Stop Worrying About the 2024
Election!

It is Election Season, the great American pastime second only
in importance to the Super Bowl, where we all gather as one
people to decide how the government will exploit us this time!
Get ready to break up friendships, argue with family members,
and dehumanize anyone who does not vote for your candidate!
ALl jokes aside, the presidential election is a stressful
event, especially in 2024, since our political climate 1is
extremely polarized. How are we as Christians and Americans to
approach our own electoral process?

While not all of the founding fathers were Christians,
“Jefferson and other secular minded Americans subscribed to
certain propositions about law and authority that had the
roots in the Protestant reformation,”{1l} so they all held
Christian values. The fundamental Christian teaching our
government is founded upon is that humans are made in the
image of God. The Declaration of Independence asserts, “We
hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created
equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable Rights. "

The limitation of powers was also influenced by Christian
teachings on human nature, that we are a fallen creation.
Humans, while made in the image of God, are inherently
corrupted by sin. All systems of government can and will be
used for the ruler’s benefit at the expense of their subjects.
The U.S. government was set up to keep too much power from
falling into anybody’s hands, including the masses.

As citizens, Christians have been given a number of
responsibilities. We are commanded to obey and render service
to our government. “Render to Caesar what is Caesar’s and to
God what is God’s.” (Matthew 22:21) Because it is a God-
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ordained institution, we are to submit to civil authority (1
Peter 2:13-17).{2} One service you may render as an American
citizen 1is participating in the 1law-making process and
executive processes by voting.

The campaigners seek to present themselves as God’s gift to
the United States, while portraying their opponents and any
who vote for them as the devil himself. It 1is your
responsibility to discern truth from lies. We have no right to
treat those who vote differently than us as less than human.
All are made in the image of God, so all deserve to be
respected as such. Do not throw around labels meant to
dehumanize the other side like “anti-life” or “Nazi,” as these
achieve nothing but further enmity between our countrymen.
Instead, do everything you can to debate with respect by
attacking their position rather than the person.

Finally, in Luke 12 Jesus tells us that God can and will
provide for our needs, so we should not worry about things
outside of our control. Too often, I have seen people worrying
over how other people in their city vote, or respond with
anger when their electoral vote overturned the popular vote.
This is unfortunate.

“But this 1is injustice!” some might say. On the contrary,
letting the popular vote decide our elections 1is unjust,
because it gives all of the power to big cities. People living
in rural areas will have no say in elections, because the city
always out-votes them. We have no control over how other
people vote. Our electors are meant to take power away from
the popular vote.{3} Why should you be mad? Once you have
voted, it’s out of your hands. God is in control of the rest.

Notes

1. Anderson, Kerby. Christians and Government: A Biblical
Point of View (Cambridge Ohio: Christian Publishing House,
2016), 20.

2. Ibid., 7.



3. National Archives and Records Administration. (n.d.).
Electoral College History. National Archives and Records
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Nuclear War

Kerby Anderson provides an overview of nuclear war from Annie
Jacobsen’s book Nuclear War: A Scenario with a biblical
response.

Hell on Earth

Annie Jacobsen begins her book with a scenario:{1l} a one-
megaton thermonuclear bomb strikes the Pentagon and vaporizes
the building and the 27,000 employees within it. A mile away
the marble columns of the Lincoln and Jefferson memorials
burst apart and disintegrate. Two and a half miles west at
National Park, the clothes of a majority of the 35,000 people
watching the ballgame catch on fire.

Her book, Nuclear War: A Scenario, takes you
through, in a minute-by-minute description, what
would happen if a “bolt out of the blue” nuclear
attack took place on U.S. soil. This 370-page book
isn’t for the faint-hearted, but it is an in-depth
investigation in how we got to this place in world history and
what would happen if the unthinkable became reality. And the
book provides a sequel to the 2023 biographical film,
Oppenheimer.

