[image: image1.png]



"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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The Winning Side

Dr. Charles Rice explains how to cultivate life in a Culture of Death
By Stephanie Block

     With the dust of another election settled, a question remains – has the pro-life movement, either the long or short run, accomplished anything in the political arena to save endangered babies?  One writer puts it this way:

While all of the legal and political posturing was going on, though, babies were being killed by the millions. Over forty-one million to be precise. Nothing any Republican administration has done has saved one single preborn life. Not one. Indeed, one Republican administration after another has helped to kill preborn life by continuing to fund so-called “family planning programs,” as the administration of President George W. Bush is doing, both here and around the world, making it possible for women to kill their children by means of abortifacient contraceptives. The only people who have been busy saving actual lives of preborn children have been the pro-life activists who have been engaged in sidewalk counseling and/or peaceful, nonviolent prayer vigils in front of the killing centers and/or served as volunteers in crisis pregnancy centers. These people have saved thousands upon thousands of lives. More importantly, however, they have helped to save souls. [Thomas Droleskey, “Of Slaves and Babies,” Seattle Catholic: A Journal of Catholic News and Views 5 Dec 2002]

      As the answer seems to be no, there have been few – if any – pro-life political or legal advances, one must ask why.  This is precisely the question Dr. Charles Rice, a professor of Notre Dame Law School addresses in his book, The Winning Side: Questions on Living the Culture of Life (Mishawaka, Indiana: St. Brenden’s Institute, 1999).  

     Law and politics are largely impotent as weapons against abortion because the problem isn’t legal or political but spiritual and cultural.  “Legalized abortion and euthanasia…are symptoms,” writes Rice.  “In a culture dominated by a relativist and utilitarian contraceptive ethic, it is predictable that man will make himself (or herself) the arbiter of the ending as well as the beginning of life.”  To focus on a given act of legislation or on a particular legislator, as if that can overturn decades of distorted thought, is naively optimistic.    

     In such a climate, “legalized abortion and euthanasia are not aberrations in an otherwise healthy system.  Rather, they were facilitated and insulated against reversal by the transformation of the Constitution into a warrant for a centralized government of open-ended legislative and administrative powers operating under judicial supremacy, liberated from God and practically impervious to popular control.” (pp 3-4)

     In other words, until society is convinced that all individual human lives have inviolable worth, quite apart from their value to more powerful human beings, legalized assaults against human life are inevitable.  Without that conviction, there can be no effective legal or political protection of life.   

Contraception – the defining vice

     How does one restore that conviction to society?  It begins by identifying the root issue of the culture of death, which Rice says is contraception.  He quotes Pope John Paul II in Evangelium Vitae: “the pro-abortion culture is especially strong where the Church’s teaching on contraception is rejected.” [p. 113, excerpt from EV # 13]  Those who have embraced artificial birth control not only come to see babies as burdensome but are less trained in self-control over their sexual urges.  This in turn exaggerates their sense of self while devaluing others who have no utilitarian or gratifying function.  

     For these reasons, Pope Paul VI predicted, in Humanae Vitae, that the contraceptive mentality would inevitably lead to a syndrome of social disasters: the widespread use of pornography, divorce, and promiscuity, along with abortion and euthanasia.  As the Pope clearly foresaw, such disorders were a natural consequence of widespread contraceptive use. 

     Therefore, Rice reasons, pro-life “organizations which temporize on contraception are ineffective.  Contraception is the defining vice of this era.  As long as the cultural dominance of the contraceptive ethic continues, there is no practical chance to prevent the legal implementation of that ethic in abortion, euthanasia, and its other manifestations. [p. 117]

Politics 

    Incremental political strategies, aimed at simply limiting the harm of abortion, while morally justified, have little practical value, according to Rice. In the first place, such laws are often grossly unjust in and of themselves.  Pro-life support for laws that admit of any exceptions to the principle that all innocent human life must be legally protected is a powerfully inconsistent message. “If every abortion is really the murder of an innocent human being, how can a movement be pro-life unless it insists that the killing be stopped, absolutely?” (p. 236)

     Secondly, they have failed to produce results.  Over the past 30 years since Roe vs. Wade, the legal non-personhood of the unborn has become increasingly entrenched and the right to life of those born is eroding.  Can this be blamed on pro-life incrementalism?  Not entirely, of course, but the evidence is there. 

