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INTRODUCTION Pages 2-7
Church Teachings on Controversial Topics 
http://www.saintaquinas.com/controversial.html           
By S.M. Miranda

When communicating with fellow Catholics I have become increasingly aware of the general lack of knowledge, interest and fidelity given to the Church’s stance on moral, spiritual, and disciplinary teachings. Indeed, it is all too common to find confusion about Church teachings even among the ranks of regular mass-attending “cradle Catholics”. Many reasons can be given for this widespread confusion and dissension. It maybe that catechesis and religious education is poor in many areas, or it could be that religious interest is at low ebb, or that people falsely believe the second Vatican Council changed the Church’s teachings. Most likely, the reason behind growing dissension in the Church is that many Catholics believe the teaching authority of the Catholic Church is irrelevant in today’s modern world. Irregardless of the reason, Catholics who fail to understand the Church’s teaching through ignorance need to be informed. For this reason I have written this article to set the record straight. So that no one may accuse this author of voicing his own personal opinions and politics, I have provided references to the Catechism of the Catholic Church (abbreviated "CCC" in this document) and various church documents promulgated by Rome. 
Before I address the Church’s teaching on matter of faith and morals I’d like to explain the role of dogma* in the Catholic faith. For anyone who professes to be Catholic, their faith requires them to believe certain teachings with “divine and Catholic faith”. No amount of personal opinion, “conscientious objection”, or personal desires can excuse them from acting contrary to a defined dogma of the Catholic Church. Certain dogmas such as Christ’s resurrection, the Trinity of God, redemption of sin, belief in heaven and hell and other such dogmas are regarded as pillars of the faith. These teachings cannot be abandoned without simultaneously abandoning the Catholic faith. The church exists to teach men the truth and aid them in attaining salvation through the graces given by Christ’s death and resurrection. Dogmatic teachings are absolutely needed by the faithful so that they can attain salvation. The need for dogmatic teachings is necessary because without them the faithful do not know what is required to gain everlasting life. That is why the Church has the right and the duty to define what we are required to believe in matters of faith and morals. In fact, faith is defined as “the theological virtue by which we believe in God and believe in all that he has said and revealed to us, and that Holy Church proposes for our belief, because he is truth itself (CCC 1814).” When faith is united with the gifts of hope and charity wrought by the redemption of Christ, faith enlivens our soul and gives us spiritual life. Make no mistake, Catholics “do not believe in formulas, but in those realities they express, which faith allows us to touch (CCC 170).” 
*DOCTRINE DOGMA THEOLOGY-WHAT ARE THEY 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/DOCTRINE_DOGMA_THEOLOGY-WHAT_ARE_THEY.doc
“Salvation comes from God alone; but because we receive the life of faith through the Church, she is our mother (CCC 168).” As our mother, we ought to respect and obey the Church. 

There is one more fundamental point on Church teachings that confuse many Catholics. Many Catholics believe that some traditions such as the celibacy of the priesthood, use of liturgical vestments, Lenten requirements, and other disciplines are dogmas of the Church that cannot be changed. Such things are not dogmas but disciplines that can be changed by the Church to suit the needs of the faithful. Changing these things will not compromise the Faith because they are not of the faith by necessity. If the Catholic Church wanted, she could allow priests to marry (which does occur in the Eastern rite of the Church) or wear common clothes while saying mass or even eliminate the season of Lent. The fact that the Church rarely alters her disciplinary traditions shows us that these traditions are beneficial and have been proven to be proper and pious by the test of time. So how do we distinguish dogmas from disciplinary teachings? 
Dogmas and definitions of faith and morals are explicitly promulgated by a Church Ecumenical Council convened or endorsed by the pope (such as the Council of Trent, First Vatican Council, and Vatican Council II) or by a pope in an encyclical letter. Yet, not all statements given by a council or a pope are considered dogmatic decrees.  
Only those statements which fulfill the following three conditions:

1)       The decree is intended for belief by all the Church’s faithful

2)       The decree is related to a matter of faith and morals

3)       The decree comes from the pope when exercising his teaching authority as head of the Church or by a general Church council endorsed by the pope.

Dogmas are not new teachings added to the beliefs of the Church; rather they are refinements and clarifications of Church Traditions taught by Christ and the twelve apostles. Dogmas, Traditional teachings, and Sacred Scripture form the Deposit of Faith and constitute the faith of the Church. Explicit doctrines* from the Deposit of Faith can be found in the Catechism of the Catholic Church.                                                           *See link on previous page
With a proper understanding of the role of Church teachings and practices, we can now properly address the Church’s stance on various matters of faith and morals.
a) Abortion
Under no circumstances does the Church condone the practice of surgical or pharmaceutical abortions (such as RU-486 or the morning-after-pill). Abortion is tantamount to murder in the womb and cannot be justified by appealing to convenience, hardships, or “a woman’s right to choose”. Here is what the Church officially teaches in the Catechism: 

Human life must be respected and protected absolutely from the moment of conception.   From the first moment of existence, a human being must be recognized as having the rights of a person—among which is the inviolable right of every innocent being to life (CCC 2270).
Scripture also indirectly attests to the personhood and humanity of the fetus in Jeremiah 1:5:

Before I formed you in the womb I knew you, and before you were born I consecrated you.
The ancient Tradition of forbidding abortions is expressed in the Didache, a first century writing of the apostles:

You shall not kill the embryo by abortion and shall not cause the newborn to perish (Didache 2, 2)
The reasoning and arguments of the pro-choice movement have been addressed numerous times by Church authorities (such as John Paul II in Evangelium Vitae) who are much more eloquent and adept than the author, and I will not reiterate them here other than to say that a women’s right to choose abortion is not moral or licit because it interferes with and extinguishes the child’s right to live. A child has a soul from the moment of conception and therefore is a person (who has certain unalienable rights) who cannot be killed by the mother or doctor without making the participating parties murderers.  In fact, the Church feels so strongly on the matter that she has issued an automatic excommunication for all those who have procured an abortion and are aware of the excommunication penalty (CIC, canon 1398). The excommunication even extends to those who, “without whose help the crime would not have been committed" (Evangelium Vitae, Paragraph 62, Pope John Paul II). Thus abortion doctors, the father of the baby, and even parents of children who encourage an abortion, are held accountable.

In order to prevent Catholics from deceiving themselves and arguing that the Church’s two thousand year condemnation of abortion is only an opinion and not a doctrinal teaching of the faith, Pope John Paul II formally defined the condemnation of abortion in Evangelium Vitae:

Therefore, by the authority which Christ conferred upon Peter and his successors and in communion with the bishops … I declare that direct abortion, that is, abortion willed as an end or as a means, always constitutes a grave moral disorder, since it is the deliberate killing of an innocent human being. This doctrine is based upon the natural law and upon the written word of God, is transmitted by the Church’s tradition and taught by the ordinary and universal magisterium. No circumstance, no purpose, no law whatsoever can ever make licit an act which is intrinsically illicit, since it is contrary to the law of God which is written in every human heart, knowable by reason itself, and proclaimed by the Church (EV #62).

b) Euthanasia
Euthanasia or “mercy killing” is an unethical attempt to unnaturally terminate the life of an individual or hasten the onset of death in order to prevent that person from experiencing suffering and hardship. Sometimes euthanasia is advocated as a way to terminate the suffering of a severely depressed person or a person who has grown weary of the hardships of life (Dr. Kevorkian is an advocate of this type of assisted suicide). Primarily, however, euthanasia is viewed as a means to an end to terminate the sufferings of terminally ill or chronically ill patients. Advocates of euthanasia believe that early death preserves the dignity of the suffering patient and prevents undue hardships. Unfortunately, euthanasia no matter how you paint it is nothing less than participation in murder: taking the life of an individual without recourse to just societal law.  

Advocates of euthanasia fail to understand or appreciate the redemptive role of suffering in the individual. Christ desires for us to participate in his Passion, and thus suffering within the Body of Christ has a redemptive role. Because baptized Christians are part of the mystical Body of Christ, Jesus Christ the head of the body asks his members to participate not only in his resurrection and grace, but also in the suffering of his Passion. St. Paul firmly evinces this doctrine, "Who now rejoice in my sufferings for you, and fill up those things that are wanting of the sufferings of Christ, in my flesh, for his body, which is the church" (Colossians 1:24). He also says, "And if sons, heirs also; heirs indeed of God, and joint heirs with Christ: yet so, if we suffer with him, that we may be also glorified with him" (Romans 8:17).
This does not mean that Christ’s redemption is lacking, or that his suffering was not enough for the redemption of the world. It only means that we are chosen to offer up our sufferings for the expiation of the temporal punishment deserved by our sin and the free participation in the life of Christ. Christ merits our redemption and forgives our sins but the punishment and penance for our selfish actions must still be. Paul’s letter to the Colossians notes that by offering our own sufferings for the body of Christ, we can make up for those members of the body of Christ whose sufferings are lacking. Thus the body of Christ, the Catholic Church, offers the collective suffering of its members for the expiation of temporal punishment and follows in the Passion and sufferings of the Head of the body of Christ, Jesus Christ.
Nor does it mean that Catholics go out of their way to look for suffering and hardship. Suffering, in itself, is a result of sin and evil manifested by the fall of mankind. Such acts as fasting, prayer and the offering of hardships to the Lord are beneficial. However, purposeful undue suffering and pain can in fact be a sin. In fact, the Church does attempt to correct and alleviate the temporal suffering of mankind (such as natural disaster victims, the hungry, the persecuted etc.) What Paul is really talking about is the unavoidable suffering that is a part of temporal life. A good Christian will accept the hardships of life that cannot be alleviated. With good Christian humility and charity a suffering person will offer their suffering for the Body of Christ and its head, Jesus Christ.
For these reasons, the Church has forbidden the use of euthanasia:

Whatever its motives and means, direct euthanasia consists in putting an end to the lives of handicapped, sick, or dying persons. It is morally unacceptable. Thus an act or omission which, of itself or by intention, causes the death in order to eliminate suffering constitutes a murder gravely contrary to the dignity of the human person and to the respect due to the living God, his creator. The error of judgment into which one can fall in good faith does not change the nature of this murderous act, which must always be forbidden and excluded. Discontinuing medical procedures that are burdensome, dangerous, extraordinary, or disproportionate to the expected outcome can be legitimate; it is the refusal of “over-zealous” treatment. Here one does not will to cause death; one’s inability to impede it is merely accepted. (CCC 2277-2278).
DECLARATION ON EUTHANASIA CDF MAY 5, 1980
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/DECLARATION_ON_EUTHANASIA.doc
c) The Death Penalty and Capital Punishment
Interestingly, this is probably the one Church teaching that is the most confusing to Catholics.   This is perhaps due to Pope John Paul II’s seeming request for an end to capital punishment.  However, it has always been the teaching of the Church that the death penalty can be used in matters of grave circumstances by a legitimate public authority:

"Preserving the common good of society requires rendering the aggressor unable to inflict harm.  For this reason the traditional teaching of the Church has acknowledged as well-founded the right and duty of legitimate public authority to punish malefactors by means of penalties commensurate with the gravity of the crime, not excluding, in cases of extreme gravity,  the death penalty..." (CCC 2266).
Many Catholics who oppose the death penalty labor under the false assumption that the Church has absolutely condemned capital punishment. This is technically false however. Pope John Paul II has taught that in modern times the use of the death penalty is often motivated by the victim’s (and society’s) desire for revenge. The death penalty should be considered viable in only the most extreme circumstances because it removes or limits the offender’s chance for conversion and penitence. Only when the public good is at immediate risk should the offender be removed entirely from society. 
The pope explains in Evangelium Vitae:
Today, in fact, as a consequence of the possibilities which the state has for effectively preventing crime, by rendering one who has committed an offense incapable of doing harm - without definitively taking away from him the possibility of redeeming himself - the cases in which the execution of the offender is an absolute necessity "are very rare, if not practically non-existent" (EV 56).   
The Church’s teaching has not changed, but rather modern society and technology has rendered the use of capital punishment an extremely rare measure.

d) Human Cloning
Human cloning is an example of a teaching that is not explicitly defined by either Church Tradition (teachings of Christ and the Apostles) or Holy Scripture. Rather, the current teachings are a matter of interpretation of Scripture’s portrayal of humans as dignified sons and daughters of God. There is not yet an explicit ex cathedra declaration from the Church regarding the issue of cloning. However, that does not mean that Catholics are free to decide their moral position on the matter without consideration of the Church’s statements and encyclicals.  

The ancient teaching of the Church regarding sex is that it has two primary purposes that cannot be separated without incurring grave sin. Sex is ordered for the procreation of children between two married spouses and it is also intended to unify husband and wife in matrimonial love (CCC 2360 and Humane Vitae, 12). Cloning violates the marriage act by separating procreation of children from the unifying act of love between husband and wife. Additionally, cloning often involves the creation and subsequent destruction of large amounts of fertilized eggs. This is contrary to the dignity of the human person. Humans are not tools for science or a means to an end no matter how well intentioned the action (such as cloning people to create an organ donor of “spare parts”). 
The Church states in the encyclical letter Donum Vitae:

Medical research must refrain from operations on live embryos, unless there is a moral certainty of not causing harm to the life or integrity of the unborn child and the mother, and on condition that the parents have given their free and informed consent to the procedure. It follows that all research, even when limited to the simple observation of the embryo, would become illicit were it to involve risk to the embryo's physical integrity or life by reason of the methods used or the effects induced (DV 1:4).
It is probable that the Church will issue an encyclical directly addressing the morality of human cloning if the current public debate continues to rage.
e) Homosexuality
Although it remains to be determined if homosexuality is a genetic, social or personal stigma, homosexual acts are condemned by God and can never be approved by the Church (1 Corinthians 6:9-10, Genesis 19:1-29, Romans 1:24-27 and CCC 2357). If homosexuals are born with the condition, then they are called to live a life of Christian purity and chastity for the greater love of Christ. Such people can experience a life of trial, which all others must treat with compassion and sensitivity. The act of homosexuality is a “sin that cries to heaven for vengeance (Gen 18:20)” because it separates the unity of sex between two spouses from the procreative element which is necessary to legitimize and bless a marriage. Homosexuality is unnatural because it embraces lust between same-sex partners over the purity of love in a Christian marriage. 
The Church teaches:

Homosexual persons are called to chastity. By the virtues of self-mastery that teach them inner freedom, at times by the support of disinterested friendship, by prayer and sacramental grace, they can and should gradually and resolutely approach Christian perfection (CCC 2359).
f) Women Priesthood

The teaching of an all-male priesthood is the one doctrine that draws the most ire from modern-day feminists. Feminists argue that an all-male priesthood is an example of a domineering, chauvinist Church hierarchy who wish to keep women in their place by denying them leadership roles in the Church. However, this is absolutely false: the Church recognizes the value and dignity of every human being and respects the fundamental rights of women:

Man and woman are both with one and the same dignity in the image of God.  In their “being-man” and “being-woman” they reflect the Creator’s wisdom and goodness (CCC 369).

The problem with the desire for women priesthood is that proponents do not understand the difference between a career choice and a vocation. Some falsely believe that the Sacrament of Holy Orders is a God-given right to all who desire it. 
The Church clarifies the matter in the Catechism:

No one has a right to receive the sacrament of Holy Orders.  Indeed no on claims this office for himself; he is called to it by God.  Anyone who thinks he recognizes the signs of God’s call to the ordained ministry must humbly submit his desire to the authority of the Church, who has the responsibility and right to call someone to receive orders.  Like every grace this sacrament can be received only as an unmerited gift (CCC 1578).
The Church has always realized that it does not have the authority to ordain priestesses. Such a doctrinal teaching is not found in Scripture or Church Tradition. None of the Fathers of the Church ever advocated or ordained woman to the episcopate or presbyteriate. Despite numerous women disciples including Christ’s mother and St. Mary of Magdalene, Jesus Christ never elevated a woman to the role of apostle. Christ was never one to conform to cultural expectations and he often corrected the Jewish high priests and Pharisees when they did something wrong, yet he never called his women disciples to the apostolate. Hence, the Church has no authority to ordain women to the priesthood. 
Because this debate has become so heated in modern times, Pope John Paul II put the issue to rest by declaring an ex cathedra proclamation of the faith on the matter: 

"Although the teaching that priestly ordination is to be reserved to men alone has been preserved by the constant and universal tradition of the Church and firmly taught by the magisterium in its more recent documents, at the present time in some places it is nonetheless considered still open to debate, or the Church’s judgment that women are not to be admitted to ordination is considered to have a merely disciplinary force. Wherefore, in order that all doubt may be removed regarding a matter of great importance, a matter which pertains to the Church’s divine constitution itself, in virtue of my ministry of confirming the brethren (cf. Luke 22:32) I declare that the Church has no authority whatsoever to confer priestly ordination on women and that this judgment is to be definitively held by all the Church’s faithful" (Ordinatio Sacerdotalis 4).
Since the issue of women priesthood is a matter that touches the scope of Holy Orders it is a matter of dogma. After the pope’s solemn pronouncement, there can be no doubt on the matter. Rome has spoken; the case is closed.
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g) Celibate Priesthood

The celibate priesthood has drawn fire from many modern non-Catholics because they feel it trammels on the human need for sexuality and reproduction. Nothing in the human psyche seems more deep-seated (especially among men) then the urge to copulate. Contrary to the world, the Church teaches that the human urge for sexuality is incredibly disproportionate to the good of the goal (reproduction of the human race, and unifying love between spouses). Lust for sex is a result of original sin and the fall of mankind, as such the Church believes that all men and women are called to lives of chastity and must use human reason and will to restrain their weakness of the flesh. In short, all people are called to live chaste lives.  Sex is to be reserved only for married couples who wish to express their love for each other by procreation. 

Celibacy needs to be viewed in the light of chastity; priests freely choose celibacy so that they can concentrate all their efforts on the salvation of their parishioners rather than on the immediate needs and wants of a wife and children.   
St. Paul recognized the value of a celibate life when he wrote, “he who is unmarried is concerned with God’s claim, asking how he is to please God; whereas the married man is concerned with the world’s claim, asking how he is to please his wife (1 Corinthians 7:32-33). Since a priest chooses duty to God and his parishioners over duty to a wife and children, it follows that in the light of chastity a priest must be celibate.  

Celibacy is not for all people. Christ said, “some are incapable of marriage because they were born so; some, because they were made so by others; some, because they have renounced marriage for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. Whoever can accept this ought to accept it” (Matthew 19:12). Thus, some or called to the vocations of marriage, others for the single life, and some for the celibate religious life.  
The Church teaches:

All the ordained ministers of the Latin Church, with the exception of permanent deacons, are normally chosen from among men of faith who live a celibate life and who intend to remain celibate “for the sake of the kingdom of heaven.”   Called to consecrate themselves with undivided heart to the Lord and to the “affairs of the Lord,” they give themselves entirely to God and to men.  Celibacy is a sign of this new life to the service of which the Church’s minister is consecrated; accepted with a joyous heart celibacy radiantly proclaims the Reign of God (CCC 1579).
Celibacy is not a dogma or doctrinal teaching of the Church; rather it is a disciplinary teaching that can be changed if the Church’s leadership feels it is necessary.  Members of the Eastern rite of the Catholic Church are permitted to receive both the sacrament of Holy Orders and Holy Matrimony in accordance with their rite’s long and ancient history of married priests.  

PRIESTLY CELIBACY 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/PRIESTLY_CELIBACY.doc 
h) Artificial Contraception
Of all the Church’s moral teachings this is the one teaching that causes the most dissension, ridicule, and flagrant rebellion among modern Catholics. Such rampant heresy, dissension, and confusion have not been seen since the great Arian heresy of the fourth century.  

Modern technology has improved the reliability and effectiveness of condoms, spermicides, diaphragms, sterilizations, and other devices and methods to such a level that birth can now be cheaply, easily, and artificially regulated. Many couples use birth control to avoid the hassles and obligations of child birth which they view as an obstacle to career motivations, rampant selfish sex, financial freedom and global population control.  

The Church teaches nothing new on the regulation of birth and the prohibition against artificial contraception (Council of Nicea, Canon 1). It is her age-old teaching that the procreative element cannot be removed from the act of sex without incurring grave sin and violating the sanctity of marriage. Condoms and other artificial birth control are illicit under all circumstances; even married couples are forbidden to use artificial birth control to limit or control pregnancy. Pope Paul VI attempted to clarify the Catholic Church’s ancient teaching on artificial contraception following the Protestant church’s reversal on the ancient prohibition of birth control (the Anglican church broke the floodgate by reversing their decision on birth control during the Lambeth conference of 1930).  
Pope Paul VI wrote in the encyclical letter Humane Vitae:

In conformity with these fundament elements of the human and Christian vision of marriage, we must once again declare that the direct interruption of the generative process already begun, and, above all, directly willed and procured abortion, even if for therapeutic reasons, are to be absolutely excluded as lawful means of birth regulation.  Also to be excluded, as the Magisterium of the Church has on a number of occasions declared, is direct sterilization, whether perpetual or temporary, whether of the man or of the woman.  Similarly, excluded is every action that, either in anticipation of the conjugal act or in its accomplishment or in the development of its natural consequences, would have as an end or as a means, to render procreation impossible (Humane Vitae, 14).
However, because the Church recognizes that if there are serious motive for spacing births derived from psychological or external circumstance it is, “permissible to take into account the natural rhythms immanent in the generative functions and to make use of marriage during the infertile times only, and in this way to regulate births without offending the moral principles that we have just recalled” (Humane Vitae, 20).  
The method of copulation during infertile periods of the woman is referred to as Natural Family Planning (NFP).
NFP is condoned by the Church as long as the couple is open to the possibility of child birth and the couple has due reason to space or delay procreation. The couple may never use Natural Family Planning with the intention of avoiding child birth entirely or indefinitely because it violates the marriage covenant (CCC 2366). 

Conclusion

These are the teachings of the Catholic Church which we ought to believe because she is the “pillar and foundation of truth” (1 Timothy 3:15). St. Paul has warned us that, “the time will come when people will not tolerate sound doctrine but, following their own desires and insatiable curiosity, will accumulate teachers and will stop listening to the truth and will be diverted to myths” (2 Timothy 4:3-4).
Heed the words of the Church! And may no one plead ignorance before God.
All of the above till presently uncovered topics -- a) to e) and h) -- are being now covered in a series of Catholic Church-related collated studies of which this is the first. Section-wise contents are generally in chronological order except for the introductory information in each section –Michael, November 2015
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Designer Religion – The New American Religion of Choice 

Cardinal Mindszenty Foundation, Mindszenty Report, March 2006, Vol XLVIII No. 3 

http://www.mindszenty.org/report/2006/MAR06.pdf, https://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=6916 

By William A. Borst, Ph. D

German philosopher Georg Hegel (1770-1831) once asked: What religion would a free people have? His answer to this rhetorical question was that religion had to divorce itself from the absolute certainty of divine revelation because it could not be accepted in a democracy. The United States, which prides itself on religious pluralism or what can be described as the right to believe in everything or nothing, is a democracy that personifies the Hegelian query. 

Americans now fear any religion that suggests a trace of absolutism. 

The Inner Drummer
One of the underpinnings for this revolt against orthodoxy and moral absolutism is the fundamental nature of American life. Americans live in a society that stresses communal individuality. They may relish large public gatherings but inwardly, Americans like to march to the beat of their own inner drummer. Americans tailor their homes, clothes, and social activities to fit their individual desires fueled by mass media and commercialism. The frightening world of Frankenstein genetics promises designer babies for people who want children that will reflect their life style. Their approach to religion is no different. Millions of Americans, especially young people, are susceptible to the idea of a designer religion. As the New York Times proclaimed in a December 30, 2005 article they seek a faith that fits. Theirs is a consumerist approach to religion that reflects America's prevalent materialistic attitude. They apply the same pleasure principle to religion as they do to their bodies. If it feels good then it must be true for them, like unhealthy food, sex, a new sweater, or a skiing trip. It is not about worshiping God but about getting their emotional needs addressed. It is a mysterious inversion that extracts the spiritual from the sacred. Materialistic America's new religion will not inspire guilt for refusal to change an immoral life style. A designer religion does not genuflect before a god that preaches sin, judgment, and Hell. 
With the decline of moral absolutism and the belief in a transcendent God, Americans had to build a new paradigm of belief to fill the conscious void in their lives. This indifference to or denial of God has had lasting consequences. Americans have lost an irreplaceable source for meaning. The frailty of human nature led them to search for meaning in all the wrong places. Darwin found his meaning in the godless theory that reduced God's creation to a meaningless accident. Freud, Kinsey and Hefner found meaning in the liberation of human beings from restrictions on sexual behavior. 
The underlining tragedy of this situation is that psychology has replaced theology as the instrument of counsel. Freud, Watson, and Jung became the source of spiritual comfort, not Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. But with the changing of the emotional guard, a queasy feeling of angst filled the void that revealed religion once occupied. 

Gnostic roots 
The need for a personally designed religion did not just happen. The early Christian heresy, Gnosticism, lies at the root of any debate on the modernist approach to religion. The Gnostics denied the wholesome unity of the spirit and the body. Only a certain elite had the gift of spirituality, described by some as a spark of the Divine Being. With ideas such as enlightenment and the identity of the divine with the human, Gnosticism revealed a perceptible kinship with the religions of India and the Far East. 
A derivative of this Gnostic spirituality emerged during the early days of the 19th century in the United States. It was called Transcendentalism. It first appeared as an outgrowth of Unitarianism, which was a liberal religion that believed in the basic goodness of mankind. The Unitarians were forerunners of the secular free-thinkers who opposed the need for any type of revealed religion. While the Unitarians announced that man's human nature was excellent, the Transcendentalist found it to be Divine. Though as a theological counterpart to democracy it lacked passion, Unitarianism served as an incubator for the new American spirituality which would replace all organized religions. 

According to Samuel Eliot Morison and Henry Steele Commager's standard American History text, The Growth of the American Republic, Vol. I, Transcendentalism identifies a manifestation of the revolutionary spirit in the Northern states between 1820 and 1860. It asserted the inalienable worth of man and the transferal of supernatural attributes to the natural constitution of man. In some men it appeared as an intense individualism. In others it surfaced as a deep sympathy for the poor and oppressed. 
Transcendentalism gave to writers Nathaniel Hawthorne a deep understanding of the beauty and the tragedy of life and to Walt Whitman a robust joy in living. It inspired both the labor and the abolitionist movements. It had extracted its spirit and power from the Declaration of Independence that flowered in Lincoln's Gettysburg Address in 1863. It aimed to liberate America spiritually, as independence and democracy had liberated her politically. 

An endless seeker
The apostle of the evolving American religion was renowned essayist Ralph Waldo Emerson (1803-1882), an endless seeker for whom Christianity ceased to have meaning. He believed that all forms of ministries were anachronisms. His spiritual uneasiness lead him to the Far East where he immersed himself in the meditative thought of the Orient, not unlike what Trappist monk Thomas Merton would do over a hundred years later. Oriental religions never think in terms of eschatology. He embraced the alien idea that there was no sin, heaven, or hell, just an endless cycle of birth and rebirth. This was the perfect fit for what would be the new American religion. 
Emerson's family was nearly wiped out by the dreaded tuberculosis that ran rampant through his generation. He suffered from it for most of his life. Despite his physical travail, he was a serene optimist who revolted against the dominant pessimism of his day. According to Vernon Parrington's Main Currents in American Thought, Vol. II, Emerson was a bookish recluse, in love with the printed page. According to Jacque Barzun in his From Dawn to Decadence, Emerson merged the new spirit of religious freedom with the cosmology of eastern religions to form a new religious synthesis. Along with his fellow transcendentalists, he developed the idea of the imperial self, which stressed self-reliance and individualism. His was the apotheosis of an individualism similar to that which had inspired Jean Jacques Rousseau and Thomas Jefferson and given rise to the French Revolution with its reign of terror. 

The Modernist Religion
Emerson's celebrated legacy to American religious and intellectual life has been to generate a new era of good feelings. Feeling good about oneself is the essence of his spiritual legacy, which is more about man than about God. His new religion traded sanctity and devotion for spirituality and mysticism. While traditionalists kneel in the quietude of prayer and adoration, Emerson's faithful stand tall in the sun of their own reflection. It is a modernist religion, fueled by metaphysics of subjectivity. Their mores have become entangled in a net of narcissistic individualism, working for the end of organized religion. 
The sense of the sacred that had once been reserved for religion has been transferred to the human body as a sacred temple. Like the moneychangers in the temple, the Holy Spirit has been chased from the body's temple and been replaced by a den of materialists selling sensual pleasures and existential thrills. The metaphysical implications of this materialistic preference have underscored such issues as abortion, in vitro fertilization, cloning, organ donations, and a host of other ethical and legal questions. In effect, secular man has effectively humanized the divine. 

The Notion of Choice
At the heart of the sovereignty of self is the notion of choice. The supremacy of individual choice fuels the think tanks of social change in American life. Personal choice runs unbridled through the fields of a designer religion. It has been the linchpin of the abortion defense for the past 30 years. The act of choosing, whether it be a new outfit or an abortion, not the moral right or wrong of what is chosen, stands as the sole deciding factor for a free human being. The new religion has reduced the Divine to a human level and deified man's will through his ability to choose. His new spirituality will not frustrate his will not hamper his appetites with a list of rules, restrictions, or commandments. Under the rubric of freedom of conscience anything goes. 
The lack of a sound moral basis can lead to an ethics of discussion, where moral issues like abortion, assisted suicide, and embryonic stem cell research are relegated to the voter and the lobbyist. Headlines in Palestine and Iraq have revealed the hidden flaws of Democracy, which is at the pinnacle of the choice ethic. Without a moral basis the majority can enact laws that legalize theft, murder, libel and even genocide. As the United States moves further away from its republican ideals, the country has already experienced popular support for abortion and euthanasia laws. The new self-made religion dictates what is right and wrong with help from the voting booth and the talk show. 

Good Feelings
No one serves as a better model for this modern search for spirituality than Oprah Winfrey. Through her massive media empire, she urges her millions of listeners and readers to relax and feel good about their lives. While the TV megastar promotes many good works on literacy and helping the indigent, they emanate from a secular humanism and a lack of a structured religious thinking. Her spirituality is conveniently fostered on an emotional "now" with an aura of good feelings without the need for teaching about sin, judgment, eternity, or Jesus Christ. 

Oprah's long-term relationship with her paramour is illustrative of her exemplary public life and her scandalous private life. Her designer religion is a vain attempt to mute the lingering protests of a 21st century conscience that has already been dulled by steady cries of unrestricted freedom in moral choices. 
In their search for a religion that speaks to them personally, many Americans have advanced past themselves into esoteric religions, such as Islam or Scientology, and, now, more as a fad the Kabbala. 
The Kabbala is a system of mystical theosophy, which has played a limited part in Jewish religious thought. It has become more controversial today because so many of Hollywood's glitterati have espoused a deep belief, including, Madonna, Demi Moore, Mick Jagger, Barbra Streisand and Shirley MacLaine. 

A Mystical Contrast
In his mystical search for his inner divinity, the modern seeker encountered not God but his own human divinity. His search for meaning of life found its satisfaction in helping others, not worshipping God. Modern man's new religion has evolved into a form of enlightened self-interest, which stroked his own ego. The self is not really emptied, as it usually is in Christian good works but filled by its self-indulgent good feelings, derived from assisting humanity. 
In contrast, there have been many Catholics who have had a religious experience so intense they underwent body transformations. St. Therese of Lisieux, (1873-1897) the Little Flower, was a Carmelite nun and a mystic. While she spent her short life performing the daily tasks of her order, her prayer life revealed a woman with a burning passion for the love of God that transformed her soul. This she revealed in her autobiography, The Story of a Soul. 
The other St. Teresa, the Spanish Carmelite nun from Avila (1515-1582) was the first woman to be declared a Doctor of the Church. In her book, El Castillo Interior (The Inner Castle), she revealed her mystical journey toward the innermost chamber of her soul, the place of complete transfiguration and communion with God. 
As religious organizations have declined those without a religious character have multiplied, and they are making the world a better place though often without concern for the individual's moral well-being. French author Luc Ferry put it best in his 2002 book, Man Made God: The Meaning of Life, when he called this an eclipse of the vertical dimension of the sacred. 

The Splendor of Truth
According to Father Thomas Williams, writing in The National Catholic Register, the notion that religious truth really does not matter is a Child of the Enlightenment. Neither the French Revolution nor 150 years of Darwinism has been able to explain away the religious impulse. In the 21st century most Americans sense the need for religion but they do not want one that is too demanding or that will change their materialistic life styles. They want a religion that will adapt to their chosen life styles. Everyone wants good health but few want to diet or discipline their appetites. A half-century ago Bishop Fulton J. Sheen preached that it is hard to say no to one's desires. As a result, society has evolved into a hedonistic regimen that encourages people to say yes to their every personal demand without concern for consequence. Religion starts with one's self, which must be emptied to allow God's love and his grace to enter. If the ego is present it is difficult for true religious fervor to enter one's soul. Detachment from material things is essential for attachment to God. According to Sheen, the human heart is like a stream that loses its depth as it divides its waters of affection into many channels. A patriot cannot serve more than one country, and a truly religious person cannot serve both God and Mammon. This is the choice that the designer religion has failed to make. 
The crux of the problem is the arbitrary nature of the man-made law, which has no connection to the moral or natural law. Just as secularists have effectively divorced morality and Christian ethics from politics, there is a concerted effort to divorce morality from religion, and that would be Satan's final victory. Marriage, child rearing, and one's relation to his money or his body — all these questions that had been the jurisdiction of a religion-based morality, are no longer governable by identifiable rules. To correct this problem, the late John Paul II called for the re-establishment of a moral theology, anchored in the splendor of truth and theological humanism. This is a cultural imperative! 
William A. Borst, Ph.D., Feature Editor, is the author of Liberalism: Fatal Consequences and The Scorpion and the Frog: A Natural Conspiracy
Bioethics
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bioethics EXTRACT
Bioethics is the study of the typically controversial ethical issues emerging from new situations and possibilities brought about by advances in biology and medicine. It is also moral discernment as it relates to medical policy and practice. Bioethicists are concerned with the ethical questions that arise in the relationships among life sciences, biotechnology, medicine, politics, law, and philosophy. It also includes the study of the more commonplace questions of values (“the ethics of the ordinary”) which arise in primary care and other branches of medicine.
The term Bioethics (Greek bios, life; ethos, behavior) was coined in 1926 by Fritz Jahr, who "anticipated many of the arguments and discussions now current in biological research involving animals" in an article about the "bioethical imperative," as he called it, regarding the scientific use of animals and plants.[1] In 1970, the American biochemist Van Rensselaer Potter also used the term with a broader meaning including solidarity towards the biosphere, thus generating a "global ethics," a discipline representing a link between biology, ecology, medicine and human values in order to attain the survival of both human beings and other animal species.[2] [3]
The field of bioethics has addressed a broad swathe of human inquiry, ranging from debates over the boundaries of life (e.g. abortion, euthanasia), surrogacy, the allocation of scarce health care resources (e.g. organ donation, health care rationing) to the right to refuse medical care for religious or cultural reasons. Bioethicists often disagree among themselves over the precise limits of their discipline, debating whether the field should concern itself with the ethical evaluation of all questions involving biology and medicine, or only a subset of these questions.[4] 
Some bioethicists would narrow ethical evaluation only to the morality of medical treatments or technological innovations, and the timing of medical treatment of humans. Others would broaden the scope of ethical evaluation to include the morality of all actions that might help or harm organisms capable of feeling fear.
The scope of bioethics can expand with biotechnology, including cloning, gene therapy, life extension, human genetic engineering, astroethics and life in space,[5] and manipulation of basic biology through altered DNA, XNA and proteins.[6] These developments will affect future evolution, and may require new principles that address life at its core, such as biotic ethics that values life itself at its basic biological processes and structures, and seeks their propagation.[7] 
One of the first areas addressed by modern bioethicists was that of human experimentation. The National Commission for the Protection of Human Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research was initially established in 1974 to identify the basic ethical principles that should underlie the conduct of biomedical and behavioral research involving human subjects. However, the fundamental principles announced in the Belmont Report (1979)—namely, autonomy, beneficence and justice—have influenced the thinking of bioethicists across a wide range of issues. Others have added non-maleficence, human dignity and the sanctity of life to this list of cardinal values.
Another important principle of bioethics is its placement of value on discussion and presentation. Numerous discussion based bioethics groups exist in universities across the United States to champion exactly such goals. Examples include the Ohio State Bioethics Society [8] and the Bioethics Society of Cornell.[9] Professional level versions of these organizations also exist.
Medical ethics is the study of moral values and judgments as they apply to medicine. As a scholarly discipline, medical ethics encompasses its practical application in clinical settings as well as work on its history, philosophy, theology, and sociology.
Medical ethics tends to be understood narrowly as an applied professional ethics, whereas bioethics appears to have worked more expansive concerns, touching upon the philosophy of science and issues of biotechnology. Still, the two fields often overlap and the distinction is more a matter of style than professional consensus. Medical ethics shares many principles with other branches of healthcare ethics, such as nursing ethics. A bioethicist assists the health care and research community in examining moral issues involved in our understanding of life and death, and resolving ethical dilemmas in medicine and science.

Bioethicists come from a wide variety of backgrounds and have training in a diverse array of disciplines. The field contains individuals trained in philosophy such as H. Tristram Engelhardt Jr. of Rice University, Baruch Brody of Rice University, Peter Singer of Princeton University, Daniel Callahan of the Hastings Center, and Daniel Brock of Harvard University, medically trained clinician ethicists such as Mark Siegler of the University of Chicago and Joseph Fins of Cornell University, lawyers such as Nancy Dubler of Albert Einstein College of Medicine or Jerry Menikoff of the federal Office of Human Research Protections, political scientists like Francis Fukuyama, religious studies scholars including James Childress, public intellectuals like Amitai Etzioni of The George Washington University, and theologians like Lisa Sowle Cahill and Stanley Hauerwas. The field, once dominated by formally trained philosophers, has become increasingly interdisciplinary, with some critics even claiming that the methods of analytic philosophy have had a negative effect on the field's development. Leading journals in the field include The Journal of Medicine and Philosophy, The Hastings Center Report, the American Journal of Bioethics, the Journal of Medical Ethics and the Cambridge Quarterly of Healthcare Ethics. Bioethics has also benefited from the process philosophy developed by Alfred North Whitehead.[10]
Many religious communities have their own histories of inquiry into bioethical issues and have developed rules and guidelines on how to deal with these issues from within the viewpoint of their respective faiths. The Jewish, Christian and Muslim faiths have each developed a considerable body of literature on these matters. In the case of many non-Western cultures, a strict separation of religion from philosophy does not exist. In many Asian cultures, for example, there is a lively discussion on bioethical issues. Buddhist bioethics, in general, is characterised by a naturalistic outlook that leads to a rationalistic, pragmatic approach. Buddhist bioethicists include Damien Keown. In India, Vandana Shiva is a leading bioethicist speaking from the Hindu tradition. In Africa, and partly also in Latin America, the debate on bioethics frequently focuses on its practical relevance in the context of underdevelopment and geopolitical power relations.[vague] Masahiro Morioka argues that in Japan the bioethics movement was first launched by disability activists and feminists in the early 1970s, while academic bioethics began in the mid-1980s. During this period, unique philosophical discussions on brain death and disability appeared both in the academy and journalism.[11]
Bioethics has also had its critics. Paul Farmer has pointed out that bioethics tends to focus its attention on problems that arise from "too much care," for patients in industrialized nations, while giving little or no attention to the ethical problem of too little care for the poor.[12] Farmer characterizes the bioethics of handling difficult clinical situations, normally in hospitals in industrialized countries, as "quandary ethics." And he refers to bioethicists as "endlessly rehashing the perils of too much care."[13] He does not regard quandary ethics and clinical bioethics as unimportant; he argues, rather, that bioethics must be balanced and give due weight to the poor. 
Areas of health sciences that are the subject of published, peer-reviewed bioethical analysis include:
· Abortion
· Animal rights
· Artificial insemination
· Artificial life
· Artificial womb
· Assisted suicide
· Biotic ethics
· Blood transfusion
· Body modification
· Brain-computer interface
· Chimeras
· Cloning
· Contraception (birth control)

· Cryonics
· Embryonic stem cell research
· Eugenics
· Euthanasia (human, non-human animal)
· Gene theft
· Gene therapy
· Genetically modified food
· Genetically modified organism
· Genomics
· Human cloning
· Human enhancement
· Human experimentation in the United States
· Human genetic engineering
· Infertility treatments
· In vitro fertilization
· Life extension
· Life support
· Mitochondrial donation
· Organ donation
· Organ transplant
· Parahuman 
· Patients' Bill of Rights
· Pharmacogenetics
· Population control
· Professional ethics
· Psychosurgery
· Recreational drug use
· Reproductive rights
· Reprogenetics
· Sex reassignment therapy
· Sperm and egg donation
· Stem cell research
· Stem cell controversy
· Suicide
· Surrogacy 

· Transexuality
· Transhumanism
· Transplant trade
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Finding Bioethics in the Bible? Pontifical Biblical Commission Considers Moral Questions

http://www.zenit.org/article-25674?l=english
Vatican City, April 21, 2009 
The members of the Pontifical Biblical Commission are considering the role of the Bible in giving orientation for moral dilemmas. During their annual plenary assembly, which began Monday and runs through Friday, the group is dedicated to the consideration of "Inspiration and Truth in the Bible," a theme that draws from the October synod of bishops on the Word of God.
The work of the commission, which is overseen by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, is being directed by Jesuit Father Klemens Stock, secretary, and the prefect of the congregation, Cardinal William Levada.
Father Stock spoke with L'Osservatore Romano about the efforts of the plenary assembly. They are dedicated to publishing in various languages a document that was already released in Italian on the relationship between the Bible and moral acts.
According to Father Stock, the document, "The Bible and Morality: Biblical Roots of Christian Conduct*," aims to offer guidelines for the study of moral questions that the Bible does not explicitly address. He noted the importance of this goal as more and more moral questions arise that Biblical authors could not have imagined, such as in the realm of bioethics. "Today many moral problems arise that were unknown to the authors of the Bible," he said. "This [document] proposes the question of if the Bible has something to offer to resolve them, even though one cannot find in it ready-made answers."
The Jesuit noted that the document "indicates some criteria that can give guidance in the search for just norms for current problems." It does this, he said, based on the basic criteria of the Bible: "conformity with the biblical vision of the human being and conformity with the example of Jesus."
"The biblical vision highlights the dignity of the human person and his call to intimate communion with God," Father Stock said. "For another thing, Jesus is the example of perfect conduct. His behavior and his teachings are the reference point for Christian behavior."   

*THE BIBLE AND MORALITY-BIBLICAL ROOTS OF CHRISTIAN CONDUCT  
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_BIBLE_AND_MORALITY-BIBLICAL_ROOTS_OF_CHRISTIAN_CONDUCT.doc
Catholic Resources in Bioethics  
t Ethical and Religious Directives for Catholic Health Care Services 5th edition, United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (2009)
t Dignitas personae (Instruction on Certain Bioethical Questions), Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (June 20, 2008)
t Address to an International Conference on Organ Donation, Pope John Paul II (August, 2009)
t Fides et ratio (Faith and Reason), Pope John Paul II (September 14, 1998)
t Evangelium vitae (The Gospel of Life), Pope John Paul II (March 25, 1995)
t Veritatis splendor (The Splendor of Truth), Pope John Paul II (August 6, 1993)
t Donum vitae (The Gift of Life), Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (February 22, 1987)
t Declaration on Euthanasia, Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (May 5, 1980)
t Redemptor Hominis (The Redeemer of Man), Pope John Paul II (March 4, 1979)
t Humanae vitae (Of Human Life), Pope Paul VI (July 25, 1968)
t Address to the First International Congress on the Histopathology of the Nervous System, Pope Pius XII (September 13, 1952)
From the Compendium of the Catechism of the Catholic Church
THE FIFTH COMMANDMENT: YOU SHALL NOT KILL
466. Why must human life be respected?

CCC #2258-2262
CCC #2318-2320 

Human life must be respected because it is sacred. From its beginning human life involves the creative action of God and it remains forever in a special relationship with the Creator, who is its sole end. It is not lawful for anyone directly to destroy an innocent human being. This is gravely contrary to the dignity of the person and the holiness of the Creator. “Do not slay the innocent and the righteous” (Exodus 23:7).

467. Why is the legitimate defense of persons and of society not opposed to this norm?

CCC #2263-2265

Because in choosing to legitimately defend oneself one is respecting the right to life (either one’s own right to life or that of another) and not choosing to kill. Indeed, for someone responsible for the life of another, legitimate defense can be not only a right but a grave duty, provided only that disproportionate force is not used.

468. What is the purpose of punishment?

CCC #2266

A punishment imposed by legitimate public authority has the aim of redressing the disorder introduced by the offense, of defending public order and people’s safety, and contributing to the correction of the guilty party.

469. What kind of punishment may be imposed?

CCC #2267

The punishment imposed must be proportionate to the gravity of the offense. Given the possibilities which the State now has for effectively preventing crime by rendering one who has committed an offense incapable of doing harm, the cases in which the execution of the offender is an absolute necessity “are very rare, if not practically non-existent.” (Evangelium Vitae). When non-lethal means are sufficient, authority should limit itself to such means because they better correspond to the concrete conditions of the common good, are more in conformity with the dignity of the human person, and do not remove definitively from the guilty party the possibility of reforming himself.

470. What is forbidden by the fifth commandment?

CCC #2268-2283
CCC #2321-2326

The fifth commandment forbids as gravely contrary to the moral law:

-direct and intentional murder and cooperation in it;

-direct abortion, willed as an end or as means, as well as cooperation in it. Attached to this sin is the penalty of excommunication because, from the moment of his or her conception, the human being must be absolutely respected and protected in his integrity;

-direct euthanasia which consists in putting an end to the life of the handicapped, the sick, or those near death by an act or by the omission of a required action;

-suicide and voluntary cooperation in it, insofar as it is a grave offense against the just love of God, of self, and of neighbor. One’s responsibility may be aggravated by the scandal given; one who is psychologically disturbed or is experiencing grave fear may have diminished responsibility.

471. What medical procedures are permitted when death is considered imminent?

CCC #2278-2279

When death is considered imminent the ordinary care owed to a sick person cannot be legitimately interrupted. However, it is legitimate to use pain-killers which do not aim at in death and to refuse “over-zealous treatment”, that is the utilization of disproportionate medical procedures without reasonable hope of a positive outcome.

472. Why must society protect every embryo? 
CCC #2273-2274

The inalienable right to life of every human individual, from his conception, is a constitutive element of civil society and of its legislation. When the State does not put its force at the service of the rights of all, and, in particular, of the weak, among whom are the unborn conceived, the very foundations of the State of law are undermined.
475. When are scientific, medical or psychological experiments with persons or human groups morally legitimate? 

CCC #2292-2295

They are morally legitimate when they are at the service of the integral good of the person and of society, without disproportionate risks to the life and physical and psychological integrity of the subjects who must be properly informed and consenting.

476. Are the transplant and donation of organs allowed before and after death?

CCC #2296

The transplant of organs is morally acceptable with the consent of the donor and without excessive risks to him or her. Before allowing the noble act of organ donation after death, one must verify that the donor is truly dead.

477. What practices are contrary to respect for the bodily integrity of the human person?

CCC #2297-2298
They are: kidnapping and hostage taking, terrorism, torture, violence, and direct sterilization. Amputations and mutilations of a person are morally permissible only for strictly therapeutic medical reasons.

478. What care must be given to the dying?

CCC #2299

The dying have a right to live the last moments of their earthly lives with dignity and, above all, to be sustained with prayer and the sacraments that prepare them to meet the living God.

479. How are the bodies of the deceased to be treated?

CCC #2300-2301

The bodies of the departed must be treated with love and respect. Their cremation is permitted provided that it does not demonstrate a denial of faith in the resurrection of the body.
The Woman of Genesis 3:15
http://www.dailycatholic.org/issue/04Jan/40118qui.htm 

Sermon delivered on 18 January 2004 at Saint Jude Shrine, Stafford, Texas, by Father Louis Campbell

The Blessed Virgin Mary is a composite of the brave women of the Old Covenant and more. She is the Co-Redemptrix, Advocate and Mediatrix of graces. The Lord foretold her mission, her crucial role in salvation history in Genesis 3: 15 and so reinforced with her appearance at Fatima.
"Mary is all of these women together, because she fulfills the prophecy of Genesis in all of these ways. She is the New Eve, because she was victorious over the devil from the first moment of her Immaculate Conception. She is Sara, because she believed the words of the Angel Gabriel that she was to become the Mother of the Savior. She is Debora, because she accompanies the Church and leads it courageous in the battle with the Dragon. She is Jahel, because she crushes the head of the serpent. She is Anna because she gives up her Divine Son as a sacrifice for the sins of the world. She is Judith, because she is the glory of Jerusalem, the joy of Israel, and the honor of our people. She is Esther because she intercedes for the lives of her people before the throne of the King of Heaven."
"Who is this that comes forth like the dawn, as beautiful as the moon, as resplendent as the sun?" (Cant.6: 1 0).

These words from the Canticle of Canticles are applied by the Church to the Blessed Virgin Mary on some of her feast days. We may wonder, indeed, who this mysterious woman is who can demand a miracle of the Son of God Himself and be fully confident of receiving it, and this in spite of an apparent refusal: "What wouldst thou have me do, woman? 

My hour has not yet come" (In.2:4). It doesn't stop her. "Do whatever he tells you," she says to the attendants (In.2:5). And in obedience to her request, the Son of God changes water into wine.

Some are mildly scandalized that Jesus should address His Mother as "Woman", and they try to soften it by saying it was a title of respect in those times, like "Madam", or "Lady". But Jesus was making an important statement. He was referring to the prophecy from the Book of Genesis: "I will put enmities between thee and the woman, and thy seed and her seed: she shall crush thy head, and thou shalt lie in wait-for her heel" (Gn.3:15). Jesus was identifying His Mother as the Woman. 

If He was the "seed", then who but Mary could be "the woman"?

The prophecy of Genesis 3:15 was partially fulfilled by other women of the Bible before Mary's time.

Eve, of course, was the original woman. St. Paul says of Sara, the wife of Abraham: "By faith even Sara herself, who was barren, received power for the conception of a child when she was past the time of life, because she believed that he who had given the promise was faithful" (Heb.11:11).

Debora was a prophetess, and one of the judges who guided Israel before the time of the kings. The Israelites were at that time living in servitude under the Canaanite king, Jabin, and his general, Sisara. Debora told Barac from Nephthali that God wanted him to attack and defeat Sisara, but Barac refused to go into battle unless Debora went with him. 

Debora consented, but told Barac that the victory over Sisara would be stolen from him by a woman (Judges 4:9). 

She was referring to Jahel, who harbored Sisara as he was fleeing in defeat from Barac, but when he fell into an exhausted sleep she killed him by driving a tent peg through his temple (Judges 4:21). Debora called Jahel: "Blessed among women" (Judges 5:24).

Anna, the wife of Elcana, was childless until she prayed to the Lord, and He granted her a son who became the prophet Samuel. Anna gave him up to the service of the Lord in the Temple when he was very young. Anna's song of thanksgiving begins: "My heart hath rejoiced in the Lord ..," (I Kings 2:1), words which recall Mary's Magnificat.

Judith was a Jewish widow of Bethulia who tricked the wicked Holofernes, commander of the Assyrian army threatening the Israelites under King Menasses, into drinking too much wine, whereupon she beheaded him with a sword, causing the Assyrians to flee in panic before the Israelite forces. The people blessed Judith, saying: "Thou are the glory of Jerusalem, thou art the joy of Israel, thou art the honor of our people" (Judith 15: 10).

Esther was a young Jewess from the tribe of Benjamin who was exiled with her people to Susan under the reign of King Assuerus, whose queen she became after the banishing of the former Queen, Vasthi. 

Queen Esther entered unbidden into the presence of the king, risking her life to save her people from destruction at the hands of the wicked Aman, who had obtained a decree from the king on the 13th of the month Nisan, that the Jews in exile in Persia were to be executed on the 13th of the month, Adar (Esther, Ch. 5). 

The king, believing Esther's words, executed Aman, and Esther's people were spared.

Mary is all of these women together, because she fulfills the prophecy of Genesis in all of these ways. She is the New Eve, because she was victorious over the devil from the first moment of her Immaculate Conception. She is Sara, because she believed the words of the Angel Gabriel that she was to become the Mother of the Savior. She is Debora, because she accompanies the Church and leads it courageously in the battle with the Dragon. She is Jahel, because she crushes the head of the serpent. She is Anna because she gives up her Divine Son as a sacrifice for the sins of the world. She is Judith, because she is the glory of Jerusalem, the joy of Israel, and the honor of our people. She is Esther because she intercedes for the lives of her people before the throne of the King of Heaven.

The Blessed Mother seems to have deliberately capitalized on her affinity with Queen Esther when she appeared at Fatima to the three shepherd children in 1917. To highlight her intercessory role in the light of the story of Esther, Mary chose to appear on the 13th of the month from May to October. Since the name Esther means "Star" Mary was seen by the children at Fatima wearing a star on the hem of her garment. Mary is the only human person allowed to enter, body and soul, into the presence of the King of Heaven, where she intercedes for us with her Son, Jesus Christ, Who sits at the right hand of the Father. Mary is our Morning Star, our Queen Esther, pleading our cause with God, that we might be delivered from destruction at the hands of the devil.

But there are other women. There are the Helena Blavatskys (founder of the Theosophical Society) and the Margaret Sangers of this world. Blavatsky, steeped in Satanism, was the foundress of the Theosophical Society, which promoted the New Age Movement. Sanger, who favored abortion, contraception, euthanasia, population control, eugenics, and forced sterilization, was the foundress of Planned Parenthood. Planned indeed! She planned to phase out certain races which she deemed inferior, and proposed concentration camps for all "dysgenic stock", meaning those with "poor genes". 

Under the tutelage of women such as these, today's daughters of Eve have fallen for the tempting fruit of freedom without responsibility, and pleasure without sacrifice.

How do we introduce a lost generation of women to the heroic women of the Bible, especially the Blessed Virgin Mary? 

It seems beyond us now. We are in need of an enlightenment of conscience for the world, a miracle of grace. For this we must pray and make sacrifices. We must obey "the Woman" saying to us, "Do whatever He tells you."

We do not doubt that Mary is preparing for us another great miracle, a decisive defeat of Satan. Her Immaculate Heart will finally triumph, and a new age of grace and peace will be granted to the world. 

Eugenics, a Long Way since Auschwitz - Deadly Programs Targeting Young and Old Alike 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/eugenics-a-long-way-since-auschwitz 
Washington, D.C., January 29, 2005 
The vulnerability of human life was driven home this past week with two important commemorations. In Poland, Thursday's 60th anniversary of the liberation of the Auschwitz death camp brought to mind once more the horror of the Nazi regime's extermination program. And, in the United States, pro-life groups organized events to recall the 1973 Supreme Court decision that introduced legal abortion in all nine months of pregnancy. 
"Thirty-two years later, the evil of Roe v. Wade persists, the blood of innocents continues to stain our Constitution," declaimed Cardinal William Keeler in his homily last Sunday at the Basilica of the National Shrine of the Immaculate Conception in Washington. "The loss of more than 40 million unborn children should haunt our national consciousness." The loss of innocent lives continues apace, in many areas. BBC reported last Sunday that Dutch doctors have admitted killing 22 terminally ill babies since 1997. None of the doctors were charged, even though euthanasia for children is illegal in the Netherlands. 
Details on the killings came in a study published in the Dutch Journal of Medicine and involved babies with severe cases of spina bifida. A survey suggests that about 15 to 20 disabled newborns are killed each year by Dutch doctors, but most of these cases go unreported, BBC reported. 
The Dutch practice of eliminating deformed babies was also the subject of an article Dec. 26 in the London-based Telegraph. Eduard Verhagen, head of pediatrics at Groningen Hospital, defended the actions, saying that administering poison to the infants offered a "humane option" instead of forcing them to suffer. Verhagen said the Dutch government was in the midst of formulating rules that would allow doctors to carry out euthanasia on infants. But Gronigen's Catholic bishop, Wim Eijk, told the British newspaper that the state has no right to authorize doctors to end the life of infants, who are incapable of giving consent to their own deaths. 

"To reduce suffering" 

"This is a Darwinian nightmare and a grave violation of the laws of God," said a spokesman for the bishop. "It is crossing a boundary thus far prohibited in every code. Euthanasia for children in circumstances where it is not possible to seek or secure the consent of those affected. It is a slippery slope that will give doctors the right to impose life or death, and will lead to an argument that it should be extended to all." 
Fears of where a further relaxation of rules for euthanasia might lead, were confirmed in a Jan. 8 report by the British Medical Journal. A three-year inquiry commissioned by the Royal Dutch Medical Association concluded that doctors should be able to help people die who, though not physically ill, are "suffering through living." 
The law governing euthanasia does not specifically state that a patient must have a physical or mental condition, only that a patient must be "suffering hopelessly and unbearably," noted the article. But in 2002 the nation's Supreme Court ruled that a patient must have a "classifiable physical or mental condition." The decision came after a doctor was charged with helping an 86-year-old patient die, who was not ill but obsessed with his physical decline and "hopeless" existence. According to Jos Dijkhuis, the retired professor of clinical psychology who led the inquiry, "We see a doctor's task is to reduce suffering, therefore we can't exclude these cases in advance. We must now look further to see if we can draw a line and if so where." Yet, the report admits that doctors lack sufficient expertise in this area. The article quoted Henk Jochemsen, director of the anti-euthanasia Lindeboom Institute for Medical Ethics, as saying that the report points to dangerous signs. In effect, Jochemsen warned, "We as a society should say to people who feel their life has lost meaning: 'Right, you had better go away.'" 


Going for the best baby 

Other recent declarations seem to hearken back to a mentality reminiscent of Nazi programs designed to improve racial quality. "If you're going to have a child, you should have the best child you can," said Julian Savulescu during a seminar last year at Melbourne University in Australia last year. 
According to a Nov. 16 report in The Age newspaper, Savulescu, a professor at Oxford University and the Murdoch Children's Research Institute, urged parents to use genetic technologies to have the "best" child possible. Savulescu speculated that someday parents might be able to use these methods even to select behavioral traits and other characteristics. He recommended that parents make choices based on what they judge to be "the best opportunity for their child." In Britain, meanwhile, a former president of the Family Planning Association, Baroness Flather, recommended that the poor should avoid having large numbers of children, the Times reported Dec. 5. The peer, who is now a director of Marie Stopes International, one of Britain's largest abortion providers, was immediately accused of advocating eugenics. 
In the United States, screening embryos to eliminate those suffering from genetic defects is growing in popularity. A Wall Street Journal report Nov. 23 noted that such screening is more widely used, now that health insurance is covering its high cost. Pre-implantation genetic diagnosis (PGD) can cost $4,000 to $5,000, plus the accompanying in vitro fertilization treatment of around $8,000. 

Breeding out defects
About 1,500 babies worldwide have been born through PGD since it started, according to Yury Verlinsky, director of the Reproductive Genetics Institute, a Chicago lab and fertility clinic. "PGD is exploding," added William Kearns, director of the Shady Grove Center for Preimplantation Genetic Diagnosis in Rockville, Maryland.  Across the Atlantic, in Scotland, couples may soon be able to obtain PGD through the National Health Scheme, according to a Dec. 19 report in the newspaper Scotland on Sunday. Treatment by doctors at Glasgow Royal Infirmary have led to five PGD babies, and the hospital has asked for public funding to treat more couples. The move was strongly criticized by Ian Murray, Scottish director of the Society for the Protection of the Unborn Child. "We are totally opposed to this procedure in principle and we find it very sad that Glasgow Royal Infirmary [is] applying for funding," he said. "It has no therapeutic value and amounts to eugenics. It does nothing for disabled people, it just kills people who have disabilities." 
"Sixty years ago we were condemning Nazi doctors for eugenics," said Murray. "Pre-implantation genetic diagnosis is no better." 
In an opinion article Dec. 27 in the Scotsman newspaper, Katie Grant pointed out that PGD is not about curing disease: "The disease is wiped out, not through repairing the faulty gene, but through embryos being created, then screened, with unhealthy ones discarded and healthy ones implanted." "The idea -- to breed out defects -- is eugenics, pure and simple," Grant wrote, "and we do society and ourselves a disservice by resorting to euphemisms for no better reason than that we are nervous of the negative connotations ever since Hitler took it up in a big way." Using human ingenuity to help people live better is a laudable goal, she commented. But, she asked: "Is it a proper function of human beings to act as creator then executioner?" Improper though the practice might be, it is becoming increasingly common. 
The Roots of Marital Failure
http://www.cuf.org/2005/01/the-roots-of-marital-failure/  

By Fr. Pete Vere, J.C.L., From the January/February 2005 issue of Lay Witness Magazine
Having spent the past four years engaged in tribunal ministry, people often ask me about the high number of annulments in North America. The Code of Canon Law lists many grounds upon which the Church may declare a marriage invalid. The more common grounds concern the psychological maturity of the spouses or their intentions going into the marriage. The root cause of marital failure in almost all of these cases is abortion, contraception, and premarital sex.


PREMARITAL SEX
Granted, society now expects young couples to engage in premarital sex. Pornography is the wallpaper of our culture, while condoms are as common in our classrooms as crayons. Thus, whenever I interview someone seeking an annulment, I always ask whether the couple engaged in premarital relations. I cannot recall the last time someone answered no. 
Why is this an issue? To begin, the problems that lead to divorce are often already noticeable during the courtship. Yet couples who engage in premarital relations will commonly overlook these differences. Thus the problems remain unresolved going into the marriage. Once married, however, these problems are both harder to resolve and more difficult to ignore. 
“I knew this was a problem,” many women share during their interview. “But I had invested so much into our relationship.” This is a common euphemism when a woman engages in premarital relations. She cannot break off the relationship without feeling used. Men tend to state things more bluntly: “I had my doubts, but we were living together. So I felt obliged to marry her.” Notice how premarital sex creates a false intimacy within an insecure relationship. The couple feels compelled to marry. This compulsion arises neither out of love, nor from a desire to build a life together. Rather, the decision to marry arises from a guilty conscience. The couple desires to correct a sinful situation. The romance deteriorated long before the exchange of the couple’s wedding vows.


CONTRACEPTION
Contraception is another evil I find at the root of most broken marriages. Let’s ponder the Church’s teaching concerning this matter. Through the conjugal act, the husband gives himself completely to his wife. At the same time, the wife gives herself completely to her husband. This giving of oneself is not merely physical, but also spiritual, emotional, and psychological. Thus the conjugal act, as Pope John Paul II teaches in Familiaris Consortio, serves both a unitive and a procreative purpose.
Contraception separates the marital act from both purposes. This is obvious with regard to procreation since, in using contraception, the couple intends to prevent the conception of children. Yet contraception also raises a barrier between the couple and the unitive meaning of the conjugal act.
In Familiaris Consortio, we read how the conjugal act is an act of selfgiving on the part of both spouses. God intended this act of self-giving to be both total and unconditional. Contraception frustrates the unitive function of the marital act because contraceptive sex is neither total nor unconditional. In short, contraception adds a condition to the conjugal act. The condition is that the wife is not to become pregnant. Should the contraception fail, a wife cannot automatically assume she will have her husband’s support. In fact, one of the first lessons I learned in tribunal ministry is the following: Domestic violence usually begins with an unexpected pregnancy.
Likewise, contraception prevents the total self-giving of each spouse to the other. Each spouse withholds spiritually from the other, since the marriage is no longer a mutual source of God’s grace. The spouses withhold physically because they close themselves off to the natural consequences of their conjugal relationship. Finally, the couple withhold from each other emotionally as their mutual support for one another becomes conditional. It never surprises me to discover that contraceptive spouses stopped attending to each other’s needs shortly after the birth of their last child.


ABORTION
I cannot say that abortion is as common as contraception and premarital sex when dealing with broken marriages. Yet, whatever abortion lacks in quantity, it more than makes up for in intensity. Abortion is the A-bomb of marriage. At ground zero lies a child torn from the womb. In time, the fallout will also destroy the lives of the aborted child’s family.
As I mentioned earlier, most marriages that turn violent do so when the wife tells her husband that she is pregnant. This connection is particularly strong when the pregnancy ends in abortion. In some cases, abortion is the catalyst for domestic violence within the relationship. In others, abortion subsequently amplifies the violence already present. Additionally, domestic violence is not uncommonly the means by which a man coerces his wife or girlfriend into aborting the couple’s child. After four years of tribunal ministry, this is still the most common scenario I encounter with abortion.
It is also the scenario I find the most pastorally challenging. Despite what many feminists claim, a woman seldom chooses abortion freely—that is, without external coercion. Rather, the decision is usually made under duress. Eventually, she will face the reality of her choice and find herself in need of the Church’s help and compassion. For once her child is dead, the woman finds neither help nor compassion from the abortion industry.
It also makes little difference whether the couple procures an abortion during the courtship or whether the abortion takes place during the marriage. It always leads to an increase in emotional, mental, and physical abuse between the spouses. In the vast majority of cases, the relationship ends within three years of the abortion. Often it ends on a violent note. 
There are several reasons why this is the case, the most obvious being the moral guilt felt by the parties. Abortion is a traumatic experience. It affects the individual mentally, emotionally, and spiritually. While society claims that abortion is a morally neutral choice best left to the individual and her doctor, our consciences remind us otherwise.
In short, these women know abortion is wrong. They feel it in their soul every time they pass a mother with a stroller on the sidewalk. Their heart cries out with every television advertisement for diapers. What these women need is Christ’s healing touch in the confessional, as well as sustained pastoral support from pro-life organizations like Project Rachel. This is the approach Christ took with the woman caught in adultery (Jn. 8:2-11). He did not excuse the sin, but He did not turn away the sinner. He invited her to repentance and forgiveness.

Yet healing and forgiveness prove elusive as each party internalizes the guilt they feel from the abortion. Yes, abortion also traumatizes men. Both husband and wife avoid discussing the abortion. Rather than share their feelings openly, rather than seek each other’s forgiveness, rather than support one another through the post-abortion trauma each experiences, the abortion becomes an unspoken secret within the relationship. This secret will inevitably surface in a moment of anger unless it is first absolved and healed in the confessional. In the end, the culture of death lies at the root of most annulments granted in North America. Catholics cannot solely blame divorce: for abortion, contraception, and premarital sex break down many relationships long before the couple first contemplates divorce.
Fr. Peter Vere is a doctoral student with the Faculty of Canon Law at St. Paul University in Ottawa, Canada. He also serves as an International Director with the Order of Alhambra—a Catholic family organization that assists the mentally and cognitively challenged. He recently coauthored, with his friend Michael Trueman, Surprised by Canon Law: 150 Questions Laypeople Ask About Canon Law (Servant Publications). 

Spanish Bishops Critique Europe's Draft Constitution - Lament the Lack of a Defined Right-to-Life

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/spanish-bishops-critique-europe-s-draft-constitution  
Madrid, Spain, February 6, 2005 

The Spanish bishops' conference published a statement outlining positive and negative aspects of the proposed constitution of the European Union, and urged Catholics to cast a "vote of conscience." 

Spain on Feb. 20 will be the first EU member to submit the proposed constitution to a referendum. 
The bishops' statement, published Friday, said that its intent was "to offer help to Catholics, and to public opinion in general, in regard to the moral orientation of a responsible vote in conscience," as well as "the many requests received from various sectors of the Catholic community seeking guidance in this respect." 
In favor of the text, the bishops stated that the Union will aid "consolidation of peace among the peoples of Europe; social and economic development; more effective cooperation against terrorism and international crime; and the enhancement of the Union's capacity to act in a harmonious way in the world." 
Also, the constitution values "the principles of subsidiarity, proportionality and judicial control" and that it recognizes "in accordance with national laws, freedom to create educational centers," as well as the right of parents to educate their children "in keeping with their religious, philosophical and pedagogical convictions." 
The bishops highlighted that the constitution mentions "religion as one of the constructive elements of European heritage," and the recognition of "churches as social realities of specific value" with which the union will maintain "an open, transparent and regular dialogue." Among the negative elements the bishops point out the absence of a clear definition "of such a basic human right as the right to life." 
Moreover, the "constitutional text does not exclude lethal research with human embryos, or abortion or euthanasia; neither does it exclude the cloning of human beings for experimentation and therapy," they added. The prelates also lament that the treaty does not offer an "explicit definition of marriage as the stable union of a man and woman and the protection of the right of children not to be adopted by other types of unions." Likewise, there is no "explicit recognition of the personal character of the human being," and there is a "deliberate omission of Christianity as one of the living roots of Europe and of its values."

Scottish Bishops Issue Election Statement - Topics Include Life, Family and Social Justice
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/scottish-bishops-issue-election-statement  
Glasgow, Scotland, April 27, 2005 
Scotland's Catholic bishops are urging the faithful to "make the cross count" and take a number of issues into consideration when they vote in the upcoming general election. 
"Many important issues will be decided on May 5," the bishops' conference said in a statement released Tuesday. "As pastors, we highlight six, which we believe deserve special attention when it comes to deciding how to vote." 
The statement, which will be read at all parish Masses this Saturday and Sunday, touches on topics including pro-life issues. "Human life is under new threats," the statement says. "Abortion is legal up until birth; 'assisted dying' legislation threatens the elderly and sick, and the human embryo is subject to experimentation and destruction. We decisively reject this 'culture of death.' We regard each and every human life as sacred and urge candidates for election to support measures offering better protection for human life from conception until natural death." Under the heading "Freedom from Poverty," the statement said: "At home and abroad, poverty dehumanizes lives. Therefore we favor new national initiatives to combat unemployment, material and cultural poverty and the demoralization of the human spirit through addiction, crime or deprivation. 
"Overseas we ask politicians to accept a binding commitment to meet the 0.7% of national income as aid target by 2010. In the UK, international aid is currently only half this figure. In addition we renew our call to politicians to lift the burden of unpayable debt from developing countries and 'make poverty history.'" 
Regarding family life, the statement said: "Marriage is a unique relationship of love between man and woman and is the origin of family life. Laws which propose alternative relationships as equivalent to marriage damage society and should not be supported."      
               
In the area of social justice the bishops exhorted: "On asylum and immigration, policies are needed which respect the right of people to seek sanctuary/asylum in our country and improve their own economic conditions, while contributing to the common wealth of the nation. We support efforts to foster respect for racial, ethnic and religious differences." The prelates added: "We must promote peace. War must always be a last resort. We should recall the words of the late Pope John Paul II, 'Wars generally do not resolve the problems for which they are fought and therefore, in addition to causing horrendous damage, they prove ultimately futile. War is a defeat for humanity.'"

Does Life Begin at Implantation?

http://www.lpca.us/Does%20Life%20Begin%20at%20Implantation.htm
By Deal W. Hudson, The Window, May 15, 2005

U. S. Catholics are on the verge of a confusing and divisive debate about the beginning of human life. Once again, it emanates from Massachusetts. The Church clearly teaches that life begins at conception and ends at natural death (Evangelium Vitae #60). But the Massachusetts legislature is set to consider a bill that redefines the beginning of human life as implantation of the embryo in the uterus, not conception. This legislation should be abhorrent to faithful Catholics but, like homosexual marriage and human cloning, the Catholic members of the Massachusetts legislature will overwhelmingly support it. Don't expect this attempt to justify cloning and fetal tissue research to end in Massachusetts. It's an effective ploy to provide moral and scientific cover for the research that biotech companies are determined to pursue.

This debate over implantation is not new. In December 2001, the bishops of Ireland issued a statement in support of an amendment to the Irish Constitution stating that life begins at implantation. A protracted and angry public debate ensued during which pro-life leaders took both sides of the issue. The amendment was intended to offset a decision of the Irish Supreme Court in what was called the X-case. The parents of a 14-year old girl stated publicly they were going to defy Irish law by taking their daughter to England for an abortion because the girl was threatening suicide. The Supreme Court ruled in her favor on the basis that the possibility of her suicide superceded the rights of her unborn child.

Since the judges did not specify a time limit on abortion it became, in principle, available until the moment of birth. After much wrangling, the majority political party proposed an amendment to the constitution prohibiting abortion after implantation. The Irish bishops surprised many people by supporting the amendment. They were accused of compromising Church teaching. The bishops adamantly defended their support by arguing, "It is our conviction that the new proposal represents a considerable improvement on the existing situation, and that it does not in itself deny or devalue the worth and dignity of the human embryo prior to implantation."

They were particularly aware of how such a compromise might affect future legislation in the area of bioethics. Their statement reads as if they could see the future machinations of the Massachusetts legislature. The bishops said, "In particular, we are concerned that adequate and clear legal protection be offered to the unborn prior to implantation. This is particularly urgent in view of what is happening and what is likely to happen in the area of cloning and research on human embryos, and also in the area of assisted human reproduction where particular problems arise regarding the storage and disposal of human embryos. It is of vital importance that embryos are never treated other than as human persons whose inherent worth and dignity are valued and vindicated."

In the world of practical politics, the public rarely follows more than one distinction, and the statement of the Irish bishops was crammed full of them. The Catholics of Ireland who had been taught that life begins at conception were confused by the amendment, and the measure narrowly lost by one percentage point. Massachusetts Governor Romney knows what his legislature is up to. He has said he will veto any bill that allows the creation of human clones for the purpose of fetal experimentation. His tactic now is to gut the bill by offering new amendments to the legislation that will ban human cloning. In addition, Romney stated his opposition to the new definition of human life, calling it completely unnecessary.

Romney's explanation for rejecting the implantation definition challenges the Catholics who support it. "It is very conceivable," he says, "that scientific advances will allow an embryo to be grown for a substantial period of time outside the uterus. To say that it is not life at one month or two months or four months or full term, just because it had never been in a uterus, would be absurd." Those supporting the implantation legislation may try to cite the case of the Irish bishops for support. It should be clear that the motives of those bishops and the Massachusetts legislature are entirely opposite.

The Irish bishops in 2001 were trying to protect the unborn, after implantation, from the harm of abortion. The Massachusetts legislation in 2005 is trying to create an open season on embryos in the approximately 14 days before implantation. To view an embryo as lacking humanity because it has not yet attached itself to the uterus is absurd, as Governor Romney said. On this point, the Irish bishops and the Mormon Governor of Massachusetts are in total agreement.

The underlying irony of the Massachusetts legislation is that implicit in the new advances of genetics that have made cloning possible lies the evidence that refutes their definition of when human life begins. Professor Jerome Lejeune was a pioneer in genetics and prenatal science at the University of Paris. For Lejeune, the genetic material suddenly present at the moment of conception provided scientific evidence of the beginning of an individual human life. Lejeune explained why the Massachusetts legislation is contrary to reason, even on scientific grounds. In their rush to justify their determination to clone human beings, the Massachusetts legislators are ignoring the significance of DNA in the very first cell of human conception. Lejeune testified before the Louisiana State Legislature in 1990 on this issue (He died in 1994). 

"Each of us has a very precise starting moment, which is the time at which the whole necessary and sufficient genetic information is gathered inside one cell, the fertilized egg, and this moment is the moment of fertilization. 
We know that this information is written on a kind of ribbon which we call DNA." Life, Lejeune summarized, is written in a fantastically miniaturized language. Catholics dominate the legislature in Massachusetts. They ignore Church teaching, and they ignore the pleas of their state Catholic conference. Perhaps they will listen to the scientific evidence that implantation is just one more stage of human development that began at the moment of conception. 

The Window is published by the Morley Institute for Church & Culture.

The Truth behind Alfred Kinsey - Susan Brinkmann on the "Scientist" and His Research 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/the-truth-behind-alfred-kinsey  
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, May 15, 2005

Hollywood glorified sexologist Alfred Kinsey on the silver screen recently, but one critic warns that the film will continue the 50-year-old deception of the American public by portraying Kinsey as a trustworthy scientist. 
Susan Brinkmann, correspondent for the Catholic Standard & Times, the newspaper of the Philadelphia Archdiocese, is co-author of "The Kinsey Corruption: An Exposé on the Most Influential 'Scientist' of Our Time" (Catholic Outreach) with Judith Reisman. Brinkmann shared with ZENIT evidence of Kinsey's sexual deviance and hidden life -- and how his deceptive research and destructive ideas are still being perpetuated today. 
Q: Why is Kinsey a controversial character for some and a heroic figure for others? 
Brinkmann: The only difference between those who consider Kinsey controversial and those who consider him heroic is nothing more than a matter of education. Anyone who reads the work of Dr. Judith Reisman, whose research is the basis for my book, "The Kinsey Corruption," will see not only factual, written evidence of Kinsey's questionable background, they'll see photographs and letters he wrote to friends about his collection of homosexual pornography. None of the information about Kinsey's sordid background is "alleged"; it's out there in black and white. If you're not reading it, you don't want to. 

There are films depicting Kinsey and his staff engaging in all kinds of sex acts in the attic of the Kinsey home that still exist -- films that were made by professional cinematographers who have never denied their existence. There is also a documentary called "Kinsey's Pedophiles" that details Kinsey's involvement with pedophiles and other sexual miscreants from whom he gathered the data that supposedly supports his hypothesis that children are sexual from birth. 
The film was shown in England and even the far-left BBC Radio Times called it "deeply unsettling." 
How can such a notorious man continue to command hero status? Because of the lucrative financial awards available to those who promote the sexual revolution he started. Kinsey's two books -- "Sexual Behavior in the Human Male," published in 1948, and "Sexual Behavior in the Human Female," which followed in 1952 -- started what we now call the sexual revolution. This revolution is a lot more than just a change in attitude.

It's a business -- a multibillion-dollar business. This contraceptive mentality was born in the kind of sexual license that Kinsey endorsed. He believed pornography was harmless, that adultery can enhance a marriage and that children are sexual from birth. Keeping these and other Kinsey "myths" alive is why the porn industry is thriving and why abortion and contraception providers rake in millions of dollars every year. 
And let's not forget the nation's sexual education industry, the spawn of Kinsey's so-called New Biology.

With the exception of programs that are strictly abstinence-only, all other sex-ed programs used in the United States are based on Kinsey's flawed research. Most people are completely unaware of this, or of the connection between American sex-ed and the porn, abortion and contraception industries. 
For instance, Planned Parenthood's former medical director, Dr. Mary Calderone, was also a director of the Sex Information and Education Council of the United States, the sex-ed provider launched by the Kinsey Institute in 1964 with seed money provided by Playboy. And we wonder why our sex-ed classes are so graphic. 
Q: Why did Kinsey keep part of his life hidden from the public? 
Brinkmann: Kinsey had sexual appetites that were completely unacceptable to Americans in the 1940s. 
He was a pederast who enjoyed public nudity, made explicit sex films and eventually developed such an extreme sadomasochistic form of autoeroticism that some believe it caused his untimely death in 1956. 
This is not the sort of thing he wanted the public to know about. He maintained a meticulously engineered facade of a typical Midwestern family man at all costs because it was so critical to his success -- and to his financial backing from the Rockefeller Foundation. 
Q: Did Kinsey's religious background influence his research in any way? 
Brinkmann: Absolutely. Kinsey was born into a strict Methodist home in Hoboken, New Jersey, in 1894. 

Dancing, tobacco, alcohol and dating were all forbidden. He eventually severed all ties with his parents -- and their religion -- and lived the rest of his life as an avid atheist. 
After completing his undergraduate work in zoology at Bowdoin College in 1916, he went on to continue his studies at Harvard's Bussy Institution. His atheistic beliefs flourished at Harvard where Darwinism and the New Biology, which denied the existence of God, were enjoying immense popularity on campus. 
By the time Kinsey arrived in Indiana, he was an avowed atheist who embraced the science of eugenics, which called for the elimination of "lower level" Americans. For the rest of his life, he would permit no blacks, Jews or committed Christians on his staff. His books make no attempt to hide his "grand scheme," which was to steer society away from its traditional moral standards and toward "free love." 
Q: Were there any aspects of Kinsey's methods and research that were questionable? 
Brinkmann: Almost all of his methods were questionable. 

However, the fundamental flaw in Kinsey's research was that it was based on a sexually explicit and highly offensive questionnaire comprised of 350 questions that few "typical" Americans were willing to answer. 
This meant he had to rely on "volunteers" to answer his questionnaire, which included a variety of deviants such as incarcerated criminals, prostitutes, streetwalkers and other riffraff. Serious social scientists know that they can't rely on volunteers for sexual studies because it attracts a disproportionate number of "unconventional" men and women. Relying on these volunteers would produce results that showed a falsely high percentage of non-virginity, masturbation, promiscuity and homosexuality in the population. 
However, this is precisely what Kinsey did. Kinsey classified 1,400 criminals and sex offenders as "normal" on the grounds that such miscreants were essentially the same as other men -- except that these had gotten caught. The "human males" category could then include incarcerated pedophiles, pederasts, homosexual males, boy prostitutes and miscellaneous sexual predators. His studies concerning child sexuality are the most outrageous -- and some say criminal -- of all. Kinsey relied on pedophiles who sent him data from their crimes. He used this data to claim that children as young as 4 months are capable of sexual arousal. 
Kinsey staff member and co-author Paul Gebhard admitted that they were relying on information being sent to them by a man named Rex King, a serial rapist who was guilty of raping more than 800 children. 
Perhaps the most widely publicized connection between Kinsey and a known pedophile took place in Germany a year after Kinsey's death. Notorious Nazi pedophile Dr. Fritz Von Balluseck was on trial for the rape and murder of a 10-year-old girl when correspondence from Kinsey was found in his possession. Kinsey was encouraging the doctor to continue sending him "data" from his crimes and even urged him to "be careful" in one letter. 
The details of this aspect of Kinsey's work were made into a documentary film in 1998 and entitled "Secret History: Kinsey's Pedophiles." It aired in England but was never shown in the United States. 
Q: Did credentialed experts criticize Kinsey's works? 
Brinkmann: Several experts criticized Kinsey's work, such as W. Allen Wallis, the University of Chicago statistician and past president of the American Statistical Association who was one of the nation's most distinguished statisticians. Wallis found serious flaws in Kinsey's work, not the least of which was the fact that one-third of the men interviewed were sex offenders. 

Even the esteemed British medical journal, The Lancet, concluded that Kinsey "questioned an unrepresentative proportion of prison inmates and sex offenders in a survey of normal sexual behavior." 

Dr. Albert Hobbs, a sociologist and author at the University of Pennsylvania, accused Kinsey of violating all three precepts necessary for sound scientific method and procedure. 
First, the scientist should not have any preconceived hypothesis in order to present only the facts. Hobbs noted that "Kinsey actually had a two-pronged hypothesis. He vigorously promoted, juggling his figures to do so, a hedonistic, animalistic conception of sexual behavior, while at the same time he consistently denounced all biblical and conventional conceptions of sexual behavior." 

Second, Kinsey refused to publish the basic data upon which his conclusions rested. 
Third, he refused to reveal the questionnaire upon which he based all of his facts. 
Q: What effect did Kinsey's works have on American law? 
Brinkmann: This is particularly disturbing. Between the years of 1948 and 1952, two critical events were taking place in the United States -- the introduction of Kinsey's erroneous research into American society and the development of the Model Penal Code. 
One of the principal authors of the new MPC was Morris Ploscowe, a staunch supporter of Kinsey's research. Ploscowe argued that based on Kinsey's findings, "when a total cleanup of sex offenders is demanded, it is in effect a proposal to put 95% of the male population in jail ..." Therefore, Ploscowe wrote, "If these conclusions are correct, then it is obvious that our sex crime legislation is completely out of touch with the realities of individual living …." 
Unfortunately, he never investigated the "if," and instead plowed ahead with the MPC revision that resulted in the downward revision of penalties for 52 major sex crimes. Another big Kinsey supporter who argued for softening the nation's sex crime penalties was attorney Morris L. Ernst, a founding member of the American Civil Liberties Union. In addition to serving as Kinsey's attorney, he also represented Margaret Sanger -- the founder of Planned Parenthood -- the Kinsey Institute, the Sex Information and Education Council of the United States and Planned Parenthood of America. According to Dr. Reisman's research, Ernst "advocated the legalization of adultery, obscenity and abortion throughout his career, as well as Kinsey's full panoply of sex law changes." According to Ernst, Kinsey's data first entered into the stream of law through the MPC tentative draft number four, dealing with sex offenses, on April 25, 1955. 

The good news is that in April of 2004, after five years of study, the American Legislative Exchange Council, a group of 2,400 lawmakers from 50 states, concluded that the work of Kinsey was a fraud and contained "manufactured statistics." The report outlined the influence these bogus numbers had on the weakening of 52 sex laws that once protected women, children and marriage. Methods for undoing the damage to America's social and legal systems are presently being studied. 

Quality-of-Life vs. Sanctity-of-Life - Interview with Bioethicist Father Víctor Pajares 
http://www.catholic.org/featured/headline.php?ID=2216 (ZENIT)
Rome, May 30, 2005  
Misconceptions about "quality of life" are having deadly consequences, as seen in the recent case of Terri Schiavo, the brain-damaged Florida woman who succumbed after having her feeding tube removed. To learn more about the matter, ZENIT interviewed Father Víctor Pajares, a bioethicist who teaches at the School of Bioethics of the Regina Apostolorum Pontifical University. 
Q: Why did you choose the topic of "quality of life" for your doctoral thesis in bioethics? 
Father Pajares: Well, there are personal reasons, like my own background and choices that suit my research and former studies. But there are also objective reasons, and one that has been very much present is the fact that quality-of-life was an idea that would surface sooner or later in every single subject I undertook. 
"Quality of life" struck me as a constant point that well-known bioethicists employed to justify their stances on abortion, euthanasia, in vitro fertilization and so on. It's as simple as opening a book of Peter Singer's and waiting until the magical words appear. 
Q: Do you think that the expression "quality of life" has been hijacked by certain bioethicists, its meaning distorted? 
Father Pajares: In fact, many scholars who deal with this issue have avoided the "either-or" kind of approach. In this sense, you don't have to set the ideas of quality of life and sanctity of life against each other, as if one necessarily excluded the other. 
Q: Could you expound on this line of thought? 
Father Pajares: The easiest way to understand this is to refer to the papal magisterium. 
In "Evangelium Vitae," the most bioethical encyclical so far, John Paul II mentioned "quality of life." The Holy Father was careful to outline a nuanced teaching. 
He warned, for instance, about when "the so-called 'quality of life' is interpreted primarily or exclusively as economic efficiency, inordinate consumerism, physical beauty and pleasure, to the neglect of the more profound dimensions -- interpersonal, spiritual and religious -- of existence." It's obvious that we can't be at ease with such an idea. The Holy Father spells out the consequences of this narrow and radical concept, which sees suffering as "an inescapable burden of human existence" which can never be "a factor of possible personal growth," and therefore is "rejected as useless, indeed opposed as an evil, always and in every way to be avoided." 
We could name this the "unbridled" idea of quality of life. But it's not the only choice we have. 
By quality of life can also be meant the endeavor to meet people's expectations, especially in more developed societies, which "are no longer concentrated so much on problems of survival as on the search for an overall improvement of living conditions." It's clear that there is nothing wrong with this cultural development. 
Q: But if this is so, don't we still have to choose between one of the two descriptions of quality of life? Don't they exclude each other? 
Father Pajares: I think they are set at different levels. The first is more health-related, while the second is more environment-related. 
Furthermore, the first one is rather hedonistic, with all the negative consequences that it entails, while the second is not. Coming back to my previous answer, the division we are to avoid is choosing between sanctity of life and quality of life, as if there were no way to reconcile them. To illustrate this point, I would like to recall a statement President Ronald Reagan issued after the Baby Doe scandal. This involved a baby born with Down syndrome whose intestinal blockage wasn't repaired, and who died on that account. Reagan said: "Every legislator, every doctor, and every citizen needs to recognize that the real issue is whether to affirm and protect the sanctity of all human life, or to embrace a social ethic where some human lives are valued and others are not. As a nation, we must choose between the sanctity-of-life ethic and the quality-of-life ethic." If you pay close attention to this declaration, the key word here is "ethic," where there would be a sanctity-of-life ethic that protects all human life, and a quality-of-life ethic that values some but not all human lives. An ethic that is wholly centered on the quality of life, and doesn't consider the sanctity of life, values only some lives. But this doesn't mean a sanctity-of-life ethic cannot take into account at all the quality of our lives. 
Q: So, this leaves us with the question: Is there a wholesome ethic that can combine both elements: quality and sanctity of life? 
Father Pajares: Exactly, and we can identify it in the mainstream Catholic moral tradition, which is based on these three principles: defense of all human lives against intentional killing, mandatory use only of ordinary means to pre-serve health and life, and promotion of compassion and solidarity especially toward the most exposed in society. These 3 principles comprise both sanctity and quality of life. And so the Catholic ethic is not faltering in theory. 
Q: But it seems it runs into problems when we face situations where the sanctity and quality of a life are conflicting. In these cases, which element should we favor? 
Father Pajares: The answer is sanctity. And here the gift of faith is a great advantage, because it allows you to see that the most profound reason to sustain the dignity of any human life is our likelihood to God, so that even when our outer image deteriorates, our inner image of him remains unaltered. However, the kind of society we want to build is also a strong motive not to let quality of life have the upper hand. 
Q: In what sense is the societal motive determinative to upholding sanctity of life for those who don't believe that man is made in the image of God? 
Father Pajares: I can explain it with an example taken from Italy. Here the authorities have created the driving license "by points," so that when you break a traffic law, you lose an established amount of points, until you run out of the full amount with which you started when you received the license. 
Now apply this to our human condition. Can our humanity be linked essentially to the human qualities we had some day but for some reason will not be able to have any longer? If it were so, there would be no firm obstacle to legalize euthanasia. And the biggest problem would be that we wouldn't be able to guarantee a total lack of abuse, since a human dignity that is so dependent on change would not be a strong enough motive to enforce the proper conduct expected from family members, health professionals and judges. Once you've lost your qualities, you've lost your dignity ... 
Q: We could conclude this has been the case with Terri Schiavo. Could we say that from Terry on, we are willing to allow society to redefine the essence of our humanity? 
Father Pajares: Well, you see, when you drive this point home, the bien pensants of the moment label you as a prophet of doom. They will explain to you that Terri finally was allowed to rest in peace and was spared all her terrible sufferings. And every time you would object, they would give you another outlook that makes more sense, at least to them. Nonetheless, the problem is that if quality of life makes more sense than sanctity of life, we are always going to be quite nervous about who picks the qualities and who judges to what extent you hold those qualities required. Of course, nobody says Nazism will be back, because things will be done better now. History teaches, we hope. But still, I will not be able to go to bed every night taking everything for granted the next morning. ... And not because I could die in the meantime, but because perhaps I wouldn't be allowed to keep on living if something unforeseen went wrong. This is not pushing the thing too far, since a quality-of-life ethic would be very serious about maintaining the quality of the product, indeed, all human lives after having lost their sanctity. 
Q: Can we still hope for a less somber future? 
Father Pajares: Not only can we, but we ought to. God doesn't abandon us, the Church and the world. Otherwise it would be impossible to explain why he has granted us such a gifted Pope! By the way, our Holy Father Benedict XVI has also spoken very clearly on this subject. In 1997 he wrote about the philosophy of the New World Order, which, unlike Marxism, would be realistic and not utopian. Because in the future we will be used only to affluence and well-being, this realistic philosophy would not demand us to be ready to make the necessary sacrifices to protect the well-being for all, including the least among us. Therefore, this so-called humanitarian philosophy will propose policies to reduce the number of those who will seat at the table of humanity, in order to secure the supposed happiness that some have already reached. Since we have recently heard what Benedict XVI has said about the "desert," above all about those inner ones carved by selfishness, and about the only true and lasting solution, that is, the living water that springs from Christ, we can rely on the grace of God and be sure that the culture of life will continue to expand, against the death of the desert. 