Why are we discussing this difficult topic of nuclear war now?
First, there 1is a need to educate a new generation. Although
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Americans talked about the danger of nuclear war during the
Cold War years, much less has been said in recent years.
Second, the threat of nuclear war 1is even greater today
because of countries like North Korea that have nuclear
weapons and other countries like Iran that are attempting to
develop nuclear weapons. Third, this discussion is relevant
because so many documents about nuclear war have been
declassified. We know so much more about nuclear war than we
knew just a few years ago.

It is impossible for our minds to comprehend what happens in a
nuclear blast. The air heats to one hundred and eighty million
degrees Fahrenheit. This is nearly five times hotter than the
temperature in the center of the sun. The blast levels any
structure within miles, but also creates winds travelling at
several hundred miles per hour.

The nuclear fireball then rises like a hot-air balloon forming
the iconic mushroom cloud with cap and stem. Then the inferno
begins. Gas lines explode and look like giant blowtorches.
Washington, D.C. has now become a mega-inferno. Asphalt
streets turn to liquid from the intense heat. More than a
million people are dead or dying within two minutes after the
detonation.

Outside of the blast area, the electromagnetic pulse
obliterates all radio, television, and the Internet. Cars with
electric ignition systems cannot start. Water stations cannot
pump water. And deadly radiation spreads to those who survived
the initial blast.

Nuclear war may be unthinkable, but that is why we are
thinking and talking about it.

Happens Too Fast

Nuclear war could develop unthinkably fast and devastate our
world.



An intercontinental ballistic missile is a long-range missile
that delivers nuclear weapons to political and military
targets on the other side of the world. These ICBMs exist to
do one thing: kill millions of people in another country.

Back when the ICBM was invented, Herb York, the Pentagon’s
chief scientist, wanted to calculate how many minutes it would
take for it to reach the Soviet Union.{2} A group of defense
scientists estimated that it would take 26 minutes and 40
seconds. From launch to annihilation takes just 1,600 seconds.
Nuclear war happens too fast.

Today that estimate varies because we have nine countries that
possess nuclear weapons: Russia, France, China, Pakistan,
India, Israel, North Korea, the UK, and the US. Given North
Korea’s geographical location, the launch-to-target time frame
from the Korean peninsula to the East Coast of the US would be
about 33 minutes.

But a nuclear blast can come even sooner from nuclear-armed,
nuclear-powered submarines. These submarines are called
“boomers” or even have been called the “handmaidens of the
apocalypse.” They are undetectable under the sea and can sneak
up very close to a nation’s coast and launch a first-strike
attack. This is why the president actually has only a six-
minute window to decide on a nuclear counterattack.

Launch on Warning

America has a policy known as “launch on warning.”{3} What
that means is that America will launch its nuclear weapons
once its early-warning electronic sensor system warns of an
impending nuclear attack. Put another way, the US won’t wait
to check if a warning is accurate, it will not wait and
physically absorb a nuclear blow before launching its own
nuclear weapons at whoever sent a missile to them.

This policy has been in place since the height of the cold war
and represented an incredibly high risk. As one advisor



explains, launch on warning during at time of intense crisis
is a recipe for catastrophe.

Presidential candidates have promised to change this policy,
but nothing has happened so far. George W. Bush in 2000 vowed
to address this policy: “Keeping so many weapons on high alert
may create an unacceptable risk for accidental of unauthorized
launch.” Barack Obama argued that “keeping nuclear weapons
ready to launch on a moment’s notice is a dangerous relic of
the Cold War.” President Biden has also encouraged to
eliminate this perilous policy. No change has been made.

President’s Football

The decision to launch a nuclear strike comes from the
president. How did the government decide to give the president
the nuclear football? The story begins with Harold Agnew back
in 1959.{4} He visited a NATO base and noticed there were
four F-84F aircraft at the end of the runway; each was
carrying two nuclear gravity bombs. This meant that these
nuclear bombs were in the custody of one U.S. Army private
armed with a M1 rifle with eight rounds of ammunition. The
only safeguard against unauthorized use of an atomic bomb was
this single GI surrounded by numbers of foreign troops on
foreign territory with thousands of Soviet troops just miles
away .

