it istrue that embryonic stem cells can be extracted with no harm to the
current life (and also not preclude the possihility of an identical twin, etc.), this may nominally
change things. But isit ethical to perform amgor medical procedure on an individua without
that individual’s consent? Would you want a chunk of yourself taken from you without your
consent? You were once an embryo. | suppose if two stem cdlls could be taken (after the
potential multiple embryonic development), with ene preserved for that donor (the embryo) for
possible future self use, that might mitigate the taking of the other stem cell without the donor’s
consent. But, at present, thisisall peculation, so | will keep myself to the reality at hand.

Humanists’ Arguments Against the Preborn Human
Common Questions and Assertions About Preborn Humans

“When does human life become ‘a person’?”

Thisisamagor point for pro-abortion Humanists. Until a magical moment is reached and
a preborn becomes “a person,” the preborn is anonperson. It depends on which Humanist you
are talking with as to when “personhood” arrives. Many assert the preborn become “a person”
when the umbilical cordiscut. For other Humanists, if the preborn is wanted by one or more of
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the parents, thenit is“aperson” to some degree while in the womb. Other Humanists are
becoming increasingly squeamish when viewing the preborn with the new, and improving, in-the-
womb imaging. They see a preborn acting, and reacting, initsenvironment. They watch it
blinking, drinking, sucking its thumb, reacting to sound and pain, hiccupping - and maybe even
dreaming. It isacting - likeababy. So, it dependswhich Humanist you are talking with asto
what opinion you will hear on the “personhood” issue. But dl Humanists do agree on one point.
Before the moment when “personhood” is reached, anyone can do anything he/she wants with the
preborn. It isa subhuman blob of protoplasm.

From aNaturdistic, scientific, evolutionary perspective, the question of “personhood’ is
asridiculous asitisirrdevant. This*“personhood’ question is an attempt to separate humans
from simply being an animal. | know of no one who examines other species and wonders when
they reach “dog-hood” or “cow-hood.” Preborn dogsare amply dogs not yet born, and preborn
cows are Smply cows not yet born. Inthe quest to properly identify the subsance and status of
the preborn, for one to have as a foundational inquiry, “when does human life become ‘a
person’?” - is questioning arising from the fog of metaphysica speculation. It injects a series of
irrelevant questions that cloud the pursuit of objective scientific inquiry and accurate evauation.
This “personhood” query isimmediately, and forever, rejected by Naturalists. The preborn human
is smply a human not yet born.

But this “personhood” issue does raise some common sense inquiries Humanists need to
answer. For the moment, let’s assume this “personhood” assertion has merit. For the Humanist,
itisclear that “personhood” isviewed as agood and vauable thing. Humanists live and breathe
to create, and fight for, “rights’ for “persons.” So, here is thefirst question. Since *personhood”
is atreasured bedrock of Humanism, why do Humanistsfail to fight for, and adamantly protect,
the only “thing” on the globe that can reach that noble height? Humanists know a preborn only
needs a little time and nourishment and, with the absence of death, it will reach “personhood”
100% of thetime! The maximum waiting period for this new and unique “person” is nine short
months! And, in the case of partial birth abortion, the waiting period is only another minute or
two - and priceless “personhood” isaredity. Why is the only fount for “personhood”
expendable? And the preborn may be the only fount for “personhood” in the entire Universe!
To assert the “personhood” of the mother trumps the coming “ personhood” of the prebornis an
inaufficient answer. The mother adready has her “personhood,” and two “personhoods” are surely
better than one. Snuffing out the preborn is similar to taking the position that coal is worthless
becauseit is not adiamond. So, feel free to destroy dl the coal. Of course, there will be no new
diamonds. Where are the Humanists?

If we discovered a dodo nest with three or four eggs, would it be okay if we sat down and
made a dodo omelette? After dl, the “stuff” inthose eggs has not reached “dodo-hood.” Or if
the dodo mother showed up and began attacking those eggs, would we think it okay and let her
destroy them? To be consistent, the Humanist would have to maintain the preborn dodo is not a
dodo, so the omelette maker and the egg-atacking mother dodo are not doing anything wrong or
even questionable. But don’t expect a Naturalist to concur with the Humanist. And a Biblical
Theist would love the opportunity to see more of the Creator’s handiwork. Here again, the
Humanigt is standing out there dl done. And aswe have been learning, anytime you see the
Humanist standing in territory that is not occupied by the Naturaist, or Biblical Theis, the
Humanist is ganding in error. Humanism is consistent in this respect.
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“The preborn are not viable as they cannot survive outside the womb.”

This chargeis aconfused mental knot. For garters, the preborn cannot be expected to
survive outside the womb. They are designed for the environment in the womb. And after the
first trimester, they are exceptionally viable. At that point, the womb is the safest of al
environments in the human life cycle - with viability at its peak. (1 do realize that abortion may
be making this last statement incorrect.) We do not expect afish to be viable in desert sand, or an
eagle to be viable thirty feet under the ocean - or a pregnant, naked Momto be viable a the North
Pole. They are not designed for those environments. So, how can anyone expect the preborn to
be viable outside the womb?

Secondly, how is it that a newborn isconsidered “viable?’ |f |eft alone, it will die 100%
of the time. A newborn may be able to breathe onits own, but that is about it. The responsibility
for care may shift after birth, but the newborn is just as dependent asit was as a preborn - 100%.

If we are speaking about survivability, actually, after the first trimester, the prebornis
much more viable than a newborn, toddler or even a young child. While in the womb, protection
from predatorsis afforded by an adult of the species (Mom) around the clock. And attacks by
microorganisms mugt first get by Mom, too. Food is in constant supply, and al waste products
are continuoudy taken away. Once out of the womb, viability/survivability drops dramatically.
Predators arise from every side. They include true hunters (lions, etc.) but also inadvertent fatal
encounters with snakes, spiders- or maaria carrying mosquitoes. And who falsto bacteria and
viral ondaughts - the preborn or postborn? Who issubject to starvation? Who gets left in acar
with the windows rolled up in the summer? Who drowns in the backyard swimming pool? Who
walks behind acar and getsrun over? Eveninthe mos atentive of environments, lethal juvenile
errors abound. In reality, separation from the mother through birth finds the human less viable -
that is if we are truly talking about survivability.

