
THE GABRIEL PROJECT 

The most nefarious charge that the pro
abortionists have leveled against the pro-life 
movement is that our only concern is the baby, that 
we do little for the woman carrying the "unwanted" 
baby. Fetus-worshipers, we have been called. We have 
been trashed for our un-concern even in Catholic 
papers and magazines, by those who should certainly 
know better. The truth is that countless national and 
local groups and organizations have been in place 
for years, whose purpose it is to look after the woman 
with a crisis pregnancy ... Lifeline, Abortion 
Alternatives, Birthright, Catholic Social Services, and 
many others. 

Regrettably, many people have never heard of 
them, especially young women, the very group that 
should be aware of available help. The main reason 
for this is financial; we simply don't have the 
wherewithal to put up big billboards or take out large 
ads in the Yellow Pages, nor do we have large 
foundations and organizations subsidizing us. We 
simply haven't gotten the message out to the high 
school and college campuses that help is available. 
This is most unfortunate, for counselors tell us that 
young women who come to them for help after they 
have been aborted so often cry out, "If only I had 
known there was someone out there I could have 
called who would have helped me!" 

There is yet another outreach program coming 
to our area, and it is an exciting one. It is called The 
Gabriel Project. It was conceived in Houston, and it 
has been brought here by Brenda Desormeaux, our 
Diocesan Pro-Life Coordinator, and several of our 
church parishes are already implementing it. If your 
church parish is starting one up, you may want to 
consider your own involvement in it; if not, you may 
be moved to discuss it with your pastor and see about 
getting one started. It won't require a lot of people, 
nor a lot of money. But it could affect a lot of lives, 
both mothers' and babies' . 

Most appropriately named after the Angel 
Gabriel, the project's primary goal is to offer the 
young woman in a crisis pregnancy situation 
immediate acceptance, love, and the grace of God. 
As soon as a call is received, the "angel" arranges to 
visit her ... to let her know that she and her church are 
ready to help her in every possible way: emotional, 
spiritual, financial. The angel will maintain contact 
with her throughout her pregnancy, and afterwards. 
Their relationship, of course, will go beyond the 
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human level, and the angel would be the vehicle 
through which the young woman receives God's 
graces. 

The pastor is center stage in all this, representing 
the fatherhood of God to the woman and her child. 
He represents the Church, and the Church family, and 
his prayers and support are vital. He is Christ to her, 
as he is to all of us, but in an even more special way, 
as the compassion and love of Jesus always comes 
through so much more vividly to the oppressed and 
the troubled. At some point along the way, the pastor 
will meet with the woman and her angel, and it is at 
this Visitation that the woman will feel the full support 
of her pastor, her Church, and her God. 

Wow! Is "exciting" too strong a word? I don't 
think so. I am positive that there are a lot of people in 
our diocese who are strongly pro-life, but who have 
never been moved to activism; people who have never 
written or called their congressmen, or perhaps have 
never demonstrated with us in front of the court house 
or the state capital on January 22, but who have the 
Spirit sufficient to move them to reach out to a 
frightened young girl and do what Jesus has told us 
we must do. 

Don't stand by while the boy friend or some 
sorority sisters pay for some frightened young girl to 
go to New Orleans and have her baby killed. 
Mormons, Fundamentalists, Jehovah's witnesses, 
they look after their people in need with an intensity 
that should make us all ashamed. We are our brother's 
keeper, and our sister's. If we have learned one thing 
from Vatican II, it is that our spirituality cannot be 
all vertical; it must be horizontal as well. 

If your parish church is developing a Gabriel 
Project, look into it. If not, ask your pastor to consider 
it. For further information you may call Brenda, at 
261-5607. Be a Christian activist. Be an Angel. 



ANOTHER PROPOSITION 

In a recent issue of the New England Journal of 
Medicine there was an article which proposed a plan 
for setting up mercy-killing committees in hospitals. 
The details of the plan are not important. What is 
important is that an article would appear in the 
medical profession's most prestigious publication 
outlining safeguards to follow in physician-assisted 
suicide .... which is unethical, immoral, and still 
illegal. Make no mistake about it, the euthanasia 
movement is becoming a tidal wave which threatens 
to engulf all of us who may not measure up to 
standards some social scientists will set for us as 
regards our physical and intellectual capacity. 

History may well record that mercy-killing was 
given its biggest boost when the voters of California 
expressed their approval of the concept of doctors 
being authorized to kill their patients for one reason 
or another. On November 3 the people of that state 
will vote on Proposition 161, which would do 
precisely that. This bill is downright scary. It is so 
far-reaching that even some outspoken proponents 
of euthanasia are not supporting it. 