When he got back to the U.S., Agnew contacted a project
engineer at Sandia Laboratories and asked if they could put an
electronic “lock” on the bomb’s firing circuits that would
prevent others from arming the nuclear bomb. They produced a
lock and coded switch that would be activated with a three-
digit code.

They presented the idea and the device to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy and then to President Kennedy who ordered it
to be done. But the military objected. A general asked how a



pilot somewhere in the world could get a code from the
President of the United States to arm a nuclear weapon before
being overrun by a massively superior number of Soviet troops?
And why not have other nuclear bombs also coded?

The answer came in the creation of the President’s Football,
which is an emergency satchel. This gave the president, not
the military, control of America’s nuclear arsenal. The
Football must always be near the president.

There is a story of how important it is for the president to
have access to the Football.{5} When President Clinton was
visiting Syria, President Hafez al-Assad’s handlers tried to
prevent Clinton’s military aide from riding in an elevator
with him. The Secret Service would not let that happen, and
they did not let that happen.

Inside is a set of documents known as the Black Book. Robert
“Buzz” Patterson served as a military aide to President
Clinton, and I was able to interview him one time on my radio
program. He likened the Black Book to a “Denny’s breakfast
menu” because of how it looked. The president must choose
retaliatory targets from a predetermined nuclear strike list
on the menu.

Let me end with this question: Do you believe the current
president has a mental capacity to make a rational decision of
about launching nuclear weapons?

War Games

One question that was asked more than forty years ago was
whether anyone could win a nuclear war. Spoiler alert: no one
can. President Reagan ordered a simulated war game with the
name Proud Prophet to explore the outcome and long-term
effects of a nuclear war.{6}

The research used mathematical models to predict outcomes and
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was conducted at the National War College. Participants were
cloistered away inside a secure location to prevent leaks. The
results were only declassified in 2012, but much of the
material was blacked out. Fortunately, this declassification
allowed participants to discuss it without violating the
Espionage Act of 1917.

Over the two weeks, every simulated scenario ended the same
way. Sometimes they began with a tactical nuclear strike and a
so-called limited nuclear war. Other times they simulated
exercises with NATO and then with other exercises without
NATO. There were scenarios where the U.S. launched nuclear war
preemptively. Sometimes that was when the Pentagon was
supposedly in focused calm and other when in a crisis mode.

Sadly, the result was the same. Once a nuclear war starts,
there is no way to win it or even end it. No matter how a
nuclear war begins, it ends with complete Armageddon-like
destruction. As one participant put it, this destruction “made
all the wars of the past five hundred years pale 1in
comparison.” At least a half billion (and probably more like a
billion) people die in the war’s opening salvo. Then billions
more die of radiation poisoning and starvation.

Nuclear Winter

When the bombs cease striking targets, the world turns cold
and dark. Everything is on fire. Smoke produces noxious smog
of pyrotoxins. Fires in the cities ignite other fires. Even 1in
the less-populated areas, forest fires rage.

The density of soot reduces global temperatures by 20-40
degrees depending on the location. Earth plunges into the
horror known as a “nuclear winter.” This might be a familiar
term for those of us who lived in the 1980s. Astronomer Carl
Sagan wrote about it and warned us of the dangers of nuclear
war.

A nuclear war would change the troposphere and thus the amount



of sunlight reaching the earth. Once the radioactive fog and
haze diminish, the ozone layer disappears, and the sun’s
warming rays are now killer UV rays.

Earth is no longer as hospitable for humans as it once was.
After millennia of planting and harvesting, the few humans to
survive return to a hunter-gatherer existence.

Biblical Perspective

We will conclude this discussion of nuclear war with a
biblical perspective. Let’'s begin with the realization that
God is sovereign and in control. But that doesn’t mean that He
would never allow a nuclear war to take place. Throughout
history, we have had tyrants and armies destroy people groups
and civilizations. God used pagan nations to judge the nation
of Israel.

How should we respond? Since the first atomic bombings at the
end of World War II, there has been a condition known as
“nuclear anxiety.” Jesus instructs us not to “be anxious about
tomorrow” (Matthew 6:34), and Paul also tells us not to “be
anxious about anything” (Philippians 4:6). Jesus even says
that “if those days had not been cut short, no human being
would be saved” (Matthew 24:22).

