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"Not to oppose error is to approve it; and not to defend truth is to suppress it.” - Pope St. Felix III 
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Pro-life without Exception

Looking at the Tough, Practical Questions

Will an organization ever effectively address pro-life issues if its focus is exclusively on surgical abortions?

Not according to Dr. Charles Rice, Professor of Law at Notre Dame Law School. The battle for life includes chemical abortions (most contraceptives such as “the pill” and IUDs and the “morning after” pill), euthanasia, fetal experimentation, the destruction of “test tube” embryos, and stem cell research conducted on tissue from aborted babies.  These account for far more deaths than surgical abortions, which are estimated to be over 40 million in the United States since Roe vs. Wade.

Rice writes in his book, No Exception, that pro-lifers are fighting the wrong battle.  “The emergence of early abortifacient technology…heralds a new war in which abortion as well as euthanasia will be truly a private choice.” (p. 5)

He later writes: “The pro-life troops have mobilized to fight for generally marginal restrictions on surgical abortions.  This effort is counterproductive because it concedes that the intentional killing of some human beings can be validly legalized and therefore that some innocent human beings can be treated as nonpersons ….before long, surgical abortions will go the way of the horse cavalry.  The new war, now underway, involves early abortifacient drugs and devices which will dominate as abortion techniques of the near future.  The pro-life movement is losing that war by default because of its preoccupation with surgical abortion and the politics of compromise…”(p. 58) Are “exceptions” in pro-life legislation, such as in the case of rape, incest, or fetal abnormalities, moral? [“moral” as opposed to “prudent”]

No.  “Exceptions” imply that the lives of some human beings are more valuable than others.   

Fr. Angel Rodriguez Luño, Ordinary Professor of Moral Theology, Pontifical University of the Holy Cross (Rome) writes: “[A] moral evil may not be the direct object of the will, even when it is a lesser evil. No one may licitly carry out the command to kill ten innocent people in order to prevent the killing of thirty. What is intrinsically evil cannot be the direct object of the will, no matter what the cost.”

What about the “life of the mother” exception? Isn’t a “life of the mother” exception in pro-life legislation just a legal way of permitting what Catholic moral law has always acknowledged, that a mother may accept therapeutic treatments that have the “foreseen but unintended” result of killing the unborn baby? 

The difference between the two situations described here is abysmal. Catholic moral teaching has always recognized that a mother acting in defense of her own life, even if it regrettably results in the death of her child, has not morally or legally aborted it.  There is no intention to kill the baby.  The doctor’s efforts are directed to caring for both the child and the mother.

This is quite a different thing from legalizing the intentional killing of a child, for whatever reason.* 

Dr. Charles Rice concludes: “There is no need, therefore, to provide a specific exception for such cases in a statute or constitutional amendment prohibiting abortion.” (p. 75)

* Further evidence that the Church does not recognize the “life of the mother” exception as a moral position may be found in the words of Pope Pius XII: 

Every human being, even the infant in the mother's womb, has the right to life immediately from God, not from the parent or any human society or authority. Therefore, there is no man, no human authority, no science, no medical, eugenic, social, economic or moral "indication" that can show or give valid juridical title for direct deliberate disposition concerning an innocent human life—which is to say, a disposition that aims at its destruction either as an end in itself or as the means of attaining another end that is perhaps in no way illicit itself. Thus, for example, to save the life of the mother is a most noble end, but the direct killing of the child as a means to this end is not licit. 

Pope Pius XII, Allocution to Italian midwives, October 29, 1951

Evangelium Vitae (para. 73) speaks about the situation of a pro-life politician voting for legislation that fails to restrict all abortions but “limits the harm” of existing laws.  Does this have any application to the average citizen? 

Yes.  Evangelium Vitae implies that a citizen may, after all his efforts to support pro-life positions and candidates have been defeated, reluctantly support or vote for legislation that has exceptions or for a candidate whose pro-abortion record is less damaging than his opponents.  

“There is a difference, however,” writes Dr. Rice, “between the pro-life advocate who fights the good fight, is beaten down and then, under protest, takes what he can get and the one who takes the initiative in promoting laws that allow abortion.”