Anyone deemed as likely to die within six months 
would be eligible for assisted-death. It does not call 
for any waiting period or psychological testing. Not 
only would a doctor be exempt from legal liability 
for his actions, but he could be held liable, if he is 
unwilling to perform euthanasia, for not transferring 
his patient to another doctor who would. The doctor 
would be required to list the underlying disease as 
the cause of death, and insurance companies would 
be obliged to honor this diagnosis. 

How are the proponents of this philosophy 
winning over public support? The same way they did 
with abortion (not surprising, for they are the same 
people), with slogans and euphemisms. "Dying with 
dignity" is most effective; after all, we all want to 
die with dignity. You can be assured that the word 
"choice" will come into play, for it was so effective 
in the abortion debate. "Hard" cases will be put forth, 
to justify doing away with anyone who doesn't 
measure up. It is no coincidence that there is a striking 
parallel between abortion and euthanasia, for they 
are both rooted in secular humanism, which advocates 
putting our laws above God's laws. 

What most upsets me personally is the argument 
put forth in favor of euthanizing people racked with 
pain from terminal cancer. The infamous Dr. 
Kevorkian has championed this most effectively, and 
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has escaped prosecution for killing four or five people 
in Michigan. He maintains that painless doctor
induced death is more humane than the drawn-out 
and often painful natural process, implying that there 
is no other alternative! 

This is grossly untrue, and flies in the face of 
hospice care and all the recent technological advances 
in pain control. There is most definitely another 
alternative, which is most effective and entirely in 
keeping with medical ethics and God's moral laws. 
The most glaring deficiency in Proposition 161 is that, 
while often citing "pain and suffering" of the 
terminally ill as the reason assisted suicide must be 
legalized, there is no requirement that the individual 
must be in pain or be suffering. That is a classic 
example of using hard cases to sell people on 
legislation and on a philosophy which would 
encompass much more. 

I do not know how the California proposition will 
fare. Organized medicine is against it; many churches 
oppose it, especially our own Church. But don't sell 
them short, these people who would play God on a 
massive scale. Even if the referendum fails, the 
movement will go on and will thrive. Don't let your 
convictions be weakened by slogans and half-truths, 
by courts that go easy on mercy-killers, by television 
programs that would canonize physicians and family 
members who mercifully put old Pop out of his 
misery. 

The attack on the sanctity of human life, so 
effective in recent years on the unborn, is rapidly 
extending to the other end of life's spectrum. We are 
facing a dedicated and growing group of people who 
would turn away your attention from the certain 
knowledge that life is God's most sacred gift to us, 
and that it is just as precious in the nursing home or 
hospital bed as it is in the nursery or in the womb. 



AFTER KEVORKIAN 

That Michigan jury's decision to exonerate Dr. 
Kevorkian on the charges of his latest assisted
suicide, number twenty if you have lost count, came 
as a terrible disappointment, but not a surprise. 
Although the concept was rejected (narrowly) by 
referenda in two states, it is scheduled for a vote in at 
least five more states, and you can be assured that 
one of them will pass it .... and the floodgates will he 
opened. Sadly, the polls indicate that public sentiment 
is leaning two to one to Dr. K.; to his philosophy, if 
not his tactics. 

In fact, if you read the Lafayette Advertiser 
recently, most of the letters, and virtually all of the 
one-liner comments, were in favor of doctors being 
allowed to euthanize selected patients. And doctors, 
too, are of the same mind. Every poll of physicians I 
have read, with the single exception of hospice 
physicians, indicates the feeling of the majority of 
doctors is that certain terminally ill patients should 
be allowed to "be helped to end their lives." (It is 
interesting that many doctors approve of the concept, 
but they themselves wouldn't want to "give the 
injection." Reminds you of the abortion business, 
doesn't it?) 

But let us not be too quick to judge all these 
people too harshly, who advocate mercy-killing. 
Many of them are motivated by a deep sense of 
compassion, and compassion is one of the greatest 
virtues. Dying can be a terrible event, for the patient 
and for the family. In my work with hospice I have 
seen many awful ways to die. Pain is always the first 
thing mentioned in defense of euthanasia; but with 
frequent assessment of the patient and judicious use 
of narcotics and sedatives, the physical pain can 
practically always be controlled. But the other 
symptoms can be much more difficult to deal with: 
the depression, the anxiety, the sometimes 
disfigurement, the complete dependence on others, 
the humiliation that often accompanies loss of control 
of bodily functions, the sadness and worry over 
leaving loved ones behind, the terminal confusion 
and agitation .... and those nagging doubts about the 
after-life that so often plague even devout Christians. 
Dying may be, and probably will be, the most severe 
test of your faith you will ever experience, for you 
and for your family members. 