     For an example, Rice presents two identical polls taken in South Dakota in late 1990 and again a year later, after a major pro-life effort to forbid abortions except in the cases of rape, incest, and the life of the mother.   There were more people in favor of some abortion after the pro-life effort than before.  Why?  They had been educated into their position, ironically enough, by pro-lifers.  “[T]he large body of the public who remain ‘unsure’ where they stand on abortion look to committed pro-lifers and pro-death forces to help them develop their views.  And with many pro-lifers willing to allow some abortions legislatively, it appears the public has followed their lead.  As a result, we have lost ground with the public.” (p. 238, quoting Paul R. Dorr, “Rescue the perishing Newsletter,” Jan 1992)

     Advocacy for full protection, meanwhile, is abandoned.

The Solution

     Rice sees education, witness, and conversion as the keys for restoration of a humane, ethical society.  Following the John Paul II’s writings, Rice points to the need for the rechristianization of society.   Without the normative example of Jesus and a clear sense of the objective moral norm, there is little hope of wresting the world from self-destruction.

     This “new” evangelization begins within the living witness of authentic Christian family life, modeled after the Holy Family. It is within the family that fundamental values of life, and the discipline to live out those values, are taught.  Parents must resume their role as the primary educators of their children, rejecting harmful sex education programs and the promulgation of secular humanism found in many public and parochial schools. 

     From there, it flows out into society, through public discourse, through uncompromised activism, through public prayer, and through charitable assistance.  Groups like Project Life typify this work, calling for increased prayer before abortion clinics, counseling women about abortions, and offering them practical help.  

     No-compromise legislation has its place in this work, as well.  “Surely we will lose at first, but we are losing now through our own acquiescence.  When we lose, we should come back and fight again and again without compromise.  The objective is not the immediate enactment of legislation as such.  Rather, the victory is in the educational effort, and in the witness, so long as we live and speak the truth.” (p.255)  (
Singing for the Supper or the Sacrifice?

by Lucy E. Carroll

While actual numbers vary but little, most surveys today show that more than half of American Catholics either do not believe in the Real Presence, or do not understand the concept. Since the Real Presence is the primary difference between Catholicism and Protestantism (all other differences must pale in comparison), this is a serious issue. Causes are many: inadequate catechesis, incorrect catechesis, emphasis on the Liturgy of Word over the Liturgy of the Eucharist, removal of the Tabernacle, prohibitions on kneeling, bargain-counter lines to Communion, secularization of the Church's art, architecture and music....

  In Catholicism, the altar is an altar of sacrifice. Replacing it with a wooden table, as in Protestant churches, shifts the emphasis from the sacrifice to the meal. This becomes only a banquet, a memorial of Holy Thursday without the blood sacrifice of Good Friday. In some denominations, the Communion service is only held once or twice a year. In other Christian churches, it is once a month. Yet to Catholics, the very purpose of the service is the Eucharist; to miss that portion means to miss Mass. It is ironic that in churches that recognize only a "presence" (Episcopal, Lutheran), Communion is received reverently, while kneeling at the altar rail. In other denominations, bread and small cups of wine or juice are passed out to the seated congregants, who partake in silence and reverence. Yet Catholics, who are to receive the transubstantiated Body and Blood, the very soul and divinity of Jesus Christ, march up to the server while juggling a paper missal and singing about what exactly are Catholics singing about the Eucharist these days? Are we singing for a supper? Or for the sacrifice of Calvary?

  One often-overlooked issue in the erosion of belief in the Real Presence is the text of Communion hymns. As we sing, so we believe. In the rush to provide vernacular hymnody in post-Conciliar days, many Protestant hymns were adapted. Some are beautiful, suitable; interestingly, some are even more appropriate textually than modern-day hymns in "Catholic" liturgy booklets.

  Contemporary hymns lead us to believe that Christ becomes bread, rather than the reverse; that the bread is only a symbol of Christ, or, worse, of something else entirely; that it is our body and our blood; that this is a meal only; or that this is a call to social activism. The words sacrifice, Real Presence, and even Body and Blood of Christ are strangely absent. 