Cardinal Cipriani on the Policies against Life and the Family - Interview with Primate of Peru 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinal-cipriani-on-the-policies-against-life-and-the-family
Lima, Peru, June 2, 2005 

Attempts by many governments to push anti-family laws are a sign of the moral relativism of the age, says the cardinal of Lima. In this interview with the Fides agency, of the Vatican Congregation for the Evangelization of Peoples, Cardinal Luis Cipriani Thorne, archbishop of Lima and primate of Peru, talked about the roots of some of the key problems in the world. 
Q: Your Eminence, for some years in various parts of the world governments have sought to approve laws which attack life and the family, the nucleus of society. In your opinion what are the causes and aims of this policy? 
Cardinal Cipriani: We must go back to the beginning. We see profound, rapid, continual and at times imperceptible changes in attitudes and behavior. Reductive ideas and concepts of the human person are launched intermittently and, being new, they are mistaken for the truth. In other words we see misinformation with regard to the human person and human freedom. Rather than freedom to choose good over evil, freedom is seen as freedom to do what is evil, ever present and always easier and more attractive. We see ideological currents ranging from Marxism to liberalism, collectivism to radical individualism, agnosticism to syncretism. We are presented with a new sort of feminism* which fails to recognize maternity as God's most valuable gift to women and upholds homosexuality as a sexual option rather than the disordered inclination that it is. 
We see this new current in which everything is relative and nothing is definitive because the ultimate measure is always I myself and my personal whims. We are entering what the future Pope Benedict XVI called the "dictatorship of relativism." 
In this way the weight of public opinion, so often manipulated by the media, allows the presentation of situations of unquestionable immorality to be considered instead normal, undermining sensitivity to moral values and measuring ethics with statistics. 
If, for example, certain situations are accepted by the majority according to statistics, legislators aiming to govern a country will make laws which suit those whom they consider the majority of the people. The cause of all this moral relativism in our day is the finality to please people whose vote is necessary to be popular. But the Church following Christ seeks the truth which does not always coincide with the opinion of the majority. 
Q: How does the Church in Peru intervene to protect life and the family? 
Cardinal Cipriani: Faithful to the Gospel, the Church always intervenes with truth and firmness, denouncing attacks on life and the family. This can be seen in the countless statements issued by the bishops of Peru on these matters in recent years. The prestige of the Church as "watchman of the Peruvian soul" emerges also from surveys: It is the institution most highly esteemed for preaching the faith and defending the sacred right to life and it could not be otherwise. 
Continually and in many different activities in parishes, schools and church movements, the Church in Peru strives to promote the Gospel of life and the family. We have an annual Day for Life for promoting greater awareness of Church teaching and the contents of the encyclical "Evangelium Vitae." 
In September we have National Family Week, with different activities to promote reflection on the family, the teaching of the Church and the situation of families today. 
Q: We see the family being destroyed in several places -- in Spain, for example, by laws which intend to give a union between persons of the same sex equal recognition as a marriage. What is your opinion of the situation? 
Cardinal Cipriani: First of all, I thank God that in Peru we still have many, many families based on fidelity, in which parents welcome children and build solid families, real "domestic churches." The picture is not so bleak. 
These married couples live according to the natural law and also according to the grace received in the sacrament of matrimony to which they respond with generosity. They are authentic witnesses to the Gospel. 
But, sad to say, there exists a sort of "international club" which aims to promote social aberrations, hedonist sex as a lifestyle and many other attitudes which are bad for the spiritual health of Christians and which are clear for all to see. There is a massive process of de-Christianization which harms women most of all. The Church prays for women and preaches the doctrine of the sacrament of matrimony, which cannot change to follow the fashions or ideological currents of today, which are, sad to say, neo-pagan. 
It is necessary to form minds and hearts from childhood to old age so that every baptized person -- but in a special way those people with influential positions in society -- realizes that the truth must be protected and promoted. 
The modern apostle must not be afraid to stand up for what is true and good, even it is means losing a job, coming under attack and at times offering one's life. In these cases the sin of omission is as serious as the sinful deed. 
Q: How is the Church in Peru responding to this systematic attack? 
Cardinal Cipriani: The mission of the Catholic Church is to preach faith in Christ to all peoples. This permanent task is multiform: parish catechesis, religious instruction in schools, administration of the sacraments, Sunday Mass homilies, ministry of hospital chaplains, in convents, spiritual retreats, and many other useful Church events, Eucharistic congresses, youth days, voluntary helpers assisting the sick, lay associations which are beacons of religiosity. In Lima, at present, we have a city mission "Remar Mar Adentro" [Go into the Deep] involving hundreds of thousands of people in parishes, schools, confraternities and Church movements with the mission to bring people to conversion, to turn their hearts toward God. These are all channels for teaching Catholic doctrine and morals -- social doctrine which defends the rights of workers while not forgetting their duties. Every baptized person has a missionary duty which calls for radical commitment. Hence the need for promotion of vocations to the priesthood and the religious life in quantity but more especially in quality. 
We pray for vocations knowing that we can rely on God's grace and we see the serious questions in the world today as a "training ground" where Christians learn to be leaven for humanity today which sees a new springtime coming. Looking with serenity at Mary, Mother of the poor, we will be strengthened for this fascinating task in which the Church has a "moral supplement or reserve" to offer the world of today. 
*On Feminism, Eugenics and "Reproductive Rights" - Interview with Journalist Eugenia Roccella 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/on-feminism-eugenics-and-reproductive-rights 

Rome, July 12, 2005 

"Reproductive rights" are a means to wield demographic control in poor countries and to destroy the experience of being a woman, says journalist Eugenia Roccella. 
A 1970s leader of the women's liberation movement, Roccella is the author of essays on feminism and women's literature. With Lucetta Scaraffia, she has just published the book "Against Christianity: The U.N. and European Union as New Ideology," published by Piemme. In this interview with ZENIT, Roccella talks about the anti-birth ideology of international institutions such as the United Nations and European Union. 
Q: You maintain that so-called reproductive rights are a deception to foster family planning and genetically selective births. Can you explain the evolution of "reproductive rights" and how opposition to births has been transformed into eugenics? 
Roccella: What must be clarified in the first place is that so-called reproductive rights are in reality rights not to reproduce oneself, and they have been made concrete in governments' control over feminine fertility by a worldwide policy of dissemination of abortion, contraception and, above all, sterilization. It is generally believed that the adoption of these rights by international organizations has been a victory of the women's movement. 

But from the documents one can see that this is not so. Historically, the right to family planning arose from the pressure of powerful international anti-birth lobbies -- for example, the Rockefeller Foundation -- helped by the West's desire to exercise demographic control over the Third World. Suffice it to consult the excellent documentation in the book provided by Assuntina Morresi, which demonstrates how much associations of a eugenic vein have influenced U.N. policies, through NGOs such as, for example, the IPPF [International Planned Parenthood Foundation]. 

Anti-birth attitudes and eugenics have been closely intertwined from the beginning: The idea of building a better world through genetic selection was very widespread at the start of the 20th century, and enjoyed great credibility even in learned circles. The objective was to prevent the reproduction of human beings regarded as second-class, namely, genetically imperfect, even through coercion. 
The adoption of eugenic theories by the Nazi regime discredited the theories and elicited international condemnation. But associations born for this purpose -- among them, precisely, the IPPF -- have survived, changing their language and using, in an astute and careless way after the '70s, some slogans of the women's movement, such as "free choice." In reality, international conferences on population, that is, on demographic control, have always preceded conferences on women, and have prepared their code words. For example, it was at the Cairo Conference of 1994 on population and development that the old "family planning" was replaced by the new definition of "reproductive rights." The following year, the definition was uncritically accepted and appropriated by the Women's Conference in Beijing, without changing a comma. Feminism has been, paradoxically, an easy mask to implement control practices that are often savage and violent on women's bodies, especially in Third World countries. 
In the book, among other things, we illustrate some cases by way of example, such as the anti-natal policies adopted in China, Iran, India and Bangladesh, where poverty and the absence of consolidated democratic mechanisms have made women easy victims of experimentation, contraceptives dangerous to health, massive sterilizations and forced abortions. 
Q: It is a widespread opinion that the feminist movement has contributed to the obtaining of women's rights. You maintain, instead, that there are ambiguities and mistakes. Could you explain what these are? 
Roccella: Feminism is a galaxy of different movements and philosophies which is absolutely not homogenous. 
International organizations have adopted a rigidly emancipating version which tries to equate men and women as much as possible. This is translated, for example, in the idea -- never explicitly stated but always present -- that maternity is an impediment to women's fulfillment, and not a central element of the gender's identity which must be valued and protected. 
Thus, in the U.N. and the European Union an institutional feminism has been created based altogether on individual rights and parity, which has chosen reproductive rights as its own qualifying objective. There is, instead, a feminine philosophy of an opposite sign -- the so-called philosophy of difference -- which maintains that the myth of equality prevents women from thinking of themselves autonomously, and that the sexual difference, rooted in the body, is not only a biological fact, but something that encompasses the whole experience of being woman. With this feminism, the Church has had an open dialogue for a long time; suffice it to read Pope Wojtyla's letter on the feminine genius, and especially the most recent one addressed to bishops and signed by the then Cardinal Ratzinger. But at present, at the international level, it is the feminism "of rights" which has prevailed, imposing reproductive rights as a flag that must be flown always and everywhere. Instead, women's priorities, in the various geographic areas, are different: In Africa, there is the urgent and dramatic problem of containing birth and postnatal mortality. There is also the problem of sexually transmitted diseases and malnutrition. 
In the Muslim theocracies the objective for women is legislative equality and liberation from the oppressive control over public behavior -- for example, the use of the burkha. In Europe, the problems are altogether different, and so on. The U.N. resolutions stem from the assumption that the offers of abortion and contraception are, in any context, elements of emancipation, including empowerment, that is, the enhancement of women's power. But the concrete cases analyzed in the book show that this is not the case. In Iran, for example, programs for the dissemination of control of fertility have been very successful, but women continue to be regarded as second-class citizens, subject to masculine authority. 
Q: On the great topics regarding the defense of life and of the natural family, the Holy See has often confronted the international organizations, particularly the United Nations and the European Union. You entitled one of the chapters in the book "Europe Against the Vatican." Could you explain the essence of the controversy? 
Roccella: The prevailing cultural plan in Europe is a secularist extremism that regards religions as potential bearers of fundamentalist demands. The European Union, however, adopts many precautions, both political as well as verbal, in the face of the Muslim world. They are precautions that would be comprehensible if they did not create a visible imbalance vis-à-vis the Vatican, which instead is attacked with perfect serenity every time it is possible. The result is that Catholicism appears as the bitterest enemy of woman in the international realm, because it is opposed to the ideology of reproductive rights and demographic control. This cultural operation is resolved in a sort of suicide of identity, as has already occurred with the mention of the Christian roots in the European Constitution. ... It must not be forgotten that, from the beginning, Christianity has had an extraordinary idea of woman, and it is no accident if the fight for sexual equality has developed essentially in the Christian area. Among all the religions, the Christian religion is the only one, for example, whose rite of initiation, baptism, is open to both sexes. Within the Catholic realm there is a strong feminist philosophy, and the two last papacies have given great cultural dignity to this philosophy. But all this is silenced by a plan that favors the anti-religious element. The EU, even if it maintained the same policy, could modulate in a different way its attitude to the different religious creeds, fostering motives for agreement. For example, it would be easy to find instances of unity with the Holy See on the protection of maternity, on international policies against maternal and infant mortality and on feminine schooling, or even on the recognition of women's political and economic rights. Instead, preference is given to putting all religions in the same bag and pointing to the Vatican as the enemy par excellence of feminine emancipation. 

Humanity's Future Hinges on the Family, Says Pope Voices Concern to New Ambassadors

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/humanity-s-future-hinges-on-the-family-says-pope  
Vatican City, June 17, 2005
Benedict XVI expressed his deep concern about the future of society and the family, in an address to new ambassadors accredited to the Holy See. 
"Secular distortions of marriage can never overshadow the splendor of a life-long covenant based on generous self-giving and unconditional love," he said Thursday when receiving the letters of credence of Geoffrey Ward, New Zealand's new ambassador to the Holy See. 
In his English-language address, Benedict XVI quoted Pope John Paul II and said that "correct reason tells them [New Zealanders] that 'the future of humanity passes by way of the family,' which offers society a secure foundation for its aspirations." That same day, the Holy Father also referred to the family when he addressed the new ambassador from Switzerland, Jean-François Kammer. The Pope mentioned the proposal of new laws that touch on areas such as the transmission of life; sickness; and the end of life; as well as the family and respect for marriage. 
Human dignity "On all these questions, which refer to fundamental values," Benedict XVI said, "the Catholic Church has expressed herself clearly through the voice of her pastors, and she will continue to do so, as long as necessary, to remind ceaselessly about the inalienable grandeur of human dignity, which calls for respect of human rights and above all the right to life." The Swiss bishops' conference opposed a recent referendum to give homosexual couples some rights proper to marriage. The referendum won a 58% approval at the polls. 

Bills Dealing with Stem Cells, Bioethics up for Debate in Senate
http://www.cultureoflife.org/2005/07/31/bills-dealing-with-stem-cells-bioethics-up-for-debate-in-senate/ 

By Austin Ruse, President, Culture of Life Foundation, Volume 2 Number 50, July 19, 2005 

An intense battle over stem cell federal funding and other bioethical issues is expected to take place in the Senate this week. Legislators will soon consider a bill that would overturn President Bush's ban on federal funding for embryonic stem cell lines created after August 9, 2001. But alternative legislation is also expected to be introduced including one bill that would offer federal funding for research into ethical means of obtaining pluripotent stem cells. A vote is expected sometime this week on a bill sponsored by Sens. Arlen Specter, R-Pa., and Tom Harkin, D-Iowa, that would provide federal funding for any embryonic stem cell line as long as it was derived from a "surplus" embryo that was created for in vitro fertilization. A similar bill was passed in the House in May. According to a report in CQ Today, it is thought that the Senate version will pass with at least 60 votes. The legislation has split Republican members of Congress but President Bush has promised to make the bill his first veto if it makes it to his desk. In neither the House nor the Senate are there thought to be enough votes to override a presidential veto. Majority Leader Sen. Bill Frist plans to introduce a bill that would fund research into methods of obtaining embryonic-like stem cells – called pluripotent cells – by means that do not require the destruction of human embryos. Such methods could include the recently proposed method known as oocyte assisted reprogramming (OAR) in which it is believed that pluripotent cells could be created directly without an embryo being created and destroyed in the process. Frist's bill might peel away some support for the Specter-Harkin legislation because it would give senators afraid of being labeled anti-science the opportunity to support a form of promising scientific research while still rejecting research that requires the destruction of human embryos.

Several other bills may also make it to the floor this week. One bill promoting the use of umbilical cord stem cells has already passed in the House and is expected to easily pass in the Senate. Also up for possible consideration is Sen. Sam Brownback's bill banning all forms of human cloning. Comprehensive bans on cloning have gained approval from the House on several occasions but have consistently been held up in the Senate. Brownback is also sponsoring a bill that would outlaw chimeras, human-animal hybrids. 
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The CQ Today story also reports that Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchinson, R-Tex., will introduce legislation similar to the Specter-Harkin bill except that it will ban research using newly created embryos.

That the Senate would take on so many pieces of proposed legislation dealing with bioethical issues is significant. The last time there was debate on the Senate floor on a bioethics bill was seven years ago when a human cloning ban was considered. Many news reports have claimed that most Americans support federal funding for embryonic stem cell research but a poll sponsored by the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops and conducted in May showed that when people learned that the research required the killing of a week-old human embryo they opposed it by a 16 percent margin.
On Vaccines Made From Cells of Aborted Fetuses - "It is a Grave Responsibility to Use Alternative Vaccines"
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/on-vaccines-made-from-cells-of-aborted-fetuses
Vatican City, July 26, 2005 

Here is a letter sent by Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, to Mrs. Debra Vinnedge, executive director, Children of God for Life. 
The letter presents the following study conducted by the academy entitled "Moral Reflections on Vaccines Prepared from Cells Derived from Aborted Human Fetuses."
* * *
Vatican City, June 9, 2005
Mrs. Debra Vinnedge 
Executive Director, Children of God for Life
United States

Dear Mrs. Debra Vinnedge,
On June 4, 2003, you wrote to His Eminence Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, with a copy of this letter forwarded to me, asking to the Sacred Congregation of the Doctrine of Faith a clarification about the liceity of vaccinating children with vaccines prepared using cell lines derived from aborted human fetuses. Your question regarded in particular the right of the parents of these children to oppose such a vaccination when made at school, mandated by law.
As there were no formal guidelines by the magisterium concerning that topic, you said that Catholic parents were often challenged by state courts, health officials and school administrators when they filed religious exemptions for their children to this type of vaccination
This Pontifical Academy for Life, carrying out the commission entrusted to us by the Congregation for the Doctrine of Faith, in answer to your request, has proceeded to a careful examination of the question of these "tainted" vaccines, and has produced as a result a study -- in Italian -- that has been realized with the help of a group of experts.
This study has been approved as such by the congregation and we send you, here enclosed, an English translation of a synthesis of this study. This synthesis can be brought to the knowledge of the interested officials and organisms.
A documented paper on the topic will be published in the journal "Medicina e Morale," edited by the Center of Bioethics of the Catholic University in Rome.
The study, its synthesis, and the translation of this material took some time. We apologize for the delay.
With my best regards, 
Sincerely yours,
Bishop Elio Sgreccia
* * *
Moral Reflections on Vaccines Prepared From Stem Cells Derived From Aborted Human Fetuses
The matter in question regards the lawfulness of production, distribution and use of certain vaccines whose production is connected with acts of procured abortion. It concerns vaccines containing live viruses which have been prepared from human cell lines of fetal origin, using tissues from aborted human fetuses as a source of such cells.
The best known, and perhaps the most important due to its vast distribution and its use on an almost universal level, is the vaccine against Rubella -- German measles.

Rubella and its vaccine
Rubella -- German measles -- [1] is a viral illness caused by a Togavirus of the genus Rubivirus and is characterized by a maculopapular rash. It consists of an infection which is common in infancy and has no clinical manifestations in one case out of two, is self-limiting and usually benign. Nonetheless, the German measles virus is one of the most pathological infective agents for the embryo and fetus.
When a woman catches the infection during pregnancy, especially during the first trimester, the risk of fetal infection is very high -- approximately 95%. The virus replicates itself in the placenta and infects the fetus, causing the constellation of abnormalities denoted by the name of Congenital Rubella Syndrome. For example, the severe epidemic of German measles which affected a huge part of the United States in 1964 thus caused 20,000 cases of congenital rubella [2], resulting in 11,250 abortions -- spontaneous or surgical -- 2,100 neonatal deaths, 11,600 cases of deafness, 3,580 cases of blindness, 1,800 cases of mental retardation. It was this epidemic that pushed for the development and introduction on the market of an effective vaccine against rubella, thus permitting an effective prophylaxis against this infection.
The severity of congenital rubella and the handicaps which it causes justify systematic vaccination against such a sickness. It is very difficult, perhaps even impossible, to avoid the infection of a pregnant woman, even if the rubella infection of a person in contact with this woman is diagnosed from the first day of the eruption of the rash. Therefore, one tries to prevent transmission by suppressing the reservoir of infection among children who have not been vaccinated, by means of early immunization of all children -- universal vaccination.
Universal vaccination has resulted in a considerable fall in the incidence of congenital rubella, with a general incidence reduced to less than 5 cases per 100,000 live births. Nevertheless, this progress remains fragile.

In the United States, for example, after an overwhelming reduction in the number of cases of congenital rubella to only a few cases annually, i.e. less than 0.1 per 100,000 live births, a new epidemic wave came on in 1991, with an incidence that rose to 0.8/100,000. Such waves of resurgence of German measles were also seen in 1997 and in the year 2000.
These periodic episodes of resurgence make it evident that there is a persistent circulation of the virus among young adults, which is the consequence of insufficient vaccination coverage. The latter situation allows a significant proportion of vulnerable subjects to persist, who are a source of periodic epidemics which put women in the fertile age group who have not been immunized at risk.
Therefore, the reduction to the point of eliminating congenital rubella is considered a priority in public health care.

Vaccines currently produced using cell aborted fetuses
To date, there are two human diploid cell lines which were originally prepared from tissues of aborted fetuses -- in 1964 and 1970 -- and are used for the preparation of vaccines based on live attenuated virus.
The first one is the WI-38 line (Winstar Institute 38), with human diploid lung fibroblasts, coming from a female fetus that was aborted because the family felt they had too many children. It was prepared and developed by Leonard Hayflick in 1964 [3] and bears the ATCC number CCL-75. WI-38 has been used for the preparation of the historical vaccine RA 27/3 against rubella [4].
The second human cell line is MRC-5 (Medical Research Council 5) -- human, lung, embryonic -- (ATCC number CCL-171), with human lung fibroblasts coming from a 14 week male fetus aborted for "psychiatric reasons" from a 27 year old woman in the UK. MRC-5 was prepared and developed by J.P. Jacobs in 1966 [5]. Other human cell lines have been developed for pharmaceutical needs, but are not involved in the vaccines actually available [6].
The vaccines that are incriminated today as using human cell lines from aborted fetuses, WI-38 and MRC-5, are the following: [7]

A) Live vaccines against rubella [8]
-- Monovalent vaccines against rubella Meruvax® (Merck, United States), Rudivax® (Sanofi Pasteur, France), and Ervevax® (RA 27/3) (GlaxoSmithKline, Belgium)
-- Combined vaccine MR against rubella and measles, commercialized with the name of M-R-VAX® (Merck, United States) and Rudi-Rouvax® (AVP, France)
-- Combined vaccine against rubella and mumps marketed under the name of Biavax® (Merck, United States)
-- Combined vaccine MMR -- measles, mumps, rubella -- marketed under the name of M-M-R® II (Merck, United States), R.O.R.®, Trimovax® (Sanofi Pasteur, France), and Priorix® (GlaxoSmithKline, Belgium)

B) Other vaccines, also prepared using human cell lines from aborted fetuses
-- Two vaccines against hepatitis A, one produced by Merck (VAQTA), the other one produced by GlaxoSmithKline (HAVRIX), both of them being prepared using MRC-5
-- One vaccine against chicken pox, Varivax®, produced by Merck using WI-38 and MRC-5
-- One vaccine against poliomyelitis, the inactivated polio virus vaccine Poliovax® (Aventis-Pasteur, France) using MRC-5
-- One vaccine against rabies, Imovax®, produced by Aventis Pasteur, harvested from infected human diploid cells, MRC-5 strain
-- One vaccine against smallpox, AC AM 1000, prepared by Acambis using MRC-5, still on trial.

The position of the ethical problem related to these vaccines
From the point of view of prevention of viral diseases such as German measles, mumps, measles, chicken pox and hepatitis A, it is clear that the making of effective vaccines against diseases such as these, as well as their use in the fight against these infections, up to the point of eradication, by means of an obligatory vaccination of all the population at risk, undoubtedly represents a "milestone" in the secular fight of man against infective and contagious diseases.
However, as the same vaccines are prepared from viruses taken from the tissues of fetuses that had been infected and voluntarily aborted, and the viruses were subsequently attenuated and cultivated from human cell lines which come likewise from procured abortions, they do not cease to pose ethical problems.
The need to articulate a moral reflection on the matter in question arises mainly from the connection which exists between the vaccines mentioned above and the procured abortions from which biological material necessary for their preparation was obtained.
If someone rejects every form of voluntary abortion of human fetuses, would such a person not contradict himself by allowing the use of these vaccines of live attenuated viruses on their children?
Would it not be a matter of true -- and illicit -- cooperation in evil, even though this evil was carried out forty years ago?
Before proceeding to consider this specific case, we need to recall briefly the principles assumed in classical moral doctrine with regard to the problem of cooperation in evil [9], a problem which arises every time that a moral agent perceives the existence of a link between his own acts and a morally evil action carried out by others.

The principle of licit cooperation in evil
The first fundamental distinction to be made is that between formal and material cooperation. Formal cooperation is carried out when the moral agent cooperates with the immoral action of another person, sharing in the latter's evil intention. 
On the other hand, when a moral agent cooperates with the immoral action of another person, without sharing in the intention, it is a case of material cooperation.
Material cooperation can be further divided into categories of immediate -- direct -- and mediate -- indirect -- depending on whether the cooperation is in the execution of the sinful action per se, or whether the agent acts by fulfilling the conditions -- either by providing instruments or products -- which make it possible to commit the immoral act.
Furthermore, forms of proximate cooperation and remote cooperation can be distinguished, in relation to the "distance" -- be it in terms of temporal space or material connection -- between the act of cooperation and the sinful act committed by someone else. Immediate material cooperation is always proximate, while mediate material cooperation can be either proximate or remote.
Formal cooperation is always morally illicit because it represents a form of direct and intentional participation in the sinful action of another person [10]. Material cooperation can sometimes be illicit -- depending on the conditions of the "double effect" or "indirect voluntary" action -- but when immediate material cooperation concerns grave attacks on human life, it is always to be considered illicit, given the precious nature of the value in question [11].
A further distinction made in classical morality is that between active -- or positive -- cooperation in evil and passive -- or negative -- cooperation in evil, the former referring to the performance of an act of cooperation in a sinful action that is carried out by another person, while the latter refers to the omission of an act of denunciation or impediment of a sinful action carried out by another person, insomuch as there was a moral duty to do that which was omitted [12].
Passive cooperation can also be formal or material, immediate or mediate, proximate or remote. Obviously, every type of formal passive cooperation is to be considered illicit, but even passive material cooperation should generally be avoided, although it is admitted, by many authors, that there is not a rigorous obligation to avoid it in a case in which it would be greatly difficult to do so.

Application to vaccines prepared from cells of aborted fetuses 
In the specific case under examination, there are three categories of people who are involved in the cooperation in evil, evil which is obviously represented by the action of a voluntary abortion performed by others: a) those who prepare the vaccines using human cell lines coming from voluntary abortions; b) those who participate in the mass marketing of such vaccines; c) those who need to use them for health reasons.
Firstly, one must consider morally illicit every form of formal cooperation -- sharing the evil intention -- in the action of those who have performed a voluntary abortion, which in turn has allowed the retrieval of fetal tissues, required for the preparation of vaccines. Therefore, whoever -- regardless of the category to which he belongs -- cooperates in some way, sharing its intention, to the performance of a voluntary abortion with the aim of producing the above-mentioned vaccines, participates, in actuality, in the same moral evil as the person who has performed that abortion. 
Such participation would also take place in the case where someone, sharing the intention of the abortion, refrains from denouncing or criticizing this illicit action, although having the moral duty to do so -- passive formal cooperation.
In a case where there is no such formal sharing of the immoral intention of the person who has performed the abortion, any form of cooperation would be material, with the following specifications.
As regards the preparation, distribution and marketing of vaccines produced as a result of the use of biological material whose origin is connected with cells coming from fetuses voluntarily aborted, such a process is stated, as a matter of principle, morally illicit, because it could contribute in encouraging the performance of other voluntary abortions, with the purpose of the production of such vaccines. 
Nevertheless, it should be recognized that, within the chain of production-distribution-marketing, the various cooperating agents can have different moral responsibilities.
However, there is another aspect to be considered, and that is the form of passive material cooperation which would be carried out by the producers of these vaccines, if they do not denounce and reject publicly the original immoral act -- the voluntary abortion -- and if they do not dedicate themselves together to research and promote alternative ways, exempt from moral evil, for the production of vaccines for the same infections. Such passive material cooperation, if it should occur, is equally illicit.
As regards those who need to use such vaccines for reasons of health, it must be emphasized that, apart from every form of formal cooperation, in general, doctors or parents who resort to the use of these vaccines for their children, in spite of knowing their origin -- voluntary abortion -- carry out a form of very remote mediate material cooperation, and thus very mild, in the performance of the original act of abortion, and a mediate material cooperation, with regard to the marketing of cells coming from abortions, and immediate, with regard to the marketing of vaccines produced with such cells.
The cooperation is therefore more intense on the part of the authorities and national health systems that accept the use of the vaccines.
However, in this situation, the aspect of passive cooperation is that which stands out most. It is up to the faithful and citizens of upright conscience -- parents, doctors, etc. -- to oppose, even by making an objection of conscience, the ever more widespread attacks against life and the "culture of death" which underlies them.
From this point of view, the use of vaccines whose production is connected with procured abortion constitutes at least a mediate remote passive material cooperation to the abortion, and an immediate passive material cooperation with regard to their marketing. Furthermore, on a cultural level, the use of such vaccines contributes in the creation of a generalized social consensus to the operation of the pharmaceutical industries which produce them in an immoral way.

Therefore, doctors and parents have a duty to take recourse to alternative vaccines [13] -- if they exist -- putting pressure on the political authorities and health systems so that other vaccines without moral problems become available. They should take recourse, if necessary, to the use of conscientious objection [14] with regard to the use of vaccines produced by means of cell lines of aborted human fetal origin.
Equally, they should oppose by all means -- in writing, through the various associations, mass media, etc. -- the vaccines which do not yet have morally acceptable alternatives, creating pressure so that alternative vaccines are prepared, which are not connected with the abortion of a human fetus, and requesting rigorous legal control of the pharmaceutical industry producers.
As regards the diseases against which there are no alternative vaccines which are available and ethically acceptable, it is right to abstain from using these vaccines if it can be done without causing children, and indirectly the population as a whole, to undergo significant risks to their health.
However, if the latter are exposed to considerable dangers to their health, vaccines with moral problems pertaining to them may also be used on a temporary basis. 
The moral reason is that the duty to avoid passive material cooperation is not obligatory if there is grave inconvenience. Moreover, we find, in such a case, a proportional reason, in order to accept the use of these vaccines in the presence of the danger of favoring the spread of the pathological agent, due to the lack of vaccination of children. This is particularly true in the case of vaccination against German measles [15].
In any case, there remains a moral duty to continue to fight and to employ every lawful means in order to make life difficult for the pharmaceutical industries which act unscrupulously and unethically.
However, the burden of this important battle cannot and must not fall on innocent children and on the health situation of the population -- especially with regard to pregnant women.

Summary
To summarize, it must be confirmed that there is a grave responsibility to use alternative vaccines and to make a conscientious objection with regard to those which have moral problems.
As regards the vaccines without an alternative, the need to contest so that others may be prepared must be reaffirmed, as should be the lawfulness of using the former in the meantime insomuch as is necessary in order to avoid a serious risk not only for one's own children but also, and perhaps more specifically, for the health conditions of the population as a whole -- especially for pregnant women
The lawfulness of the use of these vaccines should not be misinterpreted as a declaration of the lawfulness of their production, marketing and use, but is to be understood as being a passive material cooperation and, in its mildest and remotest sense, also active, morally justified as an "extrema ratio" due to the necessity to provide for the good of one's children and of the people who come in contact with the children -- pregnant women.
Such cooperation occurs in a context of moral coercion of the conscience of parents, who are forced to choose to act against their conscience or otherwise, to put the health of their children and of the population as a whole at risk. This is an unjust alternative choice, which must be eliminated as soon as possible.
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Catholic Judges, the U.S. Constitution and Natural Law - Interview with Pepperdine's Douglas Kmiec 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/catholic-judges-the-u-s-constitution-and-natural-law 

Malibu, California, August 29, 2005 

The nomination of Judge John Roberts, a Catholic, to the U.S. Supreme Court has turned the spotlight on the question of the interplay between religion and the law. 
Douglas Kmiec, the Caruso Family chair and professor of constitutional law at Pepperdine University of Law and co-author of "The American Constitutional Order: History, Cases and Philosophy" (LexisNexis), shared with ZENIT the appropriateness of the U.S. bishops' involvement in the confirmation process, as well as the importance of the natural law tradition for prospective Supreme Court justices. 
Q: Right now there are three, and there could be four, Catholics sitting on the Supreme Court. However, they often have diverging views on some important issues. Is there a Catholic way of interpreting the U.S. Constitution, or can there be legitimate disagreement about the meaning of the text? 
Kmiec: The tools of constitutional interpretation are the text, history and structure of the American Constitution. Part of that history includes the Declaration of Independence and its reference to self-evident truths of creation, created equality and unalienable rights. As Lincoln reflected, the Constitution was framed for the philosophy of the Declaration, not the other way around. It is to secure our unalienable rights that "governments are instituted." All those who would seek judicial office should sincerely appreciate the intrinsic value of the human person reflected in the Declaration. Moreover, one would expect, and I do, that those who are truly sustained by the Catholic faith and a Catholic family, and perhaps educated in Catholic schools, would have a special appreciation by study of the natural law tradition and its direct contribution to the American order of these first principles. As to divergence among believers, in law or anything else, that is part of the human condition. In truth, Justices Antonin Scalia, Clarence Thomas and Anthony Kennedy ​- the three Catholics presently on the Supreme Court -- have a statistically high level of agreement in matters of legal interpretation, though each has had different legal training and experience, and that, rather than their common faith, likely explains the variations among them. 
Q: Recently, Bishop William Skylstad, president of the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops, sent a letter to President Bush calling for a Supreme Court justice that would rule in a number of ways consistent with the bishops' public policy agenda. What would be the jurisprudential consequences for a Catholic justice who heeded Bishop Skylstad's call? 
Kmiec: Bishop Skylstad's letter was a direct and entirely appropriate expression of Catholic faith. The letter might be perceived as somewhat misunderstanding the intended role of the Supreme Court, but one can hardly fault the bishop for this since some members of Congress, themselves, wrongly think of judges as policy-makers. As a matter of original understanding, nothing in the Constitution is at odds with any of the policies the bishop urges. For example, while the Constitution provides for capital punishment, there is nothing precluding the American people in their respective states to end or limit its application if the people come to be persuaded by the witness and prayer and instruction of Catholics -- and others -- in the public square that, as John Paul II taught in "The Gospel of Life," its application should be rare. 
Q: What role should a judge's faith and moral beliefs play in his or her role as a nonpartisan adjudicator? 
Kmiec: The Constitution puts religious belief off-limits for selection or qualification. It states in Article VI: "No religious Test shall ever be required as a Qualification to any Office or public Trust under the United States." Religious belief is necessarily off-limits in adjudication. 
Q: Can a Catholic judge in good conscience strike down laws restricting abortion that he or she believes are unconstitutional? What about applying unjust laws? What should a judge do in the case of a moral conflict? 
Kmiec: As a matter of formal logic, it must be readily admitted that no person in or out of office can set himself or herself above the divine law. Yet, repeatedly and circumspectly, the Church's teaching is directed at "elected officials" or those casting "a legislative vote." So neither John Kerry nor Ted Kennedy, for example, should feign surprise when they are called upon by the Church to use their persuasive gifts to legislatively reduce the incidence of abortion, and certainly not to be its propagandists. So, too, it was entirely appropriate for Bishop Skylstad to write President Bush, an elected official, to urge policies that coincide with not only Catholic belief, but also -- when one examines the policies discussed in his letter -- truly universal manifestations of love of neighbor. Nowhere, however, does the Church formally instruct judges to act outside the bounds of their judicial office to legislate from the bench. The Church exhibits great respect for the separation of powers, even as the justices themselves have been less than faithfully observant of this constitutional building-block. Here, the Church is following in the instruction of St. Thomas Aquinas, who argued "that all should have some part in the government; for in this way peace is preserved among the people, and all are pleased with such a disposition of things and maintain it." Of course, for over 30 years there has been great displeasure over Roe v. Wade for, among other reasons, its dishonoring of the democratic choices of the people. So, while Church leaders are well within their rights as citizens to point out in public statement or amicus brief how they believe that a proper understanding of law does not support abortion on demand, a Catholic judge may be part of a judicial system that includes Roe. In ruling on such matters, a judge does not become morally complicit in the underlying act or share in its intent. If the question is: Does John Roberts have a specific Catholic duty on the bench to restrain abortion? -- Justice Scalia has given the apt answer: "A judge ... bears no moral guilt for the laws society has failed to enact." In actuality, given its dubious legal origin, the advocates of abortion on demand may be more concerned if the day is nearing when the Supreme Court will return to the separation of powers and follow the law of the Constitution as written -- an obligation binding upon all judges, Catholic or not. 
Q: What role should natural law play in the work of a judge? Where should judges look for enduring principles to guide them in their rulings? 

Kmiec: Natural law is again directly referenced in the Declaration and it is often reflected in common law jurisprudence at the state level which can play an important role in federal constitutional adjudication -- it is this common law that largely gives definition to terms such as "property," and should largely be thought to fill out terms such as "life" and "liberty" as well. Thus, for a unanimous court in 1997 Chief Justice Rehnquist properly rejected a claim that the court should recognize assisted suicide as a protected constitutional liberty since "for over 700 years, the Anglo-American common-law tradition has punished or otherwise disapproved of both suicide and assisting suicide." Beyond textually protected rights, Rehnquist wrote that only those liberties that are "objectively, 'deeply rooted in this Nation's history and tradition,' and 'implicit in the concept of ordered liberty,' such that 'neither liberty nor justice would exist if they were sacrificed," should have claim for judicial recognition -- and then such recognition should be only at a level of generality that exhibits "careful description." 
Natural law arguments are best directed at those proposing or enacting law, but to the extent that the court in rare cases is asked to go beyond enacted text, then judicial interpretations ought not contradict human nature itself, as did Roger Taney's tragic opinion in Dred Scott v. Sanford in 1856, denying the humanity of slaves in complete disregard of the more encompassing natural law language of the Declaration that "all men are created equal." 
Q: As the commentary on the Supreme Court begins to swell, what resources should Catholics turn to regarding the meaning of the American constitutional heritage and the appropriate modes of constitutional interpretation? 
Kmiec: The coverage of current Supreme Court development in the major media is reasonably reliable in the short term, and I find that the Catholic News Service often supplies apt and timely commentary in diocesan papers. 
Catholic law schools also publish important scholarly legal journals, such as the Notre Dame Journal of Law, Ethics & Public Policy, and the American Journal of Jurisprudence, also from Notre Dame. The Catholic University Law Review also has an online bibliography of Catholic legal resources on the Catholic University of America Law School Web site. Other schools, such as Villanova, Fordham and Ave Maria, also do special issues and symposia on Catholic perspectives on the law. 
Someone seriously interested in an in-depth study might examine my own book compiling cases and history on the American Constitution from an originalist and natural law perspective: "The American Constitutional Order: History, Cases and Philosophy." Finally, for the Internet-friendly, the Mirror of Justice blog also includes a running, participatory discussion of constitutional development from the Catholic view. 

U.S. Bishops' New Point Woman on Pro-life Issues - Interview With Deirdre McQuade 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/u-s-bishops-new-point-woman-on-pro-life-issues 
Washington, D.C., September 28, 2005 

The U.S. bishops' new spokeswoman for pro-life activities is no stranger in the battle to protect the unborn. Deirdre McQuade, 37, the newly appointed director of planning and information at the bishops' Secretariat for Pro-Life Activities, has seen a career already marked by study, activism and ecumenical dialogue. 
The Parsippany, New Jersey, native co-founded Students for Life at Bryn Mawr and Haverford colleges, and went on to earn master's degrees in philosophy and divinity at the University of Notre Dame. She counseled for four years at a pregnancy care center in South Bend, Indiana, and then worked for Bishop John D'Arcy in the Diocese of Fort Wayne-South Bend as director of pastoral research and outreach. McQuade was also national program director at the Washington, D.C.-based Feminists for Life, and most recently worked as a grant program analyst at the Office of Research on Women's Health at the National Institutes of Health. She shared with ZENIT her ideas about her new post. 
Q: What do you see as the biggest challenge in the struggles between the culture of life and the culture of death? 
McQuade: Describing himself as the good shepherd, Jesus said, "The thief comes in the night to maim, steal, and destroy, but I came that they might have life and have it abundantly." Proclaiming the Gospel of abundant life is a great calling today. Society urgently needs clarity on life matters. Too much is at stake -- thousands aborted daily in America alone; the walking wounded suffering after abortion; the exploitation of embryos and fetal tissue; the inexcusable neglect of the elderly, disabled and dying. All of these reveal errors stemming from a bad root: the idolatrous worship of autonomy; the wedge between law and morality; and the slippery slope that values life merely in terms of productivity. Word games define away personhood, and so threaten our most vulnerable neighbors. Radical autonomy has its price. It is, ultimately, a lonely, isolating, and even destructive existence. Signs of the culture of death surround us, but because Christ pledged to be with us "to the end of the age" I am also convinced there is hope if we remain grounded in prayer and the sacramental life of the Church. 
Q: What do you see as key difficulties in dealing in the media with complicated issues such as embryonic stem cell research, genetic manipulation and euthanasia? 
McQuade: The mass media does not allow much time to develop a subtle position or explain the implications of a teaching. The challenge is to provide clear responses that are also substantive. Catholic communicators have the duty to help the media be aware of their ethical lenses, and to clarify our own. The prevalent, if unexamined, ethical philosophy shaping public debate on these matters is utilitarianism: the greatest good for the greatest number. When it comes to cutting-edge medical research and technologies, its corollary -- the technological imperative -- comes into play, as well: "If we can do it, we should." This summer, I was struck by a quotation by Rene Dubos displayed publicly at the National Institutes of Health: "In science as in other human activities, the speed of progress is less important than its direction." 
When the human person is held in higher esteem than unqualified progress, then the dignity of life becomes the rate-determining factor. This quotation, properly understood, would actually question the ethos of labs throughout the country. In the media, any inquiry that challenges the technological imperative is often portrayed as anti-science and a step backward. 

Medical researchers and reporters serve as modern-day priests, mediating the truth about health and life to the public. When they conduct their research with dignity, it is a great service to the common good. When they fail to do so -- as in illicit work with embryonic stem cells -- the healing arts suffer and many are misled. 
Q: Where do you see the abortion issue heading? 
McQuade: Public support of abortion on demand is declining. In one study, women placed abortion rights at the bottom of their list of priorities. Hundreds of thousands of young adults who have never known a day without legal abortion are standing up in the service of human life. This is not surprising, as we are living with the wounds of 32 years of legalized abortion. Over 40 million infants, children, teens, and young adults are not among us who should be. They would have been our siblings, classmates, friends, nieces, nephews, grandchildren, great-grandchildren -- or even our uncles and aunts! 
There is a clearer sense now that did not exist in the 1970s and '80s -- abortion is not just between a woman and her doctor. Moreover, the Roe v. Wade decision itself is receiving overdue criticism for its overreaching scope and faulty constitutional jurisprudence. Even legal commentators who support legal abortion have said that Roe is not good constitutional law. A former clerk to Justice Blackmun, Edward Lazarus, calls it "indefensible … one of the most intellectually suspect constitutional decisions of the modern era." So the Church is now in a season of opportunity to make a critical difference. We need to build upon this momentum and communicate the pro-life message proactively. 
Q: Are abstinence programs working? 
McQuade: Chastity outreach programs help to serve the culture of life in a few ways. In addition to helping to avoid untimely pregnancies, they develop character, the strength to make good decisions both now and in the future. They help young adults know the difference between a good relationship and an exploitative one, and how to build a solid foundation based on trust, not just hormones. 
Q: Do you foresee any special priorities for the Church, given the rising secularism and antagonism toward religion in the United States? 
McQuade: Just as Christ encountered the woman at the well -- with truth, boldness and compassion -- so must we encounter those enmeshed in the culture of death. Without accusation, we should reveal the shallow inadequacy of that "well" and offer something much deeper and profound, more refreshing and life-giving. We want to build a world where human life is always loved and defended, and every form of violence banished … a world in which abortion is the furthest thing from everyone's mind. Certainly women deserve much better than abortion and its false promise of freedom. What will it take to meet the needs of women and their families? There is plenty of pro-life work for everyone to do, in every vocation and walk of life. In short, our work is cut out for us. 
Q: How do the bishops see their role right now, especially in light of the difficulties in the past few years? 
McQuade: The U.S. bishops continue to teach and shepherd the Catholic "flock," speaking out strongly on life issues. The charter document that guides all our efforts is their pastoral plan for pro-life activities, "A Campaign in Support of Life": 
"[We] renew our call for individual Catholics and the many institutions and organizations of the Church to unite in an unprecedented effort to restore respect and legal protection for every human life -- to be what the Holy Father asks us to be: a people of life and a people for life. […] It is our hope and expectation that in focusing on the need to respect and protect the lives of the innocent unborn and those who are disabled, ill, or dying, we will help to deepen respect for the life of every human being." A recent initiative of the Pro-Life Secretariat is the Second Look Project, which challenges the public to reconsider the abortion issue, asking: "Abortion. Have we gone too far?" Our Web site has a page devoted to Roe vs. Wade and its legal implications; and the series of "Roe Reality Checks" debunk over a dozen myths about that watershed case. 
Q: What do you bring to the bishops' conference from your experience at women-centered organizations and institutions? 
McQuade: In "Evangelium Vitae," John Paul II called for women "to promote a 'new feminism' which rejects the temptation of imitating models of 'male domination,' in order to acknowledge and affirm the true genius of women in every aspect of the life of society, and overcome all discrimination, violence and exploitation." Since college, I have focused on life issues from the perspective of women. A few of us started a pro-life group at Bryn Mawr and Haverford, and dozens of students came out of the woodwork when they discovered they were not alone. Together we debunked the myth that being pro-woman is tantamount to being pro-abortion. Counseling at a pregnancy help center, I then developed a deeper understanding for the challenges women face in choosing life for their children. At Feminists for Life of America, we affirmed the true dignity of women from a nonsectarian, civil rights foundation, speaking out against abortion from the best resources of the feminist movement. Finally, at the Office of Research on Women's Health, I became more aware of women's health concerns at all stages of life. I have dedicated my work to Our Lady of Guadalupe, patroness of the Americas and of the unborn. Through her intercession, may all the unborn find protection; all mothers find consolation; and all pro-life workers, joyful endurance. 
I also pray that her gentle love will draw abortionists and the most entrenched abortion advocates to the heart of her Son, so that they might have the courage to repent, humbly receive the grace of forgiveness, and promote the cause of life instead, "for nothing is impossible with God." 

"Hypocrisy of Language" Seen as a Threat to Life Says Catholic Journalist Pier Giorgio Liverani 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/hypocrisy-of-language-seen-as-a-threat-to-life 
Rome, September 15, 2005 

The twisting of words and their meanings is a key weapon in the arsenal of the purveyors of the culture of death, warns a veteran journalist. Pier Giorgio Liverani, who for more than half a century was a journalist for the main Italian Catholic newspapers, says that the current attitude that it is up to the individual to construct his own ethic goes hand in hand with "hypocrisy of language" -- the immediate effect of which is a risk posed to human life. 
A past editor of the newspaper Avvenire and a former member of the episcopate's Commission for Social Communications, Liverani is now co-editor of Sí alla vita (Yes to Life), a monthly publication of the Italian Pro-Life Movement. The journalist has witnessed the cultural changes that have given origin to a new conception of man detached from his Creator. He laments those changes and explores the risks they entail, in his latest book, "La Società Multicaotica con il Dizionario dell'Antilingua" (The Multi-Chaotic Society with the Anti-Language Dictionary), published in Italy by Ares. "At present the confusion of languages, symbolized by 'anti-language,' is an indicator of a very serious moral crisis," Liverani told ZENIT. 


To each his own 

"For an important part of our culture, there is no longer any absolute truth," he said. "Everything is relative, each one can devise his own ethic, and the hypocrisy of language covers everything shamefully. … 
"Postmodern man, who has decreed the 'death of God,' has set himself up as judge of good and evil with the consequence that the primary good, life, is no longer always such." As a result, the journalist contended, we "have fallen into radical liberal individualism for which only my life is of worth; that of the other has only a functional value in relation to mine." Examples of this, he said, are "mass contraception, divorce […], legalized and nationalized abortion, and artificial insemination." The "multi-chaotic society" has prompted Liverani to update his "Anti-Language Dictionary," a sort of lexicon of "words said so as not to say what one is afraid to say." First published in 1993, it became an analytical tool for pro-lifers and pro-family activists. "Without words or with identical words but with a different meaning, we will no longer be able to express certain concepts," Liverani warned. "If I did away with the word 'mother,' I myself and others would be hindered from thinking and expressing the relative concept." 


"Product" 

So, "if instead of saying 'man in the embryonic state' I use 'product of conception,' I would no longer give the concept man at the beginning of his life the value it has; rather, I would express a trivial idea valid also for animals and I would feel free to dispose of that 'product' in the same way as any other product of a process," he said. "If I like it and it is useful to me, I keep it, if not, I throw it away." "In the abortion law, instead of the word [abortion], 'interruption of pregnancy' is used, especially because this expression with medical overtones does not elicit feelings or emotions," the journalist added. "While abortion refers to something that affects the conceived child directly, the 'interruption of the pregnancy' indicates the modification of a condition of the mother." He added: "These are two pale examples of a language that is growing and that has been consolidated in the media, in politics, in medicine and has already transformed people's culture." In fact, the journalist pointed out that in the "culture of death," words such as "son," "child," "mother" and "father" are targets. "Anti-words distort the meaning of things, reality and human relations," Liverani said. "If I destroy family relations, which are, above all, relations of free self-giving -- that is, of love -- I can make of life and of others whatever I like: It is the basic principle of radical individualism and its utilitarian ethic." 


What's in a name? 

Part of the answer to these problems, Liverani contended, is to simply contemplate the names of things. 
"The Bible," he said, "recounts that in the beginning, things did not yet have a name, and that God, in fact, wanted man to 'give a name' to things, so that he would know their essence and would place himself, in respect of them, in a relationship of truth. "Language is God's invention, anti-language is something demonic."

U.N. Assembly Faulted on Arms Control and "Health" Terms - Holy See Sizes Up Session 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/u-n-assembly-faulted-on-arms-control-and-health-terms EXTRACT

New York, September 25, 2005 

The Holy See welcomed most of the conclusions of the last U.N. General Assembly but criticized the lack of consensus on arms control and the use of the fuzzy term "reproductive health." 
At the end of the seven days of sessions, in which representatives from more than 175 countries spoke, Archbishop Celestino Migliore, the Holy See's permanent observer to the United Nations, presented a statement Friday in which he set forth the positive and negative points of the meetings. After following the debates of the assembly, which celebrated the institution's 60th anniversary, the Italian prelate said that the Holy See "welcomes much of what is proposed." ….


Holistic concept 

The Vatican representative also affirmed that his delegation expressed the same reservations that it set forth in the U.N. Conferences on Development (Cairo, 1994) and on Woman (Beijing, 1995) in regard to the term "reproductive health" in the final document. The Holy See applies this term to "a holistic concept of health that does not consider abortion or access to abortion as a dimension of those terms." Some delegations conceive the term "reproductive health" as a series of services that include, among other things, abortion. In the summit that preceded the assembly, Cardinal Angelo Sodano, Vatican secretary of state, addressed the meeting, and said: "Would it not be better to speak clearly of the 'health of women and children' instead of using the term 'reproductive health'?" 
The cardinal continued: "Could there be a desire to return to the language of a 'right to abortion'?" 
In his final address, Archbishop Migliore referred to some of the more important issues discussed by the assembly, such as the role of the United Nations, an issue in which he pointed out "three specific areas of ethical challenge." He listed them as "solidarity with the poor; the promotion of the common good; and a sustainable environment." The prelate's statement supported the reform of the Human Rights Council and emphasized that human rights are not something relative, which can depend on cultures or circumstances, but they "are undeniable." "In their essential core they have to be universally recognized," he stated. Lastly, the Holy See supported "the initiatives in the field of interfaith cooperation and dialogue between civilizations especially where, in the spirit of their reference to and reliance on God, they form consciences, foster common moral values, and promote intercultural understanding and proactive commitments."

Cardinal Pell on the Dictatorship of Relativism - "A Recipe for Disenfranchisement and Passivity" 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinal-pell-on-the-dictatorship-of-relativism 
Canberra, Australia, September 23, 2005
Here is the text of an address Cardinal George Pell Archbishop of Sydney delivered Wednesday at the National Press Club in the Australian capital. 
The Dictatorship of Relativism 

Shortly before he entered the conclave in which he was elected Pope, Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger preached the homily at the pre-conclave Mass and warned against the rise of "a dictatorship of relativism." It is an evocative phrase which frightened some and provoked confusion in others. Taking as his text St. Paul's warning to the Ephesians (4:14-16), that "we must no longer be children, tossed to and fro and carried about by every wind of doctrine" but "must grow up" in Christ and in love, the cardinal offered the following reflection:

Relativism is powerful in Western life, evidenced in many areas from the decline in the study of history and English literature, through to the triumph of subjective values and conscience over moral truth and the downgrading of heterosexual marriage. None of this is entirely new: Relativism is an antique theory. The great thinker and father of history Heraclitus [History 3, 38] noted that different cultures differ in their basic beliefs and customs, and at the dawn of our philosophical tradition the Greek philosopher Protagoras challenged the religious and moral wisdom of his day, arguing that each individual's own opinions are the measure of truth [see Plato Theaetetus 151eff]. 
This theory has so far received no official sanction -- usually because wise men and women have seen that either relativism is the real truth about the universe, in which case relativism is wrong since there is a real truth, or relativism is not the real truth, in which case we should all stop thinking about it. The danger today is that people do not even think this far to see the inconsistencies. Hence Pope Benedict's warning. One reason for optimism is that no one believes deep down in relativism. People may express their skepticism about truth and morality in lecture rooms or in print, but afterwards, they will go on to sip a cappuccino, pay the mortgage, drive home on the left side of the road, and presumably avoid acts of murder and cannibalism throughout their evening. People, unless insane, do not live as relativists. They care about truth and follow clear-cut rules. Catholics call the universal acceptance of the many basic moral norms "natural law" -- the term simply means that whereas some laws apply only to Australians, moral laws apply to everyone who shares human nature. Some remain skeptical of this -- but interestingly, philosophers and thinkers of quite secular temperament now regularly explore the notion of objective morality in their teaching and writing. 
Nothing matters more than truth to our country. Differences about important issues such as war, slavery, abortion, euthanasia are different claims to moral truth, not merely competing preferences. Some who have never been deprived of truth can give it up too easily, perhaps using talk of relativism or secularism to camouflage their actual commitment to money, success, possessions, power. But these are ambiguous goods: They can be misused and are rarely distributed fairly. It is getting to the truth about things and having the integrity to live by that truth that is the ideal we should pass to the next generation. By comparison, relativism is bankrupt: It offers no future because it is not livable; and where it is a camouflage, what it camouflages is generally rotten and often shaped by greed. 
Jesus said, "I am the Truth," and for this he, and countless good men and women, lived and died. Nobody lives and dies for relativism: People do not sacrifice themselves for a theory which states that such a gesture is merely relative. 
The abolition of truth does not ensure a proper tolerance of diversity, but removes the constraints on any passing majority opinion and prevents us from discriminating legally between the tolerable and intolerable. Relativism is a position that explains a self-obsessed, overly materialist, ethics-lite minority -- and that, I firmly believe, is not Australia today and not the Australia we want for tomorrow…
Many people never think seriously about religion at all, hence secularism wins by stealth and default. But we should ponder the effects of an increase in the secular-relativist bite into Christianity: previous moral norms we all accept (on lying and promise breaking, assault and abuse, cheating and rorting [taking unfair advantage], even freedom and equality) would be vulnerable to revision: conscience would become personal preference – a polite term for "doing it my way," and clear thinking and past wisdom would be repudiated and ridiculed. 
Could this really happen in Australia? It might seem hard to believe we would ever reject the most fundamental moral values; but it was hard only 50 years ago to believe we would abort 100,000 babies a year, contemplate men marrying men, killing the sick, experimenting on human embryos. … Under relativism there is no antidote to Nazism, racism, Communism, fundamentalism: for relativism, whatever is socially supported thereby deserves social support. 
Relativism follows from secularism because part of secularism's original argument was that the renunciation of the claim to religious truth is a fundamental condition for peace. 
In an essay in his book "Truth and Tolerance," the then Cardinal Ratzinger refers to the work of Egyptologist Jan Assmann, who claims that it was Moses who introduced the notion of truth into religion, and insisted on rejecting false gods. Hitherto religions had been pure or impure, sacred or profane, and people could have a number of religious enthusiasms. But Moses' destruction of the Golden Calf set an unfortunate precedent for monotheistic intolerance. 
The secular ambition today is to return to ancient Egypt, to remove again the distinction between God and the world, to tolerate undemanding forms of spirituality, perhaps a return to pantheism, a vague nature worship, where there is no need to be concerned with truth and falsehood, much less any notion of individual judgment after death by the one true God. With this reversion there would be no more need for the notions of sin and redemption…
Church's Role in Policy Debates Hits a Nerve - Opponents Increasingly Critical of Its Influence 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/church-s-role-in-policy-debates-hits-a-nerve--2 
Rome, October 1, 2005
The Church is prepared to undertake whatever war is necessary to defend its position, Cardinal Camillo Ruini, president of the Italian bishops' conference, reportedly told a high-ranking government official, Gianni Letta, in a recent telephone call. The bellicose words came out in Wednesday's edition of one of Italy's major dailies, the Milan-based Corriere della Sera. But, as the episcopal conference pointed out in a note issued later that morning, the phone call referred to never took place. The story was "completely false," the fruit of a "pure invention," according to the Italian bishops' press office. The incident took place as some traditionally anti-Catholic sectors have become increasingly annoyed at the Church's success in recent public-policy debates. In mid-June the Church backed a campaign to dissuade voting in a referendum that sought to ease restrictions on in vitro fertilization. Despite wide media support for the referendum -- including the almost-daily articles published by the Corriere della Sera -- Italian voters overwhelmingly heeded the plea not to vote. The proposals failed because less than half the electorate went to the polls. 
The latest conflict came after Cardinal Ruini declared the Church's opposition to proposals for the legal recognition for cohabitating couples. At a bishops' conference session Sept. 19, the cardinal argued that, given the extremely low birthrate in Italy, the government would do better to give greater support to families, instead of heeding calls to give juridical status to de facto couples. 
Italian political groups have splintered over whether, and how, to deal with the petitions by some party leaders to mimic other European countries and grant legal status to relationships outside the bounds of traditional marriage. The Church's intervention in the debate has led to vociferous criticisms that it is meddling in the political sphere. 
Aggressive campaigns Undaunted, the secretary of the episcopal conference, Bishop Giuseppe Betori, in an interview broadcast Wednesday by Vatican Radio, declared that the Church would continue to speak out in spite of the "aggressive and intimidatory campaign" against it. For his part, Cardinal Dionigi Tettamanzi of Milan, in an interview published last Sunday in the Catholic newspaper Avvenire, recommended that the intellectual class and the mass media pay more attention to the views of the general public, which, he said, are often closer to the reality of things. 
The debate has led some to call for the state to end its cooperation in passing on to the Church a small percentage of each citizen's taxes, used mainly to defray the costs of Church-run social welfare programs. 
A similar issue has arisen in Spain too. During the last year the Church came into conflict with the government over the latter's legalization of same-sex unions, and some politicians and organizations have called for an end to the current agreement on financing. 
The government has just agreed to renew the payments for another year, the Spanish newspaper El País reported Thursday. The matter is unlikely to go away, however, and the Church relations with the government are set for further conflict, with debates already under way over the organization of the education system and religion classes in schools. 
In England, too, Church involvement in the public arena was debated in a television program broadcast Wednesday night by BBC2. The show, titled "God and the Politicians," caused problems even before its transmission. On Tuesday the Public Affairs Office of the Diocese of Westminster sent out a note to the media containing the full text of the remarks made in the program by the archbishop, Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor. The cardinal, explained the press office, had been "selectively quoted" in some media reports. Cardinal Murphy-O'Connor spoke about the proposed establishment of Muslim schools and faith schools in general. Christian schools, he commented, "are not only beneficial for the Christians of this country but also enhance the country as a whole." 
He also noted that a number of Jewish and Muslim families are happy to send their children to Catholic schools. But he expressed reservations over the idea that a large number of Catholics could go to Muslim schools. He also noted that the government had a legitimate concern over the values taught in faith schools, and Muslim institutions in particular. 
A further intervention in Church-state debates came from the archbishop of Dublin, Diarmuid Martin. According to a report Tuesday in the Irish Independent newspaper, the archbishop said that Christians must not be excluded from helping to shape the laws and values of Europe. Speaking at a conference on the future of the European Union, held at All Hallows College, in Dublin, Archbishop Martin said that Christians "have a responsibility to work to build a body of legislation which is consonant with the moral law and where possible to correct morally defective laws." 

Reporting on religion 
The debate over religion and politics is also a frequent topic in the United States. Earlier this year the Washington, D.C.-based Ethics and Public Policy Center published in book form a series of forums it has held on the subject. 
Edited by Michael Cromartie, "Religion and Politics in America: A Conversation" (Rowman & Littlefield Publishers) is based on six encounters held for journalists to help them raise the level of reporting on religious matters. 
In his introduction, Cromartie contended that while the mainstream press notably increased its coverage of religion during the 1990s, "there was very little understanding of theology or religious belief in religious news." 
Catholic author George Weigel addressed one of the meetings. Weigel noted that the 61 million Catholics in the United States come from a wide range of backgrounds and hold differing political views. "Yet for almost 40 years, the Catholic story has been reported in starkly black-and-white terms," he commented. Weigel explained that since the times of the Second Vatican Council, reports have overwhelmingly tended to adopt a familiar liberal/conservative, good guy/bad guy, matrix for analyzing anything Catholic. He also noted that this outlook led the media to concentrate on topics that lent themselves to preset stereotypes, such as the debate over women's role in the Church. Media coverage that did not set out from pre-conceived ideas would be more open to reporting on issues that are often more important and relevant, Weigel contended. As examples he pointed to the impact of the Catechism; conversions to Catholicism by intellectuals; the renewal of devotional life; increased efforts in the area of ecumenism; and the flourishing of ecclesial movements. 
Weigel also argued that in his contribution to Catholic social doctrine, Pope John Paul II has made "what is arguably the most comprehensive proposal for the free, prosperous and virtuous society on offer in the world today." Useful advice for the media, within and outside the United States. 
Weeding Out the "Unfit" Unborn - New Threats from an Old Ideology 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/weeding-out-the-unfit-unborn--2 
Toronto, November 12, 2005 

A growing demand for "perfect children" is leading to the elimination of unborn babies with health problems. The Globe and Mail newspaper reported Oct. 28 that the number of children born with cystic fibrosis has fallen sharply in recent years. According to research published in the Journal of Pediatrics, currently 1 in 3,608 babies born in Canada suffer from cystic fibrosis, compared with 1 in 2,714 before a genetic test for this disease existed. "Our hypothesis," Mary Corey, a senior scientist at the Hospital for Sick Children in Toronto, told the Globe and Mail, "is that pregnancies are being terminated." The article also noted that testing is set to increase notably. Officials in Ontario are planning to test for 21 metabolic conditions, compared with the two screening tests it now conducts. Genetic screening is also on the rise in Britain. The London-based Telegraph newspaper reported July 11 that a method of screening embryos for hemophilia has been developed. British doctors at the Clinical Sciences Center in Hammersmith and Queen Charlotte's Hospital have developed a form of pre-implantation diagnosis to test embryos conceived through in vitro fertilization for hemophilia. Previously, embryos could not be tested for hemophilia until they were in the womb, by means of amniocentesis. And on Aug. 19 the Times reported that a clinic in London had been given permission by the government to screen embryos for a gene that can give rise to retinoblastoma, a form of tumors in the eye. The article noted that the permission broke new ground, because retinoblastoma is rarely fatal. In fact, 95% of cases can normally be successfully treated. The Times reported that groups defending the rights of embryos criticized the approval. The groups argued that it would lead to the destruction of embryos that might be perfectly healthy, along with others that could go on with a high chance of a normal life once their tumor were treated. The license to conduct the screening went to Paul Serhal, of University College Hospital. Last year he became the first doctor in Britain permitted to screen embryos for a gene that causes bowel cancer. 

A duty to screen 

In Australia, meanwhile, controversy over the use of genetic screening to eliminate babies broke out when a bioethicist argued that parents have a moral obligation to use this technology to bear "the best child possible." 
The Age newspaper reported June 5 on the comments made by Melbourne-born Julian Savulescu. He is now the head of Oxford University's Uehiro Center for Practical Ethics and is also an ethicist at Melbourne's Murdoch Children's Research Institute. Savulescu was in Melbourne for the annual dinner of the Australian Society for Medical Research, where he was awarded its medal for 2005. He also argued in favor of using screening to test for desirable character traits. "I think we've got a reason for using (tests) not just to screen out diseases, but in looking at the kind of characteristics our children are likely to have," he told the Age. He said that traits such as empathy, sympathy and fair-mindedness could create more moral people. Criticism of Savulescu came from Robert Sparrow, of Monash University's Center for Human Bioethics. In comments published in the Adelaide Advertiser on June 15, Sparrow pointed out that widespread use of screening could lead the way to "eugenics by market forces." "There'll be large pressure on parents to have perfect babies where what counts as a perfect baby is determined by majority opinion," Sparrow said. "Parents will pretty quickly work out for themselves that unless they have the nice, intelligent, tall, blond-haired, blue-eyed child, their child is going to be less successful in society than other children." As well, if the birth of children with disabilities becomes perceived as reflecting a choice of the parents, social attitudes could change and become less tolerant toward the disabled. 

Sanger's legacy 

Support for eugenics has a long history. One of the most influential advocates in modern times was the founder of Planned Parenthood, Margaret Sanger. A 2005 book, "Margaret Sanger's Eugenic Legacy: The Control of Female Fertility," examined her role and the influence it still has. The carefully researched book, with 75 pages of notes and bibliography, argues that Sanger (1883-1966) had "a genuine commitment to the eugenic ideology." 
Sanger's achievements, observes author Angela Franks, has led many feminists to see her "as a paragon of female achievement against an oppressive order." Many feminists also consider her as a bringer of freedom, the freedom to control female fertility, Franks states. Yet, Franks queries how this image fits in with someone who participated actively in the eugenics movement and, among other policies, advocated forced sterilization. Sanger's vision of liberation for women "was too severely infected with a mindset of oppressive control to be able to promote true female liberation," Franks argues. 
Women's liberation, for Sanger, did not mean the freedom for every woman to decide, freely, the number of children she desired to have. Rather, it meant sexual freedom for the "fit." The corollary of this vision is that certain classes of people should not be parents and, if they would not embrace this childless state voluntarily, it should be forced upon them. This view persisted throughout Sanger's life and to this end Franks cites from a letter written by Sanger in 1955. 

Controlling women 

In the letter Sanger insists that birth control should be used as a restriction "for the betterment of the family and the race." This continues even today, notes Franks, as contraception is still being used to control women. 
Sanger's eugenic attitudes have been institutionalized and perpetuated. This is not to say, Franks clarifies, that individual supporters of Planned Parenthood are eugenicists. But there has not been a sufficient reflection and rejection of this heritage of eugenics in organizations devoted to birth control, leading to a "lingering elitist bigotry," the author contends. 
"Knowingly or not," Planned Parenthood "continues by its words and actions to perpetuate eugenic beliefs about the poor and about the disabled, albeit modulated to sound more sweetly to contemporary ears," Franks states. 
The author also says that she writes her book "as a feminist who fears the ideologically compromised feminism which Sanger bequeathed to America and, due to the great power that population controllers have around the world, to all women." The Catechism of the Catholic Church, No. 2270, stipulates that human life must be respected and protected absolutely from the moment of conception. "From the first moment of his existence, a human being must be recognized as having the rights of a person -- among which is the inviolable right of every innocent being to life." In No. 2274 the Catechism asks that the embryo be treated as a person, and defended in its integrity. Prenatal diagnosis is morally licit, the Catechism adds, but only "if it respects the life and integrity of the embryo and the human fetus and is directed toward its safe guarding or healing as an individual." It adds: "[A] diagnosis must not be the equivalent of a death sentence." It makes no exemptions for the sake of producing perfect children. 

Conference to Reflect on Human Genome 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/conference-to-reflect-on-human-genome  

Vatican City, November 16, 2005 

A "key mystery of life" is found in the human genome, and that's why a Vatican agency is gathering scientists, philosophers and theologians for a conference this week. The conference this Thursday through Saturday will be the 20th such international event organized by the Pontifical Council for Health Care Workers. "If life begins in the genome, and life is identified with health, health also begins with the genome, and in the genome we should virtually find the whole harmony," said the council's president, Cardinal Javier Lozano Barragán, at a press conference Tuesday. "In other words, in the genome we find the beginning of the tension that constitutes health," he said. "In this international conference, we will start from the consideration of the genome as a structural element that organizes the human body in its individual and hereditary dimensions." "The topic is very large and is subject to new research and discoveries; consequently, our perspectives are modest," the cardinal added. "We want only to address this argument under the specific aspect of health, which, moreover, as we have said, is an all-encompassing concept." About 700 people from 81 countries are expected to attend the conference. 

US Catholic politicians confused about faith, bishop says 

http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-religion/1526792/posts  
November 22, 2005 (CNA/CWNews.com)

During the International Congress on Churches, the Lay State and Society, Archbishop Jose Gomez of San Antonio, Texas said most Catholic politicians in the United States have fallen into "a distorted understanding of what their faith is." During a speech on Catholics and public life in the US, Archbishop Gomez noted that "today 70% of politicians who claim to be Catholic in Congress and the Senate support abortion, and that figure reaches almost 90 percent in traditional Catholic states such as Massachusetts or New York." 
Many Catholic politicians, inspired by the interpretation of some influential theologians, consider all the teachings of the Church to be on equal footing. "They respect 'a large part' of that doctrine, especially in social matters, but they disagree on issues such as abortion, euthanasia and homosexual unions. According to them, they adhere to a 'large part' and say they are adhering to it all." This understanding, the archbishop pointed out, has led to "curious anomalies, such as a 'Catholicity' survey carried out by one Catholic senator among his colleagues in 2003 which showed that this senator and another were the 'most Catholic' of the Senate, despite having voting voted 100 out 100 times in support of abortion, euthanasia, homosexual unions and experimentation with embryonic stem cells." An example of such a situation was the presidential candidacy of John Kerry. Kerry claimed to be Catholic yet openly supported abortion. 

As a result, many Catholics looked to their bishops and priests for guidance. "It was necessary for the bishops of the United States to take some time to reflect on this matter, which was what took place in Denver, Colorado, last year, with the support of a letter sent by then-Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith," said Archbishop Gomez. "The Church teaches that abortion is a grave sin and that not all moral issues have the same weight as the interruption of the life of the unborn or euthanasia," the archbishop continued. "If some candidate campaigns for and supports laws that allow abortion and euthanasia, his pastor should meet with him, instruct him in the teachings of the Church and inform him that he should not present himself for Communion until he puts an end to the state of sin in which he finds himself," Archbishop Gomez said in conclusion.

Genome Known, but Meaning of Life Lost? Cardinal Ruini Addresses Families 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/genome-known-but-meaning-of-life-lost
Rome, November 28, 2005 

The Pope's vicar for Rome has drawn attention to what he sees as a striking paradox of modernity. The paradox is that technical advances have made it possible to draw the map of the human genome, precisely at the same time when the meaning of life is being lost. Cardinal Camillo Ruini made that assessment Saturday in an address to the families of Rome and the surrounding areas. "Beyond that, and before all possible economic, cultural, scientific and technological development," the cardinal said, "the future of man is linked to his capacity to rediscover, protect and enhance the primary and irreplaceable good of human love." In his address, delivered at the Catholic University of the Sacred Heart, the cardinal mentioned the 10 years since the publication of Pope John Paul II's encyclical "Evangelium Vitae" and the centenary of the wedding anniversary of Luigi and Maria Beltrame Quattrocchis, spouses who were beatified in 2001. "It is paradoxical, and at the same time very significant, that exactly when the technical-scientific capacity has been made stronger to intervene in the human being, man runs the risk of losing sight of the meaning and value of life itself," Cardinal Ruini, 74, lamented. He gave a present-day example of the human genome, the total genetic information present in man. 
The most essential "The map of the human genome is being drawn, which certainly represents a great acquisition, with consequences of great interest for man's future," the cardinal said. "But precisely now it seems that the map of human existence is being lost, that the coordinates of dignity and the end of human life are being lost. "To know man better from the scientific point of view is not automatically the same as knowing more about the value and meaning of his existence; rather, the multiplicity of focuses, with the tendency to absolutize the point of view of each of them, might make one lose sight of the most essential." As an aid to surmount these contradictions, Cardinal Ruini pointed to John Paul II's teaching on the family, as expressed, in particular, in his documents "Redemptor Hominis," "Familiaris Consortio," "Mulieris Dignitatem," "Letter to Families" and "Letter to Women." The cardinal said John Paul II should be thanked for having developed the "appropriate anthropology … that allows us today to understand better, in its different hues, the meaning of complementarity and reciprocity which describe the relationship of love between man and woman." 

Papal Address to Conference on Genome - "Human Dignity Can't Be Identified With Genes" 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/papal-address-to-conference-on-genome
Vatican City, December 15, 2005 

Here is the address Benedict XVI gave Nov. 19 to the participants at the international conference organized by the Pontifical Council for Health Care Workers on the theme of the human genome. 
Your Eminence, Venerable Brothers in the Episcopate and in the Priesthood, Distinguished Ladies and Gentlemen, 
I address my cordial greeting to you all, with a special thought of gratitude to Cardinal Javier Lozano Barragán for the kind greeting he has expressed on behalf of those present. I offer a special greeting to the bishops and priests who are taking part in this conference as well as the speakers, who have certainly made a highly qualified contribution to the problems addressed in these days: Their reflections and suggestions will be the subject of an attentive evaluation by the competent ecclesial bodies. Placing myself in the pastoral perspective proper to the pontifical council that has sponsored this conference, I would like to point out that today, especially in the area of breakthroughs in medical science, the Church is being given a further possibility of carrying out the precious task of enlightening consciences, in order to ensure that every new scientific discovery will serve the integral good of the person, with constant respect for his or her dignity. In underlining the importance of this pastoral task, I would like first of all to say a word of encouragement to those in charge of promoting it. The contemporary world is marked by the process of secularization. Through complex cultural and social events, it has not only claimed a just autonomy for science and the organization of society, but has all too often also obliterated the link between temporal realities and their Creator, even to the point of neglecting to safeguard the transcendent dignity of human beings and respect for human life itself. Today, however, secularization in the form of radical secularism no longer satisfies the more aware and alert minds. This means that possible and perhaps new spaces are opening up for a profitable dialogue with society and not only with the faithful, especially on important themes such as those relating to life. This is possible because, in peoples with a long Christian tradition, there are still seeds of humanism which the disputes of nihilistic philosophy have not yet reached. Indeed, these seeds tend to germinate more vigorously, the more serious the challenges become. Believers, moreover, know well that the Gospel is in an intrinsic harmony with the values engraved in human nature. 
Thus, God's image is deeply impressed in the soul of the human being, the voice of whose conscience it is far from easy to silence. With the Parable of the Sower, Jesus in the Gospel reminds us that there is always good ground on which the seed may fall, spring up and bear fruit. 
Even people who no longer claim to be members of the Church or even those who have lost the light of faith, nonetheless remain attentive to the human values and positive contributions that the Gospel can make to the good of the individual and of society. It is particularly easy to become aware of this by reflecting on the topic of your conference: The people of our time, whose sensitivity, moreover, has been heightened by the terrible events that have clouded the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st, easily understand that human dignity cannot be identified with the genes of the human being's DNA and is not diminished by the possible presence of physical differences or genetic defects. The principle of "non-discrimination" on the basis of physical or genetic factors has deeply penetrated consciences and is formally spelled out in the charters of human rights. The truest foundation of this principle lies in the dignity inherent in every human person because he or she is created in the image and likeness of God (cf. Genesis 1:26). What is more, a serene analysis of scientific data leads to a recognition of the presence of this dignity in every phase of human life, starting from the very moment of conception. The Church proclaims and proposes this truth not only with the authority of the Gospel, but also with the power that derives from reason. This is precisely why she feels duty bound to appeal to every person of good will in the certainty that the acceptance of these truths cannot but benefit individuals and society. Indeed, it is necessary to preserve ourselves from the risks of a science and technology that claim total autonomy from the moral norms inscribed in the nature of the human being. There are many professional bodies and academies in the Church that are qualified to evaluate innovations in the scientific environment, particularly in the world of biomedicine; then there are doctrinal bodies specifically designated to define the moral values to be safeguarded and to formulate norms required for their effective protection; lastly, there are pastoral dicasteries, such as the Pontifical Council for Health Pastoral Care, whose task is to ensure that the Church's pastoral presence is effective. This third task is not only invaluable with regard to an ever more adequate humanization of medicine, but also in order to guarantee a prompt response to the expectations by each individual of effective spiritual assistance. Consequently, it is necessary to give pastoral health care a new impetus. This implies renewal and the deepening of the pastoral proposal itself. It should take into account the growing mass of knowledge spread by the media and the higher standard of education of those they target. We cannot ignore the fact that more and more frequently, not only legislators but citizens too are called to express their thoughts on problems that can be described as scientific and difficult. If they lack an adequate education, indeed, if their consciences are inadequately formed, false values or deviant information can easily prevail in the guidance of public opinion. Updating the training of pastors and educators to enable them to take on their own responsibilities in conformity with their faith, and at the same time in a respectful and loyal dialogue with nonbelievers, is the indispensable task of any up-to-date pastoral health care. Today, especially in the field of the applications of genetics, families can lack adequate information and have difficulty in preserving the moral autonomy they need to stay faithful to their own life choices. 
In this sector, therefore, a deeper and more enlightened formation of consciences is necessary. Today's scientific discoveries affect family life, involving families in unexpected and sensitive decisions that require responsible treatment. Pastoral work in the field of health care thus needs properly trained and competent advisers. This gives some idea of the complex and demanding management needed in this area today. In the face of these growing needs in pastoral care, as the Church continues to trust in the light of the Gospel and the power of grace, she urges those responsible to study a proper methodology in order to help individuals, families and society, combining faithfulness and dialogue, theological study and the ability for mediation. In this, she sets great store especially by the contribution of all, such as you who are gathered here to take part in this international conference and who have at heart the fundamental values that support human coexistence. I gladly take this opportunity to express to you all my grateful appreciation for your contribution in a sector so important for the future of humanity. With these sentiments, I invoke from the Lord an abundance of enlightenment on your work, and as a testimony of my esteem and affection, I impart a special blessing to you all.

Countering the Myth of the Perfect Child - Bioethics Courses Focus on "Neonatal Euthanasia" and Other Problems 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/countering-the-myth-of-the-perfect-child
Rome, December 16, 2005 
Dr. Gerald Brungardt learned an unsettling fact when he came to Italy for an intensive weeklong course on bioethics. The palliative care specialist from Wichita, Kansas, was surprised to learn that the average Italian woman has 12 sonograms during her pregnancy. "It indicates our current fear of the non-perfect child," Brungardt said, "for which Dr. Bellieni has coined the term 'handiphobia' -- fear of the handicapped, the risks and realities of in vitro fertilization, embryo adoption, and neonatal/infant euthanasia." He was referring to Dr. Carlo Bellieni, a neonatologist from Siena and self-described "fetus doctor" who teaches "The Myth of the Perfect Child" course during the week of studies at the Regina Apostolorum athenaeum's School of Bioethics. A recurring theme in the many anecdotes Bellieni told his class of 80 students was how often parents reduce children to objects. 
"We saw in this class how the child is no longer loved unconditionally and respected as a human person," said Dr. Laura Nino, a medical researcher from Houston, Texas, who participated in the course. Rather, the child is sometimes "seen as an object of possession which parents can dispose of when he or she falls short of their expectations," she added. 


Amniocentesis 

That sense of high expectations in parents can even lead to the death of perfectly healthy children in the womb. Bellieni cited the example of prenatal diagnosis of Down syndrome and the proliferation of the use of amniocentesis. That surgical procedure involves inserting a hollow needle through the abdominal wall into the uterus of a pregnant woman and extracting amniotic fluid, which may be analyzed to determine the sex of the developing fetus, or the presence of disease or genetic defects. "A healthy fetus dies for every 200 amniocenteses done which, for 35-year-old woman, is about the same risk as having a Down syndrome child," observed Bellieni. "This means that in order to eliminate one Down syndrome child, we accept the risk of the death of another innocent child as an adverse effect of the amniocentesis," he said. Bellieni sees a deeper problem lurking behind the overuse of amniocentesis and the widespread tolerance of abortion. That problem touches on interpersonal relations and even self-image, all of which he talks of in almost philosophical language. 


"I" of the storm 

"Most fundamentally, we cannot say 'I' anymore because saying 'I' would mean that we have found someone who has called us by name and loved us only because we exist, not because of our utility," Bellieni contended. 
"This loss of the capacity to say 'I' leads to our loss of the capacity to say 'You' to the fetus," he added. "We do not love ourselves anymore and therefore we cannot love others. We see others, including the fetus, as a means and not as the end they truly are. One of the consequences of this outlook would be neonatal euthanasia." "The Myth of the Perfect Child" is only one of several bioethics courses offered recently at Regina Apostolorum. The weeklong courses are offered twice each semester, and once during the summer to accommodate non-traditional students working toward degrees in bioethics. 
Now in its fifth year, the athenaeum's School of Bioethics boasts 350 students from 30 countries. Lay people -- including politicians and health-care professionals -- study side by side with religious. One of the invited guest speakers for next April's intensive courses is Dr. Edmund Pellegrino, the new chairman of the President's Council on Bioethics in the United States. More information about the courses is posted at www.upra.org or available via bioethics@upra.com. 
Among those who came to Rome this year to deepen their knowledge of science -- and the faith -- was Jennifer Miller of New York. "Coming from Fordham University," she said, "I saw that scientists get so desensitized that they forget what they are really doing. There is a need to re-humanize science with a focus on human dignity."

Benedict XVI Denounces Culture of Death - Delivers Homily during Baptisms in Sistine Chapel
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/benedict-xvi-denounces-culture-of-death
Vatican City, January 8, 2006 

Benedict XVI administered the sacrament of baptism for the first time in his pontificate to 10 newborns, and urged a "no" to the "prevailing" culture of death. Today, on the day the Church celebrates the Baptism of Jesus, the Pope resumed Pope John Paul II's practice of baptizing infants on the liturgical feast that closes out the Christmas season. John Paul II had been unable to carry out the baptisms the last two years because of his declining health. The sacrament was administered before Michelangelo's "Last Judgment" in the Sistine Chapel, the same place where Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger was elected Bishop of Rome on April 19. 
The Holy Father addressed a spontaneous homily to the parents, godparents and families of the 10 Italian newborns, five boys and five girls. One of them received the second name Karol, in Polish, in memory of the late Pope. "With baptism, this child is introduced in the company of friends who will never abandon him in life and in death, and this company of friends is the family of God, which bears in itself the promise of eternity," said the Pope. Benedict XVI noted: "None of us know what will happen on our planet, in our Europe, in the next 50, 60 or 70 years, but there is something of which we are certain: that the family of God will always be present and that those who belong to this family are never alone, but have the sure friendship of him who is life." Because of this, coherence with baptism calls for saying "yes" to Christ and to life, and "no" to evil and death, the Pope said. "We can say that also in our time a 'no' is necessary to the prevailing culture of death, an anti-culture that manifests itself, for example, in the escape in drugs," he said. "Escape from reality in the illusory, in a false happiness that manifests itself in lies, in fraud, in injustice, in contempt for others, for solidarity, for responsibility vis-à-vis the poor and the suffering," he stated. 


Objectification 

The culture of death, the Holy Father continued, "manifests itself in a sexuality that becomes pure gratification without responsibility, that makes of man a thing, so to speak, as it no longer considers him as person, with a personal love, with fidelity, but turns him into merchandise." "To this apparent promise of fidelity, to this pomp of an apparent life which in reality is no more than an instrument of death, to this 'anti-culture,' we say 'no' to cultivate a culture of life," he continued. Benedict XVI added that the "yes" of the culture of life is pronounced with fidelity to the Ten Commandments, "which are not prohibitions, but a vision of life." He explained: "They are a 'yes' to a God who gives meaning, in the first Commandments; 'yes' to the family, Fourth Commandment; 'yes' to life, Fifth Commandment; 'yes' to responsible love, Sixth Commandment; 'yes' to solidarity, social responsibility and justice, Seventh Commandment; 'yes' to truth. This is the philosophy and culture of life that becomes concrete, possible and beautiful in communion with Christ." 
Therefore, "baptism is a gift of life and a challenge to live life," saying "no" to the "attack of death, which presents itself in the disguise of life," the Pope said. In the prayer of the faithful during the Mass, amid the cries of newborns, prayers were raised for families, that the "prodigy of love" be renewed in them daily, and for the 10 newly baptized infants, that they be "witnesses of the Gospel." 
"Quality of Life" -- Its Bioethical Downside - Interview With Philosopher José Serrano 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/quality-of-life-its-bioethical-downside  
Madrid, Spain, January 9, 2006 

"Quality of life" is not the same as "dignity of the person," a juridical challenge that bioethics must elucidate, says a philosopher of law. José Miguel Serrano Ruiz-Calderón has written a book on this subject entitled "Juridical Challenges of Bioethics" (Eunsa), in which he addresses the moral challenges posed by biotechnology. The author is professor of philosophy of law at Madrid's Complutense University and academic director of the Institute of Marketing Studies. He was an adviser of the Spanish Ministry of Justice and a member of his country's delegation to the U.N. agreement on cloning. 

Q: What is bioethics greatest juridical challenge today? 
Serrano: Perhaps the greatest challenge is to articulate a juridical answer to bioethical questions that guarantees the values of our common tradition. It is a question of keeping the essence of law as object of justice that guarantees human dignity -- avoiding the use of man as a means -- and equality -- preventing definitions of person that distinguish some human beings from others. In this connection, over the last 30 years the radical agenda has made an enormous effort to impose laws that do not recognize that all men are persons in the juridical sense. They quickly forget the lessons of the past, just 20 years after the end of World War II. It is well known that contrary to what happened with totalitarianism, the "deconstructions" of human dignity to reverse this acquisition make use of alleged subjective rights. Thus every deed carried out against a human group is justified by a subjective right and a liberation. Abortion was imposed given the mother's "privacy," the reduction of the embryo to an object given the desire for paternity-maternity, the homicide of the defective given the autonomous desire for a dignified death, the systematic destruction of embryos given the hope of alleged groups of patients and so on. 
Q: The sacredness of human life is called into question. Is it possible to come to an agreement on this point with the hardest scientists? 
Serrano: No. I doubt that such an agreement ever existed. In all ages there are ideological currents that deny the sacredness of human life. In the 20th century itself, the greater part of the world was dominated by ideologies that expressly denied it. Of course, there is a common tradition that expresses this principle in a very adequate way and, in postwar legislations, precisely through the juridical recognition of the notion of dignity, it was forcefully affirmed. However, it is well known that every time there has been a strong interest in denying this right to some group, generally through a restrictive definition of humanity, false argumentations have been made with this end in mind. We can say that there is a combination between the two causes of corruption of justice that St. Thomas Aquinas pointed out: the false prudence of the wise man and the abuse of the powerful. At present a radical scientific spirit along with a certain utilitarianism are the theoretical positions that more forcefully threaten the sacredness of human life. A moral absolute, such as "you shall not kill the innocent," cannot be understood from a consequential ethic. This, we must clarify, is not a "defect" of the formulation of the moral absolute but a proof of the incapacity of consequential ethics to account for human action. 
Q: What is the distinction between quality of life and dignity of the person? 
Serrano: Every person is really worthy and cannot be reduced to the condition of a means, as a carrot is that is life. 
The claim of some is that not every human being has a personal condition; that is why they say that human rights must be replaced by the rights of the person. What is important is to affirm that every human being, members of the species, no matter what his degree of development or qualities, is worthy and is entitled to juridical protection. The height of cynicism is found in the tendency to deny the "rights of man" to affirm the "rights of the person," another change of terms that has ideological intentions. 
Q: Why is the term "quality of life" destructive, bioethically speaking? 
Serrano: It is the instrument used to deprive dignity of meaning. In the beginning the term referred to the surpassing of certain standards of living, seeking a way that was more in keeping with human nature which was not merely productive. 
Reinterpreted by a certain bioethics it means that whoever does not comply with certain minimums of productive capacity and enjoyment -- let us not forget that we are in brutally hedonist societies -- does not have a worthwhile life. 
It allows for distinctions in the unborn, the newborn, the sick, the dying and, consequently, denies the strict right to life. It is carried out cynically for the good of the one eliminated. It is very revealing that to redefine the concept of lives lacking vital value, which appeared in the brutally eugenic work of Binding and Hoche, this apparently more sophisticated concept is constructed but which leads to the same conclusion: Under certain levels the "quality" of human life is not worth living nor -- let us not forget it -- is it worth respecting.