And yet, in my six years with hospice, I have 
practically never been asked, directly or obliquely, 
by a patient or a family, to "put an end to the 

suffering." On the contrary, most patients, if they 
speak at all about how much time they have left, are 
far more apt to ask for help in keeping them going 
just a little longer .... until a son gets in from 
California, or a granddaughter's graduation, or one 
more wedding anniversary. No, the clamor for 
euthanasia for the most part is coming from younger 
healthier people, from idealists, from agnostics and 
atheists, from secular humanists, and from a lot of 
just common folk who are not well-informed or who 
have not thought this through, or who just can't 
understand or accept that God's ways are not our 
ways. 

More chilling than the Kevorkian verdict, 
however, was the ruling two days later by a federal 
judge in Washington, who struck down that state's 
140-year-old ban on assisted suicide. Seeing 
something in the Constitution that everyone else had 
missed for all these years, she analogized assisted 
suicide to abortion, and ruled in effect that one has a 
"right" to one, just as to the other. Rulings like these 
have a way of becoming landmark cases, and we can 
only shudder to think what next will be coming down 
the pike, especially when we consider the total lack 
of concern for the sanctity of life on the part of our 
President, his Attorney General, his Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, and the majority of the 
Supreme Court justices. 

The "slippery slope" concept can not be 
overstated., and it certainly applies here. If you have 
any doubts as to what we can expect next, look to the 
Netherlands. After 20 years of rampant euthanasia 
in that country, with no convictions, the Dutch 
government finally legalized voluntary euthanasia. 
Within days of passage of the new law, government 
officials were openly announcing that attention should 
now be turned toward involuntary euthanasia. The 
targeted people, of course, will be the retarded, the 
crippled, the sick elderly, the mentally ill .... all the 
"imperfect" citizens of that progressive country. 

This is scary. Not just what is happening in our 
country, but how fast it seems to be happening. Our 
people are going to have to hear the message over 
and over again, the preciousness of human life, from 
Rome, from our bishops, and from every pulpit and 
every catechism class in the land. Our prayers must 
increase, and our faith and trust in God must intensify. 
I am afraid that letters to the newspapers and to our 
congressmen will never stop the momentum that has 
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built up against the sanctity of human life. But we 
must never despair. We must remind ourselves of 
what we learned in elementary school catechism ..... 
God will always be with us, He is in complete control, 
and with Him all things are possible. 
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MATTERS OF LIFE AND DEATH 

In dealing with the subject of human life, there 
are some absolutes. Not many, but some. The most 
important one is that human life is sacred because it 
is God's most precious gift to us, and we have an 
obligation to protect it .... our own, as well as any 
others we have charge of or responsibility for. This 
obligation extends further to include all defenseless 
human life, if circumstances are such that we are in a 
position to help protect it. Another absolute is that 
abortion, at one end of life's spectrum, is sinful and 
always wrong, as is euthanasia at the other end. 

These areas are black and white, and decision
making should be relatively easy, once you have 
become well-informed on the subject. It is in the gray 
areas where issues are not always that clear cut, where 
decisions may not always be that easily made. For 
example, how hard should we try and how many 
hundred thousand dollars should we spend trying to 
save a one-pound premature infant with multiple 
serious deformities? Should the cancer patient, near 
death, be treated for pneumonia? Should a 90-year 
old man be considered for a heart transplant.? Should 
the demented octogenarian on the back ward of the 
state hospital be force-fed, even if he must be 
restrained to do this? 

If you can answer those in your own mind, let 
me bring up an even more difficult question. What 
do we do with the people in a "persistent vegetative 
state"? This is the group I would like to focus on, 
these wretched people who are "brain-dead," due to 
sustained hypoxia from prolonged cardiac arrest or 
from severe head injury. The functions controlled by 
their higher brain centers have been irreversibly lost: 
they can't see or hear or feel pain or communicate; 
but cardiac and respiratory function, controlled by 
lower brain centers, go on automatically. They must 
be given all medications, as well as food and water, 
artificially (by tube). Now these people are not 
terminally ill. They may even be expected to live for 
months, or years, or decades. It has been estimated 
that there are more than 10,000 people "living" in 
this medical limbo, pathetic side-effects of the 
awesome advances in medical practice in recent 
years, mute testimony to the growing feeling that 
ethics and common sense have not kept pace with 
this explosion in medical technology. And their 
numbers are increasing all the time. 

To . learn what the law says, we may tum for a 
moment to the Nancy Cruzan case. Nancy is the 

young lady who sustained a terrible head injury as a 
result of an automobile accident. After she had been 
comatose for seven years, with no hope for any 
improvement whatsoever, her parents sued to have 
her feeding tube removed. The Missouri Court said 
no and the case went to the U. S. Supreme Court 
earlier this year. In a 5 to 4 decision, the Court said 
that the state did not have to stop her feedings, but in 
the majority report they said they had so ruled because 
there was no irrefutable evidence that Nancy would 
want the feedings stopped were she able to make that 
decision for herself (prompting a nationwide scramble 
by literally millions of people for Living Will forms). 
However, new evidence has surfaced and the county 
judge has just ruled in the parents' favor, and the 
feedings will be discontinued before this column is 
printed. This is truly a landmark case, and you can 
be sure that other states will be quick to follow 
Missouri's lead. 

