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WARNING

Albuquerque City Bill 031 Is Not A “Free Access” Ordinance

by Sherry Dib, Project Life

Albuquerque City Bill 031 was first introduced to the City Council after blindly clearing the Finance Committee last April.  Since then it has been deferred twice by the City Council, once by the Land/Use Committee and is now set for another hearing by the latter on December 13, 2000. The brouhaha is self-explanatory when one learns that Planned Parenthood advocates initiated this bill through the cooperation of Mayor Baca who failed to first hear opposing viewpoints or consider the bill's impact on First Amendment Rights.

With the passage of this bill,  Planned  Parenthood will be able to target  demonstrators and sidewalk counselors at abortion clinics.  People will not be able to picket or peaceably assemble in prayer on public sidewalks or other public right of ways. Sidewalk counselors will be banned from being able to offer pregnant women financial aid and alternatives to abortion.

Planned Parenthood's CEO, Michelle Featheringill, has been selling the bill under the guise of "Safety for all concerned." Like the name of the bill, this is misleading. Federal law already requires a twenty-five foot buffer zone from all abortuary entrance doors, and the Face Act demands "free access" for all drive,

path and walkway entrances. Furthermore, Bill 031 can not provide safety from someone who is intent on breaking the law.

So, what will Bill 031 really do? By establishing an additional zone of twenty feet from edge of property lines of hospitals and healthcare facilities (abortion clinics), Planned Parenthood will be able to preform abortion activities in peace by silencing their area adversaries.  This is accomplished by creating an insurmountable barrier by way of distance.  (In many situations, a greater distance than 20 feet is created because sidewalks abut streets, forcing demonstrators to retreat to the opposite side.  Area businesses may now have the demonstrators on sidewalks in front of their establishments instead of in front of the offender, that is, Planned Parenthood.)  This bill is poorly written and poorly defined. For example, a healthcare union member picketing outside of a hospital could find himself slapped with a $1000.00 civil penalty. The bill can be interpreted to mean that any person may bring an action for damages if a demonstrator fails to maintain the distance barrier, and the person feels "aggrieved" by the message or the manner in which it was delivered.  The bill does not define a number of its terms.

The First Amendment states that Congress shall PASS NO LAW prohibiting the free exercise of religion, or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press, or the right of the people peaceably to assemble. This being true, what gives Albuquerque City Council the right to act to the contrary?

This is an Albuquerque Bill but it affects all the citizens of the State of New Mexico. If passed, it sets a precedent for qualifying and quantifying where and how we may exercise our First Amendment Rights.

Please voice your concern and request a vote against Bill 031 by contacting Michael Brasher, President of Albuquerque City Council AND Hess Yntema, Chair of The Land/Use Committee at P.O. Box  1293,

Albuquerque, N.M.  87103 or send Fax to: 50S-768-3227 or Email: mbrasher@cabq.gov  and
hyntema@cabq.gov
City Council Address

The following address was presented to the Albuquerque City Council by Mary Blain on October 11, 2000, at a hearing for Bill 031, referred to as the “Free Access” Ordinance

The cover analysis attached to Ordinance-31 states that if this ordinance is not approved, persons using the facilities will be placed at unreasonable risk of harm while permitting others an unreasonable exercise of their first amendment right to free speech.  

A group of families, mine included, have been praying outside the PP abortion clinic on San Mateo once a week.  According to section 3 of this ordinance, prayer may be considered a demonstration activity. Consequently, any citizen entering or exiting the PP clinic (including PP personnel, section 4A) could order us off the public sidewalk (section 4B).

I’m sure that our city government is aware that in order to enact laws restricting the free speech of citizens, they must show compelling governmental interest.  I would ask the mayor, the city attorney, and the city council:  “Are you prepared to argue in court that praying, singing hymns, or displaying a crucifix constitutes so much of a threat to people entering and leaving an abortion clinic that our right to free speech, guaranteed in the first amendment of the constitution, needs to be restricted?”

If this ordinance is really meant to “discourage personal injury and violence”, why the broad definition of demonstration activity which can be applied to almost any kind of speech?  Why not narrowly define prohibited speech as that which threatens bodily harm to another?  Could the true motive of those who drafted this ordinance be to restrict the speech of those with whom they disagree? 

EUCHARIST IS CULMINATION OF "EMBRACE BETWEEN GOD AND MAN"

John Paul II Continues Meditations on Blessed Sacrament
VATICAN CITY, OCT. 11, 2000 (ZENIT.org).- In the Eucharist "the embrace between God and man reaches its culmination," John Paul II said...at the general audience.