The “Rights” of a Woman Over Her Own Body

The assertion goes something like this; “4 woman has rights over her own body. The
preborn is part of her body. Just as a mother has the right to kill a cancerous growth or a
parasite, she also has the right to kill a preborn. It has no more right to feed off her body than
does the cancerous tumor or parasite.”

Concerning awoman's right over her own body, we have aready established that first
generation “rights’ aways run contrary to Naturdism. The “right” to kill the prebornisa classic
example. If thereisno Creator, the preborn is superior to the mother, asit is the fruit of the most
fit mae who survived and reproduced. On the other hand, theologicdly, the Biblicad Creator is
the Author of life and is active in the womb, weaving each individua. No one can act against that
life as it isnot guilty of acapital offense. Abortion iscompletely out of bounds in Naturalism and
Biblical Theism. Thiswoman's “right” (more properly, amother’s “right”) to kill her preborn
only livesin Humanism. And it is death.

Concerning the cancer andogy, several things about this reasoning are quite strange. For
starters, we do not normally attack a part of our body that is operating normally. Pregnancy isa
normal function of the reproductive system. On might even say - that is its purpose!  On the other
hand, it does make sense to attack a canceroustumor. That is an aberrant growth that will kill us.
It will never come out on its own and let us get back to our origind state, so we must go after it.
But a preborn is nothing like a cancerous growth. First, the mother’s body produced the egg, and
once it becomes fertile, that same body creates a benevolent environment to postively
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accommodate its growth and well-being. Second, a preborn has no intention of staying in the
mother. Of the billions and hillions of births, | do not know if any preborn ever stayed inside a
mother for twelve months, Or eleven. Maybe never even ten. The preborn is produced by the
mother (with aone time contribution by the dad), and has no intention of setting up permanent
resdence. Once it exits, the mother pretty much returns to her origind state. Cancers do not
begin like, act like, or end like the preborn. Once a cancer tumor isforcibly exited, that living
mass dies. But once the preborn exits, it might grow up to be the next President. These two
growths have nothing in common. At least apples and oranges are both fruit. A tumor and a
preborn are on opposte poles of human organic materid.

But, what about the assertion that a preborn is a parasite? Well, thismakes no sense
either. For starters, aparadte has the DNA of atotally different species. On the other hand, a
preborn gets half of its DNA from the mother (via her own self-produced egg), and the other half
issupplied from amale of the mother’s own species. S0, apreborn is completey, and only,
human life. A parasiteisan alieninevery sense of theword. It isan invader into the body,
makes its own place of residence, and forcibly takes sustenance from that body. A preborn does
nothing of the sort. Not only does the mother produce the egg and then create the space for a
preborn to develop - but she supplies sustenance to the preborn through an umbilical cord. No
mother has ever grown an umbilical cord to any paradte. Furthermore, a parasite has no intention
of exiting and mug be neutralized if there is any hope the afflicted one can return to an original
state. A preborn has every intention of exiting, with the mother pretty much returning to her
origind state. Parasites do not begin like, act like, or end like the preborn. These two life forms
have nothing in common. Again, at least apples and oranges are both fruit. A parasite and a
preborn are on opposte poles of animal organic materid.

To compare the preborn to a cancer or aparasite shows a lack of scientific understanding
of dl three. To attack the preborn on these grounds is based on Humanistic reasoning that isas
unsound as human thought can get.

By the way, a preborn has a body, too. Every cell of its body (from the first cell forward)
has a complete, and unique, genetic make-up separate from the mother. A preborn even develops
higher own circulatory system in that body with ablood type independent of the mother. Has any
Humanist ever considered that a preborn’s body may have inherent rights? Why can the mother
rightly kill a preborn’s body when apreborn has had no say as to itslocation? The mother, in
amost all cases, has had much more input as to the location of a preborn’s body than the preborn
ever had. She engaged in the activity creating the preborn.

There are more arguments and charges against the preborn than these, but they al leave
Naturalism and Biblical Theism and dwell in the bowels of Humanistic thought and vauation.
That isjust theway it is

“But, there is a difference between being pro-choice and being pro-abortion. You cannot
lump the two together!”

Many individuals assert they are not for abortion. They are for women to be able to
make their own choice with no interference - governmental or otherwise. Therefore, one can be
pro-choice publically, but pro-life privately. One might even believe life begins a conception,
but becausethisisareligious belief, it is wrong to impose that on another. 1na secular society
that espouses freedom of religion, and freedom from religion, this sounds reasonable (Of course,
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you Naturalists are now equipped to stand for the preborn on atheistic, evolutionary grounds - so,
this religious objection has been nixed!). After all, who says, “I am for abortion!”? | have never
heard one judge, or one politician, say he/sheis for abortion. They are for choice and want a
private citizen - the mother - to make the call on the fate of the preborn. This decision, pregnancy
by pregnancy, is placed squarely upon that one individual. Humanists believe the government,
and all of society, has no vested interest in the preborn.

But, what about the organizations that promote abortion as an option for women? Are
they pro-abortion? Here again, none of them say they are for abortion. They are for choice.
And, what about the abortionist and all his’her saff. Arethey for abortion? Whilel have never
seen a gudy addressing this, | would wager the overwhelming majority assert they are not pro-
abortion. They are pro-choice and are just providing a service to mothers who have decided to
end the life of their preborn. They would not mind if all the business disappeared. Everyone in
the abortion debate places the respongbility for this choice squardy on one individual - Mom.

Now | realize there are times When judges, politicians, abortion promotion organizations
and abortion providers do step acrossthat line and become pro-abortion advocates. If a preborn
is theresult of rape or incest, or is unwanted, or a threat to the mother’s life, or even her health ...
end “it.” Problem solved. If it isfound to be defective before birth, there are increasng numbers
of advocates cdling for termination. But evenin these scenarios, our temporary pro-abortionists
quickly retreat back behind the pro-choice ling, al the while wringing their hands as they lament
the “tragedy of abortion.” And the choice and responsibility for action returnsto that one
individual again - Mom.