In the book of Daniel, we have another reminder of God’s
sovereignty that came in the second dream of Nebuchadnezzar.
It reminded him of the fact that God “rules the kingdom of men
and gives it to whom he will and sets over it the lowliest of
men” (Daniel 4:17). Nebuchadnezzar knew more about human
sovereignty than anyone and proclaimed God’s sovereignty over
the earth at the end of his days (4:34).

Some Christians have suggested that the Bible may be
describing a nuclear war. In the book of Revelation, there is
a description of the poisoning of the waters (8:11), death of
the earth’s vegetation (8:17), the end of ocean life (16:3),



and the inability to block the sun’s rays resulting in severe
burns (16:8).

There is a description of stars of heaven falling to earth
(6:13) that some have suggested might be describing nuclear
missiles raining down on earth during a nuclear war. These
would be visible as they enter the atmosphere and begin
striking the cities on earth.

Even passages in the 0ld Testament might point to the effects
of a nuclear war. For example, in Zechariah 14:12 we read that
“the Lord will strike all the peoples that wage war against
Jerusalem: their flesh will rot while they are still standing
on their feet, their eyes will rot in their sockets, and their
tongues will rot in their mouths.”

One prophecy yet to be fulfilled can be found in Ezekiel 38
that describes nations that will come against Israel. But
critics point to the fact that it says they are riding horses,
wearing helmets and armor, and wielding swords (38:4-5). That
doesn’t look like a modern army. But I remember a famous quote
from Albert Einstein: “I know not with what weapons World War
ITIT will be fought, but World War IV will be fought with
sticks and stones.” The world might look very different after
a nuclear war.

In this article we have been discussing the unthinkable: a
nuclear war. We should remember the words of Jesus: “In the
world you will have tribulation. But take heart; I have
overcome the world” (John 16:33).

Notes

1. Annie Jacobsen, Nuclear War: A Scenario, NY: Dutton, 2024,
XVvii.

2. Ibid., 53-55.

3. Ibid., 59-60.

4. Ibid., 86-87.

5. Ibid., 84-85.
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Crimping Conscilences: Texas
City Railroads Pro-Gay
Ordinance

Byron Barlowe blogs about the his city’s Anti-Discrimination
ordinance intended to give full recognition to the LGBT
community at the expense of those who disagree.

New Anti-Discrimination Policy Approved

According to the Dallas Morning News Plano Blog, “In a split
vote Monday, the Plano City Council passed the controversial
Equal Rights Policy [ERP] over the objections of many
residents in the standing-room-only crowd.

The amendment to the city’s 1989 anti-discrimination policy
extends protections from housing, employment and public
accommodation discrimination to include sexual orientation,
gender identity and other categories” like veterans. While no
one objected to the inclusion of veterans, an overwhelming
number of surprised and very lately aware (as in, the day of)
citizens voiced strong opposition. These objections, while
noted, seemed to make little to no difference to the city
council and certainly to Mayor Harry LaRosiliere, who was so
eager to vote for the statute that he went out of order during
proceedings.

As a Plano resident who publicly urged the council to vote
“No” on the measure, I offer some reflections on the
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issue—both 1local and larger—from a biblically informed
worldview.

Good Intentions: Trying to Legislate
Values Directly

Rather than seeking to legislate merely out of a set of
values—an unavoidable reality—the Plano City Council clearly
tried to impose a set of values directly onto the public by
adopting this more expansive anti-discrimination ordinance.
Such legislative overreach has become part and parcel of an
increasingly politically correct polity known as the United
States of America. Plano is now more PC. While this kind of
ordinance 1is not only inadvisable because it cannot hope to
work well, it also steps beyond the scope of a proper role of
government.

IT CANNOT WORK BECAUSE .

We often hear the phrase “You can’t legislate morality.” Well,
yes and no. While the very nature of human law at its root is
a delineation of and codification of right vis a vis
wrong—that 1is, strictures or incentives administered by the
state as a morally informed code of conduct-it is also true
that government cannot successfully impose morality, per se,
onto the consciences of their citizens.