Dr. Rice continues: “Sometimes pro-life advocates and legislators convince themselves that authentic pro-life law cannot be enacted; they themselves then become proponents of compromise measures that validate anti-life positions by implicitly defining the lives of some unborn children as negotiable.” (p. 85)

Luño reasons that although a proposed piece of legislation may be seriously unjust  (and “without authentic juridical validity”), the act of supporting it may be moral if: 

1. The expressed intention of the lawmaker (or citizen) is to protect all innocent human life. 

2. The law proposed is more restrictive than what it seeks to replace and total restriction of abortion is not possible.

3. The possibilities of scandal and misunderstanding have been weighed (e.g. no one is teaching that “life of the mother” exceptions are morally permissible.)

“[T]he sole authentic meaning of the lawmaker's action is that it is the partial repeal of an unjust law, always under the condition that it is partial solely because total repeal is not possible.  Certainly a law remains, which, while more restrictive, is still unjust.” (Luño) 

Put another way, one is not actually supporting or voting for the unjust law.  Rather, one is working in a painfully slow and realistic way to end all abortions. 

So, if a person can, at the last minute, vote for an inherently unjust piece of legislation or for a candidate with a flawed position on life issues if by doing so he limits an existing evil, does this mean he can or should work for such compromised positions?

According to Fr. Luño, a pro-lifer can morally promote a piece of inherently unjust legislation if it “is aimed at obtaining the most protection for unborn human life which hic et nunc can be obtained, then it is clear that the object of their act is the defense of human life and the limitation of the evil here and now possible, without implying any necessary approval or responsibility for what cannot be prevented.”  One isn’t actually voting for the unjust legislation; one is voting to restrict as much of the evil of abortion as one can.

But should a pro-lifer do so? Rice argues that “Every time a pro-lifer proposes a law that would tolerate the execution of some unborn children, his pro-life rhetoric is drowned out by the loud and clear message of his action, that he concedes that the law can validly tolerate the intentional killing of innocent human beings.  The incremental approach should be rejected not as immoral but as counterproductive.” (Rice, p. 85)

There is a distinction between “can” and “should.” The distinction applies not only to the prudential judgement made in any given situation, but also to the positions of various bodies of pro-lifers.  The work of Los Pequeños de Cristo, for example, does not involve introduction of legislation. Using the strict criteria above, however, individuals might, with a right intention, choose to support such legislation.
Might one choose to not to support it?  

Good people, who agree on the principles of “100% pro-life” may disagree on the strategies it takes to achieve it.  However, if Catholics are going to make any impact on the prevailing culture, they must be willing to tackle the full spectrum of attacks against human life.  “Abortion, whether surgical or chemical, is the defining social issue and the defining ethical challenge of our day.” (Fr. Charles Stoeber)

It is painful that people of good will, serving such a high cause as the total defense of all innocent human life, discover that they have profound differences.   It is to be hoped that a spirit of mutual respectfulness toward one another may prevail. 

Fr. Luño says: “This does not mean that all Catholics have, in fact, or should have the same political ideas.  On many political problems, various different solutions are compatible with the Christian conscience, and each Catholic will support what he thinks best.

When I speak of consistency, I am referring to consistency with what the Christian conscience necessarily exacts or prohibits.” (
Up-coming: The January 2003 Pepper will review Charles Rice’s book, The Winning Side: Questions on Living the Culture of Life.” 

“Church Militant” Conference

Photos of a Memorable and Inspiring Event
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More than four hundred people enjoyed 

spectacular speakers on September 14, 2002.
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 Convert Alex Jones and a rededicated Jesse Romero  keep Conference participants on the edge of their chairs.  “I gave up everything to be here,” said Jones.  “I’m not PC, I’m RC,” said Romero.  Being Catholic isn’t about “feeling good but about being holy.”

Fr. William Casey, C.P.M, Superior General of the Fathers of Mercy, gave both the homily at the Conference Mass and a talk.  “Which is more difficult,” Father asked, “to die a martyr’s death or to live a martyr’s life?”If you missed the “Church Militant” Conference but would like to hear the talks of Alex Jones, Jesse Romero, and Fr. Casey, the entire conference set may be ordered for $25 by calling 505-293-8006.
Additional FDLC Revelation

     The August 2002 Pepper (“Recycled Problems”) carried the story of Michael Spillane, the priest who was defrocked for pedophilia in Baltimore but retained the prestigious and influential position of executive director of the Federation of Diocesan Liturgical Commissions (FDLC). The FDLC’s executive director – for years, that has meant Spillane – is, among other things, an ex officio member of the Bishops’ Committee on the Liturgy. From that post, Spillane argued against Eucharistic adoration and operated as a New Ways Ministry Consultant for the deeply flawed 1997 statement “Always Our Children.”