But, what about Mom? How many Moms, who have chosen abortion, say they are for
abortion? | do not know the answer to this. But | have asuspicion. | bet the overwhelming
mgority of these mothers profess they are pro-choice. Few would say they are for abortion.

This brings me back to my initial point. To claim one is pro-choice as opposed to being
pro-abortion is a distinction without a difference. Very few of the preborn succumb to pro-
abortionists, but they are being exterminated by the millions by the pro-choice coalition.
What awide ranging, lethal, hostile army is arrayed againg the preborn - and they are all pro-
choice people! Could pro-abortionists devise more vicious waysto kill the preborn than what is
aready practiced by the pro-choice crowd? While | do not know the exact stage of development
when a preborn feels pain, that “switch” turns on long before birth. The preborn are victims of
tremendously violent - and painful - “procedures.” Thisis al beyond words.

Unfortunately, protection by governments for abortion (or, in some cases, government
involvement), has expedited the ability of the abortionist to pursue his’her profession. There must
be the protective umbrella of a permissive government for abortion to flourish. That iswhy it is
almost irrelevant if the government performs abortions (China) or allows them (USA). And the
tools of thistrade are quite new - and extremely letha. A few years ago, many may have
contemplated the desire for abortion, but governmental prohibitions, and crude tools, created so
much risk, the preborn were protected by that risk. But much of tha protective barrier has now
vanished for the preborn in today’ sworld.

At the time of this writing, the abortionist in the USA is aprivate citizen. Abortionists
have one primary objective in their dealings with the preborn. Their skill, craft, and energies are
directed at killing them. Whether saline solutions, vacuums, knives, or drills - all their tools are
targeted to this end. Abortionists do not know kow these “things” are dive, but they have
developed several methods to remove that life “spark.” After their work, all the d ements that

Page 45 of 58



made up a preborn are still present, but the abortionist has sufficiently scrambled them so the*life
element” has disappeared. Thisisthe abortionist’s chosen profession. There isone verse that
sumsthisup. “The dark places of the earth are full of the habitations of cruelty” (Ps74:20).
When the medical profession leaves the Creator out of their pursuits, dark places are created.
Abortionists have indeed created “habitations of cruelty.” And, the high-tech, cannibaligtic,
embryonic stem cell advocates are feverishly creating smilar habitations. All who support such
endeavors are supplying bricks for construction.

Mom

Since many governments have placed the abortion decision squarely on the woman ...
Mom ... well, | want to talk to you. But firdt, let’s get afew things out of theway. | am aman,
so | understand | have no right to speak on this subject. Thisisawoman' sissue. | do not carry
the child, | do not bear the child, and | am not responsible for the child. | do not go through the
physical trauma associated with the whole ordeal of pregnancy and birth - and I am not the one
at risk for complications. Let’ssee... what else? Oh, yeah. | do not know what it islike to carry
the child of aman whom I now want nothing to do with. Also, | am approaching this subject
with logic when the entire subject is loaded with emotion, risk, and impact on the rest of one’s
life. Well, | am glad we got dl that out of the way.

Mom, for amoment | want you to forget religion. Also, forget dl the civil rights
contentions. L&’ saddress this from a scientific base. If you search every mountaintop, dive to
the bottom of every ocean, search every cave on earth, and scour every nest of every living thing,
you will not find a fertile human egg anywhere. Now, | want you to stand outside and look up
into aclear night sky. Y ou are not seeing even thetiniest fraction of the stars out there and you
are seeing aimost nothing of the immensity of the universe. But in dl that space and matter, you
will not be ableto find one fertile human egg. The truth is, the human race comesto fruition from
one place - your womb. There aren’t any of my proposed “rubberized” wombs yet. If you are an
atheistic evolutionist, you understand you may produce the next beneficial adaptation to our
pecies from your womb. And because it isimpossible to know, or predict, which wombs hold
the vita keys to our progresson and survival as a species, this understanding makes you staunchly
pro-life. But if you reject science as your base of belief, and embrace the weakest of all systems,
Humanism, you still accept the fact that your womb is the only place that produces persons.” It
produces the world’ sleaders, artists, inventors, doctors, teachers, thinkers, law enforcers, etc.
And again, no one knows who will come from any particular womb. Many of the world's
greatest citizens have arisen from the most humble of circumstances. Conversely, many of our
sorriest citizens have sprung from the most privileged of backgrounds. The future of our world
develops in your womb. That's just the way it is But knowing this, and knowing how needy this
world is, even as aright thinking Humanist, you too are staunchly pro-life. None of us can
predict what womb will produce those peopl e the world will need.

So Mom, here is the bottom line. If you are hard-core, evolutionary, atheistic Naturalist,
(dedicated to hard science), or, if you are a hard-core, “pro-personhood” Humanist (steeped in
civil rights), you redlly are a hard-core pro-lifer ... and | didn't even bring up the Bible.

All the Humanists who have opted for the “rights” of the mother at the expense of the
life of the preborn will be proven to be on the wrong side of this civil rightsissue - just like the
pro-davery advocates were humiliated in time. The preborn will win this struggle. Even the
salivating, cannibdistic Humanist will be turned back from his/her embryonic stem cell appetite.
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The time is coming when the youngest of the human family will be granted equal protection under
the law.

Mom, do you want to be with the winners - or the losers? That is realy “the choice’ you
are presented with on the abortion issue.

O Governing Official...

Let’s now turn our attention to the government’ s role in the abortion issue. While many
view “The State” as afacdess ingtitution (a behemoth of impersona laws, bureaucracies and
buildings), a Biblica Theist does not recognize this definition. The State is Smply a collection of
accountable individuals. It isby design | address each of the following sectionsto “Governing
Officials’ - not afaceless, “ State.” After defining agoverning official’ srole before the Creator,
we will look at the hopes, the fears, and my advice to, governing officials concerning abortion.

The Role and Responsibility of Governing Officials

Romans 13:1-4, concisely defines the role and respongbility of governing officials. “Let
every person be in subjection to the governing authorities .... For rulers are not a cause of fear
for good behavior, but for evil. Do you want to have no fear of authority? Do what is good and
you will have praise from the same; for it is a minister of God to you for good. But if you do
what is evil, be afraid; for it does not bear the sword for nothing, for it is a minister of God, an
avenger who brings wrath upon the one who practices evil ...” (Ro 13:1-4).