  To most of Protestant Christianity, the Eucharist is a symbol; while some believe that Christ becomes somehow present in the elements of bread and wine, only Catholicism (and Orthodoxy) believe that the elements actually become Body and Blood. But in this hymn, we have only a symbol:

Welcome the symbols

Feasting and telling;

Signs of thanksgiving,

Signs of indwelling
 (James Hansen: “Bless the Feast.”  Text © 1988 Oregon Catholic Press [OCP] Publications).

  Welcome the symbols? Surely this is more than a symbol. Yet in another hymn we find only a meal, and symbols yet again:

We bring the bread and wine to share  

        a meal

Sign of grace and mercy

The presence of the Lord
 (Marty Haugen: "We Remember" Text © 1980 GIA Publications).
  A sign of the presence of the Lord. Is that all there is? Similarly, in "Bread, Blessed and Broken" we find no reference to Body, Blood, Presence, or sacrifice:

Bread, blessed and broken for us all

Symbol of your love, from the grain so tall
 (Michael Lynch: “Bread, Blessed and Broken.”  Text © 1978, 1979 Raven Music;  published in OCP Publications).

  The aspect of symbolism is now enlarged upon in some current hymn texts. The bread is a sign not of Christ, but of something else entirely, as is the wine. 

  For example:

   Here we will take the wine and the water

   Here we will take the bread of new birth

   Give us to drink the wine of compassion
 (Marty Haugen: “Gather Us In.”  Text © 1982 GIA Publications).

  Bread is re-birth, wine is compassion? They may be something else again, as in   this hymn:

    You are the bread of peace

    You are the wine of joy
 (Bernadette Farrell: “Bread of Life.” Text © 1982, 1987 Bernadette Farrell;  published by OCP Publications).

 Joyful wine? This extended symbolism continues in a text by Jerry Brubaker:

    We eat the bread of teaching,

    Drink wine of wisdom
 (Jerry Brubaker: “Wisdom's Feast.”  Text © 1998 World Library Publications [WLP]).

  Wine of wisdom? What an interesting interpretation! Now, dramatic license is very well and good, but a steady diet of questionable interpretation can only serve to erase the true meaning of the Eucharistic sacrifice.

  This extended interpretation is carried even farther in this Wisdom's Feast: here we learn that it is not Christ giving His Body and Blood, but Wisdom - the gnostic concept of Sophia! - giving us bread and wine. 

    Wisdom calls throughout the city

    Knows our hunger and in pity

    Gives her loving invitation

    To the banquet of salvation

    Simple ones whose hearts are yearning

    Come and gain from Wisdom's learning

    Bread and wine she is preparing

    Know her loving in the sharing
 (Jerry Brubaker: “Wisdom's Feast.”  Text © 1998 WLP).

  Perhaps reading Gnosticism into this is unfair; perhaps this is only a feminine pronoun for God, inclusive language run amok? At any rate, the concept of Wisdom preparing bread and wine for a banquet is rather far removed from orthodoxy. The Eucharist, one must repeat, is the gift of bread and wine that become - through the act of consecration, through the sacrifice of Calvary prefigured in the Last Supper - the Body and Blood. But according to another current hymn, it is the reverse:

    Here is a living sign:

    That one man's dying and rising

    Becomes our bread and wine
 (Jack Miffleton: “Give Thanks and Remember.” Text and music © 1975 WLP).

  Here we are told that death and resurrection become bread and wine. And is it Christ's death and resurrection? The text only refers to Him as “one man.” 

  Regardless, actions cannot become elements: death does not become bread. 

  Through Christ's death the bread becomes His Body, but how are Catholics to know that, given the texts they are given to sing?

  Indeed, according to David Haas, the reverse is true: Christ becomes bread.

    (verse 3) He chose to give of Himself

    Became our bread
 (David Haas: “Now We Remain.” Text © 1983 GIA Publications).

   Moreover, we are to become bread and wine, as the hymn continues:

   (verse 4) We are the presence of God

    This is our call

    Now to become bread and wine

    Food for the hungry

    Life for the weary
    (David Haas: “Now We Remain.” Text © 1983 GIA Publications).

  Another popular hymn repeats that we become bread:

    Bread for the world,

    A world of hunger

    Wine for all peoples:

    People who thirst

    May we who eat be bread for others

    May we who drink pour out our love
 (Bernadette Farrell: “Bread for the World.” Text © Bernadette Farrell, 1990, published by OCP).