     How is it that someone with a criminal background was permitted to remain in a job that required profound moral responsibility?  The answer is that Spillane wasn’t the only troubled priest at FDLC.   The FDLC board chairman, Fr. Kenneth Martin, was arrested in June 2001 for molesting a male student at the Maryland high school where he taught.  Martin was also the Diocese of Wilmington’s Director of the Office of Worship.

     Then we wonder why the liturgy is such a mess. 

AQUINAS or BLONDEL

A Very Brief Overview

By  Marie P. Loehr

“But the Pharisees . . . said, ‘This man does not cast out devils except by Beelzebub, the prince of devils.”

--Matt. 12:24

     We all probably played the “Telephone Game” at childhood birthday parties. The first person would whisper “My dog is running through the woods” to the second person. This would go around the table from child to child, and the last person would repeat what she had heard out loud. This was always hilariously different from the original statement. Sometimes theological politics and polemics are like that telephone game. As a result, before passing judgment, we should always examine the historical context of these claims and disputes. If possible, we should also read the original sources of the debate.

     “Four Modern Theologians” in the July 2002 issue of The Pequeños Pepper, Volume IV, No.7, presents one such problem. Over several decades, Garrigou-Lagrange, the great Dominican champion of Thomas Aquinas, challenged the orthodoxy of Catholic philosopher and apologist Maurice Blondel. We would need the specific context for both men’s remarks to know the exact issue, but the main charge against Blondel is that of Modernist subjectivism. Is this a legitimate charge?

     Leo XIII’s proclamation at the end of the 19th century first mandates that Aquinas be taught in Catholic seminaries and universities. This is the first such preference for Aquinas in 600 years. Of course, for the first 1200 years of the Church there was no Aquinas, and yet the Church survived. Aquinas is indisputably excellent in the content he presents, and in his method of presentation. But our study of Aquinas does not exclude other philosophers and theologians, if they are orthodox.

     In the 19th century a heretical Modernism questioned all Scripture and Tradition. Each pope, from Pius IX on, had to take notice of the secular changes and discoveries that challenged philosophy and theology.

     The rise of 19th century neo-Thomism acknowledged the excellence of Aquinas. Yet, panicked by the Modernist crisis, neo-Thomism succumbed more to fear, and less to fact, when it came to other teachers of the faith. Unlike Thomas’ own openness to truth, wherever it might be found, neo-Thomism reduced Thomas to a set of academic syllogisms and intellectual propositions. It did not apply St. Paul’s “test everything; hold fast what is good.” Neo-Thomist scholars, including Garrigou-Lagrange, retreated into a fortress of reductionist tradition. In short, anything that these scholarly minds could not understand, anything that emphasized heart (feeling, emotion, volition) over head (thought, reason, intellect) became suspect to the neo-Thomists. It is in this context that Garrigou-Lagrange attacks Blondel.

     Nevertheless, is Blondel guilty of the error of subjectivism?

     When Blondel speaks of the relationship between head and heart, he is not proclaiming a false subjectivism. Rather, he counters a negative aspect of neo-Thomism that he saw as a constraint for unbelievers, and that drove numbers of college students and seminarians away from Thomas himself over decades, because they had been taught a sterile “thomism.” Blondel, like Aquinas, seeks to “restore all things in Christ.” This means that head and heart, intellect and will, must be integrated into the unified whole God created us to be. We are to love the Lord our God with our whole heart, our whole mind, our whole strength, and our neighbor as ourselves, Christ says.

     Christ puts the heart first in this catalogue. Does that mean He is a “subjectivist”? Hardly! Blonde!, following Christ, seeks to restore an integrated wholeness of person: heart, mind, spirit, acting in ordered concert focussed on God. To know, love, and serve God, as the old catechism said, requires a constant two-way activity between head and heart, intellect and will, body and soul, nature and grace. Both objective reality and subjective perception have roles to play in the “ratio” and “contemplatio” of man restored in Christ.