Governing authorities are called “theou gar diakonos” - adeacon of God, a servant of
God, a minister of God! Each government official isa minister of God and is to serve those
under his’her charge. | wonder how many governing officidsknow this? Their primary charge
from their Creator isto support law-abiding producers and punish evildoers. For a more
complete discussion about this, get my Ebook, “Capital punishment and the Bible” &t
www fredygive-n.com . But, for our purposes here, just realize the Creator cdls governing
officials His ministers. 1f that doesnot send shock waves in each person in agoverning role....

The Hopes of Governing Officials Concerning Abortion

These are their most important hopes.
1. The prebornis subhuman. It is not a person and has no rights. It is anameless, faceless blob
of protoplasm - a“growth” insdeawoman. So, while abortion killstissue that isalive, this
destruction is not the taking of “alife.” Conception is arandom, natura evert.
2. The Church/State separation governing construct isvalid. So, if thereisaCregtor, and even a
Creator interested in the preborn, abortion is a religious question and the government can rightly
excuse itsdf from the entire issue. After dl, many religious sects bdieve life and personhood
begin a conception, but not al of them do. Asthisdriftsinto the religious arena, even adeeply
religious governing official is confronted with this question. “What right do I have in imposing
my moral/religious views on those under my jurisdiction?” S0, the governing authority takes the
perceived high road and delegatesthe fate of this living “thing” to the mother.
3. A woman’'s privacy trumps the life of the preborn. Bumper gickersstating, “Get the
government out of my womb!” capsulate the position.
4. It isokay to delegate “the sword” to private citizens to be used against the preborn.
5. Thereis no Creator of the preborn - nor One to whom the governing official must account.
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“We are not saying abortion is good or right - nor are we participating in it. We are
simply passing this decision off to the woman and her doctor. It is the woman’s body and she
has a privacy right. This is a health issue out of the legitimate jurisdiction of government.” The

Humanist governing officid has placed al of his’her hopes on the validity of the positions above.

The Fears of Governing Officials

At least these should cause fear. |f any are correct, there is great reason to fear.
1. The prebornishuman. (But, if there is no one to account to, so what?)
2. A Church/State governmental construct does not release governing authorities from the
Creator’s moral expectations and requirements for governance.
3. The Creator has made each preborn. He hasavested interest in each one. A mother’s “right
to privacy” does not trump this. The Creator owns His work - including mother and preborn.
4. Governing officials who kill the preborn, or dlow the preborn to be killed, have erred in their
responsbility with “the sword.” They have either errantly widlded it (i.e., China), or erred by
delegating it to private citizens (i.e., USA).
5. Governing officias hold accountable positions before the Creator. He has the willingness, and
ability, to cdl each governing official before Him to account for his’her role in each act of
abortion. The blood of these “things’ will be required of each culpable governing official. This
includes all the hapless embryos of the stem cell endeavors.

If any of these “fears’ are true, then any governing official who crosses any of these
markers will be found as a lethal agent toward the most defensdless of the human family.

O Governing Official ...

Do not view this materia asa threat toward you. View it asa warning. At this point, |
think you should see what | have presented in thisway. “If it is even remotely possible this pro-
life material is correct, then I must do whatever it takes to avoid any complicity in abortion.
When my short life ends, I must make sure I have no culpability before a Creator like the one
described in this Ebook.” But, hereismy full disclosure.

| believe we are regponsible for our direct actions- and aso our influences in the actions
of others. If our activities assist others in making positive choices, we will be rewarded for that -
and if our activities assist otherstoward negative choices, we will be“rewarded” for that too.
ITimothy 5:24 says, “The sins of some men are quite evident, going before them to judgement:
for others, their sins follow.” Concerning abortion, here is how this will work out. Each preborn
who has died under Roe V. Wade will be levied against the Supreme Court jurists who legdized
abortion. Those killed before the jurist died went as a sin “before them to judgement.” Those
preborns who are killed after the jurist has left this life are sins following after. And each jurist
will also account for the suffering inflicted from that “decision” - suffering of the mother, father,
friends, grandparents ... and that of the preborn. Each passing hour stacks up more and more
offenses for which those justices will account. But lawmakers who have failed to confront and
vacate what was an illegal usurpation of power (legislators are charged with creating law, not
renegade jurists) will also have their share in these “spoils.” The vengeance coming from the
Creator of life is going to be more astounding than anyone can imagine - even me.
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What Should Individuals Who Serve in Government Do?

Asagoverning official, | would avoid complicity in this activity a all costs. In my own
self interest | would absolutely distance myself from any phase of this attack on the preborn.
Whether contraception that produces the death of a preborn, or the harvesting of embryonic stem
cells, or giving “the sword” to abortionists ... | would do whatever was necessary to make sure
the Creator of that life would have no case against me. The threas, railings, and wails of
Planned Parenthood, NOW, NARAL, or the Democratic Party would become more and more
digant as my appointment with that Creator draws ever closer. Let them vote me out, impeach
me, or otherwise depose me. And, if they mug,, let them kill me. “My friends, do not fear those
who kill the body, and after that have no more that they can do. But I will warn you whom to
fear: fear the One who after He has killed has authority to cast into Hell; yes, I tell you, fear
Him!” (Lk 12:4,5). “It is a terrifying thing to fall into the hands of the living God” (Heb
10:31). Likeis so oftenthe casein the Bible, this is a massive understatement. But abstinence or
pasgvity in abortion activity is not enough. Governing officials are charged with the welfare of
each person under his’her jurisdiction. God expects governing officials to shut down abortion.