  This confusion continues as some hymns now tell us that we are to become the bread of life:

    I myself am the bread of life

    You and I are the bread of life

    Taken and blessed, broken and shared by 

       Christ.
    (verse 2) This is our body

    This is our blood

    Living sign of God in Christ
 (Rory Cooney: “Bread of Life.” Text © 1987 NALR, published by OCP Publications).

  So, are we all involved in this act of consecration? This is our blood? Is it any wonder Catholics are confused? It is only Jesus Christ who is the Bread of Life! And that bread is His Body, that wine becomes His Blood.

    More confusion occurs in this hymn:

    When we eat this bread

    And when we drink this cup

    We share this love

    We become the body of 

       Jesus
(Scott Soper: “Gift of New Life.” Text © Scott Soper 1993, 1997. Published by OCP Publications).

  Yes, we are all part of the mystical Body of Christ. But in texts like this one, with no reference to the fact that bread becomes the Body of Christ, the impression is given that we are the ones involved in the act of transubstantiating.

    Here it is once again:

    Bread of Life and cup of promise

    In this meal we all are one

    In our dying and our rising

    May your kingdom come
(David Haas: “Song of the Body of Christ.” © 1989 GIA Publications).

  Just who, one must ask, is the Deity here? Are we all priests, are we all gods?

    To be your bread now,

    To be your wine now,

    Lord come and change us

    To be a sign of your love
(David Haas: “To be Your Bread.” Text © 1981, 1982 David Haas. Published by Cooperative Ministries, Inc. Exclusive agent: OCP Publications).

  So, we are changed into bread and wine by the Lord? 

  A constant diet of these symbolic and reversal texts, without explanations, without mention of sacrifice, Body, Blood, Eucharist, can only erode the understanding and belief in Catholic doctrine. Here is another:

    This bread we do consume

    It does no longer taste of bitter herbs

    Nor of unleavened bread

It is the bread of a land promised us 

where we shall be set free
 (Didier Rimuad, translated by Christopher Willcock: “In Remembrance of You.”  Text © 1988 Christopher Willcock, S.J., Published by OCP Publications).

  Ah, but the fact is, the host does still taste of unleavened bread. As Thomas Aquinas wrote, our senses deceive us here. And, no longer unleavened bread, is it now the Body of Christ? No, the song tells us: it is still bread: bread of a land of freedom. This is repeated about the wine in verse 2:

   This wine we hold dear

    It does no longer taste of bitter 

                   springs

    Nor of dark, salty pools,

    It is the wine of a promised land

    Where we shall be made whole
 (Didier Rimuad, translated by Christopher Willcock: “In Remembrance of You.”  Text © 1988 Christopher Willcock, S.J., Published by OCP Publications).

  At this point, those of us who still believe in Transubstantiation should want to stand up and hurl those little paperback hymnals out the window.

  Marty Haugen and many others whose music appear in Catholic worship aids are not Catholic; their interpretation of the Eucharist cannot be ours. Yet even 

  Catholic writers completely miss the point. The sacrifice, they write, is rather only a banquet in which we are fed, which in turns prompts us to feed the hungry, a call to social action:

    Come to the banquet

    Come, come to the feast

    Here the hungry find plenty

    (verse 3) In the thirst for justice we share

    Christ is here in the breaking of the bread
(Bob Hurd: “Come to the Feast.” Text © 1994, 1995 Bob Hurd and Pia Moriarity. Published by OCP Publications).

  Observe the wording: Christ is here in the breaking of the bread. We have Jesus as a guest at dinner, not as priest and victim. One imagines Him paternally watching over us as we break bread, plain bread, as we gird ourselves to social activism.

  The hymn commissioned by the Archdiocese of Philadelphia for the Eucharistic Congress of 1976 is so popular that it even appears in the current Presbyterian Hymnal. Yet the text speaks only of “gift of wheat,” “bread of life.” The true gift is not wheat, but the gift of Christ Himself. Finally, in verse 3 is found this reference:

    Is not the cup we bless and share 

    The Blood of Christ outpoured?

    Do not one cup, one loaf declare

    Our oneness in the Lord?
 (Omer Westendorf: “Gift of Finest Wheat.”  Text and music © Archdiocese of Philadelphia).

  There is no reference to the Body of Christ, however. Vague as the text is, it is understandable that it could easily be adopted in Protestant hymnals.