So the courts are saying essentially that artificial 
feeding is ethically and legally no different from 
mechanical life-support, and the American Medical 
Association had previously taken the same stand. 
Now what does our Church say? If! am not mistaken, 
the last time the American bishops addressed this 
subject they indicated that artificial feedings were 
not to be considered in the same category as 
mechanical ventilators and other sophisticated 
medical treatments. Food and water, even 
administered by tube, is thus considered "ordinary" 
treatment. 

But the matter does not end there, for the Church 
has traditionally allowed for exceptions. For example, 
economic considerations may affect the decision; if 
the course of treatment places a severe financial 
burden on the family, then this may directly impact 
the course of action. To pursue that one step further, 
would that mean that the wealthy or well-insured 
patient should be fed but not the poor one? Of course 
not, but I mention this just to emphasize how 
complicated medical-ethical decisions can be, and 
that every case must be individualized. 

I have more questions than answers on this 
subject. I bring it up because it is timely and 
important, and we all need to be aware of what is 
happening in our world in an area in which most of 
us will some day be faced with making crucial 
decisions. After all, we are living in a time when a 
young woman can have her unborn baby killed 
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without even having to give a reason for her decision, 
and when a court oflaw in Michigan sets free a doctor 
who assists a suicide in the back of a Volkswagen 
bus. 

The attack on the value of human life which began 
with Roe v Wade in 1973 has escalated and euthanasia 
is virtually a reality now in this country, and we are 
close to the point where life and death decisions may 
be made on the basis of usefulness to society. And 
yet, at the same time, and this is not a contradiction, 
we must not let our respect for life obscure the reality 
of death and our Christian understanding of death to 
the point where we might uselessly prolong the act 
of dying in any given case. 

-.-----'-----------~-.)-.,----~------. - ... ~ -,----,_ .. - .. ----
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KILLING IS NOT HEALTH CARE 

There is a story told of an Asian monk, 
Telemachus, who lived during the glory days of the 
Roman Empire. He found himself in Rome, for the 
first time, on the day of a great celebration; the Roman 
army had just won a glorious victory, and the emperor 
announced a special program that day at the 
Colosseum; animals would fight animals, animals 
would fight men, and men would fight men. The 
Roman equivalent of the Super Bowl, and 80,000 
bloodthirsty people jammed the Colosseum. 
Telemachus suddenly realized, as the fighting began, 
that these men would be fighting to the death, and, in 
his horror, he jumped up and ran out into the arena 
and shouted, "In the name of Christ, stop!" The crowd 
roared for the fights to go on, and when they did, our 
hero threw himself in between the adversaries. The 
crowd screamed for the gladiators to kill him .... and 
they did, by running him through with a sword. Then 
a strange thing happened. The crowd became 
completely silent. Then, one by one, they got up and 
left the amphitheater, until it was completely empty. 
The mind of the crowd had been changed. That was 
the last fight by gladiators in the Colosseum. 

History is filled with examples, perhaps not as 
dramatic and powerful as this one, of what one person 
can do to influence public opinion. Certainly the story 
of our nation's birth tells of many incidents when 
one person made a huge impression on public 
thinking, simply by standing up for his principles. In 
every war we have fought there have been countless 
examples of individuals who have literally influenced 
the course of history by publicly manifesting the 
courage of their convictions, by statesmanship or by 
courage in battle. 

In the war against the innocent unborn, the 
momentum has swung decidedly to the pro-abortion 
side, especially since the election of our first pro
abortion president. The present administration is 
pulling out all the stops to have abortion services 
included in their health care package. Urged on by 
the abortion industry and their rich and powerful 
financial backers and their allies in the media and in 
the political arena, they do not intend to give in on 
this point. 

They must be met head-on, and we must convince 
them that the majority of Americans will not tolerate 
the despicable idea of paying taxes to subsidize killing 
unborn human life. Our motto should become, and 
they should hear it over and over again, "Killing is 
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not health care." This was the simple but devastating 
remark by Helen Alvare, spokesperson for the 
American bishops, on a recent "Crossfire" T.V. 
program. You just can't say it any more succinctly. 
Killing is not health care. 

Already heroic voices are rising in protest. A West 
Coast bishop has vowed not to pay his taxes if any 
part of them would be used to fund abortion. Cardinal 
O'Connor has promised to close down every Catholic 
hospital in his archdiocese rather than allow a single 
abortion to be done in anyone of them. The American 
bishops have unanimously denounced this atrocious 
proposal. Clergymen and laity across the land must 
follow suit. 