But, Governing Official, You Are Not All Alone

The Creator is cataloguing each one's contribution toward the death of His created
preborns. Let’s do alittle pre-cataloguing. Obviously, the person Killing the preborn is culpable.
But there are many “supporting ligaments” to that person’s hands. There isthe staff a the
clinic- “nurses,” assistants, administrators, landlords, etc. Then there are the suppliers of the
materials used in the attacks. That includesthe inventors of the implements used to kill. Next,
are the members of the formal organizations promoting abortion. That includes personnel,
lobbyists, and financial supporters. But, there are also the “drive-by” abortion advocates. These
are abortion supporters who use whatever platform they have to promoteit. Thisincludes actors,
writers, musicians, editorialigs, etc. Their “successful” influence will come back to them on the
Judgement of the Great Day. Even an “off the cuff” remark that influences someone toward
abortion, will draw the Creaor’sire. A pro-choice claim will bring no respite before Him.

O Participating Governing Official ...

Do not think your pro-choice voting block, lobbyists, or advisors will come to your ad on
Judgement Day. They will bein their own terror. While the Creator will be meting out the
“reward” due themfor their errant actions and influences, those same “friends’ will be busy
declaring you made your own choices and those choices should not fall back on them. But, don’t
worry. The Creator will not let them successfully shift blame. All Planned Parenthood people,
lawyers - all the pro-abortion advocates - will not escape their culpability. Everyone will be
scrambling, in a vain attempt, to save themsalves from the wrath of the Creator. O Governing
Official - know that your pro-choice “friends,” who currently assert you have no responsibility for
the premeditated killing of the preborn, will turn on you on that Great and Terrible Day. Inthis
matter, I am your friend. But you must listen now. | won't be able to help you then.

So, Why Have I Written This Ebook?

This material isfor Naturalists (even though there aren’t any) and Biblical Theists. Most
Humanists are probably long gone by now. It’s doubtful they can get through thismaterial. They
do not have the emotional capacity to get through this. Whether or not they possess the mental
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capacity isirrelevant because their emotional state precludeslogical reasoning. Emotions are fine
(fear, anger, joy, €etc.), but being emotional limits the reasoning capacity. Thisis evidenced by
irrational reactionsto things that should not elicit such reactions. To be pecific, scientific
fact, and clear logic from those facts, should not dlicit denial, anger, fear or hysteria But, in
Humanists, they do. Witnessther reaction to Nature’s position on abortion and homosexuality.
Abortion kills the fruit of the most fit survivor, while the homosexual deviation causesthe
creature to bear no fruit - immediately ending a billion-year lifeline. Both of these activities strike
at the heart of successful Natural Evolution. Y et Humanists embrace these aberrations with the
greatest of fervor. Their advocacy is a passionate “cause.” They have no clue that Naturalism
thoroughly repudiates these “causes.” In fact, most Humanists actually believe Naturalism
supportstheir causel Humanists do not understand their entire system of thought rests only upon
human opinion, with no moorings in science - and certainly none in Biblical Theism. But when
faced with their error, instead of running zo fact, they run from it. And to whom do they run? In
the USA, they run to judges, of like-mind, who impose these groundless human opinions.
“Rights” to abort, or “rights” for homosexuals to “marry,” are just a couple of examples. How
crazy isthis? What Evolutionist thinks Jan€ s employment of the medicine man, to take histools
and go up inside of her to chop up baby Tarzan, is a progressive adaptation? Or, what
evolutionarily successful Tarzan would seek sex with, or “marry,” another Tarzan - or our skinny
little caveman? Y et Humanists, who embrace these positions, label themselves as “ Progressives’!

In one sense, | do wish this Ebook could benefit Humanigts. But for success, | would
probably need to make my casein afriendly, soft, and gently persuasive manner. Inthis, | have
probably failed. So, | may as well state a few more intemperate (yet accurate) satements.
Humanists do more than simple judicia lawmaking in their attack on the preborn. They also
petition judges to pass laws to protect the abortion clinics - and access to them. And they seek
judgements to censure materials like this and have it classified as*hate speech” that incites* hate
crimes.” One who perpetuates genuine Naturaism, with itslogic and valuations, or one who
perpetuates genuine Biblicd vauations, they want silenced. Unfortunately, artificia weapons and
tools, dong with Humanistic governmenta constructs, often give them the ability to impose their
errant will and valuations. That is why Humanists cannot be ignored. They are present,
destructive, and dangerous. But their cause for aortion, or any of their errant priorities, is
doomed. Evenif they completely dominate the planet from pole to pole, and even agree on a
common Humanistic metaphysical system, they are destined to succumb to Naturalism - or else
the Biblical Creator - depending on which is actually the Ruler. If Naturalismisruler, then when
our sun ultimatdy betrays us, the voices of al Humanisswill fal silent - forever. Naturaism will
coldly reclaim its 100% dominance over this globe’sthin layer of life-supporting crust. On the
other hand, if the Biblica Creator isthe Ruler, Humanists are still doomed. He has stated thereis
atimer set againg thisage, and when it goes off, His metgphysicd vauation system will roll in
with 100% dominance. Any being, action, or thought raised up againgt His determinations will be
eternally obliterated.

So, redity is as follows. Humanismresides in “no man'sland.” It is ether doomed to
Naturdism, or to the Biblica Creator. It cannot win déther way. It gprings from human opinion
based upon the opinions of humans. Its thoughts have no moorings in hard science or Biblical
Theism. It can only rule if Naturalism is held at bay, or the Creator chooses to back off. When
either one rises up, Humanism is dead.

So, who am | writing to? Who am | seeking to reach? | am writing to anyone who is
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seeking to find, and then livein, the viable valuation system. The choice is between Naturalism or
Biblicd Theisn. And if Jesusdid not rise from the dead, then throw Biblical Theism in with all
the religions of the world. | agree with Paul on this matter. If Jesusdid not rise from the dead,
“let us eat and drink, for tomorrow we die” (1Cor 15:32).