  Yet there are texts that come to us from Protestant churches that are most appropriate. For example:

     Lord, sup with us in love divine

    Your Body and Your Blood

    That living bread, that heavenly wine

    Be our immortal food.
 (James Montgomery 1771-1854: "Shepherd of Souls").

    And another, most appropriate hymn:

    Draw near and take the Body of the Lord

    And drink the Holy Blood for you  outpoured
(John Mason Neale 1818-1866: “Coena Domino,” 1851)

  This is actually a translation and adaptation of an earlier Latin hymn, and the sentiment is unabashedly Catholic.

  Of course, there is the exquisite, mystical text of Adoro te devote by Saint Thomas Aquinas:

    Adoro te devote, latens Deitas

    Godhead here in hiding whom I do adore
    (verse 2) Visus, tactus gustus, in te fallitur

    Seeing, touching, tasting, are in Thee 

          deceived
(Saint Thomas Aquinas 1225-1275: “Adoro te devote.” Translation by Gerard  Manley Hopkins, S.J. 1844-1889).

  This mystical text tells us that the true God is hidden in the forms of bread and wine, deceiving the senses, and yet we believe, for God Himself has told us:

    (verse 2) Credo quid quid dixit Dei Filius 

    Nil hoc verbo veritatis verius.

    What God's Son has told me, take for 

          truth I do;

    Truth Himself speaks truly, or there's 

          nothing true
(Saint Thomas Aquinas 1225-1275: “Adoro te devote.” Translation by Gerard Manley Hopkins, S.J. 1844-1889).

  If we are to teach orthodox belief in the Eucharist, we must sing texts that reflect that belief. Here is one, from a priest who converted to Catholicism from the Church of England:

    (verse 4) For this is God, the very God

    Who has both men and angels made

    Sweet Sacrament, we thee adore

    O make us love thee more and more!
 (Father Frederick Faber 1814-1863: “Jesus my Lord, my God, my All”).

  The hymn Anima Christi gives us this reference:

   Body of Jesus, be my saving guest

    Blood of my Savior, bathe me in thy tide
 (“Anima Christi:” attributed to Pope John XXII 1249-1334, translator  unknown.)

  “O Lord I am not Worthy” is based on a text present in the Mass, taken from Scripture, but this worthy hymn is banned in many places because it is deemed demeaning to the congregants. Yet the fact is, if this is truly the Body and Blood, none of us can be worthy to receive. This traditional hymn re-affirms the Catholic belief:

    (verse 4) Increase my faith, dear Jesus

    In thy Real Presence here
(text: “O Herr ich bin nicht werdig,” translator unknown, Landshuter Gesängbuch of 1777; based on "Domine, non sum dignus" text.)

     Only by purging our churches of questionable texts and by insisting on hymns that correctly state the nature of the Eucharist can we hope to restore belief in the Real Presence. Only by emphasizing the Sacrifice rather than the supper can we bring to this sacrament the reverence it deserves. (
Dr. Carroll is organist/choral director at the Carmelite Monastery, Philadelphia; associate professor at Westminster Choir College, Princeton, and Scholar in Residence, PHMC, Ephrata.  Copyright © 2002, reprinted with permission from Adoremus: Society for the Renewal of the Sacred Liturgy. All rights reserved. 

Unhelpful Clarification

Thoughts about Archbishop Sheehan’s Pro-life Politics

By David Baltz

L

Like the Archbishop, I both look forward to and dread election time, though as I have grown older, the dread increases and the anticipation fades.  But for me it is the post-election analysis period that is always a time of hope—hope that, if we can learn from our mistakes, we might make progress in the next election.  

     Along with a great number of Catholics, I felt that Archbishop Sheehan made a serious mistake in telling his flock, two days prior to the election, that it was not a sin to vote for a pro-abortion candidate, thereby, giving the green light to those supporters of Gubernatorial candidate Bill Richardson!  After the election, I had hoped that his Excellency would rethink his statement in view of the reaction it generated and come up with a response more in line with the Evangelium Vitae’s priority on the protection of innocent life.  

     In this respect, Archbishop Sheehan’s “Election 2002—A Clarification” letter to the People of God, in which he explained his statement to the Albuquerque Journal reporter, was disappointing in that it served no purpose other than to confirm a faulty reasoning.  But while Archbishop Sheehan’s political view may have colored his logic in arriving at the moral conclusion he did, he is not alone in the apparent influence of a party loyalty.  