Conscientious objection in medicine
http://www.bmj.com/rapid-response/2011/10/31/truth-unity 

By Philip G. Ney, Psychiatrist, February 2, 2006
Maybe Shakespeare believed that conscience was for cowards, however, psychiatrists learned long ago that those without a conscience were psychopaths. It is also clear that those who are afraid to use their conscience give themselves away as cowardly. Call it whatever you may, everyone has a conscience. You may believe that conscience arose from religion or philosophy or history, but it is more likely that it is embedded in the instincts for group and individual survival.
We now know there are three, not four fundamental forces in the universe. Scientists are excited by the possibility of discovering the one force that unifies everything. Thus we must conclude that truth is unitary. 
Eventually conscience and science must agree. Most doctors know of many cases such as this one. A teenager was brought to emergency by her mother, a nurse, who is convinced the child is deathly ill with septicemia. The good doctor orders the correct, reliable lab tests, which show nothing amiss. So she is sent home. Shortly thereafter, the distraught mother brings her back and   insists she be hospitalized. She is, but dies within six hours, of septicemia. We older doctors were taught not to rely upon lab tests, but on clinical observation, experience, wisdom, instinct that can tell us something is drastically wrong even when the science of radiology, biochemistry, etc. show nothing abnormal. You may call this inner awareness prescience, or conscience, but it was every good physician's and every wise man's guide long before science and law became so important. After all, which came first? "The law," said Eichman, "I only did what was 'legally permitted,'" before he was executed for transgressing a higher moral law. "Science," said Darwin, and everyone bowed so low, they set aside their critical faculties. How is it possible "eminent scientists" didn't realize that after the discovery of the second law of thermodynamics, evolution was impossible, if not ridiculous? 
Long before science was able to show the destructiveness of cigarette smoking, Christians forbade their children from indulging on the basis of conscience. If you were to be guided by good science, you would realize that 99.5% of abortions are not indicated for health reasons and have no proven therapeutic value, but rather, accumulating evidence shows their harmful effects. If only doctors had listened to their conscience more closely, millions of women would not now be suffering. Do you know of any long-term study of families that have contributed to the euthanasia of someone near and dear? I can assert from many clinical cases that husbands, wives, children, guardians who have requested or agreed to 'pulling the plug', or removing the intravenous or nasogastric feeding tube, have instinctually driven guilt which complicates their grieving. Grief thus complicated often becomes pathological, and frequently that results in difficult to treat depression.
The best evidence to date shows that the more sex education, the more sexual activity. The earlier the sex education, the earlier the sexual activity, and therefore the increased demand for contraceptives which, against their conscience, doctors are increasingly pressured into prescribing, even while there is growing evidence of adverse long term effects both from estrogens and the implicit permission to be sexually active. Therefore, being a pragmatist, I will carefully listen to my conscience. Practically speaking, I will be guided by my conscience, and then the best science available, and then possibly the law. Conscience will probably keep me out of trouble with everyone but those who don't have one, or don't think the conscience needs to be listened to. 
On the Universal Declaration on Bioethics and Human Rights - Interview with Bioethicist Father Gonzalo Miranda 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/on-the-universal-declaration-on-bioethics-and-human-rights 
Rome, February 6, 2006 
Last autumn UNESCO's General Conference approved the "Universal Declaration on Bioethics and Human Rights,"* a document that took its International Bioethics Committee and Intergovernmental Bioethics Committee two years to write. The Holy See's delegate to the conference, Legionary Father Gonzalo Miranda, dean of the School of Bioethics at Rome's Regina Apostolorum university, took part in some phases of the declaration's elaboration. 
*http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0017/001798/179844e.pdf 
In this interview with ZENIT, Father Miranda analyzes some of the document's most important aspects. 
Q: What was the significance of the approval of this declaration? 
Father Miranda: Above all, it confirms the universal importance of bioethics and the topics and problems studied by this discipline, born 35 years ago. Universal in the sense that they affect all of us -- doctors and biologists, but also politicians and lawmakers, journalists, priests, etc., and society in general. Universal also insofar as these problems now are perceived and studied in all geographic and cultural areas of the world. Galloping globalization has undoubtedly contributed to this phenomenon. By its very nature, the declaration is not a binding document for states. But it tries to exercise an important influence in the legislations of countries and in the decisions and behavior of all people involved in the problems of bioethics. UNESCO seeks to be a world leader in this field, and it says so explicitly and clearly. I was able to see how the representatives of many governments, especially developing countries, appeal to UNESCO to give them some direction on bioethical topics and to disseminate this discipline in their nations, collaborating, for example, in the creation of their national bioethics committees. 
There is no lack of those who see in all this the danger that a sort of worldwide ethical government might be established. 
Q: How has the Holy See participated in this work? 
Father Miranda: As you know, the Holy See has a permanent observer to UNESCO in Paris. At present, it is Monsignor Francesco Follo who covers this post, in a very worthy and effective way. I was invited to take part in the work of the declaration's elaboration; first, to give the Catholic view of bioethics, in August [2004]; and this [past] year, in June, at the meeting of experts representing governments, and now at the General Conference. As an observer, I could speak but not take part in the decisions. It was also interesting to be able to speak informally with governments' delegates, exchanging impressions, listening and proposing. I was able to see in many delegates and representatives a profound appreciation for the Holy See and great interest in the thought of the Church. 
Q: What global judgment can be made on the approved declaration? 
Father Miranda: I believe it is important that the declaration be studied carefully and freely by those dedicated to bioethics, so that they begin to understand its demands, the meaning of the principles it proposes, the possible consequences of its influence in the world, etc. 
I do not think that a considered judgment can be made without going through this analysis and debate. Anyway, I think that in general the declaration is acceptable, and even good on some points. Of course, it represents the fruit of a negotiation and effort of consensus among contrasting views and interests. Precisely because of this, topics such as the protection of unborn human beings or the status of the human embryo do not appear in the text, and are not even hinted at. Much less is there an attempt to come to an agreement on what is understood by person, human dignity, etc. As you no doubt know, in the beginning the title "Declaration of Universal Norms of Bioethics" was bandied about, and there was a long list of specific problems of bioethics that the declaration should address. 
Then it was thought to be more convenient to keep to general principles, and remove the term "norms" from the declaration's title. At the end it was also decided to introduce the expression "human rights," which emphasizes the platform on which the principles proposed by the declaration are based. 
Q: What were the most controversial points in the elaboration of the text? 
Father Miranda: There were several, very interesting ones. At the June meeting, in which experts representing governments had to review the text prepared by UNESCO's bioethics committees, it was possible to talk and cede, for the sake of consensus, on some of the most conflictive points, undoubtedly improving the text. For example, some countries requested that the principle of the right to human life be introduced. Others said that their governments could not accept it -- one delegate told me it was not possible because in his country "therapeutic cloning" had been legalized. After many attempts and after some delegates consulted with their governments, it was accepted that the section on the objective of the declaration concerning human rights state: "ensuring respect for the life of human beings." As I said at the meeting, it was somewhat amusing that a declaration of bioethics, elaborated by human beings, should fail to propose the principle of human beings' right to life. But at least it remained consigned among the objectives of the declaration. On the other hand, speaking of the distribution of the benefits of medicine, the draft introduced the topic of "reproductive health" that, as is known, includes problematic practices from the ethical point of view, such as contraception, sterilization and even abortion. A few suggested that the "health of women and children" be stated generically. The truth is that, as I said to the delegates -- and quite a few agreed -- it was a question of the introduction of a very concrete and specific problem, after it had been agreed that the declaration should be kept at the level of general principles. Moreover, in quite a few countries some of these practices, actually included in the expression discussed, are not legal. The conclusion was to adopt the most generic formula, although some delegates requested that their preference to include the topic of "reproductive health" be stated in the minutes of the meeting. 
Q: If we look at the future … 
Father Miranda: If we look at the future, I believe this declaration will have a certain influence in the world, perhaps greater in areas where bioethics is not yet deeply rooted. It was above all the representatives of those countries who reflected on the importance of UNESCO in this field. Instead, several delegates of developed countries pointed out that in their nations the declaration will be applied according to their national laws. A significant observation if one takes into account, as I said earlier, that it is already known that the declaration, by its very nature, is not legally binding. Moreover, some expressed the wish that UNESCO address some of the topics that could not be included in the declaration. In the coming years we might see the publication of UNESCO documents on very complex, delicate and controversial bioethical topics. Rumors are beginning, moreover, on the possible elaboration of a UNESCO Bioethics Convention. A Convention on Cultural Diversity was approved, in the recently ended General Conference, on the basis of a preceding declaration. Conventions are legally binding. The whole of this process will have to be followed very carefully and there will have to be collaboration and further study and dissemination of the topics of bioethics worldwide. The Catholic Church has much to say and says much in this area.
Human Embryo Is a Child, Says Bishop Sgreccia Promotes Bioethics Congress of Pontifical Academy for Life 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/human-embryo-is-a-child-says-bishop-sgreccia 

Vatican City, February 24, 2006 
The embryo, even if it is not being nurtured in a maternal uterus, is a child, said the president of the Pontifical Academy for Life. Bishop Elio Sgreccia said this in a press conference regarding the upcoming congress "The Human Embryo Prior to Implantation: Scientific Aspects and Bioethical Considerations," organized by the Pontifical organization in the Vatican on Feb. 27-28. "In any case, the embryo is a child: a boy or a girl, that has a special relationship with his parents and, for those who are believers, also has a special relationship with God," said Bishop Sgreccia in the Vatican press office. The meeting brings together in the New Hall of the Synod 350 experts, among whom are scientists, doctors, researchers, theologians and bioethicists. The human embryo maintains its status as a child, clarified Bishop Sgreccia, even when it is manipulated or destroyed, thus becoming a "crucial" question "both for anthropology as well as ethics." The bishop, who was accompanied by scientists, explained that the congress will also pose the question: "Does the position that the Catholic Church has assumed have scientific arguments and, therefore, from the ethical point of view, can it be defended today?" "We believe we have sufficient and valid arguments and we want to propose them," he said. An individual Professor Adriano Bompiani, gynecologist and director of the International Scientific Institute of Rome's Sacred Heart Catholic University, explained that knowledge of the phases of development of the embryo enables one to offer an ethical response to what happens in the maternal womb. 
In the first embryonic cells biology attests the existence of an activity, of individuality, to the point that it goes so far as to propose the definition of a statute for the embryo even before its implantation in the uterus, protecting it from manipulations, especially from all kinds of destructive experimentation, explained the scientist. 
Professor Kevin Fitzgerald, associate professor of Genetics at the Oncological Department of Georgetown University in Washington, D.C., added that, implicitly, the congress poses another question: "Can we legitimately prevent a disease by selecting out those individuals who have the genetic basis for the disease?" "This question echoes back to the eugenics movements of a century ago when we faced this same general idea," he replied. He continued: "The practice of prenatal screening establishes the principle that parents may choose the qualities of their children, and choose them on the basis of genetic knowledge. "This new principle, in conjunction with the cultural norm just mentioned, may already be shifting parental and societal attitudes toward prospective children: from simple acceptance to judgment and control, from seeing a child as an unconditionally welcome gift to seeing him as a conditionally acceptable product."
Benedict XVI's Address on the Human Embryo - Congress Convoked by Pontifical Academy for Life 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/benedict-xvi-s-address-on-the-human-embryo
Vatican City, March 9, 2006 
Here is the text of Benedict XVI's address to the participants in the 12th General Assembly of the Pontifical Academy for Life, which focused on the topic "The Human Embryo in the Preimplantation Phase."                                
Clementine Hall Monday, 27 February 2006 
Venerable Brothers in the Episcopate and in the Priesthood, Distinguished Ladies and Gentlemen, 
I address a respectful and cordial greeting to everyone on the occasion of the General Assembly of the Pontifical Academy for Life and the International Congress on: "The human embryo in the pre-implantation phase," which has just begun. 
I greet in particular Cardinal Javier Lozano Barragán, president of the Pontifical Council for Pastoral Assistance to Health Care Workers, as well as Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, whom I thank for the kind words with which he has clearly presented the special interest of the themes treated on this occasion, and I greet Cardinal-elect Carlo Caffarra, a long-standing friend. Indeed, the study topic chosen for your Assembly, "The human embryo in the pre-implantation phase," that is, in the very first days subsequent to conception, is an extremely important issue today, both because of the obvious repercussions on philosophical-anthropological and ethical thought, and also because of the prospects applicable in the context of the biomedical and juridical sciences. It is certainly a fascinating topic, however difficult and demanding it may be, given the delicate nature of the subject under examination and the complexity of the epistemological problems that concern the relationship between the revelation of facts at the level of the experimental sciences and the consequent, necessary anthropological reflection on values. As it is easy to see, neither sacred Scripture nor the oldest Christian Tradition can contain any explicit treatment of your theme. St. Luke, nevertheless, testifies to the active, though hidden, presence of the two infants. He recounts the meeting of the Mother of Jesus, who had conceived him in her virginal womb only a few days earlier, with the mother of John the Baptist, who was already in the sixth month of her pregnancy: "When Elizabeth heard Mary's greeting, the baby leapt in her womb" (Luke 1:41). St. Ambrose comments: Elizabeth "perceived the arrival of Mary, he (John) perceived the arrival of the Lord, the woman, the arrival of the Woman, the child, the arrival of the Child" ("Comm. in Luc." 2: 19, 22-26). Even in the absence of explicit teaching on the very first days of life of the unborn child, it is possible to find valuable information in Sacred Scripture that elicits sentiments of admiration and respect for the newly conceived human being, especially in those who, like you, are proposing to study the mystery of human procreation. The sacred books, in fact, set out to show God's love for every human being even before he has been formed in his mother's womb. "Before I formed you in the womb I knew you, and before you were born I consecrated you" (Jeremiah 1:5), God said to the Prophet Jeremiah. And the Psalmist recognizes with gratitude: "You did form my inward parts, you did knit me together in my mother's womb. I praise you, for you are fearful and wonderful. Wonderful are your works! You know me right well" (Psalm 138[139]:13-14). 
These words acquire their full, rich meaning when one thinks that God intervenes directly in the creation of the soul of every new human being. God's love does not differentiate between the newly conceived infant still in his or her mother's womb and the child or young person, or the adult and the elderly person. God does not distinguish between them because he sees an impression of his own image and likeness (Genesis 1:26) in each one. He makes no distinctions because he perceives in all of them a reflection of the face of his Only-begotten Son, whom "he chose ... before the foundation of the world. ... He destined us in love to be his sons ... according to the purpose of his will" (Ephesians 1:4-6). This boundless and almost incomprehensible love of God for the human being reveals the degree to which the human person deserves to be loved in himself, independently of any other consideration -- intelligence, beauty, health, youth, integrity, and so forth. In short, human life is always a good, for it "is a manifestation of God in the world, a sign of his presence, a trace of his glory" ("Evangelium Vitae," No. 34). 
Indeed, the human person has been endowed with a very exalted dignity, which is rooted in the intimate bond that unites him with his Creator: a reflection of God's own reality shines out in the human person, in every person, whatever the stage or condition of his life. Therefore, the magisterium of the Church has constantly proclaimed the sacred and inviolable character of every human life from its conception until its natural end (cf. ibid., No. 57). This moral judgment also applies to the origins of the life of an embryo even before it is implanted in the mother's womb, which will protect and nourish it for nine months until the moment of birth: "Human life is sacred and inviolable at every moment of existence, including the initial phase which precedes birth" (ibid., No. 61). 
I know well, dear scholars, with what sentiments of wonder and profound respect for the human being you carry out your demanding and fruitful work of research precisely on the origin of human life itself. It is a mystery on whose significance science will be increasingly able to shed light, even if it will be difficult to decipher it completely. 
Indeed, as soon as reason succeeds in overcoming a limit deemed insurmountable, it will be challenged by other limits as yet unknown. Man will always remain a deep and impenetrable enigma. In the fourth century, St. Cyril of Jerusalem already offered the following reflection to the catechumens who were preparing to receive baptism: "Who prepared the cavity of the womb for the procreation of children? Who breathed life into the inanimate fetus within it? Who knit us together with bones and sinews and clothed us with skin and flesh (cf. Job 10:11), and as soon as the child is born, causes the breast to produce an abundance of milk? How is it that the child, in growing, becomes an adolescent, and from an adolescent is transformed into a young man, then an adult and finally an old man, without anyone being able to identify the precise day on which the change occurred?" And he concluded: "O Man, you are seeing the Craftsman, you are seeing the wise Creator" ("Catechesi Battesimale," 9, 15-16). At the beginning of the third millennium these considerations still apply. They are addressed not so much to the physical or physiological phenomenon as rather to its anthropological and metaphysical significance. We have made enormous headway in our knowledge and have defined more clearly the limits of our ignorance but it always seems too arduous for human intelligence to realize that in looking at creation, we encounter the impression of the Creator. In fact, those who love the truth, like you, dear scholars, should perceive that research on such profound topics places us in the condition of seeing and, as it were, touching the hand of God. Beyond the limits of experimental methods, beyond the boundaries of the sphere which some call meta-analysis, wherever the perception of the senses no longer suffices or where neither the perception of the senses alone nor scientific verification is possible, begins the adventure of transcendence, the commitment to "go beyond" them. Dear researchers and experts, I hope you will be more and more successful, not only in examining the reality that is the subject of your endeavor, but also in contemplating it in such a way that, together with your discoveries, questions will arise that lead to discovering in the beauty of creatures a reflection of the Creator. In this context, I am eager to express my appreciation and gratitude to the Pontifical Academy for Life for its valuable work of "study, formation and information" which benefits the dicasteries of the Holy See, the local Churches and scholars attentive to what the Church proposes on their terrain of scientific research and on human life in its relations with ethics and law. Because of the urgency and importance of these problems, I consider the foundation of this Institution by my venerable Predecessor, John Paul II, providential. I therefore desire to express with sincere cordiality to all of you, the personnel and the members of the Pontifical Academy for Life, my closeness and support. With these sentiments, as I entrust your work to Mary's protection, I impart the apostolic blessing to you all. 
Defending Humans from the Start - Interview With Vice President of Academy for Life 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/defending-humans-from-the-start-part-1 
Rome, March 26, 2006 

Life cannot be defended if one is not aware of its beauty, says the new vice president if the Pontifical Academy for Life. Monsignor Jean Laffitte, formerly undersecretary of the Pontifical Council for the Family, speaks in this interview with ZENIT about how to defend life in the contemporary world. 

Q: The Pope has given you a new mission: vice president of the Academy for Life. Your task, among others, is to sensitize our contemporaries to the gift of life. In your opinion, what are the great challenges in the realm of defense of life? 
Monsignor Laffitte: In my opinion, the great problem at present is the loss of the sense of the beauty of life. Life cannot be defended if its beauty is not perceived. Life today has been transformed into a place for ideological struggle. It was not always like this. Life is from the beginning a concrete reality, which exists. The people around us exist. We are in relationship with them. They represent in the world an objective wealth. From the beginning, life calls for an essential attitude of acceptance and love. Human life is never neutral. When one loses sight of the character of immediate goodness of what exists and lives before our eyes -- the beauty of the people who surround us and of those to whom we are united by bonds of love and solidarity -- life is turned into a place of ideological struggle. How does this occur? To begin with, by a trivialization of human life. It loses its specific character and one ends up by assimilating it to any other manifestation of life, of any living being. One no longer sees that, behind each human face, behind each person, there is a singularity, a unique wealth in which believers recognize an intention of God, a plan of love. Life is the gift of God's love to all men. The first task is to try to give back, to the one who has lost it, the notion of a real good that precedes us, that we have not chosen and, in any case, that we have not chosen thanks to ourselves. No one has ever decided to live. We are before a reality that invites us to this gaze of love and acceptance. One cannot have a neutral attitude to life. Life is not simply a biological phenomenon. A human person cannot be considered simply under the aspect of his biological, anatomical or cellular characteristics. It is possible to do so, in the context of applied science, but when one wishes to explain the truth of a man's life, one is obliged to consider it in all that constitutes it, namely, his organism -- he is a living being subjected to physical and biological laws -- but also in what constitutes his specificity, his quality of rational creature, gifted with intelligence and will, gifted with the capacity to love and to enter into a relationship of communion with other men. 

http://www.catholic.org/featured/headline.php?ID=3154
Benedict XVI's first encyclical emphasizes that the life that comes from God is a direct consequence of his love, says the new vice president of the Pontifical Academy for Life. Monsignor Jean Laffitte, formerly undersecretary of the Pontifical Council for the Family, speaks in this interview with ZENIT about the encyclical "Deus Caritas Est" and how it touches on the link between love and life. 

Q: Today, in a world in which science virtually enables us to order a child a la carte, life becomes an object of consumption. What does Benedict XVI propose to us in his first encyclical? 
Monsignor Laffitte: If one perceives human life as a wealth, one does not need to ask the origin of this wealth that precedes us. Therefore, we address a complementary aspect very much connected to the topic of the encyclical: the relationship between a human life and the author of human life. God, who is the Creator of every life, is at the same time the source of all charity and love. There is also a very close nexus between life and love; in principle, because life itself is a consequence of God's love; it is a gift, but also because human life acquires all its meaning in a perspective of love. Man is made to love the One who created him. He is made to love others, his neighbor; he develops in love, he realizes all his potential in love and considers with admiration the whole of creation, exercising on it a type of lordship, subordinated of course to the divine Lordship. But all this cannot be done except in respect for nature and in a spirit of service to one's fellow men, which assumes that he is animated by love. This encyclical invites us to be aware that God is really love; the life that comes from him is a direct consequence of that love. This totally changes our outlook on human existence and its end, on the end of life, on what animates us, on our profound intentions and on the way in which we exercise our activity. The encyclical draws our attention to the fact that life is within God, life is communion, it is love. In God, life and love coincide because divine love makes one exist; it is a love that leads to the existence of beings that did not exist before. It is not only an act of material causality. It is, formally, an act of love that makes others exist. 
Q: How can the sense of the beauty of life be rediscovered when it has been lost? 
Monsignor Laffitte: We must identify the reasons that lead to the alteration or loss of meaning. At times there are reasons linked to the gravity of personal moral choices that, wounding the soul, darken one's outlook on life and no longer allow one to recognize its precious character. Here a moral analysis could be made of this de facto state. More generally, there are also obvious reasons connected to suffering, trial, or injustice suffered. There are circumstances in people's lives in which, without responsibility on their part, they must face an objective difficulty to perceive the beauty of life. To understand them, we must admit that these situations exist. Moreover, this experience of opacity of the beauty of life can come to everyone. Every one might have to face in a moment of his life either the sickness of a loved one, the death of a close person; the effects of the sickness can hide from their eyes the beauty of life. In these situations, the perception of the beauty of life takes place through a process similar to that of faith. We believe and adhere to the beauty of life, in the same way that believers adhere to the beauty of God without seeing it. We do not see God but we know that his beauty is real. It is very rare for a person never to have reflected on the beauty of life. But there are situations in which the difficult and painful manifestations of certain ailments, of very serious sicknesses, of men's injustice, or of any other circumstance, can rob from existence what gives it its attraction in normal life. The problem must not be considered in an isolated way. No one can face a personal misery, an illness, a profound sorrow, in solitude. Man is not a monad. He is in constant relationship with many other people, who are more or less close. 
Without pretending that the love of life perceived in others by a person who is suffering make the latter's life immediately easier, at least this gives him a vision of existence that is not reduced to the precariousness of his own situation. Obviously, this is not an effort to ask of the person who is suffering, but a call to the people who are happier. Respect for the life of those who are suffering is a necessary condition so that the latter will perceive something of the beauty of life. When a tested person receives help, loving attention, he will no longer identity life with his suffering because, in his life, he will not simply have suffering, but will also have the act of love he has received. It is necessary to consider that, in the area of life, questions never present themselves in an abstract way, but concretely: Every person is involved in relations or situations in which he can exercise this charity with his neighbor to which the encyclical "Deus Caritas Est" invites us. From it one gleans what is at the center of all human existence, those fundamental needs profoundly engraved in man's heart; among them, in the first place, the desire to love and to be loved. There are also other essential desires, such as that of being useful. However, the desire to be loved seems to be the most deeply rooted. One of the original and important contributions of the encyclical is to show the primordial importance of being able to receive love. Love is not only the unilateral movement of someone who gives and gives himself. It is also the movement of someone who, giving himself, is able to receive another love that sometimes precedes it. In relation to God, on the other hand, this occurs always. We are always preceded in our love by God, by the love we receive from him. Present in the encyclical is the intention to show this double movement of love, a unified movement that establishes a true communion between the two terms. The encyclical honors this dimension often forgotten in the arbitrary focuses or very partial approaches of charity, or partial and often spiritualist focuses, where it is imagined that love is simply the fact of giving. 
Love, in its full and perfect expression, is also reception and much virtue is necessary to know how to receive and appreciate love from others because it is a gift of God, a gift of the grace of God. 
[Cardinal] Carlo Maria Martini’s “Day After” 

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/53021?eng=y 

By Sandro Magister, Rome, April 28, 2006
The text of the cardinal published in “L’Espresso” greatly irritated the Church’s leadership. Some have interpreted it as the manifesto of an antipope. Here is a summary of the reactions, plus a commentary by Pietro De Marco
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At a Vatican accustomed to the crystal-clear preaching of pope Joseph Ratzinger, with the truth of heavenly and earthly things carved out neatly each time with a fine chisel, the ten pages of doubts, hypotheses, and “gray areas” of cardinal Carlo Maria Martini in dialogue with bioethicist Ignazio Marino published in last week’s edition of “L’Espresso” came like the manifesto of an antipope. Against the current pope. And also against his predecessor, John Paul II, who pegged his vibrant “Evangelium Vitae” on the topics of bioethics, birth, and death, the subjects of Cardinal Martini’s remarks. There are also those in the Church’s hierarchy who see a prophet in Martini for the same reasons. Luigi Bettazzi, one of the living bishops who participated in Vatican Council II, says: “Martini knows that the right time has come to say the things he has said. Before the Council, the primary end of Christian marriage was procreation. But today, the official doctrine of the Church puts love in the first place. It’s the same for bioethics. Martini has cleared the way, and the change will come. The Christian clergy and people are already on his side. They are learning from him how to connect faith with practical life.” But meanwhile, under the reign of Benedict XVI, it is the congregation for the doctrine of the faith that watches over the teaching of the worldwide Church. Ratzinger was the prefect there for twenty-five years, and still governs it today. “So now the Trojan horse has been brought into the city,” says one of the top figures of the congregation, with “L’Espresso” open on the table. “At first glance, some of Cardinal Martini’s expressions of openness seem good and worthy of endorsing. But they conceal devastating effects.” 
The congregation is studying a document on condom use. Benedict XVI personally put it on the agenda months ago, after some of the cardinals had admitted the use of condoms in a concrete case: as protection from a spouse sick with AIDS. Statements to this effect were made by the archbishops of Bruxelles, Godfried Danneels, and of Westminster, Cormac Murphy-O’Connor, and the curia cardinals Javier Lozano Barragán, president of the pontifical council for the pastoral care of the sick, and Georges Cottier, the official theologian of the pontifical household with John Paul II. Now Martini has joined them. “The condom is a false solution,” continues the official of the congregation for the doctrine of the faith. “In the ABC’s of the battle against AIDS – Abstinence, Be faithful, Condom – the first two of these, chastity and marital fidelity, are valid for the Church. But not the third. The C should not stand for Condom, but for Cure, a cure for the illness. The Church’s public teaching and action should back this point. The concrete cases, understanding, and compassion are for the confessor and the missionary.” In effect, even cardinal Martini concurred in “L’Espresso” that it is not up to the Church authorities to support condom use publicly, because of “the risk of promoting an irresponsible attitude.” But the remarks that irritated the Church’s leadership most are others. “All you have to do is read the Catechism of the Catholic Church to identify the firm points from which Martini departs,” says the official of the congregation for the doctrine of the faith. 
One of these first points is complete respect for every human life “from conception,” from its very first moments. 
It was to this earliest phase that the Pontifical Academy for Life dedicated a study congress last February 27-28, with scientists from all the continents meeting at the Vatican. The final document said that “the moment that marks the beginning of the existence of a new human being is represented by the penetration of the spermatozoon into the oocyte.” Benedict XVI visited the congress participants, and told them that “the love of God does not distinguish between the newly conceived child still in his mother’s womb and the baby, or the young person, or the mature or elderly person. He does not distinguish, because in each one of them he sees the imprint of his own image and likeness. This boundless and almost incomprehensible love of God for man reveals the extent to which the human person is worthy of being loved for his own sake, regardless of any other consideration: intelligence, beauty, youth, or physical well-being.” 
The fact that cardinal Martini ignored all of this in “L’Espresso,” and even cleared the way for the use of the oocyte in the first hours after fertilization, maintaining that here “no sign of an individually distinguishable life yet appears,” was seen as an act of surrender to what John Paul II defined as the modern “culture of death.” 
So far, very few of the high-level Church officials have responded to Martini publicly. Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Academy for Life and the top Vatican bioethicist, declared that “at the Vatican, we do not consider it necessary make a controversy out of something that does not merit it.” He acknowledged Martini’s “pastoral and evangelical inspiration,” but he also criticized him, apart from his approving the use of the oocyte just after fertilization, for his admitting artificial fertilization as permissible, overlooking the fact that “the gift of self in the conjugal act” is an essential element of the procreative union of the spouses, without which it loses its “anthropological completeness.” 
Furthermore, Sgreccia reminded Martini that “his theory” on the fertilized oocyte “is not shared by many embryologists.” And in effect, when the National Committee on Bioethics in Italy examined this issue in July of 2005, it was split 26 against 12. With the majority were Sgreccia and other Catholic and secular scholars, all in favor of the inviolability of the fertilized egg from the very first moment. 
With the minority was Carlo Flamigni, who wanted to add to the final document his own very polemical comments on the Church. The position of this minority is the one that both cardinal Martini and professor Marino expressed in their dialogue in “L’Espresso.” 
The Italian bishops’ conference, CEI, at which Martini, though absent for two years, has been the guest of stone in opposition to cardinal president Camillo Ruini, has opted for silence. Ruini, caught at close quarters on Friday, April 21, when “L’Espresso” had been on the newsstands for a few hours, brusquely pushed the microphone aside. “Avvenire,” the newspaper of the CEI, restricted its coverage of the news to a small inside article, purged of all of the controversial topics. The only official of the CEI who has expressed himself publicly is Bishop Dante Lafranconi, whose interview is reproduced below. But the sparks are flying in private. And to retrace the criticisms that cardinals and bishops are directing against Martini, but do not want to propose personally and out loud, one must follow a somewhat tortuous path. 
There is an editorialist for “Avvenire,” for example, Lucetta Scaraffia, an historian and feminist who has followed bioethics for years: she charges Martini with addressing problems of life and death that are central in our time “with the reductionist and casuist mode of reasoning that has represented the negative stereotype of the Jesuits since Pascal’s time.” 
Another editorialist for “Avvenire” is Pietro De Marco, a professor at the university of Florence and at the theological faculty of central Italy: he charges the cardinal with “softening the reality” instead of placing it under criticism, with “the effect of having every division on the basis of values judged as unfounded because it is needless, and needless because it is unfounded.” But neither Lucetta Scaraffia nor Pietro De Marco will ever write these lines in the newspaper of the CEI. They will publish them elsewhere – De Marco on this same web page, down below – although they know that they reflect opinions that are firmly established at the high levels of the Church. In the body of the organized Church, the area that has felt most wounded by the dialogue between Martini and Marino is that of the Movement for Life. It stings that the cardinal passed in silence over the work that the Movement carries out in order to bring to birth, by helping their mothers, children otherwise destined for abortion, eight thousand of them in Italy in 2005. 
Paolo Sorbi, a sociologist, former activist in the social upheavals of 1968, former militant member of the communist party, and today president of the Movement for Life in Milan, Martini’s former archdiocese, sees in the text published in “L’Espresso” the sign of “a surrender to modernity, as if it had already won.” 
And he issues this invitation to the cardinal: “Come and spend two days in a Help Center for Life. You will be amazed at seeing how many women, most of them immigrants, find a happy maternity and life, supported by the generosity of so many volunteers. But how does the cardinal think that the June 12, 2005 referendum on artificial fertilization was defeated in Italy? With an enormous popular consensus for life, built up over twenty years and finally brought to light. The Italian model of the new evangelization also lies here.” 
The complete text of the “Dialogue on Life” between cardinal Carlo Maria Martini and professor Ignazio Marino, published in number 16, 2006 of “L’Espresso”: 
When Does Life Begin? Cardinal Martini Replies 

The Yeas and Nays of Bishop Lafranconi 
Dante Lafranconi, bishop of Cremona, has presided over the commission for the family and life of the Italian bishops’ conference, and is a member of the commission for the doctrine of the faith. Last Easter, he authorized his priests to absolve from excommunication – an act normally reserved to the bishop – those who confessed to having an abortion. 
“I appreciate,” he says, “Cardinal Carlo Maria Martini’s willingness for dialogue and humility in judging the ‘gray areas’ in which it is not known what is good and evil. I agree with him on almost everything, except for two points.” 
Q: What is the first? 
A: “It is when Martini admits that the oocyte could be used at the stage of two pronuclei. In reality, this is a question of an already fertilized egg. And fertilization is the beginning of a continual vital process in which it is difficult to identify substantial qualitative leaps. So in case of doubt, one must play it safe and avoid utilizing or manipulating the new being. The majority of the Italian Committee for Bioethics also arrived at this conclusion, which is the closest to the Church’s positions.” 
Q: And the second point of disagreement? 
A: “It is where Martini places on the same level heterologous fertilization, with sperm or an egg from outside of the couple, and the various forms of adoption. The fact that a child is entrusted to parents who are not his own and establishes a good affective relationship with them leads the cardinal not to exclude a priori the admissibility of heterologous fertilization. But this is an unwarranted step.” 
Q: Why? 
A: “Because adoption involves a child who already exists and whom one wants to welcome, while heterologous fertilization brings about a new life already planned, from the beginning, to have an extraneous parent.” 
Q: Another controversial point is the condom as a “lesser evil.” 
A: “Cardinal Martini describes a specific case, that of a married couple in which one of the spouses is sick with AIDS. It is a case in which using a condom as protection from contagion is generally admitted in pastoral practice. But the cardinal remarks, quite opportunely, that the Church does well to insist publicly upon conjugal fidelity and chastity.” 
Q: Private vices and public virtues? 
A: “In examining concrete cases, Cardinal Martini has the ability to apply universal norms and make them more understandable for the general public, when they are not always understood on their own. But there is also the opposite danger.” 

Q: What is it? 
A: “That of thinking, for example, that now the Church would always permit the use of condoms. Or of misunderstanding when the cardinal says that ‘human dignity’ is worth more than physical life. Martini is very clear in stressing the rejection of abortion and euthanasia. But ‘dignity’ is also a buzzword for those who want to legitimize the so-called ‘good death’.” 

“Such Is Life.” On the Marino-Martini Dialogue 

By Pietro De Marco 
The culture – or civilization – of death, as John Paul II called it, plays against the backdrop of the dialogue between Cardinal Carlo Maria Martini and professor Ignazio Marino, of the Jefferson Medical College in Philadelphia. But the two eminent interlocutors converse as if this pervasive backdrop were an innocuous theater of shadow puppets. 
Both discuss life and death expressing a hope for an end to clashes “on the basis of abstract and general principles.” On more than one occasion, the cardinal refers to “gray areas” – for example, that relating to the destiny of frozen extra embryos – that prevent one from making clear-cut judgments and decisions, and he calls upon the Church to form consciences for “the discernment of the best choice in every situation.” But the culture of death has no difficulty deciding in the gray areas. Actually, it doesn’t even have any gray areas. The harmonization of will and technology, an increasingly realizable correspondence between reality and individual desire, is what it finds satisfying and rewarding. In this context, what is the precise meaning of the hope that the cardinal expresses for “a dialogue that does not begin from pre-conceptions or prejudicial positions”? A premise of this sort seems almost to reprove the premises of Christian anthropology for being what they are, principles to which one must refer, objective foundations for discernment and judgment. Who benefits from such a reproof? What did not benefit from it, above all, was the dialogue between our two interlocutors. 
Ignazio Marino anticipated the cardinal by proposing to “identify points of commonality, instead of division [against] simplistic contrasts and self-serving logic that bring no advantages, but only create fractures in society”: in Italy, this is not an unusual way for the “enlightened” circles to think about the discussion of bioethics. Declaring himself “fully in agreement on the premises,” the cardinal immediately shows himself as too conciliatory toward his interlocutor. 
For example, the professor proclaims his certainty that “scientific progress” has “revolutionized the human person’s relationship to life.” Taken in its strict meaning, such an assertion seems to be groundless. Technology has indeed revolutionized man’s chances, but not his fundamental vision of life and death, illness and health, rooted in Western-Christian anthropology and the condition of our very capacity for evaluating biological technology; indeed, the condition “sine qua non” for the possibility of the Marino-Martini dialogue, and for its reasoned nature. 
The pleasant conversation between the two is lacking in this self-critical awareness. The cardinal seems too tempted by a mitigated interpretation of things – a perfect example of this is the euphemistic formulas on abortion – in keeping with an incorrigible propensity on the part of the “pro-dialogue” Catholic circles, of which he has always been a point of reference. 
The cardinal admits, naturally, the existence of a conflict of values, for example when he emphasizes the incompatibility between freedom in the means of procreation and the impossibility of putting embryos at the disposal of any person whatsoever. But it is to be feared that the proclamation according to which what matters is “not to create needless divisions” could produce the effect of having every division on the basis of values judged as unfounded because it is needless, and needless because it is unfounded. 
**** 

Softening the terms of a radical disagreement often stems from an “eclipse of reality,” according to the famous formula and assessment of Eric Voegelin. Two examples: the fate of frozen embryos, and abortion. 
In the first case, the cardinal seems to give in to the charm of the formula “it is always better to favor life,” and it certainly escapes him that this is the argument that is always directed against the teaching of the Catholic magisterium, and in Italy against law 40 of 2004, by the promoters of medically assisted procreation. 
For them, in fact, legal prohibitions would prevent couples or single women from procreating when they want, according to fundamental rights of negative liberty; but insofar as they prevent the generation of new life, these prohibitions are supposed to contradict the Christian promotion of life, as well. But during the discussions of artificial fertilization, hadn’t it been stated enough that the protection of existing life is one thing, and the unprincipled desire to generate it is another? And hadn’t warning been given that the pretext of procreative rights is not really ordered to the life of another, because together with the assertion of procreative rights there appears the equal and complementary right to suppress without limitations one’s own imperfect life and that of others, with euthanasia? This will cannot be situated within the order of love, as Cardinal Martini seems to do out of generosity. Here it is Augustinian self-love that prevails. 
And then, thinking of favoring life by allocating embryos wherever there is a desire to procreate in whatever fashion is a charitable solution only in appearance. Such a practice would not remain circumscribed to “the solution that permits a life to flourish,” because justice would be lacking twice over: on the one hand, in regard to the embryos that would still be produced unscrupulously in excessive numbers and for any end whatsoever, and frozen with the pretext that in any case a womb can always be found to implant them in; and on the other, in regard to the embryos brought to maturation by virtue of a lottery that assigns them intentionally to single-parent “families,” against all prudence and the right of the unborn child. All of this contributes to processes of extreme gravity that are underway: from social habituation to atypical parenthood, to systematically engineered generational and demographic disorder, to the reinforcement of nihilistic ideologies that express themselves on the pretense of unlimited subjective rights on the ultimate anthropological terrain. 
The fate of the embryos preserved in the laboratories is a serious problem. 
But the solution cannot be that of the charitable “give them to those who need them,” to doctors and biologists, as if this were a relationship between surplus and poverty, without regard for the consequences. In the matter of entrusting embryos to single women, Cardinal Martini seems less cautious than his interlocutor. He maintains that the problems of the differing kinds of parents following heterologous fertilization with sperm or egg from outside of the couple are analogous to those of adoption, and can be overcome. He adds that he prefers the donation of these embryos to a single woman rather than their destruction. Fortunately, he rejects firmly and clearly the idea of using embryos for research. 
****

As for the cardinal’s considerations on abortion, these seem to be almost disrespectful toward those who have fought on this front for decades, and not only in the Christian world. 
In fact it is clearly not true, apart from being unrealistic, that a modern democratic state “would strive” to diminish the number of abortions and their causes. For liberal democracies – which have been intrinsically amoral in their recent tendencies – abortion is a non-issue relegated to the private sphere; it becomes relevant only in the case of demographic emergency. The boasted reduction in the number of abortions in Italy is due, not to law 194 of 1978, which is largely unapplied in its potential curbs on the practice of abortion, but to a combination of at least two causes: the generalized use of birth control, and, in the presence of the reduced number of unwanted pregnancies, the moral pressure exercised tenaciously by the Catholic Church upon consciences. The cardinal, in effect, speaks only of the reduction of clandestine abortions; but professor Marino does not, with the result being a highly misleading discussion. 
The truth is that the laws on abortion protect above all, both legally and medically, the woman who decides to have an abortion. And here also there is a euphemistic and inexact sound to the assertion that the state should limit itself to maintaining that it is “not convenient to punish [abortion] by law.” In reality, the legislation declares that, within certain time limits, the practice of abortion is perfectly legal; many, indeed, see the state as positively sanctioning a real and proper “right to abortion.” So what appears, undeniably, is what the cardinal again euphemistically calls “a certain cooperation in abortion on the part of the public structures,” but he confesses that he doesn’t know what to suggest in this matter. All of this is honest, but the caution and reflectiveness of these formulas could solicit an uncritical acceptance of the status quo, though it is not clear whom or what this benefits. 

* * **

The most delicate passage of the interview may be the one that relates to the cardinal’s acceptance of the freezing of the so-called ‘pre-embryo’, or – as Marino explains – “the oocyte at its stage of two pronuclei, the moment when the two chromosome pairs are still separate, and a new DNA chain has not yet been formed.” Those who do not have specialized training but are familiar with the literature on the subject know that the phase of fertilization, which sees the presence and the reciprocal attraction of the two pronuclei, is already preceded by chemical transformations that render it unique and irreversible, and it is already completely finalized as an embryo, in a unified and directed “continuum.” From this, pro-life critical reflection gathers the highly problematic nature, if not the implausibility, of considering this phase as extraneous to the individual being formed. 
The problem that arises from this surprisingly eludes the cardinal. Even if one maintained that it were plausible to freeze the pair of male and female pronuclei, the only advantage would seem to be that of being able to destroy it later without moral obstacles, in case it were not used in the course of treatment for infertility. Any other purpose would require it to be brought completely to its development as an embryo: and at that moment, every moral problem would come back again unaltered. It remains in any case the interruption of a process that, in itself, is ordered to an individual, to that single individual (the occurrence of homozygote twins does not prevent us from speaking of singularity and identity, in this stage or other stages). It seems that the illicit nature of this can be derived, at minimum, from a principle of caution, which should inform our active defense of the inviolability of the human being. 

* * **

Consideration should then be given to the passage in which the cardinal asserts: “But it is important to acknowledge that the pursuit of physical human life is not, in itself, the first and absolute principle. Above this stands the principle of human dignity.” Here the primacy of physical life, which was earlier invoked in regard to procreative technologies, seems to disappear in the face of illness and the “good” death, in remarkable symmetry with the pro-abortion and pro-euthanasia arguments. Certainly according to Christian anthropology – not for the modern legislator, who is technically blind to transcendence and immortality – humanity is from the first to the last open to eternal life. But the principle should be applied, then, to the frozen embryos, and all the more so if the effort for their survival involves undesirable consequences. 
But this argument holds little meaning in bioethics. That there is, as we firmly believe, a dignity to existence that is not limited to physical life alone, but looks to eternal life, is an argument that is not of immediate value here, and certainly not in the sense to which the cardinal seems to allude. This, in fact, could be used not only against so-called ‘extraordinary measures’, but against any sort of care intended for the preservation of life. And it has happened, and still happens, that this argument is used by persons piously focused on the glory to come without any regard for personal well-being or the quality of their own lives. Of their own, it must be emphasized. Man does not have the escapes of homicide or suicide to reach eternal life, nor is there any reward – except for the unfathomable mercy of God – for unjustly procuring the death of oneself or another. No one would exonerate me for failing to care, if I could, for the life of my neighbor because I thought it was better for him “to go to heaven.” If one then excludes the supernatural Christian fulfillment of this notion, what meaning can the primacy of “dignity” have? What dignity will that extinguished life ever enjoy, that person, once his life has been taken? The dignity of being a non-entity, which, by definition, does not suffer? 

* * **

Cardinal Martini’s positions may not, in themselves, diverge seriously from the ordinary magisterium. They are cautiously “permissive” on individual cases – which is the practice of the confessor. And here lies the problem that the cardinal does not seem to grasp: his considerations lack, in spite of their refinement and thoughtfulness, the distinction between the norm that is part of the constitution and teaching office of the Church on the one hand, and on the other the “epikeia,” the prudential, subjective, charitable judgment, which belongs to the order of jurisdiction, of the external and internal forum, and of penitential practice. 
The cardinal seems not to see – perhaps he does not intend to emphasize – the special function of norms with respect to the “formation of consciences.” Norms cannot be substituted, and they include prohibitions. So it seems exquisitely utopian-moralistic to suggest that the formation of the conscience should prevail over the law in the teaching of the Church. Norms and the individual conscience are simultaneously inseparable and marked by reciprocal transcendence. So who gains by charging the bioethics conflict with being founded on pretext, or even “opportunist”? Of course, one can think of removing reasons and emotions from the active resistance that the Catholic hierarchy and culture bring against liberal-radical “modernizations.” Whether or not the two conversants wanted to weaken a Catholic subjectivity they do not appreciate, the damage produced even by the mere embarrassment created in Rome by Cardinal Martini’s interview is evident. But even greater is the damage that his “openness,” however cautious, can provoke on the stability of the pro-life consensus and on the consequent decision of many Christians and of significant secular minorities to give battle on this terrain. 

The program and the documents of the February 27-28, 2006 congress of the Pontifical Academy for Life: 
Congresso internazionale su “L'embrione umano nella fase del preimpianto” 
And the speech read to the congress participants by Benedict XVI: 
Benedict XVI to the Pontifical Academy for Life, February 27, 2006 
The July 15, 2005 document from the Italian Committee for Bioethics on the earliest phase of the fertilized oocyte’s development: 
Considerazioni bioetiche in merito al c.d. “ootide” 
"Human Embryo in the Pre-Implantation Phase" - Communiqué from Pontifical Academy for Life 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/human-embryo-in-the-pre-implantation-phase
Vatican City, May 1, 2006 
The 12th General Assembly of the Pontifical Academy for Life issued this final communiqué March 23 after the international congress on "The Human Embryo in the Pre-Implantation Phase." 
On the occasion of its 12th General Assembly, the Pontifical Academy for Life celebrated an international Congress on the theme: "The human embryo in the pre-implantation phase: Scientific aspects and bioethical considerations." At the conclusion of the congress, the academy offered to the ecclesial community and to the general public, certain considerations on the theme of its reflection. 
1. It can escape no one that the contemporary bioethical debate, especially in recent years, has focused mainly on the reality of the human embryo, considered in itself or in relation to how other human beings behave toward it. This is only natural since the multiple implications (scientific, philosophical, ethical, religious, legislative, financial, ideological, etc.) connected to these areas inevitably catalyze different interests, as well as attract the attention of those in search of authentic ethical action. The need to ask the basic question: "Who or what is the human embryo," has therefore become unavoidable, in order to draw from a relevant, consistent answer to this question criteria for actions that fully respect the integral truth of the embryo itself. To this end, in accordance with a correct bioethical methodology, it is necessary first of all to look at the data that the most up-to-date knowledge puts at our disposal today, enabling us to know in great detail about the different processes through which a new human being begins its existence. These data must then be subjected to an anthropological interpretation in order to highlight their significance and the emerging values to which to refer in the last place, to derive the moral norms for practical action and standard procedures. Human life begins at conception 
2. Consequently, in light of the most recent discoveries of embryology, it is possible to establish certain universally recognized points: 
a) The moment the sperm penetrates the oocyte is when the existence of a new "human being" begins. Fertilization induces a whole series of consecutive events and transforms the egg cell into a "zygote." In the human species, the nucleus of the spermatozoid (contained in the head) and a centriole (which will play a determining role in the formation of the mitotic fusus in the act of the first cellular division) enter the oocyte; the plasmatic membrane remains on the outside. The male nucleus undergoes profound biochemical and structural changes that depend on the ovular cytoplasm in preparation for the role that the male genome will immediately begin to play. Here we are witnessing the de-condensation of the chromatin (induced by factors synthesized in the final phases of ovogenesis) that makes transcription of the paternal genes possible. After the sperm penetrates the oocyte, it completes its second meiotic division and expels the second polar body, reducing its genome to a haploid number of chromosomes in order to associate with the chromosomes brought by the male nucleus the karyotype characteristic of the species. At the same time, it encounters an "activation" from the metabolic viewpoint, with a view to the first mitosis. It is always the cytoplasmatic environment of the oocyte that induces the centriole of the spermatozoon to duplicate itself, thereby constituting the centrosome of the zygote. This centrosome duplicates itself with a view to constituting the microtubule that will make up the mitotic fusus. 
The two sets of chromosomes find the mitotic fusus already formed and arrange themselves at the equator in a position of metaphase. The other phases of mitosis follow, and finally the cytoplasm divides and the zygote gives life to the first two blastomeres. The activation of the embryonic genome is probably a gradual process. In the single-cell human embryo seven genes are already active; others are expressed during the passage from the zygote stage to that of two cells. 
b) Biology, and more particularly embryology, provides the documentation of a definite direction of development: This means that the process is "oriented" -- in time -- to the direction of a progressive differentiation and acquisition of complexity and cannot regress from the stages it has already completed. 
c) A further point acquired with the earliest phases of development is the "autonomy" of the new being in the process of the auto-duplication of genetic material. 
d) The characteristics of "gradualness" (the time needed for the passage from a less differentiated stage to a more differentiated stage) and of the "coordination" of development (the existence of mechanisms that regulate the developmental process in a unitary whole) are also strictly linked to the property of "continuity." 
These properties -- virtually ignored at the beginning of the bioethical debate -- are considered more and more important in recent times because of the successive discoveries that research offers on the dynamic of embryonic development also at the "morula" stage, which precedes the formation of blastocytes. All together, these trends already form the basis for interpreting the zygote as being a primordial "organism" (monocellular organism) that consistently expresses its potential for development through a continuous integration, first, among the various internal components and then, among the cells to which it progressively gives rise. Their integration is both morphological and biochemical. The research that has been under way for several years now only yields further "proofs" of this reality. 
3. These breakthroughs of modern embryology must be submitted to the scrutiny of philosophical and anthropological interpretation in order to understand the precious value inherent in and expressed by every human being, also at the embryonic stage. Thus, the basic question of the moral status of the embryo must be faced squarely. It is well-known that, among the different hermeneutical proposals present in the current bioethical debate, various moments in the embryonic development of the human being have been indicated to which a moral status can be attributed to the embryo, and claims are put forward based on "extrinsic" criteria (that is, starting with factors external to the embryo itself). 
However, this approach has not proved suitable for truly identifying the moral status of the embryo, since any possible judgment ends by being based on factors that are wholly conventional and arbitrary. 
To be able to formulate a more objective opinion on the reality of the human embryo and therefore to deduce ethical indications from it, it is necessary instead to take into consideration criteria that are "intrinsic" to the embryo itself, starting precisely with the data that scientific knowledge puts at our disposal. 
Is the embryo already a person? It can be concluded from this data that the human embryo in the phase of pre-implantation is already: a) a being of the human species; b) an individual being; c) a being that possesses in itself the finality to develop as a human person together with the intrinsic capacity to achieve such development. 
From all this may one conclude that the human embryo in the pre-implantation stage is really already a "person"? It is obvious that since this is a philosophical interpretation, the answer to this question cannot be of a "definite kind," but must remain open, in any case, to further considerations. Yet, on the precise basis of the available biological data, we maintain that there is no significant reason to deny that the embryo is already a person in this phase. Of course, this presupposes an interpretation of the concept of the person of a substantial type, referring, that is, to human nature itself as such, rich in potential that will be expressed during the embryo's development and also after birth. To support this position, it should be noted that the theory of immediate animation, applied to every human being who comes into existence, is shown to be fully consistent with his biological reality (in addition to being in "substantial" continuity with the thought of Tradition). 
The Psalm states: "For you did form my inward parts, you did knit me together in my mother's womb. I praise you, for you are fearful and wonderful. Wonderful are your works! You know me right well" (Psalm 139[138]:13-14), referring to God's direct intervention in the creation of every new human being's soul. 
From the moral viewpoint, moreover, over and above any consideration of the human embryo's personality, the mere fact of being in the presence of a human being (and even the doubt of this would suffice) would demand full respect for the embryo's integrity and dignity: Any conduct that might in some way constitute a threat or an offense to its fundamental rights, and first and foremost the right to life, must be considered as seriously immoral. To conclude, we would like to make our own the words that the Holy Father Benedict XVI spoke in his address to our congress: "God's love does not differentiate between the newly conceived infant still in his or her mother's womb and the child or young person, or the adult and the elderly person. God does not distinguish between them because he sees an impression of his own image and likeness (Genesis 1:26) in each one. 
"He makes no distinctions because he perceives in all of them a reflection of the face of his Only-begotten Son, whom 'he chose ... before the foundation of the world.... He predestined us in love to be his sons ... according to the purpose of his will' (Ephesians 1:4-6)" (Address, Feb. 27; L'Osservatore Romano English edition, March 8, p. 7). 
(Published in "L'Osservatore Romano," Weekly Edition in English, April 26, p. 6) 

“Seeing the world as it should be: contemporary bioethical dilemmas and Catholic social teaching,” 

http://www.sydney.catholic.org.au/People/Bishops/Fisher/200663_495.shtml
By Most Rev. Anthony Fisher OP Auxiliary Bishop of Sydney, June 3, 2006
Dialogue with Young Adults on Human Dignity conducted by the Archdiocesan offices for Justice and Peace, Marriage and Family, and Life, St Mary’s Cathedral College Sydney 

Today’s forum conducted by the Archdiocese of Sydney’s offices for Justice and Peace, Marriage and Family, and Life, demonstrates that the concerns of each of these offices are in fact one unitary set of concerns. They are this: how are we to live well in our world today, so as to fulfil our vocation as the Christian people, to reverence the dignity of every human person, and to serve their needs and God’s plan for them. For Catholics passion for justice, peace, life and love can only be complementaries: for there is only one God we serve, one humanity to whom we all belong, one truth about how we are best to belong and serve. Today I thought I might illustrate this by reflecting upon a government report issued late last year and the bioethical challenges it presents.

The report known as ‘the Lockhart Report’ was issued just before Christmas by the chairman of the committee Mr. Justice John Lockhart AO QC. His committee had been appointed to review the legislation on human cloning and embryo experimentation passed by the Commonwealth and State parliaments in 2002. Dr. Vout and I appeared before the Review Committee on behalf of the Catholic Archdiocese of Sydney. We were received courteously. At the time I expressed my misgivings about the Committee excluding from its consideration specifically ethical concerns surrounding human cloning and destructive experimentation on human embryos. My concern was exacerbated by the absence that day from the hearings of the only member of the Committee with ethical expertise. I think my unease was vindicated by the final Report which is ethically very ‘thin’ and which recommends lifting most ethical or legislative constraints in this area. 

At the time of the appointment of the Committee it was suggested in the media that its conclusions were foregone because all its members were pro-cloning and opposed to parts of the 2002 legislation. Those commentators no doubt felt vindicated when, despite the fact that the Australian Parliament had voted in 2002 unanimously in favour of a ban on all human cloning, despite the fact that the UN had passed a similar resolution as recently as March 2005, and despite the fact that the Australian Government had supported that UN resolution, the Committee reported in favour of legalising cloning.

The Lockhart Report turned out to be much worse than the pessimists predicted at the time of the Committee’s constitution or hearings. It recommended the legalisation of:

Human cloning (as long as the cloned embryos are destroyed within two weeks of their creation) 

The production of animal-human crosses (as long as the hybrid embryos are destroyed within a day or so of its creation) 

The production of human embryos with multiple human parents or only one (for destructive experimentation) and 

The IVF manufacture of new human embryos for the specific purpose of destructive experimentation. Very few of those who made submissions to the Committee even addressed these matters, as few would have imagined that the Committee would be making proposals so completely at odds with Australian community attitudes and more universal ethical principles.

There are other, very worrying elements in the Report. There is a great deal of ‘Orwellian newspeak’ suggesting, for instance, that Parliament redefine the embryo so as to exclude very early embryos from the very definition of an embryo and thus from any legal protection, allowing a free-for-all in such early experimentation. At one point the Report chillingly describes human embryos as mere “cellular extensions” of adults rather than nascent human beings in their own right. Such commodification of human life would have been the realm of science fiction and nightmare until very recently. It brings to mind the umpteen cases throughout history of governments and experts conniving with commercial interests and ideologies to allow the exploitation or termination of some human beings and the devaluation of their human dignity.

There are many other aspects of the Report which might be criticized but today I will mention just one more to you: that there was not a single dissent expressed by the Committee members. Given that almost the entire Australian community would be opposed to the Committee’s more extreme proposals, and that a significant proportion would oppose some of its other proposals, it is extraordinary that there was no dissent expressed. This certainly confirms the view of commentators at the time of the appointment of the committee that it was rigged. We are yet to hear how the Commonwealth and State governments propose to respond.

Stem-cells, OK: but whose stem-cells?
So what is all the hullabaloo about stem-cells and cloning and the rest? Isn’t it just like organ transplantation and so many other medical advances that people were afraid of at first but are now mainstream medicine? Well, let’s reflect for a moment upon organ transplantation. Did any of the doctors such as Christiaan Barnard willingly kill some patients in order to perfect their transplant technique? They might have; but I doubt it. It seems very clear that Barnard wanted to save life, not lose it, and he tried his best for every patient. Nowadays transplantation is so successful it has created new dilemmas: there are not enough organs to go around. 

What are we to do about that? Ethicist John Harris suggested an organ lottery: just like jury duty and military conscription, people would be picked out and required to donate a kidney or lung to someone who needs one; after all, we only really need one each. [1] Yes, responded one commentator: that’s a great idea. But why stop at one kidney? Why not take two, and two lungs, and the heart, and the liver and all? You could help half a dozen recipients. Sure, someone would die in the process. But the greatest good would be served for the greatest number! [2]
Harris is not alone in supporting a more ‘pro-active’ transplant programme. Some want to take vital organs from those who are not yet dead but are going to die soon; others have suggested taking them from those who have died even if they have said No to organ donation. Isn’t it best to make the most of a situation like this, they say? Isn’t it unethical not to use the dying and the dead in this way? We are wasting such a valuable resource…
What’s this got to do with stem-cells? 
Well, the tiniest organs so far proposed for harvesting and transplant are stem-cells, and many of the same ethical issues are at issue here as in the larger tissue and organ transplant debate. There are two main sources for stem-cells, from which the cells take their names: non-embryonic stem-cells – sometimes wrongly called adult stem-cells – and embryonic stem-cells. I suggest ‘non-embryonic’ is a better name for the first kind because they can in fact be taken from donors of all ages, not merely adults. Umbilical cord blood, the placenta and even the amniotic fluid have in fact been found to be rich in stem-cells.[3] Stem-cells have also been found in almost every body tissue such as the brain, [4] pancreas,[5] liver,[6] skin,[7] fat,[8] muscle,[9] blood, [10] bone marrow,[11] lungs,[12] nose[13] and tooth pulp.[14] The US President’s Council on Bioethics recently published a whole white paper on Alternate Sources of Human Pluripotent Stem Cells.[15] Sometimes these cells could be taken from the recipient patients themselves, avoiding any immune-rejection difficulties. At other times they are taken from donors. There are even proposals to create new non-embryonic organisms which can produce human stem-cells.[16] What all these non-embryonic stem-cells have in common is that they are derived from people without harming anyone. 

But there is a second, more ethically-troublesome kind of stem-cells: embryonic stem-cells [‘ESCs’] which are taken from human embryos. Despite some speculation about a future non-lethal process for deriving ESCs, the present method of deriving these cells always involves killing the embryos in the process.[17] These embryos are still very small, having only developed to the stage of 120 cells or so since their creation by IVF or, more recently, by cloning.[18] They are still very young—approximately 5 to 6 days old—and grown in a culture in some petri dish; they might even be a few years old, having been stored in some freezer soon after their manufacture.[19] Certainly they have not had a long life: for all the promises at the time they were made in the IVF laboratory, they have never been given that chance. But like us, they are human and they are alive—at least until we remove vital parts. However much we try to dress it up, the derivation of ESCs is not life-saving and it is not therapy: for those from whom these cells are taken, it is death-dealing. 

Yet embryonic stem-cell research is all the rage. Given the enthusiasm of some labs, corporations and governments for ESC research, people might be surprised to learn:

-that ESCs have still not demonstrated any therapeutic benefit to anyone; 

-that there are no current clinical treatments using such cells; 

-that there have been few if any successes in animal models; 

-that it is very difficult to obtain pure petri cultures of ESCs; or 

-that it is also very difficult to establish and maintain ESC lines.

Likewise very few people understand

-that, unless we go down the path of creating designer embryos for each patient—live cloned twins of the patient—any ESCs taken from human embryos or tissues grown from them will probably suffer immune-rejection 

-that a large proportion of cloned embryos are genetic disasters; or that those ESC products which are not immunological or genetic calamities may very well cause tumour formation and/or tissue destruction.[20] 

And of course ESCs can only be obtained in ways that are lethal to those from whom they are taken! The embryonic stem-cell panacea is wishful thinking for some (patients, doctors), deliberate exaggeration for others (some researchers, corporations and governments) and plain confusion for others (the media and the general public). So far, at least, it is the merest science fiction as well as an ethical minefield.

On the other hand there is ample evidence that non-embryonic stem-cells which normally help repair the tissue types in which they appear also have some pluripotent capacity. Umbilical cord blood stem-cells have already been shown to differentiate into bone, cartilage, nerve, fat and blood tissue types. [21] Bone marrow stem-cells can transdifferentiate into brain neurones, [22] heart muscle,[23] pancreatic[24] and other body tissues. In groundbreaking Australian research—part-funded, I am proud to say, by the Catholic Archdiocese of Sydney—nasal stem-cells have likewise been directed to grow into cardiac, liver, kidney, nerve and muscle tissue types.[25] Hæmatopoetic,[26] neural,[27] aural[28] and pancreatic[29] stem-cells have also demonstrated the ability to transdifferentiate into other tissue-types. Some argue that non-embryonic stem cells are “almost like embryonic stem-cells” only “better behaved”, with “a developmental repertoire close to that of embryonic stem cells” but less inclination to chaotic development as tumours.[30] 

Cord blood stem-cells already have direct clinical applications in human patients,[31] and current research in animal models is very promising.[32] Non-embryonic stem-cells have already been shown to be effective in tissue repair after stroke, [33] spinal cord injury,[34] diabetes,[35] heart damage,[36] Parkinson’s disease,[37] cancers (of the brain, breast, ovary, testicle, blood, kidney, skin and multiple myeloma),[38] autoimmune diseases and many other conditions.[39] Recently the Journal of Clinical Oncology reported that more than 45,000 people now receive non-embryonic stem-cell transplants across the world each year; a follow-up study of blood cancer patients who were recipients of adult stem-cells found that ten years later they are virtually as healthy as their peers.[40] 

A few brave researchers are now wondering publicly why we continue to pump so much of the limited medical research budget into ESCs.[41] In my own country Dr. Peter Rathjen, head of Molecular Biosciences at the University of Adelaide, said: “It’s bloody nonsense that stem-cells might be able to cure Alzheimer’s. We don’t even know what causes it.” Dr. Colin Masters, a neuroscientist at the University of Melbourne, agreed: “Stem-cell people might have an argument for replacing [dead cells] in traumas like strokes or spinal injuries, but in diseases like Alzheimer’s or Parkinson’s, it is beyond our imagination.[42] ” Johns Hopkins Alzheimer's Disease expert Peter Rabins likewise told to US Senate “do not expect embryonic stem cells to play a rôle in Alzheimer's treatment”[43]. But others remain enthusiastic and keep up the pressure with their promises of miracle cures. The story is yet to be written on why so many researchers, funders, reporters and politicians were so smitten with the embryo industry and how non-embryonic stem-cell researchers were so effectively silenced while their projects were cash-starved and the glamour bucks went to the embryo people…

Even with fabulous grants the embryo industry has its problems. For one thing it has saturated its market. There are dozens of ‘providers’, often drawing upon the public purse. They are already giving some infertile couples dozens of IVF cycles, as well as some fertile ones whom no-one has bothered properly to investigate. Extending ARTs to surrogates, singles, lesbians, widows, the ‘psychologically’ or ‘socially’ infertile’, people who want babies designed for matched tissue or deafness or some other preference… none of this will raise demand nearly enough to satisfy the industry. Another problem is that women are reluctant to donate their eggs for ART programmes—after all it is a considerable burden and a not inconsiderable risk for them.[44] Couples are often disinclined to hand over their embryos too. If that situation is to change we need to create a social expectation, indeed invent a new social duty, to give up your eggs and your embryos for others.

A third problem for the embryo industry has been its practice of excessive egg-collection, zygote-production and embryo-banking. There is more now considerable unease about this in many countries. What are we to do with the ‘frozen generation’ left in freezers and denied their parents? If it is to keep the embryo market expanding, the industry needs to find new rationales for the creation, exploitation and destruction of embryos, and find them fast.

So the current ploy is to encourage people to think of human embryos not as human lives but as human left-overs. ‘Turn them into therapies,’ the industry whispers seductively, ‘then you needn’t feel so bad about the frozen generation.’ Not that these embryos are going to be much use for therapies: for the reasons I have already suggested, ESCs are unlikely candidates for transfer to anyone. Well if the excess IVF embryos aren’t really going to be used for stem-cell therapies, what’s the hidden agenda? In the first place I think it is this: if people are sold on killing just a few excess embryos, it will be much easier to sell them down the track on manufacturing new, better designer embryos to use for cells, tissues, parts and many other uses. Cloning, in particular, though repudiated by the United Nations, is favoured by scientists and scientific bodies such as our National Academy of Science which in 2003 joined other academies in recommending ‘nice’ therapeutic cloning but not ‘nasty’ reproductive cloning.[45] But as the religious leaders of Australia noted in 2001:

The supposed distinction between ‘therapeutic’ and ‘reproductive’ cloning must be exposed for the furphy it is: to produce an embryo is always ‘reproductive’; to destroy an embryo is never ‘therapeutic’. [46] 

The really big markets for embryos will be not in therapies but in drug testing and toxicology, in the creation of new abortifacients, and in training lab technicians by trial and error. All this will yield the embryo industry the bigger profits it craves. But the general public is still queasy, and so it will continue to hear promises of cures for people like Ronald Reagan, Christopher Reeve and Michael J Fox, which no scientist really believes, and more and more countries will be encouraged to join the race.

But why not embryonic stem-cells?
Were embryonic stem-cells the panacea some people say they are, would there still be a problem? I’ve already suggested that there would be, because the only way of getting these cells, at least till now, has been by killing embryos. But, some people will say, these embryos are too young or too tiny or too powerless to be human beings. No honest embryologist says that of course: every embryology text book agrees that each individual human life is conceived by the fertilization of a human egg by a human sperm (or, now, by cloning).[47] 

Philosophy and commonsense agree: these are beings continuous with foetuses, babies, children, adults, senior citizens. They are the opening pages of someone’s biography. Unlike any other kind of embryo, human embryos have the inherent nature, organisation, ‘soul’ as some call it, which means they grow up as human beings do, indeed as embryologists do, and never as kangaroos do or roses do.[48] And if they are human beings then the fact that they are tiny is no more morally relevant than that they are black or white, Aussie or foreign, boy or girl, at the beginning of life or soon to die. Thus the International Convention on the Rights of the Child provides that “the child, by reason of his or her physical and mental immaturity, needs special safeguards and care, including appropriate legal protection, before as well as after birth”. [49] 

The only thing that is different about these human beings is that they have been created in unusual circumstances and then later declared ‘excess’ and marked for disposal. Shouldn’t we use them for something? people ask. To which I would respond: many frail elderly people, prisoners on death row, people with terminally illnesses and unconscious patients are ‘going to die soon anyway’. We hold back from killing and using them because we are convinced human dignity deserves better. History is already sufficiently littered with stories of people declared ‘unworthy of respect’, ‘lacking the requisite capacities’, ‘useless eaters’; it is full of ‘unwanted’, ‘spare’, ‘left-over’ people whom others thought could be used up and disposed of. We must resist the notion of people with a ‘use-by date’. Sometimes, of course, doctors must let people die. There is a limit to what we can and should do to save life. But that is very different from actively killing. We only dare entrust ourselves to doctors when we are at our most vulnerable because we trust them not to kill. Not all doctors fulfil that trust, as the shocking British case of Harold Shipman (who killed hundreds of his patients) reminded us. As Pope John Paul speaking for the Christian but also the Hippocratic tradition repeatedly insisted and Pope Benedict has echoed: medicine must recover its founding principle: primum non nocere, first do no harm.

The deliberate decision to deprive an innocent human being of his life is always morally evil and can never be licit either as an end in itself or as a means to a good end. It is in fact a grave act of disobedience to the moral law, and indeed to God himself, the author and guarantor of that law; it contradicts the fundamental virtues of justice and charity. Nothing and no one can in any way authorise the killing of an innocent human being… even an embryo… Nor can any authority legitimately recommend or permit such an action.[50] 

What kind of society?
What’s driving the ESC push? A results are all that count mentality? Political fears about the fall-out from scientists or projects moving to other places? Legal worries about the difficulty of getting a regulatory system that works? 
A technological imperative by which the technology dictates the terms to humanity rather than vice versa? The logic of the market with its seductive promises of a ‘stem-cell led recovery’ not just for patients but for the economy? An embryos as commodities attitude which treats some human beings as refrigerator ‘left-overs’ or, as one scientist-entrepreneur put it, ‘the ultimate biological resource’? The recent scandal over the South Korean programme demonstrates how powerful these drivers are today.[51] 

Yet we are being asked to consent to the designation of a laboratory underclass: there are now the wanted embryos, who will be protected for what they already are and respected for what they will become; and then there are the second class embryos, useable and disposable, whether leftovers passed their ‘use-by date’ or human lives deliberately manufactured for the purpose.[52] Should we go there? In 1997 the Pontifical Academy for Life suggested we should not:

The human cloning project represents the terrible aberration to which value-free science is driven and is a sign of the profound malaise of our civilization, which looks to science, technology and the ‘quality of life’ as surrogates for the meaning of life and its salvation. The proclamation of the ‘death of God’, in the vain hope of a ‘superman’, produces an unmistakable result: the ‘death of man’. It cannot be forgotten that the denial of man's creaturely status, far from exalting human freedom, in fact creates new forms of slavery, discrimination and profound suffering. Cloning risks being the tragic parody of God’s omnipotence.[53] 

Killing anyone harms not only the victim, but the perpetrator, the profession and the society complicit in it. Admittedly we have been de-sensitised to this in recent years. Though it is untrue to say that we couldn’t care less, it is true to say that we care less than we should. Once parliaments, medibusiness or individual labs take us down the slippery slope of killing some for the benefit of others, we are well down a path towards other developments tomorrow which public opinion today would never tolerate.[54] What is not clear is how we will be able to resist such incremental pressure in the future having so hastily agreed to allow embryo destruction for research these past few years.

What makes it even worse is that in the future we may well judge that much of the talk of an embryonic stem-cell panacea was just so much hype, as was a lot of the talk of gene therapy and fœtal tissue transplants in the early ’90s. By the end of this decade we may well look and wonder how we could have so cruelly created false hopes for sufferers of various conditions, how we could have wasted millions of our precious research resources on an ESC dream, how we could have done so at such a huge ethical and social cost. We may look back realizing, too, that by going down that particular blind alley we neglected to pursue as energetically as we could have done those ethical alternatives which were staring us in the face way back in 2006. Today’s symposium invited us to reflect upon the subject of human dignity and the many challenges to it in today’s world, and to dream of the world as it should be. Part of my dream for the world where we no longer ride roughshod over human dignity and our brother and sisters who are the bearers of that dignity. In March 2005, the United Nations endorsed a universal Declaration on Human Cloning which calls on all member states to “prohibit all forms of human cloning inasmuch as they are incompatible with human dignity and the protection of human life”. 

The General Assembly made this declaration: 

Guided by the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations, 

Recalling the Universal Declaration on the Human Genome and Human Rights… 

Aware of the ethical concerns that certain applications of rapidly developing life sciences may raise with regard to human dignity, human rights and the fundamental freedoms of individuals, 

Reaffirming that the application of life sciences should seek to offer relief from suffering and improve the health of individuals and humankind as a whole, 

Emphasizing that the promotion of scientific and technical progress in life sciences should be sought in a manner that safeguards respect for human rights and the benefit of all, 

Mindful of the serious medical, physical, psychological and social dangers that human cloning may imply for the individuals involved, and also conscious of the need to prevent the exploitation of women, [and] 

Convinced of the urgency of preventing the potential dangers of human cloning to human dignity.[55] 

Catholics in the Australia, committed with others to justice and peace, life and love, hope and work for new developments in biotechnology and medicine that will improve the health and wellbeing of all, especially the poor. We believe there are ways of achieving such results without compromising research ethics or further polarising our communities; ways which protect and promote the health and wellbeing of every member of the human family. But if such ways are to be found I think we need to pause for thought before jumping headlong into a brave new world of cloning, embryo farming and harvesting for stem-cells and other parts. We need a pause long enough, at least, to ensure that ordinary people and their leaders understand the language, the science, the issues, the promises and the costs. We should give ourselves enough time to ask: what kinds of science do we want our brightest and best to engage in? What kinds of projects do we want our limited resources invested in? What kinds of manipulation of human life do we want to be complicit in?
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Bioethics sans limits a concern for Church

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/bioethics-sans-limits-a-concern-for-church 
Vatican City, June 15, 2006 

The Church opposes a concept of bioethics of a "scientific and materialist nature" that denies the existence of limits, says the president of the Pontifical Council for the Family.
In an interview Wednesday in the newspaper La Repubblica, Cardinal Alfonso López Trujillo explained the document published June 6 by the dicastery he heads. The document is entitled "Family and Human Procreation."
"The impact arising from the text is positive," said the cardinal. "It is much discussed, not only in Italy. Not only were there criticisms, there were also expressions of support. "The text recalls that the family and fertilization are gifts of the Lord and not 'products' of science and technology. Without this truth there is the risk of degrading the doctrine of the Church, which holds that in procreation, all stems from the conjugal love between a man and a woman." Insofar as research is concerned, the cardinal recommended prudence, "especially in regard to embryos and the freezing of gametes." "Scientific research is all right," he added, "but the necessary limits, which cannot be exceeded, must not be forgotten."

The State Was Made for Family, Not Family for the State   
http://www.thefactis.org/default.aspx?control=ArticleMaster&aid=1553&authid=10
By Madame X, June 2006
On June 16 The Washington Post carried a front-page story ("Suicide — Risk Tests for Teens Debated") on the promotion of suicide risk assessments in the public schools as an effort to identify students in need of intervention. "TeenScreen," probably the most popular of these psychological evaluations, has already been administered to 150,000 children in 42 states, and New York state has just added its 400,000 public school students to this total. Opponents of the suicide risk assessment consider it both a dangerous and inept interference with family privacy and parental oversight. But others have adopted it as a crusade, such as Republican Senator Gordon Smith, whose mentally ill son committed suicide a day before his 22nd birthday.

The problem is — well, there are a lot of problems, as is often the case with large, expensive, interventionist programs that promise to save this or that corner of the world. For example, no data show that these screens successfully sort out the suicidal from the non-suicidal. A 2004 government-sponsored study found insufficient evidence either way. Even TeenScreen's designers and proponents acknowledge that there are a lot of false positives and false negatives.

But beyond specific complaints about this or that aspect of the school assessments lies the battle between family and state: Is the modern family fundamentally an agent for the state, or is the state an agent of the men and women who form families, calling upon its assistance to rear the next generation? Do parents perform their child-rearing function for the state, in which case governments, public schools, and other political and social entities could decide, for example, that parents who teach their children that homosexual behavior is deviant are exposing them to hate speech and psychologically abusing them? Are parents who believe that extramarital sex and contraception are wrong, and who teach their children this, guilty of parental neglect by discouraging the use of condoms to "protect" them? Is it really unrealistic to imagine a time when parents could be sued or even tried in criminal court for exposing their children to disease or undesired pregnancy by not providing for their prophylactic needs? 

Political quietists may dismiss such questions as far-fetched. Yet equally far-fetched stories appear in the newspapers every day. And as the number of people living what our parents would have considered far-fetched lives increases, the civil liberties of traditional believers are likely to be increasingly threatened. In Maryland last week Robert Smith, a (Catholic) Metro transit board member, was removed by the Republican governor who had appointed him after Smith remarked on a Cable TV political roundtable that he opposed extending marriage benefits to "persons of deviancy." Though he had been okayed to continue his 12-year run on the TV roundtable during his 3-year appointment to the Metro transit board, Smith's expressed belief that homosexual behavior is abnormal, and hence homosexual marriage is also abnormal were beyond the pale even for a Republican governor. 

At least two related currents threaten the world's most successful democracy with the possibility of bureaucratic totalitarianism not far down the road. One is the end-run around families (meaning parents) by those who believe that the government and its agents all (unlike Daddy) Know Best. A striking early victory for the non-familial experts came shortly after Roe v. Wade, during the battle over parental notification of abortion. At that time, both the courts and many in the medical community colluded to keep parents out of the loop in such physically, morally and psychologically loaded actions as dispensing contraceptives and providing abortion referrals. The second current is the assault of the Tolerance Police on traditional religious opinions critical of behaviors they have undertaken to protect. The case in Massachusetts, where Catholic Charities recently suspended its adoption program because the state would not let them operate unless they were willing to give children to homosexual couples, shows how willing the Toleration Police are to sacrifice others on the altar of equal rights. As Churchill might have put it, this is only "the end of the beginning." Yeats also offers guidance for the burgeoning culture wars, writing almost a century ago, "Things fall apart, the center does not hold." If things are not to fall further apart, the center that is the family must hold. 

Madame X works in Washington DC for the federal government. Because of her employer, she must write under a pseudonym.

Public Ethics in Bioethics - A Response to the Lockhart Review
The 2006 Thomas More Lecture
Canberra
June 22, 2006
http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/606/doc/23Brennan.htm
http://www.acu.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0012/10353/Thomas-More-Lecture_2006-06-22.pdf 

http://www.eurekastreet.com.au/article.aspx?aeid=1163#.VnZMEvl96M8 
By Fr. Frank Brennan
Father Frank Brennan SJ is professor of law at Australian Catholic University and professor of human rights and social justice at the University of Notre Dame Australia.
UN Treaty Rejects New Rights to Abortion, Euthanasia and Homosexuality 

https://c-fam.org/friday_fax/un-treaty-rejects-new-rights-to-abortion-euthanasia-and-homosexuality/  

By Susan Yoshihara, Ph. D., New York, August 31, 2006

The just-concluded UN meeting on the rights of persons with disabilities was on balance a success for pro-lifers. Negotiations came down to the wire on the last day of the proceedings, after delegates hammered out the issue of “reproductive health” round the clock for the last two days. The ad hoc committee adopted the full treaty late on Friday night, completing four years of negotiations. Pro-life nations managed to keep some of the worst language out of the treaty, despite enormous pressure from liberal governments. Any right new right for persons to “experience their sexuality” and “have sexual and other intimate relationships” was completely rejected. Also, delegates largely replaced the ambiguous word “gender” with the word “sex”. While UN documents have never defined the term as meaning anything other than “male” and “female,” Muslim countries urged the change to avoid misinterpretation of the word “gender” to advance the growing homosexual agenda at the UN. Another defeat for the pro-death side was the inclusion of the right of disabled to food and fluid, denying euthanasia proponents legal footing to starve or dehydrate the disabled to death. Coupled with the reinsertion of the word “worth” back into the traditional UN phrase “dignity and worth,” and along with the adoption of a separate article guaranteeing the right to life, the treaty reaffirmed in law the inherent value of human life. These pro-life wins undercut attempts to use the new treaty to justify the “death with dignity” movement and assisted suicide.
Finally, though the term “sexual and reproductive health” made it into the final document, it only came after all sides of the abortion debate reached consensus that the phrase did not include abortion. This echoes the results of the debate a year ago at the Beijing+10 meeting addressing the status of women. 
Delegates told the Friday Fax they accepted the term because they were confident it would not be misinterpreted as including abortion. The U.S. sounded a note of warning in its closing statement, saying that the treaty “cannot be interpreted to constitute support, endorsement, or promotion of abortion.” The Holy See went further and objected to the phrase all together, despite the fact that their objection went unrecognized until after the gavel came down. During deliberations, the Holy See consistently argued against putting a legally imprecise and undefined term into binding international law. Likewise, conservative UN experts remain concerned because the phrase continues to be misinterpreted by some UN agencies, members of human rights compliance committees, as well as radical NGOs. The treaty will now be drafted and approved in various languages before it goes to the General Assembly for final adoption by member states.  The General Assembly convenes on September 12th.

[After four hard years of negotiation pro-lifers are declaring a victory in the drafting of an international treaty for those with disabilities. Gone from the document are such crazy ideas as the international community guaranteeing the right to "experience one's sexuality" (if you aren't happy in bed the UN will fix it!).  In the document are guarantees of food and water for the disabled who are also terminal. There is much else to be happy about in this negotiation.  Congratulations are in order for the intrepid group of pro-life lobbyists who came in from around the world. -Austin Ruse Vol 9, No 37]
Bioethicist Warns of Overreach - U.S. Physician Addresses Rimini Meeting 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/bioethicist-warns-of-overreach
Rimini, Italy, September 3, 2006 

The hedonistic way of seeking happiness in things such as plastic surgery, television gurus and pills is vain, because "no pleasure is completely satisfactory," says a leading U.S. bioethicist.
Edmund Pellegrino, retired professor of medicine at Georgetown University and chairman of the President's Council on Bioethics, made that point when addressing the topic "Bioethics and the Search for Happiness" at the recent Meeting of Friendship among Peoples, held in Rimini. Pellegrino noted that "happiness is our destiny," because, as St. Thomas Aquinas said, "all the sciences and art are directed in an ordered way to happiness," though "our happiness will be full only after death, when we will be face to face with God." In regard to the search for happiness and the use of new medical techniques, Pellegrino said that not everything is defendable from an ethical point of view.
"There are things in medicine that we should never do, such as for example, the use of embryonic stem cells," he said.

Improving on God 

The bioethicist warned against making medicine a way of "arriving at a new creation of the human race, hoping to improve on what God has made," and he criticized undertakings such as diagnosis in the uterus to afterward "do away with the child who does not correspond to the idea of a perfect child."
According to Pellegrino, "Technology offers many doors to the search for human happiness, but it is a question of seeing which of these doors should never be opened and which should be closed right away."
"The desire to know, is the desire to know God," he continued. "But we must know how to use knowledge of good and evil, so that we do not all end up as Adam and Eve. … False hopes such as that of immortality should not be fed."
At the end of his address Aug. 22, the American professor addressed the question of the position of Christians in the face of new medical techniques. In this connection, the speaker quoted Pope John Paul II, who wrote that "the pre-eminence must be affirmed of ethics over technology, and of the person over things."

True and False "Progress" Seen on Life Issues - Cardinal Keeler Issues Statement for Annual Observance 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/true-and-false-progress-seen-on-life-issues 
Washington, D.C., September 26, 2006 

Recent developments "hailed as forms of technical progress" by some people, are really "regressive and harmful in their effects on human life," says a U.S. cardinal.
In a statement marking Respect Life Sunday, celebrated in Catholic parishes this year on Oct. 1, Cardinal William Keeler welcomed "true advances" in respect for human life in our society. But he criticized other recent developments that harm human life.

Cardinal Keeler, archbishop of Baltimore, is chairman of the U.S. bishops' Committee for Pro-Life Activities.
Among the "signs of progress" welcomed by the cardinal are the "enthusiastic involvement" of young people in pro-life education and activism and "the growing number of youth committed to living chastely until marriage," a trend that has helped reduce abortions. The prelate noted shifts in public opinion against abortion, spurred in part by "the public debate on partial-birth abortion," and against the use of the death penalty.
Among negative developments Cardinal Keeler cited FDA approval of the abortion drug RU-486 and the Plan B "emergency contraceptive," which can harm women and trigger earlier abortions.
"In the field of stem cell research," he added, "the genuine and growing promise of treatments using adult stem cells is often downplayed or ignored, while exaggerated or even fraudulent claims are made for avenues that require destroying early human lives." 

Cloning as a "right" 

Citing the example of a "Stem Cell Research and Cures Initiative" on the November ballot in Missouri, he said the initiative claims to ban human cloning but "would actually elevate the cloning of human embryos for destructive research to the status of a constitutional right." Cardinal Keeler, 75, said that powerful groups in our society ignore basic facts today to promote "a narrow and divisive view of the human person," just as the Supreme Court ignored basic facts in 1973 to create a constitutional "right" to abortion. He added: "Let us educate and motivate ourselves to ensure that truth -- the scientific and medical truth, and the profound truth about the dignity of each human person -- will increasingly inform and guide our society's decisions about human life," he said.
The U.S. bishops' annual Respect Life Program, established in 1972, provides educational materials for parishes to distribute beginning on Respect Life Sunday, celebrated the first Sunday in October. This year's materials discuss partial-birth abortion, capital punishment, environmental safety, the benefits of stable marriages to children, sexual ethics, and stem cell research. See www.usccb.org/comm/archives/2006/06-167.shtml.

The Danger of a New Selective Eugenics, Which Aims to Destroy Embryos with Defects and Illness 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/the-danger-of-a-new-selective-eugenics   

By Dr. Hyacinth Ennis, OFM, Pretoria, South Africa, October 14, 2006

Here is a text prepared by Friars Minor Father Hyacinth Ennis for a videoconference of theologians Sept. 27 on bioethics. The Congregation for Clergy organized the event. 
Because of the wonderful advances made in recent years by human embryology, scientists can now detect various things about the young embryo while in the womb of its mother. Among the things that can be discovered are the presence of certain physical and even mental disabilities or handicaps in the embryo.
Unfortunately such a scientific detection and its concomitant information can lead people -- especially impressionable pregnant mothers -- to decide to undergo a clinical abortion. Just because the embryo is found to be defective, they (mothers and medical personnel) consider it being in their best interest to abort the said imperfect embryo.
This being the case, many medical specialists and indeed even legal systems, permit and encourage a so-called therapeutic abortion in such instances. This, for example, is the sort of an abortion permitted in the Choice of Termination of Pregnancy Act of South Africa of 1996 which, "inter alia," legally allows abortion when "there exists a substantial risk that the fetus would suffer from a severe physical or mental abnormality."
The Catholic Church does permit medical procedures to be carried out on the human embryo "which respect the life and integrity of the embryo and do not involve disproportionate risks for it, but are directed toward its healing" ("Donum Vitae," I, 3). However, the use of such procedures to warrant the abortion of defective embryos (either because of physical or mental defects) has been roundly condemned by the Church in recent times.
It is one of the cases elucidated by Pope John Paul II in his encyclical letter "Evangelium Vitae" of 1995 (Nos. 14 and 63) where he calls it "eugenic abortion." A similar line is taken by the Catechism of the Catholic Church (No. 2274) and by the Charter for Health Care Workers (No. 61) of the Pontifical Council for Pastoral Assistance to Health Care Workers of 1995.
Such a "eugenic abortion" is plainly and simply contrary to the Fifth Commandment and the "right to life" of the unborn child. It is at the same time a violation of the Hippocratic oath. The Declaration of the Rights of the Child of the United Nations in 1959 declares that "the child, because of its physical and mental immaturity, needs special care and safeguards, including legal safeguards, before as well as after birth."
Thus, such a so-called eugenic abortion is a violation of legal justice and good medicine. It is a form of unjust discrimination against an innocent human life: Certain individuals are deemed worthy of living while others are discarded because of their inability to reach the technical standards of science in regard to human perfection. In this respect this type of "selective eugenics" becomes acceptable in some medical and legal quarters.
There is a naiveté here that fails to recognize the depth of tragedy in human existence -- it has rushed in where angels fear to tread. It fails to see that its "panacea" has only served to open a Pandora's box of further problems of deeper consequence. The slippery slope has drawn closer to the abyss.
A line has to be drawn -- such procedures are not in the best interest of the unborn child and only help to illustrate society's incapacity to cope with so-called human imperfection and physical disability. Unborn children, especially the "defective" ones, are indeed, the most vulnerable of humans! 

When Doctors Want to Kill Handicapped Newborns - Interview with Neonatologist Carlo Bellieni 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/when-doctors-want-to-kill-handicapped-newborns 

Siena, Italy, November 14, 2006 

According to British press reports the Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynecology has asked that doctors be allowed to let seriously disabled newborns die. The Royal College sent its request to the Nuffield Bioethics Council, the body in charge of examining the ethical issues involved in the new developments of biology and medicine. The latter, an influential private commission, is about to publish a report on critical decisions in fetal and neonatal medicine. Opposition to the Royal College request has been expressed in the United Kingdom by the British Council of Disabled People. To better understand the issue and its implications of a bioethical nature, ZENIT interviewed neonatologist Carlo Bellieni, director of the Neonatal Intensive Therapy Department of the Le Scotte University Polyclinic of Siena.

Q: What do you think of the request of the United Kingdom's Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists?
Bellieni: The request to do away with newborns with serious disabilities, does not leave any pediatrician insensitive, namely, those who tomorrow will be called to carry out the "eliminations."
But it is not new: Already in 2002 Michael Gross wrote in Bioethics that there is "a general endorsement of neonaticide subject to a parent's assessment of the newborn's interest broadly defined to consider physical harm as well as social, psychological and or financial harm to related third parties." And it is always by the "interest of third parties" that one begins to understand what might be hidden behind a pietistic intention "to put an end to the child's sufferings."
Q: What are the most disturbing aspects of the British proposal?
Bellieni: Three things disturb pediatricians. One, having to become executioners of a death sentence. We are not doctors for this, especially at a time when the death sentence is stigmatized by an increasing number of states.
Two, having to consider the patients themselves as non-persons. There are authors who say that newborns are not persons because they still do not have self-awareness, precisely a requirement for this sensation -- affirmations amply denied by science and experience.
Three, having to consider the handicapped not as a life to help and respect but, with a phobic attitude, as a second-tier life. 
Q: Some British doctors have said that no one must be scandalized because a late abortion is similar to active euthanasia. What is your opinion in this respect?
Bellieni: I was not surprised by this news. I understand the horror but I do not understand the astonishment.
Whoever has studied anatomy and biology, whoever is an expert in human physiology, knows very well that there is no substantial difference between the fetus and the newborn, other than small modifications in the blood circle.
Therefore, one cannot understand why it's horrible to kill a newborn but not to kill a fetus. Unless one believes that the filling of the lungs with air has a "magic" effect, capable of transforming the DNA or the individual's conscience!
The photo of the small dead fetus within the murdered mother, published a few months ago by an Italian newspaper, made an impression not because a corpse could be seen -- sadly we have also seen recently on TV and in newspapers many dead children in war and no one has protested -- but because the reality was shown: that a fetus is nothing other than a child that has yet to enjoy the exterior air. And, every mother knows that this is true, as any one knows whose job it is to look after the very small fetuses that have come forth prematurely from the maternal womb, called "premature children." Surgeons who operate on fetuses that are still in the womb, also know this.
I repeat: The tragedy is that it surprises us, whereas a cultural endeavor must be initiated, made up of research and serious writing, and not only of "reactions" to the latest "transgression," to the latest horror.
The real bioethical effort of today is not to affirm a vague feeling of mercy toward one's neighbor -- television programs are also full of tears -- but to look for the evidence, the reality; to affirm that an embryo is an embryo and not just a cell, that a fetus of a few hundred grams feels pain, that the DNA shows that every one's life begins at conception.
In short, it is like demonstrating that a flower is a flower and not a vase! 

Either Peace or Life – Benedict XVI Debunks a False Dilemma

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/97582?eng=y EXTRACT
By Sandro Magister, Rome, November 16, 2006

Speaking to the Swiss bishops, the pope replies to the main objection directed against the Church’s hierarchy by the progressive Catholics.

In the second of his two addresses to the Swiss bishops on their “ad limina” visit, Benedict XVI replied to what is, perhaps, the objection most commonly directed against the pope and the Church hierarchy by progressive Catholic circles. 

The objection is that, in the areas of life and the family, the Church’s hierarchy preaches truths defined as non-negotiable, pure, and solid, binding even in political decisions, while in the areas of peace, justice, and the protection of the environment, it waters down “Christian distinctiveness” and makes feeble statements, acquiescing to the temporal powers. 

According to the progressive Catholic circles, the priority should be reversed. The Church should put in the first place the struggle for peace, justice, and the defense of nature, and should be more understanding toward modern “subjectivity” in the areas of life and the family. 

Benedict XVI told the Swiss bishops that he has reflected a great deal on this. And his conviction is that, in effect, there exists in today’s world a division between “two parts of morality.” 

Peace, justice, and the defense of nature are the object of what is almost a new religion, regardless of the proposed solutions, which according to the pope “are often very one-sided and are not always credible.” 

But on life and the family, there is a large following for an “anti-morality” contrary to the morality proposed by the Church. 

Benedict XVI’s response is that it is necessary “to reconnect these two parts of morality, and make it clear that they must be inseparably united.” 

In fact, “it is only if human life is respected from conception to death that the ethics of peace is also possible and credible.” 

In this, pope Joseph Ratzinger places himself squarely on the path of his predecessor. 

It’s enough to recall what John Paul II said at an audience with the Movement for Life on May 22, 2003: 

“Fundamental consistency demands that those who seek peace should defend life. No action in favor of peace can be effective if it does not oppose with like vigor the attacks against life in every one of its phases, from its beginning until its natural end.” 
In those same months of 2003, pope Karol Wojtyla enjoyed widespread agreement over his preaching against the war in Iraq. 

But when – as in the address cited – he said that action in favor of peace and that against abortion form a unity, he was immediately criticized by many of those who applauded his condemnations of the war. 

Here follows the passage on the two moralities from Benedict XVI’s address to the Swiss bishops: 

“Our proclamation clashes with a sort of anti-morality...” 

B Benedict XVI. November 9, 2006 

I often hear it said that people today have a nostalgia for God, for spirituality, for religion, and that the Church, too, is again beginning to be seen as [...] a great repository of spiritual experience: it is like a tree in which birds can build their nests, even if they want to fly away again later [...]. 

But what turns out to be very difficult for people is the morality that the Church proclaims. 

I have reflected upon this – I had already been reflecting upon it for some time – and I see with increasing clarity that, in our time, it is as if morality has been divided into two parts. 

Modern society is not simply without morality, but it has, so to speak, “discovered” and professes a part of morality that, in the Church’s proclamation over the past few decades and even farther back than that, perhaps hasn’t been presented sufficiently. 

These are the great themes of peace, non-violence, justice for all, concern for the poor, and respect for creation. 

This has become an ethical complex that, precisely as a political force, has great power and constitutes for many the substitute for religion, or its successor. 

In place of religion, which is seen as something metaphysical and otherworldly – and perhaps also as an individualistic thing – the great moral themes enter in as the essential reality that then confers dignity and commitment upon man. [...] 

This morality exists, and also fascinates young people, who engage themselves on behalf of peace, non-violence, justice, the poor, creation. And these are truly great moral themes, which moreover belong to the tradition of the Church as well. Now, the methods that are advanced to solve these are often very one-sided and are not always credible, but we shouldn’t dwell upon this for now. [...] 

The other part of morality, which is not rarely viewed in a fairly controversial light by politics, concerns life. 

Part of this is the commitment on behalf of life, from conception to death; that is, its defense against abortion, against euthanasia, against manipulation, and against man’s self-conferred authorization to dispose of life. 

The attempt is often made to justify these interventions with the apparently lofty aims of using them for the benefit of future generations, and thus is made to appear moral even the taking of the very life of man into one’s hands in order to manipulate it. 

But, on the other hand, there also exists the awareness that human life is a gift that demands our respect and our love from the first moment to the last, even for the suffering, the handicapped, and the weak. 

The morality of marriage and the family is also situated in this context. 

Marriage is being increasingly marginalized. We are familiar with the example of some countries where the law has been modified to define marriage no longer as a bond between a man and a woman, but as a bond between persons. This obviously destroys the essential concept [of marriage], and society, from its very roots, becomes something totally different. 

The awareness that sexuality, eros, and marriage as a union between man and woman go together – “The two shall be one flesh,” says Genesis – this awareness is continually weakening. Any sort of bond seems absolutely normal, and this is all presented as a sort of morality of non-discrimination and a form of freedom that is due to man. With this, naturally, the indissolubility of marriage has become an almost utopian idea that appears to be disowned, even by many people in public life. In this way, the family itself is gradually falling apart. 

Of course, there are various explanations for the startling decline in birth rates, but a decisive role is certainly played in this by the desire to possess life for oneself, by the lack of confidence in the future, and by the conviction that it is almost impossible to establish the family as a lasting community in which the future generation can grow up. 

In these areas, therefore, our proclamation clashes with a contrary awareness within society, with a sort of anti-morality that bases itself upon a conception of freedom as the ability to choose autonomously and without predefined guidelines, as non-discrimination, and therefore as the approval of any sort of possibility, situating itself as ethically correct by its own authority. 

But the other awareness has not disappeared. It exists, and I think that we should exert ourselves in reconnecting these two parts of morality and making it clear that these must be inseparably united. 

It is only if human life is respected from conception to death that the ethics of peace is also possible and credible; it is only then that non-violence can express itself in every direction; only then that we truly welcome creation, and only then that we can arrive at true justice. 

I think that we are facing a great task here: on the one hand, we must not make Christianity appear as mere moralism, but as a gift in which is given to us the love that sustains us and provides us with the strength necessary to be able to “lose one’s life”; on the other hand, in this context of the gift of love, we must also progress toward concretization, the foundations of which are still provided for us by the Decalogue, which, with Christ and with the Church, we should interpret in a new and progressive way at this time. 

Holy See Won't Sign U.N. Convention on the Disabled - Doesn't Guarantee Right to Life, Says Archbishop 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/holy-see-won-t-sign-u-n-convention-on-the-disabled
New York, December 14, 2006 

The Holy See will not sign the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities because it does not guarantee the right to life of the disabled unborn.
Archbishop Celestino Migliore, papal nuncio and permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, announced this on Wednesday to the U.N. General Assembly's session discussing the adoption of the convention. "To defend the rights, dignity and courage of persons with disabilities is a fundamental concern of the Holy See," he clarified, reminding that it has called for assistance so that these persons "are fully integrated in society, with the conviction that they have full and inalienable rights." The prelate acknowledged that "there are many helpful articles in the convention, including those that address education and the very important role of the home and the family." "Surely the living heart of this document lies in its reaffirmation of the right to life," the Holy See representative continued. "For far too long, and by far too many, the lives of people with disabilities have been undervalued or thought to be of a diminished dignity and worth."
Archbishop Migliore said that his delegation "worked assiduously to make the text a basis upon which to reverse that assumption and to ensure the full enjoyment of all human rights by people with disabilities."
"This is why I would like now to put on record the Holy See's position on certain provisions of the convention," he specified.
Reservations After defending "the primary and inalienable rights of parents," he presented the Holy See's reservations on "all the terms and phrases" of the convention regarding "family-planning services, regulation of fertility and marriage … as well as the word 'gender.'" In particular, with reference to "sexual and reproductive health," the archbishop said that the Holy See "understands access to reproductive health as being a holistic concept that does not consider abortion or access to abortion as a dimension of those terms." "We agree with the broad consensus that has been voiced in this chamber" that "this article does not create any new international rights and is merely intended to ensure that a person's disability is not used as a basis for denying a health service," he said. "However, even with this understanding, we opposed the inclusion of such a phrase in this article, because in some countries reproductive health services include abortion, thus denying the inherent right to life of every human being, affirmed by Article 10 of the convention," the archbishop affirmed.
He continued: "It is surely tragic that, wherever fetal defect is a precondition for offering or employing abortion, the same convention created to protect persons with disabilities from all discrimination in the exercise of their rights, may be used to deny the very basic right to life of disabled unborn persons. "For this reason, and despite the many helpful articles this convention contains, the Holy See is unable to sign it." 