     In My Way of Life, the popular pre-Vatican II digest of the Summa Theologica, the editors note that, although the will requires the input of the intellect to act--as in the Jesuit Sodality rule of “see, judge, act” from the same period--there is a problem. The intellect itself requires an act of will to stimulate its operation. Duns Scotus, now en route to sainthood, also recognized this two-way operation, and emphasized volition in his work. Aquinas is essential to form Catholics who think with the mind, and love with the heart, of the Church. He is the primary teacher for the baptized, committed Catholic.

     Blondel has other fish to fry. He seeks to reach the unbeliever, the materialist who has neither the knowledge of God nor the will to seek Him once he has it,

     This problem is more acute in our era than ever before. Aquinas notes in his Summa Contra Gentiles that we may reach Jewish unbelievers through the Old Testament, heretics through the New. Even pagans had an understanding of a force or being that transcended simply material Creation, and could be reached through what Bonaventure calls the Book of Creation. But modern, materialist man has none of that, and often recoils from it as superstition.

     Blondel’s concern was to reach this man, using Augustine’s dictum: “We are made for Thee, 0 Lord, and our hearts are restless until they rest in Thee.”

     Blondel himself writes in History and Dogma: “...what Jesus desired and obtained was not to be elucidated like a theological theme, but to be loved above all things.” John the Evangelist says “God is love, and he who abides in love, abides in God.” Paul says “. . . and the greatest of these is love,” speaking of faith, hope, and charity. John of the Cross says “we will be judged on love.” Thérèse of Lisieux says she will be ‘LOVE at the heart of the Church.” And Christ Himself reveals His Sacred Heart, its stream of precious blood and living water as Divine Mercy, to us. When we first learn about God, we do not assent to a proposition; we discover a Person. God is love, after all.

     That love must be founded on truth, like the house built on rock. We must seek truth and live it as love. We may say of Blondel, as of Aquinas, that he follows Christ in insisting on this restoration of wholeness, the whole person made in God’s image and likeness. Augustine emphasizes this, as does Scotus. In so creating us, God Himself gives man a radical freedom, which God Himself will not coerce or manipulate. Rather He coaxes and courts us, as The Canticle of Canticles reveals.

     Richard Berquist, in his talk “Human Dignity and Natural Law,” part of The Thomas Aquinas College Lecture Series, remarks: “A philosophy of ‘personalism,’ based on the dignity of the human person, is not a new ethical theory. It is an emphasis on an essential element of an old ethical theory, the natural law, and is inescapable from it.”

     Blondel is not subjectivist. He is personalist. He realizes that man may reject purely intellectual theses, yet respond to a loving Person--because the most abject materialist seeks love. Even the materialist may be reached by appealing to the whisper: “Is this all there is?” Blondel seeks to arouse the craving for something beyond modern autonomy and anomie. He fishes for men with restlessness, emptiness, hunger in the heart of modern man as his bait. Aquinas did the same in his time.

     The prayer of the Church agrees with this:  Lex orandi, lex credendi. As we pray, so we believe. In the collect prayer which concludes the Veni, Sancte Spiritus, we pray “0 God, who has INSTRUCTED the HEARTS of the faithful, by the light of your Holy Spirit, grant that we may be always truly WISE and rejoice in His holy consolations. Amen.” The Catechism speaks of the Son and the Spirit as “Word and Wisdom,” discussing Creation. The Word, or His knowledge, comes to us through our intellects, our minds, our heads. Wisdom assesses knowledge in the light of faith. It comes to us by the inspiration of the Spirit in our souls, our conscience, our hearts. Christ says He will pour forth living water, and identifies that with the Spirit. We see that when His heart is pierced at the crucifixion. This outpouring reveals the Holy Spirit, the Bond of Love that unites Father and Son in the Trinity, as the Heart of God.

     In any controversy over truth and teaching in the Church, the final word is not with theologians, not even those as renowned as Aquinas or Garrigou-Lagrange or Karol Cardinal Wotyjla, as he was. The Holy Father always has the final word. What does John Paul II say of Blondel? In a letter appearing in “L’Osservatore Romano” in April 1993, John Paul II says:

 Blondel had been one of the first to discern what was at stake in the modernist crisis and the errors that were involved. Encouraged many times by my predecessors Leo XIII, Pius X, and Pius XII, Blondel pursued his work.. . The Church today, as always, has need of philosophers who are not fearful of broaching the decisive questions of human life, of moral life, and of spiritual life, so as to prepare the ground for an adherence and witness to faith, the “principle of action” (411), and also in order to render an account of hope, and to open things up for the exercise of charity.”