The Political Left

The political left in the USA is composed of Secular Humanists. Amazingly, they believe
they are the intellectually superior when, in truth, they spend their lives reasoning in the strata of
the weakest of human thought patterns. And these same Humanists professto be broad-minded.
Thisis but the first of many self-deceptions. They are not only errant-minded, and shallow-
minded, but they are also narrow-minded. For example, many of the points forwarded in this
Ebook they have never thought of, and they will not openly pursue. And many of these points
have been dramatically parred down in an attempt to keep this work a manageable size. But, here
isa better example. Humanistsdo dl intheir power to keep Creation Science out of the public
schools and public domain. Even the thought of Creationism referred to as “science” gallsthe
Secular Humanid. Simultaneously, they refuse to acknowledge Evolution as atheory. But, that
iswhat itis. (And it isan unraveling theory as empirical data of the hard sciences continues
accumulaing). The broad-minded welcome all competing theories and eagerly alow the
contentions of variant viewsto be fully and publicaly aired. But, thisis not the thinking of the
Left inthe USA. They cannot mentaly, or emotionally, tolerate such intercourse. Inthis
example, Evolution would be downgraded to “ scientific theory,” and Creationism would be
dmultaneously upgraded from myth to “scentific theory.” Thisisinsufferable aseach “theory”
would then start on equal footing. This they cannot allow.

Secular Humanists are not liberal. They are despotic, and censures of thought contrary
to their own - evidences be damned. Secular Humanists are not progressive either. \What is
progressve about oppresson and a peremptory intolerance? That has always been the way in dl
theworlds tyrannies. Humanists boast of progressive “rights,” yet, in reference to the preborn,
they are on the wrong side of the greatest civil rights issue of our time - maybe of al time. But
herein lies the greatest of ironies. Humanists only want Evolution taught - yet it refutes their
entire system of “rights.” It isamazing Naturalists have not called the Humanists on this.

Conclusion

Personally, | do not believe the Naturalism | have espoused in this Ebook. | do not
believe man evolved, or isevolving. But it repulses me that Humanigts continue to claim
Naturalism astheir base - and Naturalists have not challenged them. So, | have taken the
Naturalist’s position for them. On the other hand, | do believe in the validity of metaphysical
thought and values. We are more than what Naturalism iswilling to grant. We are more than the
physica elementsthat compose our body, and thisworld is subject to more than observable
physical law. But, Humanism must be rejected as a viable metaphysical option because it has no
substantive base. | recently heard a Secular Humanis ind s that valid moral absolutes can be
established apart from any reference to, or reliance upon, a deity. But with no God, what can
these moral absolutes be based upon? They cannot be based upon Naturalism. Naturalism has
no moral absolutes. So, where can this Humanist derive his moral absolutes? His opinion?
Consensus opinion? Human opinion never rises above being human opinion - even if billions
agree upon the opinion. There isno rea weight, no rea authority, no vaid substance behind
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human opinion. There jug isn't - no matter how much one wishesit to be otherwise.

The real problem with the Humanist is that when his/her opinion violates Naturalism or
Biblical Theism, the opinion is chosen as authoritative. Of course, that is what makesone. ... a
Humanist.

At the beginning of this work, | promised that if you worked through this material, you
would be able to trace any thought, or valuation, back to itsorigins. Well, now you can. Any
thought, or value, that stays within the bounds of evolutionary principle, and the genuine hard
sciences, belongsto Naturdism. But once thoughts, or values, go past the physca truths of this
physical realm, metaphysics have been entered into. The valuations of metaphysics are most
easily recognized by “rights.” These breachesto evolutionary principles are either backed by
human opinion or the Creator’s decrees. If you learn the morals of the Creator (just read the
Bible and pay attention to commands addressing morality), you will be able to assess when a
thought, or value, is based upon human opinion or the Creator’ s pronouncement. It’s that simple.

Conclusion on Abortion

There will never be a conclusion ze abortion until the entire practice ceases. But, asfar as
some conclusions about abortion, we can do that now. Thered, bottom-line question in the
abortion debate isthis. “Does one human have the right to inject himself/herself into the lifeline
of another human and stop that life line?” The answer is, “No.” The only exception, in the
course of normal civil affairs, is execution by The State for a capital offense, after due process.

| want to return to the title of this Ebook, and look at the subtitle. “Abortion: How (and
Why) Abortion Resides in the Weakest Form of Human Thought and Valuation.”

Question 1: So, how does abortion reside in Humanism?

Answer: By meansof “rights.” These are unnatura grants, and, in thisingance, this
“right” aso conflicts with Biblical valuations.

Question 2: And, why does abortion reside in Humanism?

Answer: Because there areno Laws in Humanism. Many people warnt to believe we are
more than just animals (so, Naturalism's Laws are jettisoned), but at the same time, they do not
want to be subject to an Authority higher than themsalves (so, Delsmisjettisoned). Thus, the
birth of Humanism. Humanism creates aforum firee from Naturalism's Law and the Creator’s
Law. Inthisfree zone, humans can make up their own law (notice thelittle “I”). But these laws
are nothing but human opinions. Abortion resides in this free zone.

The preborn have a host of enemies arrayed againg them. But, none of them are
Naturalists and none of them come from Biblicad Theism. The true Naturalist of any age, and the
Biblical Creationist are comrades on this matter aslong as human life exists - even if the reasons
are completely different. The preborn’s enemies are Humanists. Only Humanigts invent and
promote the thinking that justifies the lethal attack upon the preborn. They create lethal “rights”
for the mother, they develop governmental constructs allowing the termination of the preborn,
and they produce the medical personnel to carry out the services. | have contended, and still
contend, that every thought that in some way justifies the attack on the preborniswrong. The
Humanist believes the mother is superior to the preborn. But, that iswrong. The Humanist
believes it is acceptable to end an “unwanted pregnancy.” But, that iswrong. The Humanist
believes embryonic stem cell research and therapies so as to cure sick people is good. Blt,
cannibalism iswrong. The Humanist believes government should step aside and let the mother
decide this private issue. But, that iswrong. In man’s entire spectrum of thought, the
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justification for killing the preborn comes from the weakest of dl soils- Humanism.

The Coming Onslaught in Humanist Ranks

It istimeto takearisk. Eventhough confident of the assertions above, | think it isonly
fair to make ademarcation in the Humanist circles. Thereis one other reason abortion will not
continueits rule. Its demise will be hastened by the hands of fellow Humanists. Can you believe |
jus said that? Well, maybe | should rephrasethat. Abortion’s demise should be accelerated by
the hands of fellow Humanigts. Hereis why.

| do believethere are some Humanists who actually doe believe in the validity of accurate
science. | do not know who they are, or where they are, but there actualy may be some. As
these Humanists redlize the preborn have been conclusively, and scientifically recognized
as100% human life, the plight of the preborn will become a civil rights issue. Actually, it already
is Thisgroup of humans is being discriminated against Smply because of their age and their
circumstance. Inother words, they are at the wrong place a the wrong time. The more sound
of the Humanists have never recognized that such a situation of fate relegates the victim to prey
for apredator. They will not allow such discrimination to stand against a whole segment of the
human family - especially when legal precedent (along with accurate science) provides a
condusive base for attacking such discrimination. Examples are now in order.