See also Vatican refuses to sign U.N. landmark convention over right of disabled unborn to life (Catholic Online, 14/12/06) 
Links: UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities      
Papal Address on Natural Law - "The Only Valid Bulwark against Arbitrary Power" 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/papal-address-on-natural-law 
Vatican City, February 22, 2007 
Here is a Vatican translation of the address Benedict XVI delivered Feb. 12 to the participants of the International Congress on Natural Law, organized by the Pontifical Lateran University of Rome.
ADDRESS OF HIS HOLINESS BENEDICT XVI TO THE PARTICIPANTS IN THE INTERNATIONAL CONGRESS ON NATURAL LAW
Clementine Hall Monday, 12 February 2007
Venerable Brothers in the Episcopate and in the Priesthood, Esteemed Professors, Ladies and Gentlemen,
It is with particular pleasure that I welcome you at the beginning of the Congress' work in which you will be engaged in the following days on a theme of considerable importance for the present historical moment, namely, the natural moral law.
I thank Bishop Rino Fisichella, Rector Magnificent of the Pontifical Lateran University, for the sentiments expressed in the address with which he has introduced this meeting.
There is no doubt that we are living in a moment of extraordinary development in the human capacity to decipher the rules and structures of matter, and in the consequent dominion of man over nature. We all see the great advantages of this progress and we see more and more clearly the threat of destruction of nature by what we do.
There is another less visible danger, but no less disturbing: the method that permits us to know ever more deeply the rational structures of matter makes us ever less capable of perceiving the source of this rationality, creative Reason. The capacity to see the laws of material being makes us incapable of seeing the ethical message contained in being, a message that tradition calls lex naturalis, natural moral law.
This word for many today is almost incomprehensible due to a concept of nature that is no longer metaphysical, but only empirical. The fact that nature, being itself, is no longer a transparent moral message creates a sense of disorientation that renders the choices of daily life precarious and uncertain. Naturally, the disorientation strikes the younger generations in a particular way, who must in this context find the fundamental choices for their life.
It is precisely in the light of this contestation that all the urgency of the necessity to reflect upon the theme of natural law and to rediscover its truth common to all men appears. The said law, to which the Apostle Paul refers (cf. Romans 2:14-15), is written on the heart of man and is consequently, even today, accessible. This law has as its first and general principle, "to do good and to avoid evil." 
This is a truth which by its very evidence immediately imposes itself on everyone. From it flows the other more particular principles that regulate ethical justice on the rights and duties of everyone.
So does the principle of respect for human life from its conception to its natural end, because this good of life is not man's property but the free gift of God. Besides this is the duty to seek the truth as the necessary presupposition of every authentic personal maturation.
Another fundamental application of the subject is freedom. Yet taking into account the fact that human freedom is always a freedom shared with others, it is clear that the harmony of freedom can be found only in what is common to all: the truth of the human being, the fundamental message of being itself, exactly the lex naturalis. And how can we not mention, on one hand, the demand of justice that manifests itself in giving unicuique suum and, on the other, the expectation of solidarity that nourishes in everyone, especially if they are poor, the hope of the help of the more fortunate?
In these values are expressed unbreakable and contingent norms that do not depend on the will of the legislator and not even on the consensus that the State can and must give. They are, in fact, norms that precede any human law: as such, they are not subject to modification by anyone. The natural law, together with fundamental rights, is the source from which ethical imperatives also flow, which it is only right to honor.
In today's ethics and philosophy of Law, petitions of juridical positivism are widespread. As a result, legislation often becomes only a compromise between different interests: seeking to transform private interests or wishes into law that conflict with the duties deriving from social responsibility.
In this situation it is opportune to recall that every juridical methodology, be it on the local or international level, ultimately draws its legitimacy from its rooting in the natural law, in the ethical message inscribed in the actual human being.
Natural law is, definitively, the only valid bulwark against the arbitrary power or the deception of ideological manipulation. The knowledge of this law inscribed on the heart of man increases with the progress of the moral conscience.
The first duty for all, and particularly for those with public responsibility, must therefore be to promote the maturation of the moral conscience. This is the fundamental progress without which all other progress proves non-authentic.
The law inscribed in our nature is the true guarantee offered to everyone in order to be able to live in freedom and to be respected in their own dignity.
What has been said up to this point has very concrete applications if one refers to the family, that is, to "the intimate partnership of life and the love which constitutes the married state... established by the Creator and endowed by him with its own proper laws" (Gaudium et Spes, n. 48). Concerning this, the Second Vatican Council has opportunely recalled that the institution of marriage has been "confirmed by the divine law", and therefore "this sacred bond ... for the good of the partner, of the children and of society no longer depends on human decision alone" (ibid.).
Therefore, no law made by man can override the norm written by the Creator without society becoming dramatically wounded in what constitutes its basic foundation. To forget this would mean to weaken the family, penalizing the children and rendering the future of society precarious.
Lastly, I feel the duty to affirm yet again that not all that is scientifically possible is also ethically licit. Technology, when it reduces the human being to an object of experimentation, results in abandoning the weak subject to the arbitration of the stronger. To blindly entrust oneself to technology as the only guarantee of progress, without offering at the same time an ethical code that penetrates its roots in that same reality under study and development, would be equal to doing violence to human nature with devastating consequences for all.
The contribution of scientists is of primary importance. Together with the progress of our capacity to dominate nature, scientists must also contribute to help understand the depth of our responsibility for man and for nature entrusted to him.
On this basis it is possible to develop a fruitful dialogue between believers and non-believers; between theologians, philosophers, jurists and scientists, which can offer to legislation as well precious material for personal and social life.
Therefore, I hope these days of study will bring not only a greater sensitivity of the learned with regard to the natural moral law, but will also serve to create conditions so that this theme may reach an ever fuller awareness of the inalienable value that the lex naturalis possesses for a real and coherent progress of private life and the social order.
With this wish, I assure you of my remembrance in prayer for you and for your academic commitment to research and reflection, while I impart to all with affection the Apostolic Blessing.

The Italian Church Exports its Model to Spain 

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/dettaglio.jsp?id=122761&eng=y
By Sandro Magister, Rome, February 23, 2007
And acting as guide is Benedict XVI’s address in Verona. So write the Spanish bishops, in a strongly worded document of counterattack against the “shock wave of secularism” against life and the family. 
When in Verona on October 19, 2006, speaking to bishops, priests and laypeople of the Italian Church, Benedict XVI wagered on Italy as “fairly favorable terrain” for Christian renewal in Europe and the world, many shook their heads in disbelief. 
And the lively battle that the pope and the bishops are waging against the legalization, in Italy, of de facto heterosexual and homosexual unions is also raising skeptical reactions. 
The skeptics include some of the most prestigious Catholic intellectuals. One of these, the jurist Leopoldo Elia, a former president of the constitutional court, explained to “Corriere della Sera” on February 13 why he thinks both pope Joseph Ratzinger’s bet on Italy and the Church’s strong reaction to the new laws are mistaken: 

“It appears that the Church wants to make Italy an exception within Europe: a Catholic Italy in which the laws in force in all the other countries do not apply. Why has the Spanish Church shown a moderate reaction to de facto unions, while the Italian Church is storming the barricades in parliament? 
Why such an excessive reaction with respect to the entirely correct reaction shown by the French and German bishops’ conferences? This seems to reveal an intention to maintain an Italian exception. Perhaps it is because the see of Peter is in Rome, because we had the pontifical state, the Counter-Reformation, a long tradition of joining the throne and the altar... The fact remains that the Italian Church is not accepting its Europeanization.” But is this really the case? Without a doubt, in other European countries the Catholic Church has mostly reacted weakly and without success to the laws on de facto unions, homosexual marriage, quick divorce, abortion, euthanasia, artificial insemination, the use of embryos. 
So also it is beyond doubt that in Italy, the Church’s resistance has been much more effective in recent years. It should be enough to think of the victory in June of 2005 against the referendum that intended to liberalize heterologous fecundation and the killing of embryos. The Church proposed a boycott of the vote, and in effect three citizens out of four did not vote, annulling the referendum. But there’s another more interesting fact. For some time, the Italian Church has no longer been a solitary exception among the Churches of Western Europe. Other bishops’ conferences look to it as a model, and imitate its actions. In Portugal, for example, the Church recently opposed forcefully a referendum for the complete liberalization of abortion: and the referendum, which was held last February 11, failed because of low voting participation. 
But the most striking case of replicating the Italian model is taking place in Spain. There the bishops’ conference is carrying out a real and proper about-face, after years of divisions, uncertainties, and the absence of an authoritative guide. When with the government of the conservative José Maria Aznar the first signs appeared in Spain of the new laws on sensitive issues, the reactions from the episcopate were feeble. And when the secularist government of José Luis Rodríguez Zapatero went into action with a whole slew of innovations, the Church followed these almost in a state of shock. But the shock also worked to stimulate a reaction. The first event that indicated a revival of initiative on the part of the Church was a large demonstration in Madrid, with a million and a half persons in the streets, and the bishops in the lead. 
But in addition to this symbolic gesture, there are two joint documents that attest to the turnaround of the Spanish episcopate. They are two “pastoral instructions” discussed and voted on by all the bishops in 2006, the first released on March 30 and the second on November 23. 
www.chiesa reported on the first of these last summer, providing ample extracts in Italian and English. The instruction severely criticizes the doctrinal and moral deviations present in the Spanish Church, attributing to these the inability of this same Church to face the challenge of secularization. Today this document – written in agreement with the Vatican congregation for the doctrine of the faith – provides the basis for a campaign of doctrinal clarification in the dioceses, among the clergy, in the seminaries, among the catechists, in the associations, in the parishes. 
The second instruction enters more directly into the heart of the changes that have taken place in Spanish society and politics. The bishops describe and evaluate the “shock wave of secularism” underway, call Catholics back to their religious and civil responsibilities, and propose “moral guidelines” for an effective response to the present situation. 
Large portions of the instruction are presented below. Just reading it suffices in order to understand how much the Italian model – personified by Cardinal Camillo Ruini at the head of the bishops’ conference – has instructed the Spanish bishops. 
But there’s more. The document that the Spanish bishops take on as a guide for their instruction is the address that Benedict XVI gave in Verona to representatives of the entire Italian Church. Pope Joseph Ratzinger’s wager on the “great service” that the Italian Church can render “to Europe and to the world” is bearing its first fruits. 

“As Pope Benedict XVI said in Verona...” 
From the pastoral instruction “Moral guidelines for the current situation in Spain, November 23, 2006 
[...] A new situation: the shock wave of secularism 
8. The factor that we wish to highlight, because it is crucial for interpreting and evaluating the new circumstances from the perspective of faith, is the alarming spread of secularism in our society. [...] 
9. Amid sweeping cultural changes, Spain is witnessing the invasion of a way of life in which any reference to God is thought to display a lack of intellectual maturity and of the full exercise of freedom. We are living in a world in which an atheistic conception of existence itself is being constructed: “if God exists, I am not free; if I am free, I cannot acknowledge the existence of God.” Even if it is not always presented so bluntly, this is the radical problem of our culture: the negation of God and the conducting of life “as if God did not exist.” The spread of atheism leads to profound changes in the lives of individuals, since awareness of God constitutes the living and profound root of culture, and is the most influential factor in the shaping of personal, family, and community life. 
10. The radical evil of the present time thus consists in something as ancient as the illusory and blasphemous desire to be the absolute masters of everything, to manage our lives and the life of society as we please, without taking God into account, as if we were the real creators of the world and of ourselves. This leads to the exaltation of personal freedom as the supreme norm of good and evil, and to the forgetting of God, resulting in disdain for religion and the idolatrous consideration of the goods of the world and of earthly life as the supreme value. 
11. Pope Benedict XVI, with his usual simplicity and depth, recently analyzed this same situation in his address to the 4th National Convention of the Church in Italy. [...] 

About the causes of the situation 
14. The process of the de-christianization and moral deterioration of personal, family, and social life is fostered by certain objective characteristics of our life, such as rapid economic advancement, the multiplication of leisure activities, excessive busyness, and the clouding over of conscience in the face of rapid scientific and technological development. More profoundly, the spread of this process has been facilitated by the scant religious formation of many persons, both believers and non-believers; by certain distorted ideas about God and the true religion; by mistaken ideas about the origin, nature, and destiny of man; and not least by the moral weakness of all of us and the seduction of the things of this world: by “the greed that is idolatry” (Col. 3:5). [...] 
17. So secularism is creating a society that, in its social and public elements, challenges the most fundamental values of our culture, uproots such fundamental institutions as marriage and the family, erodes the foundations of moral life, justice, and solidarity, and places Christians in a culturally foreign and hostile world. This is not a matter of imposing our own moral standards on all of society. We know perfectly well that faith in Jesus Christ is at the same time a gift from God and a free decision on the part of every person, fostered by reason and assisted by divine aid. But it is clear to us that any introduction of ideas and customs contrary to natural law, to what is founded upon right reason and the spiritual and moral heritage accumulated by societies, weakens the foundations of justice and deteriorates the lives of individuals and of society as a whole. 
18. It has become difficult in not a few circles to show oneself as a Christian: it seems that the only correct and modern way to present oneself is as an agnostic who shares in a radical and intolerant secularism. Certain groups presume to exclude Catholics from public life and to hasten the establishment of secularism and moral relativism as the only mentality compatible with democracy. This seems to be the correct interpretation of the growing difficulties with incorporating the voluntary study of the Catholic religion in public school curricula. The same context frames the laws and declarations contrary to the natural law, which deteriorate the moral good of society, much of which is composed of Catholics. Such cases include the outlandish legal definition of marriage with the exclusion of any reference to the difference between man and woman, the support for so-called “gender ideology,” the law concerning “quick divorce,” the growing tolerance for abortion, the production of human beings as research material, and the announced introduction of the compulsory study of “citizenship education,” with the risk of unacceptable state interference in the moral education of students, the first responsibility for which belongs to the family and the school. [...] 

The responsibility of the Church and of Catholics 
26. One of the temptations facing Christians who live in democracies is that of falsely attempting to make coexistence easier by hiding or watering down their identity even to the point of renouncing it in some circumstances. This apparent generosity conceals a lack of trust in the value and relevance of the Gospel and of Christian life. The message of Jesus and the doctrine of the Church have a permanent value, and are capable of being adapted to all situations and of offering answers to the various human problems and necessities, without needing to be watered down or subjected to the impositions of the dominant secular and hedonistic culture. The destructive consequences of this approach, which is characterized by an impatient and irresponsible effort to establish a false coexistence between Catholicism and secularism, have been the proliferation of internal tensions and the consequent weakening of the Church’s life and credibility. Through the language of concrete events, God is asking us Catholics to make an effort of authenticity and fidelity, of humility and unity, so that in a convincing manner we may offer to our fellow citizens the same gifts that we have received, without pretense or distortion, without dissent or concession, which would obscure the splendor of the Truth of God and the compelling power of his promises. An education suited for life in a democracy must help us to share our lives constructively with those who think differently than we do, without compromising our Catholic identity.
 
Proclaiming God’s “yes” to humanity in Jesus Christ 
27. We will find the real solutions that we, as members of the Church, can offer to society by imitating not what we see around us, but what springs forth from the bosom of the Church itself, from this treasury – which is the memory and the living presence of Christ – from which it continually brings forth both old things and new (cf. Mt. 13:52). The Church’s permanent agenda is Jesus Christ [15]. In his message, in his example, in the power of his sacramental presence, particularly that of the Eucharist, we will discover with certainty the spiritual power and the insight necessary to live and proclaim the Kingdom of God in today’s world, which belongs to God and to us as well. [...] 
28. As Pope Benedict XVI said in Verona, in these times we are continuing the great mission of offering to our brothers the great “yes” that, in Jesus Christ, God speaks to man and to his life, to human love, to our freedom and intelligence. We do this by showing to them how faith in a God with a human face brings joy to the world. In effect, Christianity is open to all that is just, true, and pure in cultures and civilizations; to that which brings joy, comfort, and strength to our existence. In the letter to the Philippians, Saint Paul wrote: “Whatever is true, whatever is honorable, whatever is just, whatever is pure, whatever is lovely, whatever is gracious, if there is any excellence and if there is anything worthy of praise, think about these things” (4:8). [...] 

Beginning from a vigorous Catholic identity 
33. [...] Let’s recall very briefly some of the elements of Catholic spiritual identity that make moral discernment and action possible. Our inspiration for what follows here comes, to a great extent, from the already mentioned address by Benedict XVI in Verona. 

34. The resurrection of Christ is an historically substantiated event, which the Apostles witnessed and certainly did not invent. This was not a matter of a simple return to earthly life; on the contrary, it was the greatest “mutation” that has ever taken place in history, the decisive “leap” toward a profoundly new dimension of life, the entry into a totally different order, which concerns Jesus of Nazareth first of all, but together with him ourselves, all of the human family, history, and the entire universe. For this reason the resurrection of Christ is the center of Christian preaching and witness, since the beginning and until the end of time. Jesus Christ rises from among the dead because his entire being is united with God, who is love that is truly stronger than death. His resurrection was like an explosion of light, an explosion of love that broke the chains of sin and death. His resurrection inaugurated a new dimension of life and reality, giving rise to a new creation that continually penetrates our world, transforming it and drawing it to itself. 
35. All of this takes place concretely through the Church’s life and witness. [...] 
39. Acknowledgment of Jesus Christ and our incorporation into his mission in communion with the Church translates into certain seriously binding concrete objectives. We will refer to three of these, which are especially urgent in our situation. 
40. 1 - Formation in the faith. In order to strengthen the identity and clarity of the witness of Christians and Catholic communities in our society, through a return to the sources and an intensification of spiritual formation and ecclesial community, we must dedicate more attention to the systematic Christian initiation of children, young people, and adults. We must promote the catechumenate for converts as a way of incorporating new Christians into the ecclesial community, and we must faithfully maintain sacramental discipline and the integrity of Christian life, without accommodating the tastes and preferences of the secular culture, and without weakening ourselves through anonymity and submission to current customs. 
41. 2 - Proclaiming the gospel of marriage and the family. Another central point of concern for us must be that of proclaiming and living with authenticity the Christian mystery of marriage and the family. It is painful to witness how Spanish civil legislation has eliminated an institution so important in individual and social life as true marriage is. It is inscribed within human nature, and more profoundly within the mind of the Creator, that the decisive and beautiful relationships between spouses, between parents and their children, and among siblings should be realized through marriage understood as the indissoluble union of life and love between a man and a woman, open to the responsible transmission of life and education to their children. The laws in effect facilitate the dissolution of marriage, with no need to give any reason for this, and moreover they have suppressed the reference to man and woman as the subjects of marriage. This forces upon us the astonishing realization that the current Spanish legislation not only fails to protect marriage, but it doesn’t even recognize its proper and specific nature. The Church and we Catholics cannot accept this situation, because we see in it a serious form of disobedience to the divine plan, a contradiction of human nature and, consequently, extremely serious harm to the good of individuals and of all society. 
42. Christian marriage, a sacrament of God’s love lived out in conjugal and family relationships, is becoming a living denunciation of a mentality and legislation that seriously strikes against the common good, and at the same time it becomes a prophecy of a true humanity built upon that human love which the love of God makes possible in the world. Christian spouses, invigorated by Christ’s love for his Church, must really be the channels of faith for the new generations, educators in love and trust, and witnesses of the new society purified and enlivened by the presence and action of divine love within the hearts of men. 
43. 3 - Care for the Sunday Eucharist. The vigor and strength of the Christian life of the baptized, and of the entire community, is fed by the celebration of the Eucharist, and in a special manner by the Eucharist on Sunday, the day of the Lord and of the Church. In a society whose surroundings have been paganized, in which Catholics are more or less dispersed, the Sunday Eucharistic assembly is, if such a thing is possible, even more necessary, and requires great care. It is more necessary for Christians themselves, who must periodically renew their faith and unity in the liturgical celebration, and it is also more necessary to demonstrate the visible presence of the Church and Catholics within society. The celebration of the Eucharist entails the frequent celebration of the sacrament of penance, according to the discipline of the Church, as personal preparation for the sincere and profound celebration of the mysteries of salvation. 
44. We know well that choosing to believe in the faith and to follow Christ is never easy; on the contrary, it always meets with opposition and controversy. Thus in our time as well the Church continues to be a “sign of contradiction,” following the example of its Master (cf. Lk. 2:34). But this does not make us lose heart. On the contrary, we must always be ready to give a reply to those who ask us the reason for our faith, as the first letter of Saint Peter (cf. 3:15) invites us to do. [...]

The Church and civil society 
47. Encouraging Catholics to make themselves present in public life and to try to influence it does not mean that we presume to impose Christian faith or morals on anyone, nor that we want to meddle in what is none of our business. A basic distinction must be kept in mind in this matter. The Church as a whole, as a community, does not have any political role or faculties. Its purpose is essentially religious and moral. With Jesus and like Jesus, we proclaim the Kingdom of God, the need for conversion, the forgiveness of sins, and the promises of eternal life. Through its preaching and through the witness of its best children, the Church also helps those who look upon it with good will to discern what is just and to work on behalf of the common good. This is the recent teaching of the pope: “The Church, therefore, is not and does not intend to be a political agent. At the same time, it has a profound interest in the good of the political community, the soul of which is justice, and offers its own contribution on two levels. The Christian faith, in fact, purifies reason and helps it to be more itself. And so, with its social doctrine, which is elaborated beginning from what is in keeping with the nature of every human being, the Church contributes to the effective recognition – and realization – of what is just.” 

48. Something else must be said about lay Christians. These, apart from being members of the Church, are citizens with full rights and obligations. Together with the rest they share in the same social and political responsibilities. And, like the other citizens, they have the right and obligation to carry out their social and public activities in keeping with their consciences and their religious and moral convictions. The faith is not a strictly private matter. One cannot ask Catholics to set aside the illumination of their faith and their motivations for fraternal charity when they assume their social, professional, cultural, and political responsibilities. This is the specific contribution that Catholics can offer in this field to the common good, which all serve and in which all share. Wanting to exclude the influence of Christianity in our social life would be, apart from an authoritarian and completely undemocratic procedure, a grave mutilation and a deplorable loss. [...] 

Democracy and morality 
52. There are some who think that referring to an objective morality prior to and above democratic institutions is incompatible with a democratic organization of society and coexistence. Democracy is often spoken of as if its institutions and procedures must be the ultimate moral reference for citizens, the main guide of personal conscience, the source of good and evil. This way of seeing things, which is the result of the secularist and relativist view of life, hides a dangerous germ of Machiavellian pragmatism and of authoritarianism. If democratic institutions, composed of men and women who act according to their personal criteria, could become the ultimate reference point for the consciences of citizens, there would be no place for criticism of or moral resistance against the decisions of parliamentarians and governments. It would certainly happen that good and evil, the personal and collective conscience would be determined by the decisions of a few persons, by the interests of whatever group at the moment exercised real, political, and economic power. Nothing could be more contrary to true democracy. 
53. Natural reason, enlightened and strengthened by the faith, sees things another way. Democracy is not a complete system of life. It is, rather, a way of organizing coexistence in keeping with a conception of life that stands before and above democratic procedures and juridical norms. Before procedures and norms stands the inherent ethical value of the human person, which is also recognized by religion. [...] In a true democracy, it is not the political institutions that shape the personal convictions of citizens, but the opposite is true: it is the citizens who must shape the political institutions and act within these according to their moral convictions, in accord with their consciences, and always for the sake of the common good. 
54. Criticism of the undemocratic procedures of the past brought some of our fellow citizens to the conviction that, in a democratic system, freedom requires that political decisions not recognize any moral criterion, nor subject themselves to any objective moral code. This conception is very dangerous, and does not seem acceptable to us. [...] If parliamentarians, and more concretely the leaders of whatever political group might be in power, can make laws according to their own standards, without bowing to any socially valid and binding moral principle, then all of society is at the mercy of the opinions and desires of one or a few persons who appropriate quasi-absolute powers that are clearly beyond their competency. The terrible consequence is that this juridical positivism – as that doctrine is called which does not recognize the existence of ethical principles that no political power can ever violate – is the antechamber of totalitarianism. 
55. Official state non-sectarianism or secularism cannot be confused with moral autonomy and the exemption of political leaders from objective moral obligations. This does not mean that we expect leaders to submit themselves to the criteria of Catholic morality, but that they adhere with respect and realism to the whole set of moral values held by our society, produced by the contribution of various social agents. Every society, and every group that is part of it, has the right to have its public life guided in accordance with a common denominator of generally accepted morality grounded in right reason and in its own historical experience. A political approach that presumes to emancipate itself from this recognition inevitably degenerates into dictatorship, discrimination, and disorder. A society in which the moral dimension of law and government is not sufficiently taken into account is a rootless society, literally disoriented, easy prey for manipulation, corruption, and authoritarianism. 
56. In consequence, Catholics and citizens who want to act responsibly, before endorsing this or that proposal with their votes, must evaluate the different political initiatives while keeping in mind to what extent each party, program, and leader considers the moral dimension of life and the moral justification of his proposals and programs. The moral character and expectations of the citizens in exercising the vote is the best way to maintain the vigor and authenticity of democratic institutions. But as the pope warns, “the same determination and clarity of intent must be shown in confronting the risk of political and legislative decisions that would contradict fundamental values and anthropological and ethical principles rooted in human nature, particularly in regard to the safeguarding of human life in all of its phases, from conception to natural death, and to the promotion of the family founded upon marriage, avoiding the introduction into the public order of other forms of union that would contribute to destabilizing the family, obscuring the particular character and the irreplaceable social role of the family and of marriage.” [...] 

Respect and protection for religious freedom 
62. A truly democratic secular state is one that values religious freedom as a fundamental element of the common good, deserving respect and protection. [...] 
64. We look with concern upon certain signs of disdain and intolerance shown toward the presence of the Catholic religion in public education, upon the rejection of the presence of religious signs in public centers, upon the refusal to grant proportionate public funding to religious institutions in their social or specifically religious activities. 
Religion is no less worthy of support than music or sports, nor are religious buildings less important for the overall good of citizens than museums or stadiums. At a time when we are witnessing, with great concern, the weakening of the moral convictions of many persons, especially among the young; when inhuman practices like promiscuity, sexual abuse, and abortion (again, especially among adolescents and the young) are on the rise, as well as drug addiction, alcoholism, and juvenile crime; or when we observe with distress how violence is spreading in schools and even within the family, the rejection and intolerance shown toward the Catholic religion by certain persons and institutions becomes inexplicable. Without moral education, democracy is impossible. No one can deny that religion clarifies and reinforces the convictions and the moral behavior of those who adequately accept and practice it. The government and the Church must come to an agreement about the necessity of intensifying individual moral education, especially for the young, so that the Church, instead of being viewed with mistrust, may at least be recognized as an institution capable of contributing in a unique manner to the moral education of the young, so important for the good of individuals and of society as a whole. [...] 
The original text of the instruction, on the website of the Spanish bishops’ conference: 
"Orientaciones morales ante la situación actual de España" 
Benedict XVI’s address to the Italian Church, delivered in Verona on October 19, 2006 and taken up by the Spanish bishops as their own guide: "I am pleased to be with you today..." 
The article from www.chiesa dedicated to the previous pastoral instruction from the Spanish bishops’ conference: 
The Church in Spain Is Sick, but It’s not Zapatero’s Fault (28.7.2006) 
And the original text of that instruction: 
"Teología y secularización en España. A los cuarenta años de la clausura del Concilio Vaticano II" 


Pope: New Eugenics Strikes Developed World - Cites Obsession for "Perfect Children" 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/pope-new-eugenics-strikes-developed-world
Vatican City, February 26, 2007 

Benedict XVI says that a new form of eugenics is striking the most developed countries, where an "obsessive quest for the 'perfect child'" leads to the elimination of embryos. 
The Pope said this on Saturday to the participants in a congress organized by the Pontifical Academy for Life on the theme "The Christian Conscience as Support of the Right to Life."
This quest, noted the Holy Father, leads to "legalizing euthanasia," multiplying at the same time the pressure to "legalize forms of living together alternative to marriage, closed to natural procreation."
Less-developed countries face a similar pressure, Benedict XVI noted: "Ever stronger are the pressures to legalize abortion in the countries of Latin America and in developing countries."
"Policies of demographic control are increasing, despite the fact they have already been recognized as pernicious, including at the economic and social level," he added.
Fundamental 

The Holy Father also said that human coexistence is based on recognition of the right to life.
The right to life "is a right that must be supported by everyone, because it is the fundamental right with regard to the other human rights," said the Pope.
"Human coexistence and the political community itself is founded on the recognition of this right," he added, quoting Pope John Paul II's encyclical "Evangelium Vitae."
Benedict XVI said that "this right must be promoted particularly by believers in Christ," conscious of the fact that, "with the incarnation, the Son of God united himself in a certain sense to every man."
It is a Christian's duty, he said, "to mobilize to address the many attacks to which the right to life is exposed."

A Conscience Decision - Christians Making Choices in the Public Square 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/a-conscience-decision  

By Father John Flynn, Rome, March 19, 2007 

Catholics involved in politics should follow their own conscience, but in doing so they need to be well informed. This was one of the points made by Vatican Secretary of State Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone in an address March 6. Cardinal Bertone was speaking at the launch of a book by Italian Senator Luigi Bobba entitled "Il posto dei cattolici" (The Place of Catholics). In his remarks, published in the March 8 edition of L'Osservatore Romano, the cardinal observed that a Catholic politician's conscience needs to respect those values which are not negotiable, namely those that correspond to an objective truth. Only in this way will public activity be carried out in a way that respects the human person and fundamental human rights, the secretary of state affirmed. Cardinal Bertone then went on to mention a number of important areas that require attention, such as safeguarding life from conception until natural death, the promotion of the family and the defense of the institution of marriage as a union between a man and a woman.
An involvement in politics that damages values such as these is not good for anyone, he argued. Moreover, the cardinal insisted, it would be wrong to justify taking action against these values by basing such a decision in the name of an appeal to one's conscience. It is precisely to avoid such erroneous decisions that the Church makes its voice heard in public debates on important issues. 
This participation by the Church in the public arena should not be seen as an undue interference, but rather as an attempt to help form consciences. In this activity, Cardinal Bertone continued, the Church does not limit its message to Catholics, but directs itself to all persons of good will, in the hope of helping them overcome the temptation to take decisions based merely on what is most pragmatic and according to self-interest.
Ignoring principles Cardinal Bertone's address comes at a time when bishops in a number of countries are speaking out on political issues. In Scotland, Bishop Joseph Devine strongly criticized the Labor Party for ignoring Christian principles, reported the Scotsman newspaper March 12. The bishop of Motherwell also warned that the traditional support of Catholics for the Labor Party could not be counted on. Behind his remarks, the Scotsman commented, lies the dismay of the bishop at anti-family legislation, promoted by the Labor Party in both the local Scottish Parliament and the Parliament of the United Kingdom. "The state seems to have developed a new kind of morality devoid of any Christian principle or background," declared Bishop Devine. Christian principles were also on the mind of Bishop Kevin Manning of Parramatta, Australia. The bishop penned a pastoral letter on civic responsibility, published in March by the diocesan publication Catholic Outlook.
The missive comes just prior to the March 24 elections in the state of New South Wales. National elections will also be held later this year.
Bishop Manning cited documents of the Second Vatican Council that encourage Catholics "to carry the presence of Jesus into all spheres of human activity." We can influence society by making informed moral choices when voting, he noted.
The bishop of the diocese located on the Western outskirts of Sydney also explained that doing this is not an attempt to impose Catholic teaching on everyone. We believe, he stated, "that Catholic teaching works for the good of all, for a stable society, and for the promotion of human dignity, human rights and freedom."
The pastoral letter lays out a series of moral principles to take into account when deciding who to vote for: protecting life in all its stages; promoting the family based on marriage between a man and a woman; protecting the rights of parents to educate their children; serving the poor and vulnerable; practicing global solidarity; and exercising stewardship over creation through care for the environment. "It is clear that the task at hand is to defend and promote the most fundamental aspects of human dignity for the good of all," Bishop Manning concluded.
Good citizens In Nigeria, Catholic bishops urged the government to ensure the April elections are free and fair, according to a report published by the Catholic Information Service for Africa on March 6. The statement came in a communiqué dated March 3, issued at the end of a weeklong meeting at Abuja on the theme "Good Governance, Democracy and Christian responsibility." "These elections will either increase or diminish the respect that the international community has for Nigeria," the bishops said in the communiqué. The declaration also called on politicians to refrain from intemperate and uncivil language, and advised Nigerians to vote according to their consciences in the coming elections. 
Nigerian President Olusegun Obasanjo steps down in April after 8 years in power. As well as electing a new president, Nigerians will also vote for state governors and members of Parliament.
Religion and politics also continues to occupy attention in the United States. In January, Denver's Archbishop Charles Chaput strongly criticized the Catholic governor of Colorado, Bill Ritter, for his pledge to restore eligibility requirements for family planning programs to receive state funding. Days after his Jan. 9 inauguration, Ritter announced his intention to lift the restrictions that prevent state money from going toward clinics that offer abortions, the Denver Post reported Jan. 16. These restrictions had been imposed by his predecessor Bill Owens, also a Catholic. As a result of Owens' decision, Planned Parenthood lost almost $400,000 in state funding.
Archbishop Chaput termed this proposal as a "seriously flawed policy," in an article published in the Jan. 17 issue of the Denver Catholic Register. He criticized the actions of Ritter who ran as a pro-life candidate: "In the long run, all of us -- homemakers, shopkeepers, clergy, athletes and public officials -- are judged by what we do, not by what we say."
Choosing wisely Bishop Robert Vasa of Baker, Oregon, also has some advice for Catholics in public life. In an article published in the March 1 issue of the Catholic Sentinel, he reflected on what someone he described as "a prominent Catholic public person," had said regarding abortion. This person commented that it was a question of exercising free will, you can choose it or reject it, but we can't tell someone else what to do. Bishop Vasa pointed out, however, that some choices are just, and others are unjust. "An unjust choice would be to choose to terminate the life of another human being," he said. Furthermore, it is a choice clearly contrary to Church teaching. "What we believe must inform what we do," he concluded.
The post-synodal apostolic exhortation "Sacramentum Caritatis," just published by the Pope, also touches upon the question of the conscience of Catholics active in politics. Under the concept of "Eucharistic consistency" Benedict XVI explained that "worship pleasing to God can never be a purely private matter, without consequences for our relationships with others: it demands a public witness to our faith" (No. 83).
This is true for all, the Pope continued, but is particularly so for those in a position where they make decisions on important values regarding human life, the family, marriage and education. "These values are not negotiable," the Pontiff said.
"Consequently, Catholic politicians and legislators, conscious of their grave responsibility before society, must feel particularly bound, on the basis of a properly formed conscience, to introduce and support laws inspired by values grounded in human nature," the document continued. The Pope also reminded bishops that they "are bound to reaffirm constantly these values as part of their responsibility to the flock entrusted to them."
This is valuable advice at a time when debates over moral issues are evermore present.

A Right Conscience - Interview with Director of International Medical Association 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/a-right-conscience 
Rome, March 19, 2007 

Conscientious objection should be used as a "last resort" in situations where acts "repugnant to the human person" are to be carried out, says a leading Catholic doctor.
Dr. José María Simón Castellví, president of the World Federation of the Catholic Medical Associations, attended the congress on "The Christian Conscience in Support of the Right to Life," organized by the Pontifical Academy for Life. The congress took place Feb. 23-24 in Rome. In this interview with ZENIT, the ophthalmologist comments on the importance of not only following one's conscience, but also of educating and informing the conscience. 
Q: Is conscientious objection in the area of medicine a form of giving testimony?
Simón: Conscientious objection is the last resort, a human right and duty, to not implicate oneself in acts that are profoundly repugnant to the human person. Of course, it is also necessary to work so that no one carries out those acts: If they are bad for me, they are also bad for others. 
The fact that many people object means that these acts violate various human rights, such as the right to live. 
Q: In the congress of the Pontifical Academy for Life, did they comment on specific cases of conscientious objection, or did the debate remain on the general and abstract plane? 

Simón: In the congress of the academy -- of which I am not a member, but I was invited to it, and I was also able to greet the Holy Father -- they talked in general, but also about specific cases. For example, it was surprising to learn that in the so-called democratic countries in Europe, it is not possible to study to be a gynecologist without having to perform abortions. 
Q: The Holy Father said to members of the academy that sometimes the power of the most powerful seems to paralyze those of good will, and appealed to the formation of an authentic and upright conscience. What is your reaction to those words? 
Simón: Power elicits complicity when it attempts to subdue good people so that they keep quiet and let the powerful act. 
Many people, especially the youth, rebel against this situation and do not easily conform to a society that gives us well-being and, to a certain point, anesthetizes us with it, and makes it more difficult for us to defend the weak. 
The conscience should be followed. Also, the conscience should be care for, because it can become sick. It should be educated, it should be well informed and it should be polished often as a very precise instrument. We are gambling away a lot if the conscience is not in good shape. 
Q: Benedict XVI perceives a harmony between the magisterium and the lay commitment, especially in topics having to do with life. What is the role of the laity in the face of the new challenges posed by technology and medicine? 
Simón: It is the work of the laity to make the world a better place. We shouldn't think that the hierarchy of the Church is going to do everything. The laity is everywhere, and we should sweep and polish every corner of the world. 
The laity should pray, make sacrifices, follow the important guidelines set out by God through the magisterium, and work, work practically without rest.

Scottish Bishops Urge a Value Vote
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/scottish-bishops-urge-a-value-vote  
Glasgow, Scotland, April 15, 2007 

The Catholic bishops of Scotland are urging their parishioners to vote against legislation and regulations at odds with the insights and values of the Christian faith.
In a strongly worded letter to be read at all Masses in Scotland's 500 Catholic parishes, the bishops said: "We invite you to look beyond the superficially attractive and fashionable to recognize those policies and values which are most in tune with the dignity of the human person and with the common good of our society."
The bishops' deepest concerns are directed at legislation permitting "abortion, embryo experimentation, easy divorce and civil partnerships." They also fear a future campaign to legalize euthanasia.
Beyond this, the bishops' letter explained: "We find ourselves having to counter criticism of the very existence of Catholic schools, in large part prompted by an agenda which aims to remove religion from the public sphere."
"These dubious innovations are detrimental not just to the good of the Catholic community but to the common good of humanity as a whole," the bishops said. "They deserve to be challenged at the ballot box."
Faith, Reason and Bioethics - Interview with Director of Linacre Center
http://www.catholic.org/featured/headline.php?ID=4521 
London, June 18, 2007 

Rational arguments need to take priority in the debate on bioethical issues, says the director of the Linacre Center for Healthcare Ethics. Helen Watt, of the only Catholic bioethics center in the United Kingdom and Ireland, recently spoke to ZENIT about the opportunity Catholics now have to engage modern Europe in an authentically grounded ethical debate. The Linacre Center's International Conference is being held July 5-7 on the topic of "Incapacity and Care: Moral Problems in Healthcare and Research."
Q: How is the ethical debate on health care issues in Europe today different from 30 years ago?
Watt: Thirty years ago, in vitro fertilization was a new and shocking development -- as were the embryo experiments which paved the way for it. Now IVF is standard procedure for anyone who wants to have a child, and does not object to the manufacturing process and attitudes involved. The embryonic child resulting is treated more like a possession than like a new member of the family. Often the debate is now between extreme libertarians, who defend a frankly consumerist attitude to medicine and parenthood, and those who want to set some limits, but lack the moral framework they need to do so in a credible way. This means that the principled approach offered by the Church often gets pushed to the sidelines -- though fortunately not always.
Q: Where are the main battle lines now drawn with regard to bioethical issues in Europe?
Watt: One battle line is euthanasia, by act and by omission. Another is respect for unborn life, in relation to abortion, IVF and embryo experimentation. Another battle line is, of course, marriage and parenthood. This last area is closely linked to IVF -- as in, for example, the bid to expunge the requirement in British law that fertility doctors must take account of the child's need for a father. While some in Britain hope to tighten abortion laws, other countries in the European Union are under pressure to "liberalize" restrictive laws on abortion. There is also a strong push for European Union funding of embryonic stem cell research. The hope is that countries which have recently joined the European Union, such as Poland, will bring fresh insights to the rest of Europe, rather than be themselves caught up in the secular/consumerist drift.
Q: What are the signs of hope that the trend toward the legalization of euthanasia and stem cell research will be halted?
Watt: The Dutch experience has shown how close the link is between voluntary and non-voluntary euthanasia, once some lives are deemed not worth living. While Belgium followed its neighbor and legalized euthanasia, similar legislation was recently defeated in Britain by a coalition of pro-life and palliative care groups -- although there is certainly a need for vigilance with regard to euthanasia by omission. On the stem cell front, there are wonderful advances being made with adult and umbilical cord stem cells -- ethical alternatives to the use of cells from destroyed human embryos. It's an exciting time for adult stem cell researchers, who can point to many actual treatments of human patients. Italy is one country that has made huge strides in enacting laws protecting human embryos, showing that progress in this area can be made even after many years of permissive practice.
Q: The issues of IVF, human cloning and embryo screening all revolve around the status of early human life. Why is it so difficult to convince people of the humanity of the embryo, or even to keep it in the common consciousness as an issue?
Watt: It's a combination of pragmatism and a failure of imagination. On the one hand, people want to be able to keep doing embryo experiments and using abortifacient contraception. On the other hand, the embryo is challenging in its appearance, despite the powerful case for its continuity with the older human being. We live in an image-led age. The embryo is small, and looks different from the adult -- which does not, of course, prevent it having human rights and interests, just like any other child. The kind of emotional engagement that ultrasound makes possible for older unborn children is often not possible with the embryo. There is a need to appeal to reason rather than just to the emotions.
Q: How can the Church better educate Catholics about contentious ethical issues?
Watt: The Linacre Center specializes in providing arguments for the Catholic view of bioethics which do not require a prior acceptance of the Catholic faith. We aim to show that the merits of this view can be recognized by anyone of good will using their reason. This approach encourages a robust realism that reaches out to people of other faiths and of no faith.
Recently, Benedict XVI spoke of the need to rediscover the natural law tradition, especially in an age of skepticism and relativism. He was, I think, encouraging the Church to speak out on issues affecting public policy in a way that uses reason to reveal the objective basis for her teaching. It would be good to see bioethical issues given a little more priority in teaching from the pulpit. Many people are simply unaware that the Church opposes IVF, for example. Even those who know this may be quite unaware of the riches of Catholic theology on sex and marriage.
It is important to reach young people at school and university before they have committed themselves, in their work or personal lives, to secular ideologies. The Linacre Center hopes to do more in this area, funding permitting -- as well as providing information and support to health professionals under pressure to conform to an anti-life culture.
Q: Why do you think the Church's contribution to ethical debates is ignored so readily in modern Europe?
Watt: Ethical debates in Europe vary from country to country. In Britain the dominant philosophy is one of pragmatism coupled with scientism, and a suspicion that any reference to moral absolutes must be religiously grounded.
A result is that there is very little rational debate in bioethical areas. Debate is seen as merely a way of placating the public, or at best reaching a compromise between differing interests without articulating a coherent moral framework.
This is not the case in some other countries, where there are much stronger religious and cultural supports for moral reasoning of a kind that can enlighten our understanding of human life and its purpose. All too often, the Church is ignored because she is seen as anti-science -- instead of anti-killing -- and as anti-freedom -- instead of anti-oppression of others and enslavement of oneself. The media is often irresponsible in its portrayal of Church teaching and generally too shallow in its approach to allow people to see the rationality and beauty of the Church's message. Moreover, it must be said that many of us, both clergy and laypeople, are far too timid when it comes to expressing Church teaching in these areas, and why it is true and good and leads to happiness. 
It would be a good start if we began holding our governments to account -- and judging ourselves by the same yardstick by which we assess them. We have a wonderful message to convey, and should do so with confidence and enthusiasm.
The Search for Perfection - Babies Eliminated as New Eugenics Gains Force 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/the-search-for-perfection 

By Father John Flynn, L.C., Rome, June 25, 2007 

The desire for perfect babies combined with the possibilities of biotechnology is taking an ever-higher toll. Preimplantation genetic diagnosis (PGD), and other forms of screening enable the detection of genetic defects, leading either to embryos being eliminated before implantation when combined with in vitro fecundation, or to abortion in the case of pregnancies already in progress.  

Philosopher Michael J. Sandel considered some of the ethical questions involved in this practice in the book "The Case Against Perfection," published in May by Belknap Press. A professor of government at Harvard University, Sandel starts his brief book by asking if, even when no harm is involved, there is something troubling about parents "ordering up a child" with certain genetic traits. Sandel's approach is nonreligious and does not fully embrace the position of the Church. For example, he defends embryonic stem cell research. Nevertheless, the book provides a useful series of reflections which invite the reader to consider the implications of both eliminating individuals with genetic defects and also efforts to "improve" physical or mental capabilities. 
This "drive to mastery," as Sandel terms it, runs the risk of destroying our appreciation of the gifted character of human powers and achievements. In other words, "that not everything in the world is open to any use we may desire or devise." 
When it comes to parenthood, Sandel comments that unlike our friends, we do not choose our children. "To appreciate children as gifts is to accept them as they come, not as objects of our design, or products of our will, or instruments of our ambition." Thus, he continues, the problem with wanting to choose children with or without certain genetic characteristics is in the hubris of the parents. Such a parental disposition, he adverts, "disfigures the relation between parent and child." As a result the unconditional love that a parent should have toward a child is placed at risk. 
Sandel also warns that if we erode the sense of the gifted character of human powers and achievements we will damage three important elements in society: humility, responsibility and solidarity. 


A school for humility 

Parenthood is a school for humility, according to Sandel, in which we care deeply about our children, and also live with the unexpected. When it comes to responsibility, the more we become involved in determining our genetic qualities, the greater the burden we will bear for the talents we have and how we perform. 
For example, once giving birth to a child with Down syndrome was considered a matter of chance. Today parents who of children with Down syndrome or other disabilities feel blamed for not having eliminated the child before birth. 
In turn, this growth in responsibility could well damage solidarity, Sandel continues, because there is a very real risk that those who are less fortunate will come to be seen not as disadvantaged, but as simply unfit. 
Sandel is not the only one to be worried over what happens to those who are less fortunate in the genetic stakes. A number of press articles over the last few months have taken up the matter of the elimination of embryos detected with Down syndrome. 
On May 9 the New York Times published an article reporting that, following a new recommendation by the American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, doctors have begun to offer a screening procedure to all pregnant women, regardless of age, for Down syndrome. About 90% of pregnant women who are given a Down syndrome diagnosis normally choose to have an abortion, the article reported. The article then went on to describe the efforts by some parents to educate the medical profession about the fulfilling lives that children suffering from disabilities can lead. Advances in medical treatment and appropriate attention means that, despite not inconsiderable difficulties, Down syndrome children can achieve much in their lives. 


Morally wrong 

The New York Times returned to the argument on May 13 with another article. Among other testimonies was that of Sarah Lynn Lester, a supporter of abortion rights, who nevertheless continued her pregnancy after learning her child had Down syndrome. "I thought it would be morally wrong to have an abortion for a child that had a genetic disability," she told the newspaper. Earlier this year the Canadian Down Syndrome Society launched a public awareness campaign to counter the trend toward genetic testing, reported the National Post newspaper Jan. 10. 
The campaign came just as the Society of Obstetricians and Gynecologists of Canada released a recommendation that all expectant mothers undergo screening for Down syndrome. The article also quoted Dr. Will Johnston, president of the Vancouver-based organization Physicians for Life, who said his members find the move toward more fetal screening to be troubling. "I think it shows our inability as a culture to be as inclusive and accepting of diversity as we would like to think we are," he said. Italy is another country where genetic screening is increasing. According to a March 11 report in the national daily newspaper La Repubblica, by 2005 no less than 79% of Italian women were having three or more ultrasound examinations during pregnancy. The tests, however, can sometimes have a tragic outcome. On March 7 the Italian news agency ANSA reported on the case of a 22 week-old fetus aborted because of a mistaken diagnosis of a defective esophagus. After the ultrasound examination, which erroneously seemed to reveal a problem, the mother decided to abort. The baby survived the abortion, but the following day ANSA reported that it had died. 


Cosmetic screening 

As biotechnology develops, genetic screening seems destined to expand even further, with ominous consequences for babies. On May 6 the London-based Sunday Times reported that the Bridge Center Fertility clinic had received the go ahead from the Human Fertilization and Embryology Authority to screen a couple's embryos in order to create a baby without eyes affected with cross-eye, also known as a squint. 
The article also noted that screening has now started for some forms of cancer and early-onset Alzheimer's. 
"We will increasingly see the use of embryo screening for severe cosmetic conditions," Gedis Grudzinskas, medical director of the clinic, told the Sunday Times. 
David King, director of Human Genetics Alert, was critical of the decision to allow such screening. "We moved from preventing children who will die young to those who might become ill in middle age," he noted. "Now we discard those who will live as long as the rest of us but are cosmetically imperfect." Concern over such trends was also expressed by Benedict XVI in an address given Feb. 24 to members of the Pontifical Academy for Life. "A new wave of discriminatory eugenics finds consensus in the name of the presumed well-being of the individual, and laws are promoted especially in the economically progressive world for the legalization of euthanasia," the Pontiff warned. 
In today's increasingly secularized world our consciences face increasing obstacles in distinguishing the correct path to take on these and other issues, the Pope added. This is due both to a growing rejection of the Christian tradition and also to a distrust of the capacity of our reason to perceive the truth, he explained. 
"Life is the first good received from God and is fundamental to all others; to guarantee the right to life for all and in an equal manner for all is the duty upon which the future of humanity depends," the Holy Father concluded. A duty made increasingly urgent in the face of increased pressures to manipulate life.

The holy state of diploidy - Life is precious but it never begins  

http://www.onlineopinion.com.au/view.asp?article=6231 

By Michael Lardelli, August 13, 2007

The past half century has seen a revolution in reproduction technology. The release of “the pill” in 1960 allowed extensive changes in the role of women in families and wider society.

We have now moved past human in vitro fertilisation (“test tube babies”) in 1978 and the “abortion pill” (RU486) in the 1980s to a point where, in recent years, we have cloned a number of mammals. There have even been rather bizarre (but unsubstantiated) claims of human cloning. The possibilities seem to be limited only by our ability to conceive them. The realities are, of course, limited by ethics committees and legislation.

Our ability to interfere with the “creation” of human life causes distress in some religious circles and both the faithful and scientists studying reproduction can find themselves tied up in complex arguments about exactly when human life begins and whether it is morally permissible to create it or terminate it. 

When does a human become human? Is it at the moment of conception when a sperm cell fuses with an egg? Or is it at implantation when the fertilised egg escapes the possibility of being lost from the womb and can begin to develop and grow? Is it later when the cells of the brain are first specified or later still when the fetus’ complexity is such that it is undeniably and recognisably human?

As a researcher in developmental genetics (the study of how genes control embryo development) I would like to put in my two cents worth to remind the faithful and even some scientific colleagues of one basic fact. Human life never begins!

Human life never begins because sperm cells and egg cells are not dead. Look down a microscope at a rapidly wriggling sperm cell and you will observe that it is very much alive!

In fact, a sperm cell can be thought of as a kind of stripped-down gene missile. Its sole purpose is to deliver to the egg one copy of the set of human genes (the “genome”). A sperm connects with an egg and uses its armour-piercing warhead to breach the egg’s protective coat and deliver its genome package. It gives very little else to the embryo. Most of the cellular machinery of the newly formed embryo is contributed by the egg.

When a sperm cell and egg cell merge the most important feature of the new cell is that it has two copies of the human genome rather than one. In genetics parlance we say that the “haploid” sperm and egg cells (with one genome copy each) have fused to form a “diploid” cell with two genome copies. The new diploid cell carries a unique combination of gene variants inherited from the mother and father but, other than that, it is just a cell.

Or is it? Does a soul enter this diploid cell when it is formed? Is diploidy a holy state? Does having two copies of all genes somehow take a cell to a new spiritual level with haploidy being some lesser state of existence? I do not have any answers to these questions since I have no way of detecting or measuring the soul or any other aspect of spirituality.

Having been reminded of the basic biological fact that human life never begins we should look at some of the implications:

-the living cells that make up our bodies are the end result of a continuous living line going back almost 4 billion years;
each human has literally billions, if not trillions, of ancestors. Only a tiny fraction of these ancestors are humans from the last 100,000 to 200,000 years since our species arose. Before that the ancestors were non-human. By comparing the information coded in the genes of animals, plants, fungi and bacteria it is crystal clear that all life on Earth is, ultimately, derived from one original cell;  

-the only reason that any of you are reading this today is because EVERY ONE of your billions or trillions of ancestors succeeded in reproduction. The chances of this are almost infinitesimally small so, in a sense, each of us has won the world’s greatest lottery just by being born; and  

-by the same logic, it is somewhat tragic when any one of us does not manage to reproduce during our lifetime. This means that, for that individual, a continuous line of life stretching back almost 4 billion years ends with them. Their genes - that share a direct ancestry with those in the original cell an unthinkably long time ago - will be lost. This little tragedy is repeated countless times every day. 

Since human life never begins we need to reframe the ethical debate on reproductive technology. We need to define what it means to be human and when, during its development, an embryo first shows these characteristics.

Presumably, any definition of humanity will involve the development of our uniquely capable brain. However, we also need to remember that, since all living things share a common ancestry, “humanity” may not be an exclusively human characteristic. Some believe an adult orangutan to have the mental capacity of a five-year-old human child and chimpanzees can be taught a fairly sophisticated form of human sign language.

By refocusing the ethics of human reproductive technology around the biology of embryo development we can begin to see ourselves in the eyes of our non-human relatives.

Michael Lardelli is Senior Lecturer in Genetics at The University of Adelaide. Since 2004 he has been an activist for spreading awareness on the impact of energy decline resulting from oil depletion. 

The Hopeful Future in Bioethics - Interview With Richard Doerflinger
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/the-hopeful-future-in-bioethics 
Washington, D.C., August 21, 2007 

Patience and perseverance will pay off in the battle over bioethics issues, says a U.S. bishops' aide. In this interview with ZENIT, Richard Doerflinger speaks about this battle and how Catholics can stay informed in the midst of rapidly changing realities in the field of bioethics.
Q: With so many scientific advances, staying up to date on the battle between the culture of life and the culture of death can be difficult. What are the best resources for Catholics to stay tuned-in to the debate?
Doerflinger: Two Web sites monitoring these advances from a pro-life perspective, www.stemcellresearch.org and www.cloninginformation.org , are of enormous help in following the science and the public debate. The Pro-Life Secretariat’s page at the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops, www.usccb.org/prolife also has many fact sheets, letters to Congress, testimonies and articles. These issues also receive increasing attention from good national publications such as Our Sunday Visitor, National Catholic Register, First Things, and -- for a serious, in-depth treatment of the ethical issues -- the National Catholic Bioethics Quarterly.
Q: In the United States, many pro-lifers have adopted the strategy of "chipping away" at Roe vs. Wade instead of seeking to overturn it. Is that strategy working?
Doerflinger: I would describe the strategy as chipping away at Roe vs. Wade in order to overturn it. The Supreme Court's recent decision on partial-birth abortion suggests it is effective. In the process of upholding a ban on an especially heinous late-term procedure that kills the mostly born child, the court in a new way has begun honestly confronting the brutal reality of abortion in general, its harmful effects on women, and its role in eroding the ethical integrity of medicine -- and has frankly admitted that past court decisions departed from usual standards of review and evidence to give special protection to this grisly business.
The public debate on this procedure has also led many more young people to affirm a pro-life position. But like slavery and racial segregation, abortion is a fundamental evil that will not be eliminated all at once, by a single decision or event. We need to change attitudes and perceptions as well as laws, and this will take time. Our progress may seem agonizingly slow, but this cause deserves our courage and fortitude as well as our patience.
Q: U.S. President George Bush recently released an executive order that promotes research on pluripotent stem cell lines that are not derived from human embryos. What effect will this have on the stem cell debate?
Doerflinger: The president's executive order gives a boost to some of the most creative cutting-edge research being done today, such as new findings on ways to "reprogram" adult cells to have the versatility of embryonic stem cells. He is also calling the bluff of scientists who insist that "pluripotent" stem cells have the greatest medical promise, by saying in effect: Fine, then let's obtain that kind of cell without violating moral norms as well. 
Other important developments include the enactment in 2005 of a federal law establishing a nationwide public bank for cord blood stem cells, and the recent introduction in Congress of a "Patients First Act" to advance adult and cord blood stem cell avenues that have begun to show clinical promise in early trials. Each of these initiatives takes away another specious argument for claiming that we must destroy human life to have medical progress.
Q: How can we get the battle for life away from semantics, so that people come to see life issues as less about ideology and more about science?
Doerflinger: First, people need to understand that not everything said by a scientist is necessarily "science." Some scientists today are acting more like lobbyists or public relations directors, or even outright frauds like Dr. Hwang of South Korea.
A glance at any good embryology textbook will tell you that the life of a human individual begins with that first one-celled embryo -- so when a scientist intones gravely that we have no idea when human life begins, get ready for a fantasy ride. And when a scientist launches into wild and often self-serving claims about the "promise" and "miracle" of embryonic stem cells, far too few non-scientists have the courage simply to ask: "And what's your evidence for that?" The actual evidence for future "miracle cures" from destroying embryos is very slim indeed. It is the scientific method that is showing us more promising and more immediate clinical benefits from adult and cord blood stem cells that pose no moral problem.

Q: What do Catholics in the United States need to be a better force for the defense of life? Are they educated in life issues?
Doerflinger: It is difficult to keep educated when new challenges keep emerging so quickly. But I think that most churchgoing Catholics have the right instincts and the right values when it comes to revering human life -- and thankfully, this is often most clear in our younger generation. 
We need to inform and develop these attitudes with a better understanding of the Church's teaching as well as of the scientific and medical realities, if we are to be effective advocates for life. Through articles, newsletters, homily suggestions, educational resources, and especially the Respect Life Program that comes to parishes each year on the first Sunday in October, the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops is working to assist that process.

"Can" Doesn't Equal "Should," Says Cardinal - Warns that, in Itself, Biotechnology Is Blind
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/can-doesn-t-equal-should-says-cardinal 
Rome, October 2, 2007 

Everything technologically possible need not be ethically permissible, and for this we need a bioethics that is open to the transcendent, said a Vatican official.
Cardinal Javier Lozano Barragán, the president of the Pontifical Council for Health Care Ministry, said this during a conference co-sponsored by the Vatican dicastery and the Acton Institute, titled "Health, Technology and Common Good." It was held at the Pontifical Gregorian University on Friday. 
In his lecture titled "The Future for Health Care: Putting Technology at the Service of Man," the 74-year-old cardinal said: "We know that biomedical technology holds a great deal of promise in the areas of diagnosis and treatment of diseases. 
"But we must also be aware of the fact that technology and medicine are only a part of the health care system and undue insistence on their capabilities may give more emphasis in meeting the demands of the providers than that of the human persons." Cardinal Lozano Barragán continued: "The ultimate criterion in the use of all technologies must be the good of man. 

"In discussing the sciences of life and reflecting on the experimental sciences that manipulate life, one wonders about correct human behavior in relation to human life, deficiency in human life, increase in human life, improvement in human life, procedures to be followed to obtain this improvement and deviations to be avoided. 
"Thus, technology left to itself can build or destroy man, technology in itself is blind, even if it appears to be the most advanced and the most marvelous. In itself, biotechnology is blind and ambivalent."

Human project 

"Therefore," Cardinal Lozano Barragán highlighted, "in order to have a true code of bioethics, which provides us with rules of behavior in the area of health and life, the first question we must ask ourselves concerns the project for man, which involves the manipulation of life and health." "Authentic bioethics must appear as the project to improve human life and includes all the life and health sciences as its base," said the Mexican cardinal.
"In Catholic thought," he continued, "this ethics that is open, 'objective,' real, and with no constrictions, opens up to full communication with God the Almighty Father. The basis for a true universal objective ethics, a true global ethics should be founded on human nature taken in the entirety of its complexity and therefore on natural law."
"[A]n attempt to define Catholic bioethics," Cardinal Lozano Barragán added, "is, 'The systematic and detailed study of the conduct that constructs man through the health and life sciences in order to walk in Christ toward the Father, the fullness of life, by the power of the Holy Spirit.'"
He concluded, "This is the only ethics that is objectively valid and to which all the authentic values found in non-Christian ethics come close to and as such are indicators of the sole reality which goes beyond illusions of vital permanence."
New Study Shows 'Best Predictor of Breast Cancer'

http://www.abortionbreastcancer.com/press_releases/071002/index.htm
Coalition on Abortion/Breast Cancer Press Release
October 3, 2007
The Journal of American Physicians and Surgeons published a study yesterday entitled, "The Breast Cancer Epidemic."  It showed that, among seven risk factors, abortion is the "best predictor of breast cancer," and fertility is also a useful predictor. [1]
The study by Patrick Carroll of PAPRI in London showed that countries with higher abortion rates, such as England & Wales, could expect a substantial increase in breast cancer incidence. Where abortion rates are low (i.e., Northern Ireland and the Irish Republic) a smaller increase is expected. Where a decline in abortion has taken place, (i.e., Denmark and Finland) a decline in breast cancer is anticipated.
Carroll used the same mathematical model for a previous forecast of numbers of breast cancers in future years for England & Wales based on cancer data up to 1997 that has proved quite accurate for predicting cancers observed in years 1998 to 2004. [2]
In four countries - England & Wales, Scotland, Finland and Denmark - a social gradient has been discovered (unlike that for other cancers) whereby upper class and upwardly mobile women have more breast cancer than lower class women. 
This was studied in Finland and Denmark and the influence of known risk factors other than abortion was examined, but the gradient was not explained.  
Carroll suggests that the known preference for abortion in this class might explain the phenomenon. Women pursuing higher educations and professional careers often delay marriage and childbearing. Abortions before the birth of a first child are highly carcinogenic.  
Carroll used national data from nations believed to have "nearly complete abortion counts." Therefore, his study is not affected by recall bias.
"It's time for scientists to admit publicly what they already acknowledge privately among themselves [3, 4] - that abortion raises breast cancer risk - and to stop conducting flawed research to protect the medical establishment from massive medical practice lawsuits," said Karen Malec, president of the Coalition on Abortion/Breast Cancer. See discussions of flawed research. [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10]
Carroll can be contacted at: +44 (0) 20-7354-5667.
The Coalition on Abortion/Breast Cancer is an international women's organization founded to protect the health and save the lives of women by educating and providing information on abortion as a risk factor for breast cancer.
See the new study online here: http://www.jpands.org/vol12no3/carroll.pdf

References
1. Carroll, P. The breast cancer epidemic: modeling and forecasts based on abortion and other risk factors." J Am Phys Surg Vol. 12, No. 3 (Fall 2007) 72-78.  Available at: http://www.jpands.org/vol12no3/carroll.pdf
2. Carroll P. Pregnancy Related Risk Factors in Female Breast Cancer Incidence. International Congress of Actuaries, Transactions 2002; 4:331-75. 
3. See several editions of authoritative medical text used by breast disease specialists: Robert B. Dickson, Ph.D., Marc E. Lippman, MD, "Growth Regulation of Normal and Malignant Breast Epithelium," The Breast: Comprehensive Management of Benign and Malignant Diseases, edited by Kirby I. Bland MD and Edward M. Copeland III, MD; (1998) W.B. Saunders Company; 2nd edition; Vol 1, p.519.
4. In a California lawsuit, Bernardo v. Planned Parenthood Federation of America, Inc., 3 women sued Planned Parenthood for falsely advertising the alleged safety of abortion. Angela Lanfranchi, M.D., Clinical Associate Professor of Surgery at the Robert Wood Johnson Medical Center, declared under oath that she has had conversations with members of the nation's medical elite who admit that abortion causes breast cancer. However, they refuse to discuss it publicly because it is 'too political.' See her statement at: http://www.abortionbreastcancer.com/news11.htm.
5. Brind J. Induced Abortion and Breast Cancer Risk: A Critical Analysis of the Report of the Harvard Nurses Study II. Journal of American Physicians and Surgeons (Summer 2007) Vol. 12, No. 2, p. 38-39.  Available at:
http://www.jpands.org/vol12no2/brind.pdf.
6. Brind J. Induced abortion as an independent risk factor for breast cancer: A critical review of recent studies based on prospective data. J Am Phys Surg Vol. 10, No. 4 (Winter 2005) 105-110. Available at: 
http://www.jpands.org/vol10no4/brind.pdf.
7. Brind J. Letter. Int J Cancer 2007; in press.
8. Lanfranchi A. The abortion-breast cancer link revisited. Ethics and Medics (November 2004) Vol. 29, No. 11, p. 1-4.  Available at: http://www.abortionbreastcancer.com/news/041120/index.htm
9. Furton E. Editorial. The corruption of science by ideology. Ethics and Medics (Dec. 2004) Vol. 29, No. 11, p. 1-2.  Available at: http://www.abortionbreastcancer.com/E+MDec2004-EFurtonarticle.PDF
10. Schlafly A. Legal implications of a link between abortion and breast cancer. J Am Phys Surgeons 2005; 10:11-14. Available at: http://www.jpands.org/vol10no1/aschlafly.pdf
Media Ignore Major Insurance Report Stating Abortion is “best predictor of breast cancer”
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/media-ignore-major-insurance-report-stating-abortion-is-best-predictor-of-b/ 
By Thaddeus M. Baklinski, November 12, 2007 

The mainstream media have again almost totally ignored a new study published in the Journal of American Physicians and Surgeons that found that abortion is the "best predictor of breast cancer" in eight European nations.
One notable exception to this media black-out however is an article by Dennis Byrne of the Chicago Tribune, who wrote a commentary entitled, "Snubbing cancer study will only hurt women: Research showing link to abortion ignored by media." 
Read the article here: http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/opinion/chi-oped1022byrneoct22,0,1439666.story
Karen Malec of the Coalition on Abortion/Breast Cancer said: "The media's behavior is very problematic. When the history books are written on the abortion-breast cancer link, women are going to be appalled by the major media's behavior on this matter and the media will suffer further loss of credibility."
"The mainstream media have aggressively promoted abortion, and the abortion-breast cancer link would mean that more of their readers are getting breast cancer because they believed what the media were telling them."
The usual argument used by critics of abortion-breast cancer link studies is "recall bias", which claims flawed research due to it being based on interviews with women who have breast cancer and admit to having had one or more abortions.
This study by Patrick Carroll, a statistician and actuary, is not affected by "recall bias" because it is based on data from several countries that have complete and accurate abortion records and not on patient interviews.

After the study was published, critics attacked the Journal of American Physicians and Surgeons, saying the research was politically motivated. "It was a shoot the messenger approach," explained Karen Malec, "because science really is not on their side, so they argued ideology." 
More significantly, this research was discussed in the insurance magazine "The Actuary." Insurance actuaries were advised to adjust their insurance premiums and reserves accordingly in order to plan for a 50% increase in breast cancer projected out to 2029.
Malec continued, "The abortion-breast cancer link critics are having a hard time explaining why an insurance magazine would publish a "politically motivated" article discussing the abortion-breast cancer link and advising its readers that this epidemic will be costly for the insurance industry and consumers. Insurance companies, after all, are in the business of making money and pleasing their stock-holders, not in dealing with politically motivated issues."
"For people who don't know who to believe, when the insurance industry starts talking about the issue then we know its a serious problem," Malec concluded.
Link to Coalition on Abortion/Breast Cancer: http://www.abortionbreastcancer.com/abc.html 
When Bioethics Turned Secular - Interview with Physician Father Joseph Tham
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/when-bioethics-turned-secular 

Rome, October 8, 2007 

Recent news on the creation of hybrid embryos in England, and the U.S. debate on the use of embryos in research and cloning, all point to an increasingly secular agenda in life issues. Legionary of Christ Father Joseph Tham, a physician and bioethicist who recently defended his doctoral dissertation on "The Secularization of Bioethics: A Critical History," told ZENIT that this is yet another effect of the trend to push religion out of the social sphere.
The author of a book on natural family planning, "The Missing Cornerstone," he teaches at the School of Bioethics of the Regina Apostolorum university.
Q: Can you tell us something about the religious roots of bioethics?
Father Tham: Since time immemorial, religion has been an integral part of medical ethics. Recent studies have demonstrated that even the Hippocratic oath is a product of a religious community founded by Pythagoras.
In the West, Christianity has clearly influenced the founding of hospitals and the care of the sick. There is a long tradition of medical ethics based on the sacraments and the virtues since the Middle Ages. Many of the codes of ethics professed by physicians today were undoubtedly of Christian inspiration, and Catholics have produced very sophisticated manuals on medical ethics up until recently. In fact, if you look at the names of the pioneers in the early days of bioethics, which began in the late 1960s in America, a majority of them were clerics or were very committed to religion.
Q: Why has bioethics turned secular?
Father Tham: In part, there has been a struggle since the Enlightenment to cast religion out of all spheres of society. We can certainly see this happening in the areas of culture, science, economics, law, philosophy and education. Most people would agree that Europe and many countries in the West have become very secular today, and Benedict XVI has repeatedly spoken about this. What happened in the '60s and the '70s was that many theologians and religious ethicists turned secular. Unwittingly, they have yielded to the secular culture that was exerting a great deal of pressure for them to conform.
Q: What are some of the reasons that caused them to turn away from their religious roots?
Father Tham: The causes are complex, and some of them are, as I said, the cultural ambience of the time. Remember, the '60s were kind of crazy years. Among these, I will mention two crucial events: one is the secularization of the academy and the other is the theological debates in this period. Many Ivy League universities such as Princeton, Yale and Harvard were originally founded by Protestant denominations. Religion was practiced and promoted in these schools originally, but at the turn of the last century, partly because of economic pressures and partly to become "inclusive" in the increasingly plural culture, many of these academies dropped their distinctive Christian features.
Catholic colleges and universities were also affected by this desire to shed themselves of their "sectarian" image. Thus, many institutions of higher studies became severed from their religious roots. This is still hotly debated today among Catholic educators, as witnessed by the question of implementing John Paul II's apostolic constitution "Ex Corde Ecclesiae." Since most bioethicists were reared in this academic circle, many of them moved along with their institutions down the secular path.
The '60s were also a period of theological experiments and controversies. At the turn of the last century, the Protestant denominations were embroiled in the questions of demythologization of the Scripture, Protestant liberalism, the Social Gospel movement, and the "death of God" theologies. Their Catholic counterparts, around the same time, were modernism and semi-rationalism. All these tendencies came to the fore in the '60s in leading theological currents. Vatican II sought to address many of these issues as the Church confronted the postmodern era. However, a major incident that greatly impacted the development of moral theology was the contraception controversy, especially with the issuance of the encyclical "Humanae Vitae" in 1968.
Q: How did this encyclical affect the beginning of bioethics?
Father Tham: As you may recall, "Humanae Vitae" was not well received by many Catholics. Some 600 theologians signed a letter of protest that originated from Father Charles Curran. This definitely undermined the Church's authority in making pronouncements in the areas of morality. 
As a result of this rejection of official Church teaching, many theologians began to criticize natural-law theory, especially its insistence on objective moral evil and absolute norms.
What came as a result of this discontent has been termed the "new morality," or proportionalism, which has plagued many seminaries and theology departments since then. This was specifically addressed by Pope John Paul II in the 1994 encyclical "Veritatis Splendor." But the problem persists in many parts of the Church.
Q: Has this affected bioethics directly?
Father Tham: Certainly; proportionalism tends to emphasize the consequences and circumstances of the moral act. When carried to the extreme, it could justify abortion or euthanasia because there are more good consequences than bad ones. It is the common rationale we hear today in many of these bioethical debates where the ends justify the means.
On a historical note, many of the founders of bioethics were disenchanted Catholics who defected from the Church structures to found alternative secular bioethical institutes, and in the process marginalized the input of theology.
Q: Can you give us a few examples of people who were affected by this?
Father Tham: André Hellegers was a gynecologist who sat on the papal birth-control commission established to inform the Pope on the morality of the pill. He was quite disappointed with "Humanae Vitae" and he eventually founded the Kennedy Institute of Ethics at Georgetown.
Daniel Callahan was editor of Commonweal magazine and was very upset with the encyclical. He co-founded the Hastings Center. Both the Kennedy Institute and the Hastings Center were influential in the early years of bioethics.
Albert Jonsen, Warren Reich and Daniel Maguire were all former priests turned bioethicists, all of them prominent in the field for their secular orientation.
Q: In your dissertation, you mentioned the secularizing effects of bioethics on theologians.
Father Tham: Yes, a glaring example of this would be Joseph Fletcher. He started writing in the 1950s when the word "bioethics" did not yet exist. In those days, he was an Episcopalian priest, but by the 1980s, Fletcher had left ministry and become an atheist, humanist, and member of the Euthanasia Society.
In the end, he advocated not only euthanasia but also non-voluntary sterilization, infanticide, eugenic programs, and reproductive cloning. He even went as far as proposing the creation of human-animal hybrids, and chimeras or cyborgs to produce soldiers and workers or to harvest organs. He eventually died an avowed atheist.
Q: Is there a future for religion in bioethics?
Father Tham: Secular bioethics has been deemed inadequate for a lot of right-thinking individuals, especially when certain academics are proposing such preposterous ideas as infanticide and eugenics.
In addition, many people are dissatisfied with the inability of contemporary bioethics to address the questions of human nature, of suffering and death, and of what constitutes a good life, health and the ends of medicine.
Religion has been addressing these issues for centuries. Hence, there seems to be a ray of hope for theology to play a more significant role in bioethics debates in the future. However, the challenge is great.
There is a need for theologically trained bioethicists, and this would also imply the need to recuperate sound theological investigations, especially in the religiously inspired academies.
I sense that the tide is changing with a new generation of laypeople and religious who are willing confront this secular and relativistic mind-set.
Cardinal Lozano Barragán on Future of Health Care "Putting Technology at the Service of Man"

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinal-lozano-barragan-on-future-of-health-care 

Rome, October 6, 2007 

Here is the address delivered by Cardinal Javier Lozano Barragán, the president of the Pontifical Council for Health Care Ministry, during a conference co-sponsored by the Vatican dicastery and the Acton Institute, titled "Health, Technology and Common Good." It was held at the Pontifical Gregorian University on Oct. 28.

My Dear Friends, Ladies and Gentlemen,
I have been honored to welcome all of you into this one-day conference which reflects themes based on Health, Technology, and Common Good. Well, I shall do this duty with pleasure, on behalf of the joint organizers of this Conference: The Acton Institute and the Pontifical Council for Health Pastoral Care. First of all, it is my duty to welcome all the distinguished speakers of the day. We have a wide spectrum of topics as well as experts for each session. So let us give all of them a hearty welcome and wish that they will enlighten us throughout the day. Then, to all the participants so that the reflections of today will lead us to more fruitful action in the future. I have been asked to present "The Future for Health Care: Putting Technology at the Service of Man." Well, I am to do that presentation in two divided sessions, one in the beginning as I am doing now, and the other at the end of the day as closing remarks.

Part I: Introduction 
Therefore, at this moment I shall try to introduce briefly the day's theme: Health, Technology and the Common Good. First of all, there needs to be a clear understanding of what health is; because technology must be oriented to health, and to the future of care health. I am sure Monsignor Jean Laffite is an expert to explain it to us in detail. It has been my experience as the president of the Pontifical Council for Health Pastoral Care that there is a lot of confusion regarding health, even among political leaders as well as Church leaders. 
Many bishops from all over the world, when they come to visit the Pontifical council, had asked me to present for them what does it mean health today, especially when there are lot of technological developments. So I prepared especially for them a short volume called "Metabioethics and Biomedicine."
My point is there are people who seriously want to understand clearly what health is, especially at this period of globalization, when they are bombarded with partial or unclear information, especially from various international organizations, NGOs and other associations who are involved in health care. There is clearly a paradigm shift in the ethical reflection on health. This so called "New Paradigm" is supposed to be the official thought of the United Nations and its various bodies like WHO and UNESCO. [1] 
It is supported by four NGOs in particular: "Women's Environment and Development Organization," "Earth Council," "Green Peace" and "International Planned Parenthood Federation."
According to its proponents the objective of the new global ethics is to achieve global well-being within the confines of sustainable development. This global well-being is what forms the target also known as World Health Organization Quality of Life (WHOQOL) and is defined as: "the perception by the individual of his position in life, within the context of the culture and system of values in which he finds himself, and in relation to his goals, expectations, models and interests."
It covers six areas: 1. Physical health, 2. Psychological health, 3. Level of independence, 4. Social relations, 5. Context (economy, freedom, security, information, participation, environment, traffic, climate, transport…) 6. Spirituality. Aside from social duties, the basic factors are autonomy and self-determination.
One of the precepts of this new paradigm is "Health For All". Health for all is defined as at Alma Ata: "the state of complete physical, mental and social well-being and not merely the absence of disease or infirmity."
It requires ten aspects: health education, adequate nutrition, clean drinking water, basic health care, maternal infant care, immunization against the major contagious diseases, prevention and control of local endemic diseases, suitable treatment in the event of common disasters and illnesses, access to basic medicines and reproductive health.
Although apparently there are values in this new paradigm shift what is basically wrong is an ideology that is "closed to the transcendent." First of all, there is an ethical subjectivism and relativism. Since there no objective validity in their argument those who hold to this thinking concentrate their activities above all in "lobbies," to seek or buy consensus. Their thinking is based on a distinction made between the human being or individual and the person. In any case, there are only rights for the person, not for the human being or the individual.
One is a person only when he acts as such in the complex world of interrelationships of sensorial, mental, conscious, social activities, symbolic gestures, etc. If, at any given moment, someone is not capable of acting as such, he ceases to be a person and is simply a human being or an individual, deprived of any right that could be described as human right. This gives rise to questions related to health issues of the individual in relation to technological advancement, especially concerning the right to life of the fertilized egg, the human state of the "pre-embryo" or the embryo, the right to abortion, the ban on eugenics, euthanasia, etc.
As background of this way of thinking we find the confusion between well-being and happiness. And also the concept of liberty as something absolute and closed in itself.
In contrast with the position of the New Paradigm, we can approach to the authentic concept of health such as is described by the servant of God John Paul II: According him health is a tension towards harmony at the physical, psychological, spiritual and social level, and not mere absence of illness, and which enables man to fulfill his God-given mission in the stages of life he finds himself. [2]

Part II: The Future of Health-Care: Putting Technology at the Service of Man.
Following this pontifical description of health, what will be the future of the technology in the field of health, if it will be authentic progress?
Addressing the participants of the Plenary Assembly of the Pontifical Council for Health Pastoral Care, Pope Benedict XVI said: "The health of the human being, of the whole human being, was the sign chosen by Christ to manifest God's closeness, his merciful love, which heals the mind, the soul and the body…. Going to the aid of the human being is a duty: both in response to a fundamental right of the person and because the care of individuals redounds to the benefit of the group. Medical science makes progress to the extent that it is willing to constantly discuss diagnosis and methods of treatment, in the knowledge that it will be possible to surpass the previous data acquired and the presumed limits. Moreover, esteem for and confidence in health-care personnel are proportionate to the certainty that these official guardians of life will never condemn a human life, however impaired it may be, and will always encourage endeavors to treat it. Consequently, treatment should be extended to every human being, meaning throughout his or her entire existence. The modern conception of health care is in fact human advancement: from the treatment of the sick person to preventive treatment, with the search for the greatest possible human development, encouraging an adequate family and social environment."[3]
Therefore, when we speak about putting technology at the service of man we are considering humanity as such and for the common good in general. As the Second Vatican Council had observed, "Every day human interdependence grows more tightly drawn and spreads by degrees over the whole world. As a result the common good, that is, the sum of those conditions of social life which allow social groups and their individual members relatively thorough and ready access to their own fulfillment, today takes on an increasingly universal complexion and consequently involves rights and duties with respect to the whole human race. Every social group must take account of the needs and legitimate aspirations of other groups, and even of the general welfare of the entire human family."[4]
In today's globalized world we need to think in terms of human connectivity. Some of the modern technologies in health care themselves are connecting human race. An example is "eHealth" or health-care delivery supported by information technology, of digital data -- transmitted, stored and retrieved electronically -- in support of health care, both at the local level and at a distance.
Internet has helped connect so many medical personnel by providing information on the latest achievements in health technologies, thanks to servers installed by medical faculties and medical journals. Another example would be "Telemedicine." When the patient and doctor are in far away places, they could use modern communication technologies (two way interactive consultation and digital image/data transmission) to send radiology images, laboratory reports, medical records, etc.
Telemedicine has proven very efficient, especially in emergency situations like NASA (The National Aeronautics and Space Administration) intervening in the 1985 Mexico City earthquake, or the 1988 earthquake in Armenia. In 1994 they have improved it into ACTS or Advanced Communication Technology Satellite.
In 1996 TIP (Portable Telemedicine Instrumentation Pack) was made available for easy transportation by health care personnel. Today we can speak of telesugery, teleradiology, teledentistry, teledermitology, telepathology, teleoncology, telepsycology, telecardiology, teleneurology, telenursing, etc.
The European Health Telematics Observatory's (EHTO) assertion is illustrative: health telematics activities are used by hospitals (34%), telephone utilities (14%), academic institutions (12%), clinicians (12%), governments (7%) and social services (4%).[5]
Some of the technologies enhance the past groundbreaking achievements in health care science: the concept about "public health", Epidemiology and its branches like Neuron Epidemiology, Cardiovascular Epidemiology, Cancer Epidemiology, etc., Health Economics and Health Management and so on. This last one branch has helped form health policies where there is awareness that spending on health care "is not an expenditure but an investment." This has also helped strategies of preventive and promotive measures in health care.
During my pastoral visits around the world, it is very heartening for me to see dozens of immaturely born children being cared in the incubators by well-trained, diligent and gentle health care personnel; or hundreds of children born to HIV infected mothers saved due to the timely administration of AZT. In the same way the news coming from a country in Africa that the death toll could be reduced to 1 from an average of 26 every month, thanks to the assistance they are getting from the Good Samaritan Foundation for the purchase of anti-retroviral medicine as well as basic nutrients.

Technology and Bioethics
What are the main principles that must lead the future of health technology? We try to answer regarding the biomedical field. As a general principle we can establish this; that which builds man is good, and that which destroys him is bad.
We know that biomedical technology holds a great deal of promise in the areas of diagnosis and treatment of diseases. Strong health care systems invariably rely heavily on access to and use of health technologies. But we must also be aware of the fact that technology and medicine are only a part of the health care system and undue insistence on their capabilities may give more emphasis in meeting the demands of the providers than that of the human persons. The ultimate criterion in the use of all technologies must be the good of man. Everything technologically possible need not be ethically oriented. For this, ultimately we need a bioethics that is open to the transcendent.
In discussing the sciences of life and reflecting on the experimental sciences that manipulate life, one wonders about correct human behaviour in relation to human life, deficiency in human life, increase in human life, improvement in human life, procedures to be followed to obtain this improvement and deviations to be avoided. As a final condition, we find ourselves before the binomial necessity-satisfaction. This means that there is a living subject that aspires at improving himself, to do this he must journey along a path, and to do this he must plot the path, and to do this he must first know where he is heading for. Within the context of life, it is necessary to know what life is, what is the better life that one desires, the path to be followed and the path to be avoided in this journey, for instead of donating life, it could be taken away. In other words, biotechnology appears as a project for the building of man through the life and health sciences, that can build or destroy.
The horizon for Ethics in itself is finality. The horizon of Technology is only the possibility. The technology itself, is neuter, can build or destroy man. All depends from its direction, and the direction is given to Technology by Ethics. Therefore, in order to have a true code of bioethics, which provides us with rules of behaviour in the area of health and life, the first, question we must ask ourselves concerns the project for man, which involves the manipulation of life and health. Authentic Bioethics must appear as the project to improve human life and includes all the life and health sciences as its base, as that "intus legere" (inte-lecto, reading from inside) which in any analysis always concerns the final synthesis of what cannot be anything other than the construction of human life.
For a vital project to function (like any other project), it is necessary to understand the living reality that expects improvement as much as possible. This is a path that belongs to Bioethics. Here, we find rules which cannot simply be formulations or imperatives external to the person, instead they are real constructions of the same person and which little by little bring it nearer to the "better person", thereby increasing its density. 
This complexity brings him to a consciousness of his reality which means being relational, open and thus embarking on his journey, that is, freely opening himself up to the Other, which in this case is the fulfillment of the Power of Truth and Love, which is precisely God. To attain freedom, Man in his project for development, opens himself up to the force of genuine progress in Biotechnology in order to ascertain, each time ever more that his vital completeness is in constant harmony with God, with all of humanity and with the whole surrounding environment.
And now, if we try to pass over the natural way of thinking to Revelation of God, in Catholic thought, this Ethics that is open, "objective", real, and with no constrictions, opens up to full communication with God the Almighty Father who brings about in us the Truth of His Son through His Incarnation, Passion, Death and Resurrection. He fulfils all our aspirations by bringing us along the Way that is Christ, in the fullness of the Love of His Spirit. Catholic Ethics and Bioethics are the Christ's journey within us, to His Father through His death and resurrection, in the Love of the Holy Spirit. In this way, Bioethics will be the journeying within us of the Spirit along the paths of the life and health sciences. "Those led by the Spirit are the children of God" (Romans 8, 14). The Spirit infuses in man the ability to journey towards the total construction of Christ -- this ability are the virtues -- and directs him into the comprehension of Christ Himself as a way, by means of the Commandments and the Sermon on the Mount.
We Christians know that the only possibility for the true vital construction of man is the resurrection. Stated in concrete historic terms, the only possibility for vital construction is union with Christ, who died and rose from the dead. This is the only Ethics that is objectively valid and to which all the authentic values found in non-Christian ethics come close to and as such are indicators of the sole reality which goes beyond illusions of vital permanence.
According to the Roman Catholic view, the construction of man is a theandric construction where divine and human actions intertwine. In translating these actions into principles of valid action for guiding Biomedicine, we can state the following:
1. The human being is a creation of God, it is from Him he comes and to whom he must tend as his exemplary and final Cause. The person is in the image of God, member of the Body of Christ, citizen of the people of God.
2. Human life is received from humanity, not as property but to be administered. Human life is inviolable from its very conception to its natural end. The dignity of the human person is inviolable. It is on this that all Anthropology and Bioethics is based.
3. The origin to human life must lie solely in marriage and solely as the fruit of the marital act.
4. Spouses are not the cause of human life but the instruments of God in communicating life.
5. From Christ, the human person is capable of reflection, is an end in himself and can never be considered as a means.
6. The human person has his freedom and responsibility that he must put to practice in order to attain fulfillment. There is no freedom without responsibility that in turn implies respect for the freedom of others.
7. The totality is above the part and sometimes the part must be sacrificed in favor of the totality. The human person is in solidarity and must tend towards the common good.
8. The only explanation of life and its single source is Christ who died and was raised to life. If death and suffering are considered in unity with the death of Christ they are the only source of life.
9. In this context, the three principles of subjective Bioethics: autonomy, beneficence and justice, can be accepted and justified.
10. The human person is the synthesis of the universe and is the reason for everything that exists. Biomedical science and technology must be at the service of human life and not vice versa, namely, such knowledge should be used to develop man and never to destroy him.

Conclusion
If then we make an attempt to define Catholic Bioethics and so, try to synthesize principles that lead the authentic future of health Technology we can enounce the following as conclusion of this paper: The Bioethics is "The systematic and detailed study of the conduct that constructs man through the health and life sciences in order to walk in Christ towards the Father, the fullness of life, by the power of the Holy Spirit".
This theological vision implies a profound structural dialogue with all sciences and technologies involved, with all the unifying ideas from the analyses, made by the different philosophical and theological schools, also in dialogue with other religions, bearing in mind that it is a behavioral study and therefore cannot be solely a line of reflection but must be concretized as a guiding light to resolve the difficult problems raised by science and technology.
Javier Cardinal Lozano Barragán president Pontifical Council for Health Pastoral Care Vatican City
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Why Technology Needs Ethics - Interview With Cardinal Lozano Barragán

http://www.catholic.org/featured/headline.php?ID=5157 
Rome, October 8, 2007 

Technology without ethics is like a Ferrari without a steering wheel, according to Cardinal Javier Lozano Barragán. The cardinal is the president of the Pontifical Council for Health Care Ministry, which recently co-sponsored a congress with the Acton Institute titled "Health, Technology and the Common Good." In this interview with ZENIT, the 74-year-old cardinal comments on the definition of health and the development of health care technologies.

Q: Today there is a lot of confusion about the concept of health. In your opinion, what is the right definition? 
Cardinal Lozano Barragán: The "Declaration of Alma Ata" on primary health care says that health consists in a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being, and not simply care for sickness or infirmities. This state of perfect well-being is utopian, based on nonexistent foundations. Pope John Paul II, in the "Jubilee Message for the World Day of the Sick" in 2000, says in Number 13 that health is a process toward harmony, not just physical, mental and social, but also psychological and spiritual. It is, therefore, that which enables a person to fulfill the mission that the Lord has entrusted to him, according to the stage in life they are in. A person is truly healthy when he is harmonic. A society is healthy when it is harmonic. This is a very important aspect to develop and one in which eternal health can be found, because earthly health is not distinct from eternal health in that sense. 
Q: What are the opportunities and challenges caused by the rapid development of technologies in the field of health care? 
Cardinal Lozano Barragán: The challenges for the new technologies lie in the fact that their end is not the true promotion of health. This is the very destruction of health! And we can see this in all of the biogenetic technologies that are often directed toward the killing of the human person. 
Life is being ended with euthanasia and with the murder of children in the womb, calling them fetuses, which is just a way to camouflage the killing of human persons. These are the fruits of the Malthusian mentality that disguise killing under various names. John Paul II -- and Benedict XVI as well -- spoke of this when speaking about the "culture of death." 
Q: Today's culture defines health as a perfect state of well-being, but paradoxically fights life itself through abortion and euthanasia. What conditions are needed to promote the person's well-being and the common good?
Cardinal Lozano Barragán: Perfect well-being does not exist on this earth because the Lord promised us happiness, not well-being. Therefore, the basic error of this type of postmodern concept is the confusion between well-being and happiness. The person cannot be well and still be happy, or be very well and yet be very unhappy, as the high suicide rate in highly developed countries shows. 
Q: What are the consequences of the "culture of death" that humanity today refuses to see or recognize? 
Cardinal Lozano Barragán: The "aging" of certain countries, of the world. For example, Italy's population is the oldest in the world, and that's because there are very few births.
Q: What link exists between the promotion of health, the development of technologies and the promotion of the common good? 
Cardinal Lozano Barragán: There should exist a very close link, in the sense that technology should be based on ethics: Technology as such has, in fact, possibility as its law, while ethics has an aim, a goal.
If we leave technology as only possibility, it remains neutral. It can destroy or build up. Ethics gives it direction. Therefore, highly developed technology without ethics is like a Ferrari without a steering wheel. 
Q: What are the priorities in your work at the Pontifical Council for Health Care Ministry in this regard?
Cardinal Lozano Barragán: To give the world, as spokesmen of the pontifical magisterium, the meaning of suffering, the meaning of pain and the meaning of the death and resurrection of the Lord.

Bishops' Aide Criticizes Abortion Study - Procedure That Always Kills Cannot Be Called Safe, She Says

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/bishops-aide-criticizes-abortion-study 
Washington, D.C., October 16, 2007

Legalization of abortion is no guarantee that the procedure will be "safe," says a U.S. bishops' aide. Deirdre McQuade, director of planning and information at the Pro-Life Secretariat at the U.S. bishops' conference, criticized a study by the Guttmacher Institute and the World Health Organization published in the Oct. 13 issue of the British medical journal The Lancet, calling for the global legalization and promotion of abortion. 
Citing the article "Induced Abortion: Estimated Rates and Trends Worldwide," McQuade pointed out, "Some say the new Guttmacher study shows that legalizing abortions makes them 'safe'; but the study's methodology is flawed."
McQuade continued: "The authors start out by simply defining 'safe' abortions as 'those that meet legal requirements' in countries with permissive laws. But by this unusual definition, legal abortions are 'safe' even if they kill women as well as their unborn children. "The authors then say that illegal abortions are 'harmful' -- even when women experience no medical complications -- because women have to violate the law. This is a closed semantic circle into which no fact about real-life women can intrude."
"An accompanying Lancet editorial says the worldwide abortion situation has been worsened by the United States’ Mexico City policy," the bishops' aide continued. "But the study says that total worldwide abortions substantially decreased from 1995 -- when the policy was not in effect -- to 2003 -- after it was reinstated." 
"Lost in the authors' ideological fog," she said, "is the fact that abortion always kills; legal or illegal, it sometimes also kills women, especially when they are poor and have a terrible health care system." 
McQuade concluded, "Promoting more abortions will not change this. Rather than pitting women and their children against each other, we need to stand in solidarity with both and focus on improving the quality of global health care."

Cardinals Call for Change 40 Years After Abortion Act - U.K. Prelates Advocate Father's Role in Life of Child

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinals-call-for-change-40-years-after-abortion-act 
London, October 23, 2007 

The presidents of the bishops' conferences of England and Wales and Scotland say the scale of abortion in their countries is a source of anguish for everyone, regardless of creed or political convictions.
Cardinal Keith O'Brien, president of the bishops' conference of Scotland, and Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor, president of the bishops' conference of England and Wales, said this in a letter published Monday, marking the 40th anniversary of the 1967 Abortion Act. The prelates noted that the development of technology over the last 40 years has brought new understanding of the beginnings of human life.
"In 1967, ultrasound was a primitive tool," they wrote. "Ultrasound scanners today can reveal in extraordinary detail the development of a human life in the womb. Premature babies are now able to survive at ever younger ages. 
"Developmental biology makes increasingly clear the beautiful and intricate processes of continuous development and growth of the single unique organism that is formed at conception."
The cardinals lamented, "We have one of the most liberal abortion laws in Europe with abortion up to 24 weeks and abortion in the case of disability -- and on some other grounds -- up to birth." They noted that in their countries, some 200,000 abortions are performed every year.


Discriminatory slogan 

The cardinals affirmed that the slogan "a woman's right to choose" denies the role of the father in the life of the child. "It seems to pass over the fact that the majority of men do want to be fathers of their children," they said. "If we accept 'a woman's right to choose' as the governing principle of such a profound choice between life and death, then rather than encouraging men to accept responsibility, it can support their denial or avoidance.
"This is why we believe that abortion is not only a personal choice, it is about the choices our society makes to support women, their partners and families in these situations. If our society makes life its choice then there is no reason why the child, the mother and the father, and indeed the whole family of society cannot grow to fulfill their potential. Abortion robs everyone of their future. Individually and as a society we believe we have another choice: to give birth to life." The cardinals proposed seven steps to help bring about change, including "respecting and supporting the decision of those in health care who refuse to perform or assist in abortions on grounds of conscience," and developing better educational programs.
"The Catholic Church offers to participate with others in working for this timely change of heart and mind," they concluded. "We hope and pray for the sake of our common humanity, and the lives at stake, that the next 40 years will tell a very different story. The time to take a different path is now."

Cardinals' Letter on Anniversary of Abortion Act

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinals-letter-on-anniversary-of-abortion-act
London, October 23, 2007 
Here is a letter by Cardinal Keith O'Brien, president of the bishops' conference of Scotland, and Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor, president of the bishops' conference of England and Wales. The message, released Monday, marks the 40th anniversary of the 1967 Abortion Act.
The 40th anniversary of the 1967 Abortion Act is an important moment for reflection. It gives us all an opportunity to seek to cherish human life and to support women in difficult circumstances. The law affects attitudes, but it does not itself compel anyone to have an abortion. Even without a change in the law, the abortion rate could fall dramatically if enough minds and hearts were changed.
The miraculous nature of human reproduction has become ever more apparent through recent advances in medical technology. In 1967, ultrasound was a primitive tool. Ultrasound scanners today can reveal in extraordinary detail the development of a human life in the womb. Premature babies are now able to survive at ever younger ages. 
Developmental biology makes increasingly clear the beautiful and intricate processes of continuous development and growth of the single unique organism that is formed at conception. That is when our lives started. From that point on, there is a new human life that is neither the life of the father nor the mother. In 2007, we understand better than ever before, because we have seen it with our own eyes, the wonderful process of life that is brought to an end by abortion.
The 1967 Act was intended to solve the problem of illegal abortion, on the basis that it was a major cause of death in pregnant women. Yet our countries now perform nearly 200,000 abortions every year. We have one of the most liberal abortion laws in Europe with abortion up to 24 weeks and abortion in the case of disability (and on some other grounds) up to birth. Whatever our religious creed or political conviction, abortion on this scale can only be a source of distress and profound anguish for us all. 
The Catholic Church throughout the world has been constant in its opposition to abortion as morally wrong, and has been determined to give voice to the silent cry for love and recognition that belongs to every human life. The Church has for many years in our countries been at the forefront of offering practical, emotional and spiritual care to women and babies in need. It has sought, too, to help the many women, and men, who suffer grief, pain and loss following an abortion experience.