You are aware that the president has decreed that 
our state must change its law concerning funding for 
certain abortions or lose all its federal Medicaid 
subsidy. As I write this, our legislators are being called 
back to Baton Rouge for a special session to address 
this latest and most outrageous federal intrusion on 
states' rights which can only be called by its true 
name: extortion. The men and women who represent 
us have been given perhaps the most important 
challenge they have ever faced to stand up for their 
principles. 

What can one individual do to affect the anti-life 
tide that is rolling across this country? You will have 
to answer that for yourself. We all have different 
degrees of influence, power, finances, and persuasive 
abilities. We are unlikely to be called to martyrdom. 
But we are called to develop an informed conscience 
and to follow our Church's lead. This will not take 
us onto the floor of the Colosseum, but it may and 
should lead us into the arena of public opinion, and 
there we must do all we can to promote Christian 
morality everywhere in society. For the moment our 
main focus should be on abortion, and our battle-cry 
"Killing is not health care." 



FOCA II 

You should know about the Freedom of Choice 
Act. This bill (H.R.25) would impose upon all the 
states a radical policy as regards abortion on demand. 
It says that a state may not restrict the right of any 
woman to procure an abortion (1) before fetal 
viability, or (2) at any time during the pregnancy when 
such a pregnancy termination is necessary to protect 
the life and health of the woman. 

Fetal viability today is considered to begin at 
about the 24th week; therefore, abortions could not 
be restricted by any state laws for any reason 
whatsoever during the first two trimesters of 
pregnancy. This, of course, goes much further than 
Roe v. Wade did, and would wipe out all restrictions 
that the various states have imposed over the years, 
such as waiting periods, parental notification, and 
others. 

As for late trimester abortions, what does "the 
woman's health" mean? This has already been 
defined for us by the Court in the 1973 Doe v. Bolton 
decision: "In the light of all factors .... physical, 
emotional, psychological, familial, and [even] the 
woman's age ... relevant to the well-being of the 
patient. All of these factors may relate to health." In 
other words, if any doctor, and he could be a 
dermatologist, would sign a statement to the effect 
that having this one-week-from-term baby would be 
emotionally traumatizing to the woman, there would 
be no legal way that the abortion could be prevented. 

Even the sweeping decisions of 1973 did not go 
that far. The Court had said that "at some point in 
pregnancy" a state "may properly assert important 
interests." And many have, especially our own state. 
But FOCA does not recognize any state interest in 
protecting unborn human life, at any time, for any 
reason. 

What are the chances of this bill passing? 
Excellent, I'm afraid. Support is strong in both 
houses. Actually, it has been in the hopper for quite a 
while. The only reason it was not introduced earlier 
was the certainty that President Bush would veto it. 
Which brings me to my point. 

We will have a strongly pro-abortion president 
now. Clinton has made his feelings on this issue 
known on many occasions during the campaign, and 
on this particular bill as well. My only hope is that 
he will change. While this is not likely, it is not 
impossible. There are many precedents for this, for a 
president to change his campaign views and 
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pronouncements once he has come to sit in the Oval 
Office. The view from the top is never quite the same 
as it was back there on the campaign trail. You may 
recall that George Bush himself was not at all pro
life until he became Vice-President. 

We must not let ourselves get despondent over 
the chances of reversing Roe v. Wade. There is no 
question that we have been dealt a major setback. 
But it is not a mortal blow. We know we are right, 
and so we must never give up. We must continue and 
step up our efforts to educate, especially the young 
people. We must teach them that morality is not 
equated with legality. We must pass on to them our 
heartfelt convictions about the sanctity of all human 
life, and our Christian obligation to defend and speak 
up for the unborn. Our Church, over the centuries, 
has always taught that abortion is sinful, and our faith 
tells us that our Church is always right on these 
matters. And, in the end, the Church will prevail, for 
Jesus said so. 

And remember, it is not the president who will 
pass this bill. Bills are passed by Congress, and their 
vote is supposed to reflect the views of their 
constituency. It is critical that we let our senators and 
congressmen know how we feel about this outrageous 
bill. 



EVANGELIUM VITAE 

To borrow an analogy from the syndicated 
columnist Charley Reese, when you drop some ink 
into a glass of water, you don't wind up with some 
pure water and some ink-stained water .... all the water 
gets some ink in it. Once you drop the idea into a 
society that it is alright to kill certain people who 
would cause inconvenience or economic or emotional 
hardship if they continued to live, you are sanctioning 
not just killing unborn children. You are sanctioning 
killing. 

You have crossed over the line that separates 
civilized people from barbarians. That line is the 
belief that all human life is sacred, and must be 
protected. Once you legally justify the right to kill 
one form of defenseless human life, logic soon 
suggests that others may be taken as well, if they are 
costly or bothersome to us. For years now we have 
been saying that once abortion became acceptable, 
mercy-killing would soon follow. And we are 
certainly witnessing increasing worldwide acceptance 
of euthanasia. 