Inthe United States, thereis aready legal precedent prohibiting discrimination based upon
one’s age. Inthe workplace, there are increasing sanctions levied against employers for age-
based discrimination (It ishere | would appreciate some legal decisionsto back up this point via
Organic Document). But, probably more important, is legal precedent which prohibits
discrimination based upon one’ s circumstance. Such discrimination has been soundly overthrown.
Origindly, slavesin the United States were declared three-fifthsa person (Article 1, Section 2, of
The Congtitution of the United States). They were not considered a whole person because of
their circumstance. They were property - the possession of another human, and they lived in
the owner’s domain (plantation, etc.). The preborn today find themselves in a similar legal
situation - though their plight is even more perilous. They are not even part of a person. B,
like the slave, they have the misortune of beng legally declared the property - the possession - of
another human. Thistime, Mom. These monarchs have the full weight of the law behind them as
they decide on life or death for the owned human. And, like the slave, the preborn do reside in
the domain of their legd owner - in thisinstance, their mother’swomb. Of course, in the current
irrationality of the abortion thought of our time, upon umbilical cord separation, the preborn is set
free - magically a whole person under our Constitution - no longer the property of the mother.
Mom, and dl abortion connected indugtries, then lose the right to kill the human. In fact, if they
now attack and kill this new whole person, The State can prosecute - and even execute them - for
murder! Mom is now a legal caretaker and can be punished in many ways for violating tha legal
respongbility. But, only two substantive changes occurred in the preborn’s life that afforded all
these civil rights protections - the preborn’ sage and environment! The breathing of air ingead of
amniotic fluid isonly a process change - not achange of substance. Thisisclearly age-based
discrimination and circumstance-based discrimination. Even Saves were free from age-based
discrimination. These civil rights violaions againg the preborn will be rectified by the more
sound of Humanists who are grounded in some semblance of scientific understanding - and who
are cognizant of Humanistic higory. They have regularly joined like minded, issue-based
coditions (in this case, genuine Naturdists and Biblicd Theists) in fighting to rectify civil
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injustices. The preborn need an “Emancipation Declaration” declared and implemented for them.
The person(s) who accomplishesthis, will go down in history as one of the grestest humanitarians
of all time. | wonder who will become the next Abe Lincoln?

Asone other sde note, the more sound of Humanists have often been able to identify
inconsistencies in discriminatory law, and have then used those as wedges to finally overthrow the
predominant injustice. For example, when slavery waslegal in this country, a free Africanin a
non-slave State was counted “awhole person” - even if he/she came from the same tribe as a
davein adave State. Thiswas an undeniable hypocrisy of law. Similarly, concerning the
preborn, there are many instances today when people are prosecuted for killing a “wanted”
preborn. As recently as 2005, a California man (Scott Peterson) was given the death penalty for
killing his wife and eight month old preborn son. 1t was determined thiswasa wanted child, so
the father received wrath for that killing from the State. However, if the wife had decided she
wanted to kill that preborn son, she not only could have done that with no legd consequence, but
if the father had wanted that child, that would have been of no help to the hapless preborn son.
Thisis at least hypocrisy inlaw - especialy in the context of legd marriage with all the legal
ramifications a wedded man incurs by that legal arrangement. And even if the marriage dissolves,
many lega responsibilities remain on a husband/father. But what if the preborn is wanted by
others - i.e., brothers, sisters, grandparents, aunts, uncles, cousins, adoptive applicants,
Naturdists, Deigts, or sane Humanists? Even the weight of all these interested parties are of no
relevance under current law. Thisisat least madness in law. Society, on many levels, does have
an interes in the preborn and should be helping a mother see past short term consequences of
pregnancy, and attendant crises, and see the long view. Who knows who is developing in that
womb? So, how can crisis fickleness of “wanted” or “unwanted” - determined solely by the
mother - be a permanent basis in law over the preborn human's life? Such wanton recklessness
in law in the more stable of societies never prevails. At some point, sanity prevails. Current
abortion law in the United States ismarkedly unsettled law.

But, What About Legal Precedent?

Humanists have never felt bound by legal precedent when there is adenial of human rights
based upon age or circumstance of life. Thisis especidly true when an entire segment of
humanity isdiscriminated against - and Killed at will. Precedent by The Third Reich toward Jews
was not allowed to continue after that government’ s defeat. Precedent of the three-fifths
personhood of slaves was overthrown. Roe V. Wade, and all relative discriminatory legal
precedent (whether initiated in the judicial, legislative or executive branch), will become a bloody
pile of refuse littering the roadside of the human stumble through history. Precedent does not
trump discrimination. Humanists - the more sound of you - Where are you? Y ou know the
preborn are humans. And you know they are not in their mother’s womb by any choice of their
own - and they do not intend on staying there. They are simply in the wrong place at the wrong
time. | know your conscience, when accurately informed - and then formed - will not alow the
injustice of abortion to stand. Even though | have castigated your entire system of thought, and
subsequent vauations, you have an opportunity get back a me. | have given you a crack inthe
door for adegree of redemption. Go for it.

Many Thanks
| owe many thanks to several people and groups, for making this Ebook. First, | must
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acknowledge al the instructors | had along the way who taught Evolution. Asl gained
understanding of its primary assertions, | began to be able to identify contrary metaphysical
assertions belonging to Humanism and Deism. Next, | owe a great debt to Secular Humanists.
As they have been forced to defend abortion (and other “rights’), they have unwittingly exposed
the weaknesses in their thoughts and the flawsin their opinions. Had they been able to keep their
mouths closed, it may have been more difficult to ascertain the degree of their weak-mindedness.

| am greatly indebted to Planned Parenthood, The Humanist Manifeso 1 and 2, The National
Organization of Women, the Democratic Party and all those on their Presidential ticket for the last
thirty years - and al those waiting in the wings. They all helped me alot.