Yet, that is precisely what such ordinances as Plano’s ERP
seeks to do. Plano’s “out” regarding the problem of
conscientious objection? City Attorney Paige Mims assures us
that if anyone outside of the many exempted statuses has a
moral or religious objection, they can go through a waiver
process. This is, on 1its face, an undue imposition on
businesspeople who don’t fall under exempted categories like
education, non-profit or religious. Recent legal precedent
(see Hobby Lobby case) makes clear that religious businesses
do not somehow lay down their rights of conscience when they
go into business.



ROLE OF GOVERNMENT.

When government entities try to arbitrate motives, for example
hate crimes laws that purport to regulate actions based on the
attitudinal intent of the actor, it steps into a sphere where
it does not, indeed it cannot, belong. In other words, it
takes on a godlike sovereignty to righteously discern between
this and that intention. Can’t be done. Not righteously. Not
fairly.

People—including city 1legal departments and judges—are
fallible humans who lack the innate ability to administer
justice based primarily or solely on someone’s internal
motivation. “The purposes of a person’s heart are deep waters,
but one who has insight draws them out” (Proverbs 20:5).
Drawing out the “purposes” of a man’s or woman’s heart 1is
certainly not a governmental role. But this is what it takes
to know motives, a role only God claims full access to, and a
role traditionally reserved for clergy, other spiritual
advisers and psychologists.

Here is a pithy bunch of biblical worldview teaching on the
role of government.

Biblically, the proper role of government is founded in limits
primarily written in Romans 13. As I understand it, a biblical
worldview on government’s role is limited to: fighting wars,
passing and enforcing laws concerning public human
interactions and that’s about it. Anything else falls under
the jurisdiction of religious and social institutions.
Government: stay out!

I'm not arguing for such a state of affairs as an absolute in
the real world, but as a plumb line to measure when government
has stepped over its proper boundaries. In the case of Plano’s
ERP government has overstepped.
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Progressivism on Parade

The subtext of public deliberations on Plano’s ERP was plainly
a progressive agenda. Why else would a city seek to get “ahead
of the curve” on a social issue such as gender bias or sexual
identity discrimination or whatever the euphemism is today?
(Refer above to the value of limited role of government, which
was expressed repeatedly to the council by citizens of Plano.)
The council, challenged that there are no known cases of such
discrimination, seemed to shrug dismissively and invoke the
need to “get ahead of” the issue.

“The issue of equality is a basic human rights issue and the
choice for some to focus on a person’s sexuality is conflating
the issue,” said the Mayor. Conflating what with what? Either
the mayor misunderstands the term “conflating” (making things
the same) or he'’s basically accusing objectors of the very
thing that has been foisted upon them—namely, making one’s
sexual choices (not their true sexuality) the determiner of
human rights. This is like watching someone start a fight over
a piece of land and then accusing the one attacked of starting
that same fight over that very piece of land!

Questioning the need for the statute was otherwise met with a
not-so-veiled sense of accusation, an implication of inherent
bias on the part of the objectors, despite an overall
congenial atmosphere. So, if I question the veracity of the
claim to need such a policy or ask for reasonable cause, I am
automatically anti-gay? That's patently false and unfair. Yet
that was the sense of things in a politically correct
undercurrent that is the zeitgeist of our day.

Worldview War

This is the serious game begun back in the 1970s by Marshall
Kirk and Hunter Madsen who spelled out the propaganda project
of the gay lobby in a book titled After the Ball: How America
Will Conquer Its Fear & Hatred of Gays in the 90s. Now that
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their jamming (name-calling, guilt by association and other
tactics) have worked so well, only an implicit inference need
be made at such meetings as Monday night’s. It has a
chilling—no—-a virtual shutdown effect.