In the years since 1967, much has been made of the slogan "the woman's right to choose." Yet the right to make a genuine choice is exactly what very many women who have abortions say they do not have. Abortion is a moment of choice. Abortion is always a choice between life and death, but we recognize that it is made in complex personal and domestic situations. It can be especially difficult for the mother if she feels abandoned by her partner or that by having the child she will lose the support of her family or society. Women in this situation can feel intensely isolated. 
Many women and men, too, already feel the pressure of caring for their families. They often have to cope with financial burdens and the demands of a career. In such situations, family relationships can feel so strained that they do not feel they can welcome another life. If the pregnancy is unwanted it can be easier to argue that it is somehow in the interests of the child not to be born because the child will not be welcomed. At times, the life of the child is seen as an unnecessary limitation on the mother and the father. The child's life is placed in opposition to theirs. When this happens, abortion can be portrayed as the lesser of two evils, which removes an obstacle to the "success" of the parents' lives. Yet life, especially new life, is ultimately never a deprivation. It is a gift that always enriches; a promise filled with hope. We should never let ourselves be persuaded otherwise. 
Often, "a woman's right to choose" fails to acknowledge the role of the father. It seems to pass over the fact that the majority of men do want to be fathers of their children. If we accept "a woman's right to choose" as the governing principle of such a profound choice between life and death, then rather than encouraging men to accept responsibility, it can support their denial or avoidance.
For everyone involved, abortion will often have been a painful and shattering decision. For many women it is one in which they, perhaps even as much as their unborn child, will have been the victim. This is why we believe that abortion is not only a personal choice, it is about the choices our society makes to support women, their partners and families in these situations. If our society makes life its choice then there is no reason why the child, the mother and the father, and indeed the whole family of society cannot grow to fulfill their potential. Abortion robs everyone of their future. Individually and as a society we believe we have another choice: to give birth to life. 
How can we all help bring about change? There is nothing to stop our society from acting now to foster a new understanding and approach to relationships, responsibility and mutual support:
-- By being parents and families who cherish life and support our daughters and sons in making decisions that are responsibly pro-life.
-- By providing sympathetic counseling and help for young women who find themselves pregnant.
-- By providing more and better facilities to support and help young mothers who choose to have their babies.
-- By dismantling a conveyor belt that can often take a young woman through to having an early abortion without any of the alternatives being properly explored or resourced. Making genuine freedom of choice a reality is the first and crucial step in a fundamental change of mind and heart.
-- By supporting and developing better educational programs which place the gift of sexual relations within the context of marriage and fidelity. Such programs can help people understand realistically the joy and sacred responsibility of parenthood. They can inform them about the resources available within the Catholic Church and society for supporting families and parents at moments of difficulty.
-- By respecting and supporting the decision of those in health care who refuse to perform or assist in abortions on grounds of conscience.
-- By pressing for achievable change in the law in the light of advances in medical developments, even if Parliament will not abolish the law. Whilst upholding the principle of the sacredness of human life, it is both licit and important for those in public life who oppose abortion on principle to work and vote for achievable incremental improvement to what is an unjust law.
The Catholic faith lets us see the radiant glory of human life from its beginning to its end. When we know that every person whatever their age, race or condition carries the image of God, we see their infinite value and dignity. Whether we have this vision of faith or not, cherishing life is the central value of every society that wants to flourish.
The Catholic Church offers to participate with others in working for this timely change of heart and mind. We hope and pray for the sake of our common humanity, and the lives at stake, that the next 40 years will tell a very different story. The time to take a different path is now.
Cardinal Keith O'Brien President Catholic Bishops' Conference of Scotland
Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor President Catholic Bishops' Conference of England and Wales

Cardinal Supports Proposed "Improvement" of Abortion Law - But Affirms Sacredness of All Human Life

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinal-supports-proposed-improvement-of-abortion-law 
London, October 28, 2007 

As British Parliament considers lowering the age limit for abortions, Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor weighed in, supporting any vote that ushers in what he called incremental improvements to an unjust law. Cardinal Murphy-O'Connor, archbishop of Westminster, noted his support for a lowering of the age limit in a statement published today by the Telegraph newspaper.

The Abortion Act of 1967 originally set at 28 weeks the legal limit for abortions. Then, in 1990, Parliament agreed to lower the time limit to 24 weeks. An inquiry into the age limits commenced Oct. 15 by the House of Commons committee on science and technology. 
Improvements in survival rates for babies born prematurely have led to pressure for the limit to be lowered. "While upholding the principle of the sacredness of human life, I believe it is both licit and important for those in public life who oppose abortion to work and vote for achievable and incremental improvements to an unjust law," the cardinal said. "That is why I would support in any way I can MPs [members of Parliament] who take this stance and are pushing for a reduction in the upper time limit and opposing the removal of existing safeguards."
Cardinal Murphy-O'Connor spoke out about various aspects of the current debate.
"I think we need to reflect deeply about the consequences of removing, as has been proposed, the need for at least two medical signatures before an abortion can take place," he said. "To relax oversight and accountability puts us on the road to unlimited access to abortion. I do not think this leads necessarily to a greater freedom. It may also expose people to greater pressure and manipulation. Reducing the need for medical consent leaves the whole burden of responsibility with a woman who may already be vulnerable.
"No decision is taken in a vacuum. Freedoms cannot be claimed or achieved independently of their impact on others. If they are, they become a tyranny. There is a tension between the principle of personal autonomy and the public good that we urgently need to negotiate for all concerned. I believe we can do this by recovering some of our most fundamental convictions about the value of human life at every stage of its growth and development."
Legal or right? The cardinal affirmed that a "law may make an action legal but it does not necessarily make it right."
"No one is compelled to have an abortion, but unfortunately many women still do not believe they have a viable alternative," he contended. "No woman should have to suffer the trauma of abortion or abandon the principle that a child, from the beginning of its existence, is entitled to live its own life. To achieve a situation where there are real alternatives and practical, effective long-term support which make abortions unnecessary may take time."
Finally, Cardinal Murphy-O'Connor affirmed the position of the Church regarding abortion.
"The Catholic Church does not oppose abortion because it opposes human progress or fails to understand the struggles and difficulties that people have to cope with," he said. "How could the Church not believe in humanity when its whole faith is centered on God becoming human? The Church's 'no' to abortion is simply the reflection of its unconditional 'yes' to all human life, its 'yes' to a society in which the innocent and vulnerable growing life in the womb is cherished and protected. A society that protects all its children, especially the fragile child in the womb, is a society in which we can all feel at home.
"If abortion is to become a thing of the past, it will not be because the Catholic Church has succeeded in imposing its views on anyone. It will be because people, of their own volition, have come to see that there is a better way. This gives me reason for hope. We can say 'yes' to life."

Undermining Parents - Access to Abortion and Contraception by Minors

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/undermining-parents  

By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, November 11, 2007 

The authority of parents in caring for their children received a blow recently when the Alaska Supreme Court ruled that underage girls can seek abortions without parental consent. According to a Nov. 3 report by the Associated Press, the ruling upheld a Superior Court decision finding the 1997 Parental Consent Act to be unconstitutional. 

In the ruling explaining the 3-2 decision, Chief Justice Dana Fabe stated that while they did agree the Constitution does permit a scheme that provides for parental notification, the law in question violated a minor's right to privacy. 

By contrast, Justice Walter Carpeneti, who wrote the dissenting opinion, said that the act did balance the right to privacy with the state's interest in protecting children and the parents' right to guide their children. 

Alaska's governor, Sarah Palin, described the judgment as "outrageous," according to the Associated Press. "The State Supreme Court has failed Alaska by separating parents from their children during such a critical decision, moving in the exact opposite direction from the law's intent," she commented. 

According to a study by Stateline.org, a Washington, D.C.-based news service, states have passed two types of laws regarding abortion and parental involvement. The first requires one or both parents to approve the procedure, while the second merely requires doctors to notify parents before performing an abortion for a minor.
Overall, as of June 11 when the information was last updated, 22 states enforce parental consent laws requiring at least one parent to sign a statement approving the procedure. Another 12 states enforce parental notification laws. Utah enforces both consent and notification laws. 

Legal problems 
The laws have, however, run into legal problems in some states. In nine states, courts have rejected parental involvement statutes for violating privacy and equal-protection clauses in their state constitutions. 

The usefulness of the parental consent laws on abortion was analyzed in a report published Feb. 5 by the Heritage Foundation. Michael J. New, an assistant professor of political science at the University of Alabama, found that laws requiring the involvement of parents reduced the abortion rate of minors by an average of 16%. 

Another type of pro-life legislation, restricting the public funding of abortion for underage girls, also notably reduced the abortion rate. 

New argued that the importance of such pro-life legislation is often overlooked in explaining the decline of abortion among adolescents. Between 1985 and 1999, the minor abortion rate fell by almost 50%, compared with a 29% decline in the overall abortion rate. "While a number of factors may have contributed to this decline, the impact of pro-life legislation on the incidence of abortion among minors cannot be overlooked," he stated. 

Contraceptives at school

Many countries are increasingly making it easy for schoolgirls to receive contraceptives, without informing parents. In England, the Telegraph newspaper reported on Oct. 30 that almost one in six 15-year-old girls were given contraception last year, even though at that age they were too young to legally have sex. 

According to the article, 50,000 girls aged 15 attended contraception clinics in 2006-07, along with another 31,000 aged 13 or 14. The data came from the Information Center for Health and Social Care. 

Mike Judge, a spokesman for the Christian Institute, commented on the statistics in the Telegraph. He urged giving them moral guidance and support, instead of distributing contraceptives. "Most women who look back on their teenage years regret starting sexual activity so early," he added. 

Another report by the Telegraph, published July 9, explained that girls as young as 11 can obtain the morning-after pill at school without telling their parents. The pills are available at sexual health clinics in secondary schools in England, which are being set up as part of a drive to cut teenage pregnancy. 

In the United States, meanwhile, school officials in the state of Maine defended their decision to allow children as young as 11 to obtain contraceptives, reported the Associated Press on Oct 18. Portland's King Middle School will become the first middle school in Maine to make a full range of contraception available, including birth control pills and patches. 

Although students would need parental permission to use the city-run health center in the school, they wouldn't have to tell them they were seeking birth control. 

Sex with a non-spousal minor under 14 is considered gross sexual assault in Maine. According to the Associated Press, officials said it was unclear whether nurses at the health center would be required to report such activities. 

The clinics at Portland high schools have offered oral contraceptives for years, reported the New York Times on Oct. 21. Douglas Gardner, the city's director of health and human services, explained that health officials decided to extend their availability to middle school after learning that 17 middle school students had become pregnant in the last four years. The article reported that about a quarter of school-based clinics, most of them in high schools, provide some type of contraception. 

Creating confusion

Bishop Richard Malone of Portland said he was shocked by the decision, reported the Boston Globe on Oct. 20. The Catholic prelate argued that the move would inevitably lead to more sexual experimentation among younger children. 

He also expressed concern over the undermining of parents: "When contradictory messages are given to children from important authority figures such as parents and school officials, it can create more confusion and difficulty for children themselves in making this important life decision." 

Apart from undermining parents, the move to spread contraceptive use among schoolchildren comes when many question marks exist over their safety. 

An advisory panel of gynecologists, obstetricians and other experts told the U.S. Food and Drug Administration that manufacturers should collect more data on the potential side effects of birth control pills and other hormonal contraceptives after they reach the market, reported Reuters on Jan. 24. Nevertheless, panel members added that drug companies were unlikely to initiate such studies because of high costs and the potential to uncover negative effects. 

Health concerns

A consumer body, the Public Citizen Health Research Group, also pressured for more research on safety problems, reported the New York Times on Feb. 13. Earlier this year the group petitioned the Food and Drug Administration to ban several popular low-dose oral contraceptives containing desogestrel, a synthetic form of the hormone progestin. 

According to the article, the group cited more than a dozen studies indicating that these pills were linked to blood clots in women more often than older versions, which used different forms of progestin. 

In an article published May 2, Andrea Mrozek, manager of research at the Institute of Marriage and Family Canada, wrote about the cancer risks of contraceptives. A meta-analysis conducted by Dr. Chris Kahlenborn, a Pennsylvania-based internist, show that being on the pill at a young age, before having children, increases the chance of developing breast cancer by an average of 44%, Mrozek wrote. 

Kahlenborn's work was published late last year in the peer-reviewed journal of the world-renowned Mayo Clinic. 

Ironically a Stateline.org report dated March 27 noted the tendency toward laws banning minors from activities such as smoking, drinking, and going to indoor tanning salons, due to health concerns. 

This year, Utah and Virginia joined 25 other states in placing limits on teens using tanning beds, due to worries about cancer. Most of the laws, Stateline.org reported, require underage teens to get a parents' permission, but some states completely ban the salons for minors. 

The article added that a number of other states are considering similar legislation. A culture that bans tanning, but gives the green light for contraception and abortion for school-age girls has indeed lost sight of what is important. 

Abortion's Sneaky Rise: Interview with Susan Yoshihara

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-s-sneaky-rise-interview-with-susan-yoshihara 

New York, November 15, 2007 

Though not a single U.N. human rights treaty mentions abortion, treaty bodies have pressured 93 nations 122 times to legalize abortion in the last decade, says the executive vice president of a lobbying group. In this interview with ZENIT, Susan Yoshihara of the Catholic Family & Human Rights Institute (C-FAM), discusses a recently released document she co-authored with Douglas Sylva titled "Rights by Stealth." The white paper explains how tactics by U.N. treaty bodies are being used to promote the legalization of abortion without the awareness or consensus of member states. 
Q: In your white paper, "Rights by Stealth," you raise the issue of how nongovernmental organizations, through the use of "treaty bodies," have been successful at introducing abortion as a human right. What is a treaty body and how are they able to function under the U.N. system?
Yoshihara: U.N. human rights treaty bodies are groups of unelected, unaccountable bureaucratic officials before whom U.N. member states must appear every few years and report on how they are implementing the various U.N. human rights treaties. They have no enforcement mechanisms, and the members act in their personal capacity with no oversight or accountability to a single member state. Half of the treaty body that monitors the 1979 Women's Convention is made up of nongovernmental representatives, mostly advocating abortion rights. Even though not a single U.N. human rights treaty mentions abortion, the treaty bodies have pressured 93 nations 122 times to legalize abortion in the last decade. Last year, Colombia legalized abortion, citing statements by U.N. human rights treaty bodies in support of its decision. 
Q: You describe treaty bodies as "changing soft norms into hard laws." How does this happen without ratification by member states?
Yoshihara: "Soft norms" become "hard law" simply getting repeated over and over by the right people, especially so-called high legal authorities. If repeated often enough, the theory goes, it will become customary international law -- "hard law" -- that all nations will be legally obligated to observe regardless of whether or not they are parties to any specific treaties. 
This theory is rejected by traditional legal scholars, but is promoted by various law professors and social scientists in many prominent institutions of higher learning today. 
The way treaty bodies promote abortion rights is by reinterpreting -- misinterpreting, that is -- existing rights in negotiated U.N. documents to include abortion and then repeating these misinterpretations in their country reports. They find abortion rights in the right to life, since "unsafe" abortion might threaten women's lives, the right to equality before courts, since women might be imprisoned for illegal abortion, the right to freedom of movement to travel abroad for an abortion, privacy, freedom of expression, freedom from torture, and so on. 
Q: What are the philosophical underpinnings motivating those who are using treaty bodies to change both the U.N. rights treaties and international law? 

Yoshihara: The philosophical underpinning of the abortion rights movement is largely radical feminism. This version of feminism asserts that men and women are locked in a class struggle and that abortion rights are fundamental to empowering women in that fight. 
Feminist legal theory emerged from the critical legal studies movement of 1960s and 1970s academia. Now defunct, this school asserted that law is not just, but is only a tool of the rich and powerful that oppresses the weak. 
What is ironic is that the reproductive rights agenda is highly elitist, despite the rhetoric. They enjoy the backing of elite academic institutions and massive funding from the most powerful foundations such as Ford, Rockefeller and Gates. 
But they view with envy the grass-roots support of the American pro-life movement. Their inability to change hearts and minds is arguably why they rely on the complex inner workings of bureaucracies to advance their agenda. 

Q: How does this affect weaker nations, such as Colombia and other Latin American countries, who are opposed to legalizing abortion in their own countries?

Yoshihara: U.N. documents are abused by U.N. agencies, treaty bodies and domestic abortion activists to fool or coerce governments to change their laws on abortion. In 2005, the Human Rights Committee "found" Peru in violation of its obligations because of its laws protecting the unborn, and the committee told Peru it had committed "cruel and inhuman treatment" against a young woman who could not get an abortion. 
These "findings" were then used to convince Colombian officials that they had to legalize abortion in order to abide by the treaties. Unfortunately, the Colombia high court believed it and legalized abortion last year. 
And it's not just small states that get coerced in this way. The U.S. Supreme Court cited an amicus brief in the case of Lawrence vs. Texas, overturning sodomy laws that referred to treaty body authority over U.S. law.
Q: Does the Holy See's strong objection to abortion have anything to do with movements seeking to eject them as a permanent observer at the United Nations?
Yoshihara: For various reasons, advocates for abortion as a human right view religion, and the Catholic Church in particular, as one of their most formidable barriers to reaching their goal. Both sides of the debate credit Pope John Paul II with thwarting the near miss or near victory at Cairo in 1994.
For this very practical reason, and also because aggressive secularism informs the work of various members of the movement, undermining the Church is essential.
The longtime president of Catholics for a Free Choice [CFFC] was in charge of the agenda at the most recent conference for the movement. For years, CFFC has run a flagging campaign to eject the Holy See from its permanent observer status at the U.N. Member states resoundingly support the Holy See's status, over the objections of feminists. 
In fact, it could be said that one result of CFFC's "See Change" campaign is that the Holy See's status has been upgraded by unanimous consent of the General Assembly. 
Q: Do you see this methodology being used in other areas of law?

Yoshihara: Misinterpretation of the articles of the treaties and heavy influence of powerful nongovernmental organizations on bureaucracies responsible for agenda setting takes place at the European Union and other regional bodies as well. Nor is it isolated to human rights or international social policy. 
The effect of this agenda is that by abusing the treaties and overstepping their mandates, treaty bodies erode the consent upon which international law rests. States who negotiated and ratified the treaties do not know from year to year what their obligations are under the conventions. The very concept of international obligation is undermined. 
To reverse the trend, states can push back and take to task the unaccountable, unelected bureaucracies. In the case of abortion, states can use the U.N. treaties to protect national laws that promote genuine human rights. 
Even abortion advocates admit that the treaties provide the basis for states to assert the right to life of the unborn. They certainly support national laws that do so. National leaders just need to say so.

Sometimes bishops say yes 

http://www.natcath.org/NCR_Online/archives2/2007d/111607/111607a.htm 

By John L. Allen Jr., National Catholic Reporter, November 16, 2007

In the court of public opinion, Roman Catholicism usually looms as the great “Doctor No” of bioethical debate. From abortion to birth control, from homosexuality to embryonic stem-cell research, the wearily familiar pattern is for officialdom to strike a restrictive position, leading critics to clamor for greater tolerance.

Less well-known, however, is the recent emergence of another cluster of bioethical issues where the exact opposite is the case -- the official Catholic position is approving, so the strongest challenge to church teaching, both inside Catholicism and out, comes from those demanding a tougher line.

Consider the following examples:

(In late September, the bishops of Connecticut announced that Catholic hospitals in the state may participate in an emergency contraception plan for rape victims, drawing howls of protest from pro-life groups. One person said bluntly, “The devil won in Connecticut.” The bishops’ position, however, builds on a well-established codicil of church teaching that because sexual assault is not part of the unifying and life-giving functions of marriage, its victims should be able to defend themselves against unwanted conception. (That logic ends, however, when a new life has been conceived, in which case the traditional ban on abortion stands.) 

(Three times, twice in the 1980s and again in 2006, the Vatican has signaled its acceptance of so-called “brain death,” meaning reliance on the absence of brain activity to define death. That standard is essential to organ transplantation, since it allows the removal of organs while the donor is still circulating blood. The stance has come over the objections of an influential subset of pro-life Catholics, including bishops, philosophers, theologians and physicians, who believe that “brain death” is a macabre case of the ends justifying the means, redefining living human beings as cadavers in order to plunder their bodies. 

(Senior Vatican officials have also signaled basic approval of genetically modified organisms, or GMOs, meaning crops that have been engineered with some specific trait, usually to increase yields or boost pesticide resistance. While these Vatican officials believe that GMOs could be an important tool in the fight against hunger, critics have accused the church of being bought off by massive agribusiness interests and neglecting the potential health risks of GMOs as well as their impact on traditional farm economies. Touting GMOs as a solution to hunger, these critics insist, ignores far more basic problems of social justice. 

Looking ahead, it’s an open question whether these instances of the church saying “aye,” even if in a cautious and qualified manner, will prove as durable as its nays. As John Paul II noted in his 1993 encyclical Veritatis Splendor, a negative rests on a more secure foundation, since it involves a moral absolute that obliges “always and under all circumstances.” An affirmation usually involves a prudential judgment facing a given set of circumstances -- and as those circumstances evolve, so can the response.

In light of widespread apprehension about a creeping “culture of death,” bishops and theologians alike are feeling mounting pressure to tighten the church’s positions. The drama in Catholic bioethics might be phrased this way: Will the church be able to find ways on at least some fronts to say yes, in a time when it’s often politically and theologically easier to “just say no”?

* * *

The response of the Connecticut bishops on emergency contraception led to withering criticism in Catholic pro-life circles. An Oct. 4 letter from the Catholic Media Coalition, signed by two dozen members of the Virginia-based group, called on the bishops to rescind their position. Mary Ann Kreitzer, the group’s president, said the Connecticut plan “turns the womb into a hostile environment.”

Yet in terms of church teaching, allowing victims of sexual assault to defend themselves against pregnancy is hardly a novelty.

In the early 1960s, for example, during a period of civil war in what was then the Belgian Congo, religious women were targeted for rape by various paramilitary groups. According to Redemptorist Fr. Brian Johnstone of the Catholic University of America, the Vatican’s Holy Office (forerunner to today’s Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith) gave permission for the nuns to use contraceptives. “It was seen as a protection against pregnancy arising from unwanted, unfree sexual intercourse,” Johnstone said.

That has remained the official position. In 2003, for example, the Massachusetts legislature debated a bill mandating that rape victims have access to contraceptives. The state’s bishops sanctioned the measure, though specifying that the contraceptives must work to prevent pregnancy rather than to induce abortion.

The victim, the bishops said, “is not obliged when raped, as would be the case in consensual relations, to accommodate the natural potential for conception. The forced introduction of sperm is an act of aggression she may resist even through means that prevent the creation of new life.” Thus contraception, especially if delivered within 24 hours after the rape, can be justified.

That permission, they emphasized, does not apply when conception has already occurred. “A human life conceived by rape is not an act of aggression, but a new person innocent of any wrongdoing,” they said. 
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Some critics consider the "Plan B" dose of birth control pills a form of "chemical abortion."

The Connecticut case is murkier, many observers say, because the state law that took effect Oct. 1 does not require an ovulation test to determine if a new life is present, does not provide an exemption for conscientious objection for medical personnel, and relies on the “Plan B” dose of birth control pills that some critics consider a form of “chemical abortion.” Church spokespersons have indicated that the bishops still consider the law “flawed.”

“If it becomes clear that Plan B pills would lead to an early chemical abortion in some instances, this matter would have to be reopened,” their statement said.

Nonetheless, the moral principle that pregnancy cannot be coerced seems well-established. The Ethical and Religious Directives of the U.S. bishops state that a woman “who has been raped should be able to defend herself against a potential conception from the sexual assault.”

* * *

Organ transplants didn’t become feasible until the 20th century, making their swift embrace by Catholic officialdom fairly remarkable. As early as 1956, Pope Pius XII said organ donation “should not be condemned, but positively justified.” In a 2000 address, John Paul called organ donation “a genuine act of love.” In perhaps the ultimate sign of approval, Pope Benedict XVI himself carries an organ donation card. (Given his age, it’s unlikely he would be considered a suitable donor, but it’s still a striking bit of symbolism.)

Despite this seemingly unambiguous position, an undercurrent of discontent has long circulated.

In the wake of John Paul’s 2000 address, Catholic figures of some importance, including Bishops Fabian Bruskewitz of Lincoln, Neb., and Robert Vasa of Baker, Ore., along with noted Catholic philosopher Josef Seifert, published an essay arguing that transplant procedures amount to death at the hands of doctors. They directed special criticism at the concept of “brain death,” arguing that it redefines living human beings, albeit gravely ill, as dead, in order to harvest their organs.

Traditionally, telling the difference between a cadaver and a living person did not require specialized medical expertise. With the development of ventilators and other techniques to mechanically prolong the operation of lungs and hearts, however, pressure grew for another way of establishing death. Thus in 1968 the “Harvard Criteria” were published, relying on the complete cessation of brain activity to define death. Since that time these criteria have become standard practice.

“Every Catholic hospital I know uses the brain death protocol,” said Jesuit Fr. Peter Clark, director of the Institute of Bioethics at St. Joseph’s University in Philadelphia.

That fact doesn’t sit well with critics such as Peter Byrne, a physician specializing in neonatal medicine and past president of the Catholic Medical Association.

“If you wait until somebody is truly dead, you can’t take their organs,” Byrne told NCR. “To get around this, a committee decided to translate irreversible comas into brain death.” As a result, Byrne insisted, “the vast majority of transplant cases involve the removal of organs from living human beings.”

Critics such as Byrne insist that despite high-minded rhetoric about the “gift of life,” organ transplantation devalues the lives of terminally ill people, treating them as little more than organ and tissue banks.

Despite the fact that the Pontifical Academy of Science endorsed the absence of neurological activity as “the true criterion of death” in 1985 and again in 1989, and that John Paul II himself endorsed it in his 2000 address, the Vatican nevertheless organized conferences in 2005 and 2006 to debate the issue.

For now, however, the consensus in favor of brain death, and thus in favor of organ transplantation, seems secure. The 2006 Vatican gathering ended with a nine-page statement titled “Why the Concept of Brain Death Is Valid as a Definition of Death,” signed by Cardinal Georges Cottier, then-theologian of the papal household; Cardinal Alfonso Lopez Trujillo, president of the Pontifical Council for the Family; retired Cardinal Carlo Maria Martini of Milan, Italy; and Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life.

* * *

While Catholicism has never taken an official position on genetically modified organisms, or GMOs, the clear drift of Vatican thinking seems favorable. In a 2001 document, the Pontifical Academy for the Sciences concluded: “Rapid growth in world population requires the development of new technologies to feed people adequately. ... The genetic modification of food plants can help meet this challenge.”

Cardinal Renato Martino, president of the Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace, lived for 16 years in New York as the Vatican’s representative to the United Nations, and came away positively disposed to GMOs. “I ate everything that was offered to me, including genetically modified products,” he said during an August 2003 press conference. “They had no effect on my health. This controversy is more political than scientific.”

In this case, opposition comes less from pro-life forces than Catholics concerned with social justice.

In 2002, the Catholic bishops of South Africa declared, “It is morally irresponsible to produce and market genetically modified food.” In 2003, 14 Brazilian bishops put out a declaration in which they condemned the cultivation and consumption of GMOs, citing three risks: health consequences, including increased allergies, resistance to antibiotics, and an increase in toxic substances; environmental consequences, including erosion of biodiversity; and damage to the sovereignty of Brazil, “as a result of the loss of control of seeds and living things through patents that become the exclusive property of multinational groups interested only in commercial ends.”

In 2004, an international coalition of Catholic nongovernmental organizations published a joint statement that concluded: “GMO crops do not address the root causes of hunger, including lack of access to land, water, energy, affordable credit, local markets and infrastructures. Greater investment in agriculture and rural development, land reform, more participatory decision-making within institutions, and fairer rules governing agricultural trade and regulations on corporations are some of the key changes needed in order to address these complex causes of hunger.”

Holy Cross Br. David Andrews, executive director of the National Catholic Rural Life Conference in the United States, was blunt in a 2004 statement.

“Surely among the structures of sin in the world today are agro-food corporations that steer the goods of the earth toward themselves solely for profit,” he said. “If one thinks that the focus of these multinational corporations and their supporters is to cure world hunger, then one is among the most naive on the planet.”

In essence, Andrews charged that the Pontifical Academy of Science has been bought off by American biotech interests. “It reminds me of many state-sponsored universities in the United States which take funds from biotechnology companies and lose their scientific critical culture for one of uncritical endorsement of the agenda of the companies that fund their research,” he said.

Here too, however, the basically positive stance of church officials seems intact. Following a 2003 conference on genetically modified organisms sponsored by Martino, most participants came away with the impression that the Vatican’s stance will remain a “yellow light”: proceed with caution.

* * *

While it’s virtually unimaginable that the church will change its position on such bedrock moral absolutes as opposition to abortion, revisiting its permissive stances on other matters, in the eyes of most experts, is more within the realm of the possible.

Perhaps as social concern over a slippery slope towards euthanasia intensifies, church leaders will tighten their positions on contraception for rape victims, or on transplants, as some believe has already been the case with Catholic teaching about withdrawal of food and water for patients in a persistent vegetative state. As the Global South becomes an increasingly important force in the church, today representing two-thirds of the world’s 1.1 billion Catholics, anti-GMO pressures may drive the Vatican toward a more negative view.

In the meantime, however, these cases underscore two basic points.

First, they offer a reminder that, stereotypes associated with the Galileo case notwithstanding, Catholicism through the centuries has often been a patron of the sciences. The founder of modern genetics, Gregor Mendel, was an Augustinian monk. No less a secular oracle than Alfred North Whitehead, in a 1925 lecture at Harvard, observed that modern science arose in Europe due to “faith in the possibility of science ... derivative from medieval theology.”

Second, they illustrate how new medical and technological possibilities are straining the church’s capacity to keep pace. In that regard, some experts believe church leaders deserve credit for trying to make careful distinctions.

“My experience of working with the bishops is that they’re making an enormous effort to educate themselves on highly complicated issues where most of them quite frankly are not experts,” said Mercy Sr. Patricia Talon of the Catholic Health Association.

Given the political intensity of bioethical debate and the complexity of the subject matter, the learning curve to which Talon refers will only grow steeper.
A Scientific and Religious Look at the Embryo - Conference Gathers Experts of Various Disciplines 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/a-scientific-and-religious-look-at-the-embryo
Rome, November 22, 2007 

The study of the human embryo is one point where the dialogue between faith and science is both possible and important, said organizers of a conference that brought together experts to discuss the beginning of human life. The Science, Theology and the Ontological Quest project (Project STOQ), a venture sponsored by the Pontifical Council for Culture, held a conference last week called "Ontogenesis and Human Life" at Rome's Regina Apostolorum university. Ontogenesis refers to the development of the individual, from embryonic formation up through adulthood.  Legionary of Christ Father Rafael Pascual, dean of philosophy at the Regina Apostolorum, explained why ontogenesis was chosen as the theme for the conference. He said, "The study of human life, from the point of view of its origin, is of particular interest in today's world in which we have to confront all the bioethical questions associated with artificial fertilization, genetic cloning, experimentation with embryonic stem cells, hybrid embryos, etc." In addition to Regina Apostolorum, five pontifical universities (Lateran, Gregorian, Salesian, Holy Cross and St. Thomas) collaborated with the Pontifical Council for Culture in the event. Different viewpoints Speaking to the press prior to the conference, Archbishop Gianfranco Ravasi, the newly-nominated president of the Pontifical Council for Culture, noted that Project STOQ's objective is to "contribute to dialogue between the areas of investigation and study, that have been separated little by little," and to help institute "stable points of fruitful exchange between science, philosophy and theology, by means of dialogue among experts in these fields." Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, gave the opening lecture where he spoke of the importance of reflecting on the association between ontogenesis and creation, which links together the studies of science, metaphysics and theology. The prelate explained that these separate sciences can all consider the notion of creation through a unique point of view. But, he affirmed, they can also work together, especially in light of Pope John Paul II's encyclical "Fides et Ratio." Together, these disciplines can bring about a greater understanding of human life, from fertilization to death -- through questions about one's purpose in life and about supernatural life after death. Seeking understanding William Hurlburt, a physician and consulting professor in the Neuroscience Institute at Stanford University, California, spoke of the advances in developmental biology with regard to embryonic stem cell research.  He noted a century of dramatic advances in molecular biology and cytology, saying this has delivered us to the doorstep of a new era in the study of developmental biology. When applied to human biology, this inquiry reopens the most fundamental questions concerning the relationship between the material form and the moral meaning of developing life, he explained. Scott Gilbert of Swarthmore College, Pennsylvania, a professor of developmental genetics, embryology, and the history and critiques of biology, spoke on new discoveries in developmental biology. He explained that developmental biology has recently undergone a revolution in its understanding of the mechanisms of embryonic development, saying that one major transition has come from insights concerning the incompleteness of the genetic model for development. Gilbert said recent studies have documented that the environment also affects gene expression, saying that even such things as maternal diet during pregnancy can play a role. Paul O'Callaghan of the University of the Sacred Heart, Rome, asked the age-old question of when the soul enters an embryo. He focused his remarks on arguments made in classical thought, particularly in Platonic, Aristotelian and stoic thought, and then considered the efforts made during the last century to clarify the status of the human soul with respect to the body. These, he said, have only repeated the classic dilemma between dualism and monism, but suggested that a theological solution to the dilemma draws its inspiration from the dogma of the resurrection of the body. Other speakers and topics included Mónica López Barahona, director of VidaCord, on the genetic status of the human embryo; and Giuseppe Noia of the University of the Sacred Heart, on physiological and pathological aspects of mother-fetus interactions.

ABORTION Pages 99-141
Abortion's 3rd Victim: Dad - U.S. Conference Focuses on "Reclaiming Fatherhood" 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-s-3rd-victim-dad  

By Carrie Gress, San Francisco, California, November 29, 2007 
Men also suffer from abortions because they grieve the loss of their fatherhood, said the founder of Project Rachel. Project Rachel, along with the Archdiocese of San Francisco, and the National Office of Post-Abortion Reconciliation and Healing (NOPARH), sponsored the first U.S. conference to focus on the effects of abortion on men. 
The event concluded today at St. Mary's Cathedral in San Francisco. 
Vickie Thorn, the executive director of NOPARH and founder of Project Rachel for post-abortive women, told ZENIT on a trip to Rome that grieving men can't be forgotten, "After all, it takes two parents."
"The model to help men with post-abortion healing has to be different than for women," Thorn explained. "Men have a different way of dealing with these issues. While with women, the emphasis is on talking and crying, men have different ways to deal with their grief.
"A man's grief often is for the lost fatherhood. There is grief for the child, but many times it focuses more on the loss within himself, that he didn't make the transition into fatherhood."
Beginning a ministry The two-day conference, "Reclaiming Fatherhood," featured experts, including therapists, from a variety of backgrounds and countries, speaking about men's healing process after abortion; abortion's effects on men's spirituality; fatherhood and abortion; and why men who have been involved in abortion come for help. 
Speakers included Tom Golden, author of "Swallowed by a Snake: The Gift of the Masculine Side of Healing"; Warren Williams, author of "Fatherhood Lost," "Missing Arrows" and "Fatherhood Aborted"; and Capuchin Father Martin Pable, author of "The Quest for the Male Soul." Supreme Knight Carl Anderson, of the Knights of Columbus, said: "As an organization of laymen that has a strong history and commitment to life, we think it is very important to highlight the issues faced by those fathers whose children are aborted. "There are three victims of every abortion, the child and both of his or her parents, and it is our hope that this conference will be the beginning of a ministry within the Church to these fathers, who grieve the death of their unborn child in isolation and silence." Anderson and Thorn believe the "Reclaiming Fatherhood" conference will help men deal with the psychological trauma of post-abortion reality the way Project Rachel has helped women who have undergone abortions deal with their emotional and spiritual scars.

Marchers "Giving Visibility" to Life's Dignity - Cardinal Rigali Exhorts Protesters to Patience and Generosity
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/marchers-giving-visibility-to-life-s-dignity 

Washington, D.C., January 22, 2008 

The testimony of a scientist who decided embryos should not be destroyed for research after seeing a human embryo in a microscope is proof that God can use the weak to change the hearts of the strong, said the archbishop of Philadelphia. Cardinal Justin Rigali, chairman of the U.S bishops' conference committee on pro-life activities, affirmed this in his homily Monday at the National Vigil for Life. The vigil was one of the events coinciding with today's 35th anniversary of the U.S. Supreme Court decision legalizing abortion. The annual March for Life on this date attracts tens of thousands in Washington.
Some 8,000 participants -- many of them youth from middle and high schools -- attended the vigil.
"You have come to our nation's capital to 'give visibility' to your faith, your heritage and your commitment to life from conception to natural death," Cardinal Rigali told the marchers. "Tomorrow you will peacefully protest the injustice of Roe v. Wade and Doe v. Bolton, the 1973 Supreme Court cases that legalized abortion throughout all nine months of pregnancy. Tomorrow you will march in solidarity with unborn children, as well as their mothers and fathers and siblings. Tomorrow you will approach your elected officials, calling on them to protect those most at risk, the voiceless and most defenseless members of our human family. But first, tonight! We have set this time aside to pray for an end to abortion, and to receive strength from the Lord."


A mosaic 

Using the image of the recently unveiled Knights of Columbus Incarnation Dome in Washington's Basilica of the National Shrine of the Immaculate Conception, Cardinal Rigali encouraged the protesters: "[God] now sends you out, thousands upon thousands strong, to do your part in forming a vibrant mosaic on behalf of life. You must be the 'rich color' he created you to be. You must play your role in his overarching design, and be patient with others as they seek to do the same. Our task is to build a culture of life in which every person is treated with the respect due to his or her human dignity, regardless of age, physical or mental ability, or stage of development," the cardinal stated. "This urgent project is well under way. But we know it is far from complete. We are reminded daily of the many direct threats to life through abortion, human embryo experimentation, and the false mercy of assisted suicide and euthanasia."
The cardinal encouraged the pro-lifers in respect for human life at all its stages. He noted especially the plight of the elderly. He said, "When we are strong and able-bodied, feeling in complete control, do we value and protect those who are weak, as Scripture calls them: the 'lowly and despised of the world who count for nothing,' or do they make us feel uncomfortable, uneasy? And when we become weak, will we allow others to care for us in sickness or old age? When frustrated or embarrassed by our incapacity, the helpless Christ Child helps us resist the temptation to despair. Our value does not come from being so-called 'productive' members of society, but from Emmanuel, God always with us."
The cardinal called for humility in dealing with pro-abortion demonstrators who always accompany the pro-life marchers on Jan. 22. "Then there may be some who will taunt you from the sidelines in angry, accusatory ways," Cardinal Rigali said. "Try not to judge them or to define them by their anger and bitterness. They are fellow human beings in need of reconciliation and healing. They too are invited to a change of heart and to join in the 'great campaign' for life. Many like them have already bent before the gentle power of God’s grace."


Another way 

The cardinal illustrated a change of heart with the example of "a very influential stem cell researcher, Doctor Shinya Yamanaka." The doctor "was humbled when he was looking through a microscope at a human embryo in a fertility clinic," the cardinal said. Quoting a New York Times report, the cardinal continued: "The glimpse changed his scientific career. 'When I saw the embryo, I suddenly realized there was such a small difference between it and my daughters,' said Yamanaka, 45, a father of two. 'I thought, we can't keep destroying embryos for our research. There must be another way.'"
Cardinal Rigali added: "If God can use a helpless embryo to change a human heart, he can certainly use us with all our limitations and weaknesses." "Dear friends," the cardinal affirmed, "by seeking holiness and using the gifts God has given you to accomplish his will in your life, you are contributing mightily to that Kingdom we all long for, where there will be no more crying or pain or death. Certainly no abortion. No euthanasia. No assisted suicide. No deep-freezing of embryos as though they were merchandise. And no destruction of human life in the name of science."

Party Platform versus Catholic Faith - Bishop Aquila on Nonnegotiable Life Issues

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/party-platform-versus-catholic-faith 
Baltimore, Maryland, January 25, 2008  

Here is an excerpt of the address Bishop Samuel Aquila of Fargo gave Nov. 15 to Loyola College in Baltimore titled "The Sanctity of Human Life from Conception to Natural Death." The presentation was part of the Loyola Alive Seamless Garment Series. It can be found in its entirety on the ZENIT Web site (immediately below).
The understanding of conscience as the voice of God in the heart of each person is essential. The voice of God is rooted in the good and the true and in love as revealed in the person of Jesus Christ. God is the one who establishes the good. Truth is objective and is most fully discovered in the person of Jesus Christ.
Once again the study of the Catechism of the Catholic Church in the section on conscience will help you to form your consciences. If a conscience is not formed, it is easy for it to be erroneous in its judgment of good and evil. Tragically in reflecting on what decisions to make, a person may be listening to the father of lies rather than to God. 
Jesus reminds us that "As the Father has loved me, so have I loved you; abide in my love. If you keep my commandments, you will abide in my love, just as I have kept my Father's commandments and abide in his love. These things I have spoken to you, that my joy may be in you, and that your joy may be full. This is my commandment, that you love one another as I have loved you" (John 15:9-12).
A Catholic with a properly formed conscience puts faith in Jesus Christ, lives the commandments, has knowledge of the teaching of the Church as presented in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, and desires to live a virtuous life through the total gift of self to God and by living his love in the world.
The proper formation of your conscience in love and truth -- in Jesus, who is both love and truth -- is necessary if you are to experience joy. To build a culture of life Catholics must form their consciences and always choose life and the dignity of the human person from the moment of conception to natural death.
Finally, and most challenging, is the promotion of the culture of life in society. Catholics in the political arena today are too often more faithful to party platforms and partisanship than to their faith in Jesus Christ, his Church, and the promotion of a culture of life. There is a false separation between one's private life and faith and one's public life. 
Today some Catholic politicians who support abortion hide behind the lies of "pro-choice" or not wanting to "impose their morality" on others. Yet they strongly support other life issues by opposing capital punishment, seeking just treatment for immigrants, and correctly understanding that part of just governance is ensuring the dignity of human life. Quite rightly, they do not consider this to be "imposing morality" in these areas.
There may also be politicians who are pro-life with respect to abortion, euthanasia and embryonic stem-cell research, yet who support capital punishment and policies that result in the oppression of immigrants. They seem to forget to opt for the dignity of the human person in these cases, and they choose to be more faithful to their party platform than to their Catholic faith. 
Catholics in the political arena must recognize that opposition to intrinsic evils, such as abortion, euthanasia, genocide, embryonic stem-cell research and same sex unions is always required by the faithful Catholic. Because these intrinsic evils are direct attacks on human life and marital dignity, they are nonnegotiable for every Catholic. Catholics must recognize, too, that in the other human life issues -- such as immigration, capital punishment, the economy, health-care and war -- the dignity of the human person must first and foremost be taken into consideration in seeking solutions to these questions.
As John Paul II reminded everyone involved in civil and legislative affairs, "A law which violates an innocent person's natural right to life is unjust and as such, is not valid as a law" ("Evangelium Vitae," 90). "Abortion and euthanasia are thus crimes which no human law can claim to legitimize. There is no obligation in conscience to obey such laws; instead there is a grave and clear obligation to oppose them by conscientious objection" (ibid., No. 73). We are warned in Scripture and by John Paul II that "we must obey God rather than man" (Acts 5:29, "Evangelium Vitae," 73).
Every Catholic who supports intrinsic evils is reminded that they will one day stand before the judgment seat of God and give an account of themselves and how they lived the Gospel of Life.
At the same time, as pro-life Catholics, we must have concern for immigrants, the suffering, the sick and the poor. We must work for the avoidance of war, the elimination of the death penalty and an end to drug trafficking. If we are truly going to be pro-life and build a true culture of life, all of these are matters of concern.
While there can be different solutions for questions regarding some issues which are not intrinsic evils, the inherent dignity of the human person from the moment of conception to natural death must be the lens through which all decisions are made. We must constantly, at every level, promote the dignity of the human person and the truth that every human being is created in the image and likeness of God from the moment of his or her conception until natural death.

Bishop Aquila's Address on Absolutes in Life Issues
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/bishop-aquila-s-address-on-absolutes-in-life-issues 

Baltimore, Maryland, January 25, 2008  
Here is the address Bishop Samuel Aquila of Fargo gave Nov. 15 to Loyola College in Baltimore, titled "The Sanctity of Human Life from Conception to Natural Death." The presentation was part of the Loyola Alive Seamless Garment Series. 
* * *

Thank you for the invitation to address you this evening on "The Sanctity of Human Life from Conception to Natural Death" in the Loyola Alive Seamless Garment series on the multiple concerns surrounding human life. I have been asked to speak for about 30 minutes and then respond to questions for the same amount of time; therefore, I will only be able to provide you with broad strokes on this important multi-faceted topic.
I want to make brief comments on the seamless garment image. It was used by Cardinal [Joseph] Bernardin [1928-1996] in talks he presented in 1983 and 1984, and later by others. Taken from the Gospels, the image refers to the seamless garment of Christ, which at his crucifixion, because of its uniqueness, was not divided (John 19:23-24). The image attempts to show that there is a common thread that runs through all the human life issues.
I want to give a word of caution when using the image of the seamless garment. In the past it sometimes led to a misunderstanding of life issues. The misunderstanding was to place all life issues on an equal level, failing to note that certain life issues concern intrinsic evils that must always be opposed while others do not. For example, while there can be varying solutions for how to best accomplish a good regarding questions of health care, migration, and welfare, there can be no debate about the admissibility of actions such as abortion, euthanasia, embryonic stem cell research, or genocide.
Innocent human life must be protected from conception through natural death, and such acts are therefore always evil and never morally acceptable. Cardinal Bernardin was insistent on a consistent ethic of life that clearly distinguished between the intentional taking of innocent human life and multiple other life issues associated with capital punishment, war, health care, the homeless, the hungry, the migrant, etc.

The best place for us to find the clear teaching of the Church on human life today is in the 1997 Catechism of the Catholic Church and the 1995 encyclical by our late Holy Father John Paul II, "Evangelium Vitae" (The Gospel of Life). John Paul II began his encyclical with these words, "The Gospel of life is at the heart of Jesus' message … to be preached with dauntless fidelity to the people of every age and culture" (No. 1).
He calls every Catholic to be faithful to the message of Jesus Christ on human life. Furthermore, he notes that we live in times in which there is a great cultural war between a culture of death and a culture of life. As Catholics we must have the courage to proclaim the culture of life for the common good of society. This is a duty and responsibility of every Catholic.
In the remainder of my talk I wish to address, first, the common thread that runs through all life issues. I will then raise some of the human life issues and speak to the difference between those that are intrinsic evils to be always opposed and those that are not. I will then comment on the culture of death and cite four aspects among many that help to form it. In closing I will make suggestions to you on how to promote a culture of life.

The Common Thread
As Catholics we believe in the dignity of human life. In the book of Genesis we hear how the Creator has created the human being in his image and likeness, male and female, he created them (Genesis 1:26ff.). God blessed the first couple and gave them a command to be fruitful and multiply. They are given the power to share in God's creation through their sexual intimacy.
Life is a gift freely bestowed by the Creator, a good that is to be received. Of all creatures that God has created, only human beings share in his image and likeness and are given the ability to know, receive and return the love of God. The dignity of human life is determined by God and thus is always to be protected. 
The Catechism of the Catholic Church teaches: "Human life is sacred because from its beginning it involves the creative action of God and it remains forever in a special relationship with the Creator, who is its sole end. God alone is the Lord of life from its beginning until its end: no one can under any circumstance claim for himself the right directly to destroy an innocent human being" (No. 2258). This is the common thread that runs through all of the life issues.
The right to life is the essential right for every other human right. Benedict XVI on Sept. 7, 2007, reminded the authorities and diplomatic corps of Austria: "The fundamental human right, the presupposition of every other human right, is the right to life itself. This is true of life from the moment of conception to its natural end. Abortion, consequently, cannot be a human right -- it is the very opposite." 
Our American Declaration of Independence acknowledged that truth when it stated: "We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights, that among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness."
Here we have a clear recognition of the right to life that comes from the Creator. The dignity of the human person is bestowed by God from the moment of his or her conception, and not by the government, state or another person. The dignity of the human person is inherent, a part of the nature of every person, from the beginning of his or her life at conception.
The dignity of the human person is further expressed in the Ten Commandments, and most especially in the Fifth Commandment, "Thou shall not kill." Respect for all human beings is enshrined in this commandment. In the words of the Catechism of the Catholic Church: "The fifth commandment forbids direct and intentional killing as gravely sinful. The murderer and those who cooperate voluntarily in murder commit a sin that cries out to heaven for vengeance" (2268).

A Key Distinction in Human Life Issues
The Catholic Church in her teaching has always distinguished between the intentional taking of innocent human life, an intrinsic evil, and those cases in which, for the sake of self-defense or the protection of the common good, the taking of life is not murder. There are only two situations in which the regrettable taking of human life is not necessarily murder: the cases of an unjust aggressor and a criminal.

However, as John Paul II explains, even in these two cases one is morally obliged to show great respect for human life. He declares in "Evangelium Vitae": "If such great care must be taken to respect every life, even that of criminals and unjust aggressors, the commandment 'You shall not kill' has absolute value when it refers to the innocent person. And all the more so in the case of weak and defenseless human beings, who find their ultimate defense against the arrogance and caprice of others only in the absolute binding force of God's commandment" (No. 57).
Clear in the teaching are the basic dignity of all human life and the absolute value of innocent human life from the moment of conception. The intentional taking of innocent human life -- which characterizes embryo-destructive stem cell research, abortion, infanticide, euthanasia and genocide -- is intrinsically evil and never morally justifiable. 
In regard to the two exceptions to the absolute prohibition against taking human life, the dignity of human life must always be kept in mind. In the case of the legitimate defense of self or society, the distinction is made concerning the double effect of the action.
In legitimate self-defense a person intends to preserve his own life and does not intend to kill the unjust aggressor (Catechism of the Catholic Church, No. 2263). A person who cannot defend himself without also bringing about the death of the unjust aggressor is morally justified in doing so. We observe this when a person, who tries to kill a police officer, is shot by the officer. The police officer is both protecting himself and acting as an agent of the state to protect the common good. There is the intentional protection of oneself and the common good and the unintentional taking of a human life. 
In the case of the defense of society, the issues are much more complex. In addition to defending the human dignity of the one attacked, one must also consider the actions taken against multiple unjust aggressors, the types of weapons used, innocent citizens of the countries involved, prisoners of war, and so forth. In both of these cases there exists the duty to preserve the common good and people's safety. The Catechism of the Catholic Church teaches us, "Legitimate defense can be not only a right but a grave duty for one who is responsible for the lives of others" (No. 2265).
Let us now briefly consider the issues of capital punishment and war. Concerning capital punishment, Catholics are called to recognize that while society has the duty to protect itself from a murderer, the criminal never loses his or her dignity. Hence all criminals, even the most hardened, must be treated with respect and dignity.
Revenge has no place in the heart of the Christian. The Catechism of the Catholic Church, reiterating the teaching of John Paul II in "Evangelium Vitae," notes that when nonlethal means are available to protect persons and society, such as life sentences without parole, those are "more in conformity with the dignity of the human person" (Catechism of the Catholic Church, No. 2267).
Furthermore, he taught that given the means available today for the protection of society from murderers, justifiable cases of capital punishment "are very rare, if not practically non-existent" ("Evangelium Vitae," 56). Since the reasons for capital punishment are "rare" and "practically nonexistent," Catholics should oppose the death penalty and encourage society to choose another way to protect itself, such as life imprisonment without parole.
The topic of war is too broad and complex to develop in a talk such as this. The Catechism of the Catholic Church outlines clearly "the strict conditions" which must exist "for legitimate defense by military force" (No. 2309). Even when these "strict conditions" are fulfilled, decisions of war must always be made with both the dignity of the human person and the common good always in the forefront. Moreover, one must consider "the permanent validity of the moral law during armed conflict" (No. 2312), which includes the respect and humane treatment of all noncombatants, the wounded and prisoners of war (No. 2313).

The Culture of Death
Let us now turn to the culture of death in which we find ourselves as Catholics today. In "Evangelium Vitae," No. 3, John Paul II cites the Second Vatican Council's Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World, "Gaudium et Spes," and its strong condemnation of attacks against the dignity of human life.
Though the quote is lengthy, it helps us to understand that the culture of death existed even in 1965, and indeed well before then, and has only grown deeper in our times. The Council Fathers stated: "Whatever is opposed to life itself, such as any type of murder, genocide, abortion, euthanasia, or willful self-destruction, whatever violates the integrity of the human person, such as mutilation, torments inflicted on body or mind, attempts to coerce the will itself; whatever insults human dignity, such as subhuman living conditions, arbitrary imprisonment, deportation, slavery, prostitution, the selling of women and children; as well as disgraceful working conditions, where people are treated as mere instruments of gain rather than as free and responsible persons; all these things and others like them are infamies indeed. They poison human society, and they do more harm to those who practice them than to those who suffer from the injury. Moreover, they are a supreme dishonor to the Creator" (No. 27). 
John Paul II acknowledged, "We are facing an enormous and dramatic clash between good and evil, death and life, the 'culture of death' and the 'culture of life.' We find ourselves not only 'faced with' but necessarily 'in the midst of' this conflict: We are all involved and we all share in it, with the inescapable responsibility of choosing to be unconditionally pro-life" ("Evangelium Vitae," No. 28). He calls us as Catholics, true to the faith we have received, to be "unconditionally pro-life" and to accept this responsibility no matter what the cost. 
We can observe that the attacks against life have only grown over the 40-plus years since Vatican II. Today in our country abortion is legal throughout all nine months of pregnancy, euthanasia is actively promoted in some of our states, and embryonic stem-cell research occurs with great pressure to support it with federal funds.
Globally we observe the plight of the unjust distribution of resources, human trafficking, drug trafficking, the presence of radical jihadism and terrorism, and worst of all, the contradiction of professed Catholics and Christians taking public positions against human life. The culture of death has grown to a far greater magnitude than ever imagined by the Fathers of the Second Vatican Council. 

John Paul II in his encyclical cites four causes for the culture of death: a misunderstanding of the person, a false idea of freedom which has become separated from truth, the loss of the sense of God, and a misunderstanding of conscience. Let us look briefly at each factor.

First, there is a misunderstanding of the human person. Today there is a sense that the human person has dignity and value only if he or she is wanted, fully able to care for himself or herself, and able to be completely autonomous. Hence the unborn or the dying, since they are not autonomous and are unable to care for themselves, are considered not to have the same rights or dignity as others.
John Paul II notes, "It is clear that on the basis of these presuppositions [those of the culture of death], there is no place in the world for anyone who, like the unborn or dying, is a weak element in the social structure, or for anyone who appears completely at the mercy of others and radically dependent on them" ("Evangelium Vitae," No. 19). 
The right to life and human dignity is not dependent on the person's autonomy and ability to live independently. A state does not have the right to decide who has dignity and who does not. Historically we are cognizant of what happens when states think they have that right. We need only consider Nazi Germany, the gulags of Communist Russia, the apartheid of South Africa, the killing fields of Cambodia, the genocide that occurs in Sudan; the list could go on and on.
A true culture of life recognizes that dignity is bestowed by God from the moment of conception through natural death. This truth was recognized by our forefathers in the Declaration of Independence and has now been lost since the Roe v. Wade decision of 1973.
Second, there is a false idea of freedom and a disconnection of freedom from truth. This disconnection leads to a subjectivism and relativism that negates objective truth about what is good and what is evil. We see this embodied in the Planned Parenthood v. Casey decision of 1992, when the Supreme Court Justices in the majority stated, "At the heart of liberty is the right to define one's own concept of existence, of meaning, of the universe, and of the mystery of human life."
Such a statement by the justices supports a notion that there is no objective truth to the "concept of existence, of meaning, of the universe, and of the mystery of human life," which human beings through reason are able to discover. 
John Paul II forcefully states that such a separation between freedom and truth leads a person to both a "subjective and changeable opinion, or indeed his selfish interest and whim," and the "shifting sands of complete relativism" ("Evangelium Vitae," Nos. 19 and 20).
For Catholics there is a clear relationship between truth and freedom. Jesus taught, "You will know the truth, and the truth will set you free" (John 8:32). A culture of life, for a believer or nonbeliever, is deeply aware that freedom and truth must be related and that true freedom must be grounded in the truth.
To put this in terms our culture might better understand, the fact that we can destroy the environment in which we live (what we might consider our freedom) does not mean that we are morally correct in doing so (because it violates the truth of the goodness of creation). We can acknowledge that this truth is self-evident. If only we could apply similar, self-evident reason to individual human lives, most especially the unborn. Yet, sadly, we give more dignity to animals than to unborn human beings. A culture of life acknowledges that true freedom is grounded in truth.
Third, in a culture of death, with the loss of the sense of God, there is no hope for humanity. If there is no sense of God, there is no sense of eternal life. The human person essentially lives in despair when there is no hope for immortality. John Paul II in "Evangelium Vitae" cites the Second Vatican Council, "Without the Creator the creature would disappear. … But when God is forgotten the creature grows unintelligible" (No. 22). "Life itself becomes a mere 'thing,' which man claims as his exclusive property, completely subject to his control and manipulation" (No. 22). This view of man and the loss of the sense of God lead "to a practical materialism, which breeds individualism, utilitarianism and hedonism" (No. 23). 
All three of these elements of "practical materialism" are present in society today. When one looks at the way young people are bombarded by the media to have the latest style in clothes, computers, i-pods, automobiles, music, etc., and then the manner in which these items are promoted in advertising through highly charged sexual images, one cannot help but observe the depth of self-centered pleasure, individualism and the objectification of the human person to which our culture has moved. 
One detects the hopelessness and despair that mark our culture in the violence that is so present among young people. This violence is especially evident in video games, films and, most tragically, in real life in the senseless murders that occur on our high school and college campuses. If human life is to be valued, the culture must have a sense of the Creator.
Finally, there is real confusion around the understanding of conscience that has led to confusion about what is good and evil. If I asked each one of you to define conscience I would probably receive a variety of different answers. Too often today, due to the influence of the media and the secular world, conscience is understood more as one's opinion than anything else.
For example, one person's so-called conscience will say that abortion is perfectly acceptable, while another person's conscience will say the opposite. Or one person's so-called conscience will say that being a suicide bomber is fine, while another's will say it is not. One can recognize the lack of reason and logic in this false understanding of conscience and see how it leads to a culture of death when an objective evil is judged as a good. 
The Catechism of the Catholic Church teaches that conscience is "the interior voice of a human being, within whose heart the inner law of God is inscribed. Moral conscience is a judgment of practical reason about the moral quality of a human action. It moves a person at the appropriate moment to do good and avoid evil" (Glossary and Nos. 1777-1778).

The proper understanding of conscience and the acknowledgement of good and evil as defined by truth and by God is essential for a culture of life. The practical question is how we form our consciences so that they can make correct judgments. I will return to this question in my concluding remarks concerning how we may promote a culture of life.

Conclusion: The Promotion of a Culture of Life
I will briefly highlight just four points among the many that John Paul II addressed at the conclusion of his encyclical "Evangelium Vitae" to promote a culture of life. First, I will look at the call to faith in Jesus Christ. Next I will address the importance of education, and then the formation of one's conscience. Finally, I will look at the responsibility to participate in the life of society. 
All Catholics have a duty and responsibility to advance a culture of life and strive to transform society to one that deeply respects and cherishes human life from the moment of conception to natural death. As Catholics we place our faith in Jesus Christ. We must know and receive the love that Jesus Christ desires to give us.
Benedict XVI, in his encyclical "Deus Caritas Est" (God is Love), reminded us, "Being Christian is not the result of an ethical choice or a lofty idea, but the encounter with an event, a person, which gives life a new horizon and a decisive direction" (No. 1). That person is Jesus Christ! 
This means we must enter into a relationship with Jesus Christ and, in that communion with him, we will discover communion and relationship with the Father and the Holy Spirit. Jesus teaches us: "I am the way, the truth, and the life" (John 14:6); "I came that they may have life, and have it abundantly. I am the good shepherd" (John 10:10-11); "I have called you friends" (John 15: 15); and "Come to me all you who labor and I will give you rest" (Matthew 11:28).
As the Second Vatican Council taught, and John Paul II never tired of citing, "Christ, the final Adam, by the revelation of the mystery of the Father and his love, fully reveals man to man himself and makes his supreme calling clear" ("Gaudium et Spes," No. 22). 
Only through a living faith in the person of Jesus Christ does the human person come to fully understand himself or herself and the dignity that we have as children of the Father. In Jesus, we truly become the sons and daughters of the Father. This relationship with Jesus Christ is personal and communal. The relationship is most fully lived in union with Christ and the Church; and most especially in the regular reception of the sacraments of reconciliation and the Eucharist and the prayerful reading of sacred Scripture.
Like any human relationship, intimacy grows and develops through one's entire life. This relationship is our joy, our deepest desire, and God's will. In order to build a culture of life we must have a deep faith in Jesus Christ and know in faith that our deepest and truest identity is as a beloved daughter or son of the Father. Every decision, action and word flows from this identity. As Jesus was a man for others so too must we be for others in our world.
The second point John Paul II makes is that, as Catholics and a people of life, we must continue to educate ourselves. We never have full knowledge of our faith or, for that matter, of any subject we may study. We can continue to grow in knowledge. 
You will note that throughout this presentation I have cited Scripture, the Catechism of the Catholic Church and Church documents. I cannot stress enough how essential it is for you to prayerfully read sacred Scripture, and most especially the Gospels. If you have not read the four Gospels, I encourage you to start with the Gospel of Mark, reading one chapter a day, or half a chapter a day, and go through the whole year reading the four Gospels. 
You would not be here this evening if you were not interested in the question of human life and its many aspects; therefore I encourage you, too, to read the sections of the Catechism of the Catholic Church on the dignity of the human person, and especially on the Fifth Commandment, to understand the clear teaching of the Church on human life. Another necessary area of study is a careful reading of John Paul II's "Evangelium Vitae" (The Gospel of Life). For a group such as yours, Loyola Alive, it would be easy to have a study group that looks at all the life issues outlined in the "Gospel of Life."
The third point is the proper formation of your consciences. The understanding of conscience as the voice of God in the heart of each person is essential. The voice of God is rooted in the good and the true and in love as revealed in the person of Jesus Christ. God is the one who establishes the good. Truth is objective and is most fully discovered in the person of Jesus Christ. Once again the study of the Catechism of the Catholic Church in the section on conscience will help you to form your consciences. If a conscience is not formed, it is easy for it to be erroneous in its judgment of good and evil. Tragically in reflecting on what decisions to make, a person may be listening to the father of lies rather than to God. 
Jesus reminds us that "As the Father has loved me, so have I loved you; abide in my love. If you keep my commandments, you will abide in my love, just as I have kept my Father's commandments and abide in his love. These things I have spoken to you, that my joy may be in you, and that your joy may be full. This is my commandment, that you love one another as I have loved you" (John 15:9-12). A Catholic with a properly formed conscience puts faith in Jesus Christ, lives the commandments, has knowledge of the teaching of the Church as presented in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, and desires to live a virtuous life through the total gift of self to God and by living his love in the world.
The proper formation of your conscience in love and truth -- in Jesus, who is both love and truth -- is necessary if you are to experience joy. To build a culture of life Catholics must form their consciences and always choose life and the dignity of the human person from the moment of conception to natural death.
Finally, and most challenging, is the promotion of the culture of life in society. Catholics in the political arena today are too often more faithful to party platforms and partisanship than to their faith in Jesus Christ, his Church, and the promotion of a culture of life. There is a false separation between one's private life and faith and one's public life. 

Today some Catholic politicians who support abortion hide behind the lies of "pro-choice" or not wanting to "impose their morality" on others. Yet they strongly support other life issues by opposing capital punishment, seeking just treatment for immigrants, and correctly understanding that part of just governance is ensuring the dignity of human life. Quite rightly, they do not consider this to be "imposing morality" in these areas.
There may also be politicians who are pro-life with respect to abortion, euthanasia and embryonic stem-cell research, yet who support capital punishment and policies that result in the oppression of immigrants. They seem to forget to opt for the dignity of the human person in these cases, and they choose to be more faithful to their party platform than to their Catholic faith. 
Catholics in the political arena must recognize that opposition to intrinsic evils, such as abortion, euthanasia, genocide, embryonic stem-cell research and same sex unions is always required by the faithful Catholic. Because these intrinsic evils are direct attacks on human life and marital dignity, they are nonnegotiable for every Catholic. Catholics must recognize, too, that in the other human life issues -- such as immigration, capital punishment, the economy, health-care and war -- the dignity of the human person must first and foremost be taken into consideration in seeking solutions to these questions.
As John Paul II reminded everyone involved in civil and legislative affairs, "A law which violates an innocent person's natural right to life is unjust and as such, is not valid as a law" ("Evangelium Vitae," 90). "Abortion and euthanasia are thus crimes which no human law can claim to legitimize. There is no obligation in conscience to obey such laws; instead there is a grave and clear obligation to oppose them by conscientious objection" (ibid., No. 73). We are warned in Scripture and by John Paul II that "we must obey God rather than man" (Acts 5:29, "Evangelium Vitae," 73).
Every Catholic who supports intrinsic evils is reminded that they will one day stand before the judgment seat of God and give an account of themselves and how they lived the Gospel of Life.
At the same time, as pro-life Catholics, we must have concern for immigrants, the suffering, the sick and the poor. We must work for the avoidance of war, the elimination of the death penalty and an end to drug trafficking. If we are truly going to be pro-life and build a true culture of life, all of these are matters of concern.
While there can be different solutions for questions regarding some issues which are not intrinsic evils, the inherent dignity of the human person from the moment of conception to natural death must be the lens through which all decisions are made. We must constantly, at every level, promote the dignity of the human person and the truth that every human being is created in the image and likeness of God from the moment of his or her conception until natural death.
In closing, I thank you again for the opportunity to offer these reflections to you. I encourage you, as Catholics, to promote a culture of life. This must begin with each one of you, reflecting on how you personally place your faith in Jesus Christ, educate yourselves, form your consciences, and participate in the political process.
Then I encourage you to pray. Pray most especially for the conversion of the hearts and minds of those who support intrinsic evils that they may come to acknowledge the dignity of the human person and promote a culture of life. Pray for the conversion of the hearts and minds of those who support a culture of death in the public arena, especially for Catholics who have opted against life and the Gospel.
Jesus taught us to pray for our enemies (Matthew 5:44) and he himself forgave his enemies from the Cross. We are to do no less. Only prayer will lead to a true conversion of heart and mind, and to the truth of Jesus Christ and the abundant life he promises to us. May each of us work untiringly for a culture of life and live faithfully the Gospel of Life. Thank you.

A Return to Barbarity - Quest for Perfection Leads to Selective Killing of Unborn 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/a-return-to-barbarity 

By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, January 28, 2008 

The quest for a perfect child is leading to the increasing use of techniques to discover possible health problems in the unborn. Normally this is not done with a view to healing, and results in the deaths of embryos considered imperfect. 

It Italy court decisions are in effect undoing a legal prohibition against the use of such screening programs, known as preimplantation genetic diagnosis (PGD). A 2004 national law vetoes screening embryos before they are implanted in the mothers' womb. Nevertheless, a court in the Lazio region of Italy last week declared this restriction as being "illegitimate," reported the Italian daily newspaper, Corriere della Sera on Jan. 24. Already in past months local tribunals in Florence and in the Sardinian city of Cagliari had come to similar decisions. In the Cagliari decision the judge upheld a mother's request to screen her in-vitro embryos for a hereditary blood disorder, reported the Italian news agency ANSA on Sept. 25. At the time both the Italian bishops' conference and Catholic politicians were strongly critical of the ruling.
In fact, in 2006 the nation's top tribunal, the Constitutional Court, heard a challenge to the 2004 law regarding its banning of PGD, and the court upheld the statute. "I thought judges were supposed to apply the law and that their interpretations were based on what the Constitutional Court decides," said Monsignor Giuseppe Betori, secretary of the bishops' conference, in comments reported by ANSA following the Cagliari decision.
The Vatican also weighed in after the subsequent Florence decision. Eliminating an embryo is equivalent to homicide, declared Cardinal Javier Lozano Barragán, president of the Pontifical Council for Health Care Ministry, in comments reported by the Repubblica newspaper Dec. 24.


England go-ahead 

The trend to increasing use of PGD is very evident in England. A couple recently received approval to test their embryos for a genetic defect that leads to high cholesterol levels, reported the Times newspaper on Dec. 15.

The approval, by the Human Fertilization and Embryology Authority, was given in relation to a genetic trait that is a relatively rare condition and which can lead to the death of children at an early age. The Times noted, however, that the couple have a milder form of this genetic problem and that it could well result that the embryos would have a good chance of becoming children with reasonably healthy lives. Shortly after this authorization it was argued that deaf parents should be allowed to screen their embryos so as to be able to pick a deaf child, reported the Sunday Times on Dec. 23. According to Jackie Ballard, chief executive of the Royal Institute for Deaf and Hard of Hearing People, a small minority of couples would prefer to have a deaf child so as "to fit in better with the family lifestyle."
Some practitioners of embryo screening were not in agreement. "This would be an abuse of medical technology," stated Gedis Grudzinskas, medical director of the Bridge Center, a clinic in London that screens embryos, according to the Sunday Times.
Earlier in the year approval was granted to screen embryos for a gene that brings with it an increased risk of breast cancer, reported the Times on July 21. The article commented that not all those with the gene will necessarily develop breast cancer, meaning that the screening will lead to destroying some embryos that would have been healthy.
Enhancing humanity Along with increased use of PGD to eliminate "defective" embryos arguments are also being made in favor of using such techniques to improving the human race. We should use genetic engineering and reproductive technology to produce "enhanced" people, argued John Harris in his 2007 book, "Enhancing Evolution: The Ethical Case for Making People Better" (Princeton University Press). Harris is a professor of bioethics at the University of Manchester law school and a member of Britain's Human Genetics Commission. The author does not settle for half measures. If we wish to make the world a better place we need to change humanity, he argued, even to the point where we or our descendants "will cease to be human in the sense in which we now understand the idea," says Harris in the book's introduction.
Harris adopts a utilitarian approach in which he maintains that such a course of action is not only desirable, but is also morally legitimate, as it has for its aim making our lives better.  The pragmatic orientation of his arguments leads Harris to deny embryos, and even newborns, the status of human individuals. Persons are properly called individuals, he advocated in one of the book's chapters, when they are "capable of valuing their own existence."
Another recent book in favor of genetically modifying future generations is: "Babies by Design: The Ethics of Genetic Choice, (Yale University Press) by Ronald M. Green. The author, director of the Ethics Institute at Dartmouth College, is less extreme than Harris, but still declares himself in favor of interventions in our own and our children's genetic makeup.
Green did acknowledge that there are some grounds for concern over where such genetic modification may lead. While distinguishing his position from the more extreme attitude of seeing human beings as perfectly malleable he did, however, conclude that we should accept changing our genetic structures.


Perfection temptation 

The pressure in favor of eugenics has not gone unanswered. Last October Nobel Prize winner James Watson declared that blacks are generally inferior in intelligence to whites. In an Oct. 24 article commenting on the issue, Washington Post columnist Michael Gerson wrote about the eugenics temptation.
About 90% of fetuses found to have Down syndrome are aborted in America, he noted. Such practices give absolute power to one generation of defining what is normal and beautiful, and this inevitably leads to discrimination, he adverted. We should choose human equality over the pursuit of human perfection, he recommended.
Eugenics has long been condemned by the Church. In its 1987 Instruction on Respect for Human Life (Donum Vitae) the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith dealt with this issue, along with other questions related to artificial methods of reproduction.
One of the questions dealt with in the document, signed by the then prefect of the congregation, Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, dealt with the question of the morality of PGD. If the prenatal diagnosis respects the life and integrity of the embryo, and is directed toward its safeguarding or healing, then it is licit, the instruction stated.


Right to life 

"But this diagnosis is gravely opposed to the moral law when it is done with the thought of possibly inducing an abortion depending upon the results," the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith warned. A diagnosis that reveals some illness "must not be the equivalent of a death sentence," the instruction added.
Eliminating embryos who suffer from malformations or hereditary illness, is a violation of the unborn child's right to life and as an abuse of the rights and duties of the spouses, the document concluded.
This teaching was confirmed in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, No. 2268. In an explanation dealing with the Fifth Commandment that forbids direct and intentional killing, the Catechism specifically included eugenics. "Concern for eugenics or public health cannot justify any murder, even if commanded by public authority," the number states. Warnings increasingly being ignored as a post-Christian society, under the pretext of progress, returns to barbaric practices.

Pope Urges Doctrinal Congregation to Focus on Bioethics Notes 2 Principles for Moral Choices

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/pope-urges-doctrinal-congregation-to-focus-on-bioethics 
Vatican City, January 31, 2008 
Benedict XVI is encouraging the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith to give attention to bioethics. The Pope received in audience today participants in the plenary session of that dicastery, which is being held this week in the Vatican. 
The Holy Father recalled how last year the congregation published … the "Doctrinal Note on Some Aspects of Evangelization*," issued in December.
*http://ephesians-511.net/docs/DOCTRINAL_NOTE_ON_SOME_ASPECTS_OF_EVANGELIZATION.doc
"Faced with the risk of persistent religious and cultural relativism," the Pope said, this document "stresses that the Church, in a time of dialogue between religions and cultures, is not dispensed from the need to evangelize and undertake missionary activity among peoples, nor does she cease asking mankind to accept the salvation that is offered to everyone. The recognition of elements of truth and goodness in other religions of the world, [...] collaboration with them in the defense and promotion of the dignity of the human person and of universal moral values, cannot be understood as a limitation to the Church's missionary task, which involves her in the constant announcement of Christ as the way, the truth and the life."
Broken barrier Benedict XVI invited the members of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith to give particular attention to "the difficult and complex problems of bioethics." In this context, he indicated that the "Church's magisterium certainly cannot and should not intervene on every scientific innovation. Rather, it has the task of reiterating the great values at stake, and providing the faithful, and all men and women of good will, with ethical-moral principles and guidelines for these new and important questions." "The two fundamental criteria for moral discernment in this field," he added, "are unconditional respect for the human being as a person, from conception to natural death; and respect for the origin of the transmission of human life through the acts of the spouses."
The Pope highlighted new problems associated with such questions, such as the freezing of human embryos, pre-implantation diagnosis, stem cell research and attempts at human cloning.
All these, he said, "clearly show how, with artificial insemination outside the body, the barrier protecting human dignity has been broken. When human beings in the weakest and most defenseless stage of their existence are selected, abandoned, killed or used as pure 'biological matter,' how can it be denied that they are no longer being treated as 'someone' but as 'something,' thus placing the very concept of human dignity in doubt."
The Holy Father highlighted how "the Church appreciates and encourages progress in the biomedical sciences, which opens up previously unimagined therapeutic possibilities."
At the same time, he pointed out that "she feels the need to enlighten everyone's consciences so that scientific progress may be truly respectful of all human beings, who must be recognized as having individual dignity because they have been created in the image of God." In this context, he concluded by ensuring participants in the plenary assembly that study of such themes "will certainly contribute to promoting the formation of consciences of many of our brothers and sisters."

Scientific progress must respect human dignity

http://visnews-en.blogspot.in/2008/01/scientific-progress-must-respect-human.html 

Vatican City, January 31, 2008

This morning, Benedict XVI received participants in the plenary session of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, which is being held this week in the Vatican. The Pope recalled how last year the congregation published "two important documents presenting ... certain clarifications necessary for the correct functioning of ecumenical dialogue, and of dialogue with the religions and cultures of the world".
The first of these documents, "Responses to some Questions Regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church"*, confirms that "the one and only Church of Christ has subsistence, permanence and stability in the Catholic Church and, consequently, that the unity, indivisibility and indestructibility of the Church of Christ is not invalidated by separations and divisions among Christians".
*http://ephesians-511.net/docs/RESPONSES_TO_SOME_QUESTIONS_REGARDING_CERTAIN_ASPECTS_OF_THE_DOCTRINE_ON_THE_CHURCH_AND_COMPILED_INFORMATION.doc
The Holy Father went on to note how the document calls attention "to the difference that still persists between the different Christians confessions, as concerns their understanding of 'being Church' in a strictly theological sense. This, far from impeding true ecumenical commitment, will be a stimulus to ensuring that discussion of doctrinal questions is always carried out with realism, and with complete awareness of the aspects that still divide Christian confessions", he said.
The Pope then referred to the other document published by the congregation last year, the "Doctrinal Note on some aspects of evangelisation*", issued in December. "Faced with the risk of persistent religious and cultural relativism", he said, this document "stresses that the Church, in a time of dialogue between religions and cultures, is not dispensed from the need to evangelise and undertake missionary activity among peoples, nor does she cease asking mankind to accept the salvation that is offered to everyone. The recognition of elements of truth and goodness in other religions of the world, ... collaboration with them in the defence and promotion of the dignity of the human person and of universal moral values, cannot be understood as a limitation to the Church's missionary task, which involves her in the constant announcement of Christ as the way, the truth and the life".
*http://ephesians-511.net/docs/DOCTRINAL_NOTE_ON_SOME_ASPECTS_OF_EVANGELIZATION.doc
Benedict XVI invited the members of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith to give particular attention to "the difficult and complex problems of bioethics". In this context, he indicated that the "Church's Magisterium certainly cannot and should not intervene on every scientific innovation. Rather, it has the task of reiterating the great values at stake, and providing the faithful, and all men and women of good will, with ethical-moral principles and guidelines for these new and important questions.
"The two fundamental criteria for moral discernment in this field", he added, "are: unconditional respect for the human being as a person, from conception to natural death; and respect for the origin of the transmission of human life through the acts of the spouses".
The Pope highlighted "new problems" associated with such questions as "the freezing of human embryos, embryonal reduction, pre-implantation diagnosis, stem cell research and attempts at human cloning". All these, he said, "clearly show how, with artificial insemination outside the body, the barrier protecting human dignity has been broken. When human beings in the weakest and most defenceless stage of their existence are selected, abandoned, killed or used as pure 'biological matter', how can it be denied that they are no longer being treated as 'someone' but as 'something', thus placing the very concept of human dignity in doubt".
The Holy Father highlighted how "the Church appreciates and encourages progress in the biomedical sciences, which opens up previously unimagined therapeutic possibilities". At the same time, he pointed out that "she feels the need to enlighten everyone's consciences so that scientific progress may be truly respectful of all human beings, who must be recognised as having individual dignity because they have been created in the image of God". In this context, he concluded by ensuring participants in the plenary assembly that study of such themes "will certainly contribute to promoting the formation of consciences of many of our brothers and sisters".
Brazilian Bishops Launch Major National Campaign against Abortion, Euthanasia, and Embryonic Stem Cell Research 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/brazilian-bishops-launch-major-national-campaign-against-abortion-euthanasi 

By Matthew Cullinan Hoffman, Brasilia, Brazil, February 8, 2008 
After a shaky start, the Catholic bishops of Brazil have launched a national campaign against abortion, euthanasia, and embryonic stem cell research that newspapers are calling a "major offensive" against the culture of death. The opening event of the campaign, "Fraternity and the Defense of Life", was attended by leaders of the National Conference of Brazilian Bishops (CNBB), as well as high-ranking government officials from socialist president Luiz Lula's cabinet, on February 6th.

At the event, the CNBB General Secretary read a letter from Pope Benedict XVI to the CNBB's president, Geraldo Lyrio Rocha, stating that "all threats to life should be combated," and expressing hope that "the institutions of civil society will wish to join in solidarity with the will of the people, the majority of whom reject everything that is contrary to the ethical demands of justice and respect for human life from its beginning until its natural end."

In a sign of serious commitment to the pro-life cause, CNBB General Secretary Dimas Lara Barbosa made it clear that the Campaign's purpose was not merely to prevent the passage of legislation that would loosen restrictions on abortion, but also to eliminate the existing cases in which abortion is decriminalized in Brazil.

"It's on the horizon, as the second step, to struggle to revoke the legal permission for abortion in the cases that are already permitted," said Dimas Lara. According to Dimas Lara, the "Fraternity and Defense of Life" campaign will distribute folders containing pro-life material to every Catholic parish in almost six thousand municipalities in Brazil.  He also said that the CNBB would be confronting various government officials, as well as NGOs, for "manipulating information" in their defense of abortion. He added that in the second half of the year, the bishops intended to bring together organizations from across Latin America in a massive pro-life meeting. "The defense of life is non-negotiable," said Dimas Lara.

In a sign of respect for the influence of the Catholic Church in Brazil, president Luiz Lula sent his cabinet secretary Gilberto Carvalho, as well as his secretary of justice, Romeu Tuma Júnior, to the opening event.  Although Lula claims to be pro-life, his health minister is avowedly pro-abortion, and Lula's own behavior has led pro-lifers to conclude that he is pro-abortion as well. However, Lula's administration seems to fear the influence of Church authorities, whose pro-life sentiments are generally shared by the Brazilian people.  Even Lula's pro-abortion secretary of health, José Gomes Temporão, who was conspicuously absent from the event, spoke carefully about the bishops' campaign.  "I think it's important that the topic continue being debated and the Church is a good place for that to happen," he told the publication Correio da Bahia.

The bishops' effort to instruct the public on human life issues is this year's version of their annual "Fraternity Campaign", which has a different theme every year.  However, the pro-life theme for 2008 is a major departure from less-controversial themes of previous campaigns, which have focused on more general social issues such as youth and family, social justice, and highway safety.

The campaign encountered serious controversy before it even began this year, when a DVD was issued with the CNBB's "Fraternity Campaign" emblem that contained a sympathetic interview with "Catholics for a Free Choice," a group that promotes abortion in Brazil while claiming to be Catholic.  After complaints were made to the CNBB, the DVD was reissued without the offending material - and without explanation (see http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2008/jan/08012103.html).

However, with the passing of the controversy, the bishops of Brazil seem to be supporting this year's pro-life campaign with an uncharacteristic vigor.  In recent years they have appeared very reticent to speak out against the socialist government's pro-abortion and pro-homosexual policies, with a few notable exceptions.

The intensity of the new campaign may be in part due to the continuing threat of pro-abortion legislation, which has made some progress in the Brazilian Congress in recent months, and which has galvanized pro-lifers in the country.  It may also be a response to heavy criticism received recently from Catholics and other pro-lifers, such as the Brazilian philosophy professor Olavo de Carvalho, who complained bitterly in a January newspaper column about the bishops' ongoing association with pro-abortion groups (see text at http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2008/jan/08012104.html).

Scholar: Non-negotiables Should Lead Politics - Says There Is No Room for Compromise on Certain Issues

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/scholar-non-negotiables-should-lead-politics/shares/new 
Verona, Italy, April 10, 2008 

When a Catholic goes to vote, he should take into account that there are "non-negotiable principles," affirmed the director of the Verona-based Cardinal Van Thuân International Observatory for the Social Doctrine of the Church. Stefano Fontana, in an Italian-language statement, affirmed that among these non-negotiables are the values of life, family, and freedom of education and religion.
The observatory collaborates with bishops' conferences and other ecclesiastical organs, as well as educational centers and international agencies, in promoting social doctrine. It shares the aims of the Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace.
Fontana asked if Catholics, either as politicians or as voters, are willing to compromise these principles, noting that they "express fundamental values of reason and faith to build a society respectful of the dignity of the human person" and thus "cannot be the subject of negotiation." But in every election year, Fontana lamented, these principles are questioned, because some see "politics as the art of the possible." How should this situation be dealt with, Fontana asked. And he responded that there are certain issues that "do not leave room for compromises." "The right to life, to be conceived and not produced, to be born in a family," he said, "it is not understandable in these cases what a compromise could consist in."
"Values" Speaking then about the "values of the others," Fontana explained, "The 'values' that do not respect the fundamental principles of natural moral law are not values."
Regarding the affirmation that if politicians all affirmed absolute values, there would be no room for negotiation, the scholar affirmed that "it is not true that by referring to absolute values, a clash necessarily arises."
In first place, he explained, because many questions are not absolute. And secondly, "because subscribing to absolute values does not mean wanting to forcefully impose them." On the contrary, Fontana continued, "precisely the absolute value of the dignity of the person guarantees a peaceful and respectful dialogue."
"Clashes are born from renouncing absolute values so that everything becomes possible, even violence," he added.


Public vs. private 

Many distinguish between personal and public life, and justify compromises in this way, Fontana noted. But, he said, "the distinction between personal convictions and their public expression" does not count for everything. "When we're dealing with actions that deeply wound the dignity of the human person there can be no distinction between personal conviction and political action."
Thus, Fontana affirmed, public officials should not silence their consciences and recalled how Pope John Paul II proposed St. Thomas More as patron of politicians, "Conscientious objection has -- and will have more and more -- a great political significance, and in certain cases, conscientious objection demands even leaving posts."
Responding to the idea that conscientious objection will bring Catholics to leave politics to those without values, Fontana affirmed that "it is not licit to do good by way of evil, and actions that are absolutely evil should never be carried out."
Moreover, he affirmed, applying religious convictions in the public realm is not a false blurring of separate realities, since the principles in question are based in natural moral law, "precepts of reason, afterward reinforced, if you like, by faith."
Common good Fontana thus concluded that "it corresponds to the laypeople involved in politics to work to permit the political application of non-negotiable principles, freeing themselves from the destiny of the compromise."
If these principles don't exist, he added, "The common good is not possible because nothing would impede the discrimination of man against man." "The common good is not the least common evil," Fontana said. "He who aims to impose a democracy of compromise toward decline, sustaining that every absolute value is in itself violent, applies the same reactionary terrorism that he wants to combat.
"New laypeople and new Catholics are urgently needed, capable of dialoguing not to limit themselves but to enrich, not to adapt themselves to what exists, but to propose ambitious goals."
UK Bishops on Dangers of Embryology Bill - "The First Victim of Abortion Is the Unborn Child"
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/uk-bishops-on-dangers-of-embryology-bill
London, September 29, 2008 
Here is the text of the two-page leaflet Archbishop Peter Smith, chair of the Department of Christian Responsibility and Citizenship of the bishops' conference of England and Wales, sent to priests on Thursday to circulate in their parishes ahead of the forthcoming third reading of the Human Fertilization and Embryology Bill. The leaflet was distributed as a publication of the bishops' conference of England and Wales.
This Autumn will see the final stages of the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Bill in Parliament. There is a real possibility the law will be changed to make access to abortion easier. The Bishops of England & Wales are offering the following guidance on the issues and what you can do. Cherishing Life
The Church teaches clearly that every human life must be respected and protected from conception. The first victim of abortion is the unborn child. The woman is also a victim for she loses her child but is unable to grieve effectively. The Church "does not doubt that in many cases it was a painful and even a shattering decision." ("The Gospel of Life," paragraph 99) 
There may be financial or other pressures so strong that a woman "feels psychologically forced to have an abortion." ("The Gospel of Life," paragraph 59). It is important to find practical ways to support women so they are not rushed into making harmful choices but are helped to make life-affirming choices.

What is the law at present?
The Abortion Act 1967, as amended in 1990, allows abortion up to 24 weeks if two doctors certify that the risks "of injury to the physical or mental health" to the mother or her other children, are less with abortion than with childbirth. If there is a substantial risk that the child is disabled, then abortion is allowed up to birth. The abortion must be carried out by a doctor and in a hospital or premises specifically approved by the Secretary of State.
Why is it important to act now?
For only the second time since 1967 the government is sponsoring a bill which will allow amendments on abortion. Last time this happened, in 1990, the law on abortion changed significantly and it could change again now. Attempts have already been made to use the Bill to change abortion law, so far without success. MPs have tabled a further 23 amendments. Any or all of these could be voted on next month.

What are the key amendments that have been tabled?
-- To remove the "mental health" clause and permit abortion on demand up to 24 weeks
-- To remove the need for two doctors to authorise abortion
-- To allow nurses and midwives to perform abortion, even late surgical abortion
-- To permit abortions anywhere that health services are offered
-- To allow abortion drugs to be taken at home without medical supervision
-- To extend abortion law to Northern Ireland
-- And some positive amendments to ensure that women have access to counselling
How real is the danger?
These amendments have been tabled. They may be debated and incorporated into the Government Bill. If conscientious people do not act, there is a very real danger that the law on abortion will become even worse than it is now.

Extreme proposals
The Abortion Act 1967 was intended to solve the problem of "back street" abortion; as an exception for difficult cases. These proposals, in permitting abortion on demand without any health-related justification, remove every vestige of protection for the unborn child. Women are also abandoned. Not all abortions are requested by mature women who know exactly what they want. Many are requested by young and vulnerable women under intense pressure and often in isolation. These proposals could lead to girls as young as 14 taking abortion pills at home, alone, without any medical supervision. There would be no need for a doctor's involvement as the doctor could certify without seeing the girl and a nurse could dispense the pills.

Public opinion
In 2007 there were over 200,000 abortions in England and Wales. The vast majority of people in England and Wales (over 80%) think that we should be seeking ways to make abortion less common, not finding ways to make abortion more widespread. Most people (68%) are opposed to nurses performing abortions, and the British Medical Association also voted against this. The Royal College of Nursing is officially in favour, but has not consulted the majority of its members. Similarly most GPs (over 75%) do not want their surgeries turned into abortion clinics.
What are the arguments of those who wish to see abortion made easier?
Their argument is that by making abortion quicker and easier they are helping women. They allege that the current system causes delays.

What are the counter arguments?
There is no evidence that the current law causes significant delays for women seeking abortion. In fact, according to government statistics 70% of abortions were carried out before 9 weeks and 90% before 13 weeks gestation. Over the past 10 years the percentage of early abortions has steadily increased. Abortion, at whatever stage of pregnancy, is a very serious decision and not one that women should be rushed into. The system should provide a breathing space, access to counselling and information about alternatives, so that no woman feels forced to choose abortion. The requirement for a health-related justification; for two doctors to sign; for a doctor to perform the abortion; and for it to be done in a hospital, reflect the seriousness of abortion. Removing these requirements leave women and unborn child exposed to great dangers. We should be taking abortion more seriously not less seriously.

What can be done?
It is important that as many people as possible write urgently to their MP. If you have time you might also write to the Prime Minister.
Who is my MP and how do I make contact?
You can find the name of your MP online at: www.parliament.uk/people/index.cfm
Or from the House of Commons Information Office: 020 7219 4272

You can write to your MP at: The House of Commons, London, SW1A 0AA
Or e-mail through: www.writetothem.com

What should I write?
Letters are most effective when they are written in your own words and express what you are most concerned about. For example, if you are a nurse, say so, and say if and why you would not want nurses to do abortions. Most of these amendments would make abortion more widespread, would lead to women having less time to think before abortion, and leave women facing abortion at home and alone without medical supervision. They would also remove the last vestige of protection for the unborn child. How do you feel about this?
Pray because it all depends on God but work as though it all depends on us.
Further information can be obtained from www.catholicchurch.org.uk
Janet Smith on the Right to Privacy - How Bad Laws Allowed the Culture of Death 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/janet-smith-on-the-right-to-privacy
By Annamarie Adkins, St. Paul, Minnesota, October 17, 2008 

Most Americans, even Catholics, probably take it for granted that the U.S. Constitution protects their right to privacy. But they may be surprised to find out that no such right is in the Constitution.
Furthermore, the advent of the right to privacy in American constitutional law built a foundation for the culture of death to thrive in this country, according to philosopher Janet E. Smith.
To diagnose the problem further, Smith has written "The Right to Privacy" (Ignatius). In the book, Smith discusses how Pope John Paul II's encyclical "Evangelium Vitae" properly identifies the philosophical views that led to the invention of the right to privacy as we know it, as well as how it was used to advance the culture of death. She shared with ZENIT how the so-called right to privacy has vitiated any sense that there is an objective truth that must govern human behavior.
Smith holds the Father Michael J. McGivney Chair of Life Ethics at Sacred Heart Major Seminary in Detroit, and is professor of Moral Theology at the Seminary; she is Visiting Scholar at St. Paul Seminary in St. Paul, Minnesota, for the fall of 2008.
She is also co-author with Christopher Kaczor of "Life Choices, Medical Issues; Questions and Answers for Catholics" (Servant, 2007), and author of the CD series "Sexual Common Sense" (www.mycatholicfaith.org).
Q: What is the so-called right to privacy you describe in the book? On what is it based?
Smith: The "right to privacy," when originally formulated, referred to the right to have such things as one's journal or conversations kept private. But during the 1960s the courts invented a whole new meaning for the right to privacy. They were attempting to find some basis on which they could overturn laws against the sale, distribution and use of contraception.
For nearly a century many states and the federal government had laws against contraception. Planned Parenthood assiduously challenged those laws, but they were repeatedly affirmed by legislatures and courts.
In 1965, in Griswold v. Connecticut, the Supreme Court found constitutional protection for the sale, distribution and use of contraceptives -- by married couples. As is well known, there is no right to privacy in the constitution nor were the justices clear on which amendment implied a right to privacy that would guarantee access to contraception. Two short years later, the court expanded that right to the use of contraceptives by the unmarried. In 1973, the court found that the right to privacy extended to the right to have an abortion. There, too, laws of all 50 states were overturned by the votes of a few justices. 
The right to privacy has become a very elastic right; it has been used to legalize contraception, abortion, assisted suicide and homosexual acts. Virtually no one can give a coherent explanation of what this right is and what it legitimately protects. It has become a wild card that permits the courts to advance a very liberal -- not to say libertine agenda -- often overriding the decisions of state legislatures and courts.
Q: You use the right to privacy to substantiate a claim of "Evangelium Vitae." Can you please explain what light Pope John Paul II's encyclical sheds on how the right to privacy has advanced the culture of death?
Smith: "Evangelium Vitae" identifies the deeper philosophical assumptions that underline the enshrinement of the right to privacy.
It points to a whole set of "isms": subjectivism, relativism, materialism and hedonism, for example. It explains how the modern world operates with a distorted view of freedom.
"Evangelium Vitae" states that we have become a culture that no longer believes in objective truth. That we are a culture that thinks the subjective views, even preferences and whims of individuals should be the norms that guide their lives. This leads to relativism and ultimately to the violation of the rights of the weak by the strong.
My book argues that various court decisions have verified that claim. I trace the use of the right to privacy in various court cases to demonstrate how the right to privacy eliminates any sense that there is an objective truth that must govern human behavior.
The famous "right to liberty clause" in Planned Parenthood vs. Casey clearly is driven by subjectivism. It states; "At the heart of liberty is the right to define one's own concept of existence, of meaning, of the universe, and the mystery of human life."
This claim was made in the context of trying to avoid the question of establishing when human life begins. 
On its face, it is very appealing to Americans but to speak of a "right to define existence" vitiates any responsibility we have to "discover reality" and live in accord with it.
The courts are gradually undercutting their ability to uphold any laws, for if life begins whenever anyone says it does and means whatever anyone says it does, how can the court deny people the "right" to kill their infants, newborns or toddlers?
Clearly in those instances, we still think we have some objective criteria for denying parents the "right" to kill their children but the logic of the court is veering in the direction of pure legal positivism -- there is no transcendent source of rights besides what the law posits. That leaves governments free to bestow or remove any rights they so please. It destroys the concept of universal, fundamental human rights.
Q: What benefit does "rights language" bring to political discourse? If it is so flawed, why has the Church adopted it?
Smith: In "Evangelium Vitae," John Paul II applauds rights language for its universality; he notes that we now have many statements of universal human rights.
To have traction, those statements must assume a universal human nature and objective moral norms; otherwise, how can any nation or international body insist that other nations respect certain freedoms as fundamental human rights?
Rights language is flawed if it is invoked without any clear concept of what is the source of rights. Is God the source of rights? Nature? Government? What are the limits to our rights? In fact, what are our rights?
How can we speak of a right to abortion since abortion takes a human life? "Evangelium Vitae" speaks of a culture that has so lost sight of objective truth that it now honors as rights what were once -- and rightly -- thought to be crimes: abortion, assisted suicide and pornography, for instance.
Q: One of your criticisms of the right to privacy, and some of the other rights it spawned, is that it is not found anywhere in the U.S. Constitution. But I certainly have the right to choose my own wardrobe, eat breakfast, read the newspaper, and engage in other activities that are not in the Constitution. That being the case, why don't persons have a right to something as obvious as privacy?
Smith: No one is denying that there are actions that are rightly private and bear no intervention by the state. The state certainly shouldn't be telling us what to eat for breakfast or what newspaper to read.
(It would be marvelous if people had a greater sense of privacy for that would likely lead to more modesty in dress and less exhibitionism of the details of celebrities' lives and all sorts of inappropriate sharing of the personal data on the Internet.)
But if actions seriously impact upon the rights of others and sometimes our own well-being, the right to privacy cannot rightly be invoked to protect those actions. We have a culture that is fairly schizophrenic on these matters.
In cars, we must wear seatbelts and on motorcycles we must wear helmets and our homes must meet all sorts of safety codes; there are drugs that we cannot use because various agencies deem them unsafe.
But we are allowed to kill the unborn and in some states to request drugs that will kill us. There is no coherence in these laws.