A sure sign that deep-down we know that we are 
all born with a conscience is the invariable tendency 
we have to resort to euphemisms when we are doing 
something we know in our hearts is wrong, and the 
pro-abortion movement is filled with them. 
"Reproductive freedom .... a woman's right to control 
her own body .... terminating a pregnancy .... pro
choice." If there is nothing wrong with aborting 
babies, why don't they just say so? Why don't they 
just say, " ... for X number of dollars I will kill the 
baby growing in your womb and dispose of the 
body"? 

These euphemisms have been most effective in 
swaying the opinions of that majority of Americans 
who are wishy-washy about abortion. Just the label 
"pro-choice" has been a most effective ploy. To be 
"pro" anything sounds so much better than to be 
"anti" anything. Lately I have heard political figures 
state publicly that they are "pro-choice, but not pro
abortion"! Worse yet, there are people who find such 
double-talk acceptable. 

The Pope's recent encyclical, Evangelium Vitae, 
reaffirms beautifully and compellingly what our 
Church has always taught about the sanctity of human 
life. It is in many ways similar to Paul VI's Humanae 
Vitae. Future Church historians may well judge each 
to represent the pinnacle of the Popes' teachings. 
Neither pontiff looked to polls or head-counts to form 
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his opinions or shape his words; they each had 
something very important to say, and they let the Spirit 
guide them as they taught us. Neither one sought nor 
expected his popularity to increase following his 
pronouncements. Each is the Vicar of Christ, and each 
has experienced some of the rejection Christ met with 
whenever He preached and taught. Can you imagine 
what would have happened to Jesus' poll ratings after 
the Sermon on the Mount? 

Humanae Vitae was more of a shocker. Many did 
not expect Paul to say what he said. In fact, many 
modernists had assumed he was going to reverse the 
Church's centuries-old stand on contraception, and 
had already been counseling their people that way. 
Many still do. And yet, in recent years we have 
witnessed a gradual shift toward agreement with 
Paul's message. Many are coming to realize what I 
think Fr. Paul Marx was the first to proclaim publicly, 
that the abortion mentality has clearly been an 
outgrowth of the contraceptive mentality. 

It is too early to say what the long-term effect of 
John Paul's encyclical will be. The immediate 
reaction was certainly exactly what we have come to 
expect, whenever the Pope says anything about 
anything. There are those who thought he said too 
much, and there are those of us who feel he didn't 
say quite enough. The network newspeople reacted 
in typical fashion. They brought forth the usual line
up of "cafeteria Catholics," who shrugged off the 
encyclical as just more evidence of how far out of 
touch the Pope is with the flock out here. Their theme 
song seems to be, as it was 25 years ago, We Will 
Have To Wait For The Next Pope. 

May they have a long wait. Our recent concerns 
about the Holy Father's physical problems have been 
assuaged by his apparent return to vigorous health 
and a very demanding schedule. How proud we 
should all be to be C'atholics, and how blessed we 
are to have as our leader and teacher a man who so 
completely represents Christ to us. He is reminding 
us, in unmistakable terms, that human life is God's 
most precious gift to us, and that we must never waver 
in our efforts to defend and protect it, even if this 
means standing up and defying a world that considers 
life a choice and euthanasia an opportunity. Viva II 
Papa! 



QUOVADIS 

The Supreme Court's recent decision in the 
Pennsylvania Case caused some confusion in the 
ranks on both sides of the abortion controversy. Some 
spokespersons on each side claimed victory, while 
some on each side admitted defeat. The contradiction 
was a result of the media's rush to extract comments 
from the authorities before they had had a chance to 
study the wording of the Court's pronouncements in 
detail. My own view is that the pro-life movement 
suffered a major set-back in its twenty-year struggle 
to save unborn human life. Not mortal, but certainly 
major. 

It is true that four of the provisions of the 
Pennsylvania law were upheld, which will enable us 
to put still more legal obstacles in the way of abortion 
on demand. But the 5 to 4 vote to uphold Roe v Wade 
was as unwelcome as it was unexpected. In 
reaffirming Roe, the Court once more denied the 
personhood of the unborn. In their view, one could 
concede that the fetus is human and that it is alive, 
but it has to be judged a "person" before it falls under 
the protection of the Fourteenth Amendment. 

The optimist would say that we are just one vote 
away from overturning Roe. The pessimist would say 
that that one more vote may be impossible to come 
by, regardless of the outcome of the next presidential 
election, given the ever-increasing pro-abortion 
sentiment in Congress, especially in the Senate. 