Yet, many citizens displayed aplomb when speaking on the
Constitution and related matters. Businesspeople appealed to
the unfairness of having to seek redress through a voucher
system. One person well said in response: “The Constitution is
my waiver.” First Amendment (or any other) rights do not
require special permission. It’s government’s role merely to
ensure them, which Plano may think it’s doing by elevating
ever more special interests to protected status. That is an
upside-down approach that’'s illegitimate no matter how much
case law exists or how many other cities and companies enact
similar policies.

The “We’re Just Following” Fallacy

An admittedly very arguable point I’'d like to add: Mayor
LaRosiliere and City Attorney Mims claimed that other major
cities in Texas have such statutes on the books. Hence we are
not, as implicated, “out front” taking legal risks, but rather
are following others’ lead. This seems disingenuous.

Are we “out in front” of the issue or are we, as strongly
emphasized by the Mayor, simply one in a fairly long line of
municipalities trying to codify fair treatment to people of
all lifestyles and segments? One could make the case that
Plano 1is in the vanguard overall but not first 1in
implementation. However, that is unsatisfactory to many. You
can’t ultimately have it both ways: either you’'re progressive
on social issues (which does not truly reflect Plano well) or
you're just falling in line with current legal trends.

The “Gay Gene” at the Bottom of the



Debate

One thing 1is sure: 1increased expansion of rights and
privileges to previously unaddressed parties is the trend 1in
our culture—and lots of it has to do with sexuality in a newly
politicized way. But we thought government was supposed to get
out of our bedrooms?

Any claim to that distinction has been lost with the adoption
of the near-universal belief in what amounts to a “gay
gene”—that a person inherently possesses a sexual identity
that may indeed be homosexual or of other varieties. This,
over and against a mere proclivity or attraction to the same
sex, which leaves room for choice, which is an ethical issue.
Remove choice regarding homosexuality, you remove any basis of
objection. Remove objection, you can run roughshod over any
cultural restraints on the free and damaging expression of
sexuality outside the bounds of its Inventor, God. Remove
those restrictions, celebrate the lifestyle, then codify and
impugn those who disagree, and the After the Ball agenda is a
complete success.

Monday night’s meeting was an incremental victory toward this
end, whether or not players on the city council or either side
of the issue realized it. Regarding objectors’ motives, it’s
one thing to care for individuals whose sexual identity is in
question or those who act out a gay lifestyle and it’s another
kind of thing entirely to exercise one’s rights to oppose
codification of these choices and lifestyles. I and many of my
friends there that night were doing one while we practice the
other in private situations, too.

There is no cognitive dissonance or hypocrisy here—one can do
both public square advocacy of conservative values and also
outreach to individuals who struggle in a certain area of
sin—namely other-than-heterosexual-wed sex. True Christlike
love does not affirm that which the Bible condemns, but shows
grace nonetheless.
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There 1s a Precedent for Unintended
Consequences and Abuse

Plano’s ERP sets up the same oppression of religious objectors
that has been seen already across the U.S. with cake bakers,
wedding venue owners and others who-for reasons of
conscience—-refuse to do business with certain parties 1in
select situations like gays getting married. Yes, exemptions
were written into Plano’s ordinance, but does anyone seriously
believe these will stand up under judicial scrutiny in this
day and age? The erosion of rights continues—and saying so,
again, 1is not to be confused with intolerance.

This brand of identity politics is rooted in the cultural
adoption of the doctrine of a gay gene (“God or nature made me
this way!”), which 1is at a worldview level, where most
objectors to the statute were coming from. We object to the
underlying presupposition that homosexuality is not utterly
tied up with choice, which is so fundamental to opposition to
the gay rights issue. (I almost come off as a throwback rube
for even bringing it up in today’s enlightened culture—which
furthers my point!)

The Condescension that Falsely Pits
Feelings vs. Facts

Monday night'’s proceedings—at least from the point of view of
the city council-were saturated with what has been called the
Sacred / Secular Split. On this view, there are basically two
levels of discourse: an area of public life informed largely
by science but also by enlightened social values (invariably
liberal / progressive / non-traditional ones) balanced
unevenly by a lesser valued, private world of emotional /
psychological / religious sentiments.