Q: In your book you state that you are not going to discuss whether there should be laws against contraception, abortion, assisted suicide and homosexuality. Why don't you take a position on that?
Smith: I am certainly not a libertarian, but I do subscribe to the position that it is best to have as few laws as possible.
The goal of life on a natural plane is to become as virtuous as possible; the goal of life on a supernatural plane is to become as holy as possible. Virtue and holiness can only be gained through free and not coerced choices. Indeed, a virtuous populace needs fewer laws, for their virtue will keep them from harming others.
Nonetheless, law is certainly necessary both to protect innocent people from harm by the evil people and to help lead everyone to virtue. Certainly actions that do great harm to others must be illegal or the state is not doing its job.
It is not the job of the state to eliminate all vice, though it may want to discourage vice by means of various public programs, such as those that alert the public to the dangers of some types of behavior.
It was beyond the scope of my book to discuss what ways the state might best work against the various evils currently protected by an erroneous understanding of the right to privacy.
The purpose of my book is to show that "Evangelium Vitae" properly identifies the philosophical views that led to the invention of the right to privacy as we know it, as well as its use in advancing a culture of death.
"The Right to Privacy": www.ignatius.com/ViewProduct.aspx?SID=1&Product_ID=3407&SKU=RTP-H&ReturnURL=search.aspx%3f%3fSID%3d1%26SearchCriteria%3dJanet+Smith
Teaching on some bioethical questions

http://priestsforlife.org/magisterium/08-12-12-dignitas-personae.htm 
Vatican City, Vatican Information Service, December 12, 2008  

This morning in the Holy See Press Office the Instruction of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith "Dignitas Personae" on certain bioethical questions was presented. 

It was published in English, French, German, Italian, Spanish, Portuguese, and Polish.
Archbishops Luis Francisco Ladaria Ferrer, S.J., Secretary of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith and Rino Fisichella, President of the Pontifical Academy for Life; Bishop Elio Sgreccia, President Emeritus of the Pontifical Academy for Life; and Maria Luisa Di Pietro, associate professor of Bioethics at the Sacred Heart University, Rome and President of the "Science and Life" Association took part in the press conference.
Archbishop Ladaria affirmed that this instruction is the fruit of study that the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith undertook in 2002 on new questions in bioethics with the goal of bringing the same dicastery's instruction "Donum vitae" (1987) up to date. 
The document, approved by the Pope, "forms part of the ordinary Magisterium of the Successor of Peter" and "is of a doctrinal nature".
This instruction "encourages biomedical investigation that respects the dignity of all human beings and of procreation. ... At the same time, it does not exclude diverse biomedical technology as ethically illicit and", he said, "will probably be accused of containing too many prohibitions. Nevertheless, faced with this possible accusation it is necessary to emphasize that the Church feels the duty of making those without voices heard".
Archbishop Fisichella noted that the document "attempts to express the Church's proper, authorized contribution to the formation of conscience, not only of believers but also of those who try to hear the arguments presented
and to debate them. This is", he said, "an intervention that forms part of the Church's mission and should be listened to not only as legitimate but also as necessary in a pluralist, secular, and democratic society".
For her part, Professor Di Pietro noted that before examining the questions dealt with in the document, such as techniques of assisting fertility, in vitro fertilization, the freezing of embryos and eggs, embryo reduction, and pre-implant diagnosis, "it is necessary to remember the three fundamental goods that govern each of the decisions":
- The recognition of the dignity of the person of each human being from conception to natural death, with the consequent subjectivity of the right to life and physical integrity.
- The unity of marriage, which carries with it the reciprocal respect of the right of the spouses to become father and mother only through one another.
- The specifically human values of sexuality that "demand that the procreation of a human person be desired as the fruit of the conjugal act specific to the love between spouses".
Bishop Sgreccia referred to the third part of the document that speaks of newly proposed therapies that involve the manipulation of the embryo or the human genetic patrimony.
"The text holds that it is necessary", he said, "to keep in mind one fundamental distinction: theoretically, genetic therapy can be applied to somatic cells with directly therapeutic ends or to germinal cells". As regards the latter, "it is not possible to intervene as there still does not exist a safe technique", he stressed, "because it could entail the risk of deformation in the hereditary genetic patrimony of future generations".
The former president of the Pontifical Academy for Life affirmed that "the distinction between reproductive cloning and therapeutic cloning is untenable and thus also always presupposes a reproduction".
Click here to read the summary of the document (Dignitas Personae):
http://212.77.1.245/news_services/bulletin/news/23039.php?index=23039&lang=it -Not opening.

Instead see http://ephesians-511.net/docs/DIGNITAS_PERSONAE-ON_CERTAIN_BIOETHICAL_QUESTIONS.doc 

Church Calls for More Biomedical Scientists - Wants Benefits of Research to Reach the Poor
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/church-calls-for-more-biomedical-scientists 

Vatican City, December 12, 2008 

Far from discouraging scientific research, the Church is expressing its hope that many Christians dedicate themselves to biomedicine and that the results of such research can also be used to benefit the poor.
This is one of the affirmations in a Sept. 8 document released today by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith and titled "Dignitas Personae."
The document is an update of the 1987 instruction "Donum Vitae*," and aims to provide responses to "new bioethical questions," thereby contributing in the formation of conscience and the encouragement of biomedical research that respects the "dignity of every human being and of procreation."

*See http://ephesians-511.net/docs/DONUM_VITAE-INSTRUCTION_ON_RESPECT_FOR_HUMAN_LIFE.doc.
The instruction has three parts: "The first recalls some anthropological, theological and ethical elements of fundamental importance; the second addresses new problems regarding procreation; the third examines new procedures involving the manipulation of embryos and the human genetic patrimony."
The first part of the document outlines two fundamental principles: Firstly, that the human being is to be respected and treated as a person from the moment of conception, with the consequent respect of his or her rights. Secondly, the authentic context for the origin of human life is in marriage and the family.
Parts two and three of the document consider various procedures and techniques, giving an explanation and evaluation of each one.
It first looks at new problems concerning procreation, where it considers techniques for assisting fertility, in vitro fertilization, intracytoplasmic sperm injection, the freezing of embryos and oocytes, the so-called reduction of embryos, pre-implantation diagnosis, and new forms of interception and contragestation.
"In the face of this manipulation of the human being in his or her embryonic state, it needs to be repeated that God's love does not differentiate between the newly conceived infant still in his or her mother's womb and the child or young person, or the adult and the elderly person," the document states. "God does not distinguish between them because he sees an impression of his own image and likeness."
In this section, for example, the Vatican congregation encourages "research and investment directed at the prevention of sterility." It also urges openness to adoption so that "many children who lack parents may receive a home."
On the other hand, it considers a "situation of injustice which in fact cannot be resolved": the thousands of frozen embryos who are "left over" from in vitro fertilization processes.

Citing Pope John Paul II, the document laments that "there seems to be no morally licit solution regarding the human destiny of the thousands and thousands of 'frozen' embryos which are and remain the subjects of essential rights and should therefore be protected by law as human persons."
Preimplantation diagnosis is another morally problematic issue, the instruction explains.
"Unlike other forms of prenatal diagnosis, [] diagnosis before implantation is immediately followed by the elimination of an embryo suspected of having genetic or chromosomal defects, or not having the sex desired, or having other qualities that are not wanted. Preimplantation diagnosis [...] is directed toward the qualitative selection and consequent destruction of embryos, which constitutes an act of abortion."
The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith also explained that so-called contraception methods that act after fertilization fall within the category of abortion.
"Even if such interceptives may not cause an abortion every time they are used, also because conception does not occur after every act of sexual intercourse, it must be noted, however, that 'anyone who seeks to prevent the implantation of an embryo which may possibly have been conceived and who therefore either requests or prescribes such a pharmaceutical, generally intends abortion.'"
"In the case of contragestatives what takes place in reality is the abortion of an embryo which has just implanted [...] the use of means of interception and contragestation fall within the sin of abortion and are gravely immoral."
The document's third part regards the manipulation of the embryo or human genetic patrimony. This section considers such issues as human cloning, the use of stem cells, attempts at making human-animal hybrids, and the use of "biological material" of illicit origin, such as aborted fetuses.
In the instruction's look at stem cells, it affirms that methods "which do not cause serious harm to the subject from whom the stem cells are taken are to be considered licit."
But, "the obtaining of stem cells from a living human embryo [...] invariably causes the death of the embryo and is consequently gravely illicit."
In any case, the document recalled, numerous studies "have shown that adult stem cells give more positive results than embryonic stem cells."
In the document's consideration of the use of human "biological material" of illicit origin, it notes that "experimentation on human embryos 'constitutes a crime against their dignity as human beings who have a right to the same respect owed to a child once born, just as to every person.'"
However, the document notes that sometimes grave reasons "may be morally proportionate to justify the use of such 'biological material.'"
"Thus, for example, danger to the health of children could permit parents to use a vaccine which was developed using cell lines of illicit origin, while keeping in mind that everyone has the duty to make known their disagreement and to ask that their health care system make other types of vaccines available."
Full text: www.zenit.org/article-24556?l=english
Synthesis: www.zenit.org/article-24541?l=english


Weakest Humans Get another Defender, Says Aide - Bioethics Document about Dignity, Not Prohibitions
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/weakest-humans-get-another-defender-says-aide 

Vatican City, December 12, 2008 

The document on bioethics released today is not a list of "thou-shalt-nots," says a Vatican spokesman, but rather a defense of the human person.
Jesuit Father Federico Lombardi, director of the Vatican press office, affirmed this in speaking about "Dignitas Personae," released today by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith.
"If it is read in a superficial way, it might give the impression of being a collection of prohibitions, but it is not so," he said. Instead, from its very title, it starts "with the fundamental affirmation of the 'dignity of the human person,' and continues with a whole series of positive affirmations on the dignity of marriage and of the personal union of spouses to give origin to life, on the positive results of science to overcome the pathologies of infertility, on research and therapeutic use of adult stem cells, etc."
Father Lombardi called the document a "powerful ray of light and a source of confidence" in a world "full of grave and well-founded concerns about the risks of manipulation of human life, thanks to the new possibilities offered by the biological and medical sciences."
He lauded the instruction's "clear and comprehensible approach" and its "affirmation of few essential principles."
This, the spokesman said, offers "sure ethical discernment on a whole series of complex situations, much discussed today not only at the scientific level, but also in public opinion and common life."
Father Lombardi said the two basic principles in the instruction are respect for the human being from the moment of conception, and respect for the transmission of life within the spousal union.
He said the Church is courageous and determined in affirming these core ideas.
"It is a position in favor of small and weak human beings, who have no voice and who today, in fact, cannot count on many who speak in their favor," noted the Vatican spokesman.

Nevertheless, Father Lombardi clarified, the instruction "in no way is a 'stop' to the commitment of science in favor of life, but is, rather, a series of indications so that science will be truly at the service of life and not of death or of the arbitrary and dangerous manipulation of human persons." "It is," he concluded, "a courageous, passionate and convinced contribution to a noble cause."
Full text: www.zenit.org/article-24556?l=english
Synthesis: www.zenit.org/article-24541?l=english
CDF bioethics document "surprisingly liberal"

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=10733                                            

December 15, 2008 
A technology magazine has described a new Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith instruction on bioethical issues, "Dignitas Personae", as "surprisingly liberal" on genetic engineering. 

The 32 page instruction, "Dignitas Personae" deals with bioethical issues including freezing of unfertilised eggs and embryos, and genetic testing of embryos. 

Technology magazine Wired commented that while the Vatican had denounced most forms of embryonic stem cell research, artificial reproduction and genetic enhancement, the statement "is not uniformly opposed to human biotechnology: a few of its recommendations, especially those concerning genetic engineering, are surprisingly liberal." 

While many of the arguments in "Dignitas Personae" have been made before by Pope Benedict and his predecessor, Pope John Paul II, in public comments or writings, a Church "instruction" from the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith is far more authoritative, The Washington Post noted. 

"It makes very clear the Church is very closely watching scientific progress and favours that progress but wants ethics to be part of that," said Richard Doerflinger of the US Conference of Catholic Bishops. "The whole subject of misuse of technology to demean human dignity is a major concern." 

"I hope it will make Catholics more aware that they should not be cooperating with these technologies. None of this respects the dignity of the human person," said Kathleen Raviele, president of the Catholic Medical Association. 

Catholic bioethicists and physicians were anxious to read the Vatican's judgment on a variety of issues, including whether it is moral for people to "adopt" embryos that have gone unused by the parents who had them created. 

The document warned that the practice could help perpetuate the creation of more embryos outside the human body and outside heterosexual marriage. It did not explicitly forbid the practice, but it sees the embryos as "consigned to an absurd fate with no morally acceptable solution," Doerflinger said. 

VIS notes the document was presented at a Friday press conference by Archbishops Luis Francisco Ladaria Ferrer, SJ, Secretary of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith and Rino Fisichella, President of the Pontifical Academy for Life; Bishop Elio Sgreccia, President Emeritus of the Pontifical Academy for Life; and Maria Luisa Di Pietro, associate professor of Bioethics at the Sacred Heart University, Rome and President of the "Science and Life" Association took part in the press conference. 

Archbishop Ladaria said that brings up to date the 1987 CDF document "Donum vitae" (1987). The document, approved by the Pope, "forms part of the ordinary Magisterium of the Successor of Peter" and "is of a doctrinal nature," he said. 

This instruction "encourages biomedical investigation that respects the dignity of all human beings and of procreation." 

"At the same time, it does not exclude diverse biomedical technology as ethically illicit and," he said, "will probably be accused of containing too many prohibitions." 

"Nevertheless, faced with this possible accusation it is necessary to emphasise that the Church feels the duty of making those without voices heard," Archbishop Ladaria says. 

Professor Di Pietro noted that before examining the questions dealt with in the document, such as techniques of assisting fertility, in vitro fertilisation, the freezing of embryos and eggs, embryo reduction, and pre-implant diagnosis, "it is necessary to remember the three fundamental goods that govern each of the decisions", namely the dignity of each human being from conception to natural death, the unity of marriage, and the specifically human values of sexuality that "demand that the procreation of a human person be desired as the fruit of the conjugal act specific to the love between spouses." 

Bishop Sgreccia referred to the third part of the document that speaks of newly proposed therapies that involve the manipulation of the embryo or the human genetic patrimony. 

"The text holds that it is necessary", he said, "to keep in mind one fundamental distinction: theoretically, genetic therapy can be applied to somatic cells with directly therapeutic ends or to germinal cells." As regards the latter, "it is not possible to intervene as there still does not exist a safe technique," he stressed, "because it could entail the risk of deformation in the hereditary genetic patrimony of future generations." 

The former president of the Pontifical Academy for Life affirmed that "the distinction between reproductive cloning and therapeutic cloning is untenable and thus also always presupposes a reproduction." 

Source 

Vatican Goes 21st Century with Biotech Advice (Wired, 12/12/08)  

Vatican Condemns Cloning, Embryonic Stem Cell Research (Washington Post, 12/12/08) 
Papal Address to Academy for Life Conference - "Confidence in Science Cannot Forget the Primacy of Ethics"

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/papal-address-to-academy-for-life-conference 
Vatican City, February 22, 2009 
Here is a translation of the address Benedict XVI delivered Saturday to participants in a conference sponsored by the Pontifical Academy for Life on the theme "New Frontiers of Genetics and the Danger of Eugenics." The conference coincided with the Pontifical Academy for Life's 15th general assembly.
Lord Cardinals, Venerable Brothers in the Episcopate and Priesthood, Illustrious Academicians, Dear Ladies and Gentlemen!
I am especially pleased to receive you on the occasion of the 15th ordinary assembly of the Pontifical Academy for Life. In 1994 my venerable predecessor, Pope John Paul II, instituted this body under the presidency of a scientist, Professor Jerôme Lejeune, understanding with foresight the delicate work that it would have to undertake over the course of years. I thank the president, Archbishop Rino Fisichella, for the words with which he wished to introduce this meeting, confirming the Academy's great dedication to the promotion and defense of human life.
From the time that the laws of heredity were discovered in the middle of the 19th century by the Augustinian abbot Gregor Mendel, who has been considered the founder of genetics, this science has truly taken giant steps in understanding the language at the basis of biological information, which determines the development of a living being. It is for this reason that modern genetics occupies a place of special prominence in the biological disciplines, which have contributed to the prodigious development of the knowledge of the invisible architecture of the human body and the cellular and molecular processes that preside over its multiple activities. Today science has arrived at revealing the recondite mechanisms of human physiology as well as the processes that are linked to the appearance of certain defects that are inheritable from parents along with processes that make some persons more susceptible to contract an illness. This knowledge, the fruit of the genius and toil of countless scholars, make it possible to more easily arrive at not only a more effective and early diagnosis of genetic maladies, but also to create therapies to alleviate the contraction of illnesses and, in some cases, to restore, in the end, the hope of regaining health. Moreover, from the time that the whole sequence of the human genome became available, the differences between one person and another and between different human populations have also become the object of genetic investigations, which allowed a glimpse of the possibility of new conquests.
Today the area of research still remains open and every day new horizons, in a large part unexplored, are disclosed. The work of researchers in such enigmatic and precious areas requires a special support; the cooperation between different sciences is a support that can never be lacking if results are to be arrived at that are effective and productive of authentic progress for the whole of humanity. This complementarity makes it possible to avoid the danger of a genetic reductionism that would identify the person exclusively with his genetic information and his interaction with his environment. It is again necessary to emphasize that man is greater than all of that which makes up his body; in fact, he carries with him the power of thought, which is always drawn to the truth about himself and the world. The words of Blaise Pascal, who was a great thinker as well as a gifted scientist, return: "Man is only a reed, the weakest in nature, but he is a thinking reed. There is no need for the whole universe to take up arms to crush him: a vapor, a drop of water is enough to kill him. But even if the universe were to crush him, man would still be nobler than his slayer, because he is able to know that he is dying and the advantage the universe has over him. The universe, however, knows nothing of this" ("Pensées," 347).
Every human being, then, is much more than a singular combination of genetic information that is transmitted to him by his parents. The generation of man can never be reduced to the mere reproduction of a new individual of the human species, as is the case with all other animals. Every appearance of a person in the world is always a new creation. The words Psalm 139 recall this with deep wisdom: "You formed my inmost being; you knit me in my mother's womb ... My very self you knew; my bones were not hidden from you, when I was being made in secret" (13, 15). If we want to enter into the mystery of human life, then it is necessary that no science isolate itself, pretending to have the last word. Rather, the common vocation to arrive at the truth -- according to the different methodologies and contents proper to each science -- must be shared.
Your conference, in any case, does not only analyze the great challenges that genetics is held to face; but it also extends to the dangers of eugenics, which is certainly not a new practice and which in the past has been the cause of real forms of discrimination and violence. The disapproval of eugenics used with violence by a regime, as the fruit of the hatred of a race or group, is so rooted in consciences that it found a formal expression in the "Universal Declaration of Human Rights." Despite this, there are appearing in our days troubling manifestations of this hateful practice, which present themselves with different traits. Certainly ideological and racist eugenics, which in the past humiliated man and provoked untold suffering, are not again being proposed. But a new mentality is insinuating itself that tends to justify a different consideration of life and personal dignity based on individual desire and individual rights. There is thus a tendency to privilege the capacities for work, efficiency, perfection and physical beauty to the detriment of other dimensions of existence that are not held to be valuable.
In this way the respect that is due to every human being -- even in the presence of a defect in his development or a genetic illness that could manifest itself in the course of his life -- is weakened, and those children whose life is judged unworthy of being lived are punished from the moment of conception.
It is necessary to reemphasize that every discrimination exercised by any power in regard to persons, peoples or ethnic groups on the basis of differences that stem from real or presumed genetic factors is an act of violence against all of humanity. 
What must be forcefully reemphasized is the equal dignity of every human being according to the fact itself of having life. Biological, psychological or cultural development or state of health can never become an element of discrimination. It is necessary, on the contrary, to consolidate a culture of hospitality and love that concretely testifies to solidarity with those who suffer, razing the barriers that society often erects, discriminating against those who are disabled and affected by pathologies, or worse - selecting and rejecting in the name of an abstract ideal of health and physical perfection. If man is reduced to an object of experimental manipulation from the first stage of development, that would mean that biotechnologies would surrender to the will of the stronger. Confidence in science cannot forget the primacy of ethics when human life is at stake.
I hope that your research in this sector, dear friends, will continue with due scientific care and the attention that ethical principles require in matters that are so important and decisive for the fitting development of personal existence. This is the wish with which I would like to conclude this meeting. As I invoke copious heavenly light upon your work, I affectionately impart to all of you a special apostolic blessing.  

Reproaching Half-Blind Science - Interview with Professor on Human Genome and the Soul 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/reproaching-half-blind-science
By Carmen Elena Villa, Vatican City, February 24, 2009 

Despite advances in genetic science, the soul cannot be found in the genome, because human beings are more complex than their biology, says genetics professor Manuel Santos. Santos affirmed this Friday in a lecture on "The Improvement of the Individual and the Improvement of the Species," during a congress on "The New Frontiers of Genetics and the Risk of Eugenics," organized in Vatican City by the Pontifical Academy for Life.
Santos, genetics professor at the Pontifical Catholic University of Santiago, Chile, spoke with ZENIT on the new frontiers of medicine in the decade since the decoding of the human genome.
Q: What are the biological implications of the discovery of the human genome for the scientific world?
Santos: The information we have today on the genome lets us know a lot about the genetic conditions that we human beings have. It helps us to know some normal characteristics that we have, but also pathologies and illnesses.
However, with all this knowledge of the genome, the danger exists of what in ethics is called reductionism: that is, to think that everything resides in the genes. These do not include the spiritual or philosophical part that we human beings have. This is not the task of genetics.
Q: How can one argue that not all information on the human being resides in his genes?
Santos: We human beings have a nature that is much more complex than the biological part and, all of a sudden, with all the impact that the genome has had, there are people who even want to find genetic factors for the spirit or soul, which is of a different nature -- science being by definition of a reductionist character, it does not see the totality of the human being; it only sees the biological part. The genome, of course will help to understand this part, but it will not necessarily understand the whole complex nature of human beings. There are two variations that are the interaction and the effect of the environment. For example, if a child is born without arms it is not necessarily because of a genetic problem but because its mother had medicine during her pregnancy that affected the fetus. This isn't at all a genetic problem. It is a problem of the environment.
There are also genetic mutations that have selective advantages, and that prevent certain hereditary illnesses from ever developing. Thus we see that each genome can behave in a different way.
Q: How do you see the new situation of medicine and the new challenges of the 21st century, after a decade has passed since the discovery of the human genome?
Santos: Medicine changed. Today what is called genomic medicine exists. It has been useful to know that there are genes that predispose [a person] to an illness such as hypertension, coronary illness, heart attacks, among others.
If one knows in early stages of life that a person is susceptible to [one of] these, one can design a plan of life so that those genes do not manifest themselves with environmental factors. For example, a person who is predisposed to hypertension should have a special diet with little salt and no cholesterol.
Knowing the genetic constitution of that person, advanced medicine is developed with specialized medication for each patient.
Q: What do you believe are the implications that can be regarded as a consequence of the separation of the biological and spiritual vision of the human being?
Santos: That is the great problem that we are living in the present century. Science has had such an impact; people marvel and think that science will solve everything and that is a reductionist way of seeing reality.
In fact, science is a way of seeing reality but it isn't the only one. It helps to be aware of biological phenomena but the philosophic part is not science's territory.
In my country I have been asked where the gene of the soul and the spirit is. It is impossible to determine this, because that is another territory, genetics explains other things. Of course we must live in a tolerant society, with many views of the world.
We Catholics have a vision that we must share with people who think that spirituality goes on another path.
Q: You mentioned in your talk Aldous Huxley's novel "Brave New World" and the film "Gattaca," both portraying a negative utopia. How can one avoid the genetic discrimination that is suggested in both works?

Santos: Discrimination is already here.
For example, [it is seen] in so many children with Down's syndrome who are being killed in their mothers' womb.
What is important is education from the earliest stage possible. In the state of infancy, children should be taught to live with people who are different; they will be the future members of society in 20 years.
If they are tolerant, because they have lived with people who are different, they will be more tolerant with those who have genetic defects that spell disabilities.
Q: As a scientist, how do you think the integral vision of the human being should be promoted in your field?
Santos: I'm not afraid of debates. I have had to go to some sessions of my country's Parliament, to debate on a law of the human genome that had just been approved where there are people who are absolutely reductionist in the scientific field.
One must be honest and say that the biological vision of the human being is reduced and the spiritual dimension of the human being must be taken into account. Some of us have the faith to see it, others don't, and we must respect one another because we all live in this world. 

Bioethics and the Myth of Relativism - Interview with Father Tadeusz Pacholczyk 

http://www.zenit.org/article-26196?l=english 

By Giovanni Patriarca, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, June 17, 2009 
A neuroscientist and ethicist is underlining the need to base bioethics in moral principles, and is affirming that even people who profess relativism count on certain absolutes in life.
Father Tadeusz Pacholczyk is the director of education at the Philadelphia-based National Catholic Bioethics Center. He writes a monthly column for The Catholic Herald titled "Making Sense out of Bioethics."
In this interview with ZENIT, he discusses some of the need to base bioethics in absolute moral principles in light of recent events related to his field.
ZENIT: In recent years bioethics seems to have become a battleground where many interest groups try to impose their political views separated from any consideration of the field's moral foundations. The 2005 U.N. Universal Declaration on Bioethics and Human Rights could be considered a starting point, but it leaves some questions unanswered. Where is bioethics going in such a globalised world?
Father Pacholczyk: The declaration is, in my opinion, sufficiently vague as to be largely unhelpful when it comes to addressing challenging bioethical discussions and approaching serious moments of decision making.
The final line of the declaration speaks of how no one should be allowed to "engage in any activity or to perform any act contrary to human rights, fundamental freedoms and human dignity," but it does not specify any of these broad ideas in an applied or meaningful way.
In my own work, when it comes to fundamental human rights, perhaps the most obvious instance would be the fundamental rights of the human embryo, the youngest member of our human family.
Yet the word "embryo" is not ever mentioned in the declaration. I worry that much of our modern bioethical discourse simply "talks around" the key issues.
ZENIT: Recently in the United States, human embryonic stem cell research has been promoted by new federal funding, and the media reports that this has divided the public. What is the position of the Catholic Church in such a delicate moment?
Father Pacholczyk: The Catholic Church in this delicate moment, as in every moment, expounds and authoritatively teaches the natural law. The moral truth about human embryonic stem cell research can be known by the light of natural reason. The issue is a matter of basic human rights. I sometimes remind people that each of us is merely an embryo who grew up. Once we grasp this basic biological fact correctly, and once we see the truth of the proposition that all are created equal, that all deserve equal protection under the law, human embryonic stem cell research, insofar as it requires the destruction of embryos, can be seen for what it is: an action that is always and everywhere immoral.
ZENIT: Can the field of bioethics survive without moral absolutes or does it face the possibility of remaining persistently adrift?
Father Pacholczyk: Moral absolutes form the bedrock of society and are a sine qua non for its just ordering.
Moral absolutes also stand at the root of all sound bioethics. The proclamation that "there are no moral absolutes by which we are bound" is itself an absolutist moral statement.
Interestingly, nobody really believes in moral relativism today anyway; they simply believe that when it comes to absolute morality, they themselves must be the arbiters of what is moral and what is not.
I have never met anyone who didn't insist on moral absolutes of some kind. Even those of the most liberal-minded, relativist stripe will, when pushed, insist that certain actions are absolutely wrong, whether it is polluting and causing global warming, killing polar bears, or threatening the South American rainforests.
When it comes to killing young humans in the womb, these same liberal-minded individuals will paradoxically insist that everybody should be free to choose to do whatever they want, although such radical freedom of choice will be summarily denied by them to anyone who might wish to take the lives of pandas or dolphins.
In other words, they exercise a selective absolutism, where they are the ones to decide, often based on unexamined sentiment, those matters that are to be held as absolutely wrong. Their own myopic version of the truth, which is really only a partial and incomplete image of it, becomes a kind of central focus and obsession for them.


Best Pro-Life Quotes from Pope Benedict XVI's New Encyclical 

In new encyclical Pope Benedict slams population control, urges openness to life

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/best-pro-life-quotes-from-pope-benedict-xvis-new-encyclical  

Compiled by John-Henry Westen, Rome, Italy, July 7, 2009 
Today the much-anticipated social encyclical of Pope Benedict XVI, Caritas in Veritate (Truth in Love) was released, after being delayed for a year due to the global economic crisis. The encyclical includes several passages of great interest to those involved in the pro-life movement. The most pertinent and striking passages dealing with the life issues are reproduced below. To read the complete encyclical click on http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CARITAS_IN_VERITATE-ON_INTEGRAL_HUMAN_DEVELOPMENT_IN_CHARITY_AND_TRUTH.doc.  
28. One of the most striking aspects of development in the present day is the important question of respect for life, which cannot in any way be detached from questions concerning the development of peoples. It is an aspect which has acquired increasing prominence in recent times, obliging us to broaden our concept of poverty66 and underdevelopment to include questions connected with the acceptance of life, especially in cases where it is impeded in a variety of ways. 
Not only does the situation of poverty still provoke high rates of infant mortality in many regions, but some parts of the world still experience practices of demographic control, on the part of governments that often promote contraception and even go so far as to impose abortion. In economically developed countries, legislation contrary to life is very widespread, and it has already shaped moral attitudes and praxis, contributing to the spread of an anti-birth mentality; frequent attempts are made to export this mentality to other States as if it were a form of cultural progress. 
Some non-governmental Organizations work actively to spread abortion, at times promoting the practice of sterilization in poor countries, in some cases not even informing the women concerned. Moreover, there is reason to suspect that development aid is sometimes linked to specific health-care policies which de facto involve the imposition of strong birth control measures. Further grounds for concern are laws permitting euthanasia as well as pressure from lobby groups, nationally and internationally, in favour of its juridical recognition. 
Openness to life is at the centre of true development. When a society moves towards the denial or suppression of life, it ends up no longer finding the necessary motivation and energy to strive for man's true good. If personal and social sensitivity towards the acceptance of a new life is lost, then other forms of acceptance that are valuable for society also wither away.67 The acceptance of life strengthens moral fibre and makes people capable of mutual help. By cultivating openness to life, wealthy peoples can better understand the needs of poor ones, they can avoid employing huge economic and intellectual resources to satisfy the selfish desires of their own citizens, and instead, they can promote virtuous action within the perspective of production that is morally sound and marked by solidarity, respecting the fundamental right to life of every people and every individual. 
44. The notion of rights and duties in development must also take account of the problems associated with population growth. This is a very important aspect of authentic development, since it concerns the inalienable values of life and the family.110 To consider population increase as the primary cause of underdevelopment is mistaken, even from an economic point of view. Suffice it to consider, on the one hand, the significant reduction in infant mortality and the rise in average life expectancy found in economically developed countries, and on the other hand, the signs of crisis observable in societies that are registering an alarming decline in their birth rate. Due attention must obviously be given to responsible procreation, which among other things has a positive contribution to make to integral human development. The Church, in her concern for man's authentic development, urges him to have full respect for human values in the exercise of his sexuality. It cannot be reduced merely to pleasure or entertainment, nor can sex education be reduced to technical instruction aimed solely at protecting the interested parties from possible disease or the "risk" of procreation. This would be to impoverish and disregard the deeper meaning of sexuality, a meaning which needs to be acknowledged and responsibly appropriated not only by individuals but also by the community. It is irresponsible to view sexuality merely as a source of pleasure, and likewise to regulate it through strategies of mandatory birth control. In either case materialistic ideas and policies are at work, and individuals are ultimately subjected to various forms of violence. Against such policies, there is a need to defend the primary competence of the family in the area of sexuality,111 as opposed to the State and its restrictive policies, and to ensure that parents are suitably prepared to undertake their responsibilities. 
Morally responsible openness to life represents a rich social and economic resource. Populous nations have been able to emerge from poverty thanks not least to the size of their population and the talents of their people. On the other hand, formerly prosperous nations are presently passing through a phase of uncertainty and in some cases decline, precisely because of their falling birth rates; this has become a crucial problem for highly affluent societies. The decline in births, falling at times beneath the so-called "replacement level", also puts a strain on social welfare systems, increases their cost, eats into savings and hence the financial resources needed for investment, reduces the availability of qualified labourers, and narrows the "brain pool" upon which nations can draw for their needs. Furthermore, smaller and at times miniscule families run the risk of impoverishing social relations, and failing to ensure effective forms of solidarity. These situations are symptomatic of scant confidence in the future and moral weariness. It is thus becoming a social and even economic necessity once more to hold up to future generations the beauty of marriage and the family, and the fact that these institutions correspond to the deepest needs and dignity of the person. In view of this, States are called to enact policies promoting the centrality and the integrity of the family founded on marriage between a man and a woman, the primary vital cell of society,112 and to assume responsibility for its economic and fiscal needs, while respecting its essentially relational character. 
In order to protect nature, it is not enough to intervene with economic incentives or deterrents; not even an apposite education is sufficient. These are important steps, but the decisive issue is the overall moral tenor of society. If there is a lack of respect for the right to life and to a natural death, if human conception, gestation and birth are made artificial, if human embryos are sacrificed to research, the conscience of society ends up losing the concept of human ecology and, along with it, that of environmental ecology. It is contradictory to insist that future generations respect the natural environment when our educational systems and laws do not help them to respect themselves. The book of nature is one and indivisible: it takes in not only the environment but also life, sexuality, marriage, the family, social relations: in a word, integral human development. Our duties towards the environment are linked to our duties towards the human person, considered in himself and in relation to others. It would be wrong to uphold one set of duties while trampling on the other. Herein lies a grave contradiction in our mentality and practice today: one which demeans the person, disrupts the environment and damages society. 
In vitro fertilization, embryo research, the possibility of manufacturing clones and human hybrids: all this is now emerging and being promoted in today's highly disillusioned culture, which believes it has mastered every mystery, because the origin of life is now within our grasp. Here we see the clearest expression of technology's supremacy. In this type of culture, the conscience is simply invited to take note of technological possibilities. Yet we must not underestimate the disturbing scenarios that threaten our future, or the powerful new instruments that the "culture of death" has at its disposal. To the tragic and widespread scourge of abortion we may well have to add in the future - indeed it is already surreptitiously present - the systematic eugenic programming of births. At the other end of the spectrum, a pro-euthanasia mindset is making inroads as an equally damaging assertion of control over life that under certain circumstances is deemed no longer worth living. Underlying these scenarios are cultural viewpoints that deny human dignity. These practices in turn foster a materialistic and mechanistic understanding of human life. Who could measure the negative effects of this kind of mentality for development? How can we be surprised by the indifference shown towards situations of human degradation, when such indifference extends even to our attitude towards what is and is not human? What is astonishing is the arbitrary and selective determination of what to put forward today as worthy of respect. Insignificant matters are considered shocking, yet unprecedented injustices seem to be widely tolerated. While the poor of the world continue knocking on the doors of the rich, the world of affluence runs the risk of no longer hearing those knocks, on account of a conscience that can no longer distinguish what is human. God reveals man to himself; reason and faith work hand in hand to demonstrate to us what is good, provided we want to see it; the natural law, in which creative Reason shines forth, reveals our greatness, but also our wretchedness insofar as we fail to recognize the call to moral truth. 

Reader’s comment, July 15, 2009: Re: Best Pro-Life Quotes from Pope Benedict XVI's New Encyclical 
73. [The media] need to focus on promoting the dignity of persons and peoples, they need to be clearly inspired by charity and placed at the service of truth, of the good, and of natural and supernatural fraternity. ... The media can make an important contribution towards the growth in communion of the human family and the ethos of society when they are used to promote universal participation in the common search for what is just. 74. A particularly crucial battleground in today's cultural struggle between the supremacy of technology and human moral responsibility is the field of bioethics.... 

If you all at LSN are too modest to see yourselves and your work endorsed in these words from Benedict's Caritas in Veritate, take it from me: this exactly describes what you are doing and the spirit in which you do it. 
-Robert C. Gordon, PhD MBA, London, ON, Canada

Killing Those Deemed Unworthy of Life - Eugenic Mentality Shows Little Signs of Dying Out
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/killing-those-deemed-unworthy-of-life 

By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, July 19, 2009 

The idea that some people are genetically inferior, and need to be eliminated or prevented from reproducing, is a mentality that still persists, despite the battering it took after the atrocities committed by the Nazi regime. In a revealing interview published July 12 in the New York Times Magazine Justice, Ruth Bader Ginsburg of the Supreme Court of the United States was asked about abortion, among other topics.
Referring to the Supreme Court decision that opened the doors to abortion, Roe v. Wade and subsequent decisions about abortion funding, Ginsburg commented: "Frankly I had thought that at the time Roe was decided, there was concern about population growth and particularly growth in populations that we don't want to have too many of."
This amazing statement was not elaborated on, and there was no explanation of which groups might fall into the sectors "we don't want to have too many of." In an opinion article published July 14 by the Los Angeles Times, Jonah Goldberg admitted that the text could be interpreted as a mere description of the mentality behind the decisions, and so we are not certain if Ginsburg endorses this approach. Nevertheless, he continued, it certainly is true that the push for abortion owed a lot to a desire to eliminate those seen as unfit. It's well known, he said, that the founder of Planned Parenthood, Margaret Sanger, "was a racist eugenicist of the first order."


Forced Sterilization
Just last month the sad history of forced sterilizations was commemorated in North Carolina.
An aluminum sign was unveiled in Raleigh as a memorial to the thousands of people who were sterilized from 1933 to 1973 because they were considered mentally disabled or genetically inferior, reported the Associated Press, June 22.

According to the article, North Carolina's program targeted the poor and people living in prisons and state institutions, among others. Some were simply victims of rape. The state Eugenics Commission still continued until 1977, after which the mentally ill were placed under the court system.
Sterilization programs are not only a matter of historical interest. On June 22, the Guardian newspaper reported that women in Africa with HIV are being coerced into being sterilized.
Apparently, they are told that the procedure is a routine treatment for AIDS. The International Community of Women Living with HIV/AIDS is preparing a court case against the Namibian government on behalf of a group HIV-positive women in Namibia who were sterilized against their will.
The Guardian also reported that campaigners say there is coerced sterilization in the Democratic Republic of Congo, Zambia and South Africa.
The eugenics mentality is very widespread, albeit in a subtler form, when it comes to those who are handicapped or suffer from genetic defects. Often these people are simply eliminated before they have a chance to be born.
Scientific developments promise to intensify the threat to these handicapped. On July 1, the London-based Times newspaper reported that researchers are developing a universal genetic test for embryos that will be able to screen for almost any inherited disease.
Trials will begin shortly and Professor Alan Handyside, of the Bridge Clinic in London, explained to the Times that the test will be capable of identifying any of the 15,000 known genetic disorders. Currently only 2% of genetic defects can be picked up by embryo screening.


Designer babies
The article commented that this technique, known as karyomapping, will deepen the controversy over "designer babies." It appears that the test could also be used to select an embryo with a particular eye color, or with genes that affect height.
Nevertheless, checking for the many genes that control the diverse facets of development would be difficult to carry out in practice as hundreds of embryos would be needed to guarantee the desired profile.
It's already common practice to eliminate embryos or fetuses that suffer from Down Syndrome. Dominic Lawson criticized this tendency in an opinion article published by the British newspaper, the Independent, last Nov. 25.
Lawson, who has a child of his own with Down Syndrome, noted, however, some signs of change. He quoted Carol Boys, the chief executive of the Down Syndrome Association, who said that about 40% of mothers who test positive for Down Syndrome are not refusing to terminate the pregnancy.
In part, Boys explained, this is linked to the fact that women are tending to have children later in life. This means they are more conscious that they may not be able to have any other children. As well, these women have an established career of their own, that gives them more confidence in standing up to the pressures from doctors to have an abortion.
According to Lawson, doctors in general have "a visceral bias in favor of eugenic termination."
"This is not based on a realistic and up-to-date assessment of the possibilities open to those with Down Syndrome, still less of the happiness which such people can and do bring to families, and even communities as a whole," Lawson added.
The cause of such an attitude is based on the fact that people with Down Syndrome are going to be more costly for the health system, he accused. New genetic tests are looming for Down Syndrome too, an article in the online section of the American Spectator announced on June 8. Sequenom, a company that makes genetic analysis products, has developed a new genetic test for Down syndrome.
The test, called SEQureDX, is supposed to be safer and more accurate than any previous prenatal genetic test.
"Though the new tests are safer for both mother and child, they will create a profoundly unsafe environment for babies who test positive for genetic abnormalities," the article stated. At least three other companies are developing similar genetic tests and hope to have them on the market by the end of the year, the article noted.
The promise of more accurate tests points to a fact not often given prominence, namely that sometimes perfectly healthy babies are aborted due to errors in genetic testing. According to a May 16 article from the Guardian newspaper, Dr. Anne Mackie, the head of screening programs for the U.K.'s National Health Service, estimated 146 healthy babies a year in England who do not have any abnormality are lost as a result of inaccurate test results.
According to Mackie, 70% of hospitals in England still use tests that are more likely to give a "false positive," that is, assessing women wrongly as at high risk.
On Feb. 21, Benedict XVI spoke to participants in a conference sponsored by the Pontifical Academy for Life on the theme "New Frontiers of Genetics and the Danger of Eugenics." Every human being, the Pontiff affirmed, "is far more than a unique combination of genetic information that is transmitted by his or her parents."
We must beware of the risks involved in eugenics, the Holy Father warned. He observed that today there are "disturbing manifestations of this odious practice" that are appearing.
There is, he explained, "a tendency to give priority to functional ability, efficiency, perfection, and physical beauty, to the detriment of life's other dimensions which are deemed unworthy."
"The respect that is due to every human being, even bearing a developmental defect or a genetic disease that might manifest itself during life, is thus weakened while children whose life is considered not worth living are penalized from the moment of conception," the Pope commented.
Benedict XVI urged that any form of discrimination be rejected as an attack on the whole of humanity. A call to action that should awaken consciences around the world.
'In the Womb' is Now on the Net: Amazing 4-D Footage of Growing Baby

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/in-the-womb-is-now-on-the-net-amazing-4-d-footage-of-growing-baby  

By Patrick B. Craine, August 25, 2009 
The two-hour National Geographic documentary 'In the Womb' is now available on YouTube in 9 parts.  Originally aired in 2005, the documentary used revolutionary techniques in computer imaging and 4-D ultrasounds to present stunning images of the developing embryo, taking viewers through the amazing journey of the unborn baby from conception to birth.

The video presents a remarkable visual apologetic for the pro-life message that human life begins with fertilization.  Showing the continuous development of the unborn child from conception to birth, it shatters all attempts to pinpoint any other time as the beginning of life.  

While portraying images of the sperm and egg coming together, the narrator explains, "Once within the egg wall, the sperm's nucleus is drawn toward the egg's. The two cells gradually and gracefully become one.

"This is the moment of conception," he declares, "when an individual's unique set of DNA is created, a human's signature that never existed before, and will never be repeated."

The narrator goes on to explain how all of the characteristics of the human body are laid out in the first weeks of life.  "Over the course of the first trimester, or first three months, this single egg will begin to transform itself into a fully-formed baby," he says.  "But all the features of the human body, limbs, nerves, organs, muscles will be mapped out in the fragile first weeks."

Through vivid computer-generated images, we are shown how at 4 weeks the black dots that will become the baby's eyes have already formed, as well as the "emerging buds" along her body that will grow into her limbs.  By six weeks, the eyes, though still not functional, have become "glassy domes with no eyelids," and by nine weeks the buds have grown into full-fledged limbs.

We see the beginning movements of the fetus at nine weeks, and through 4-D ultrasound imaging, we witness the initial stepping reflex of the little 11-week child.  The ultrasound shows the child bouncing around in her mother's womb, "using the walls of the uterus like a trampoline," as the narrator says.

The documentary takes the viewer into the operating room, where a fetoscope is used to perform surgery on a 26-week-old fetus who has developed a hole in his diaphragm.  Without the surgery, his intestines will have grown into his lungs by the time he is born, not allowing him to breathe.  The doctor puts the fetoscope through an incision in the mother, into the baby's mouth, and down the back of his throat to insert a tiny little inflatable balloon that will allow the lungs to grow properly (see end of video #7) to beginning of video #8).

The documentary's message is self-evident: the child in utero is fully human and her development in her mother's womb is merely one important phase in her continuous growth.  Concluding the video with the birth of a newborn baby girl, the narrator explains, "She's gone from egg to embryo to fetus to trillions of cells of newborn baby.  Her birth marks the beginning of her journey in the world, but she has already travelled an incredible path during her 9-month odyssey in the womb.

"Protected by her mother, and following her own unique genetic blueprint, she has grown a face, eyes, arms, and legs," he says.  "She has a brain and nervous system to control her body.  Stomach and intestines to digest food and a heart to pump blood.  She has learned to breathe, to hear, to feed, to remember, and to tell her parents when she's hungry, tired, happy, or in pain.  All before being born.  And now, she is ready to face the world."

See the following videos on YouTube: 
(Warning: These do contain some suggestive material, including nudity.)

"In the Womb" http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dtIqi6bkmIU 

"In the Womb: Multiples" http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uOD0loCtrNU&feature=related
Related LifeSiteNews.com coverage:

National Geographic Channel Explores the Hidden World 'In The Womb' March 6 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2005/mar/05030301.html
Just Look: Cardinal Egan Compares Abortion Crimes to those of Hitler, Stalin 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2008/oct/08102701.html
If the Embryo is Human, It is a Person: Vatican Doctrine Official 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/if-the-embryo-is-human-it-is-a-person-vatican-doctrine-official/
By Hilary White, Rome, November 13, 2009 
If an embryo is human, it is a person - this is the golden rule for bioethics if it wants to uphold the full dignity of the human person, said the secretary of the Vatican's Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (CDF) on Tuesday. 

The "concept of person" and its application to all human beings at every stage of their development is the key to understanding the Catholic teachings on the life issues Archbishop Luis Ladaria told a conference in Rome.  

Archbishop Ladaria was speaking to an audience of students at a conference sponsored by the Lay Centre at Foyer Unitas, on the document, "Dignitas Personae" ("The Dignity of the Person"), an instruction from the CDF published in 2008 on "certain bioethical questions." These included developments in artificial reproductive technologies, such as genetic manipulation of embryos and cloning. Ladaria noted that when US President Barack Obama was visiting Rome, he was presented with a copy of the document by Pope Benedict XVI. 
Pope Benedict, while Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger and Prefect of the CDF, was responsible for the 1987 publication of the landmark document Donum Vitae, upon which Dignitas Personae was based. The much-ignored "Donum Vitae" ("The Gift of Life"), laid down the Church's teaching on the moral inadmissibility of nearly all artificial reproductive technologies currently in use around the world. 

Both documents emphasize that the fundamental moral objection to such practices as genetic manipulation, artificial insemination, cloning and in vitro fertilization is that they invariably result in the deaths of innumerable human beings at the embryonic stage and that they deny the fundamental right of the child to be conceived and nurtured naturally in the context of marriage. 

Archbishop Ladaria spoke of the "new approach" the document presents for bioethicists based on the nature of the human person and the special relationship of man to God who was incarnate in Jesus Christ. 

Human beings cooperate with God when they reproduce, he said.  "Procreation is a special cooperation. Only in human love, which is a reflection of divine love, in mutual donation, is found the context for cooperation with the love of God the creator." This teaching, Ladaria said, holds that human dignity is "not granted" by human agency, but "is recognized as a previous fact." The Church's teaching is based on the now-scientifically proved fact that human life begins in its entirety at the moment of conception. The basic rule for ethicists, he said, is, "If it is a human, it is always a person." This includes the zygote, the single-cell product of the union of ovum and sperm. 

From the first moment, he said, the embryo "has a full anthropological qualification; there is a continuity; there are no leaps that have in them substantial mutations; the embryonic body develops. One can see the decisive reason to accept the very dignity of the person." 
Superhuman: The Uncharted Territory of Transhumanism
http://www.crisismagazine.com/2009/superhuman-the-uncharted-territory-of-transhumanism  

By Eric Pavlat, Crisis Magazine, December 3, 2009

"By responsible use of science, technology, and other rational means we shall eventually manage to become posthuman." 

—Nick Bostrom
"The moral challenge of transhumanism will transcend those of abortion and euthanasia. For this reason, the pro-life movement must become the pro-human movement." —Nigel M. Cameron
Cryonics. Neural implants. Designer babies. Welcome to the future of transhumanism. This energetic movement, comprising thousands of adherents, actively promotes the enhancement of humans via cybernetics, genetics, medicine, surgery, nanotechnology, and a full panoply of other scientific advancements. This enhancement would, according to Nick Bostrom’s "Transhumanist Declaration," seek to advocate "the moral right for those who wish to do so to extend their mental and physical (including reproductive) capacities and to improve their control over their own lives. [They] seek personal growth beyond [their] current biological limitations" (see www.transhumanism.org). 

This may sound like science fiction, but the philosophy behind the movement—improving or extending human life by whatever means possible—has already taken hold in society. Advances in modern medicine seem to offer us the very Fountain of Youth, and we seem fully prepared to embrace it. But at what cost? 

The question is not an easy one. Other issues touching on human life—abortion, embryonic stem cell research, euthanasia—have all been clearly defined by Church teaching. But the questions become more nuanced when we move from wholesale destruction of the person to varying degrees of interference with or enhancement of the body. The Church has not definitively spoken on many areas of the transhumanist agenda, nor have bioethicists made many public proclamations. "We’re not even asking the right questions yet," admits Rev. Nicanor Austriaco, a bioethicist at Providence College. 

Radical Anti-Aging Technology

The search for eternal youth is an ancient human impulse, going back to the world’s earliest recorded epic, Gilgamesh. But with modern medical technology, we now seem closer to achieving that end than ever before. 

The American Academy of Anti-Aging Medicine, claiming more than 11,000 members, "seeks to disseminate information concerning innovative science and research as well as treatment modalities designed to prolong the human life span" (www.worldhealth.net). Among the most common lines of research are gene therapy, stem cell therapy to grow everything from new nerves to hair, the injection of human growth hormone, and cryonics, in which technicians would freeze people’s bodies in the hopes of reviving them after years of suspended animation or even death. 

But does this go too far? Theological critics of anti-aging technology have pointed out that aging has long been considered a consequence of the Fall, and that we are undoing God’s command when we radically extend life through medical means. Leon Kass, former chairman of the President’s Council on Bioethics, sees other, more philosophical problems with anti-aging research: "The desire to prolong youthfulness is not only a childish desire to eat one’s life and keep it. . . . It seeks an endless present, isolated from anything truly eternal, and severed from any true continuity with past and future. It is in principle hostile to children, because children, those who come after, are those who will take one’s place; they are life’s answer to mortality" (First Things, May 2001). 
Meanwhile, in apparent agreement with Kass, a 2002 document edited by then–Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, Communion and Stewardship: Human Persons Created in the Image of God*, states, "Disposing of death is in reality the most radical way of disposing of life." 
*See COMMUNION AND STEWARDSHIP-HUMAN PERSONS CREATED IN THE IMAGE OF GOD 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/COMMUNION_AND_STEWARDSHIP-HUMAN_PERSONS_CREATED_IN_THE_IMAGE_OF_GOD.doc
On the other hand, Father Austriaco points out, "A careful reading of Communion and Stewardship does not seem to suggest that anything in Catholic tradition would oppose longevity research that seeks to delay aging in the human being." He also says that while it is true that at the Fall, God withdrew "supernatural gifts we would have had had we not sinned," he points out that, despite God’s injunction that women would suffer in childbirth, the Church allows pain relief for women in labor per Pope Pius XII’s 1957 "Allocution to Doctors on the Moral Problems of Analgesia," which states: "Man keeps, even after the fall, his right to dominate the forces of nature, to use them in his service, and thus to make profitable all the resources that it offers him to avoid or remove the physical pain [of labor and delivery]." By this reasoning, it would seem, anti-aging technology could be morally acceptable. "We do all kinds of things in anticipation of the resurrection," says Father Austriaco, who is currently conducting research into the aging mechanisms of yeast, in the hopes of one day applying that research to humans. 

Pro-life bioethicist Nigel M. Cameron, president of the Institute on Biotechnology and the Human Future (www.thehumanfuture.org), agrees: "There’s something very human, and very properly human, about the desire to keep the human machine going." However, he adds a caveat: Supporting life extension is different than supporting efforts to eliminate death altogether. 

But other parts of Communion and Stewardship are less clear, such as the Vatican’s apparent nixing of any strategies that "chang[e] the genetic identity of man as a human person." On one hand, the document says that such changes clearly contradict Catholic bioethical tradition, as they "imply that man has full right of disposal over his own biological nature." On the other hand, the document also points out that "germ line genetic engineering with a therapeutic goal" might be acceptable if it is accomplished in a way that does not harm human embryos. Is extending the human lifespan beyond its current limits a "therapeutic goal"? No document answers that question fully. 

Because the Vatican has not yet spoken definitively on this issue, several key questions remain unanswered: What kinds of radical anti-aging technology, if any, would be morally licit? If it becomes readily available, and the methods being used respect human dignity, will the use of this technology be obligatory for Catholics, under our moral requirement to take care of our health (see the Catechism of the Catholic Church, 2288 and 2290)? How long a life is too long—or is there any such thing? How would married couples express their openness to new life if radical life extension meant that women were fertile for 50 to 100 years instead of 30? In terms of the Church’s social doctrine, how would one address the increased socio-economic gap between rich and poor that could follow the advent of anti-aging technology, or the impact that anti-aging technology would have on Medicare, much less health insurance? 

Although we can give a cautious "thumbs up" to some anti-aging technologies, we need to be cognizant of just how many questions currently have no answers. 

Computer Interfaces

Human-machine interfaces are becoming ever more intimate. Amazing progress has been made in integrating technology with biology, progress that has helped people tremendously. For example, former football player Jesse Sullivan, who lost his arms in a utility line accident, now has two bionic arms that can move in response to his thoughts. Claudia Mitchell, who lost an arm in a motorcycle accident, now has a prosthesis so precise that she can peel an orange. Researcher William Craelius, working on a different track, has developed the Dextra, an artificial hand that allows users to type and even play the piano. The next generation of limbs will even allow wearers to sense touch and temperature. 

Going a step further, consider the case of quadriplegic Matthew Nagle, who "can now pick up objects, open e-mails, change the channel on the television and play computer games" using only a link between a computer, a robotic arm, and electrodes implanted in his brain, according to London’s Independent. Scientists are also hard at work on a wearable exoskeleton that would respond to his thought commands, allowing him to move his body again. 

But what if technology is doing more than simply correcting a medical condition? Dr. Steve Mann of the University of Toronto has been called "the first cyborg" by DK Publishing for his "WearComp"—wearable hardware that runs personal-applications software. "The assumption of wearable computing," reported Mann at a 1998 keynote speech, "is that the user will be doing something else at the same time as . . . the computing. Thus the computer should serve to augment the intellect, or augment the senses." 

Award-winning scientist and author Ray Kurzweil—an avid transhumanist and proponent of radical life-extending technology—has pointed out that, when it comes to computer interfaces, "We already have people with computers in their brains—for example, Parkinson’s patients—and the latest generation of this FDA-approved neural implant allows you to download new software to your neural implant from outside the patient. . . . In the future we will have non-invasive ways of extending our physical capabilities as we merge with non-biological systems." 

So where do we draw the line? At what point does the interface between human and computer present a challenge for human personhood? Going back to Communion and Stewardship, we are told that "the being created in [God’s] image cannot be the object of arbitrary human action," and that four guidelines in particular apply: 
"(1) there must be a question of an intervention in the part of the body that is either affected or is the direct cause of the life-threatening situation; 
(2) there can be no other alternatives for preserving life; 
(3) there is a proportionate chance of success in comparison with drawbacks; and 
(4) the patient must give assent to the intervention." 

However, the document also points out that "the fundamental faculties which essentially belong to human beings are never sacrificed, except when necessary to save life." In other words, the Vatican, via a tradition called the "therapeutic principle," gives an enthusiastic green light to prosthetics that aim to restore "the fundamental faculties" of injured persons, such as the ability to see, hear, and manipulate objects with one’s hands. 

That being said, David Plotz of Slate.com claims that "the distinction between therapy and enhancement isn’t as clear as ethicists contend. Doctors practice enhancement all the time—even frivolous enhancement." There are certainly those who would argue that vasectomies and tubal ligations are "therapeutic." 

Father Austriaco is interested in applying the traditional Catholic teaching on reproductive technologies—"you can assist but not replace"—to these newer technologies. Under this theory, someone who, in the future, was pursuing elective amputation in favor of an advanced prosthetic device should be rejected on ethical grounds because that would be intentionally "replacing." However, the types of applications pursued by Sullivan and Mitchell seem to fit the "assisting" test perfectly, and would therefore be perfectly moral, as long as the programs did not become "idols" to us. 

As to Kurzweil’s ideas, the Vatican has not yet clearly articulated a position, but Pope Benedict XVI recently used a visit to Lateran University to warn about the apparent "primacy" given to "a sort of ‘artificial’ intelligence which becomes more and more overshadowed by experimental technique." He likened the "appetite for discovery without keeping in mind the criteria which derive from a more profound vision" to the tragic flight of Icarus, who flew too close to the sun. However elegant the pope’s observation, it remains more philosophical than doctrinally applicable. 

As Father Austriaco points out, transhumanists like Kurzweil are "raising questions that are unprecedented in the Catholic moral tradition." 

Super-Pills

Another unprecedented situation is discussed in Alexandra Robbins’s latest book, The Overachievers, which describes the hyper-competitive world of high school academics. Robbins relates how today’s children, either self-driven or pushed by their parents, go to sometimes radical extremes to achieve their goals. Her book includes discussions of college-level classes and competitive sports, but it also focuses on chronic stress, teen suicide rates, and the phenomenon of Ritalin and Adderall abuse. Apparently, these medications (created to treat Attention Deficit Disorder), when taken by people without the disorder, produce a clarity and goal-orientation that can provide a competitive edge. Doctors have reported students asking for prescriptions who obviously do not suffer from ADD, and anecdotal reports of the drug’s use on college campuses and in the business world are common. 

Another drug in vogue for its off-label uses is Modafinil, a narcolepsy drug more popularly known as Provigil. The New York Times reports that the drug—which enables one to skip naps or even entire nights of sleep while staying alert and non-jittery—is "becoming a fixture among college students, long-haul truckers, computer programmers and others determined to burn the midnight oil." It is also used by soldiers on patrol in Iraq, according to the Ottawa Citizen. When it comes to Ritalin and Adderall use, the World Transhumanist Association’s (WTA) Joseph Bloch says, "Assuming—and it is a huge assumption—that there are no longer-term side effects, I see nothing wrong with providing my children with any competitive advantage. The fact that it is pharmaceutical in nature is irrelevant." 

When is a drug that enhances human abilities unacceptable for use? Steroid use for athletic enhancement has been nearly universally deemed unethical, and the Catechism expressly states that "the use of drugs inflicts very grave damage on human health and life. Their use, except on strictly therapeutic grounds, is a grave offense" (2291). 

However, there may be some "wiggle room" in the Catechism’s language that would allow people, for example, to enhance their own thinking abilities. Ampakines, which may in the next decade be available for Alzheimer’s patients, aid in the formation of new memories. Apparently they could also help a 40-year-old who simply wanted to regain the mental quickness of youth. Father Austriaco says that the use of ampakines for this reason may be licit, as it involves restoring "the preternatural abilities of Adam and Eve before the Fall." Pointing out that the account of the Fall in Genesis 3 includes the punishment that women would be dominated by men, he says it would be absurd to insist that the repression of women is in allegiance with Scripture. Therefore, he says, we can use science, including medicine, to mitigate the effects of the Fall. 

Cameron stakes out a middle ground, stating that steroids "manipulate" human nature, while diet, nutrition, and exercise respect "human integrity" and "perfect the givenness of human nature." When it comes to giving Ritalin to healthy children, Cameron allows that the trend is "inevitable and understandable, but still bad." 

Of course, even regular "healthy living" can be taken to excess; the Catechism refers to this "cult of the body," which "idoliz[es] physical perfection," as a "neo-pagan notion" (2289). Matthew Eppinette, assistant director of the Center for Bioethics & Human Dignity (www.cbhd.org), develops the idea further by saying, "Society rightly recognizes conditions like anorexia and the Adonis complex as unhealthy, not just physically unhealthy, but also emotionally, mentally, and spiritually unhealthy." In this light, one could accuse some purveyors of these trends of an unhealthy focus on what they wish bodies could do, rather than what is natural or healthy for them to do. 

Surgery

Dennis Avner is the Stalking Cat. No, not a comic book character, but a part-Huron, part-Lakota Native American who has gone through tattooing and multiple surgeries—including subdermal and transdermal implants, upper lip bifurcation, and the pointing of his ears—in order to increase his physical resemblance to a tiger, his totem animal (see photos at www.stalkingcat.net). 
"I’m just taking a very old tradition, that to my knowledge is not practiced anymore," he told the Seattle Times. However, the same article quotes bioethicist Glenn McGee of Albany Medical College in New York as saying, "It is possible to have a coherent view that is nonetheless detrimental to one’s well-being. This is a patient who’s being harmed by medicine in the interest of his tradition." 

Of all possible types of body modification*, none perhaps makes us as uncomfortable as surgery. It seems so radical, so risky, to go "under the knife," that we normally think of surgery as a last resort. 
*See BODY ART OR BODY MODIFICATION 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/BODY_ART_OR_BODY_MODIFICATION.doc
That may well change. Dr. Stephen Genuis reports in Family Foundations that "in 2005, there were more than 10 million cosmetic procedures undertaken in the United States, representing a 38 [percent] increase compared with 2000." 
As of 2002, almost 24 percent of all married women in the United States had been made surgically infertile (the vast majority through elective tubal ligation), while about 15 percent of their male partners had had vasectomies ("Contraceptive Sterilization," EnGenderHealth). 

Other elective medical procedures on the immediate horizon involve the use of stem cells. The theory, according to the Centre Daily Times, is that "injecting stem cells into healthy muscles might increase [muscles’] size and even restore them to their youthful capacity. ‘You could potentially find a 40-year-old man with 20-year-old legs,’ [Paul] Griffiths [of CryoGenesis International] said." The article focuses mostly on applications in the world of sporting, which is regularly rocked by steroid scandals. But bioethicist John Harris contends that "enhancement in sports is only problematic because there are rules against it." (The article, while implying that adult stem cells were being discussed instead of embryonic, did not specify.) 

Another way to keep in shape without exercising is through regular injections of such compounds as insulin-like growth factor (IGF), artificial hemoglobin, and EPO, "a natural compound whose function is stimulating the bone marrow to produce more red blood cells," according to Plotz. Striking at the philosophical underpinnings of such practices, Eppinette asks, "What is the ultimate goal one is striving for? Is it to be healthy? Is it to live a very long life? Is it to maximize the competitiveness of one’s offspring? Is this the ultimate attainment? For people of faith, none of these seem to me to be ultimate." 

This observation lies at the center of the argument surrounding surgical alterations: How would elective surgery bring us closer to God? Restorative surgery such as LASIK is remarkable, and the successes of plastic surgery have brought relief to many survivors of disfiguring accidents. However, some elective surgeries, such as sterilization, are plainly immoral, while plastic surgery techniques such as breast enhancement, while perhaps not "grave matter," seem to serve vanity and promote the valuing of women for their bodies instead of their full personhood. It is vital that the moral implications of future elective surgical techniques are examined now, before they come upon us. 

Genetics and Eugenics

When it comes to beginning-of-life questions, Church teaching is clear. Still, the current state of affairs is bleak: England now permits "preimplantation genetic diagnosis," a technique where IVF-created embryos are diagnosed not only for birth defects, but for the potential of adult-onset diseases, even treatable ones. Prenatal testing has become common in Western nations, with the tacit assumption that a poor test result will prompt an abortion. Researchers estimate that 90 percent of all prenatal diagnoses of Down Syndrome result in abortion. On the flip side, those with sufficient wealth can "shop" for sperm, eggs, and even embryos based on specific characteristics of the donors. 

Debate over some of these developments has already begun. For example, at a recent dinner in Washington, D.C., bioethicist Adrienne Ashe said that when people try to artificially create children with specific genetic traits, they are "letting one trait stand in for a whole person," which depersonalizes the child. "The whole child-to-be is not imagined, just one or two characteristics," she adds. Eppinette further contends that "‘designer babies’ are quite a change from how children have been traditionally viewed, namely as gifts to be received and nurtured." 

Furthermore, genetic engineering and artificial chromosomes open the door to "not just designer babies but designer baby boomers, something I am personally more interested in," says Kurzweil. One question, of course, is what should happen to those who do not get "treated." Princeton professor and futurist Lee Silver opines, "The economy, the media, the entertainment industry, and the knowledge industry [will be] controlled by members of the GenRich class. . . . Naturals [will] work as low-paid service providers or as laborers." 

Cameron sees genetic manipulation as leading to a "new feudalism," wherein a "very small number of people, basically a global elite," will take advantage of a "law of compounding," using their genetic advantages to create a society with "far greater disparities" in wealth and power than currently exist. Once a certain proportion of the population has had fundamental genetic or mechanical enhancements, these societal changes will become, he says, "absolutely inevitable." 

Some foresee an Earth in which natural reproduction is viewed as irresponsible, with IVF being the responsible choice for both society (since you’re selecting only the best genes) and your children (since you’re choosing what is best for them). Others, such as author John Glad, view eugenics as "an integral component of an environmentalist policy" (Future Human Evolution, 2006). He continues, "Abortion should be actively promoted, since it often serves as the last and even only resort for many low-IQ mothers." 

The Vatican has been emphatic in its stance against nearly all eugenic plans and techniques. Even as far back as 1987, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith’s "Instruction on Respect for Human Life" {Donum Vitae} stated, "Certain attempts to influence chromosomic or genetic inheritance are not therapeutic but are aimed at producing human beings selected according to sex or other predetermined qualities. 
These manipulations are contrary to the personal dignity of the human being and his or her integrity and identity." Communion and Stewardship repeats the stance: "Changing the genetic identity of man through the production of an infrahuman [i.e., inferior] being is radically immoral. The use of genetic modification to yield a superhuman or being with essentially new spiritual faculties is unthinkable." 
More recently, this teaching was rearticulated by Castrillón Cardinal Hoyos late in 2006, when he said, "Genetic manipulation, when it is not therapeutic, that is, when it does not tend to the treatment of pathology of the genetic patrimony, must be radically condemned. . . . It pursues modifications in an arbitrary way, inducing to the formation of human individuals with different genetic patrimonies established according to one’s discretion. Eugenics, the creation of a superior human race, is an aberrant application." 

Still, there are some gray areas—for instance, in the definitions of "therapeutic," "reparative," and "augmentative" gene therapy. Kurzweil, when asked if there was a difference between genetic therapy for a person with Down Syndrome and for a person who wanted an IQ of 135 instead of 100, responded, "In my opinion, no. We are the species that goes beyond our limitations." One could take a similar approach along theological lines, but with a view toward licitly undoing the effects of the Fall through technology. 

Eppinette zeroes in on this exact distinction: "We are in need of serious ethical, philosophical, and theological contemplation of where we draw the line between therapy and enhancement. The work of the late John Paul II on embodiment is both a foundation to build on as well as an example of the kind of reflection needed on just this point." 

They Think We’re the Enemy

So far, except for the issue of genetics and eugenics, surprisingly many of the advancements in modern medicine and technology are compatible with Catholicism. Unfortunately, many of their more radical proponents don’t feel the same way. In fact, several notable and opinion-leading transhumanists are strongly anti-Christian. 

For example, prominent transhumanist William Sims Bainbridge, the author of more than 15 books and numerous magazine and journal articles, opens an article with the following abstract: "Cognitive science immediately threatens religious faith in two ways, by explaining away religion as an error resulting from accidents in the evolutionary history of the human nervous system, and by failing to find evidence that humans possess souls. Over the coming decades, information technology may undercut people’s need for religion by offering practical forms of cyberimmortality (CI). The plausibility of religion may also be eroded by the coming unification of science and the associated convergence of [new] technologies." 

Even more troubling is language on the Web site for the Future Technologies Advisory Group (www.futuretag.net), a transhumanist organization specializing in consulting and media: "While one of the objectives of the firm will be facilitating the penetration of transhumanist ideas in mainstream business and policy, we will not use the T word or insist on the transhumanist worldview too explicitly. Rather, we will focus on delivering practical advice appropriate to the intended audience." The willingness expressed here to dissemble their true intentions is disconcerting. 

And yet there must be open and honest dialogue on these issues. "We are moving way beyond these old challenges to human life," argues Cameron, who says we need to change our focus of attention. We need to "ask the right questions" and work toward finding ethical answers—answers consistent with the Catholic moral tradition—before the future arrives. 

Lines of communication need to be opened between Christian bioethicists and transhumanists. Cameron, for example, calls Kurzweil "a man of genius" and "no mere academic theorist," while Kurzweil makes the surprising statement that through human-driven evolution, people can "grow exponentially in intelligence, knowledge, creativity, beauty, and love, all of the qualities people ascribe to God without limit," implying that "we can view evolution as a spiritual process, moving ever closer to this ideal." Men of this intellectual stature need forums in which they can communicate with each other. (To be fair, Cameron is already in contact with WTA president Nick Bostrom and others, but he’s one of the only pro-life leaders doing so.) 

Bloch writes that when transhumanist goals have been achieved, "Many of humanity’s ills will be eliminated. I find that sufficient comfort in the continuing march from lives which are nasty, brutal, and short to those which are not quite as nasty, not as brutal, and hopefully longer." Statements like this illustrate that many in this movement simply want a better future—an excellent starting point for dialogue. 

Catholic journalists need to be aware of the underlying agendas in some of these scientific movements (www.bioethics.com, co-edited by Eppinette, is an excellent source for keeping up-to-date). Pro-life politicians and lobbying groups need to stay attuned to scientific progress to know which technologies to support, which to oppose, and which to treat with a laissez-faire attitude of benign neglect. (A good starting point is the 2003 government report "Beyond Therapy: Biotechnology and the Pursuit of Happiness," available at bioethics.gov/reports/beyondtherapy/.) And bioethicists need to start asking the right questions. 

Eppinette advises us that, "for people of faith, and Christians in particular, we know that technology is not to be our God, and technology is most definitely not our Savior. Each of us has to examine the role of technology in our own lives, and how it squares with what we consider to be most important in life. This does not mean that we become luddites, rejecting new forms of technology. What it means is that we carefully consider how technology fits into our lives, whether it helps or hinders the goals we’ve set for ourselves"—which, he adds, may involve taking a closer look at those very goals. 

New technologies always bring new ethical dilemmas. We can’t afford to be unaware of the challenges facing us today. The future is almost here.

Eric Pavlat is a convert from pro-choice agnosticism whose conversion story was printed in Surprised by Truth 2. He can be contacted at maryland@democratsforlife.org. He is a convert from Unitarian Universalism who entered the Church in 1996. 
He lives in Maryland with his wife and six children. He is also a perpetually professed Lay Dominican in St. Pius V Pro-Chapter, located in Catonsville, MD. He founded Democrats for Life of Maryland, Inc., in 2004, served one term as president, and stayed on the board of directors until 2010. 
The top ten bioethics stories of the decade
http://www.nationalreview.com/article/228913/technological-morality-wesley-j-smith
By Wesley J. Smith, January 8, 2010

As we come to the end of the first tenth of the 21st century, pundits are making lists about the decade just past: the biggest stories, the worst movies. In that spirit, here’s a list of the top ten stories in bioethics. This isn’t an idle exercise. Bioethics matters. The field exerts tremendous influence over the most important questions of public policy and moral values: How should we treat the most vulnerable and dependent among us? What makes us human? Indeed, is it even morally relevant that one is human? Trends in bioethics, thus, illuminate where we are as a society and the nature of the culture we are creating for our progeny. 
10. The ascendance of an anti-human environmentalism. 
Deep ecology, the most radical expression of environmentalism, maintains that human beings are the world’s enemy — the AIDS of the Earth, as one advocate put it — and that saving the planet will require depopulating the Earth to under 1 billion. It is easy to dismiss such misanthropy as the radical fringe. Alas, during the last decade, vocal and unapologetic support for draconian depopulation has become a part of the environmental mainstream, and is now almost universal within the global-warming movement. China’s one-child policy is not considered anathema by many global-warming alarmists, and is even extolled by influential leaders. The head of the U.K. Green party, Jonathon Porritt, who chairs the U.K. government’s Sustainable Development Commission, said that curbing population growth through contraception and abortion must be at the heart of policies to fight global warming. Radical environmentalism appears to have morphed into anti-humanism, the result of which could be a new impetus for eugenics and radical population control.
9. The growth of biological colonialism. 
Desperate and destitute people are increasingly being exploited for their body parts and functions. For example, a black market has developed in human organs, in which well-off Westerners avoid transplant waiting lists by traveling to countries such as India, Bangladesh, or Turkey to purchase kidneys. The exploitation got so out of hand in the Philippines that the government was forced to outlaw organ-transplant surgery for non-citizens. Matters were even worse in China, where it was credibly charged that prisoners — perhaps practitioners of Falun Gong — were executed and their organs sold. Organ buying wasn’t the only growth sector in biological colonialism. The Daily Mail reported that women in Ukraine were being paid to get pregnant and have abortions to create stem cells for use in beauty treatments; the BBC reported the practice might even include infanticide. Poor women in India are renting their wombs to rich women for gestation, and some Westerners are buying Indian IVF embryos because it is cheaper than having them made at home. 
8. The increase in American pro-life attitudes. 
In the last decade, polling showed a dramatic increase in the number of people who identify themselves as pro-life. For example, in 2000, a Gallup poll found that 48 percent of respondents were “pro-choice” and 43 percent “pro-life.” In 2009, those numbers had more than reversed, with a majority identifying as pro-life (51 percent) and only 42 percent pro-choice. These changed attitudes were reflected in public policy, for example the passage of the federal ban on partial-birth abortion and the Born Alive Infant Protection Act. If this trend continues, it could eventually shake the Roe regimen off its foundation. 
7. The struggle over Obamacare. 
The political brouhaha over Obamacare was the bioethics story of 2009, not only in the U.S. but throughout much of the developed world. The strong victory of Obamacare opponents in the political debate — which may not prevent the bill’s becoming law — demonstrated that the majority of Americans do not want European-style health care, nor, for that matter, health-care rationing (thus the resonance of Sarah Palin’s “death panel” remark). The debate will not end with the passage or failure of a bill, and health-care reform will likely be one of the most important stories of the coming decade. 
6. Legalization of assisted suicide in Washington. 
Though some thought it inevitable, legalized assisted suicide faced very rough sledding after Oregon passed its breakthrough law in 1994. After many years of failure, in 2008, an abundantly financed initiative campaign, fronted and partially paid for by a popular ex-governor, finally succeeded in Washington. Interestingly, as soon as the law went into effect, so did the pushback: Many Washington doctors and health-care systems publicly opted out of participation. A month later, a Montana trial judge declared a constitutional right to assisted suicide; the Montana supreme court eventually vacated the decision, but also ruled it legal under the living-will law for doctors to write lethal prescriptions for their terminally ill patients. Then, in 2009, the old stalemate reemerged, with legislatures in states as widespread as Hawaii, Arizona, Wisconsin, Vermont, and New Hampshire refusing to follow Washington’s lead. Still, the Washington victory boosted the morale of assisted-suicide activists, who promise to wage an energetic legalization campaign in the coming decade. 
5. The success of adult-stem-cell research. 
When the embryonic-stem-cell debate first emerged at the end of the Clinton presidency, bio-scientists and their media acolytes insisted that embryonic stem cells offered the “best hope” for developing regenerative medical treatments and cures. At the same time, the potential for adult stem cells was downplayed, for example because they can’t become every type of cell in the body, a capacity known as “pluripotency.” But things didn’t turn out as expected. Embryonic stem cells proved difficult to harness and are still not approved for use in any human trials due to safety concerns, although two studies may begin next year. In contrast, adult stem cells have shown remarkable capacities. For example, in early human trials, adult stem cells have helped diabetics get off insulin, restored sensation to paralyzed people with spinal-cord injuries, helped heal unhealthy hearts, and provided hope to patients with autoimmune diseases such as multiple sclerosis. These and other amazing advances in adult-stem-cell research provided one of the few pieces of truly good news in a sour decade. 
4. “Suicide tourism” in Switzerland. 
Over the last decade, Switzerland became Jack Kevorkian as a country, its suicide clinics catering to an increasingly international clientele — mostly from the United Kingdom — with the victims ranging from the terminally ill, to people with disabilities, to even a double suicide of a terminally ill elderly woman and her frail husband, who wanted to die rather than be cared for by others. Alas, as was the case with Kevorkian in the 1990s, audacity was rewarded. In the face of a wave of high-profile suicide-tourism stories, England’s head prosecutor published guidelines that, in essence, decriminalized family and friends’ assisting the suicides of the dying, disabled, and infirm. Others mimicked the Swiss. In the U.S., the Final Exit Network appears to have created mobile suicide clinics, leading to the indictment of several of its organizers. Meanwhile, the Australian “Dr. Death,” Philip Nitschke, traveled the world holding how-to-commit-suicide clinics. Still, as the decade came to a close, there was a sense that the tide could be turning: The Swiss government appears poised to shut down the suicide-tourism industry, perhaps even — although this is less likely — outlawing assisted suicide altogether. 
3. IVF anarchy. 
The story of Nadya Suleman — better known as “Octomom” — epitomized all that has gone wrong in the assisted-reproduction industry. With the field virtually unregulated in the U.S. (and many other countries), oftentimes, anything goes. Because there were no regulations on the number of embryos that could be made during an IVF procedure, we now have 400,000 “spare” embryos on ice, looked upon by some as being akin to a crop ripe for the harvest. The lack of regulations has also led to a market in human eggs, in which eugenically correct college-age women are paid huge fees to donate their eggs — a procedure that can leave donors dead, infertile, or seriously ill. IVF has led to childbirth as manufacture, with our progeny chosen for their genetic makeup. It is likely that babies will soon be created with three parents. What comes next is anybody’s guess. 
2. The Bush embryonic-stem-cell funding policy. 
When Pres. George W. Bush signed an executive order restricting federal funding of embryonic-stem-cell research to lines already in existence on Aug. 9, 2001, he set off a nearly decade-long firestorm. It wasn’t that the NIH didn’t fund ESCR during the Bush years: It did to the tune of nearly $200 million. California passed Proposition 71, authorizing $3 billion in bond money to be spent on ESCR and human-cloning research over ten years. Other states and private philanthropies also funded the research. Indeed, a study published by the Rockefeller Institute reported that $2 billion–plus was put into ESCR from private and public sources during the Bush years. So what was the fuss all about? Yes, the policy inconvenienced researchers, requiring, for example, that experiments on “Bush qualified” ESC lines be segregated from non-qualified research. And yes, the limited number of authorized lines may have dissuaded some researchers from entering the field. But the real poke in the eye for the Science Establishment and liberal media was that Bush’s policy sent a clarion message that embryos — which are, after all, nascent human life — matter, thrusting his policy into a buzz saw involving our most touchy cultural issues, particularly abortion. Ironically, Bush repeatedly expressed his confidence that scientists could find ways to obtain the benefits of ESCR without destroying embryos. That prediction appeared to come true in 2007 with the creation of induced-pluripotent stem cells, which are made from normal skin or other tissues. With the potential of IPSCs to do most of what scientists said they wanted from ESCR, the stem-cell issue lost its political potency. Thus, when President Obama revoked the Bush policy, it was something of an anticlimax. But look for the issue to be revived in all its emotional force in the next decade if scientists learn to reliably clone human embryos. 
1. The dehydration of Terri Schiavo.  

The emotionally wrenching tug of war over the life of Terri Schiavo, covered sensationally by the international media and culminating in her slow death, was — hands down — the decade’s most important story in bioethics (as well of one of the most important stories of the early 2000s). Who hasn’t heard her name? Who doesn’t have an opinion about what happened? For a seeming eternity, the world groaned and argued bitterly about the weighty moral question of whether it is right to deprive a human being of food and water because he or she is profoundly cognitively impaired. Nearly five years after her death, we are not over it yet. Whenever a “miraculous awakening” story is reported, our minds and the media’s pens immediately come back to the question of whether that case is somehow “different” from Terri Schiavo’s. It hasn’t stopped there. 
With Terri dead and buried, and with majority poll support, some of the most notable voices within bioethics and transplant medicine openly argue that persistently unconscious patients should, with consent of family, have their organs harvested — which results in death — or be used in research as if they were actually dead. And with Obamacare coming full throttle, the question of whether the expenses required to care for these most helpless patients will continue to be borne has become a subject of acute bioethical attention. 
Hubert Humphrey (among others) once said that a society is judged by the way it treats its most vulnerable citizens. That truism explains why the Terri Schiavo case was far more than a personal and family tragedy: It was a modern-day passion play from which we are still reeling. What do these stories tell us about ourselves and our society? The signals are mixed. First, we are in danger of supplanting human exceptionalism — belief in the intrinsic dignity and equality of human life — with a “quality-of-life ethic” in which some of us are deemed to matter more than others. But the path to such a brave new world is proving to be neither straight nor unimpeded. Indeed, there are encouraging signs the sanctity of life could make a comeback. This much is sure: Bioethics will continue to matter profoundly in the years and decades to come.

Wesley J. Smith is a senior fellow at the Discovery Institute, and consults for the International Task Force on Euthanasia and Assisted Suicide and the Center for Bioethics and Culture. His book A Rat Is a Pig Is a Dog Is a Boy will be released later this month by Encounter Books.


Bioethics: Human Dignity and Natural Moral Law

https://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=9259  

By Pope Benedict XVI, Vatican City, February 13, 2010 
This morning the Holy Father received in audience members of the Pontifical Academy for Life, the president of which is Archbishop Rino Fisichella. The academy is currently meeting for its annual plenary assembly. 

"The problems revolving around the question of bioethics", said the Pope, "bring the anthropological question to the fore"; this concerns "human life in its perennial tension between immanence and transcendence, and has great importance for the culture of future generations". 

Hence, he went on, "it is necessary to institute a comprehensive educational project which enables these themes to be approached from a positive, balanced and constructive standpoint, especially as regards the relationship between faith and reason. 

"Bioethical questions often throw light on the dignity of the person, a fundamental principle which faith in Jesus Christ ... has always defended, especially when it is overlooked in dealings with the most simple and defenceless people", he added. "Bioethics, like any other discipline, needs guidelines capable of guaranteeing a coherent reading of the ethical questions which inevitably emerge when faced with possible conflicts of interpretation. In this space lies the normative call to natural moral law". 

"Recognising human dignity as an inalienable right has its first foundation in that law - unwritten by the hand of man but inscribed by God the Creator in man's heart - which all juridical systems are called to recognise as inviolable, and all individuals to respect and promote. Without the basic principle of human dignity it would be difficult to find a wellspring for the rights of the person, and impossible to reach ethical judgements about those scientific advances which have a direct effect on human life". 

"When we invoke respect for the dignity of the person, it is fundamental that such respect should be complete, total and unimpeded, ... recognising that we are always dealing with a human life", said Pope Benedict. "Of course, human life has its own development and the research horizon for science and bioethics remains open, but it must be reiterated that when dealing with matters which involve human beings, scientists must never think they are dealing with inanimate and manipulable material. In fact, from its first instant, the life of man is characterised by the fact of being a human life, and for this reason it has, always and everywhere, its own dignity". 

"Conjugating bioethics and natural moral law is the best way to ensure" recognition for "the dignity that human life intrinsically possesses from its first instant to its natural end". 

The Pope also highlighted "the commitment that must be shown in the various areas of society and culture in order to ensure that human life is always recognised as an unalienable subject of law, and never as an object dependent on the whims of the powerful". In this context he pointed out that "history has shown how dangerous and damaging a State can be when it proceeds to make laws that touch the person and society, while itself claiming to be the source and principle of ethics". 

"Natural moral law", the Holy Father concluded, "is a guarantee for legislators to show true respect both for the person and for the entire order of creation. It is the catalysing source of consensus among peoples from different cultures and religions, enabling differences to be overcome by affirming the existence of an order imprinted into nature by the Creator, ... an authentic call to use ethical-rational judgement to seek good and avoid evil". 

Full text: http://zenit.org/article-28354?l=english
Bioethics must be guided by Natural Law Principles of Human Dignity: Pope 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/bioethics-must-be-guided-by-natural-law-principles-of-human-dignity-pope 

By Hilary White, Rome, February 15, 2010 
A bioethics not founded in the “foundational principle of human dignity” is unable to respect human rights, the pope said on Saturday. In his address to the Pontifical Academy for Life (PAV), a meeting of philosophers and scholars held annually in Rome, the pope said that with the rapid advance of technology, it is more imperative than ever that bioethics be guided by the Natural Law that is “inscribed by God the Creator in the heart of man.”

“When respect for the dignity of the person is invoked it is fundamental that it be complete, total and with no strings attached,” he said. Without the “universal principles” of the fundamental right of all human beings to have their inherent dignity regarded – a “common denominator for the whole of humanity” – the result will be a “relativistic drift at the legislative level.” 

Every law in every society, said the pope, “is called to recognize this right as inviolable and every single person must respect and promote it.” 

“Without the foundational principle of human dignity it would be difficult to find a source for the rights of the person and impossible to arrive at an ethical judgment in the face of the conquests of science that intervene directly in human life.”

The pope said that bioethics, “like any other discipline, needs guidelines capable of guaranteeing a coherent reading of the ethical questions which inevitably emerge when faced with possible conflicts of interpretation.” To uphold human dignity, these guidelines must be those provided by the Natural Law.  

The term “bioethics” is often used interchangeably with the older term “medical ethics,” but some ethicists warn that modern bioethics is in fact a new “normative” system of ethics that, based on the principles of utilitarianism, can never be compatible with Natural Law principles. In the last few decades, utilitarian-based, capital “B” Bioethics, also called *Principlism, has largely supplanted traditional, Natural Law-based medical ethics in hospitals and ethics boards in most western countries. *See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Principlism 
Under traditional medical ethics, the guiding principle is “do no harm.” But contemporary bioethics abandons this in favor of its three principles of “justice, beneficence and autonomy” in an effort to find the utilitarian goal of the “greatest good for the greatest number.” Under these principles, preserving the life of the human patient is not considered paramount. 

The pope said that the issues surrounding bioethics, including the new reproductive technologies, are questions of “anthropology,” that is, questions regarding the true nature and purpose of human life. Under the Natural Law, the source of all human rights is the “inalienable right” of the “recognition of human dignity” that “finds its basis in that law not written by human hand but inscribed by God the Creator in the heart of man.” 

The plenary meeting of the PAV was called to reflect on themes pertaining to the relationship between bioethics, technological developments and the natural moral law.
An Introduction to Transhumanism - Attempting to Make a New Type of Person
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/an-introduction-to-transhumanism 
By E. Christian Brugger, Washington DC, April 21, 2010 
The ideas of the young international movement known as "transhumanism" are beginning to characterize the thinking of an increasing number of clinicians and bioethicists. I thought therefore that our readers might profit from a brief introduction to them.
Transhumanism is really a set of ideas that has developed in response to the rapid advance of biotechnology in the past 20 years (that is, technology capable of and aimed at manipulating the physical, mental and emotional condition of human beings). Conventional medicine has traditionally aimed at overcoming disorders that afflict the human condition; it has prescribed leeching, cauterizing, amputating, medicating, operating and relocating to dryer climates, all in order to facilitate
health and militate against disease and degeneration; in other words, the purpose has been to heal (i.e., has been broadly therapeutic). Technology is now making possible interventions that in addition to a therapeutic aim are intended to augment healthy human capacities. There is a gradual but steady enlargement taking place in medical ideals from simply
healing to healing and enhancement. We are all too familiar with "performance enhancing drugs" in professional sports. But biotechnology promises to make possible forms of enhancement that go far beyond muscle augmentation.
Germ-line gene therapy, for example, still in its infancy, aims to genetically modify human "germ cells" (i.e., sperm and eggs) in order to introduce desirable intellectual, physical and emotional characteristics and exclude undesirable ones. Since the modifications are made to cells in the "germ line," the traits would be heritable and passed on to subsequent
generations. Drugs to improve mental function such as Ritalin and Adderall are increasingly being used by the healthy in order to enhance cognitive abilities. One study has shown that close to 7% of students at U.S. universities have used prescription stimulants for enhancement purposes. [1]
That number appears only to be increasing. Research is rapidly progressing on advanced technologies such as direct
brain-computer interfacing (BCI), micromechanical implants, nanotechnologies, retinal, neuromuscular and cortical prostheses, and so-called "telepathy chips." While it is true that each of these technologies may play a role in transforming the lives of disabled patients to enable them better to communicate, manipulate computers, see, walk, move their limbs and recover from degenerative diseases; transhumanism sees them as potential instruments for transforming human nature. The 2002 version of the Transhumanist Declaration states: "Humanity will be radically changed by technology in the future. We foresee the feasibility of redesigning the human condition, including such parameters as the inevitability of aging, limitations on human and artificial intellects, unchosen psychology, suffering, and our confinement to the planet earth."[2]

Their most radical proposal is to overcome death. Although the aim sounds fanciful, there are influential scientists and philosophers committed to it. The prominent transhumanist scientist and inventor, Dr. Ray Kurzweil, argues that for most of human history death was tolerated because there was nothing we could do about it. But a time is rapidly approaching where we will be able to isolate the genes and proteins that cause our cells to degenerate and reprogram them. The assumption of death's inevitability is no longer credible and ought to be retired [3]. 

Michael West, the CEO of one of the largest biotech companies in the U.S., Advanced Cell Technology, agrees. He argues that "love and compassion for our fellow human being will ultimately lead us to the conclusion that we have to do everything we can to eliminate aging and death."[4]
Although I think the majority of people in the Western world do not yet share transhumanism's more radical ideas, the assumption concerning human autonomy that underlies the transhumanist philosophy is practically universal in secular medicine and bioethics today. Living wills enshrining people's right to refuse life-sustaining treatment for practically any
reason, even if they are not dying, are becoming as routine in our hospitals as informed consent forms. Oregon, Washington and Montana have legalized physician assisted suicide each using as a rhetorical bludgeon the argument that autonomy guarantees a person's right to exercise self-determination not only over his life but also over his death. If
autonomy extends to these things, then surely it guarantees the liberty to enhance my capacities.