     It is an inescapable fact that we are all political creatures to some extent.  There is a great seduction in looking to the political process as a solution to our moral demands, and some of us look to those solutions more than others.  By simply voting for candidates who we think will ‘care for the poor’ and ‘house the homeless’ and ‘protect the unborn,’ we can unburden ourselves of those responsibilities and place them on the backs of the government and the politician.  Did we not live in a ‘democracy,’ this seduction would not be so compelling and our duties to our fellow citizens would fall on us every day of the year, not just once every two or four years.  The fact is that government has never been a good substitute for Christian charity.  It has not won the war on poverty or eliminated homelessness or ended abortion (rather, it has been at the very least a contributor to these problems), and that realization should give us pause to rethink our own political solutions.  With time it becomes clearer that acts of personal witness to our Faith, such as abortuary prayer vigils and sidewalk counseling, have saved more babies and had much more effect on society than have exception-ridden legislative solutions.

     This is not to say that were our government filled with God-fearing men and women whose desire was only to serve Christ and fellow citizen, that we would not be much better off as a country.  But as one who has spent many years involved in political activism, my confidence in ‘democracy’ is shaken.  Those God-fearing men and women who courageously choose to run for political office are very often weeded out early in the primary process, or, if they do happen to win the party endorsement, they are given bad advice, sparse media coverage, no financial support or, worse yet, pro-abortion party leaders will openly throw their support behind the opponent.  In my experience, the process is manipulated by insiders with their own agendas, who look at demographics and statistical data to select and then mold amoral candidates to meet the expectations of voters.  

     The whole system became clear to me several years ago after I decided to run for vice-chairman of the Bernalillo County Republican Party.  After announcing my intention—and with no opposition for the position—I was summoned to appear before a ‘committee’ of party bosses (who appointed this committee, I was never told).  The committee proceeded to grill me on my stances on issues—particularly with regard to abortion.  Once my pro-life stance was made clear to them, they appeared horrified, then asked me to vow not to make my position public.  In the end, I was elected as the vice chairman—without agreeing to their demand—but only because ‘the committee’ was unable to find anyone to their liking to take the job.  I share this story because it illustrates the process in the “pro-life” Republican Party.  I am sure the situation is at least as bad in the Democrat Party.

     Certainly the fact that our political process is as corrupt as it is, does not excuse us from our moral obligations to assist good candidates any way we can—regardless of their chances of winning.  Nor does it serve to excuse the Archbishop’s erroneous counsel.  What this knowledge does provide is the impetus to witness to our faith in more public ways than from the anonymity of the voting booth.  Pro-life counseling and prayer vigils are two ways, but so are running for office (in spite of the hurdles), and calling in to radio talk shows.  Both methods offer us a unique opportunity to proclaim the Church’s positions on the issues in a more accurate way than the Archbishop has done. 

     I say that the Archbishop’s statement was erroneous for two reasons.

     First, it assumes that voting for a pro-abortion politician is not a cooperation with evil, but rather an acceptance of evil that comes about from a desire for some greater good.  (What greater good there could be besides working to save the innocent lives of the unborn, I have yet to comprehend.)  But Evangelium Vitae is clear in No. 62:

The 1917 Code of Canon Law punished abortion with excommunication. The revised canonical legislation continues this tradition when it decrees that “a person who actually procures an abortion incurs automatic (latae sententiae) excommunication.” The excommunication affects all those who commit this crime with knowledge of the penalty attached, and thus includes those accomplices without whose help the crime would not have been committed[emphasis added].

Then it would follow that voting for a politician who the voter knows will vote against restrictions on abortion, or vote to give abortion providers federal money to continue their gruesome operation, would also qualify as an ‘indirect cooperation.’  That the same politician opposes the death penalty and supports drug rehabilitation programs, does not nullify the cooperation—nor does the politicians “experience, qualifications for leadership…and what [he] stands for.”  The vote enables the politician to do evil that the voter knows he will do, once elected!  Regardless of the primary reason for supporting the politician, this is cooperation!  Without the help of the voters who elect him or her, the politician could not do his or her evil.