The former—where real knowledge resides—should supposedly be
the domain of public policy. The latter—again, a private set
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of often closely held feelings and values that should have no
sway in the public arena yet the existence of which are
somewhat guarded by government and other institutions—are to
be tolerated as inevitable but will hopefully catch up with
social contracts like those being forged by the gay lobby and
societal institutions across the waterfront. The notion is:
“You have a right to your private opinion. Just don’t bring it
into the public square.”

This attitude, this taken-for-granted starting place was most
evident in closing remarks made by several city council
members—all of whom happened to vote for the policy. One
council member waxed eloquent on his world travels, noting
that the most advanced societies he’d run across made it a
point never to discriminate. (I don’t know where he’s been,
but perhaps his hotel’s staff might beg to differ—just
guessing.)

More poignantly, he and another council member who said that
her Christian faith informed her “yes” vote, was only one more
who joined a chorus of comments like:

“There were lots of strong feelings on the topic of discussion
tonight” and

n

“This is a very emotional issue for many.

The plain inference was that objections were raised out of the
private, sacred area of life, laden with “emotion” and
“feelings” while effective debate occurred on the level of
law, fact and agreed-upon societal norms (at least the
evolving kind that our “City of Excellence” wants to be known
for).

Pronouncements by a clergy woman (Disciples of Christ) who
serves as an officer of a Plano Gay-Lesbian-Bisexual-
Transgender association, the mayor and at least one more gay
advocate that the passage of the ERP was just “the right thing
to do” obviously paints the vast majority of citizens as those



who want to do the wrong thing. According to Mayor
LaRosiliere, “Providing equal rights to everyone is the right
thing to do.” Rights to what? Rights in displacement of whose
rights? The task in a pluralistic society is to find that
fairest middle ground—and that failed Monday night.

Apparently bigotry, at least ignorance, was the only thing
standing in the way of Plano’s ERP. Thank you for the
condescension. Which leads to my final point: the race card
was deftly played by none other than Mayor LaRosiliere where
it has no place. And the Mayor did precisely what he accused
others of of doing, that is

. . .Conflating Race & Sexual Lifestyle

Plano’s Mayor ended deliberations (or nearly did) with a
speech on the equivalency of historical human rights movements
to the current push for special privileges for sexual
identities and lifestyles. His well-written story arc was
centered on the question, “Why are we doing this now?” In a
series of juxtaposed historical references, he posed the
guestion he deemed was being needlessly asked about Plano’s
Equal Rights Protection ordinance: Why pass this now if there
is no case on record of any discrimination? In the case of the
infamous Dredd-Scott Supreme Court decision that ruled blacks
were 3/5 of a person one might ask, he said, “Why are we doing
this now?”

“If we spoke in 1919,” LaRosiliere continued, “to allow women
to vote, the question would be, ‘Why are you oppressing me and
making me subject to this now.’” He went on to paint
discrimination against the Irish in early 19th Century New
York and segregation in the South in the 20th Century as
morally equivalent instances comparable to the current
situation—-ostensibly oppression of gay, lesbian and
transgender citizens.

Very cleverly devised rhetorical device, that. But it
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presupposes a moral equivalency that a black man sitting
beside me rejected outright. This gentlemen from Nigeria was
so confused by the proceedings and the Mayor’s speech capping
them off that he was convinced the entire issue at hand was
racism! When I asked him this question, he unequivocally
answered “No!”: “Do you think that homosexual identity is the
same kind of thing as you being black or being from Nigeria?”

llNo ! n

And rightly, my new African friend-who is a Christian-was
bothered by the conflation of the two and the use of such
rhetoric to elevate a class of people based on their sinful
behavior and identity to it as the basis to extend so-called
human rights. We all have the right to fair treatment as
humans made in God’s image. We do not have a right to socially
engineer law to force the compromise of conscience that is
being carried out by Plano’s new ordinance.

As I pleaded with the council not to allow, we will surely
read about this case going to court, being found
unconstitutional and otherwise unlawful and costing this
taxpayer and all others unnecessarily.

Ideas, worldviews, do indeed have consequences.