I fear that the only thing presently preventing wide-scale affirmation of the transhumanist imperative is an emotional "yuck" factor, which we can be sure will gradually subside under the gentle and inexorable prodding of secular opinion. When it does, our rationality insulated by this extreme notion of autonomy will find itself helpless against the technological
imperative which says: if we can design our perfect child [5], if we can be smarter, stronger, and more beautiful [6], if we can extend human life indefinitely [7], then we should do it. If embryos are sacrificed through the experimental process required to perfect this technology, or if inequalities are introduced to the advantage of some and disadvantage of
others; these are the costs of progress!
The 2008 Vatican Instruction on bioethics, "Dignitas Personae," addressing the use of biotechnology "to introduce alterations with the presumed aim of improving and strengthening the gene pool," strongly cautions against the
"eugenic mentality" that such manipulation would promote. The mentality likely would stigmatize features of hereditary imperfection generating unfair biases against people who possess them and privileging those who possess putatively desirable qualities. The instruction concludes saying: "It must also be noted that in the attempt to create a new type of human being one can recognize an ideological element in which man tries to take the place of his Creator" (No. 27).
Endeavoring to manipulate human nature in this way "would end [] by harming the common good" (No. 27).

Notes
[1] See H. Greely, B. Sahakian, M. Gazzaniga, et al., "Towards responsible use of cognitive-enhancing drugs by the healthy," Nature 456 (December 2008), 702-705.
[2] From the website of Humanity+:
http://humanityplus.org/learn/philosophy/transhumanist-declaration/transhumanism-declaration-2002.
The World Transhumanist Association (WTA), now the largest transhumanist advocacy organization in the world, was founded in 1998. For image reasons it recently changed its name to Humanity+.
[3] See interview with Kurzweil at:
http://hplusmagazine.com/articles/multimedia/videos/immortalists-short-film-jason-silva
[4] Ibid.
[5] See statements to this effect by the influential Oxford bioethicist Julian Savulescu, quoted in Peter Snow, "Woe, Superman?" Oxford Today: The University Magazine, vol. 22, no. 1 (Michaelmas 2009), 14; see also Savulescu's appalling (and influential) theory of "procreative beneficence" in: "Procreative Beneficence: Why We Should Select the Best Children,"
Bioethics, vol. 15, issue 5-6 (October, 2001), 413-26.
[6] See the utopian maxim of Humanity+: "Healthier, Smarter, Happier"; at http://humanityplus.org
[7] See the aims of the new organization Coalition to Extend Life https://www.coalitiontoextendlife.org/products.php
E. Christian Brugger is a Senior Fellow of Ethics at the Culture of Life Foundation and is an associate professor of moral theology at St. John Vianney Theological Seminary in Denver, Colorado. He received his Doctorate in Philosophy from Oxford in 2000.
Anonymous Parenthood - The Consequences of Sperm Donation 

http://www.zenit.org/article-29587?l=english   
By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, June 13, 2010 

The constant increase in artificial insemination and the use of sperm donors means there is a growing number of children who are in the dark about the identity of their biological father*.
A recent report looked into the implications of this for the lives of those who have now reached adulthood. The Commission on Parenthood's Future released the study. Titled "My Daddy's Name is Donor: A New Study of Young Adults Conceived Through Sperm Donation," it was co-authored by Elizabeth Marquardt, Norval D. Glenn and Karen Clark.
According to the study, between 30,000 and 60,000 children are born each year in the United States through sperm donation. This is, however, only an educated guess, as there is no agency that collects statistics on such procedures.
Moreover, this is the first serious study to evaluate the well-being of those who are now adults. The report also commented that sperm donation is an international phenomenon. People from around the world seek sperm donors in the United States due to the lack of any regulations, and countries such as Denmark, India and South Africa also provide sperm donors to a flourishing market of fertility tourism. The authors made an interesting comparison between sperm donation and adoption. Adoption is governed by strict rules, and adoptive parents are carefully studied before being able to adopt. When it comes to sperm donation, however, women shop for donors in online catalogs that compare physical qualities, intelligence and professional accomplishments, and all they need to do is pay for the transaction.
Regarding the comparison with adoption, the authors noted that quite frequently their friends and colleagues commented to them that sperm donation is just like adoption. For a start, this fails to take into account the difficulties that many adopted children face in terms of being separated from their biological origins, the report replied. In addition, adopted children can take comfort from thinking that perhaps their mother gave them up only after a difficult struggle or due to extreme circumstances. With donor conception the offspring realizes that it was just a commercial transaction without any thought on the part of the donor about them.
To study the situation of adults conceived through sperm donation the authors surveyed more than a million households and then assembled a representative sample of 485 adults between the ages of 18 and 45 who said their mother used a sperm donor. They were compared with a group of 562 adults who were adopted as infants, and 563 adults raised by their
biological parents. "We learned that, on average, young adults conceived through sperm donation are hurting more, are more confused and feel more isolated from their families," the report stated.
No less than 65% of donor-conceived adults in the survey agreed with the statement: "My sperm donor is half of who I am." Even the mothers admit to being curious about who is the father of their child.
Just under half of the donor adults expressed discomfort about their origins, with many of them saying it is a frequent concern that they feel. Some of them felt like freaks -- the result of lab experiments – while others struggled with identity issues. The fact that money was involved in the process was also a cause of concern for many. Others expressed discomfort about being a product made to satisfy their parent's wishes. And no less than 70% admit that they wonder what their sperm donor's family is like.
The concerns of donor offspring are not limited to issues of identity and family, but extend to medical worries. The report pointed out that some donors have fathered dozens of children, and there are even cases of a hundred or more. So the donor adults are worried about unknowingly dating a half-sibling, or that their children may date the child of a half-sibling.
The issue of anonymous sperm donation has been a hot topic in many countries in recent years. Criticism of the practice has led Britain, Sweden, Norway, the Netherlands, Switzerland, and some parts of Australia and New Zealand to ban it, the report noted. In the United States and Canada, however, there are no such restrictions. The Catholic Church is strongly opposed to all practices of artificial insemination, but as the report makes clear even if you don't agree with such a stance, there are very good reasons to stand up for the right of children to know who their father is and to put an end to anonymous parenthood. 

The survey also examined social and psychological issues. Asked if before the age of 25 they had trouble with the law, 21% of donor offspring said yes. The corresponding figures for adopted children and children who grew up with their biological parents were 18% and 11% respectively. Similar results were reported for problems of alcohol or substance abuse. These
results remain constant even when the results are controlled for socio-economic status and other variables.
Regarding the variable factors, one interesting bit of data that came out of the survey was that 36% of donor offspring said they were raised as Catholics, compared to 22% from adoptive families, and 28% raised by their biological parents. This is a striking finding, the report commented, given the opposition by the Catholic Church to such practices. Moreover, 32% of
donor adults said that Catholicism is still their religion. By contrast, a larger number of Catholics in the other two control groups have left the Church.
Another difficulty sperm donor offspring suffer is the secrecy about their origins. In most cases, parents let the child believe that he or she is biologically related to both of them in the beginning. Then, when the child finally discovers the truth, the child feels lied to and the parent-child relationship is strained. This leaves a legacy of distrust, with 47% of them declaring that their mother might have lied about important matters when they were growing up. This compares with 27% for those who were adopted and 18% for those who were raised by their biological parents.
Similar results were given for worrying that their father might have lied.
Not surprisingly, a substantial majority of adults conceived through sperm donation expressed support for their right to know everything. This included the identity of the donor and the right to have some kind of relationship with him. They also said they wanted to know about the existence and number of their half-siblings. As it now stands, the law in the United States does not give them any of these rights. In fact, it protects the donors and fertility clinics at the cost of the children
conceived. But the problems do not end with secrecy. The survey results showed that 44% of the donor-conceived adults were comfortable with donor conception so long as parents tell their children the truth, preferably from an early age. Nevertheless, 36% had concerns about it even if parents told the truth, and 11% said it is hard for kids even if parents handle the issue well.
In fact, the report commented that: "openness alone does not appear to resolve the potential losses, confusion and risks that can come with deliberately conceiving children so that they will be raised lacking at least one of their biological parents." The report concluded with a series of recommendations. Among them was the observation that no other medical procedure has such enormous implications for a person who did not seek the treatment -- the offspring. And they asked: "Does a good society intentionally create children in this way?" A question well worth reflecting on.

*See Scottish Prelates Defend Right to a Dad
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/scottish-prelates-defend-right-to-a-dad 

Glasgow, Scotland, July 19, 2007 

Scotland’s two most senior Catholics, Cardinal Keith O’Brien and Archbishop Mario Conti, are urging Prime Minister Gordon Brown to review new legislation that would diminish the role of fathers. In their July 13 letter, Cardinal O'Brien and Archbishop Conti, the president and vice-president of the Scottish Catholic bishops' conference, claim the proposed Human Tissue and Embryology Bill would constitute "a sweeping attempt to rewrite traditional concepts of parenthood and the family."
The proposed legislation would remove the current legal reference to a child’s need for a father, which, the prelates said, could be very harmful to the long-term welfare of children.
Should the removal happen, "this means that prior to provision of fertility treatment, there will no longer be any requirement, nor guidance, to consider the child's need for a father," they added.
Cardinal O'Brien and Archbishop Conti concluded: "We believe that the state should not deny the child's need for a father nor ignore a wealth of social research findings upholding the notion that deliberately planning to have fatherless children is inimical to their long-term welfare."

"Frankenstein" or Scientific Breakthrough? U.S. Biologist Creates Controversy with Artificial DNA

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/frankenstein-or-scientific-breakthrough-us-biologist-creates-controversy-wi 
By Hilary White May 21, 2010 
An American pioneer biologist and entrepreneur, Craig Venter of the J. Craig Venter Institute (JCVI) in Maryland and California, has created an international media stir with his announcement yesterday that he has created the world’s first cell with artificially constructed DNA.  

Despite media reports to the contrary, the researchers did not “create new life,” but instead artificially constructed an existing sequence of DNA of a naturally occurring bacterium and reproduced it in existing cells.

In the study, published in the peer-review journal Science, the researchers copied the genome, or complete genetic sequence, of an existing bacterium. They sequenced its genetic code and then used “synthesis machines” to chemically construct a copy. The new DNA was inserted into cells of a different type of bacteria. These reproduced daughter cells with both the natural and artificial DNA. The bacteria with the artificially constructed DNA replicated over a billion times.

“This is the first time any synthetic DNA has been in complete control of a cell,” said Venter, who likened the process to creating software for a computer. He told the BBC, “We’ve now been able to take our synthetic chromosome and transplant it into a recipient cell - a different organism.

“As soon as this new software goes into the cell, the cell reads [it] and converts into the species specified in that genetic code.”

Venter, who has been working for years to create artificial life forms, responded in his autobiography to criticisms that he has gone too far and is “playing God,” saying, “I always reply that - so far at least - we are only reconstructing a diminished version of what is out there in nature.”

“I think they're going to potentially create a new industrial revolution,” he said. “If we can really get cells to do the production that we want, they could help wean us off oil and reverse some of the damage to the environment by capturing carbon dioxide.”

Media has responded to the report with near-hysteria, with headlines referring to “Frankenstein” experiments and warnings against “playing God.” The Daily Mail asked, “Could it wipe out humanity?”

The Mail quoted Professor Julian Savulescu, an Oxford University ethicist, who said, “Venter is creaking open the most profound door in humanity's history, potentially peeking into its destiny. He is not merely copying life artificially or modifying it by genetic engineering. He is going towards the role of God: creating artificial life that could never have existed.”

“This could be used in the future to make the most powerful bioweapons imaginable. The challenge is to eat the fruit without the worm,” he added.

Despite the frenzied media reaction, however, responses from religious leaders have been more measured. Vatican officials were reserved in their judgment of the breakthrough, saying that it was the result of God’s gift of human intelligence that needs to be used correctly.  

The head of the Vatican’s Pontifical Academy for Life, Archbishop Rino Fisichella, gave a non-committal response, saying, “If it is used toward the good, to treat pathologies, we can only be positive. If it turns out not to be ... useful, to respect the dignity of the person, then our judgment would change.”

“We look at science with great interest. But we think above all about the meaning that must be given to life,” said Fisichella. “We can only reach the conclusion that we need God, the origin of life.”

The cardinal at the head of the Italian’s bishops’ conference, Angelo Bagnasco, said the invention is “further sign of intelligence, God's gift to understand creation and be able to better govern it.”

Bagnasco told ANSA news agency, “On the other hand, intelligence can never be without responsibility. Any form of intelligence and any scientific acquisition ... must always be measured against the ethical dimension, which has at its heart the true dignity of every person.”

South Korean Court Rules that Frozen Human Embryos are 'Not Human' 

http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2010/may/10052808.html
By Matthew Cullinan Hoffman, Seoul, May 28, 2010
Despite parents' pleas, a South Korean court has ruled that frozen embryos are not living and thus may be experimented upon and destroyed at will. 

The ruling was issued against a suit filed by the parents of the embryos, as well as eleven other individuals, including philosophers, ethicists, and doctors. In addition, the two embryos themselves were listed among the plaintiffs. 
The embryos were created for a couple with the surname Nam.  A total of three were produced by in vitro fertilization and one was implanted. The other two were to remain available for implantation or to be used for scientific research. 
However, the Nams had a change of heart and, aided by a team of experts, sought to vindicate the rights of their unborn children. 

"Bioethical laws that define artificially inseminated embryos as non-human bundles of cells treats them as tools for research and mandates their disposal at the end of a preservation period, and is a violation of the fundamental right to life," the plaintiffs wrote. 

However, the court disagreed, claiming that before fourteen days of development, an embryo is not a human being. "Although we acknowledge the basic rights of fetuses before birth, pre-embryos, which have been fertilized but within which the 'primitive streak' has not yet formed, cannot be regarded as humans," the court wrote. 

"Embryos that are less than 14 days from insemination have the potential to become a human being but have no independent humanity. They should not be granted the same constitutional rights as a human being," said Kang-kook, president of the Constitutional Court. 

"We cannot expect people to be seeking embryos that are more than five years old for artificial insemination purposes. But the cost of their preservation is immense. The donors of the embryos may feel uncomfortable, but this should not prohibit their use for research purposes," he added. 

The Catholic Archdiocese of Seoul's Life Committee denounced the decision, noting its dehumanizing premises. 
"Every human being goes through the embryonic stage," said Father Park Jung-woo, director of the Committee. "Catholics regret this decision by the Constitutional Court because we are opposed both to the artificial creation of embryos and to their use, once created, as tools for manufacture, as they are entitled to dignity as living beings."
Church leaders against reproductive bill 

http://www.ucanews.com/story-archive/?post_name=/2010/11/30/indian-church-leaders-oppose-reproductive-bill&post_id=59750  
http://www.ucanews.com/2010/11/30/indian-church-leaders-oppose-reproductive-bill/
By George Kommattathil, Thalassery, Kerala, November 30, 2010
Proposed legislation to govern the use of reproductive technology in India would bring moral and social anarchy in the country, Church people have warned. “The bill will have far reaching consequences in our society and we are dead against it,” Archbishop George Valiamattam of Tellicherry told ucanews.com on Nov. 28.

Hundreds of people attended a seminar organized by the archdiocese on this week to explain the bill and its social implications.

The Assisted Reproductive Technology Regulation Act (ART), which the government plans to introduce in parliament soon, provides a national framework for accreditation, regulation and supervision of clinics dealing with assisted reproductive technology.

The bill was prepared by the Indian Council for Medical Research and aims to help people who try to conceive using donated eggs or sperm, to identify the donors. The legislation also gives donors and their offspring an opportunity to access this information.

Father Paul Thelakkat, editor of Church weekly in Kerala, told ucanews.com that the proposed legislation would “open a Pandora’s box” as it would question “the very definition” of marriage and parenthood, “the foundations of the our society.”

The bill, the priest explained, will reduce sex to “a matter of eros and pleasure without any responsibility.”

The bill allows opening of sperm and ovum banks and encourages surrogate motherhood. This will lead to “unforeseen moral and physical issues” as young people may sell ovum and sperm to make money.

The bill will open a new market where everybody can become “sellers and buyers,” Father Thelakat warned.

Father James Puthennadayil, who directs the family apostolate department of Tellicherry archdiocese, said they have already launched a signature campaign “to mark our protest.”

“The diocese plans more seminars and public meetings to awake the public,” he added.

Celestin Vadakkel, who coordinates Pro-life movement in the archdiocese, the new legislation would allow clinics to “play with the human embryo.”

Related reports
Church Will Continue Campaign against Reproductive Health Bill despite Survey Results
Reproductive Technologies Dehumanize, Endanger
May Researchers Use "Biological Material" Unjustly Obtained? Considerations of "Grave Reasons" and Exceptions

http://www.zenit.org/article-31251?l=english
By William E. May, Washington, D.C., December 15, 2010 
If an unborn baby in the fetal or embryonic stage of life dies as a result of a miscarriage it would not be immoral to do worthwhile scientific research using tissues taken from it. 
But, as Germain Grisez noted in his massive book on "Difficult Moral Questions," a serious problem of conscience can frequently face pro-life scientists and researchers regarding use of tissues taken from embryonic or fetal human persons who were intentionally aborted. 
The quandary is the following: Suppose that it is not possible to do the research proposed by using spontaneously aborted unborn babies who miscarry. For example, certain research may require using embryonic/fetal tissue that must be fresh and not frozen or in any way not normal and tissues from miscarried embryos/fetuses do not meet these criteria. What should a conscientious pro-life person do if his research center agreed to use biological material obtained as a result of the intentional abortion of babies in their embryonic or fetal stages of life? 
Grisez concluded that the scientist ought not participate in the research nor cooperate with it in any way, even by advising a colleague who would take his place but who is not as knowledgeable about the science involved as he is. Grisez, however, thinks that if certain conditions are fulfilled, he could offer this colleague some advice if it justified tolerating bad side effects that would accompany the discovery of a procedure that would also greatly benefit unborn babies (pp. 385-388).
Grisez's book was published before the 2009 Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith's document "Dignitas Personae," in which the question of using "biological materials" obtained illegally is addressed. I will summarize the teaching of "Dignitas Personae" and then offer comments on it.

Biological materials illegally procured
Part III of "Dignitas Personae" is called "New treatments which involve the manipulation of the embryo or human genetic patrimony." No. 34 first identifies a common situation causing moral problems: "For scientific research and for the production of vaccines or other products, cell lines are at times used which are the result of an illicit intervention against the life or physical integrity of a human being. The connection to the unjust act may be either mediate or immediate, since it is generally a question of cells which reproduce easily and abundantly. This 'material' is sometimes made available commercially or distributed freely to research centers by governmental agencies having this function under the law. All of this gives rise to various ethical problems with regard to cooperation in evil and with regard to scandal. It is fitting therefore to formulate general principles on the basis of which people of good conscience can evaluate and resolve situations in 9.5 account of their professional activity (emphasis in original)" ("Dignitas Personae," No. 35).
No. 35 points out a somewhat different situation -- the precise one of concern to us -- with its set of moral issues, stating: "A different situation is created when researchers use 'biological material' of illicit origin which has been produced apart from their research center or which has been obtained commercially. The Instruction 'Donum Vitae' formulated the general principle which must be observed in these cases: 'The corpses of human embryos and fetuses, whether they have been deliberately aborted or not, must be respected just as the remains of other human beings. In particular, they cannot be subjected to mutilation or to autopsies if their death has not yet been verified and without the consent of the parents or of the mother. Furthermore, the moral requirements must be safeguarded that there be no complicity in deliberate abortion and that the risk of scandal be avoided'" ("Donum Vitae," I, 4).
In a centrally important passage, No. 35 then considers the "criterion of independence" proposed by some. According to this passage, the use of such "biological material" would be ethically permissible provided there is a clear separation between those who produce, freeze, and cause the death of embryos and researchers involved in scientific experimentation. 
"Dignitas Personae" expresses caution here, arguing that of itself this criterion might not be sufficient "to avoid a contradiction in the attitude of the person who says that he does not approve of the injustice perpetrated by others, but at the same time accepts for his own work the 'biological material' which the others have obtained by means of that injustice. 
"When the illicit action is endorsed by the laws which regulate health care and scientific research, it is necessary to distance oneself from the evil aspects of that system in order not to give the impression of a certain toleration or tacit acceptance of actions which are gravely unjust. Any appearance of acceptance would in fact contribute to the growing indifference to, if not the approval of, such actions in certain medical and political circles."
In fact, "there is a duty to refuse to use such 'biological material' even when there is no close connection between the researcher and the actions of those who performed the artificial fertilization or the abortion, or when there was no prior agreement with the centers in which the artificial fertilization took place. This duty springs from the necessity to remove oneself, within the area of one's own research, from a gravely unjust legal situation and to affirm with clarity the value of human life. Therefore, the above-mentioned criterion of independence is necessary, but may be ethically insufficient."
Nonetheless, "Dignitas Personae" goes on to declare: "Within this general picture there exist differing degrees of responsibility. Grave reasons may be morally proportionate to justify the use of such 'biological material.' Thus, for example, danger to the health of children could permit parents (emphasis added) to use a vaccine which was developed using cell lines of illicit origin, while keeping in mind that everyone has the duty to make known their disagreement and to ask that their healthcare system make other types of vaccines available. 
Moreover, in organizations where cell lines of illicit origin are being utilized, the responsibility of those who make the decision to use them is not the same as that of those who have no voice in such a decision" (No. 35).

Comment
Christian Brugger offers important observations on the treatment of this issue in "Dignitas Personae."[1] Commenting on the passage in No. 35 about the duty to refuse to use such "biological material," even when there is no close connection between the researcher and the actions of those who performed the artificial fertilization or the abortion, he wonders whether this would apply to an epidemiologist in 2009 doing research on the WI-38 or MRC-5 cell lines, or to vaccines derived from those lines, given that both were taken from electively aborted fetuses?[2]
The moral wrong -- the grave evil of abortion -- was done nearly 45 years ago. Is a researcher's duty to refuse to work on those materials exceptionless, even when the refusal could result in harms to the researcher and to his or her family? The text of "Dignitas Personae" indicates that it is not exceptionless. It states that "grave reasons may be morally proportionate to justify the use of such 'biological material'" (No. 35). But the Instruction "Dignitas Personae," following the 2005 Pontifical Academy for Life text, "Moral Reflections on Vaccines Prepared from Cells Derived from Aborted Human Fetuses," only mentions parents consenting for grave reasons to their children's immunization. Where does this leave morally conscientious researchers?"
I think that if the research is the kind that reasonably promises to provide a great benefit to unborn human subjects who are vulnerable to specific kinds of pathologies from which the research will protect them, as was the case of the research involved in the WI-38 and MRC-5 experiments that Brugger summarizes, then the kind of exception allowed for by "Dignitas Personae," No 35, is present. In all likelihood this kind of exception may simply not have occurred to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in preparing the 1987 Instruction "Donum Vitae." It seems to me analogous to the situation discussed by Grisez when he thought the solid pro-life researcher could advise a colleague less knowledgeable than he about using unjustly obtained embryonic/fetal tissues in research that reasonably promised great benefit to the unborn, tolerating the evils involved.

Notes
[1] See his "Strengths and Weaknesses of Dignitas Personae," in the "Symposium on Dignitas Personae," in National Catholic Bioethics Quarterly, 9.3 (Autumn 2009), 461-481; at 480-481).
[2] Research on these cell lines led to therapies that greatly benefited embryonic and fetal human babies; Brugger gives detailed descriptions of them and cites relevant literature in footnotes to his essay.
William E. May, is a Senior Fellow at the Culture of Life Foundation and retired Michael J. McGivney Professor of Moral Theology at the John Paul II Institute for Studies on Marriage and Family at The Catholic University of America in Washington, D.C.
Using Vaccines Obtained From Intentionally Aborted Human Embryos - Further Clarification Needed for Parents, Researchers

http://www.zenit.org/article-31437?l=english
By William E. May, Washington, D.C., January 12, 2011 
Here is a question on bioethics asked by a ZENIT reader and answered by the fellows of the Culture of Life Foundation. 

Q: I would love to see some more discussion or advice on the use of vaccines. [...] If my memory served me correctly, in the United States, all of the vaccines for Chicken Pox and the standard MMR [measles, mumps, rubella] protocols are developed from aborted children. Considering the ubiquity of these particular vaccines, I believe it is an issue that needs further exploration, discussion, and guidance from the Church and her thinkers. -C.G., Charleston, South Carolina, USA
A: The reader's question is specifically the one used in the heading of this article. However, that issue was addressed earlier in response to another reader's question (Zenit, DEC. 15, 2010). It therefore seems proper here to raise the following question: "Is it ever morally licit to use biological material of illicit origin?"
I offer below a review of relevant Church teaching regarding this question and other helpful sources. 

Relevant Church Teaching 
The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith's 2009 document "Dignitas Personae" (The Dignity of the Person) addresses the question regarding the use of "biological material" of illicit origin in numbers 34 and 35, and in doing to refers to relevant teaching of Pope John Paul II in his encyclical "Evangelium Vitae" (The Gospel of Life) and to the congregation's 1987 document "Donum Vitae" (Instruction on Respect for Human Life in Its Origin and the Dignity of Procreation). 
Number 34 of "Dignitas Personae" says the problems are cooperation in evil and giving scandal. Number 35 says that a different situation exists when researchers use "biological material" of illicit origin produced apart from their research or commercially obtained and refers to John Paul II's "Evangelium Vitae." It declares that "Donum Vitae" (Part I, No. 4) articulated the principle to be followed: "The corpses of human embryos and fetuses [...], deliberately aborted or not, must be respected just as the remains of other human beings. In particular, they cannot be subjected to mutilation or to autopsies if their death has not yet been verified and without the consent of the parents or of the mother. Furthermore, the moral requirements must be safeguarded that there be no complicity in deliberate abortion and that the risk of scandal be avoided." 

Number 35 of "Dignitas Personae" considers "the criterion of independence." According to it, the use of "biological material" of illicit origin would be ethically permissible if there is a clear separation between those who produce, freeze, and cause the death of human embryos, and the researchers involved in scientific experimentation. "Dignitas Personae" expresses caution here, saying that of itself this criterion might not be sufficient. 

It declares: "There is a duty to refuse to use such 'biological material' even when there is no close connection between the researcher and the actions of those who performed the artificial fertilization or the abortion, or when there was no prior agreement with the centers in which the artificial fertilization took place. This duty springs from the necessity to remove oneself, within the area of one's own research, from a gravely unjust legal situation and to affirm with clarity the value of human life. Therefore, the above-mentioned criterion of independence is necessary, but may be ethically insufficient."
But it goes on to note that "within this general picture there exist differing degrees of responsibility. Grave reasons may be morally proportionate to justify the use of such 'biological material.' Thus, for example, danger to the health of children could permit parents to use a vaccine which was developed using cell lines of illicit origin, while keeping in mind that everyone has the duty to make known their disagreement and to ask that their health care system make other types of vaccines available. Moreover, in organizations where cell lines of illicit origin are being utilized, the responsibility of those who make the decision to use them is not the same as that of those who have no voice in such a decision." 

"Dignitas Personae" seems here to follow the position taken by Elio Sgreccia regarding use of a measles vaccine developed by making use of aborted fetuses; for a summary of Sgreccia's position, see "On Vaccines Made from Cells of Aborted Fetuses: Pontifical Academy for Life Response," (Zenit, JULY 25, 2005). 

Comment
Christian Brugger offers important observations on the treatment in "Dignitas Personae" of this issue (see E. Christian Brugger, "Strengths and Weaknesses of 'Dignitas Personae,'" in "Symposium on 'Dignitas Personae,'" National Catholic Bioethics Quarterly. Vol. 9.3. Autumn, 2009, 487-481). Commenting on the passage in number 35 about the duty to refuse to use such "biological material" even when there is no close connection between the researcher and the actions of those who performed the artificial fertilization or the abortion, he wonders whether this "would this apply to an epidemiologist in 2009 doing research on … cell lines … or vaccines derived from those lines, given that both were taken from electively aborted fetuses? The moral wrong -- the grave evil of abortion -- was done nearly forty-five years ago. [...]

"Is a researcher's duty to refuse to work on those materials exceptionless, even when the refusal could result in harms to the researcher and to his or her family? The text [of "Dignitas Personae"] indicates that it is not [exceptionless]. It states that grave reasons may be morally proportionate to justify the use of such 'biological material.' But the Instruction ["Dignitas Personae"], following the 2005 Pontifical Academy for Life text, "Moral Reflections on Vaccines Prepared from Cells Derived from Aborted Human Fetuses," only mentions parents consenting for grave reasons to their children's immunization. Where does this leave morally conscientious researchers?" 

I think that if the research is the kind that reasonably promises to provide a great benefit to unborn human subjects who are vulnerable to specific kinds of pathologies from which the research will protect them, as was the case of the research to which Brugger refers, then the kind of exception allowed for by "Dignitas Personae," (No. 35) is present. In all likelihood this kind of exception may simply not have occurred to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in preparing the 1987 instruction "Donum Vitae."
This is a subject that needs further clarification by the Church. 
Defining the boundaries

https://www.australiancatholics.com.au/login.aspx?p=article.aspx%3faeid%3d37030 

By Ashleigh Green, May 10, 2011 
We deal with science every day, from the food we eat to the transport we use. However various emerging technologies deal with new moral terrain, and do require our consideration. New medical treatments and genetic enhancement opportunities have triggered moral questions: Should I steer clear of genetically modified foods? Is stem cell research okay? 

The Catholic Church offers guidance on many of these issues. Essentially, a ‘yes’ to human life should be at the centre of our approach to the options science presents us. We learn from the Church that life is a precious gift to be received and embraced. 


Genetic Engineering
When we talk about genetic engineering, there are four categories to consider. The first is somatic cell genetic engineering. Perhaps a person is missing the gene to produce insulin, and they need three injections of insulin a day. Somatic cell genetic engineering aims to give them the missing gene so that insulin can be made naturally by their pancreas. The second form is germ-line genetic engineering. Here, an early embryo that may be susceptible to a particular disease would undergo genetic engineering. Not only would the embryo be made immune to the disease, so too would its future offspring. 
Therapeutic genetic engineering is used to eliminate genetic diseases, whereas, enhancement genetic engineering aims to increase a person’s intelligence or to increase their life-span and so on. The Catholic Church opposes any form of enhancement engineering, as this suggests that only people with so-called ‘good’ traits really matter. To the contrary, the Church teaches that we all matter, and each individual has something unique to offer the world. 
In response to therapeutic germ-line engineering, the Church (like most scientists) says that more research must be done before this is tried on human beings, so we can be certain that the benefits outweigh the risks. The Church supports therapeutic somatic cell genetic engineering. Indeed, there have already been a few successful human trials of this therapy which have cured genetic diseases in a small number of people.

Cloning

Cloning is proposed for two purposes. The first is reproductive cloning, which would be used to create a duplicate human being. The second is so-called ‘therapeutic’ cloning, which aims to provide medical therapy. The Catholic Church opposes both forms of cloning. Firstly, reproductive cloning threatens the dignity of the human person, and may take away their freedom to choose their own path. The clone of a famous footballer, for example, would be constantly compared to the original, making it difficult for the clone to exercise any form of individuality. ‘Therapeutic’ cloning or Somatic Cell Nuclear Transfer (SCNT) is even more serious. SCNT aims to make a cloned embryo, which would then be destroyed for its stem cells. The plan is that these stem cells could then be used to provide medical therapy for the original person. This idea thus requires embryos to be created with the purpose of destroying them. The Church is against therapeutic cloning as it denies an embryo the right to life. It suggests that it is okay to kill someone at an early stage of their life.
Stem Cell Research

Stem cells have a lot of potential to treat diseases such as leukemia, Parkinson’s disease and diabetes. Embryonic stem cell research involves creating a human embryo and then destroying it for its stem cells. The Church therefore opposes embryonic stem cell research. But there are other sources of stem cells. There are naturally occurring stem cells such as adult stem cells in the human body, and stem cells in the umbilical cord when a baby is born. There are also induced pluripotent stem cells, which are made from normal cells from a person’s body. The Church argues that all these other sorts of stem cells provide an ethical way forward in stem cell research. Already, around the world, there are over two thousand research projects which use adult stem cells to try to cure various diseases. Thousands of lives have already been saved using therapies based on adult stem cells.
GM Crops

Genetic Modified (GM) crops have been genetically altered to improve their properties. Canola, for example, may have a gene inserted to make it resistant to weed killer. GM crops may help provide a stable food supply in developing countries. The Church has two concerns: 1. The Church insists on adequate research, so that any risks in GM crops are identified and eliminated. 2. At the core of the GM industry are multinational companies trying to make money. Poor people purchasing GM seeds may end up no better off themselves, but may simply contribute to the profits of big companies. 
God gave us the world for our use, and genetically modifying plants is inside the category of our responsible use of creation. However, the Church calls us to solidarity with the poor, so these inventions might truly benefit the poor, not exploit them.

More Information

Genetic engineering, cloning and stem cell research are discussed by one of the Roman congregations which assist the Pope in the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith’s Dignitas Personae, #25-32. GM crops are discussed in the Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the Catholic Church, #472-480.
This article was written with the assistance of Fr. Kevin McGovern, Director of the Caroline Chisholm Centre for Health Ethics in Victoria. 
Cloning, neutering, euthanizing of animals, pets

http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=969 
April 4, 2008

I was watching a commercial for adopting pets one day and thought about how many unwanted animals there are. Then I started thinking about the spaying and neutering of pets to keep pet population controlled. I wonder, as this is interfering with God's creation of animal life, could this possibly be sinful too?
Cloning is sinful, why not preventing their conception? Does the church have any stance on this? 

If it is considered wrong, you can imagine how many animals would be put down then due to out of control pet population… also killing! For that matter we can also get into euthanasia of animals.

Of course human life made in God's image is more valued and precious but---in that He also created animals---I wonder if it offends Him that we destroy His other creations. I anxiously await your answer. –Janet Marie
The Catechism of the Catholic Church states:
2415 The seventh commandment enjoins respect for the integrity of creation. Animals, like plants and inanimate beings, are by nature destined for the common good of past, present, and future humanity. Use of the mineral, vegetable, and animal resources of the universe cannot be divorced from respect for moral imperatives. Man's dominion over inanimate and other living beings granted by the Creator is not absolute; it is limited by concern for the quality of life of his neighbor, including generations to come; it requires a religious respect for the integrity of creation. 
2416 Animals are God's creatures. He surrounds them with his providential care. By their mere existence they bless him and give him glory. Thus men owe them kindness. We should recall the gentleness with which saints like St. Francis of Assisi or St. Philip Neri treated animals. 

2417 God entrusted animals to the stewardship of those whom he created in his own image. Hence it is legitimate to use animals for food and clothing. They may be domesticated to help man in his work and leisure. Medical and scientific experimentation on animals is a morally acceptable practice if it remains within reasonable limits and contributes to caring for or saving human lives. 

2418 It is contrary to human dignity to cause animals to suffer or die needlessly. It is likewise unworthy to spend money on them that should as a priority go to the relief of human misery. One can love animals; one should not direct to them the affection due only to persons. 

Animals are not to be treated at the same level of dignity as human beings or are to be given priority above humans (who are made in the image of God).

We are to respect and to care for animals, treat them humanely, and not subject them to unnecessary pain and suffering.

Neutering animals, animal contraception, and euthanizing them when necessary is in the best interest of the animal. Neutering not only controls the population (which is a good thing as it lowers the number of stray animals who suffer and starve) but helps the animal to be healthier and happier as a pet.

Euthanizing an animal when it is ill beyond hope, or beyond financial means to perform a procedure, prevents an animal from needless suffering. It would be a sin for a person to spend thousands of dollars on surgery for a pet when that money needs to go to pay the rent or put food on the table.

Bottom line: it is not a sin to neuter a pet, or when needed, to euthanize a pet. In fact, one may have a moral obligation to do so.

Cloning of human beings is a sin. Cloning of animals is not. As is stated in the Catechism quote above, "Medical and scientific experimentation on animals is a morally acceptable practice if it remains within reasonable limits and contributes to caring for or saving human lives." -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
National Catholic Bioethics Centre, USA http://www.ncbcenter.org/ 
August 28, 2009 Philadelphia based National Catholic Bioethics Center in the United States engages in research within the Catholic tradition on moral issues arising in health care and the life sciences. Its significant resources are made available through its website.

The site provides general information on the Centre and its work, a topical index and selected articles from its journal Ethics and Medics. 

Queensland Bioethics Centre, Australia http://bne.catholic.net.au/qbc/ 

The Queensland Bioethics Centre is a community service sponsored by the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of Brisbane, Australia. We provide regular briefings on current bioethical issues, an up-to-date resource library, workshops for professional and community groups and parishes, and an online resource centre. Introduction to bioethics for school groups by appointment.
The Queensland Bioethics Centre was established by Archbishop Rush in 1981. Its mandate is to provide an up-to-date resource library, expert advice, representation and education on bioethical questions.
Our services are freely available to all -- professionals, students and the general public. Our staff look forward to assisting you. 
The Director is Dr. Ray Campbell, PhD. Ray's undergraduate studies were in philosophy and theology. His postgraduate studies were in philosophy with a particular interest in ethics. Ray has been involved in the area of bioethics since 1981 originally in Sydney and now in Brisbane both as lecturer and as a consultant. He is available to give workshops on bioethics to interested groups.

Mailing address: 
PO Box 81, Ashgrove Q. 4060 Phone: (07) 3366 2111 Fax: (07) 3366 2177 Email: bioethics@bne.catholic.net.au
FAQ: http://www.ncbcenter.org/page.aspx?pid=1282 

PAPERS: http://www.ncbcenter.org/page.aspx?pid=1417 / http://www.ncbcenter.org/page.aspx?pid=1303 
CLONING Pages 141-183
Selected Quotes from Church Documents: On Human Cloning
http://www.usccb.org/issues-and-action/human-life-and-dignity/cloning/selected-quotes-from-church-documents-on-human-cloning.cfm
United States Conference of Catholic Bishops
Papal Teaching

No one can fail to see the dramatic and distressing consequences of this pragmatism that conceives of truth and justice as malleable qualities that human beings themselves can shape. One relevant example among others is man's attempt to control the sources of life through experiments in human cloning. Here, we can see for ourselves the theme the Meeting [for Friendship Among Peoples] refers to: the violence with which people seek to appropriate the true and the just, reducing them to values which can arbitrarily be disposed of without recognizing any kind of limit, apart from those fixed and continuously surpassed by their technological operability. 

...Christ taught another way: it is that of respect for human beings; the priority of every method of research must be to know the truth about human beings, in order to serve them and not to manipulate them according to a project sometimes arrogantly seen as better even than the plan of the Creator. 

Pope John Paul II, Message for the 25th Meeting for Friendship Among Peoples . . . (August 2004), nos. 2, 3 


I am speaking of a tragic spiral of death which includes murder, suicide, abortion, euthanasia.... To this list we must add irresponsible practices of genetic engineering, such as the cloning and use of human embryos for research, which are justified by an illegitimate appeal to freedom, to cultural progress, to the advancement of mankind. When the weakest and most vulnerable members of society are subjected to such atrocities, the very idea of the human family, built on the value of the person, on trust, respect and mutual support, is dangerously eroded. A civilization based on love and peace must oppose these experiments, which are unworthy of man. 
Pope John Paul II, Message for the Celebration of the World Day of Peace . . . (2001), no. 19

In any event, methods that fail to respect the dignity and value of the person must always be avoided. I am thinking in particular of attempts at human cloning with a view to obtaining organs for transplants: these techniques, insofar as they involve the manipulation and destruction of human embryos, are not morally acceptable, even when their proposed goal is good in itself. Science itself points to other forms of therapeutic intervention which would not involve cloning or the use of embryonic cells, but rather would make use of stem cells taken from adults. This is the direction that research must follow if it wishes to respect the dignity of each and every human being, even at the embryonic stage.
Pope John Paul II, Address to the 18th International Congress of the Transplantation Society . . . (2000), no. 8


Vatican Documents

[T]he distinction that is sometimes drawn between reproductive and therapeutic cloning seems specious.  Both involve the same technical cloning process and differ only in goal.  Both forms of cloning involve disrespect for the dignity of the human being. In fact, from an ethical and anthropological standpoint, so-called therapeutic cloning, creating human embryos with the intention of destroying them, even if undertaken with the goal of possibly helping sick patients in the future, seems very clearly incompatible with respect for the dignity of the human being, making one human life nothing more than the instrument of another. Further, given the fact that cloned embryos would be indistinguishable from embryos created by in vitro fertilization and could readily be implanted into wombs and brought to birth, we believe it would be practically impossible to enforce an instrument that allowed one type of cloning while banning the other. 

Archbishop Celestino Migliore to the United Nations on the International Convention Against the Cloning of Human Beings . . . (October 21, 2004) 

Mr. Chairman, the science may be complex, but the issue for us is simple and straightforward.  The matter of human cloning that involves the creation of human embryos is the story of the beginning of human life. ...  If reproductive cloning of human beings contravenes the law of nature – a principle with which all delegations appear to agree – so does the cloning of the same human embryo that is slated for research purposes.  A cloned embryo, which is not destined for implantation into a womb but is created for the sole purpose of extraction of stem cells and other materials, is destined for pre-programmed destruction...
If the United Nations were to ban reproductive cloning without banning cloning for research, this would, for the first time, involve this body in legitimizing something extraordinary: the creation of human beings for the express purpose of destroying them. If human rights are to mean anything, at any time, anywhere in the world, then surely no one can have the right to do such a thing. Human rights flow from the recognition that human beings have an intrinsic dignity that is based on the fact that they are human. Human embryos are human, even if they are cloned. If the rest of us are to have the rights that flow from the recognition of this dignity, then we must act to ban cloning in all its forms. 
Archbishop Celestino Migliore to the United Nations on the International Convention Against the Cloning of Human Beings . . . (2003)

The Holy See looks upon the distinction between "reproductive" and so-called "therapeutic" (or "experimental") cloning to be unacceptable. This distinction masks the reality of the creation of a human being for the purpose of destroying him or her to produce embryonic stem cell lines or to conduct other experimentation. Human embryonic cloning must be prohibited in all cases regardless of the aims that are pursued. The Holy See supports research on stem cells of post-natal origin since this approach - as has been demonstrated by the most recent scientific studies - is a sound, promising, and ethical way to achieve tissue transplantation and cell therapy that could benefit humanity...


Cloning a human embryo, while intentionally planning its demise, would institutionalize the deliberate, systemic destruction of nascent human life in the name of unknown "good" of potential therapy or scientific discovery... Since embryonic cloning generates a new human life geared not for a future of human flourishing but for a future destined to servitude and certain destruction, it is a process that cannot be justified on the grounds that it may be able to assist other human beings.  
Intervention by the Holy See Delegation to the United Nations, at the Special Committee of the 57th General Assembly on Human Embryonic Cloning . . . (2002)

The act of cloning is a predetermined act which forces the image and likeness of the donor and is actually a form of imposing dominion over another human being which denies the human dignity of the child and makes him or her a slave to the will of others.  The child would be seen as an object and a product of one's fancy rather than as a unique human being, equal in dignity to those who "created" him or her.  The practice of cloning would usurp the role of creator and would thus be seen as an offence before God... There remains, however the fact that reproductive cloning is only part of the overall issue.  Therapeutic cloning, the production of human embryos as suppliers of specialized stem cells, embryos to be used in the treatment of certain illnesses and then destroyed, must be addressed and prohibited. This exploitation of human beings, sought by certain scientific and industrial circles, and pushed forward by underlying economic interests, retains all its ethical repugnance as an even more serious offence against human dignity and the right to life, since it involves human beings (embryos) who are created in order to be destroyed. 
Archbishop Renato Martino to the United Nations, on an International Convention Against the Reproductive Cloning of Human Beings . . . (2001)

Since 1988, two great global divides have grown deeper: the first is the ever more tragic phenomenon of poverty and social discrimination ..., and the other, more recent and less widely condemned, concerns the unborn child ... as the subject of experimentation and technological intervention (through techniques of artificial procreation, the use of "superfluous embryos," so-called therapeutic cloning, etc.).  Here there is a risk of a new form of racism, for the development of these techniques could lead to the creation of a "sub-category of human beings," destined basically for the convenience of certain others.  This would be a new and terrible form of slavery.  Regrettably, it cannot be denied that the temptation of eugenics is still latent, especially if powerful commercial interests exploit it.  Governments and the scientific community must be very vigilant in this domain.
Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace, Contribution to the World Conference Against Racism held in Durban, South Africa . . . (2001), no. 21 

In the cloning process the basic relationships of the human person are perverted: filiation, consanguinity, kinship, parenthood... In vitro fertilization has already led to the confusion of parentage, but cloning will mean the radical rupture of these bonds... The "human cloning" project represents the terrible aberration to which value-free science is driven and is a sign of the profound malaise of our civilization, which looks to science, technology and the "quality of life" as surrogates for the meaning of life and its salvation... Halting the human cloning project is a moral duty which must also be translated into cultural, social and legislative terms.
Pontifical Academy for Life, "Reflections on Cloning" . . . (1997), no. 3

[A]ttempts or hypotheses for obtaining a human being without any connection with sexuality through "twin fission," cloning or parthenogenesis are to be considered contrary to the moral law, since they are in opposition to the dignity both of human procreation and of the conjugal union.
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Instruction on Respect for Human Life in its Origin and on the Dignity of Procreation (Donum vitae) . . . (1987), I


U.S. Bishops' Statements

Revising the name given to the killing reduces its perceived gravity.   This is the ecology of law, moral reasoning and language in action. Bad law and defective moral reasoning produce the evasive language to justify evil....  The same sanitized marketing is now deployed on behalf of...fetal experimentation and human cloning. Each reduces the human person to a problem or an object. 
United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, "Living the Gospel of Life: A Challenge to American Catholics" (1998), II, 11

Human cloning does not treat any disease but turns human reproduction into a manufacturing process, by which human beings are mass-produced to preset specifications.  The cloning procedure is so dehumanizing that some scientists want to treat the resulting human beings as subhuman, creating them solely so they can destroy them for their cells and tissues....
While cloning may never produce any clinical benefit, its attack on human dignity has already begun.
Bishop Wilton D. Gregory, President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops, on reports that a biotechnology firm has cloned human embryos (2001) 

Research Cloning and "Fetus Farming": The Slippery Slope in Action
http://www.usccb.org/issues-and-action/human-life-and-dignity/cloning/research-cloning-and-fetus-farming-the-slippery-slope-in-action.cfm All bold emphases theirs
United States Conference of Catholic Bishops

I. The Current Situation

Some scientists and their political allies support human cloning for research purposes (which they call "therapeutic" cloning, although it has not produced any therapies). They say this practice can be kept totally separate from "reproductive" cloning (using cloned human embryos to initiate pregnancies).
However, the cloning procedure is exactly the same in both cases; so many supporters of research cloning admit that allowing it will make reproductive cloning more likely as well.1 It is doubtful that any ban on reproductive use of cloned embryos would be practical, enforceable, or even constitutionally valid once the mass-production of embryos for research purposes is authorized.2
II. "Fetus Farming": An Alarming Development

In recent years this debate has shifted in an alarming direction: 

1. With the support of groups favoring research cloning, many states are considering (and some have passed) laws that allow placing cloned human embryos in women's wombs, but forbid any attempt to let them be born alive. Under these laws, researchers can implant cloned human embryos in wombs, develop them to the fetal stage, then abort them for their cells and tissues (a process some call "fetus farming").

2. This legislative trend is based on recent scientific evidence suggesting that therapeutic benefits will not be safely obtained from the cloning of human embryos unless such "fetus farming" is allowed.

So the attempt to distinguish therapeutic from reproductive cloning has broken down: What was once called "reproductive" cloning (placing cloned embryos in a womb) is being accepted as a necessary part of so-called "therapeutic" cloning.
This new agenda has required a shift in definitions. Increasingly, "reproductive" cloning is said to occur only if a cloned human being is brought to full term and born alive. In this way a law can be called a ban on "reproductive" cloning even if its only legal effect is to mandate abortion for any woman carrying a cloned unborn child in her womb.


III. Documentation of this Trend

A. The Legislative Slippery Slope to Fetus Farming

Until recently, groups promoting research cloning, such as the Biotechnology Industry Organization (BIO), supported state and federal bills that prohibit implanting a cloned embryo in a womb. For example, in Congress they supported the "Human Cloning Ban and Stem Cell Research Protection Act" of 2003 (S. 303). That bill actually allowed the human cloning procedure, calling it "nuclear transplantation," but banned two things: 
(1) "implanting or attempting to implant the product of nuclear transplantation into a uterus or the functional equivalent of a uterus"; and 
(2) maintaining such a cloned human embryo for "more than 14 days from its first cell division," not counting time spent in a freezer.3
BIO told the President's Council on Bioethics in June 2003 that it supported this 14-day limit – adding that this may be reconsidered "umpteen years" from now in light of new facts.4
Yet months before making these remarks to the President's Council, BIO was urging its state affiliates to help pass laws violating this 14-day limit. The national group recommended a new California law on cloning as a "model" for other states.5 That law authorizes "research involving the derivation and use of human embryonic stem cells, human embryonic germ cells, and human adult stem cells from any source, including somatic cell nuclear transplantation."6 California law also bans initiating a pregnancy using a cloned human embryo, but only if that pregnancy "could result in the birth of a human being."7 
In fact, the same official who presented BIO's testimony to the President's Council on Bioethics had already testified in support of a New Jersey bill with this same broad language.8 After critics pointed out that the New Jersey bill did not even really ban "reproductive" cloning, the bill's sponsors made its extreme scope even clearer. The final law bans "cloning of a human being," defined as "the replication of a human individual by cultivating a cell with genetic material through the egg, embryo, fetal and newborn stages into a new human individual."9 Developing the cloned embryo to any point short of this to harvest cells and tissues is allowed, and the governor later decided it could be publicly funded. Only letting the cloned human survive "through" this entire process is prohibited.
In keeping with BIO's new approach, at least nine states considered sweeping "therapeutic cloning" bills in 2002 and 2003, allowing the exploitation and destruction of cloned humans well past the embryonic stage. This approach is now reflected in California's state constitution through voter approval of "Proposition 71" in November 2004: It rejects "human reproductive cloning," defined as using a cloned embryo to initiate a pregnancy if this is done as part of "the practice of creating or attempting to create a human being" (which seems intended to mean a live-born human being). Other states have also continued to consider such legislation.

But why the shift toward "fetus farming"? The answer lies in recent cloning research.

B. The Researchers' Slippery Slope: The Need for Fetal Organs
The shift in legislation is due to a growing realization that human cloning will probably not produce usable cells and tissues unless cloned humans can be developed past the embryonic stage. Five recent studies are of special importance:
1. The first animal study claiming therapeutic benefits from cloning was published in April 2002.10 It used cells from a cloned mouse embryo to try to reverse an immune deficiency in the original mouse. This effort failed to cure the condition, and showed that even genetically matched embryonic cells from an animal's own clone may be rejected by the animal.11 The researchers succeeded in curing the disease only when they modified stem cells from the cloned embryo (to correct the original mouse's genetic defect), used these stem cells to create a new embryo, then placed that embryo in a mouse's womb to develop it to the newborn stage. The born mouse's adult stem cells were placed back in the original mouse to reverse the disease.12
2. In June 2002, researchers at Advanced Cell Technology (ACT) in Massachusetts reported on their efforts to use cloning to produce kidney tissue for cows. The effort succeeded only when they placed the cloned cow embryo in a cow's womb, grew it to the fetal stage, then aborted it to obtain developed kidney tissue. The authors pointed out that because this required gestation in a womb, it should not be considered as a model for human "therapeutic cloning."13
3. In February 2004, ACT reported on its efforts to clone mouse embryos to produce new heart tissue for mice. Once again, usable cells were produced only after the researchers placed the cloned mouse embryos in "surrogate mother" mice, grew them to the late fetal stage (the equivalent of the fifth to sixth month of pregnancy in humans), then aborted them for their heart tissue. This time, however, their report contained no disclaimer about this not being a model for human "therapeutic cloning."14 Even the fact that the study required fetus farming was made clear only in a data supplement on "materials and methods," quietly posted online after ACT's news release about this "advance" had been issued.15 In the news release, ACT hails its study as presenting "an important new paradigm" for therapies, but falsely describes it as involving "myocardial regeneration obtained with stem cells from cloned embryos."16 In fact cloned embryos were grown into cloned fetuses, then aborted for their cells.

4. In ACT's third study on "therapeutic cloning" in animals, in June 2005, its researchers were more candid. The new study, on producing new blood cells in cows, openly reported that cloning was used to generate "cloned bovine fetuses," and "clone fetal liver hematopoietic stem cells" were transplanted into the cows that provided the original body cells.17 The cow fetuses, whose normal gestation time is similar to that of humans, were aborted at 100-120 days' gestation (3 to 4 months) for their liver tissue.18 While the adult cows developed only very limited "chimerism" (survival of cells from the cloned fetuses), the authors added that "transplantation of whole liver from older cloned fetuses into unconditioned cows would be expected to give significantly higher levels of long-term chimerism."19 ACT's own press release announced that in this study the cloning technique was used "to generate fetal liver hematopoietic stem cells" (which is misleading, since it actually generated mid-term fetuses that were then dissected for their livers). The release quoted chief author Robert Lanza as saying: "We hope to use this technology in the future to treat patients with diverse diseases..."20
5. A January 2004 study of cloned embryos helps explain why cloning research is taking this alarming direction. It seems the cloning procedure wreaks havoc in gene expression at the embryonic stage – that is, all the human genes are present, but the genes do not always "switch on" and express themselves at the right time and in the right order, and this produces many abnormalities. However, there may be a second opportunity to finish "reprogramming" the genes successfully, if one can get the cloned embryo to survive to the fetal stage.21 This provides a scientific rationale for developing cloned embryos to the fetal stage, to produce more normal cells that are usable in research or therapy.

IV. Conclusion

Cloning supporters in the biotechnology industry are moving on to the next stage of their agenda – one that requires gestation in the womb to grow and then destroy fetal humans for their body parts. They believe use of human cloning for "therapeutic" purposes may require use of what everyone once called "reproductive" cloning.
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The Immediate Product of Human Cloning is a Human Being: claims to the contrary are scientifically wrong
http://lifeissues.net/writers/irv/irv_09cloninghuman1.html 
Dianne N. Irving, M.A., Ph.D.1  
Former Bench Researcher in Biochemistry, Career Appointment NIH, Professor of the History of Philosophy, and Medical Ethics, The Dominican House of Studies, Lecturer in Philosophy, The Catholic University of America
Chairman Bilirakis and Members of the Sub-Committee on Health and Environment, I appreciate the invitation to testify before you today on the profound and critically important issue of human cloning, and am grateful that you are so diligently addressing and pursuing the information necessary upon which to ground a clear and defensible public policy in this area.

I would like to emphasize that what I have to say today is not simply a matter of my own opinion; nor is it a religious or theological position, nor grounded on any "faith" or "belief" system. To the contrary, it is directly based on fully referenced, objectively known scientific facts- scientific facts which any one can ascertain simply by going to their local library.

The bottom-line question concerning human cloning - not just by means of nuclear transfer, but by any other technique of cloning as well - is, "What is the immediate product of human cloning"? If the product of human cloning is a tomato, a head of lettuce, a frog or a giraffe, then our concerns about using that product for destructive experimental research or for commercial purposes would be quite different than if the product of human cloning is a human being. 
And simply because we can do something technically does not thereby make it ethical to actually do it. Utilitarian ethics would argue that great advances could be made to cure diseases, to increase our scientific knowledge or to reap great fortunes in the commercial market place. But even goals agreed to be truly beneficent and genuinely good are simply not sufficient in the determination of what is ethical research. The means used to reach those beneficent goals must be ethical as well. If the means used involve the harm and destruction of human beings, or the denigration of their inherent human dignity, then such research and commercialization would be unethical.

A point of clarity first. The question as to when a human embryo, or human being, begins, is strictly a scientific question, and should not be relegated to bioethicists, philosophers, theologians, governmental agencies or politicians. The answer to this question is simple. There is unquestionably a scientific consensus that the life of every single individual human being begins at fertilization as a single-cell human embryo (the zygote). I have included in my written testimony scores of scientific footnotes and references, from many different, highly acclaimed and the most commonly used human embryology text books, and have included the xeroxed pages from a number of these text books with my written testimony to demonstrate this scientific fact. What is true of the product of fertilization is true of the product of human cloning.

The question as to when a human person begins is a philosophical question. I have included for the record several of my articles discussing this at length, demonstrating that 'personhood' must begin when the human being begins - at fertilization (or, cloning). I will only refer briefly to the personhood (or philosophical) issue at the end of my testimony.

Many people (including members of Congress) have been thoroughly confused by the bioethics literature that the product of fertilization - or in this case, the product of human cloning - is not a human embryo, a human being, or a human person.2  Elaborate scientific arguments have been flooding the bioethics literature for some years now, positing such unscientific claims as the following.

It is argued that fertilization (or, likewise, cloning) is not the beginning of a human embryo or of a human being; it is just a "blob" or piece of the mother's tissues. At most what is there is only a "potential" or a "possible" human being. Fr. Bedate and Dr. Cefalo agree, claiming that all of the genetic information specific for a human being is not present at fertilization, and that human embryos can give rise to teratomas or hydatidiform moles, and therefore are not even "human" at all3 .

Many have argued that fertilization (or cloning) may be the beginning of a human being, but not the beginning of a human person (a philosophical or theological claim grounded on incorrect science). They literally invented a new term called the "pre-embryo" to designate the product of fertilization (and now, cloning) from fertilization to implantation (5-6 days) or the formation of the primitive streak (14-days). What is present during this early period is only a "potential" or a "possible" human person or individual - and "individuality" is required, they say, before there can be personhood. For example, Dr. Clifford Grobstein (who is an amphibian embryologist, and not a human embryologist) and Fr. Richard McCormick, S.J. (a theologian), make the "scientific" claim that a genetically human being is present at fertilization, but it is not a human individual as yet (because it could still become more than one individual), and therefore not a human person as yet - it is just a "pre-embryo". To support this scientific myth they make the following "scientific" claims. To begin its growth, the human pre-embryo divides exponentially (i.e., 1, 2, 4, 16, 32, etc.). All of the outer trophoblast cells from the 5-6 day blastocyst are discarded after birth; only the cells from the inner embryoblast layer become the future adult. Therefore, the 5-6 day blastocyst is really a "pre-embryo", not an embryo (which doesn't begin, they say, until about 14-days, or the formation of the primitive streak - others argue similarly for about 3 weeks after fertilization). Further, these early totipotent cells are only a "loose collection of cells", and "have not decided yet how many individuals they will be". And most influential, they claim that twinning cannot take place after 14-days, so 14-days must be the beginning of a human individual, and therefore, of a human person. The early human "pre-embryo", then, is not a true human embryo or a human "individual", and therefore not a true human person yet4 .

This is precisely the "science", by the way, which the N.I.H. Human Embryo Research Panel referenced in their Report to ground their conclusion that the "pre-embryo", or "pre-implantation embryo" (a legitimate term they use to mean the same as the "pre-embryo"), has a "reduced" moral status - and therefore it can be used in destructive experimental research. (It is interesting that there was not even one single human embryologist present on that N.I.H. Panel5 ). This is also precisely the "science" currently being used in the cloning debates in Congress to argue that the product of cloning is only a potential human embryo or human being, and therefore can be used in destructive experimentation to find cures for human diseases, etc.

The Australian theologian, Fr. Norman Ford, who wrote the book, When Did I Begin?, so influential in bioethics and currently used as a scientific resource in the American pharmaceutical industry, agrees with the scientific claims of Fr. McCormick and Dr. Grobstein, adding to their "science" his own claim that full differentiation is not even completed until 14 days6 . Finally, some, e.g., MacKay, Rahner, Ruff, Haring, Hans-Martin Sass, Singer and Wells - most of whom are philosophers or theologians - argue that true "personhood" is not present until "brain-birth", i.e., the formation of the primitive streak, the nerve-net, the neocortex or the whole brain integrating system7 .

On the contrary, a human embryo or a human being begins at fertilization (or cloning). This human being, who is a single-cell human embryo or zygote, is not a "potential" or "possible" human being, but is an already existing human embryo, which is an already existing human being - with the "potential" or "possibility" to simply grow and develop bigger and bigger. Scientifically, there is no change in what it is, or its nature, once the single-cell human embryo or human being is formed. One can easily verify that scientifically as well (and therefore all arguments for delayed personhood are scientifically negated).
The correct scientific facts about which there is a scientific consensus are the following. Human life is biologically a continuum which has not halted or been interrupted for thousands of years. Although this continuum may be seen by some to be just a "process", it must be pointed out that there must be something there which is undergoing the "process". For example, "childhood" is a "process", yet no one would seriously argue that there is no child present which is undergoing that process. Similarly, fertilization (or cloning) is a process; but there is something which is undergoing that process. A human sperm or ovum, a kidney cell, or a liver, may be said to have human "life", but the real issue is that they are not human beings, capable themselves of directing and sustaining the continuum of human life. One could implant any of these in a uterus and they would simply rot. Only human beings can direct and sustain the continuum of human life and transmit it. Once a skin cell has been used in cloning, a change in natures has taken place. That is, it is no longer a skin cell; it has been changed into a human being. It no longer acts or functions as a skin cell; it now acts and functions as a human being (we know this scientifically). This is precisely the difference between a skin cell and the product of human cloning.

To scientifically determine if the immediate product of fertilization or cloning is a human embryo or a human being, all one has to do is count the number of chromosomes under a microscope, and particularly observe the functions and activities which are present immediately at fertilization or cloning (since scientists know that a thing acts or functions according to what it is). Fertilization or cloning does not produce a "blob" or piece of tissue of the mother, or a "drug". In fertilization, when the 23 chromosomes of the sperm and the 23 chromosomes of the ovum are combined, a new, genetically unique, living, individual, already existing single-cell human embryo or human being (the single-cell human zygote) with 46 chromosomes (the number and quality specific for the human species)8  is formed, and this human being has the capacity itself to direct all of its further growth and development. Although this means that the human embryo is an already existing human being, the chromosomal make-up of the single-cell human embryo is qualitatively different from that of either the mother or the father. That is, the genetic identity of the human embryo is different from the genetic identity of the tissues of the mother. The same would be true of the product of cloning, as the genetic make-up of the new human embryo, although an already existing human being, would be qualitatively different from the genetic make-up of the donor "mother" (due, e.g., to crossing-over of the maternal chromosomes during mitosis and cell division, environmental conditions, mutations, etc.). In fertilization, the single-cell human embryo formed at fertilization is already genetically a male or a female; in cloning, it would already be genetically a female.9  In beginning its growth, the human embryo divides asynchronously (i.e., 1, 2, 3, etc.).10 

Immediately specifically human enzymes and proteins are formed (not tomato, lettuce or giraffe proteins and enzymes). Specifically human tissues and organs are formed (tomato, lettuce or giraffe tissues or organs are not formed - that is a scientific fact).11  Virtually all of the genetic information this human being will ever have or need is present immediately at fertilization or cloning. No new genetic information is gained or lost throughout development - only the use of some information is lost through mechanisms such as methylation.12  This original genetic information "cascades" throughout the course of human development, determining later molecular information, tissue and organ formation;13  and it includes the genetic information needed for differentiation,14  totipotency (in which the cells are already expressing differentiation)15  and all of the processes of human embryogenesis - sometimes even twinning. Entities such as teratomas and hydatidiform moles do not arise from genetically normal human embryos, but from abnormal embryos to begin with (e.g., dispermy).16 

Further, the "pre-embryo" is a scientific myth. Scientifically we know that all of the cells from the trophoblast layer are not all discarded after birth, but many from the yolk sac and allantois are incorporated into the embryo-proper as the early blood cells and the primordium of the primitive gut, and in the human adult as the median umbilical ligament and blood cells.17  Twinning is possible after 14-days and the formation of the primitive streak -indeed, months after fertilization - e.g., with fetus-in-fetu twins and with Siamese or con-joined twins.18 

The term "pre-embryo" has a very interesting history, but has now been rejected by all human embryologists, including the internationally renowned human embryologist, Ronan O'Rahilly, who himself literally developed the internationally recognized Carnegie Stages of human embryological development. O'Rahilly has published that the term "pre-embryo" is "scientifically inaccurate" and erroneous, and states in his own human embryology text book that he refuses to use the term.19  The N.I.H Panel - whose conclusions, and the grounding for those conclusions, received unusually harsh responses and reviews even within bioethics itself - gave up using the term (but retained the use of the term "pre-implantation" embryo to mean the same as the term "pre-embryo").20 

The American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologist (A.C.O.G.), who along with several others have marketed the term "pre-embryo" for many years, has recently and reluctantly decided to go back to the scientifically accurate term "embryo" for the immediate product of fertilization (or cloning). A.C.O.G. also reluctantly agreed to drop its drive to define the "beginning of pregnancy" as implantation, after quite a scientific outcry from within its own membership as well as from colleagues outside of the organization. "Pregnancy" is correctly defined scientifically as beginning at fertilization.21  Unfortunately, N.I.H.'s federal OPRR regulations22  and Common Rule, which regulate the use of human subjects in research, still (in several revisions since 1981) contain the scientifically incorrect definitions of "pregnancy" as beginning at implantation (5-6 days after fertilization), and of "fetus" as also beginning at implantation (the fetal period actually does not begin until the ninth week after fertilization.23  Keith Moore, also not a human embryologist, but often quoted by McCormick, Grobstein and others, has agreed in writing that the term "pre-embryo", which he had just used for the first time in the 5th edition of his human development text book, was scientifically incorrect, and that he would have it removed in the next printings.24  Even Clifford Grobstein admitted to a scientific audience that he was using frog embryology and just calling it human embryology.25 
And finally, there is no scientific physiological basis for a valid parallel between "brain death" and "brain birth", "sentience" or self-consciousness.26  Full human development, especially brain and nervous system development, and full brain integration,27  and the actual exercising of what bioethicists call "rational attributes" and "sentience" are not complete until young adulthood.28 

In sum, the answer to the first question, the scientific question, is simple and clear: the life of every human embryo and human being begins immediately at fertilization, or at cloning. Indeed, human cloning is essentially human embryo research. Thus cloning would be one ingenious way in which to by-pass or circumvent the current Congressional ban on human embryo research. The human embryo at fertilization or cloning is immediately an already existing, new, unique, individual human being - termed by scientists the single-cell human zygote. This is a scientific fact. And this is the way human beings are supposed to look at this stage of development. This is not a religious, theological or philosophical issue, nor a matter of any one's belief system or opinion. Any one - scientist or otherwise - who claims that this is not true or accurate, is scientifically wrong, and should be required to give extensive scientific proofs based only on the work of nationally and internationally recognized human embryologists - especially if such critically important public policy is to be explicitly based on it.

It would seem to me that public policy should only be based on the correct scientific facts. I would conclude, therefore, on scientific grounds alone, that the cloning or commercialization of any human beings should be banned - both publicly and privately - since human cloning and its commercialization necessarily and immediately produces human beings (which remain human beings whether implanted or not), and is essentially human embryo research. Human cloning and commercialization must by definition be unethical since the means used result in harm to and destruction of untold numbers of innocent human beings - human beings used solely as objects for someone else's goals - no matter how lofty those goals may be. Technology would then surely be master of man, rather than man master of technology.

The last question is, "when does a human person begin?"29 As with public policy, any philosophical analysis of personhood must begin with and be based on the correct scientific facts. This is required for philosophical realism. Further, a thing acts or functions according to the kind of nature it has - or what it is. If a "human being" is a "rational animal"; if the term "rational" must include virtually the vegetative and sensitive powers; if all of its powers must be present together simultaneously with the body, with no splits - then personhood must begin when the human being begins - at fertilization (or cloning) - when the "matter" is already "appropriately organized". This actually matches the correct science: immediately at fertilization or cloning, specifically human enzymes and proteins are produced, and specifically human tissues and organs are continuously developed from fertilization or cloning on. Personhood, then, should be based on what something is, not on how one actually thinks or feels (merely functional definitions of a human person).
Yet other philosophical answers have been offered - based essentially on functionalism and on bioethics' rendition of philosophical rationalism or empiricism.30 The question must be, do those arguments for "delayed" personhood square with or match the correct scientific facts; are they based on historically correct philosophical claims, or even philosophical claims which are theoretically or practically defensible, or logically valid and sound? Where does this bioethics logic take us? I and many others have demonstrated that these arguments have consistently and extensively used incorrect science, do not match the correct scientific facts, and are often historically inaccurate and philosophically indefensible (e.g., contain a mind/body split). In fact, none of the conclusions of these arguments even follow logically from their major and minor premises. It would seem that philosophical, theological or purely political presuppositions have been imposed on the scientific data. And if the true scientific data does not match, then it is simply changed accordingly.
Of equal concern is where we would end up as a society if that bioethics logic is pushed. If either "sentience" (the ability to feel pain and pleasure) or "rational attributes" (willing, choosing, loving, self-consciousness, the ability to relate to the world around us, etc.) are the rationale for human "personhood", then newborns, young children, Alzheimer’s and Parkinson patients, alcoholics, drug addicts, street people, runaways, the mentally ill and retarded, the depressed, the frail elderly, comatose patients, paraplegics and other patients with paralysis, patients in a persistent vegetative state - perhaps even teen-agers or politicians - (to name but a few) are not "persons" either, and thus, by the same logic, could be "disposed of" or experimented on at will. Indeed, the Australian philosopher Peter Singer (whose book, oddly enough, was the only reference used to ground the N.I.H. Human Embryo Research Panel's scientific charts) has used such arguments to justify the infanticide of normal healthy infants (because they do not exercise high levels of "rational attributes" or "sentience" - yet the higher primates, e.g., pigs, dogs, gorillas, etc., do, says Singer, and therefore he claims these animals are "persons").31 Philosopher Richard Frey,32 correctly following Singer's logic, has published that many adult human beings on the above list are not persons because they do not actively exercise "rational attributes" or "sentience"; therefore they should be substituted for the higher primates, e.g., dogs, pigs, gorillas, etc. - who are persons - in destructive experimental research. Norman Fost has argued that anencephalic newborns are "brain dead", and therefore we could take their organs for transplantation while they are alive. He has also argued that the "cognitively impaired" are "brain dead" (and one wonders if that means that their organs can be taken while alive as well). And so the logic goes.
Not only scientists, but also philosophers, theologians and bioethicists must be held to the same degree of accountability for their "expertise", especially when their "theories" on personhood would in any way be used to ground public policy. My guess is that they could never withstand such Congressional scrutiny. Thank you.
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Some scientists and groups have announced that they will try to produce live-born children by cloning, while others want to create human embryos by cloning solely to destroy them for their cells and tissues. Such developments have renewed Congress's interest in the issue.


An irresponsible experiment
Trials in animal cloning indicate that 95% to 99% of the embryos produced by cloning will die; of those which survive until late in pregnancy, most will be stillborn or die shortly after birth; and the rest may survive with unpredictable but devastating health problems. These problems cannot be detected prenatally, because they are not genetic defects in the usual sense – they arise not from missing or defective genes, but from the uncoordinated or disorderly expression of genes. Almost all scientists and ethicists therefore agree at this time that attempts at human cloning would be grossly unethical.

To clone and kill
Other scientists want to use cloning to make embryos solely for destructive research – to make large "control groups" to test the effects of various toxins, for example, or to attempt mass production of genetically matched stem cells for eventual treatment of disease. They would allow a ban on what they call "reproductive cloning" (allowing a cloned child to be born). Such a ban would permit the use of cloning to make countless human embryos, but would forbid transferring such embryos to a womb for purposes of live birth. Oddly, to address the problem of a 99% death rate from cloning, this approach would simply ensure that the death rate is 100% instead. Such a selective ban would define a class of new human beings that it is a crime not to destroy. It would also set the stage for "reproductive" cloning in the future, by giving a green light to the wasteful and destructive embryo experiments needed to refine the cloning process.

A solution
Congressman Andy Harris, (R-MD) has introduced the "Human Cloning Prohibition Act of 2012" (H.R. 2164) to address this problem (for text see http://thomas.loc.gov). Common features of these bills:

-Performing or attempting to perform human cloning will be a federal criminal offense, punishable by up to ten years' imprisonment and (in cases where a violation involves pecuniary gain) a civil penalty of not less than $1,000,000.

-Human cloning is defined as human asexual reproduction, performed by transferring nuclear material from one or more human somatic cells into an oocyte whose nucleus has been removed or inactivated so as to produce a living organism (at any stage of development) that is genetically virtually identical to an existing or previously existing human organism.

-Other scientific research, using cloning techniques to produce molecules, DNA, cells other than human embryos, tissues, organs, plants, or animals other than humans, is explicitly excluded from the scope of the bill. 

Questions and answers

What's wrong with human cloning?
Cloning is the ultimate dehumanizing of human reproduction. New human lives are made in the laboratory, tailored to preset specifications to be mere carriers of genetic traits that others find useful. Since new life would issue from manipulation of a body cell rather than from union of sperm and egg, even the usual meanings of "father" and "mother" would not apply. This procedure fails to respect the dignity of the resulting child, who has a right to arise from mother and father as a new and valued person with his or her own open future.

Why not ban only "reproductive" cloning?
Such a ban does not actually ban cloning. It waits until the cloning procedure is finished, then forbids live birth of the resulting clones. It would be highly ineffective even at achieving its own goal – once cloned embryos are readily available in the laboratory, transfer to wombs is easily done; any effort to enforce the law once this occurs would require forced abortions, violating sound moral principles as well as the Constitution. The only effective way to ban human cloning is to ban use of cloning to initiate the development of new humans.

Would a complete ban on human cloning interfere with promising medical research?
No. As an avenue to human treatments, embryonic stem cell research in general is being superseded by research using stem cells from adult tissue, placentas, umbilical cord blood, etc. (see www.stemcellresearch.org). Even within the field of embryo research, the use of cloning to make human embryos for research (so-called "therapeutic cloning") is falling out of favor, as alternative means are found for making genetically matched cells and the wastefulness of the cloning procedure is better understood. PPL Therapeutics, involved in the creation of "Dolly" the sheep, has announced discovery of a way to redirect a patient's own body cells to make different kinds of stem cells without producing a cloned embryo. Even many who support research using "spare" embryos from fertility clinics have said it is unconscionable to create human embryos solely for research that will destroy them. Why choose a more ineffective and legally questionable way to ban cloning, solely to protect research that is morally abhorrent and of no likely benefit? The Harris approach is morally and medically reasonable, as well as more effective in practical and legal terms. 

Does Human Cloning Produce An Embryo?
http://www.usccb.org/issues-and-action/human-life-and-dignity/cloning/does-human-cloning-produce-an-embryo.cfm 

United States Conference of Catholic Bishops All bold emphases theirs
In February 1997, Dr. Ian Wilmut and his team startled the scientific world by showing that the nucleus from an adult sheep's body cell could be used to produce a developing embryo that would grow into another, genetically identical sheep. 
There was no doubt whatever that this process ("somatic cell nuclear transfer") produces an embryo of the relevant species. As Dr. Wilmut said in his groundbreaking article: "The majority of reconstructed embryos were cultured in ligated oviducts of sheep... Most embryos that developed to morula or blastocyst after 6 days of culture were transferred to recipients and allowed to develop to term," etc. [I. Wilmut et al., "Viable offspring derived from fetal and adult mammalian cells," 385 Nature 810-813 (Feb. 27, 1997)]. 
Now that the discussion has turned to humans, political spokespersons for the biotechnology and pharmaceutical industries have decided to engage in a curious avoidance of the fact that somatic cell nuclear transfer using a human nucleus would produce a human embryo. There seem to be two reasons for this: 

a. some spokespersons maintain -- contrary to scientific evidence, the findings of the NIH Human Embryo Research Panel, and current federal law on embryo research -- that no human embryos should be called "embryos" for the first two weeks of existence.1 

b. because cloned embryos are seen as such useful research material for destructive experiments, current restrictions on embryo research etc. must be evaded by denying that an embryo produced by cloning deserves the name.

Thus euphemisms and misleading or inaccurate terms ("totipotent cell," "clump of embryonic cells," "unfertilized oocyte," etc.) have entered the political discussion. They are employed to conceal the fact that researchers want to be allowed to use cloning to produce and destroy human embryos. Biotechnology groups claim to oppose the cloning of "human beings" or "persons" -- but they reserve the right to conduct cloning experiments on human embryos and fetuses, so long as none is allowed to survive to live birth. 

Fortunately, one can cut through the political evasions by looking at the professional literature -- including writings by those who support cloning of embryos for research purposes: 

From an interview with James Thomson, Ph.D., the leading embryonic stem cell researcher in the United States: 

"Q: The people who use nuclear transfer generally say that the technique is optimized for producing the stem cells rather than making babies. They would not want to equate this with the process that produces embryos that were fit for implantation, and they'd argue that they're using the reproductive process differently... 

"A: See, you're trying to define it away, and it doesn't work. If you create an embryo by nuclear transfer, and you give it to somebody who didn't know where it came from, there would be no test you could do on that embryo to say where it came from. It is what it is. 

"It's true that they have a much lower probability of giving rise to a child... But by any reasonable definition, at least at some frequency, you're creating an embryo. If you try to define it away, you're being disingenuous." 
- Alan Boyle, "Stem cell pioneer does a reality check." MSNBC, (published online June 25, 2005), http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/8303756  

"Religious conservatives and some other groups want to ban all human cloning, calling it an affront to the sanctity of life. Most of the scientific establishment wants to leave the door open to 'therapeutic' cloning, in which a clone is grown for a few days in the laboratory until it's an embryo of about 100 to 150 cells. At that point stem cells useful for research or treatment can be extracted."
- Antonio Regalado, "With Public Wary, Cloning Scientists Watch Their Words," Wall Street Journal (December 22, 2004), p. A1. 

"Dr. Jose Cibelli, vice president of research at Advanced Cell Technologies (ACT), said 'This is the power of cloning: Cloning can take a body cell and turn it into an embryo. What we can do with this embryo depends on society. We can make an individual, or we can make a stem cell. These issues are currently being debated. Once we decide what to do, we'll have to live with it.'"
- Ed Oliver, "Cloning Researcher from ACT Lectures about Ethics at Holy Cross," Massachusetts News (published online May 3, 2002), http://www.massnews.com/2002_editions/05_May/050302_mn.shtml  

"[R]esearchers have proposed using SCNT [somatic cell nuclear transfer] to generate embryonic stem cells for persons who need tissue or organ transplants. ... If undertaken, the development of SCNT for such therapeutic purposes, in which embryos are not transferred for pregnancy, is likely to produce knowledge that could be used to achieve reproductive SCNT."
- The Ethics Committee of the American Society for Reproductive Medicine, 74 Fertility and Sterility 5 (November 2000), p. 873. 

[Expressing disbelief that some deny that human cloning produces an embryo]: "If it's not an embryo, what is it?"
- Jonathan Van Blerkom, human embryologist at University of Colorado, in American Medical News (Feb. 23, 1998), p. 32 (Dr. Van Blerkom said researchers' efforts to avoid the word "embryo" in this context are "self-serving"). 

"This experiment [producing Dolly] demonstrated that, when appropriately manipulated and placed in the correct environment, the genetic material of somatic cells can regain its full potential to direct embryonic, fetal, and subsequent development." 
- National Institutes of Health, Background paper "Cloning: Present uses and Promises," Jan. 29, 1998, p. 3. 
"The Commission began its discussions fully recognizing that any effort in humans to transfer a somatic cell nucleus into an enucleated egg involves the creation of an embryo, with the apparent potential to be implanted in utero and developed to term." 
- Cloning Human Beings: Report and Recommendations of the National Bioethics Advisory Commission (Rockville, MD: June 1997), p. 3. 

"Yet there is nothing synthetic about the cells used in cloning... The newly created embryo can only develop inside the womb of a woman in the same way that all embryos and fetuses develop. Cloned children will be full-fledged human beings, indistinguishable in biological terms from all other members of the species. Thus, the notion of a soulless clone has no basis in reality." 
- Lee M. Silver, professor of molecular biology and evolutionary biology at Princeton University, in Remaking Eden: Cloning and Beyond in a Brave New World (Avon Books, 1997), p. 107. 

[Listing research proposals that "should not be funded for the foreseeable future" because of "serious ethical concerns"]: "Such research includes: ... Studies designed to transplant embryonic or adult nuclei into an enucleated egg, including nuclear cloning, in order to duplicate a genome or to increase the number of embryos with the same genotype, with transfer."
- Final Report of the Human Embryo Research Panel, National Institutes of Health, Sept. 27, 1994, p. 12. 

"One potential use for this technique would be to take cells -- skin cells, for example -- from a human patient who had a genetic disease... You take these and get them back to the beginning of their life by nuclear transfer into an oocyte to produce a new embryo. From that new embryo, you would be able to obtain relatively simple, undifferentiated cells, which would retain the ability to colonize the tissues of the patient." 
- Ian Wilmut, in 7 Cambridge Quarterly of Healthcare Ethics 138 (Spring 1988). 

[On being asked in an interview: "Do you think that society should allow cloning of human embryos because of the great promise of medical benefit?"]: "Yes. Cloning at the embryo stage -- to achieve cell dedifferentiation -- could provide benefits that are wide ranging..." 
- Keith Campbell, head of embryology at PPL Therapeutics and co-author of Dr. Wilmut's landmark paper, in 7 Cambridge Quarterly of Healthcare Ethics 139 (Spring 1988). 

Cardinal O’Malley: Human Cloning Inconsistent With Human Dignity, Treats People As Products
http://www.usccb.org/news/2013/13-094.cfm
United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, May 15, 2013. All bold emphases theirs
USCCB Pro-Life Chair Responds to Cloning Breakthrough in Oregon Says Creating Embryos To Destroy Them Objectionable to Non-Catholics Too. Notes That Morally Acceptable Scientific Advances Already Addressing Same Goals
Washington—Human cloning for any purpose is inconsistent with the moral responsibility to "treat each member of the human family as a unique gift of God, as a person with his or her own inherent dignity," said the chairman of the Committee on Pro-Life Activities of the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB). 

"Creating new human lives in the laboratory solely to destroy them is an abuse denounced even by many who do not share the Catholic Church's convictions on human life," said Cardinal Seán O'Malley, OFM Cap., of Boston. He said this way of making embryos will also be taken up by people who want to produce cloned children as "copies" of other people. "Whether used for one purpose or the other, human cloning treats human beings as products, manufactured to order to suit other people's wishes." He added, "A technical advance in human cloning is not progress for humanity but its opposite."

Cardinal O'Malley's statement responded to the news May 15 that researchers in Oregon have succeeded in producing cloned human embryos and obtained their embryonic stem cells. He added that the researcher's goal of producing genetically matched stem cells for research and possible therapies is already being addressed by scientific advances that do not pose the same moral problems.

More information on USCCB's position on human cloning is available online: www.usccb.org/issues-and-action/human-life-and-dignity/cloning/
The full text of Cardinal O'Malley's statement follows:

The news that researchers have developed a technique for human cloning is deeply troubling on many levels. Over 120 human embryos were created and destroyed, to produce six embryonic stem cell lines. Creating the embryos involved subjecting healthy women to procedures that put their health and fertility at risk. And the researchers' alleged goal, producing genetically matched stem cells for research and possible therapies, is already being addressed by scientific advances that do not pose these grave moral wrongs.

Creating new human lives in the laboratory solely to destroy them is an abuse denounced even by many who do not share the Catholic Church's convictions on human life. Also, this means of making embryos for research will be taken up by those who want to produce cloned children as "copies" of other people. Whether used for one purpose or the other, human cloning treats human beings as products, manufactured to order to suit other people's wishes. It is inconsistent with our moral responsibility to treat each member of the human family as a unique gift of God, as a person with his or her own inherent dignity. A technical advance in human cloning is not progress for humanity but it’s opposite. 

Begotten Not Made: A Catholic View of Reproductive Technology

http://www.usccb.org/issues-and-action/human-life-and-dignity/reproductive-technology/begotten-not-made-a-catholic-view-of-reproductive-technology.cfm 

By John M. Haas, Ph. D., STL, 1998

Infertility is a growing problem in the United States. And in true American fashion, there has been a corresponding growth in a "reproductive technologies industry" to provide a solution.
It is quite legitimate, indeed praiseworthy, to try to find ways to overcome infertility. The problem causes great pain and anguish for many married couples. Since children are a wonderful gift of marriage, it is a good thing to try to overcome the obstacles which prevent children from being conceived and born.

Scripture is filled with accounts of women who suffered from infertility. The sorrow they felt at not being able to have a child could not be diminished even by a husband's love. In the Old Testament Elkanah says to his wife who was unable to conceive, "Hannah, why do you weep? And why do you not eat? And why is your heart so sad? Am I not more to you than ten sons?" Of course Elkanah's wife loved him, but she wanted to bear their child. Such stories in the Bible are told to show the power of God; most end happily as the women become pregnant even in their old age. There is Sarah, the wife of Abraham and the mother of Isaac; Hannah, wife of Elkanah, who becomes the mother of the prophet Samuel; and Elizabeth, the mother of John the Baptist.

But the Bible tells us there are limits to acceptable methods for conceiving a child. Recall the story of Noah's unmarried daughters who tried to get their father drunk so that they might have children by him! Obviously not any means can be used to achieve pregnancy.

In our day many techniques and therapies have been developed to overcome infertility. In the United States an entire "industry" has emerged with little or no governmental or professional regulations to protect the interests of the men, women or children who become involved. Women receive fertility drugs which can result in their conceiving four, five or six children at once, risking their own health and the health of their children. Some have several eggs fertilized in vitro (in a glass dish) without realizing that this may lead to the destruction of these embryos or their being frozen for later experimental use.

The many techniques now used to overcome infertility also have profound moral implications, and couples should be aware of these before making decisions about their use. Each technique should be assessed to see if it is truly moral, that is, whether or not it promotes human good and human flourishing. All these technologies touch in some way on innocent human life.


Church Teaching
In 1987 the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith issued a document known as Donum Vitae ("The Gift of Life"), which addressed the morality of many modern fertility procedures. The document did not judge the use of technology to overcome infertility as wrong in itself. It concluded that some methods are moral, while others—because they do violence to the dignity of the human person and the institution of marriage—are immoral. Donum Vitae reaffirmed an obligation to protect all human life when married couples use various technologies to try to have children. Without questioning the motives of those using these techniques, Donum Vitae pointed out that people can do harm to themselves and others even as they try to do what is good, that is, overcome infertility. The fundamental principle which the Church used to assess the morality of various means of overcoming infertility was a rather simple one, even if its application is sometimes difficult.

Donum Vitae teaches that if a given medical intervention helps or assists the marriage act to achieve pregnancy, it may be considered moral; if the intervention replaces the marriage act in order to engender life, it is not moral.


In Vitro Fertilization
One reproductive technology which the Church has clearly and unequivocally judged to be immoral is in vitro fertilization or IVF. Unfortunately, most Catholics are not aware of the Church's teaching, do not know that IVF is immoral, and some have used it in attempting to have children. If a couple is unaware that the procedure is immoral, they are not subjectively guilty of sin. Children conceived through this procedure are children of God and are loved by their parents, as they should be. Like all children, regardless of the circumstances of their conception and birth, they should be loved, cherished and cared for.

The immorality of conceiving children through IVF can be difficult to understand and accept because the man and woman involved are usually married and trying to overcome a "medical" problem (infertility) in their marriage. Yet the procedure does violence to human dignity and to the marriage act and should be avoided. But why, exactly, is IVF immoral?

In vitro fertilization brings about new life in a petri dish. Children engendered through IVF are sometimes known as "test tube babies." Several eggs are aspirated from the woman's ovary after she has taken a fertility drug which causes a number of eggs to mature at the same time. Semen is collected from the man, usually through masturbation. The egg and sperm are ultimately joined in a glass dish, where conception takes place and the new life is allowed to develop for several days. In the simplest case, embryos are then transferred to the mother's womb in the hope that one will survive to term.

Obviously, IVF eliminates the marriage act as the means of achieving pregnancy, instead of helping it achieve this natural end. The new life is not engendered through an act of love between husband and wife, but by a laboratory procedure performed by doctors or technicians. Husband and wife are merely sources for the "raw materials" of egg and sperm, which are later manipulated by a technician to cause the sperm to fertilize the egg. 
Not infrequently, "donor" eggs or sperm are used. This means that the genetic father or mother of the child could well be someone from outside the marriage. This can create a confusing situation for the child later, when he or she learns that one parent raising him or her is not actually the biological parent.

In fact, the identity of the "donor," whether of egg or sperm, may never be known, depriving the child of an awareness of his or her own lineage. This can mean a lack of knowledge of health problems or dispositions toward health problems which could be inherited. It could lead to half brothers and sisters marrying one another, because neither knew that the sperm which engendered their lives came from the same "donor."

But even if the egg and sperm come from husband and wife, serious moral problems arise. Invariably several embryos are brought into existence; only those which show the greatest promise of growing to term are implanted in the womb. The others are simply discarded or used for experiments. This is a terrible offense against human life. While a little baby may ultimately be born because of this procedure, other lives are usually snuffed out in the process.

IVF is also expensive, costing at least $10,000 per attempt. Over 90% of the embryos created perish at some point in the process. In a desire to hold down costs and enhance the odds of success, doctors sometimes implant five or more embryos in the mother's womb. This may result in more babies than a couple wants. In Canada, one woman gave birth to five children engendered by IVF. She had wanted only one, so she sued her doctor for "wrongful life," demanding that he pay for the cost of raising the four children she did not want.

To avoid the problems of carrying and rearing "too many" babies after several have been implanted, doctors sometimes engage in something euphemistically called "fetal reduction" or "selective reduction." Here they monitor the babies in utero to see if any have defects or are judged to be not as healthy as the others. Then they eliminate those "less desirable" babies by filling a syringe with potassium chloride, maneuvering the needle toward the "selected" baby in the womb with the aid of ultrasound, and then thrusting the needle into the baby's heart. The potassium chloride kills the baby within minutes, and he or she is expelled as a "miscarriage." If it cannot be determined that one baby is less healthy than the others, some doctors simply eliminate the baby or babies who are easiest to reach. Again we see the unspeakable diminishing of the value of human life which can arise from this procedure.

Not everyone who has had a child through IVF has used donor eggs or sperm, collected the sperm through masturbation, or killed "extra" unwanted babies in the course of the pregnancy. Yet there is still a moral problem with the procedure itself. Why?


Why IVF is wrong
Human beings bear the image and likeness of God. They are to be reverenced as sacred. Never are they to be used as a means to an end, not even to satisfy the deepest wishes of an infertile couple. Husbands and wives "make love," they do not "make babies." They give expression to their love for one another, and a child may or may not be engendered by that act of love. The marital act is not a manufacturing process, and children are not products. Like the Son of God himself, we are the kind of beings who are "begotten, not made" and, therefore, of equal status and dignity with our parents.

In IVF, children are engendered through a technical process, subjected to "quality control," and eliminated if found "defective." In their very coming into being, these children are thoroughly subjected to the arbitrary choices of those bringing them into being. In the words of Donum Vitae: "The connection between in vitro fertilization and the voluntary destruction of human embryos occurs too often. This is significant: through these procedures, with apparently contrary purposes, life and death are subjected to the decision of man, who thus sets himself up as the giver of life and death by decree." The document speaks of "the right of every person to be conceived and to be born within marriage and from marriage." To be within and from marriage, conception should occur from the marriage act which by its nature is ordered toward loving openness to life, not from the manipulations of technicians.

The dehumanizing aspects of some of these procedures is evident in the very language associated with them. There is the "reproductive technology industry." Children are called the "products" of conception. Inherent in IVF is the treatment of children, in their very coming into being, as less than human beings.


Cloning
Following reports of the cloning of "Dolly" the sheep in Scotland, there is increasing speculation about cloning human beings. Cloning is a complex procedure by which scientists take a body cell such as a skin cell (somatic cell) and render the cell's nucleus into a primitive state so it is capable of guiding the development of another human being under the right conditions. The nucleus of an egg is removed and replaced by the nucleus of the somatic cell. The egg is then given an electrical charge, and new life begins to grow.

No one has yet engendered a human being through cloning, but many scientists believe that this is only a question of time.

There are a number of reasons why someone would try to engender a new human life through cloning. None would be morally legitimate. For example, a couple may want to use a cell from a dying child to clone another baby as a way of perpetuating the life of the first child. Obviously, this would not be a continuation of the dying child, but the bringing into being of a new child. The dying child would become the "progenitor" of a new life without having agreed to it; the new child would not be treated as a unique individual with his or her own identity, but as an extension of another person.

A man or woman might also want to have a baby without getting married or involving a parent of the opposite sex. Some homosexual people have said that cloning would be a perfect way to have children, because they would not have to marry someone of the opposite sex. 
This would be terribly unfair to the child, depriving him or her of a natural father and mother.

Some may want to clone themselves, thinking that they are so intelligent and successful that a child with their attributes would be a great gift to society. This would be an act of supreme selfishness that would also deprive a child of a mother and a father. Anticipating that one day the cloning of a human being might be attempted, Donum Vitae said this: "[A]ttempts or hypotheses for obtaining a human being without any connection with sexuality through 'twin fission,' cloning or parthenogenesis are to be considered contrary to the moral law, since they are in opposition to the dignity both of human procreation and of the conjugal union."

Most disturbing of all, some researchers want to use cloning to create human beings solely for experimentation and destruction. They propose to supply genetically matched tissues for treating various diseases by making human embryos from patients' body cells, then dissecting these developing embryos for their "spare parts." Some even speak of growing genetically altered "headless" or "brainless" human clones as organ farms, arguing that such creatures could be exploited for any needed organs because they would not have the status of "persons."


Moral Interventions to Overcome Infertility
Any number of morally acceptable interventions may be used to overcome infertility. For example, surgery can overcome tubal blockages in the male or female reproductive system which prevent fertilization from taking place. Fertility drugs may also be used, with the caution that large multiple pregnancies may put mother and infants at risk. There are also many ways of tracking natural reproductive rhythms to enhance the chances for achieving pregnancy. The Pope Paul VI Institute at Creighton University in Omaha, Nebraska has been successful in helping couples overcome infertility using natural methods.

Most theologians consider the procedure known as LTOT, or Lower Tubal Ovum Transfer, to be morally acceptable. This involves transferring the wife's egg beyond a blockage in the fallopian tube so that marital relations can result in pregnancy. Another method, more morally controversial, is called GIFT, or Gamete Intra-Fallopian Transfer. It involves obtaining a husband's sperm following marital relations and aspirating an egg from the wife's ovary. Egg and sperm are placed in a tiny tube separated by an air bubble, and the contents of the tube are then injected into the wife's fallopian tube with the hope that fertilization will occur. Some theologians consider this to be a replacement of the marital act, and therefore immoral. Other theologians see it as assisting the marital act, and therefore permissible. Because the teaching authorities of the Church—the Pope and bishops—have not made a judgment about GIFT, Catholic couples are free to choose it or reject it depending on the guidance of their own conscience. If the teaching authority of the Church should judge the procedure to be immoral, however, GIFT should no longer be used.