     Like Christ, this pope tells us yet again, “Be not afraid!” He praises and supports Blondel. That is the last word! (
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The Shepherd’s Voice

Among many instructions about voting this past November, 

which carried the authentic voice of Christ’s Church?

Archbishop Patrick Flores, San Antonio: In October, anticipating the November elections, Archbishop Patrick Flores wrote a letter that he requested be read at all Masses.  He wrote: “As the election approaches, I, along with the Texas Catholic Bishops, call on you to practice faithful citizenship.  As believers and citizens, we must use the teachings of our faith and the opportunities of this democracy to shape our society for the common good.  To this end, I am urging you to support the COPS/Metro alliance agenda of issues, which challenges our elected officials to address the needs of families in health care, education, living wage jobs, long-term job training strategies, immigration, and access to water.”

     Not one word about abortion.  
     Why not?  COPS/Metro Alliance is the San Antonio Industrial Areas Foundation, notorious for supporting “pro-choice” politicians.

Adam Cardinal Maida, Archbishop of Detroit:  In October, anticipating the November elections, Adam Cardinal Maida, Archbishop of Detroit, wrote a letter that he requested be read at all Masses.  He wrote: “As we reflect on the wide-scale violent abuse of life, we cannot help but be dismayed that over one million lives are being lost each year to abortion. In the name of the Lord, we are compelled to respond by defending the dignity of every human life – from the first moment of conception until the last natural breath.   “These basic truths about right and wrong must shape our political judgments and our decisions about how we vote. [Maida mentions several issues]….And most importantly, where does the candidate stand on abortion – “the preeminent threat to human dignity because it directly attacks life itself, the most fundamental human good and the condition for all others.”

Archbishop Michael Sheehan, Archdiocese of Santa Fe:  In late September, anticipating the November elections, Rev. Bennett Voorhies, Chancellor of the Archdiocese of Santa Fe, wrote a letter to all priests of the Archdiocese. It stated: “While no church may endorse any particular candidate…a church may freely distribute the voting records of candidates on any particular issue.  Therefore, after discussion with Archbishop Sheehan, I am enclosing the voting record fact sheet on the gubernatorial candidates provided by the Right to Life Committee of New Mexico.  You may distribute it as you see fit.”

     Several priests saw fit to distribute it in their parish bulletins.  

     By late October, local papers had printed an “explanation” from the Archdiocese.  An excerpt from the Journal article appeared on the Archdiocesan website: “’If the flyer referred to in today’s Albuquerque Journal was construed by anyone as the Church’s endorsement of a candidate, I apologize,’ said Rev. Bennett J.Voorhies, Chancellor of the Archdiocese of Santa Fe.”

     Two days before elections, the Albuquerque Interfaith-trained journalist, David Alire Garcia, interviewed the Archbishop, asking if it was a misconception that abortion is the church’s [sic] most important issue.  “It is,” the archbishop responded.  “There are a wide range of concerns that we have.”
Archbishop Sheehan and His Election Day Blues

By Stephanie Block

     A little walk down memory lane: in late 1994, Archbishop Michael Sheehan stood before a New Mexico Human Services hearing, pleading with the fellow Catholic on whose shoulders lay the decision to begin, or not, Medicaid funding of abortion.  

     The Archdiocese had just joined a “people’s organization,” Albuquerque Interfaith, a local affiliate of the Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF). While Sheehan spoke eloquently against expanded abortion funding, various representatives of other Albuquerque Interfaith denominations supported the proposal. The Archbishop was asked: “Do you really not see how they will continue to lobby and promote their abortion legislation and their pro-abortion legislators?  Perhaps you feel that on life issues you can, as you did [at the hearing], simply stand independently of the others. Yes, as an individual you certainly can.  However, if you have already given them the support of your money (or have approved CHD money, which is the same thing; they have gotten their money because of you), your reputation, and your people, it is far more likely that they will succeed in passing their anti-life agenda than you your pro-life agend.  The sympathetic legislators who find abortion a legitimate solution to ‘reproductive problems’ will be put into place where they will have the power to do what they are convinced is the ‘will of the people.’”

