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Manassas, VA - Recently one of the current Presidential candidates, Donald Trump, just prior to a campaign event here, opined that he would consider going after the families of terrorists who commit atrocities against Americans.  Almost immediately, critics lambasted his suggestion, calling it, among other things, "immoral."   As is usual for him, Trump has not apologized, but double-downed by stating that his position was based on reports that immediately prior to implementing their plan to carry out the 9-11 attacks on U.S. targets, some of the terrorists involved had put their wives and families on planes out of the U.S. to Saudi Arabia, to protect them from danger due to a presumed backlash following the attacks.  Trump stated that his views to attempt to kill the wives and children of terrorists were based on his belief that holding families accountable would act as a deterrent against future attacks by would-be terrorists.
Regardless of one's views about the propriety (or efficacy) of Trump's plan, I question the basis by which it can be labeled "immoral."   Such designations are highly subjective, and have been the source of argument among humans for centuries.  When, for example, is it "moral" for the state to kill a human?  The ongoing debate over capital punishment in the United States is centered on this very question.  Here is another one to ponder:  is self-defense a sufficient justification for someone to kill an attacker?   Just in the past year we have seen numerous questionable incidents involving policemen shooting citizens because they (the policemen) feared for their lives.  And, what about war, and the inherent barbarity inherent in those scenarios?  A current twist on this topic involves the ongoing use of drones by the U.S. to "take out" leaders of terrorist groups abroad.   If the drone also happens to kill the bad guy's family, is this action moral, and how is it different from Trump’s suggestion?
Many of the world's religious texts, including some of the most widely read and revered, such as the Old Testament of the Bible, would certainly appear to not only allow, but endorse, the murder of the families of opponents.  There are numerous instances in the Old Testament which declare that God has instructed a Jewish leader to order the annihilation of every living member of an enemy's family during battle.   Two examples are found in the book of Deuteronomy [2:24] where Moses states, “At that time we captured all his [Sihon’s] towns, and in each town we utterly destroyed men, women, and children. We left not a single survivor."   Later in this same book, Moses again gloats that “we utterly destroyed them, as we had done to King Sihon of Heshbon, in each city utterly destroying men, women, and children. But all the livestock and the plunder of the towns we kept as spoils for ourselves.” Deuteronomy [3:6-7].  The guidance for each of these horrific battles was based on conversations Moses said that he had with “The Lord God.”
The Koran contains similar passages, some of which are currently being interpreted in a highly literal manner to kill all "infidels" (defined as anyone, including women and children) who is presumed not to be choosing to follow the Islamic faith - as interpreted by that particular sect of Islam.  Shiite Moslems proclaim that Allah is directly them to kill all Sunni Moslems, and, of course, vice-versa.
The Book of Mormon also contains passages glorifying what we might now call barbarous acts, all in the name of God.  Among the many battles recounted, Ehter 14:17 tells of one particular bloody one,  “And it came to pass that Shiz pursued after Coriantumr, and he did overthrow many cities, and he did slay both women and children, and he did burn the cities.”  Many battles between these two followed, with extreme savagery until in the final verses of Ether in which Comiantumr eventually “smote off the head of Shiz.”
It would certainly appear, therefore, that few world religions provide a consistent basis for adjusting our moral compass.  The bottom line in each seems to be that "anything goes" so long as those actions promote the survival of, or building of, that religion - or society.  When the ultimate fate of a nation is at stake, there are no rules of behavior.  "Morality," it would appear, has been, and continues to be, a rather relativistic concept in the real world.  The only consistent lesson seems to be that the winners always get to write the history.
I thought that you might like to know.
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