A provocative comment on the Pennsylvania 
decision has been offered by one of the most effective 
spokesmen for the unborn, Professor Charles E. Rice 
of Notre Dame. There has been a rift in the right to 
life movement since its inception, some holding that 
we should direct our efforts toward outlawing all 
abortions, others arguing that this goal is 
unrealistically high and that we should allow for some 
"exceptions" .... the life of the mother, rape and incest. 
Better to save the vast majority of lives than none at 
all, their argument goes. Save some lives now, then 
go back later and save some more. Most pro-life 
organizations, including the National Right to Life 
Committee and the Catholic bishops, chose to 
advocate the exceptions clause, formally crossing the 
line in 1981 when they endorsed the states' rights 
Hatch Amendment. 

Rice is saying .... and this is not just in hindsight, 
for he and others have been warning about this for 
years .... that, by giving in on the exceptions, we have 
in effect played right into the hands of the abortionists 
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and the Court majority. For once you have "allowed" 
even a tiny percentage of abortions, you have, 
however unwittingly, given much weight to the 
concept of nonpersonhood of the fetus. You argue 
that all human life is sacred, but you are conceding 
that some lives are somehow less sacred than others. 
If an innocent human being is subject to being killed 
on the decision of other human beings, he is a non
person with no constitutional right to live. Once you 
have allowed human life to be negotiable, and subject 
to political compromise, you have lost. You may win 
many battles, but you have lost the war. 

Quo vadis? Do we change the whole strategy of 
the right to life movement, as Prof. Rice strongly 
urges? Do we ignore all the public opinion polls and 
go for broke? Or do we keep chipping away at the 
law, inch by inch, passing laws state by state, putting 
more and more obstacles in the way of killing on 
demand? I certainly don't have the answer, but I have 
become more and more convinced that it will take 
divine intervention to turn all this around. 
Realistically, it is appearing more and more doubtful 
that we will be able to win in the courts and in the 
halls of Congress and the 50 state legislatures. 

I think our goal should be not so much passing 
legislation as changing hearts and minds. When we 
restore respect for the sanctity of human life, the laws 
will follow. This will require a much more massive 
effort than we have yet seen from our Church, and 
from all Christian churches. And it will demand three 
things of all of us .... commitment, prayer, and 
sacrifice. 



THE MOST ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The war in our country is escalating, the war 
against defenseless human life. Couples are killing 
their young before they are born because they would 
cause them inconvenience, or financial stress, or 
social embarrassment. Babies born with deformities 
are being allowed to die, because they are less than 
perfect. And now the sick elderly and the terminally 
ill are being targeted, if their lives are judged to be 
no longer productive or useful. 

Laws are being proposed in many states, and one 
has recently been passed in Oregon, to allow doctors 
to assist their patients in committing suicide, and there 
is more and more talk of rationing health care for 
those whose lives are considered to be "meaningless." 
It is very politically correct to fret over endangered 
species. National hysteria can be generated over the 
prospect of whooping cranes becoming extinct, or 
spotted owls, or snail darters ... when, in fact, the 
world's most endangered species has become Homo 
Sapiens. The quality of life has become more 
important than the sanctity of life. 

The "isms" of the past few decades ... Naziism, 
communism, fascism, and radical socialism ... are not 
the threats they once were. The enemy now is secular 
humanism, which advocates the denial of the 
supremacy of God, the denial of the supremacy of 
His laws over our laws and civil affairs. When these 
people argue that we can't impose our morality on 
others, they are actually saying that we can't impose 
God's morality on them. 

The "culture of death" runs counter to two 
thousand years of tradition based on the Judeo
Christian ethic, which holds human life to be a sacred 
gift from God. This has been accepted by people of 
all faiths down through the centuries, and it has been 
the cornerstone of our American heritage since the 
birth of our nation. In the two thousand years of 
Christianity there has not been a single scientific 
discovery or theological insight which would prompt 
the Church to change her teaching, so emphatically 
restated by the Holy Father in his recent encyclical: 
abortion and euthanasia are intrinsically wrong and 
sinful because they constitute the killing of human 
life. 

Every human life is a gift from God, planned from 
all eternity. That human life begins at conception is 
not just Catholic doctrine, but a scientific fact, proven 
beyond all doubt by the extraordinary 
accomplishments during this century in the field of 
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Fetology. Not a single one of the marvelous scientific 
breakthroughs of the past 50 years can match the story 
of intrauterine life ... that miraculous chain of events 
which begins with conception and ends with birth, a 
story that never loses its mystery and its power to 
move us to appreciate the existence of God, and to 
stand in awe before the wonders of His creation. Once 
conceived, this tiny unborn child now has a claim on 
the entire human family, and as Christians we must 
accept our responsibility to support, nurture and 
sustain that life throughout its existence ... before birth 
and after, perfect or imperfect, wanted or unwanted. 
Each life is precious, from the moment of conception 
until the vision of God. 