Continuing his Jubilee Year catechesis on the Blessed Sacrament, the Pope in St. Peter's Square addressed a gathering of about 38,000 people, including pilgrims from Albania, Uganda and Vietnam.

This mystery can only be comprehended with the eyes of love. "In the eucharistic sacrifice, the whole of creation loved by God is presented to the Father through the death and resurrection of Christ," the Pope said, recalling a thought-provoking passage of the Catechism of the Catholic Church. Thus, "one unique life unites God and man, Christ crucified and risen for all, and the disciple called to give himself totally to him." In a word, the mystical embrace to which all seekers of God have aspired.

The Pontiff alternated quotations from Scripture, with theological    references and mystical  connotations. He quoted French poet and playwright Paul Claudel (1868-1955) to clarify his teaching.

Claudel masterfully described the embrace between God and man, putting these words in Christ's mouth: "Come with me, where I AM, /and I will give you the key to existence. / There where I AM, there eternally / the secret of your origin is ... / (...) Where are your hands if not in mine? And your feet, are they not nailed to the same cross? I died and resurrected once for all! We are very close to one another / (...) How will you separate from me without tearing my heart away?"

The Holy Father recalled that above all, "the Eucharist makes the sacrifice of Christ present. Jesus is really present under the species of bread and wine, as he himself assured us: 'This is my body. ... This is my blood.'" 

"The Eucharist," he said, "as sacrifice of the new covenant, is a development and fulfillment of the covenant made on Sinai, when Moses poured half of the blood of the victims sacrificed on the altar, symbol of God, and half on the assembly of the children of Israel."

He continued: "With the Eucharist, the intimacy becomes total, the embrace between God and man reaches its culmination."

As a result, the Holy Father added, "The faithful participate in this   sacrifice of thanksgiving, propitiation, beseeching, and praise not only  when they offer the sacred victim to the Father, with their whole heart, in  union with the priest, and offer themselves in it, but they receive the  same victim in the sacrament."
(
Some Critical Points of Gather Faithfully Together

Cardinal Mahony’s Pastoral Letter on the Liturgy
Excerpts from the Adoremus Statement on “Gather Faithfully Together,” 1998; [www.adoremus.org/97-11_gft.htm] Reprinted with permission.
* The Letter directs the assembly “to be gathered assembly round, if possible right around the altar, because what occurs here involves not only the bread and wine, but those standing near” because “we too are consecrated, changed, shared.”

However, the faithful are not “consecrated, or changed, or shared” in the same way as the bread and wine are.  

Nor do existing liturgical rules support the innovation of bring the assembly around the altar, as if it were in some way “co-celebrating” the Eucharist.  This confuses the distinction between the ordained priesthood (and the sacrificial character of the Eucharist) and the “priesthood of the baptized.”

The idea that “the assembly” is the focus of the Eucharistic celebration—placing the emphasis too strongly on the “gathered faithful” and “community” rather than on the sacrificial character of the celebration, reflects a one-dimensional eucharistic theology and is an inadequate presentation of Catholic teaching.

*  The language the Letter uses to refer to the Body and Blood of Christ in many passages is problematic. On one occasion the Letter calls attention to a paradox, that the “Body of Christ [assembly] receives the Body of Christ [Eucharist]”. Generally, however, the Letter calls the consecrated elements simply "hosts" or "bread and wine".   

The theological implications of this are quite profound.  In this connection, it is not insignificant that the Federation of Diocesan Liturgical Commissions (FDLC) resolved to examine critically the recent revival of Eucharistic Devotions. The FDLC believes that the increased interest in devotion to the Blessed Sacrament reflects negatively on the celebration of the Eucharist. In the view of some liturgists, reservation itself seems problematic. The 1978 document Environment and Art in Catholic Worship advises that tabernacles should not be placed in the center of the Sanctuary, but in a place apart. For some time now, many liturgists have urged that the tabernacle be physically removed not only from the main altar, but from the Sanctuary altogether, in order that the faithful not become "confused" or "distracted" by it during Mass. The desire to discourage devotion to the Body and Blood of Christ—even to the point of habitually calling the sacred elements "bread" and "wine" and of excluding the Presence from a central place in churches—is consistent with the desire to focus exclusively on the "communal meal" aspect of the Eucharist, and on "the assembly" rather than on the Lord. 