     Second, the Archbishop states, “It would be wrong for the Church to endorse any political candidate, given the separation of Church and State.”  But while the newspapers reported that he had Fr. Terry Brennan reprimanded for an alleged endorsement of the pro-life gubernatorial candidate John Sanchez, such a concern for separation did not seem to affect the Archbishop’s own participation in democracy when he went to Santa Fe to lobby the legislature on behalf of a anti-capital punishment bill a few years ago.  It may be that the past treatment of Irish Catholic immigrants, and the subsequent political power that the Democrat Party brought them, has now made the very idea of endorsing a Republican repugnant to their descendants.  In any event, to my knowledge there is no law that prevents a priest or pastor from publicly or privately endorsing a political candidate so long as the endorsement is clearly done by the individual, not the by institution—the Reverends Jesse Jackson and Al Sharpton being prime examples.  For those clergy averse to walking the fine line of ‘separation,’ ones leanings can always be ‘signaled’ to the voters.  Though he may not have intended it, I read the Archbishop’s “not a sin” statement to be a de-facto endorsement of Bill Richardson.

     And finally, while ‘Election 2002—A Clarification’ did not contain any references to any magisterial teachings that supported his opinion on voting for pro-abortion candidates, the Archbishop did supply the name of a USCCB staff theologian—one Msgr. John Strynkowski—who concurred that Archbishop Sheehan’s stance was “indeed solid Catholic teaching.”  In a brief search to discover what some of Msgr. Strynkowski’s other ideas of solid Catholic teachings were, I came across an article in the National Catholic Reporter, “Official ministry among gays, lesbians needed ‘now more than ever’,” by Margaret Gabriel which quoted the good Msgr.: 

The [National Association for Catholic Diocesan Gay and Lesbian Ministries] and its network of local groups bring two significant gifts to the church, said Msgr. John J. Strynkowski, executive director of the Secretariat for Doctrine and Pastoral Practices of the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops. 

“They have a way of helping parents to support each other,” Strynkowski told NCR. “Their major thrust has been to help the community come together and find support. The second gift they bring is to try to provide a welcoming environment both for parents and for gay and lesbian people.”[National Catholic Reporter, October 18, 2002]

The credentials of Msgr. Strynkowski aside, it is unfortunate Archbishop Sheehan did not provide a clarification from the only authority we are all required to give assent to—official magisterial documents of the Vatican.

Pro-Life Heroes

In the Midst of Debate about Separation of Church and State, Tax Exempt Status, and Seamless Garments, Some Bishops Got It Right

Archbishop Charles Chaput recently stated “If we’re Catholic, we should act like it.  I will vote for no candidate – Republican, Democrat or third party – who is actively pro-choice.” [National Catholic Register, 11/17/02] Bishop John Myers “A Catholic may support the candidacy of someone who would permit unjust killing only when the real alternatives are candidates who would permit even more unjust killing…..Feeding the poor and welcoming refugees; reinforcing the social fabric of this nation; promoting the true advancement of women; securing the rights of minorities; pursuing disarmament while guaranteeing legitimate defense: All this will succeed only if respect for life and its protection by the law is granted to every human being from conception to natural death.” [The Obligations of Catholics and the Rights of Unborn Children,”  June 1, 1990]
Bishop James T. McHugh “The consistent ethic does not make all issues equal in moral clarity or urgency.  At this moment in history, protecting the life of the unborn child is a priority that requires special attention and wholehearted effort.” [Columbia, September 2000]

Catholic League Assures SF Archdiocese It Did Not Violate IRS Rules

    Americans United for the Separation of Church and State asked that the Internal Revenue Service investigate the Archdiocese of Santa Fe for distribution of a flier that provided gubernatorial candidates’ positions on abortion.

    According to the Catholic League, not only was the Archdiocese’s action perfectly legal, but New Mexico demonstrated the utter hypocrisy of pro-abortion forces.  On October 3, 2002 candidate Bill Richardson (who won the election) campaigned in Albuquerque Interfaith’s Mesa Presbyterian Church.  A blatant abuse of tax laws, says the Catholic League, but they have yet to hear someone calling for an IRS investigation of the PC-USA.  (
Pro-life News

The Exception Makes the Rule 

Arizona has had a general prohibition against state abortion funding – with exceptions.  First enacted in 1980, the law allowed funding of abortion in cases of endangerment to the life of the mother.  In 1993, Arizona extended its funding to abortions involving babies conceived through rape and incest.