     The Archbishop didn’t see it.  He responded: “Let me assure you that Albuquerque Interfaith is not a pro-abortion organization….I know of their good work in San Antonio where Archbishop Flores has highest praise for them.  Be at peace.”

     In a second letter on the subject, the Archbishop was told: “Albuquerque Interfaith is not ‘value neutral.’ AI takes its values from member churches.  Most of its member churches, as you saw [at the hearing] are pro-choice.  When the time comes to promote the AI agenda, the abortion question will not be important to them – will not be of ‘value’ to them.  They will have no problem promoting a candidate who is pro-choice if he or she backs AI issues.”

     Fast forward eight years.  In September 2002, the New Mexico Catholic Conference issued a joint statement on voting, which said: “Abortion is the preeminent threat to human dignity because it directly attacks life itself.”   Then, the Archdiocese of Santa Fe distributed the pro-life positions and voting records of area candidates.  Predictably,  the Archdiocese was attacked for the act and several newspaper articles covered the story. In one of these, two days before elections, the Archbishop not only said that it is a misconception that abortion is the Church’s most important issue but that there is no sin in voting for a pro-abortion candidate. 

     Perhaps the Archbishop was misquoted or his remarks taken out of context.  The journalist, David Alire Garcia, who interwiewed Archbishop Sheehan worked with Albuquerque Interfaith for 5 months during 2001, before which he was the former executive director for the Democratic Party of New Mexico.  That background could provide an explanation for either accidental or deliberate distortions of the Archbishop’s position, though Garcia insists he presented the Archbishop’s words accurately.  

     But whether it is Archbishop Sheehan or Garcia who is ultimately responsible for the interview’s final form, one of these two Interfaithers is playing a deadly game of politics.  Like IAF locals in other parts of the country, Albuquerque Interfaith gets a high percentage of its support from the Catholic Church (almost half).  A Catholic population that was seriously pro-life – and voting pro-life – wouldn’t be voting the Interfaith platform, for whom “pro-life” is at best a non-issue.   So in order to retain its working relationship with other members of the alliance, Catholic voters must be thinking about water rights and education and jobs on Election Day.  The Archbishop, wittingly or not, gave them “dispensation” to vote on these others issues. 

      The Archdiocese’s pro-life ambivalence, apparent or real, is therefore a logical consequence of political partnership with pro-aborts.  It’s predictable.  It’s observed in other places where the IAF operates (see Archbishop Flores’ pre-election remarks, page 12).  It’s a serious problem.     
When Do We Hit Rock Bottom?

Moving On Down the Slippery Slope

By Valerie Lubitz and Marie Therese Hall

      On October 18, 2002, the University of New Mexico Hospital hosted a forum sponsored by the Ethics Association of the University’s Law School titled “Perspectives on Euthanasia.”

     There were four people on the panel. George Comerci, MD, a UNM Medical School staff member who practices general internal medicine and Father Bob Keller, O.P., Pastor of UNM Neumann Center were pitted against Kate Watson, a “death with dignity” activist, and Gerrit Kimsma, MD, from the University of Amsterdam, an “expert” on physician-assisted suicide.  Judging from the responses, the audience was largely pro-euthanasia.

     Each of the four speakers was given 15 minutes to address the audience. Kate Watson spoke first, explaining that while she worked at the Office of Medical Investigation in 1983, she had befriended some “gay” men infected with the AIDS virus. She assisted one man during his illness and during his dying process.  That experience led her to found the first Hemlock Society chapter of New Mexico. She went on to articulate her involvement in a “quick and safe death,” saying that hundreds of terminally ill people, as well as their families, began contacting her. 

     Presenter Dr. George Comerci was a past Director of Hospice in New Mexico. Because of his experience with dying patients, he studied physician-assisted suicide and opposed it on legal, spiritual and moral grounds.   “As a doctor I am called to preserve life, alleviate suffering and cause no harm,” Comerci asserted.  He was also concerned with the overt discrimination that exists against minorities and women, who receive unequal health care.  However, despite poor end-of-life care in many cases, Comerci said that suffering could be controlled with medication and euthanasia is unnecessary.