* In describing the distribution of Communion, the Letter directs that "Ministers look each person in the eye and say, without rushing, “The Body of Christ/ Cuerpo de Cristo"...".  The instruction to "look people in the eye", of course, does not appear in the GIRM or any other official liturgical document. The studied emphasis on personal contact of the "minister" with the communicant, again, is consistent with a view of the Eucharist primarily as an action of the assembled community of believers. The communicant should properly be focusing his attention (and his eyes) on Christ, not on the minister.

*  The Letter expressly cautions against "comfortable homogeneity." Yet understanding more deeply the truth of the Catholic faith is necessary for "full, conscious and active participation" in Catholic worship. That unity of faith subsists precisely in the "new and everlasting Covenant"—the one Sacrifice by the one Mediator between God and man—as the cause of man's reconciliation with God and with one another.  ’Active participation’ in any worship which is not fully and consciously grounded in the essential doctrines of the faith could not be truly Catholic worship.

   The Letter...fails to explain that the primary object of the liturgy can—and must—be understood in light of the essentials of the faith and the teachings of the universal Church. As one example, the only doctrinally clear reference to the Real Presence is relegated to a footnote quoting the Council of Trent. This shows how filtering the liturgy through the narrow lens of multi-cultural diversity marginalizes key concepts which are fundamental to a "full, conscious" understanding of the meaning of the liturgy.

*  Although the Letter recognizes that "the central tasks of the presider [are] proclaiming the presidential prayers and the Eucharistic Prayer", ambiguity remains about the role of the people. 

Canon Law is unambiguous on this point: "in the celebration of the Eucharist, it is not licit for deacons and lay persons to say prayers, in particular the Eucharistic prayer, or to perform actions which are proper to the celebrating priest" is the virtual exclusion of the concept of the Mass as sacrifice. References to "sacrifice" appear only three times, and one of these is "Sacrifice of the Mass". But the Letter consistently avoids presenting the Church's teaching on what that sacrifice is. Most troubling is the following example from the Letter's(cic, can. 907).”

*Another example of the Letter's serious doctrinal deficiencies discussion of the Eucharistic Prayer:  “They [Catholic parishioners] can talk about solidarity with one another across all dividing lines.  They can talk about sacrifice and the mystery of Christ's passion, death and resurrection that is remembered and realized here in a powerful shaping of their own lives. Above all, they can talk about the way the Holy Spirit is invoked to transform these gifts and themselves. And so they are talking about the presence of Christ in the simple gifts of bread and wine, and in the mystery that is this Church (ccc: 1352-1354).”

The foregoing paraphrase of the Catechism is misleading. The people are not "talking about" things. This passage of the Catechism describes in detail the Eucharistic Prayer, and what the different parts of the prayer mean and signify. The Letter omits such phrases from the Catechism as: ‘...The whole community thus joins in the unending praise that the Church in heaven, the angels and all the saints, sing to the thrice-holy God. [1352]’ [or] ‘.. .[T]he Church asks the Father to send his Holy Spirit on the bread and wine, so that by his power they may become the body and blood of Jesus Christ and so that those who take part in the Eucharist may be one body and one spirit...’ [1353]

*  Misleading references to the Catechism is a recurrent problem in the Letter. 

LETTER: "If the assembly is the basic symbol when the liturgy is celebrated (CCC: 1 188)..." [page 4]

CCC, 1188: "In a liturgical celebration, the whole assembly is leitourgos, each member according to his own function. The baptismal priesthood is that of the whole Body of Christ. But some of the faithful are ordained through the sacrament of Holy Orders to represent Christ as head of the Body 

Comment: The CCC does not say, does not even suggest, that “the assembly is the basic symbol when the liturgy is celebrated.” It says nothing whatever about symbolism. This entire passage from the Letter (not all quoted here) is self-contradictory.

*  If the presentation of the meaning of the Eucharist is deficient in the Letter, it follows that the meaning of the priesthood is similarly inadequate. The priest is almost always simply referred to as “presider.” Although this term is not found in the documents of the Second Vatican Council or in the GIRM, it appears 58 times in this Letter.

In the Letter, the ‘presider's’ orders are reduced to his appointment as a mere ‘representative’ of the local bishop: “In our Catholic tradition, the one who is called by the Church to the order of priest is to be m the local parish community as the presence of the bishop.”