     In October, however, the Arizona Supreme Court concurred with abortionists’ argument that if a state program for the poor pays for any abortions for health reasons, then it must fund all indigent abortions preformed for health reasons.  

Faith-based Abortion?

Planned Parenthood has a scheme to bring sex-education programs and abortion counseling into churches through creative use of the federally funded faith-based initiative of President Bush.

     “We let other define us as not religious,” said James Stewart, president of Planned Parenthood of Wisconsin.  “And nothing could be further from the truth.”  Services Planned Parenthood is willing to offer to through its own  “faith-based initiatives” to interested congregations include sex education classes for children, abortion referrals for pregnant church members, and distribution of contraceptives in church.
The Year in Review

Great Conferences, Hard-Hitting Reporting

     Los Pequeños was honored to have Gerard Keane, Australian author of Creation Rediscovered,  and the Reverend Douglas Mitchell, pastor of St. Anthony of Questa, New Mexico as speakers this fall.

    Keane was in the States to address the Kolbe Center for Creation’s second annual conference.  The Center supports the work of Catholic scientists and theologians who are dedicated to demonstrating that evolution is a scientific impossibility.  

     Continuing the consideration of faith’s relationship to reason, Fr. Mitchell, formerly an aerospace scientist, spoke the following month about the encyclical Fides et Ratio.  “The Pope challenges us to recognize a world drowning in a sea of non-knowledge,” said Father, warning that current educational trends tend to hamper knowledge of the truth, rather than provide them with genuine tools of reasoning.

     Los Pequeños and 400 friends also enjoyed the wit and wisdom of Jesse Romero, Alex Jones, and Fr. William Casey at the annual September Conference in September.  Other speakers throughout the year were Fr. Christopher Pieroni, speaking about the Doctrines of the Modernists, and Dr. Alice von Hildebrand, speaking about the Privilege of Being a Woman.

     New Mexico Life League, under the direction of Manuel Rodriguez, LPC’s Pro-life Coordinator, launched a Humanae Vitae Retreat program, hosted a Conference on Teen Abstinence, and is fostoring the Apostolate of the Unborn Jesus around the state.

     The Pepper has more than tripled its readership and continues to offer its monthly reports at a subscription rate of $10 per year.  Topics in 2002 included ongoing coverage of St. Pius X High School, pro-life news of local interest, Call to Action’s New Mexico presence, reviews of new and worthwhile books, and exposés of various assaults against the Faith waged by a host of speakers, programs, and mindless cultural movements.   

      Los Pequeños has also prepared, and shared with the proper authorities, dossiers of several concerns to the Church.  Heavily documented – we don’t make this stuff up – our intention is that no one embrace a “different gospel” out of ignorance.  

     It was a busy year – and this year has taken off at a gallop.  Please keep Los Pequeños de Cristo in your prayers.  God bless.

Say What!?!
The Center for Action and Contemplation has created a labyrinth it calls The Labyrinth of the Dancing Christ “because it moves back and forth as it confronts the cross, and the cross itself is held inside of an asymmetrical diamond movement that points straight to the pole at the center.  There are seven circles or paths in this labyrinth for the classic seven stages of life.  You can use the stages…for meditation or prayer.”

     The Seven Messages of the Layrinth are [bold as used in the original]:

· “Bless each season of your life.  There is no one, correct lesson or message.”  
· “The seven turns on the labyrinth symbolize the many changes in life. Life is change and transformation and repentance.” 
· “Like the labyrinth, life is not about ‘doing it right. It’s about ‘doing it.’” 
· “Like the labyrinth, life is not a straight line nor is it even a clear spiral toward the center.” 
· “The pole at the center of the labyrinth is the symbol of God and the Absolute we are all tending toward.  There IS a still point to the turning world.” 
· “At the center of the labyrinth we discover we are at home, or better, that we have never left home.”  
· “Many slowly walk the labyrinth back out, letting go of the hurts of each season of life and forgiving it and all who have offended them. There is no future without forgiveness; we just keep repeating the past over and over.” 
The Center’s information about its new labyrinth also contains the following bit: “A labyrinth is a way of learning and praying through movement instead of through thinking.”  Yes, we could see that.
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