      Father Keller presented the Catholic Church’s position against physician-assisted suicide. He explained that keeping a person alive by any means, merely because it’s possible, doesn’t mean that it should be done and that the use of sedation for terminally ill persons was permissible even though such sedation might hasten death. This is commonly called the “double effect” and the intent is what is important in such cases. Father also discussed the difference between ordinary and extraordinary means to sustain life, which may vary depending on circumstances.  Missing from Father’s talk was the topic of suffering and it’s value. Unfortunately, we are living in a culture that values comfort and control over sacrifice and suffering.

     This was painfully apparent in the talk given by Gerritt Kimsma, the euthanasia proponent from the Netherlands.  He declined to speak about the ethics of euthanasia and addressed instead the history of euthanasia in his country from 1973, when assisted suicide became permissible thanks to a single judicial act. He said that assisted suicide is supported by 90% of the people and that guidelines for assisted suicide in the Netherlands include the presence of unbearable suffering, a request for suicide assistance and a medical opinion recommending it.   Responding to Keller and Comerci, Kimsma equated the refusal to actively assist a person with suicide as an abandonment of the patient. It was his opinion that the United States, which champions personal autonomy, is in fact backward in this respect.

     Years ago, author Fredric Wertham documented the “euthanasia” murders of Germany that preceded Hitler’s adoption of those same tactics for his “final solution.” Desensitized to their acts, physicians, psychiatrists and pediatricians killed 275,000 German citizens, including amputees from WW I, the elderly, the mentally ill, and children with minor physical defects, such as bedwetting.  “Compassion” became “compulsion.”  History repeats itself.(
Ethical Voting

Another Perspective on the Archbishop’s Interview

By Michelle Parker

     In a recent interview with the Albuquerque Journal (David Alire Garcia, “Religious Values Affect Many Issues,” 11/3/02), Archbishop Michael Sheehan made two important, and easily misunderstood, remarks. 

     In response to Garcia’s question about whether abortion, within the context of the political arena, is the Church’s most important issue, Sheehan said: “There are a wide range of concerns that we have.”  He pointed to poverty, prison reform, and the fair treatment of immigrants as examples and then said the Church encourages its people to look at the issues.  All of them.

     Later in the interview, the Archbishop himself raised the question of whether it would “be a sin for a Catholic to vote for a candidate that was pro-abortion.”  He then answered his own question: “I would say no.  You have to look at all the issues.”

     The Archbishop is, of course, contradicting Church teaching if you take his words at face value.  For a Catholic to vote for a candidate who was pro-abortion because he was pro-abortion would certainly be a sin.  “Abortion and euthanasia are…crimes which no human law can claim to legitimize,” writes John Paul II in Evangelium Vitae.  

     But perhaps what the Archbishop had in mind was something more complicated.  Imagine two candidates.  Candidate A is pro-abortion but a strong advocate for clean drinking water.  Candidate B is opposed to abortion but apparently indifferent to water issues.

     A pro-life voter might reason: “Here are two life threatening issues.  The polluted water we drink is causing fetal abnormalities and illness and probably deaths.  Abortion causes death.  Since women can choose to not abort, but no one can choose to not drink water, I must vote for Candidate A.”

     The reasoning may be unsound, but the voter in this case has not chosen Candidate A because he is pro-abortion, but despite it.  Subjectively, the voter hasn’t sinned.

     Objectively, however, the Church has done that voter a tremendous injustice by not clarifying the matter.  Yes, there are many issues, all of which must be considered.  However, they aren’t all equal.

     How do we prioritize our concerns?  Obviously, those that most directly impinge on human life and welfare take precedence over those that don’t.

     What then?  Then we must look at which issues have greater importance and urgency.  A sincere pro-lifer might credibly argue that clean water and legal protection of the preborn child are both of tremendous importance.  

     However, which has greater urgency?  Tomorrow, unless there is an act of God, babies will be aborted in Albuquerque, as they are each working day.  Their deaths’ are immediate, foreseeable, and preventable.  

     Can the same be said for unclean drinking water?  Probably not.  

     In fact, none of the other issues mentioned by the Archbishop – poverty, prison reform, and the fair treatment of immigrants – though they are all important, normally carry the same urgency that protecting innocent human life from certain and immediate destruction does.  

     Surely the Archbishop never meant to imply that they did.  (
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