This is inadequate, at best, and represents a defective, functionalist view of the priesthood. The priest's orders are not simply to represent the bishop—he represents Christ. His orders are precisely what makes it possible for him to re-present the sacrifice of the Mass inpersona Christi.

The language of the letter invites the erroneous understanding that the priest should not be distinguished in any important way from the ‘assembly’—that there is no real difference between the ordained priesthood and the “priesthood of every believer.”

If Cardinal Mahony's directives are implemented...the result is not likely to bring deeper understanding of the Church's central act of worship to Catholics.  (
Post Card Campaign

On September 1, 2000, Bishop Robert N. Lynch, Ordinary of the St. Petersburg, Florida Diocese, effectively removed the Eucharistic worship of Christ exposed in the Consecrated Host from his diocese. He did this by issuing mandated Guidelines. Chapels wherein worshipers had regularly adored Christ in the monstrance (in some places for over ten years), are now empty of His presence.

The people of the St. Petersburg/Tampa, Florida Diocese request your prayers of petition and reparation for this terrible turn of events.  They ask Catholics around the country to take a moment to send a postcard to Bishop Lynch assuring him of your prayers

and begging him to return Our Lord to the altars for Eucharistic Exposition worship.   These are offered in acknowledgment of the Real Presence of Christ in the Host and the desire of the faithful  to worship Him there.  

Please consider writing a letter of protest against this injustice to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith.  What has happened to Catholics in Florida can happen elsewhere.

Documentation of this event may be found on the front page of the national weekly, The Wanderer, 9/7/00 issue and on its web site: http://www.thewandererpress.com

Bishop Robert N. Lynch

P. 0. Box 40200

St. Petersburg, FL 33743-2000

Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger

Cardinal Prefect of the Congregation

for the Doctrine of the Faith

Piazza del S. Uffizio 11

00193 Vatican City, Italy

Europe        

ST. THOMAS MORE NAMED PATRON OF POLITICIANS

John Paul II Pens Apostolic Letter Explaining Why

VATICAN CITY, OCT. 31, 2000 (ZENIT.org).- The world's politicians and statesmen now have a patron for their inspiration.

It is St. Thomas More, killed by Henry VIII for refusing to take the oath of allegiance which proclaimed the king head of the Church in England.

John Paul II made the official announcement today when he signed and published an apostolic letter which explains the reasons that led him to  decide on the 16th-century statesman.

Above all, the Pontiff stated that he made this decision in response to   petitions he received.

"Recently," he wrote, "several heads of State and government, numerous political figures, and some Episcopal Conferences and individual bishops,  have asked me to proclaim St. Thomas More the Patron of Statesmen and Politicians."

....The Holy Father said there were many reasons for taking this decision at  this time. Above all, "the need felt by the world of politics and public administration for credible role models able to indicate the path of truth at a time in history when difficult challenges and crucial responsibilities are increasing."

 ....In this context, John Paul II sees the need "to turn to the example of St.  Thomas More, who distinguished himself by his constant fidelity to legitimate authority and institutions precisely in his intention to serve not power but the supreme ideal of justice." 
Pro-Life News

The Vatican has strongly condemned the morning-after pill. A document issued yesterday by the Pontifical Academy for Life criticized the   decision to make the drug available in Italy as "a method of emergency   contraception" because it is not contraceptive but works by expelling   an embryo from the womb. The  document stated that "it is clear that in fact the morning-after pill is nothing other than an abortion obtained by chemical means", and said that those who distributed or prescribed it were "morally responsible" for an abortion. As such, it urged health workers to become "conscientious objectors" by refusing to have anything to do with such "new hidden forms of aggression" against unborn human life. [Zenit news agency, 31 October]

A researcher in England has warned that induced abortions will lead to a 60 percent rise in the incidence of breast cancer between 1993 and 2023. Patrick Carroll, whose research was commissioned by the Life charity, is director of the Pension and Population Research Institute.  He told the Royal  Statistical Society that figures released by the Office for National Statistics indicated a steep increase in breast cancer rates among women in the later 40s between 1985 and 1993. He concluded: "There may be other reasons for this increase, such as hormonal contraception and the reduction in the average size of

families, but the greater incidence of abortion is probably the main

factor." [Zenit news agency, 31 October]

Congressional Leaders Hope to Pass Pain Relief Promotion Act Soon: An amendment known as the Pain Relief Promotion Act, has been introduced to prohibit the use of federally controlled drugs from being used in assisted suicides in Oregon and to foster the promotion of palliative care as an assisted suicide alternative. 
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