We must stand up against those who would 
prevent birth defects by preventing the birth of 
defective babies. We must remind ourselves that the 
deformed child, or the retarded child, is also a gift 
from God, who in some mysterious way has a part to 
play in His divine plan for all of us. How many 
families have treasured such a child, have known its 
warmth and affection, and watched over its simple 
needs ... and, in the process, learned the real meaning 
of patience, understanding, and self-sacrifice, and 
learned to see God Himself in every product of His 
creative hand. 

Our responsibility extends just as surely to the 
other end of the spectrum, and we must protect our 
elderly and the terminally ill from those misguided 
people who would shorten or even terminate their 
lives in the name of compassion. In this area our 
determination may be severely tested, as we walk 
through a nursing home or a cancer ward, and with 
these afflicted we may cry out, "Why, God, why?" 
The answer lies in faith, and in the secure knowledge 
that He loves us beyond the reach of our imagination, 
and He will take care of us. 

Were it not for our faith in God's power and love 
we would have every reason to be discouraged. The 
courts are against us, and show no signs of changing; 
Congress is against us, and even some pro-life 
congressmen are waffling, looking more to the 
political winds than to their own consciences; the 
news media are openly against us, and they no longer 
even attempt to conceal their bias ... we are never "pro
life," but rather "anti-abortion," and they frequently 
try to portray us as out-of-the-mainstream zealots. 
Sometimes the future looks bleak, but we know that 
with God everything is possible. And so we continue 



our crusade with every confidence, as we pray: 

God of love, 
Author of life, 
Open the eyes that are blind ..... 
To see Your hand at work 
In the splendor of all Your creation, 
In the beauty of every human life, 
Born or unborn, 
Intact or deformed, 
Loved or unloved. 
Touched by Your hand, 
Our world is holy. 
Help us to cherish the gifts 
You have showered us with, 
Especially Your most generous gift.. ... 
The gift of life itself. 
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HEALTH CARE FOR ALL? 

As the details of Clinton's health care reform 
proposal leak out, many red flags are going up which 
should alert all of us who are concerned over respect 
for human life. Certainly the plan to include abortion 
as a covered "pregnancy related" service should head 
the list of our worries. But there are others. 

Mrs. Clinton has already made it abundantly clear 
that it will be the administration's intention that all 
abortions will be included in the "basic benefits 
package", a list of allegedly essential medical services 
that will be provided to all Americans. This would 
compel every employer and every worker in the 
country to purchase health insurance that covers the 
cost of abortions, with mandatory payroll deductions 
to pay for the premiums. It doesn't strain the 
imagination to visualize how this will affect the 
number of abortions that will be performed every year 
in our country ... already at a sickening 1.6 million a 
year, this figure will most certainly escalate. All to 
be paid for by your taxes, and mine. 

But there is more. The National Right to Life 
Committee is studying the "leaked" draft of the 
administration's proposal, and it provides for "cost 
controls," in a form that will cause rationing of health 
care. This is no surprise. Every nationalized health 
plan in the world includes rationing of services. That 
is the only way it can possibly succeed. This, of 
course, is not all bad. Human nature virtually dictates 
that everyone will want something that is free. We 
have all seen abuses of private and state and federal 
health insurance, and somehow these will have to be 
curtailed. 

The prospect, though, of an army of federal 
bureaucrats deciding what should be and not be 
included in the plan is a sobering one. I am thinking 
especially of the most vulnerable in our society: the 
sick elderly, the handicapped, the intellectually 
challenged. Will they be entitled to the same services 
extended to the yuppies? Or will treating these people 
be deemed "futile"? 

Allow these social planners to have their way in 
dictating parameters for eligibility and you are 
dangerously close to euthanasia. The present 
administration is brimming with people of the 
utilitarian ethic: who would judge eligible for total 
health care only those whose lives are potentially 
meaningful and productive. This is not to suggest that 
centenarians should receive heart transplants. At 
some point lines do have to be drawn. It's just that I 
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think they should be drawn by the patient, the family, 
and the doctor, not by politicians or their lay 
appointees. 

Of course, Congress has to approve every item 
in the plan, and the coming year should see a lot of 
debate on its details. The average person will be 
looking hard at any aspect of the package that affects 
her or him directly, and this will depend on a lot of 
things: the person's age, present and past health, 
occupation, income, and even state of residence. But 
we must look beyond our back yard and scrutinize 
those areas which impact respect for all human life, 
particularly the defenseless. We will have to let our 
representatives in Washington hear from us whenever 
health plan proposals touch upon the well being of 
any of God's creatures, especially those who cannot 
speak up for themselves. Pen in one hand, Rosary 
in the other, each of us must pledge to do whatever 
possible to affect legislation which could well 
determine our nation's future as we move into the 
next century. 