On the other sde of the ledger, | would like to acknowledge Don Fricks, Director of a
Pregnancy Support Center, for a comment on the non-viability of infants. Hisremark triggered
that section of this work.

Our Creator has spared me from death on severd occasions. | hope part of the reason is
before your eyes. Anything accuratein thiswork | credit to Him, and all error ismine. That is
not humility. It isjust reality.

| understand that pro-choice Humanists, of all persuasions, want the material presented
hereto be error. They especially want me to be wrong on the parts about the preborn. Indeed,
they need me to be wrong. But, ... | do not think that | am. And, just as you have suspected dl
along the way, they lost.

http://www.freelygive-n.com
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ORGANIC DOCUMENT

Have you ever read any important literary work that solicits your input? Well, these
Ebooks and Articles want your input! Indeed, all my materias are unique “Organic Documents.”
| welcome thoughtful challenges or enhancements from you, the reader. Thisresultsin the
maturation of each document - thus becoming more and more vauable.

Hereis how you can participate in the maturation of this project.

Send your challenges or enhancements to robincalamaio@yahoo.com . Be sure and tell me:
a) What work you are responding to

b) The subheading (if | have one there)

¢) What phrase or sentence you are writing about, and
d) Tell meif your material isa chalenge or enhancement.

If you need more space than your text box allows, send your material in an attachment. Please
keep any viruses to yoursdf.

Submissions that forward the value of thiswork will be added indefinitely. These will be
identified in future editions as follows. A superscript will appear in the body of the text wherethe
relevant addition applies. For example:

. e - thisis Endnote 1 and is an enhancement.

. % - thisis Endnote 2 and is a challenge.

. et - thisis Endnote 4 and is amultiple enhancement.

. 6 . thisis Endnote 6 and is a challenge and an enhancemert.

. “  -thisindicatesatext change. Thiswill be rare as | want the original document to
remain intact.

. W - thisis Endnote 9 and flags a reader to a Related Website.

As electronic documents, related web sites can be added as links. If you know of a website that
should become a part of any of them, please submit the URL.

Future Editions

With your permission, notices of new editionsto any Ebook or Article you download will be
emailed to you. A new edition will have a minimum of five (5) new challenges or enhancements
from the previous edition. Each new edition will have an introductory statement that identifies
where these new edits are found and what type of edits they are (i.e., challenges, enhancements,
etc.).

Agreement to Participate

When you send your material, you are agreeing to have all, or part, of your work incorporated
without a claim to financial remuneration for future editions in which your work might appear.
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Copyright

All Ebooks and Articles carry full copyright protections. Asauthor, I, Robin Calamaio, grant
you permission to download and print a personal copy of anything you want. But | do ask that
full copies be made s0 asto avoid statements being taken out of context.

If you want to make copies to give to people other than yourself, | give you a conditional
permission. These are the conditions:

1) These areto be given away for free. Pleaseread, “Why Do You Give All Your Work Away?”
for an explanation of my motivation. It follows this materid.

2) If you can, let me know which works you are giving to someone else. Also, if you can supply
his’her email address, notices will be sent concerning other materials freely available, or ones yet
to be completed. Thiswill all remain free.

3) | also want to know of any distribution plan you come up with. If you fee the distribution of
any of these materials is part of your personal ministry, your ideas may benefit others who are
thinking the same. The sharing of your methods will be increasing your outreach, and if God does
use these Ebooks and Articles to profit others, you will receive reward for your impact. We are
dl looking to Judgement Day.

| appreciate your cooperation.

www.freelygive-n.com
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“Why Do You Give All Your Work Away?”
Robin Calamaio 2005

Thisisagood question. There are several reasons. But before stating them, know that | do
believe my Ebooks and Articles have value - and they did require alot of work. Also, | have
invested alot of time, and money, in procuring a Bachelor of Arts (Mgor: Business
Adminigtration, Minor: Bible, Milligan College, Milligan, TN), an Associate of Divinity
(Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, Fort Worth, TX), and a Master of Divinity
(Emmanuel School of Rdigion, Johnson City, TN). The Master was a 90 semester-hour program
with two years of New Testament Greek, one year of Hebrew and a Master Thesis (“Matthew
18:15-17 as a Procedure for Addressing Offenses Between Christians”). | was dso dected to
the International Society of Theta Phi, “An honor society for theological students, scholars in
the field of religion, and outstanding religious leaders.” This society selects members and
cannot be applied, or lobbied, for. So, why do | give my work away?

1. The chance of securing a book dea is probably about zero. Publishers are primarily looking
for celebrities, or previously established writers, before investing in an author, so | haven't wasted
my time. Besidesthat ...

2. Anything of value in my writings has come to me free of charge. God has charged me
nothing for His knowledge, understanding or wisdom. Therefore, it seems abit strange for me to
place a money barrier in front of any insight He may have imparted to me.

3. The Internet, and the ability to have my work electronically downloaded to your personal
computer, is atruly incredible thing. It gives me the opportunity to bring my work freely to you.
The possibility of influencing your thinking and values is more valuable to me than anything else.
4. My readersfall into one of three groups. They are current eternal brothers or sisters, to-be
eternal brothers or sisters, or the unfortunate never-to-be-redeemed individuas (which | hope
numbers zero after exposure to my work). Why would | want the money of any of these groups?

Having sated the above in what | hope is a genuine honesty, some readers may see this work
as an investment opportunity. So, | have set up aback end money Situation.

1. God is opposite of the world. | want you to fully vet the materids here first, and if 'you quaify
financidly, you can respond. See the page “Invest” on my websteto seeif you qualify!

2. Moneyisnot evil. Itisatool. Useyour money to your best benefit.

3. Any money given here is an investment. |f God uses these materials to strengthen or
otherwise expand His Kingdom, you will be recompensed - eternally.

S0, the bottom lineis that | leave thiswhole matter with you. That isjust theway | have
wanted to do this. I1t's my material, and | can do what | want withit. | want you to have it.

www.fredygive-n.com
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