The Church has great compassion for those who suffer from infertility. Out of love for all human life and respect for the integrity of marital relations, however, the Church teaches that some means of trying to achieve pregnancy are not licit. Some of these means actually involve the taking of innocent human life, or treating human life as a means toward an end or a "manufactured product." They do violence to the dignity of the human person.

In America we have a tendency to think that we can solve all problems with the right "technology." But children are not engendered by technology or produced by an industry. Children should arise from an act of love between a husband and wife, in cooperation with God. No human being can "create" the image of God. That is why we say that human beings "procreate" with God. Engendering children is a cooperative act among husband, wife, and God himself. Children, in the final analysis, should be begotten not made.

Dr. Haas is President of the National Catholic Bioethics Center, Boston, Massachusetts and a consultant to the NCCB Committee for Pro-Life Activities.

 
The New Eugenics: Cloning and Beyond
http://catholicherald.com/stories/bThe-New-Eugenics-Cloning-and-Beyondb,3707
By Therese M. Lysaught, October 31, 2002 

At last year's U.N. Conference on Racism in Durban, South Africa, the "Contribution of the Holy See" closed with the disturbing specter of the "risk of a new form of racism," one presented most compellingly by the prospect of human cloning. The Contribution warned that techniques of "artificial procreation, the use of ‘superfluous embryos,' [and] so-called therapeutic cloning … could lead to the creation of a ‘subcategory of human beings,' destined basically for the convenience of certain others." This, they argue, would be "a new and terrible form of slavery. Regrettably, it cannot be denied that the temptation of eugenics is still latent, especially if powerful commercial interests exploit it."

Cloning is now often referred to as "somatic cell nuclear transfer" (SCNT). To clone, researchers must obtain an oocyte (a woman's reproductive cell) and remove the nucleus (which contains most of the genes, and directions for function). Then, a cell (say, a skin cell) is taken from the body of a different adult. Since it comes from the body it's referred to as a "somatic" cell. The nucleus of this skin cell is removed and injected or "transferred" into the enucleated oocyte. Stimulated with an electrical charge, the combined materials from the two different cells fuse.

The oocyte realizes that it now has a full complement of DNA (instead of the half that it has on its own) and it begins to act as if it's been fertilized. It begins to divide and grow as an embryo. At this point, two things might happen. The embryo could be implanted into a woman's uterus and brought to term. Or it could be used for research. Either way, one has cloned a human.
Currently three pieces of legislation that will determine what, if any, of the above is legal, are competing for votes in the U.S. Senate. One bill calls for a comprehensive ban on human cloning.

Alternative bills try to distinguish between the purposes to which cloning is put. They would permit scientists to use SCNT to create human clones in their labs, to use them for research and as a source of stem cells. This application of cloning is referred to as "research" cloning or "therapeutic" cloning. But it would ban implanting such an embryo in a womb (or carrying the embryo to term), to prevent what some call "reproductive" cloning.

Supporters of "therapeutic cloning" claim that if we are to realize the promise of human embryonic stem cell research (ESC) for the millions of people who suffer from Parkinson's, diabetes, ALS, spinal cord injury, and so on, patients will need embryos that match their own individual tissues. But to create a therapy for a patient, the patient will first need to be cloned and the clone killed to obtain his or her stem cells. Many prominent scientists admit that the therapeutic promise of human ESC research is overstated and several have acknowledged that cloning is not feasible, given the preliminary nature of the work, the low efficiency rates and the high rates of genetic deformity in cloned animals. In addition to all this, astounding clinical successes using the patient’s own adult cells demonstrate that superior alternatives exist.

The current rhetoric surrounding ESC research and human cloning sadly fits the classic understanding of racism, that particular groups of human beings are excluded from the political and moral community on the basis of perceived differences. Physical and other differences between humans are used as markers for exclusion. Philosophical and ideological concepts are often overlaid onto these differences to justify the resulting exclusion and exploitation.

Some philosophers have even attempted to claim that human embryos ought not to be understood as either human or alive. This is the ultimate dehumanization and discrimination, a tactic used to justify violence.

The National Bioethics Advisory Commission, in its 1999 report Ethical Issues in Human Stem Cell Research, noted a broad agreement that "human embryos deserve respect as a form of human life." They go on to recommend that "leftover" embryos can be destroyed for research or used in service of others. In effect, NBAC not only sanctions the systematic destruction of human life, but defines a class of human beings it is morally acceptable to use for our own purposes. Embryos are not the moral equivalent, NBAC argues, of full-fledged persons.

Advocates for cloning are lobbying hard to actually create a new class of human beings whose sole reason for existence is to be exploited and possibly owned, by others.

They have also learned that the way to overcome public opposition to a highly controversial new venture is to cast it in the language of therapy. Cloning advocates and eugenic futurists already anticipate human-animal hybrids, intentionally mutated human bodies developed for use only as parts, and the development of subclasses of human beings to serve as slaves for the rest.

According to Patent Watch, a patent on human reproductive cloning and any "products" created by that process, theoretically including embryos, fetuses and children, was issued by the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office in April 2001, and three additional patents on human cloning are pending. Such patents signal the penultimate form of discrimination — ownership of and profit from one group of humans by another.

Finally, apart from the embryos themselves, it will be the bodies of women that bear the greatest burden in the use of these techniques because ova are needed for the research. The practice of cloning would further the trend of thinking of our bodies in market terms.

In the end, the prospect of human cloning urges us to remember that we are neither our own creators nor our own destiny. Nor are we to be the makers, owners, or destiny of others. Hubris may lead some to make "sheep" of others through cloning, to create a subcategory of humans — exploited, enslaved and destroyed for the convenience and profit of a few. But Christians will remember that the differences that are part of the wonder of creation do not erase our essential equality before God. We are all the sheep of His flock. How we treat the least, most vulnerable, most voiceless among us is a measure not of their humanity but of our own. For what we do to them, we do unto Him.

Lysaught is an associate professor of the Department of Religious Studies at the University of Dayton, Ohio.
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Cloning Around - An Ethically Flawed Quest Is Gaining Sympathy 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cloning-around 
Washington, D.C., January 11, 2003 
Scientists downplayed the cloning claim made at the end of December by Dr. Brigitte Boisselier. The director of Clonaid, a company formed by the Raelian sect to clone humans, first alleged that a U.S. couple was in possession of a cloned baby. A few days later she announced that a Dutch lesbian was the mother of another clone. 
No scientific proof has been forthcoming for either clone. But that didn't keep the ethical debate from bubbling. One camp argues for a division of cloning in two areas: reproductive and therapeutic. The former, exemplified in the Raelian situation, is condemned, but the latter is justified.
Philosopher Anthony Grayling, writing in the British daily Independent on Dec. 28, argued that therapeutic cloning "offers a powerful new weapon in the battle against human suffering, and promises powerful treatments for presently incurable and often devastating conditions." The teacher at the University of London maintained that the cells produced by this type of cloning could then be used to provide treatments for diseases such as Alzheimer's and Parkinson's.
The underlying ethical position in this argument -- that the end (helping the sick) justifies the means (cloning) -- was more explicit in a Jan. 2 article in the New York Times. Gregory Kaebnick, a research associate at The Hastings Center, a research institute in bioethics, feared that the public's failure to distinguish between the two types of cloning would lead to a backlash against all cloning.
Both reproductive and therapeutic cloning "at certain stages, employ the same laboratory techniques," admitted Kaebnick. But, he argued, "they follow different paths and have different outcomes." His conclusion: "In this case, it is outcomes, not laboratory techniques, that matter."

Brave new thinking
Another category of arguments centers on the defense of cloning as part of scientific progress. Opposition to cloning is thus seen as anti-scientific and even irresponsible, particularly if it is religious in nature. This was explained by Colin Honey, applied ethicist at the Von Hugel Institute of Cambridge University, and a minister of the Uniting Church of Australia, in the pages of Melbourne's Age newspaper on Jan. 1.
"Whenever a new possibility comes along we tend to oppose it," noted Honey. Just as in-vitro fertilization was opposed a few years ago, he argued, so now cloning is seen as negative. But now IVF is widely accepted, he maintained. "What at first seems unthinkable might turn out to be a blessing for some or a possibility for many," Honey argued. The same could happen with reproductive cloning, he concluded.
Washington Post columnist Richard Cohen already seems to be a believer in cloning. In an article Jan. 2 he dismissed the arguments of a "whole bunch of politicians, religious leaders and conservative intellectuals who would, if they could, close the spigot on cloning and stop it cold."
Cohen argued that while critics of cloning say it is unethical, this is something that "merely gets asserted, never proved." What's needed now, according to Cohen, is "some brave, new thinking." He added: "Terms like 'ethical' or 'human dignity' simply cloud the debate." 
Therapeutic cloning "holds great promise," and even reproductive cloning "could have its uses," Cohen opined. "We cannot permit either our repugnance for a weird cult or our fear of the different to produce a retreat from a knowledge that is almost certain to be used anyway and that -- just maybe -- could save or enrich lives. Now that would be unethical."

Disingenuous euphemisms
Just how valid is the distinction between reproductive and therapeutic cloning? David Prentice, a life sciences professor at Indiana State University, addressed this in an article placed on the Family Research Council Web site, titled "Under the Microscope: A Scientific Look at Cloning."
He observed: "All human cloning is reproductive, in that it creates -- reproduces -- a new developing human intended to be virtually identical to the cloned subject." The same techniques are used, and the cloned embryos are the same, whatever their fate. So, "disingenuous euphemisms to describe a cloned embryo as something other than an embryo are not scientific," argued Prentice.
He also objected to the use of the term therapeutic. "In medical ethics, 'therapeutic research' is defined as research that could provide therapeutic benefit to the individual subjected to research risks," explained Prentice. But with "therapeutic cloning" the new human life is "specifically created in order to be destroyed as a source of tissue." Whatever the use to which it is put, the technique is certainly not therapeutic for the embryo.
Other objections to cloning relate to the danger of deformations in the new individuals, and the immense waste of life involved by the creating of large numbers of embryos. David Stevens, executive director of the 17,000-member Christian Medical Association, pointed out in a Dec. 27 press release: "With the high rate of death and deformity experienced in animal cloning and presumably applied to humans as well, even to experiment with human cloning shows a horrible disregard for the value of human life."

The Vatican also highlighted this aspect of the cloning debate. "The announcement in itself is an expression of a brutal mentality, devoid of any ethical and human consideration," declared a statement released by Vatican spokesman Joaquín Navarro-Valls, the Associated Press reported Dec. 28.

Ends and means
And what about justifying cloning for the good it will do the sick? The Pope examined this in his encyclical "Veritatis Splendor." In No. 74, John Paul II noted that in judging the rectitude of an act a number of factors come into play: the intention of a person, the circumstances surrounding it, and the consequences of the act.
The encyclical warns that it is a mistake to judge the morality of an act by merely focusing on the consequences of doing something, or of just trying to achieve the "greater good" or "lesser evil" in a particular situation.
The Pope pointed out in No. 80 that some acts "radically contradict the good of the person." These acts are always morally evil, independently of the intentions behind them or the circumstances surrounding them.
The Second Vatican Council pastoral constitution "Gaudium et Spes," observed John Paul II, stipulated that among this class of acts are included "whatever is hostile to life itself, such as any kind of homicide, genocide, abortion, euthanasia and voluntary suicide; whatever violates the integrity of the human person."
Applying this respect for human life in the field of bioethics, the Holy Father in his encyclical "Evangelium Vitae" commented: "The commandment 'You shall not kill' has absolute value when it refers to the innocent person. And all the more so in the case of weak and defenseless human beings, who find their ultimate defense against the arrogance and caprice of others only in the absolute binding force of God's commandment" (No. 57).
"The deliberate decision to deprive an innocent human being of his life is always morally evil and can never be licit either as an end in itself or as a means to a good end," stated the Pope. Exploiting human embryos as biological material, or to provide organs or tissue in the treatment of certain diseases, "constitutes an absolutely unacceptable act," warns the encyclical in No. 63. Care for the sick can't come at the expense of innocent life.
Raelians and Cloning: Are They for Real? - Researcher Massimo Introvigne Talks about an Atheistic Religion
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/raelians-and-cloning-are-they-for-real-part-1 
Vilnius, Lithuania, January 16, 2003 
Recent reports of the birth of a cloned baby have focused world attention on the group that claims to have pulled off the feat. 
The cloning report came from Las Vegas-based Clonaid, whose founder started the Raelian Movement.
To better understand what is behind the announcement, ZENIT interviewed Massimo Introvigne, director of the Italy-based Center for Studies on New Religions (www.cesnur.org). He is currently in Lithuania preparing his institution's 2003 World Conference, scheduled for April 10-12.
Q: How did this sect come into being? Who is Rael?
Introvigne: First of all, I want to make it clear that I do not use the word "sect," which at present has acquired more controversial rather than scientific meaning.
Claude Vorilhon, who is at the origin of the Raelians, was born in Vichy in 1946. With a passion for motoring, he founded and directed a sports magazine dedicated to cars. On Dec. 13, 1973, in the crater of Puy de Lassolas, one of the highest volcanoes in Clermont-Ferrand, he experienced -- this is what he says -- "contact" with an extraterrestrial being, the size of a child, who invited him to get into a UFO, where he revealed to him the truth about the Old and New Testament, which would be completed by subsequent revelations.
According to these revelations, many years ago, extraterrestrial beings similar to men learned how to create life in a laboratory. Part of the inhabitants of the planet were scandalized by the discovery, and obliged the scientists to continue their experiments in a distant planet, the Earth.
Here the Elohim -- that is, the extraterrestrial beings, "those who came from Heaven," in keeping with the word used in the Bible, improperly translated as "God" -- created men by cloning, in their image and likeness. Then, surprised by the aggressiveness of their creatures, they exiled them from the "laboratory," the "terrestrial Paradise."
However, later, some Elohim united themselves with terrestrial women, thus giving origin to the Jewish people. Meanwhile, in the Elohim's planet, an opposition party -- led by Satan -- thought that dangerous beings had been created on earth and asked for their destruction. Satan's theses prevailed, and the deluge took place -- in reality, an atomic bombardment.
However, a group of Elohim succeeded in saving some creatures in Noah's Ark -- a spaceship. After the deluge, the Elohim realized that they had been created, in turn, by beings from another planet -- and so, ad infinitum -- and promised never to destroy humanity again. What is more, they sent messengers to Earth -- Moses, Jesus -- born from the union between the head of the Elohim and a terrestrial woman -- Buddha, Mohammed and others -- to reveal the truth, although initially in an allegorical and veiled way.
However in 1945, the year of the atomic explosion in Hiroshima and of Vorilhon's conception, the era of the Apocalypse began: the "revelation," the era in which the truth can be presented in scientific and no longer allegorical terms.
The extraterrestrial being conferred the name "Rael" on Vorilhon -- "the messenger," in French it is written with dieresis, Raël -- and gave him a series of counsels for humanity of our time.
In 1974, Rael published "The Book That Tells the Truth," and founded MADECH -- Movement for the Welcome of the Elohim, Creators of Humanity. There was no agreement within MADECH among those with a passion for UFOs, the curious and Rael's followers in the creation of a new atheistic religion. So, in 1975, Rael left MADECH. On Oct. 7, 1975, in Roc Plat, Brantome, he met extraterrestrials again and this time they even allowed him to visit the Elohim's planet.
New revelations arose, in which it was said, among other things, that Rael is the fruit of a relation between Yahweh, the head of the Elohim, and his mother, kidnapped from a flying saucer and inseminated as [according to him] in fact happened with Jesus' mother, which he gathered in several volumes. Rael founded the Raelian Movement in 1976.
After the success of a conference tour held that same year, Rael went to the Canadian Quebec, particularly tolerant of religious minorities, where he established the International Raelian Movement center, which he named Raelian Religion in 1998.
Q: How are the Raelians organized?
Introvigne: The movement has a hierarchical organization that makes a distinction between the "Structure" -- composed of close to 1,500 of those more involved in the movement; the Guides at the top -- and the simple members -- about 50,000.
Within the Structure, five levels are found, from the bottom up: Leadership Assistance, Leaders, Assistant Guide, Priest Guide, Bishop Guide and finally Planetary Guide or "Guide of Guides" -- Rael himself.
In the 1990s a religious order reserved for women was also created, the Order of Rael's Angels. They are divided in "rose" angels, for the time being only six, and "white" angels, an additional 160, for the purpose of caring for Rael, including emotionally and sexually -- as well as of the other 39 prophets and of the Elohim [...] only when they return to the Earth, and of spreading the Raelian message among women who are not part of the movement.
The return of the Elohim is expected in 2035. The Raelians plan the construction of an embassy to receive them -- though not in Israel, the place originally foreseen, where, however, the difficulties seem insurmountable. And this plan was prepared also by the activity of UFOland, a sort of museum and ufological propaganda center established in Valcourt, Quebec, but closed in 2001.
In France, the Raelians were among the principal targets of the anti-seven movement, but they reacted with firmness, obtaining even some considerable success in the courts.
Q: What does Rael teach?
Introvigne: The Elohim, the creators of man, supposedly revealed to Rael all the ingredients to found his "atheistic religion": neither God, nor the soul, nor Paradise, nor hell exist. After death, those who are worthy will be "re-created" on the Elohim's planet.
To facilitate the work it will be opportune for a Guide, a Raelian leader, to transmit the cellular plan of the faithful one to the Elohim, in an apposite ceremony, and that at the moment of death the frontal bone -- from which the "re-creation" will stem -- will be transmitted to the head of the movement --the Guide of Guides: Rael. The sample of the frontal bone has been the object of specific agreements between the Raelian Religion and funeral agencies.
Among the Elohim's practical counsels, which are also, so to speak, of a political character, is the "geniocracy" according to which the active and passive electorate should be reserved to persons with an above-average intelligence quotient. Given the controversies, however, Rael has presented the geniocracy as a classic utopia, planned as a provocative ideal and not destined to be literally realized.
Q: What is cloning for the Raelians?
Introvigne: Cloning, as we have seen, is the way in which, according to Rael's revelations, human beings have been "created" -- in reality, rather, "fabricated" in a laboratory -- by the extraterrestrials. The latter, in turn, were cloned one day from other extraterrestrials, and so ad infinitum. Rael does not tell us from where the first extraterrestrials came, who should be the origin of the whole chain.
Therefore, in cloning people, they do no more than repeat the experiment of the extraterrestrials of which they are a product. It must be clarified that an authentic cloning would be one that consists in reproducing the adult man in the same state in which he finds himself, in fact, in a better state, free of illnesses and old age. According to Rael, it is not about the cloning that takes a baby out of man. This is only a first step.

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/raelians-science-without-limits-and-lots-of-press-part-2 

Q: What is the origin of the fascination with scientific progress free from ethics, so typical of the Raelians?
Introvigne: According to Rael -- Claude Vorilhon, founder of the Raelians -- extraterrestrials teach that, insofar as their creations, men have never been called to limit the possibilities of science. In fact, they must try to discover every possibility inscribed in their bodies and minds. For this reason, beginning in the year 2000, they launched experiments in human cloning.
This idea, according to which there are no ethical limits to science and everything that is technically possible is automatically licit, has made some researches, who cannot abide the limits of ethics and the law, feel attracted to the ranks of the Raelians.
On the other hand, if men are the creations of a laboratory, they have no obligation to repress their desires or their sexuality. The Raelian Religion distrusts marriage, regarding it as a useless contract; teaches the greatest sexual freedom, according to which, sexuality can freely manifest itself, provided that it does not abuse others.
The Raelians' explicit propaganda for masturbation, birth control, premarital relations -- often of an anti-Catholic hue, manifested in the "condom-autos," namely, special cars with instructions to distribute condoms outside Canadian schools, or operations to distribute condoms during the Great Jubilee -- has appeared in news reports in Quebec and other countries.

"Sensual meditation," taught by Rael, which in reality is not reduced to sexual aspects but seeks the restoration of the harmony between man and the cosmos, promises -- among other things -- greater fulfillment in amorous relations.
Q: Are they influential? Do they have money? Are they dangerous for their members?
Introvigne: Raelians have influence only on their members and on Clonaid clients. The world press and scientific community speak rather badly of them. And in the environments themselves that believe in flying saucers and in extraterrestrials, Rael is regarded as a figure who, because of his comments, runs the risk of disqualifying the whole movement of those who believe in UFOs.
Certainly, Rael has succeeded in winning many followers, many of whom pay a contribution to the movement; and now there are several rich individuals who, technically, are not Raelians, but who contribute financially, hoping to be cloned. As they no longer believe in anything, they see in cloning the only possible immortality.
As regards their degree of danger, I think it is necessary to distinguish strictly between spiritual, moral and social danger. From a spiritual point of view, from a Catholic perspective, the Raelian doctrine reminds one of the "machine-man" of certain philosophers of the Enlightenment, and represents modernity in all that it has that is brutally anti-Catholic.
From the moral point of view, I am convinced that human cloning, if it were possible, is reprehensible and illicit, and that in general the Raelian principle, according to which everything that is technically possible is also licit, destroys morality. Unfortunately, this idea is not only held by the Raelians.
From the social point of view, in a pluralist society, each one is free before the law -- not before their own conscience, although the two levels are different -- to believe or not believe what he wishes; therefore, to believe that Rael travels in flying saucers with extraterrestrials, who preach sexual revolution and atheism.
The distinction between these three levels -- spiritual, moral and social danger -- is very important to preserve both Catholics' right to witness to their faith, as well as the duty to respect religious freedom and freedom of thought, in keeping with the teachings of the Church's social doctrine.
Spiritual and cultural dangers are combated from the pulpit and, spreading positive values, there is no need to call the police. Social dangers, however, are combated through the police and judges.
Human cloning must be prohibited because it is socially destructive, not because it is proposed by the Raelians; and it must be prohibited for all, not just for the Raelians. The same can be said about the distribution of condoms to minors, and to individuals who in any case do not want to receive them. This must also be prohibited, as it disturbs the common good, regardless who causes it, and not because it is the Raelians, who are strange beings who believe in flying saucers.
In some countries, the state distributes condoms to minors, on a much larger scale and, therefore, violates the common good more gravely than the Raelians. It is perfectly possible to defend at once the religious freedom, or freedom of thought, of the Raelians to believe in extraterrestrials -- and to propagate their beliefs on the subject -- and to ask them to put an end to their experiments on human cloning or their campaigns to distribute condoms, as it is to any other person, I repeat.
Q: Do you think that they have really cloned human beings?
Introvigne: It is possible that the experiments were really carried out. Among the Raelians, there are individuals with scientific capacities, although not of a very high level, and there are also scientists who do not tolerate any ethical or legal limit to experimentation, who help them. However, it is possible that it is a total fraud.
Although it might seem difficult to believe, from the personal point of view, for Rael this would not be at all important. Rael's real ability -- remember that he was a journalist -- is to convert everything that surrounds him into front-page news: news of the cloning, even if it was to be discovered to be false, would nevertheless have given incredible worldwide publicity to the Raelians, something that could never be paid for with money.
I have interviewed Rael on two occasions, and I am convinced that the man is perfectly aware that today it is impossible for the international media to speak well of him. Who would speak well of a figure who walks arm in arm with extraterrestrials and says that they have a machine to clone beautiful women for the sole purpose of satisfying their desires?
For many years, Rael has made Oscar Wilde's motto his own -- taken up also by George Bernard Shaw -- according to which there is only one thing worse than having a bad press, and that is to have no press take an interest in you.
The condoms they distributed during the Jubilee, and cloning, would be suicidal blows if Rael hoped to have a good press, but they are master blows if he wishes to attract the interest of the press, and on the front page, knowing very well that, nevertheless, they will speak badly of him.
Rael might be a bad prophet, but he is an optimum adman. If we rend our garments too much before Rael, in the end we play his game. Rael provokes precisely because he expects someone to respond.
A big field for research opens up here. Since the time of Alistair Crowley, and perhaps even earlier, the most extreme religious movements have reasoned like Rael and have knowingly furnished material to the press that attacked them.
We know today, from a thesis defended a few years ago at Princeton University, that Alistair Crowley, one of the most controversial figures of the history of occultism, furnished secret material against himself to popular English newspapers that attacked him, defining him as "the most evil man on earth" and "a man we would like to hang," and he even took a percentage of their sales.
One can suspect that many new religious movements -- or at least those that have by now given up the possibility of having a good press -- will behave like Crowley ... or like Rael, and knowingly fuel hostile campaigns, in order to remain on the front page. From this point of view, the media realm, above all that of television, promotes the very figures it affirms to combat.
Raelian Founder Admits Report of Cloning Could Be False 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/raelian-founder-admits-report-of-cloning-could-be-false 
Montreal, January 20, 2003 
Raelian sect founder Claude Vorilhon expressed delight over the recent publicity his group has received and admitted that reports of human cloning might be false.
The announcements of cloned babies "whether true or false, allow the Raelians' sect to be known throughout the world," Vorilhon, as known as Rael, told 300 followers gathered here Sunday.
In effect, Rael confirmed an explanation given to ZENIT last week by Massimo Introvigne, director of the Center of Studies for New Religions. Introvigne speculated that Vorilhon, like other leaders of religious movements criticized by the media, strive on publicity.
Brigitte Boisselier, director of Clonaid, an enterprise linked to the Raelians, claimed Dec. 27 in Florida that the first human cloned in a laboratory had already been born. She has not offered the scientific evidence of this.
"If Brigitte Boisselier has done it, she has achieved a wonderful thing and should receive a Nobel prize," Vorilhon said Sunday.
"If it isn't true," he added, "it's the most beautiful scientific joke but, in any case, it has allowed us to communicate our messages to the whole planet. I want to thank Brigitte eternally for it, and when I say eternally, I mean it."
U.N. Approves Call for Ban on All Human Cloning

http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/bishops-prolife-spokeswoman-hails-un-declaration-against-all-forms-of-human-cloning-54191337.html 
New York, March 8, 2005

The U.N. General Assembly approved a nonbinding resolution urging governments to adopt laws banning all forms of human cloning, including cloning of human embryos for stem cell research. 
The resolution calls on governments to "prohibit all forms of human cloning inasmuch as they are incompatible with human dignity and the protection of human life." The General Assembly ratified the statement today by a vote of 84 to 34, with 37 members abstaining. The vote followed years of debate. 
"The U.N.'s new declaration against all forms of human cloning is a powerful statement in favor of the dignity and inviolability of human life," said Cathy Cleaver Ruse, spokeswoman for the U.S. bishops' Pro-Life Secretariat. 
"And it provides no support for so-called 'therapeutic cloning' which treats human life as a commodity to be created for experimentation," she said. Ruse also commended the declaration's call to "prevent the exploitation of women." 
"Allowing human cloning for experimentation would require countless numbers of women to surrender their eggs by an extraction process that is both painful and dangerous," said Ruse. "We commend the U.N. for recognizing in its declaration that making women into egg factories is an utterly demeaning proposition." 
For several years, efforts in the U.S. Congress to ban human cloning have been thwarted by members who favor the creation of human embryos for the purpose of experimentation that is fatal to them. The U.N. declaration condemned all forms of human cloning without exempting this so-called therapeutic or research cloning. 
Source: ZENIT News Agency, Pro-Life Secretariat of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops
U.N. Should Have Done More to Ban Cloning, Says Bishop - Vatican Official Wishes Declaration Were Binding on Nations 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/u-n-should-have-done-more-to-ban-cloning-says-bishop 
Vatican City, March 9, 2005 

The Holy See agreed with the U.N. call to ban all types of human cloning, but lamented that the pronouncement wasn't made binding on countries. On Tuesday, after an intense debate, a U.N. declaration was approved, 84-34, with 37 abstentions, prohibiting all human cloning, including the so-called therapeutic kind. 
In 2002, European countries proposed a treaty that would ban cloning worldwide. That proposal -- which would have had a compulsory character -- was not approved, given some countries insisted on allowing cloning of human embryos for research purposes. Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, lamented that the declaration, though a formal pronouncement, "then is not respected by countries with less scruples." 
The bishop said on Vatican Radio that it is a "grave symptom" that the U.N. General Assembly "does not have the strength, the courage, to assert certain principles of humanity which are essential." There are economic interests that hide behind patents that "abuse the human being as if he were a medicine," contended the prelate. Yet, Bishop Sgreccia regarded the declaration's ethical character as a "positive event," as "it means that the majority of nations that are in the U.N. regard cloning as a threat against the human being, against his dignity and life." It is not necessary to take recourse to the elimination or cloning of human lives, he said, as "scientific research is having marvelous successes with all the somatic stem cells, namely, those that come from the umbilical cord, or from several parts of the adult body." 

Cardinal Rigali Welcomes Proposed Human/Animal Hybrid Ban
http://archstl.org/archstl/page/cardinal-rigali-welcomes-proposed-humananimal-hybrid-ban 

Washington, D.C. (United States Conference of Catholic Bishops), April 30, 2008

Commenting on the introduction in Congress of a "Human-Animal Hybrid Prohibition Act," Cardinal Justin Rigali, chairman of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops' Committee on Pro-Life Activities, today welcomed the legislation as "an opportunity to rein in an egregious and disturbing misuse of technology to undermine human dignity."
The Human-Animal Hybrid Prohibition Act (H.R. 5910) was introduced in the House on April 24 by Representative Chris Smith (R-NJ). Identical legislation, S. 2358, was introduced in the Senate last fall by Senator Sam Brownback (R-KS).

Cardinal Rigali's statement follows:

"I commend Senator Brownback and Representative Smith for their leadership in seeking to prohibit the creation of human-animal hybrids. Their legislation offers an opportunity to rein in an egregious and disturbing misuse of technology to undermine human dignity.

"While this subject may seem like science fiction to many, the threat is all too real. The United Kingdom is preparing to authorize the production of cloned human embryos using human DNA and animal eggs, setting the stage for the creation of embryos that are half-human and half-animal. Researchers in New York have boasted of implanting 'mouse/human embryonic chimeras' into female mice, and California scientists say they may produce a mouse whose brain is entirely made up of human brain cells.

"The alleged promise of embryonic stem cells has already been used in attempts to justify destroying human embryos, and even to justify creating them solely for destructive research. Now, the same utilitarian argument is being used to justify an especially troubling form of genetic manipulation, to create partly human creatures as mere objects for research or commercial use. Nothing more radically undermines human dignity than a project that can make it impossible to determine what is human and what is not.

"I encourage members of all parties to co-sponsor this legislation and bring it to swift approval in Congress, while there is still time for sound ethics and policy to place some restraints on the misuse of science."
See also Cardinal Rigali Urges House To Reject Two Bills Promoting Destruction Of Human Embryos, June 6, 2007
Poll Finds Strong Opposition to Cloning for Any Purpose
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/poll-finds-strong-opposition-to-cloning-for-any-purpose
Washington, D.C., May 22, 2005 
Over three-quarters of Americans oppose allowing researchers to clone human embryos for any purpose, including to provide children to infertile couples, a new poll finds. This is among the findings of a new poll commissioned by the U.S. bishops' Secretariat for Pro-Life Activities. The United Nations in March approved a declaration urging nations to ban all forms of human cloning. A complete ban has been approved twice by the U.S. House of Representatives, and endorsed by President George Bush, but the Senate has taken no action. The new poll shows widespread support for such a ban, cutting across all demographic categories. Public sentiment against cloning human embryos to be destroyed in medical research remains strong. Americans oppose this practice 77% to 15%. They also oppose cloning to produce children for infertile couples, 84% to 10%, the poll found. The questions were part of a national survey conducted by International Communications Research, which polled a weighted sample of more than 1,000 American adults by telephone on May 6-11. 
Vatican Official Urges Halt to Cloning Technique - Bishop Sgreccia Responds to Reports From England and Korea 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/vatican-official-urges-halt-to-cloning-technique
Vatican City, May 24, 2005 

Reports of "therapeutic" cloning of embryos in England and South Korea highlight the need for international organizations and political authorities to halt this practice, says a Vatican official. Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, sounded that warning Saturday on Vatican Radio. Echoing a report in The Times newspaper the day before, Vatican Radio explained that a team at Newcastle University, headed by Alison Murdoch and Miodrag Stojkovic, created three blastocysts, namely, the clones of human embryos in the first stage. 
Last year, the Human Fertilization and Embryology Authority of Great Britain authorized the university's team to work on "therapeutic" cloning. The British scientists worked on 36 ovules donated by 11 women who underwent treatment for in vitro fertilization. The nucleus of each ovule was replaced by a skin stem cell. The ovules were then subjected to an electric discharge to initiate the growth process. 

"Custom-made" 
From 10 ovules, the researchers were able to create three blastocysts. The attempt to extract stem cells had not yet been successful as clones had not lived for more than five days. According to the researchers, the experiment was carried out to prove that ovules taken from women who have undergone treatment for in vitro fertilization are adequate to produce clones. The news from Newcastle paralleled that of another research group of the University of Seoul and the University of Pittsburgh, in Pennsylvania, directed by Woo Suk Hwang. 
The research was published online on "Science-Express." Adult skin stem cells were extracted from 11 individuals -- men and women -- affected by various illnesses. Eleven human embryos were obtained from this. 
At the blastocyst stage, the embryos were then destroyed to obtain "custom-made" stem cells. 
The objective is to transplant them to the 11 patients, theoretically to replace their sick cells, such as in the case of diabetes, reported the Italian episcopate's newspaper Avvenire. Compared to a previous experiment, in this test the technique continues to be "the nuclear transference of somatic cells." The 11 stem groups were obtained from transferring the genetic material of the patients' skin cells into the ovules of the donor women. The ovules are deprived of their original nucleus. The novelty this time is that, having obtained the human embryos, once their cells were extracted, the embryos were destroyed, noted Avvenire. 

5 days of life 
The newspaper continued: "The procedure of cloning by transfer of the nucleus of a somatic cell into a little ovule deprived of its own nucleus is identical to that which could lead to the birth of a child if the embryo were transferred to the uterus of a woman capable of carrying the pregnancy to its term. 
"Instead, the embryo generated by nuclear cloning is cultivated only up to 5 days of life. ... On this point, the one conceived artificially -- similar in everything to an embryo originated by fertilization, as studies on animals show -- is destroyed to extract a number of cells from its interior -- embryonic stem cells." Without these cells the embryo "cannot live and develop," the Italian newspaper said. For his part, Bishop Sgreccia observed: "What they have done is something that the U.N. declared illicit some time ago and with great firmness. … Sadly it is only a declaration of principle." Commenting on the cloning of human embryos in Great Britain and Korea, the prelate added: "It seems that from the scientific point of view it is but the repetition and multiplication of a type of cloning carried out on man, to which flippancy and indifference are added." "I read a headline that stated: 'Is It a Hope or an Exaggeration?'" he said. "There are those who say that financial incentives underpin it all. The laboratories that make the greatest impact probably attract more funding for research." 

Manipulation 
The Vatican official emphasized that "from the moral point of view, we well know that so-called therapeutic cloning by nucleus transfer is but a procedure -- the most artificial one imaginable -- to give life to a human being without roots even in the paternal and maternal gametes." It is "agamic and asexual fertilization, 'driven' only by the pride of reproducing a being in order to manipulate it, because afterward it is killed and eliminated," he said. "Therefore, there is not only the transgression of reproducing artificially, but also the suppression and manipulation, perhaps even the commercialization, of the product," noted Bishop Sgreccia. 
"It must be emphasized that here we see transgressed the meaning of the rights of man," he said. "Hence, an ever more robust awareness is needed, on the part of both international organizations as well as political authorities, to put an end to this, which is a bad sign of moral decay in the scientific terrain" and thus "also offends science." 

Ethical Scandal at Korean Laboratory Raises Questions Concerning Human Cloning

http://www.cultureoflife.org/author/webfeller/page/26/
By Austin Ruse, Culture & Cosmos, Volume 3 No. 16, November 3, 2005

Recent allegations that the famous Korean engineer of the world's first cloned human embryos obtained the eggs for those clones from his own team of junior researchers have jolted the scientific community. 
Earlier this month, Dr. Gerald Schatten, a biologist at the University of Pittsburgh, severed ties with Dr. Woo Suk Hwang's laboratory at Seoul National University in the Republic of (South) Korea because Hwang had obtained human eggs unethically. Two years ago "Nature" reported that a young PhD student employed at Hwang's lab had told the journal that she and several other junior colleagues had donated eggs for the lab's groundbreaking cloning research. At the time, Hwang denied this allegation and asserted that "Nature" had mistaken what the young researcher had meant to say because of her poor English. Eventually, the PhD student herself also stated that Hwang's revision of her remarks was accurate. Schatten's decision to break with Hwang's lab, however, lends new credibility to the assertion that the initial story in "Nature" was true.
The procedure whereby a young woman's eggs are harvested for in vitro fertilization and/or human cloning can be dangerous to her health, and consequently human eggs can be worth tens of thousands of dollars in the United States, where there is an open market for eggs. In South Korea, the incentives, such as extensions of tenured positions and more prestigious employment, for a young female scientist to donate her eggs for her lab's research can also be compelling. This is why medical ethicists around the world have been alarmed at the news that Schatten has severed ties with Hwang's lab. 
According to a recent article in the Washington Post, by Rick Weiss, Marcy Darnovsky, the Associate Director of the Center for Genetics and Society in Oakland, California, has stated in reaction to Schatten's decision that, "We're in danger of making women into guinea pigs for this research even before there are any treatments to be tested." Medical ethicists who have made critiques of the entire enterprise of human cloning in order to produce embryonic stem cells for medical research seem to have had their arguments strengthened by the news. California-based medical ethicist, Wesley Smith, has written in his "Consumer's Guide to a Brave New World" that the full legalization and funding of research into producing cures from cloned embryos' stem cells might lead to poor women in the undeveloped world selling "their egg cells at bargain-basement prices." 
Stem Cell Shenanigans - Cloning Research Plagued by Bald Ethical Lapses 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/stem-cell-shenanigans  
Seoul, South Korea, December 17, 2005 

Controversy over research methods in South Korea has shed light on some dubious practices in the race to promote human cloning and research with embryonic stem cells. Last spring a team of researchers, led by Woo Suk Hwang of Seoul National University, triumphantly announced the cloning of human embryos, from which they extracted stem cells, the New York Times reported May 20. The results of the research were published in the journal Science. The method they used is often referred to as therapeutic cloning, as the scientists have no intention of producing babies. But the creation of humans to be used as a source for cells immediately drew strong moral objections. "Is this how we want the human race to be treated -- as mere fodder for scientific experimentation?" asked David Stevens, executive director of the Christian Medical Association in a May 19 press release from the group's Washington, D.C., offices. Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Council for Life, also condemned the experiments. "Abominable," was how he described the research, the Italian newspaper Corriere della Sera reported May 20. He also said that the term of "therapeutic" cloning is misleading, since it is the same cloning technique as that used for reproductive purposes. On May 23, Archbishop Peter Smith, chairman of the English and Welsh bishops' Department for Christian Responsibility and Citizenship, noted that in the midst of celebrations over the Korean experiments "we seem to forget that what is involved is the creation and destruction of new human lives." "It cannot be right to treat young human lives as disposable," he said. The archbishop added that this tragedy is also avoidable, as many advances have been made using stem cells taken from adults or from umbilical cords. 

Accusation of lies 
After little news for a few months, the South Korean experiments returned to the headlines. On Nov. 12 the Washington Post reported that a University of Pittsburgh researcher, Gerald Schatten, said he would withdraw from the team of Korean scientists because of ethical breaches and lies about the procedures. Hwang used ova from a junior researcher in his laboratory, contrary to ethical norms. Schatten said Hwang had denied this repeatedly, until the truth finally came out. Further problems were revealed in a Nov. 22 report by the Washington Post. One of the chief researchers on the project, Sung Il Roh, admitted he had paid women for the ova used in the experiments. In the research results submitted to the journal Science, Hwang claimed the ova had been obtained without any payment. Hwang subsequently made a public apology, and quit all his official posts, even though he will continue his research activities, the BBC reported Nov. 24. During a press conference he admitted he had not told the truth. In spite of the controversy Hwang continued to be highly regarded in South Korea, where his research had given him a sort of hero status, the New York Times reported Nov. 29. And, in spite of the ethics breaches, the government promised to continue financing Hwang's research. 

Data errors 
But fresh doubts over his work arose this month. Initial reports suggest that there could be problems with the data about the embryonic stem cells obtained from the cloning process, the New York Times reported Dec. 10. It is not clear if it is a simple error made in the experiments, or if it is due to a deliberate falsification. According to the Times, Monica Bradford, the deputy editor of Science, said that the journal had asked Hwang for an explanation. The data will now have to be re-examined by experts. University of Pittsburgh researcher Gerald Schatten, meanwhile, continued his criticisms of Hwang, the Associated Press reported Tuesday. He asked Science to remove him as the senior author of the report it published in June detailing the creation of stem cell colonies through cloning. "My careful re-evaluations of published figures and tables, along with new problematic information, now casts substantial doubts about the paper's accuracy," Schatten wrote in a letter to Science. 
His accusations were confirmed Thursday when Sung Il Roh, a co-author of the Science report, admitted that most of the stem cells mentioned in the May article were faked. The Associated Press said Roh told television reporters that Hwang had pressured a former scientist at his lab to falsify data to make it look as if there were 11 stem cell colonies. Roh said nine of those embryonic stem cell lines claimed by Hwang were actually faked, and the authenticity of the other two was unknown. 
The controversy over the Korean experiments prompted a commentary from Richard Doerflinger, deputy director of pro-life activities at the U.S. bishops' conference. In an article published Tuesday on the Web site National Review Online, Doerflinger affirmed that "this scandal is only the tip of the iceberg." Cloning experiments in general, not just those in South Korea, have long ignored legitimate ethical concerns and have long publicized their results "by ignoring or subverting the facts." Truth standards in stem cell research are especially lax, Doerflinger contended. The laxness reaches even to leading medical journals, Doerflinger stated. He cited examples of how the New England Journal of Medicine had fudged the facts in reporting research on stem cells. In fact, in July 2003 the NEJM announced it would seek out manuscripts on embryonic stem cell research, and subsequently the journal repeatedly called for the reversal of federal government restrictions on public funding for such work. But, Doerflinger commented, there is, as yet, no published evidence of "therapeutic" benefit from stem cells derived from cloned embryos. The Korean scandal has drawn widespread attention, yet "the entire propaganda campaign for research cloning has been filled with misrepresentations, hype, and outright lies," Doerflinger said. Similar accusations were also made by Wesley Smith, in an article published Dec. 5 on the Web site of the Weekly Standard magazine. He cited numerous reports on research where terms are changed so as to conceal the fact that embryos are cloned, and then destroyed, to obtain stem cells. In some cases, for example, reporters refer to them as "early stem cells," instead of embryonic stem cells. 

Exaggerations 
Prior to the revelations about problems with the South Korean research, some medical journals had raised doubts over the hype accompanying the announcements of stem cell experiments. 
A May 21 editorial in the British Medical Journal explained that "large hurdles still need to be overcome to ensure safety and efficacy," in the use of embryonic stem cells. "The premature use of cell therapy could put many patients at risk of viral or prion diseases," the editorial warned. 
A June 4 editorial in another British journal, the Lancet, reported that according to a conference held in London the week before, "no safe and effective stem cell therapy will be widely available for at least a decade, and possibly longer." The editorial contrasted this somber outlook with the "sensationalist headlines" greeting the May announcements of research by Korean researcher Hwang. Further criticism came from a prominent scientist in the field of fertility research in Britain, Lord Robert Winston. According to a Sept. 5 article in the newspaper Independent, Winston criticized the "hype" over stem cells. 
He added that scientists risk a public backlash against their work if their claims were shown to be extravagantly misleading. "Of course, the study of stem cells is one of the most exciting areas in biology," he stated, "but I think that it is unlikely that embryonic stem cells are likely to be useful in health care for a long time." Moral objections to the manipulation of human life in its earliest stages also continue, most recently from the Pope. In a Dec. 3 speech to participants in a conference of presidents of Latin American bishops' commissions for the family and for life, Benedict XVI warned that embryos are being arbitrarily used without respect for moral principles that safeguard human dignity. Such a situation leads to a threat for human life, which is reduced to the status of a mere object or instrument. When we arrive to this point, the Pontiff said, the foundations of society itself are at danger. A timely warning indeed.

Cardinal Pell Assails Plan to Ease Cloning Laws - Australian Report Urges "Therapeutic" Procedure 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinal-pell-assails-plan-to-ease-cloning-laws 
Sydney, Australia, December 23, 2005 

Cardinal George Pell of Sydney condemned a government report that recommends an easing of laws on cloning and embryo research, saying that it is "out of step with human values." 
The archbishop of Sydney released a statement Thursday criticizing the Report of the Lockhart Committee which reviewed the 2002 law which banned cloning and prohibited the creation of human embryos for the purpose of experimental destruction. The six-month inquiry called for cloning and embryo research laws to be dramatically relaxed, and backed the practice of "therapeutic cloning," reported the Australian newspaper The Age. Cardinal Pell denounced the report's lack of respect for the human embryo. "The report takes it for granted that human embryos are merely a 'resource' to be exploited like an inferior animal or plant," he said. Under the recommendations, scientists would be able to create cloned human embryos for scientific study, mix animal and human material to obtain stem cells, and produce embryos from the DNA of two or more people. Cardinal Pell said the report proposes the "manufacturing a specific subclass of living human beings solely for use as research material." The report recommended that the ban on reproductive cloning should remain because of ethical and safety concerns. "All human cloning is reproductive because all human cloning creates new human life," said the cardinal. "It is never 'therapeutic' to destroy human life, and creating human life for the sole purpose of killing for disputed scientific reasons makes a mockery of the therapeutic purpose of medical science." 
Alternatives Cardinal Pell offered an alternative in his statement: that of taking human stem cells from umbilical cord blood and the body tissues of children and adults. "This harms no one and has repeatedly yielded good results for treatment," he said. The Archdiocese of Sydney, reported the cardinal, recently awarded a $100,000 grant "to a researcher in Melbourne who is using adult stem cells to research the accelerated regrowth of skin for burns victims." "The Lockhart Report points the way to a destructive dead-end and provides no compelling reason for Parliament to change the existing law. We call on the Australian community and its legislators to reject it," he said. Archbishop Francis Carroll, president of the Australian bishops' conference, called the report a "matter of great disappointment and sadness," reported The Catholic Weekly. 
"This will be the first time that cloning has been allowed in Australia," observed the archbishop of Canberra. "It is a matter of regret and a further step towards reducing the respect and dignity of human life."

Proposed Missouri Cloning "Ban" Would Allow for Human Experimental Cloning 

http://www.informationliberation.com/test.php?id=6547
By Mark Adams, Culture & Cosmos, Volume 3 No. 28, February 15, 2006                      

Missouri voters will soon get to vote on a Constitutional amendment that will allow for human cloning for the purposes of experimentation and death of the embryo. Drafters of the proposed amendment, however, have crafted language that may fool some voters into thinking they are voting for a total ban on human cloning. The trick of the proposed language is that it would define cloning as only those embryos created through the cloning process that are actually implanted into a woman's uterus. Supporters of the proposed amendment would allow for the cloning of human embryos if they are killed before implantation. The amendment explicitly allows for somatic cell nuclear transfer a process where the nucleus of a human egg is replaced with the nucleus from the cell of a fully developed adult resulting in the creation of a human embryo. According to the amendment's definition of human cloning, a human embryo can be created through somatic cell nuclear transfer as long it is not implanted in a woman. In the past supporters of cloning have referred to somatic cell nuclear transfer as "therapeutic cloning" to distinguish it from "reproductive cloning" in which the cloned embryo is allowed to be born. The latest rhetorical shift may indicate that even the term "therapeutic cloning" is viewed negatively by the wider public. 
The amendment's language was challenged in court by cloning opponents including the Missouri Catholic Conference and the Missouri Baptist Convention. Cole County Senior Judge Byron Kinder ruled against them saying the language was fair. The proposed amendment has drawn national attention because it has the support of some well=known and self-described "pro-life" Republicans and also because a prominent supporter of a national ban on cloning announced last week that he is withdrawing his support for the ban. Missouri Republican Senator Jim Talent took his name off a list of co-sponsors of Sen. Sam Brownback's bill banning all cloning. Political observers say Talent, who faces a serious reelection challenge in November, fears his support for the cloning ban will be used by his opponents to portray him as opposed to life-saving research. One of the most prominent supporters of the amendment is Missouri's Republican Governor Matt Blunt, son of US Representative Roy Blunt who was just defeated in his attempt to become Majority Leader of the US House. The amendment is also supported by former Missouri Senator John Danforth. According a column by Robert Novak, "the billion-dollar endowed Stowers Institute in Kansas City, headed by Republican contributors, has threatened to move to Los Angeles if the constitutional amendment is not passed." The amendment is expected to be on the ballot in November where a simple majority could make it law. 
Spanish Prelates Warn of a "License to Clone" - Assail Legislation as Attack on Human Life

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/spanish-prelates-warn-of-a-license-to-clone  
Madrid, Spain, February 16, 2006 

Spain's bishops are opposing legislation on assisted reproduction as a "legal license to clone human beings" and "refusal to protect incipient human life." That was how the episcopate described the legislation which faces a vote in the Congress of Deputies in the near future. In a note last week, the Executive Committee of the bishops' conference echoed the "profound concern" that the legislation arouses, "which denies the juridical protection that a just legislation should give incipient human life." The measure would grant "license to clone human beings, allowing so-called therapeutic cloning," a term that must not "lead to deception," as "it is about producing cloned human beings who, moreover, will not be allowed to be born, but will have their life taken from them to be used as material for scientific testing in the search for possible future therapies," warn the prelates. The legislation would also open the door to "reproductive cloning," that is, "the future production of cloned children," the committee added. The legislative text also makes possible "eugenic selection" in new areas, "such as the production of so-called medication-babies, namely, children who will be born with specific therapeutic ends after other siblings of theirs, inappropriate for those ends, have been selected for death in the first days of their existence." The bishops said the measure would even go as far as to legalize "the fertilization of animal ova with human sperm, a practice of unforeseeable consequences condemned in several international agreements." "It will not be possible for Catholic deputies to support this law with their vote," the prelates observed. "We must say 'no,' because we cannot omit the 'yes' consequent to human dignity and justice."

Cloning Scandal Carries 3 Lessons, Says Aide - Pro-life Official Testifies Before U.S. House Subcommittee 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cloning-scandal-carries-3-lessons-says-aide   

Washington, D.C., March 8, 2006 

There are scientific, political and moral lessons to be learned from the human cloning scandal in South Korea, a U.S. bishops' conference spokesman told a congressional panel. 
Richard Doerflinger, deputy director of pro-life activities at the bishops' conference, presented testimony Tuesday to the House Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources of the House Committee on Government Reform. The hearing was entitled "Human Cloning and Embryonic Stem Cell Research after Seoul: Examining Exploitation, Fraud, and Ethical Problems in the Research." The first lesson to be drawn from the scandal is a scientific one, Doerflinger said. "Cloning researchers must go back to the drawing board," he said. "After eight years of effort to clone human embryos, no one has achieved even the first step in using this procedure for human treatments" -- so-called therapeutic cloning. "This is the third time in eight years we have heard of success in cloning human embryos for their stem cells, only to find that the claim has little basis in fact," Doerflinger observed. "The other false starts were announced, in 1999 and 2001, by Americans," he noted. "South Korea has no monopoly on misleading hype in this field." 
Political agenda Doerflinger said the political lesson is that there should be "no more free ride for the cloning bandwagon." 
"The political agenda for cloning has long been divorced from the facts," he said. "To win public support and government funding, advocates for human cloning and ESC research have long made hyped claims and exaggerated promises to legislators and the public." ESC refers to human embryonic stem cells. "The third and most important lesson is a moral lesson: Utilitarianism is not useful," Doerflinger continued. "Researchers have long been tempted to 'cut corners' on ethics, including the ethics of protecting human research subjects, to achieve their admittedly important goals," he said. "Therefore society, through instruments like the Nuremberg Code, has had to insist on moral absolutes such as 'No experiment should be conducted where there is an a priori reason to believe that death or a disabling injury will occur,'" the bishops' aide contended. 
"What is new is the dominance of a 'new ethic' that justifies such abuses in principle -- a utilitarian calculus that relativizes and demeans human life and other values if they get in the way of the research prize," Doerflinger added. "Tragically," he said, "this new ethic of 'the end justifies the means' has become virtually the official ethic of those seeking to justify destructive human embryo research and human cloning in the public and private sectors." 

American Scientists Announce Intent to Clone Humans for Research 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/american-scientists-announce-intent-to-clone-humans-for-research 

By Mark Adams, Culture & Cosmos, Volume 3 No. 37, April 19, 2006
When a South Korean scientist was disgraced for making false claims that he could clone humans many hoped it would cause researchers to question the prudence of pursuing human cloning. Sadly we report today on some American scientists for whom it seems to have had the opposite effect. -Austin Ruse 

Scientists from Harvard and California announced at a recent conference their intent to clone human embryos and destroy them for their stem cells and are hoping to succeed where disgraced South Korean scientist Woo-Suk Hwang dramatically failed. Hwang, who claimed to be the first in the world to successfully clone humans, was discredited in January after it was revealed he had fabricated almost all of his data. The scientists' announcement came at a conference in Cambridge, Mass. held in early April according to a report from the Bloomberg news service. According to the report the scientists acknowledged Hwang's failure and even admitted to falling for the hoax. Kevin Eggan, a Harvard researcher said he visited Hwang's laboratory last year to learn his techniques for cloning. "I would have trusted him with my wallet," Eggan said of Hwang. "He projected this air of expertise and trustworthiness that exists with few people."
Human cloning for the purpose of extracting embryonic stem cells is one of the most ethically controversial aspects of the entire field of stem cell research not only because it requires the killing of human life but also for the concerns it raises that women will exploited for their eggs. The scientists acknowledged that obtaining egg donations remains a practical and ethical challenge to their work. Massachusetts law forbids payment for human eggs for cloning purposes and the process for donating eggs is long, arduous and painful. One of the scientists argues that payment is owed to the women who participate. "I personally feel uncomfortable about someone going through such a painful procedure with no compensation for time," said Robert Lanza, medical director of Advanced Cell Technology Inc., a biotechnology firm in Worcester, Mass.
The research being conducted at Harvard is done by scientists at a secret location in a basement laboratory because the school fears protesters yet the scientists appear unable to understand why destroying human embryos for scientific research might be morally questionable. "There's nothing about the research I do that should be done behind closed doors," a Harvard scientist said. "It's perfectly ethical and has an honorable goal."  Research using embryonic stem cells has been widely hailed in the media as a likely source of cures for numerous diseases including Alzheimer's and Parkinson's. Despite these claims embryonic stem cells have contributed no cures to any human diseases. In eight years of attempts at human cloning there have been no successes despite three false claims to the contrary. Pro-life advocates have long celebrated the successes of adult stem cells which have successfully treated more than 60 diseases.

Bishops say proposed cloning laws are contempt for life 
http://www.cathnews.com/news/610/51.php, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/610/51.php 

October 11, 2006
As Federal Parliament moves to consider new laws to legalise some forms of cloning, Australia's bishops say that open slather on human embryo research is not the way forward. In a statement released yesterday, the bishops say that the Church is not opposed to stem cell research, insisting that "all of us wish to find cures and treatments for disease or genetic conditions". "We are strong supporters of research based on adult stem cells, as well as those which are derived from umbilical cord blood," the statement said. "Our Church supports ethical stem cell research through its research institutes, healthcare services, teaching hospitals and health professionals."
In 2002, the Federal Parliament passed legislation allowing embryonic stem cell lines to be extracted from viable human embryos "left over" from the IVF process. "We warned that the Government had crossed a new and dangerous line by creating an expendable class of human life. The evidence of this is now sadly clear in the legislation currently before the Parliament," the bishops say. "These new bills seek to take us from using 'spare' human embryos, created for reproduction, to creating a new class of human embryos, never to be used for reproduction, but only for research.
"This is a complete reversal of the Parliament's decision in 2002, which unanimously rejected human embryo cloning."
The bishops said that the "destruction of viable human embryos, however they are created, is never to be condoned."
According to the bishops, the new bills now before Parliament "create a new contempt for life by" by allowing the creation of human embryos "purely for the purpose of destruction, further dehumanising the human embryo" and by introducing "new categories of human embryos, including clones and embryos with mixed DNA".
The bishops describe as "deceptive" the use of terms such as 'therapeutic' cloning where no such therapies actually exist. 
"We were all embryos once. Within those cells which comprise the embryo, lies all the genetic information which is essential to the people that we are today. The human embryo cannot continue to develop as anything other than a human being. 
"Therefore, it has intrinsic human dignity and should be afforded that most basic of human rights - the right to live, to grow, to prosper. "To create a human embryo with the express purpose of destroying it for research is to enter into a dangerous and perverse form of human experimentation. "This is not a religious argument," the Bishops conclude. 
"We do not argue against destructive experimentation on embryos simply because we are Catholic, but because of basic human values. As a society we cannot seek to alleviate the suffering of some people by creating and then killing human life." American adult stem cells researcher James Sherley also told The Australian that scientists who backed cloning were misleading the public. Professor Sherley, from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, said embryonic stem cells could not be used to treat diseased adult tissue. Adult stem cells held greater promise

Source

A statement from the Australian Catholic Bishops on human embryo cloning and destructive embryo experimentation (Australian Catholic Bishops Conference, 11/10/06) 
Bishops condemn cloning (The Australian, 11/10/06) 
Moves to overturn stem cell ban slammed (The Age, 11/10/06) 
Australia Catholic Bishops Speak Up Against Bill to Allow Human Cloning (LifeSiteNews, 10/10/06) 
UK scientists want to create human-cow hybrid

http://www.cathnews.com/news/611/43.php, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/611/43.php
November 8, 2006
New Scientist reports that scientists at the North East England Stem Cell Institute applied this week for permission to create part-cow, part-human embryos for research aimed at treating diseases such as Parkinson's and Alzheimer's. The procedure would involve inserting human DNA into cows' eggs that have had their own genetic material removed. The embryos created from this process would then be almost entirely "human", with the only cow DNA being outside the cells' nuclei. If successful, the human-bovine embryos would not be allowed to develop for more than a few days, the researchers say. Research team leader, Lyle Armstrong, says the work is necessary "to take this area of stem cell research to the next stage". However, Calum MacKellar of the Scottish Council on Human Bioethics told the BBC: "In this kind of procedure, you are mixing at a very intimate level animal eggs and human chromosomes and you may begin to undermine the whole distinction between animals and humans."

Source:
Therapeutic cloning bill passes senate (The Age, 7/11/06) 
UK scientists ask permission to create human-cow hybrid (New Scientist, 7/11/06)
British Researchers Want to Do Human-Cow Stem Cell Research (Lifenews, 7/11/06) 
Cloning fight not over, say clerics 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/611/51.php, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/611/51.php 

November 9, 2006
Leading Catholic bishops and other Christian leaders have slammed the passing by the Senate of the human cloning bill for potentially setting Australia on a dangerous path.
Hobart Archbishop Adrian Doyle described the Senate result in a statement yesterday as "extremely disappointing" saying that there is now "a real prospect, if the Bill becomes law, our society could be heading down a very dangerous path".
"However, despite suggestions from supporters of the Patterson Bill, this legislation still has a long way to go before it does become law," Archbishop Doyle said. "This legislation still has to be approved by the House of Representatives and given the very narrow Senate vote in favour of it, there is still no certainty that it will gain that approval," he added.
Meanwhile, Sydney's Cardinal George Pell, praised senators who led the fight against the Bill, saying they had done "better than expected", the Sydney Morning Herald says. "The fine print of the Bill now needs to be scrutinised closely and the advocates of change asked what is up their sleeve for the next stage," Cardinal Pell said.
President of the Australian Bishops Catholic Conference, Philip Wilson, also said the closeness of the vote, 34-32, was a "reflection of the way people are pondering these issues in the community". Sydney Anglican Archbishop Peter Jensen also weighed in saying that if Australians understood the legislation they would be appalled. 
Dr. Jensen said he was deeply disappointed and called the manufacture of human embryos for experimentation "a moral affront and a failure to appreciate the God-given value and dignity of human life". Sydney Morning Herald religious writer, Julie Rowbotham, highlights the fact that the dispute over the bill centres on the definition of when life begins.
Catholic Archdiocese of Sydney's Life Office executive director Brigid Vout put the Catholic position saying: "Human life begins when you have a one-cellular being, so that includes the zygote, whether it is created by fertilisation of an egg by a sperm naturally, or via IVF, or by cloning. "Because from that moment that cell has all the necessary genetic material and power or capacity to drive its own growth and development. Nothing needs to be added other than time and nurture for that one-cell human being to become an embryo, a fetus, a child." 
Rowbotham sums up the positions of the various churches saying that "generally speaking, Catholics and conservative Christians are against it while liberal Christians, Jews and Muslims give it qualified support".
Source

A question of life (The Australian, 9/11/06)
Clerics blast cloning vote (The Age, 9/11/06) 
Embryo cloning struggle not over yet (Archbishop Adrian Doyle, Media Release, 8/11/06)
Melbourne Prelate Protests Cloning Threat 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/melbourne-prelate-protests-cloning-threat
Melbourne, Australia, March 14, 2007 

Responding to media reports about legislation to introduce "therapeutic" human cloning, Melbourne's archbishop called on the government to resist such moves.
A message posted Tuesday on the archdiocesan Web site recalled the Church's position on cloning. "If such (media) reports are true, then a very serious ethical debate would need to be conducted in the community," Archbishop Denis Hart said. "There are issues of enormous importance at stake here. "To allow human embryos to be deliberately created and then destroyed for scientific research is always unethical." The Web site added: "The Catholic Archdiocese of Melbourne will be monitoring developments on this matter very carefully in the times ahead. "The archbishop will communicate his concerns and perspectives … once further details are known of the state government's intentions."
Archbishop Hart condemns cloning laws 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/703/76.php, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/703/76.php 
March 14, 2007

Melbourne Archbishop Denis Hart has condemned an announcement by Victorian Premier Steve Bracks that the state government will introduce a law modelled on a recent federal legislation to allow "therapeutic" cloning of human embryos.
Reaffirming that there was "total opposition" from the Church to embryonic cloning, Archbishop Hart yesterday told the Age that embryonic cloning was "always unethical" and said that he will make a personal plea to Mr. Bracks, a Catholic, to scrap the plan. The Age also reports that former state minister, Christine Campbell, a Catholic from the Labor Party's Labor Right faction, also opposed the bill at a Government meeting.
By late last night Ms. Campbell and fellow Labor MP Tammy Lobato had organised a forum tomorrow for MPs to learn more about the issue before voting, the Age says. Ms. Campbell confirmed she had invited all MPs to tomorrow's forum.
"I want Victoria to be one of the top five biotech sites internationally, but you should never create human life for its deliberate destruction," she said. Mr. Bracks said his own Catholicism had not dissuaded him from proceeding with the bill.
"The opportunity to cure some of the intractable diseases around the world … is an opportunity we should not pass up or miss," he said. But Melbourne auxiliary Bishop Christopher Prowse says that the community would not support such a move, ABC News reports. "I would have thought that the people in the rank and file of the community, in our streets and neighbourhoods and our parishes, would be appalled to think that the Government was moving in that direction," he said.
Under the proposed Victorian legislation, which is based on a law passed in Federal Parliament last December, researchers would be allowed to clone human embryos for medical research through somatic cell nuclear transfer, commonly known as therapeutic cloning. But researchers would not be allowed to merge an egg with sperm to create an embryo.
Source 

Archbishop condemns cloning bill (The Age, 14/3/07) 
Catholic Church to campaign against Vic cloning Bill (ABC News, 13/3/07) 
Bracks defies Pope on cloning  

http://www.cathnews.com/news/703/99.php
March 19, 2007
Defending new cloning laws he is introducing into Victoria's parliament, Catholic premier Steve Bracks has rejected a warning by Pope Benedict that Catholic politicians should refer to their religion above all else in making political decisions.
The pope should respect the separation between Church and state, Mr. Bracks said, according to The Age.
"We are in a secular state and we make decisions based on what we believe is in the best interests of our community. That's how I have always operated," Mr. Bracks said.
However, state cabinet member and Sports and Recreation Minister, James Merlino, has said that he will vote against the therapeutic cloning of human embryos that will be under the premier's plan. Mr. Merlino also announced his opposition to the "half-baked" bill at a Parliament House forum organised by former minister, Christine Campbell and backbencher, Tammy Lobato. Mr. Merlino said he would oppose the bill "because it allows the creation of human embryos, the beginning of human life, for the specific purpose of destroying them for research".
Meanwhile, Dr. Greg Pike - brother of Victorian Health Minister Bronwyn Pike, who introduced the bill to State Parliament last week and will vote in favour of it - said he opposed the bill. Dr. Pike is a leading bioethicist at the Southern Cross Institute in Adelaide, and said yesterday: "If I was there, I would be voting against it."
Catholic bioethicist, Nick Tonti-Filippini, who is a member of the Australian Health Ethics Committee, which is responsible for revising the National Health and Medical Research Council's ethical guidelines, urged parliamentarians "not to legislate in haste".

South Australia may follow Victoria
In a related story, South Australian Labor identities have called for a conscience vote over similar laws that may be introduced in that state. South Australia's Sunday Mail reports that divisions are already emerging in the state Labor Party over the draft law plans. But Health Minister John Hill's office told the paper that reports that a bill was about to be introduced were premature. A spokeswoman for Mr. Hill said that the health department was investigating options including drafting a new bill or amending existing legislation but that the issue has not yet been taken to Cabinet.

Meanwhile, key members of Labor's Right faction have declared they would oppose any moves to introduce cloning of human embryos. Attorney-General Michael Atkinson said he would vote against any such bill. "Human life is sacred, I don't believe in creating it for therapeutic purposes," he said.
State secretary of the Shop Distributors and Allied Employees Association and Labor Right faction leader Don Farrell also said a conscience vote would be the appropriate way to deal with such legislation.
Adelaide Archbishop Philip Wilson, who only learned of the proposal yesterday, said he would "examine it carefully" before commenting. The archbishop is also President of the Australian Catholic Bishops Conference.
Source 

Push for free vote on cloning (Adelaide Now, 18/3/07) 
Minister to defy Bracks on cloning (The Age, 15/3/07) 

Reintroduction of Cloning-Ban Bill Is Hailed
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/reintroduction-of-cloning-ban-bill-is-hailed
Washington, D.C., March 29, 2007 
The Pro-Life Secretariat of the U.S. bishops' conference applauded Senators Sam Brownback and Mary Landrieu for reintroducing the Human Cloning Prohibition Act.
Shortly before the House of Representatives approved a similar bill in 2003, the bishops' Committee for Pro-Life Activities urged Congress to "ban this practice outright." It said at the time: "Cloning dehumanizes human procreation, treating new human life as a mere laboratory product made to specifications."
Today, Deirdre McQuade, a spokeswoman for the Secretariat for Pro-Life Activities, said: "The Human Cloning Prohibition Act has clear precedent domestically and overseas. Five states and over 20 countries have similar complete bans on cloning. "The United Nations has urged its member nations to enact such bans to preserve human dignity and protect women's health." McQuade added: "The cloning agenda poses a tremendous risk to women, as it would require exploiting countless women as egg factories. Women have died from the hormonal manipulation required for egg extraction. Others have become seriously ill or lost their natural fertility at a young age." The bishops' aide stated: "We urge other senators to support and co-sponsor this vital legislation to protect women as well as embryonic humans from exploitation."
Australian-State House OKs Cloning Bill - Archbishops Speak Out Against New Legislation 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/australian-state-house-oks-cloning-bill  
Melbourne, Australia, April 20, 2007 

The lower house in Victoria passed legislation to legalize therapeutic cloning, though opponents are hopeful that the bill will have a harder time gaining approval in the upper house.
Fifteen members of the Labor Government, the Liberal Party and the Nationals voted against party colleagues in the lower house to support the new stem-cell legislation, bringing Wednesday's final tally to 58-25.
Introduced last month, the legislation would allow Victorian scientists to clone human embryos for medical research through somatic cell nuclear transfer, commonly known as therapeutic cloning, according to The Australian.
Scientists would be able to take the nucleus from an adult skin cell, insert it in an unfertilized egg and then use the resultant embryonic stem cells for medical purposes.
On the eve of debate over the bill, Archbishop Denis Hart of Melbourne said, "Life once conceived must be protected with the utmost care." "The Church's view," the archbishop said, "has been long held and dates back even before earliest Christian times to the Hebrew Scriptures." "It is wrong to believe that cloned human embryos have no intrinsic value," he added. "They share in the same human life that we all do, made in the image of God and, therefore, deserving of the same unconditional moral respect owed to all human beings." Archbishop Hart explained, "This situation is not changed simply because of scientific claims of the potential therapeutic benefits that may be gained by their destruction."

Other initiatives 

Embryonic stem cell and cloning legislation has been making headway in Australia since last year's federal Parliament narrowly passed a law allowing scientists to clone human embryos to extract their stem cells for research purposes. In an effort similar to Victoria's, the government of West Australian has recently introduced a bill to overturn the state's ban on therapeutic cloning. Perth Archbishop Barry Hickey asked West Australian members of Parliament to oppose cloning of embryos for medical research. He said that to create a human embryo and destroy it to obtain stem cells was morally wrong. "The end does not justify the means." Archbishop Hickey recommended, "Let us take God's way and use the adult stem cells already provided without taking human life."

Life office slams human "sub-class" Vic cloning law 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/705/70.php, http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/12862-life-office-slams-human-quotsub-class-quot-vic-cloning-law 

May 11, 2007

Sydney Life Office officer, Dr. Brigid McKenna, says that a new Victorian law legalising cloning of stem cells is "gravely unjust" and will create a "laboratory sub-class" of human beings.
Dr. McKenna said that the new Victorian law which passed the state's upper house last week effectively says "we're willing to commodify, exploit, and expend some human lives for the sake of others," the Catholic Weekly reports.
"This is dishonourable, destructive and callous," she said.
"An honourable, creative and genuinely compassionate decision would have promoted adult stem cell science which holds greater medical promise and does not require the creation and destruction of human embryos."
Strongly backed by Catholic-born Premier Steve Bracks, and Treasurer John Brumby, the bill will allow scientists to clone human embryos for medical research through somatic cell nuclear transfer.
It mirrors federal legislation passed in December, and is hoped to help in the search for cures for degenerative diseases such as Alzheimer's, Parkinson's and cystic fibrosis.
The bill was supported in the Legislative Council by 23 votes to 16 in what Health Minister Bronwyn Pike described as a "very significant moment for Victoria in our long history of leadership in medical research".
Five Labor MPs, including Council leader and Education Minister John Lenders, and eight of the 14 Liberal MPs opposed the bill. Mr. Lenders described the decision to oppose the bill as "agonising". "I would rather crawl under a rock than vote, but I think frankly no MP can hide," he said.
The bill is the first of its kind to be passed by an Australian state parliament, and effectively removes all legal impediments for scientists working in the field in Victoria.
It does, however, explicitly ban scientists from merging a sperm and an egg to create an embryo.
Dr. McKenna said: "In the face of these terribly unjust laws and scientific practices, we must be even more determined to promote and defend the truth about the value of human life, every human life."
Source: Vote opens door to 'human sub-class' (Catholic Weekly, 13/5/07)

Cardinal Pell's Response to Parliamentary Inquiry - "I Enjoy the Right to Comment on Proposed Laws"
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinal-pell-s-response-to-parliamentary-inquiry 

Sydney, Australia, September 21, 2007 

Here is a statement written by Cardinal George Pell, archbishop of Sydney, in which he welcomes a report clearing him of contempt of Parliament. Cardinal Pell was referred to the Privileges Committee of the New South Wales Legislative Council for comments he made during the debate on the Human Cloning Bill earlier this year. Answering questions at a press conference June 5, Cardinal Pell pointed out that "Catholic politicians who vote for this legislation must realize that their voting has consequences for their place in the life of the Church." Cardinal Pell’s comments were referred to the Privileges Committee on June 6.
In its report to the state's upper house, the Privileges Committee has found there is no contempt of Parliament in Cardinal Pell's remarks, and has recommended that no further action be taken.


Introduction
This response is written at the invitation of the Privileges Committee of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of New South Wales. 
I understand that the Privileges Committee is to inquire and report on whether public comments made by me constitute a contempt of Parliament. The terms of reference of the Committee refer to comments by me contained in:
1. A written media statement issued by the Bishops of New South Wales on June 4, 2007 to which I was a signatory, and 
2. Comments attributed to me in articles published in the Sydney Morning Herald and the Daily Telegraph on June 6, 2007.
It is important to note at the outset that I issued the Bishops' statement and participated in the press conference as a part of a public debate on the Human Cloning Bill then before the Legislative Assembly of New South Wales. Along with other citizens I enjoy the right to comment on proposed laws on my own behalf and on behalf of the community I represent. That is the essence of democracy. Therefore it seems to me to be an extraordinary step for the Legislative Council to require a citizen to justify his contribution to the debate or risk a finding of contempt. Before returning to this point however, a brief comment on the public debate which took place on the Human Cloning Bill may be useful.


Public debate on legislation before Parliament
On 6 June 2007 by the Honourable Richard Torbay MP, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly of New South Wales, referred to my comments in the following terms:
High profile and eminent people often make comments on legislation before Parliament. That is the nature of a democratic society, which enables people of all persuasions to voice their views.
Public debate about legislation before the Parliament does not necessarily insult the House or its Members. Comments directed at Members could be construed as reflecting on the character or conduct of Members in Parliament. However, for such comments to be a breach of privilege they must have dire consequences for Members, such as impeding Members in their duties in the House.
I consider in this case that the comments made about the legislation before the House have been made as part of the public debate on a controversial issue and have not affected the rights of Members to express their views and vote as they deem appropriate.
The Speaker's words would be equally applicable to comments attributed to the convenor of the Coalition for the Advancement of Medical Research Australia also contained in the Sydney Morning Herald of 6 June 2007:
The Coalition for the Advancement of Medical Research Australia said there would be electoral consequences for politicians who did not vote in support of research that could offer potential therapy for spinal cord injury, motor neurone disease, Parkinson's disease, and juvenile diabetes.
'There are patients and their families who are also constituency members and will not vote for them when the next election comes along', said the advocacy group's convenor, Joanna Knott.
As I understand it no allegation of contempt has been made, nor is being contemplated, in relation to the comments by the convenor of the Coalition for the Advancement of Medical Research Australia.
Both my comments and those of the convenor of the Coalition for the Advancement of Medical Research Australia are properly seen as, adopting the words of the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, "part of the public debate on a controversial issue [which do not affect] the rights of Members to express their views and vote as they deem appropriate".
I need hardly remind Members of the Committee that votes in the Parliament are almost always subject to party discipline. If a Member of Parliament votes against party policy, that Member is subject to sanctions which may be imposed by party officials outside the Parliament, including expulsion from the party itself.
Similarly, by way of example, a parliamentarian who supported a bill for capital punishment could hardly complain were his or her membership of anti-capital punishment organisations to be forfeited.
I am not aware that the customs and conventions of the Legislative Council have ever deemed such conduct by party officials or outside bodies to be contempt of Parliament.
On the much lesser "offence" of making a bona fide contribution to public debate, I do not believe that a citizen of this State has ever been charged with contempt for views he has expressed on a controversial bill. Nevertheless I will give Members of the Committee an account of my views so that they may better understand why I regard your requirements of me as both undesirable and unprecedented. 


My comments on the Human Cloning Bill
My comments on the Human Cloning Bill were derived from the conviction that Parliamentarians who legislate for the destruction of human life (in any circumstances and especially in this case where no cures from human embryos have been effected during many years of research) are acting in a way that departs from the principles of both the natural law known through human reason alone and Christian teaching. The natural law principles and the teaching in question are that human life should be accorded the full protection of the law without regard to race, ethnicity, sex, religion, age, condition of dependency or stage of development. [1]
I put forward this moral argument as a contribution to the public debate because it is rational, an argument open to acceptance by all people of no religion and any religion. I was not asserting some supernatural dogma beyond human reason and seeking to impose it on the general community. It would be a sad day for Australia if only members of the Christian majority accepted the unique dignity of the human person. But this is not the case. Defenders of human life -- from conception to natural birth -- come from every section of the Australian population.
As a Catholic archbishop I am also charged with ensuring that Catholics know the moral teaching of the Church. The Church's teaching on cloning states that the cloning of a human being is wrong and cannot be justified by any known or imagined effects. The Church also teaches that destructive experimentation on embryonic human beings -- cloned or otherwise -- is an intrinsically evil act, because experimentation involves their dismemberment and therefore mutilation and death.
In asking Catholic politicians -- and other Members of Parliament who are Christian or who respect human life -- to vote against this legislation, the New South Wales bishops were not calling for the "enforcement" of Catholic beliefs, but reminding legislators to fulfil the demands of justice and the common good that follow from the inherent and equal dignity of every member of the human family.[2] This is exactly the basis on which the Church also calls on legislators to protect the poor or to oppose racial discrimination.
In the press conference on June 5, after reading the joint statement of the New South Wales Bishops, I faced repeated questions about the consequences for Catholic politicians who did not follow the natural law teaching of the Church on these matters, after being reminded in a written question that on May 9, Pope Benedict XVI had spoken about abortion in these terms: "It simply states in Canon Law that the killing of an innocent child is incompatible with going to Communion, where one receives the Body of Christ".
In response, I pointed out factually that "Catholic politicians who vote for this legislation must realise that their voting has consequences for their place in the life of the Church", while also pointing out that legislating for abortion is not the same act as performing an abortion, and supporting legislation for human cloning is somewhat different again.
The phrase "consequences for their place in the life of the Church" refers to the effect a seriously wrong decision has on the personal relationship between that individual and God, and that individual and the Church community to which he belongs. These consequences need not be imposed from outside by a third party such as a bishop or priest, but are intrinsic to the infraction itself and loosen the person's bonds to the Church.
No one is compelled to be or remain a Catholic. Obviously outsiders are not liable to Catholic discipline, and Catholics are able in our situation of religious freedom to ignore or reject any Church sanction.

My task as a Catholic Archbishop is to point out that God judges human conduct, as well as pointing out the importance of Catholics following Church teaching on matters of faith and morals. The vast majority of political matters are for the prudential judgment of each individual Catholic, but the Church is unambiguous that there are certain choices which are intrinsically evil and cannot in good conscience be condoned or promoted by faithful Catholics -- the evil being known through right reason itself, as well as through Catholic faith.
It is possible that some Catholic politicians have been misled by the theory of "primacy of conscience", allegedly an invention of the Second Vatican Council, although the phrase can be found nowhere in the documents of the Council.
It is difficult to know what this theory means, as everyone is obliged to act as he thinks proper. Unfortunately, as the Jesuit theologian Cardinal Avery Dulles writes, "the idea of conscience has been deformed by some modern thinkers . . . [who] often depict conscience as a supreme and infallible tribunal that dispenses us from considerations of law and truth, putting in their place purely subjective . . . criteria such as sincerity, authenticity and being at peace with oneself".[3] From this mistaken view some conclude that Church authorities, and by implication God himself, must accept every conscientious decision even when such a decision violates natural law, the Ten Commandments, and important Church moral teaching.


Jurisdiction to commit and punish for contempt
I will now turn to the question of the Legislative Council's jurisdiction with regard to contempt. I have taken legal advice which is reflected in what follows.
I note that the letter of 27 June 2007 from the Chair of the Privileges Committee of the Legislative Council, the Hon. Kayee Griffin MLC, identifies my public comments concerning the Human Cloning Bill as constituting the basis of an alleged contempt. I assume that the reference to the Committee is to enquire whether those public remarks come within the following description in Erskine May's Treatise on the Law, Privileges, Proceedings and Usage of Parliament (23rd ed., 2004 at 128):
Generally speaking, any act or omission which obstructs or impedes either House of Parliament in the performance of its function, or which obstructs or impedes any Member or officer of such House in the discharge of his duty, or which has a tendency, directly or indirectly, to produce such results, may be treated as contempt even though there is no precedent of the offence.
However Erskine May does not deal with the law of contempt of Parliament as it applies to New South Wales. That statement of law is to be found in the judgements of the High Court and the Privy Council.
A recent High Court discussion of the jurisdiction of the New South Wales Parliament on contempt is to be found in Egan v Willis. [4] The history of the Parliament's powers was discussed at length by Justice McHugh who reviewed the various authoritative statements of the Privy Council and the High Court as to the limits of those powers. These authorities show that (leaving aside any statute that the Parliament itself might enact) the common law does allow the Parliament to do what is reasonably necessary for the proper exercise of its functions. What is "reasonably necessary" is to be understood "by reference to what, at the time in question, have come to be the conventional practices" of the Parliament.[5]
However the authorities reject any notion that the common law empowers either House to proceed against a citizen for statements made in the past and outside the House. Justice McHugh quotes Mr. Baron Parke in the Privy Council who said: "The whole question is reduced to this -- whether by law, the power of committing for contempt, not in the presence of the Assembly, is incident to every local legislature."[6] In answer, the existence of such an "extraordinary power" was emphatically rejected by the Privy Council, and there is no reason to think that it has ever been a part of the practices of either House of the New South Wales Parliament. This conclusion is reinforced by other cases referred to by Justice McHugh. [7]
The reasoning which supports this conclusion depends upon the distinction between the powers of the Parliament at Westminster and the powers of colonial parliaments, including that of the colony of New South Wales from its establishment.
The power to commit and punish for contempt is a power of the Parliament at Westminster, the Mother of Parliaments. This power had its origins in that Parliament's prior status as a court, the High Court of Parliament. But it has been long established that other parliaments created elsewhere in the British Commonwealth do not automatically possess this same power, simply by virtue of being a parliament.
Parliaments established under British law outside the United Kingdom were established not as courts in any sense, but purely as legislative bodies, typically with circumscribed powers. The New South Wales Parliament had its origins as a colonial assembly and in these circumstances Australian law confines the privileges of a parliament to those expressly conferred by statute, or "necessarily incidental" to its status, existence, and "the reasonable and proper exercise of [its] functions."[8]
In Australia the parliaments in every state except New South Wales have enacted legislation to identify their powers and privileges, often equating them to those possessed by the Parliament at Westminster. Because the New South Wales Parliament has never enacted this sort of statute, its privileges are confined to those "necessarily incidental" to its status, existence, and "the reasonable and proper exercise of [its] functions". The power to commit and punish for contempt only accrues to the New South Wales Parliament if it meets this criterion.
In considering the powers of parliaments in relation to contempt the courts have repeatedly held that there is a distinction between the removal of an impediment to the performance of parliamentary functions, and the punishment of past actions alleged to have had such an effect. The former is a power the possession of which is "really necessary . . . to secure the free exercise of [a Parliament's] legislative functions", but the same is not true of the latter. [9] 
The distinction between defensive and punitive action has been applied in relation to the Legislative Assembly of New South Wales.[10]
In other words, the power to investigate, judge and punish alleged past misconduct is an "extraordinary" rather than a "necessarily incidental" power, and it is properly a judicial power belonging to a judicial body.[11] Because the Parliament of New South Wales was not established as a court (as was the Parliament of Westminster), and has not enacted legislation to grant itself the privileges of Westminster, this power does not fall within its competence.
The courts have thus defined the kind of obstruction which would constitute a contempt of Parliament as limited to an attempt made to impede Members of Parliament from carrying out their duties freely. But there is no evidence that any Member of the Parliament was impeded from performing their duties or was in any way intimidated by my public remarks about the duties of Catholic politicians in considering this legislation. Quite the contrary.
It is also clear that the Legislative Council believed there was no need to take "defensive" action against any of the participants outside the Parliament, myself included, at the time of the debate to prevent obstruction and to ensure a free and open vote on the legislation. Certainly the Legislative Assembly, through its Speaker, did not perceive the remarks as obstruction but rather as part of a vigorous public debate as befits a democracy.


Religious Freedom
In a democracy such as Australia any citizen should be free to argue publicly for certain policies on religious grounds; these arguments to be accepted or rejected by legislators or electors as they see fit.
It is my submission that it is essential that religious leaders, including myself, are free to express the position taken by their Church or religion on matters of public interest and debate. To prevent religious leaders from doing so has the effect of stifling religious freedom and hampers effective and open debate on matters of public interest.
One of Christianity's most important public services is to preserve and strengthen Australia as a decent, prosperous and stable democracy. It does this through its many works of practical service and care, but also from time to time by regular participation in public debate, usually by lay people, but sometimes through Church leaders. 
So too legislators are free to use religious considerations in deciding their position on legislation. I might add that the same principle allows atheists, be they legislators or electors, to act on the basis of their atheistic convictions when it comes to the formation of legislation and public policy. If the right of legislators and electors who are religious believers to do the same were to be denied, then we would have informally mandated atheism as the unofficial state religion. This is hardly compatible with the principle and practice of religious liberty.
Freedom of religion is not to be reduced merely to the freedom to perform ceremonies on private property. As Professor James Hitchcock, the distinguished American historian of the United States Supreme Court, has observed, "if freedom of religion means anything, it surely includes the right of every church to determine who is a member in good standing". To deny that Christian churches and other faiths have the authority to make such a judgement "is to deny religious freedom in a fundamental way."[12]
This implies that for good reasons a Christian church, somewhat like a political party or even a sporting club, has the right to exclude a person or persons from membership, and to recommend that they abstain from receiving Holy Communion or even, in some instances, to refuse to give them Holy Communion.
One good reason for the high respect given to Parliaments in Australia is that parliamentarians do not regard themselves as being above the law of the land. For the same reason it would be incongruous for Catholic parliamentarians to declare that they are above basic Christian moral teachings, while still asserting their good standing in the Church.


Conclusion
In a democracy, any person can offer himself for public office. He may be affected or unaffected by religion, sympathetic or hostile to it. Our constitution imposes no religious test and excludes no candidate by reason of his attitude to religion. Public office is open to all. Things are no different when it comes to participation in public debate. Every citizen is entitled to take part. No one is excluded, including those who hold office within a religious community.
Although Australian life has been marred by sectarianism in the past, Catholics here never suffered the centuries of persecution that befell Catholics in Britain and Ireland, and nor have they been victims of the mob-violence and church-burning that anti-Catholicism occasionally produced in the United States. The idea that religion is irrational and must be excluded from public affairs is not a native Australian plant, and it would be regrettable if American or European frames of reference were imposed on the very different situation of religious life and public culture here in Australia.
Christians in Australia have long played an important part in ensuring that fundamental human rights are respected and will strive to continue this important work. My contribution to this public discussion on human cloning was made in this spirit and tradition. 

ARCHBISHOP OF SYDNEY 

20 August 2007 
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Queensland allows cloning research by close margin 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/710/109.php, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/710/109.php  

October 18, 2007
The Catholic Labor Member for Indooroopilly in the Queensland Parliament has expressed sadness following last week's vote in favour of allowing research on cloned humans. Ronan Lee spoke against the Research Involving Human Embryos & Prohibition of Human Cloning Amendment Bill in Parliament last week. 
The bill was passed by a margin of 48 in favour and 34 against. The result will allow scientists to create cloned human embryos for the express purpose of experimenting upon and then destroying them. But Mr. Lee pointed out in a statement that the vote in the Queensland Parliament was the closest of all Australia's Parliaments.
"This commendable result is, in no small part, a credit to the many Queensland residents who took the time to contact their local MP to let them know that this legislation is not supported by the majority of Queenslanders," Mr. Lee said.
Source: Queensland Parliament allows research on cloned humans (Hansard extract provided by Ronan Lee MP) 

Hobart Archbishop urges Upper House to reject cloning bill

http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/13269-hobart-archbishop-urges-upper-house-to-reject-cloning-bill  
October 29, 2007

Hobart Archbishop Adrian Doyle has urged Tasmanian Legislative Councillors to reject moves to allow the creation of human embryos for experimentation and destruction because other more ethical and scientifically proven methods of stem cell research already exist.
Archbishop Doyle said while he shared the hope advances in biotechnology would bring about cures for many illnesses, such as Parkinson’s Disease, diabetes and cystic fibrosis, human cloning for research was not an option.
“All Catholics recognize the potential good that biotechnology may bring to the health and well-being of the Tasmanian community,” Archbishop Doyle said
“However, the Human Cloning and Other Prohibited Practices Amendment Bill 2007 would permit scientists in Tasmania to create human embryos solely for destructive research.
“Human embryos are not raw materials for research. They are human beings at the very beginning of life.”
Archbishop Doyle said if the legislation was to pass, it would create in two classes of human beings – those created to live and those created to be killed.
“There are currently over 80 therapies and around 300 clinical trials underway using non-embryonic human stem cells,” he said. “Legislative Councillors should be aware that voting against this Bill will not deny Tasmanians the chance to benefit from the great scientific advances already being made in stem cell research,”
Doyle reiterated Catholics supported ethical research and therapy which embodied respect for embryonic as well as adult human beings, but that this legislation did not measure up ethically and it should be rejected.
Source: MLCs urged to reject human cloning bill (Archdiocese of Hobart 1/11/07)


Catholic Students oppose human cloning Bill 

http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/12249-catholic-students-oppose-human-cloning-bill
November 5, 2007
The Australian Catholic Students Association (ACSA), has opposed a push by the South Australian Parliament to debate a bill for Human Cloning. ACSA National Secretary, Ruth Russell said despite a “resounding vote” four years ago against human cloning, the current bill will allow “the deliberate and mandatory killing of these cloned embryos."
"We opposed the Paterson Bill in Canberra and we intend to work hard to bring this Bill down.” Ms. Russell said.
This Bill seeks to mend the Prohibition of Human Cloning Act 2003 and the Research Involving Human Embryos Act 2003 to bring them into line with the Federal legislation passed earlier this year. South Australia is set to be the last state to finalise debate. ACSA Executive Officer Patrick Giam said if the bill was to pass it would give scientists “a license to create animal/human hybrids and to use tissue from aborted females to make cloned embryos."
“Simply because these human lives are hidden in the silence of a Petri dish does not diminish their humanity. Just because we have techniques to manipulate nascent life does not mean we should," Mr. Giam said. "We need to remember that the Senate vote on this matter earlier this year saw it pass by the slimmest of margins. There is plenty of anti-cloning sentiment out there and we will do everything we can to encourage South Australians to contact MPs,” he said.
Source: Catholic Students oppose human cloning push in South Australia (Australian Catholic Students Association 6/11/07)
Scientists render human cloning redundant 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/801/doc/25cloning.html, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/801/105.html 
January 25, 2008

The following is an article by Bishop Greg O'Kelly, Auxiliary Bishop of Adelaide. It appeared in Adelaide's The Sunday Mail newspaper on Sunday 20 January 2008.
Human Cloning: No longer a necessity 

http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/801/doc/25cloning.html 

Bishop Greg O'Kelly SJ, Auxiliary Bishop of Adelaide 
It is of considerable interest to note that the members of our South Australian Parliament may well be the first among Western legislators to debate human cloning so close to the breakthroughs in the United States and Japan.  
Scientists in those two countries have created stem cells with all the necessary capabilities for application for health improvement directly from skin cells. In other words, there is no need for embryo destruction.  
This changes the whole context of the debate, because these discoveries remove the need to create human embryos knowing they are to be destroyed.  
The breakthrough has been compared to the discovery by the Wright brothers of how human beings might fly. 
It takes us into new worlds. Little wonder that Professor Ian Wilmut, creator of Dolly the cloned sheep, and Professor Alan Trounson, Australia’s preeminent stem cell scientist, have both declared they have abandoned destructive embryo research deeming it is no longer necessary.  
Professor Yamanaka, who headed the research at Kyoto University, came to these discoveries because of a ban on embryo research and his own ethical aversion to embryo destruction. 
The wondrous medical possibility of these discoveries to being able to perhaps help cure human ailments, such as Parkinson’s disease and Alzheimer’s, gives a sense of purpose and excitement to the research, even though the clinical applications may still be years away. 
We are now able to pursue this research in a way that does not compromise human life. People of good conscience have been seriously concerned about research involving the destruction of human embryos. Indeed, Dr. James Thomson of the University of Wisconsin was involved in the initial experiments in 1998 that took stem cells from human embryos for the first time, resulting in the destruction of the embryo. 
These discoveries precipitated anguished ethical debate, as some sought to justify stem cell research from human embryos on the basis that the embryos they were using from fertility clinics would have been destroyed anyway. 
A direct intervention to destroy human life, where there is no issue of self-defence, is quite contrary to a Christian view, as the Church has always taught.   
Dr. Thomson said of himself at the time, “If this human embryonic stem cell research does not make you at least a little bit uncomfortable, you have not thought about it enough”.  In its role to teach the sacredness of life, the Church has always opposed human embryonic stem cell research. 
These new discoveries now remove the need to experiment on embryos, because the work on skin cells means that scientists can now treat stem cells in a way that renders them equivalent to the immediate post-embryonic stage.  
They also remove the need for people of good conscience to be concerned about tampering with life.  Life is the gift of God, and not the plaything of humans. Those who steadfastly refuse to experiment with human lives, in the form of human embryos, can take great consolation from the rich ability of science to discover other ways which are ethical to enable further research to combat human diseases. 
We pray that our South Australian parliamentarians will rise to the occasion and reject the proposed legislation which talks about the cloning of human embryos for medical research.  
There simply no longer exists a need to tamper with the sacredness of life in this way. As Dr. Thomson, involved in the initial research in 1998 and who has also been involved in these recent developments which now only involve ordinary adult skin cells and not embryos, said, “Isn’t it great to start the field (human cloning) and then to end it”. 
May our MP’s do the same.
Deal with the Devil: Catholic Healthcare Firm Joins World's Foremost Human Cloning Company

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/deal-with-the-devil-catholic-healthcare-firm-joins-worlds-foremost-human-cl
By Michael Baggot, San Francisco, CA, March 14, 2008

Human cloning practitioner, Advanced Cell Technology (ACT), Inc. announced a clinical trial agreement with Chandler Regional Medical Center and Mercy Gilbert Medical Center, members of Catholic Healthcare West (CHW), on Wednesday.  The groups plan to join in clinical trials of adult stem cell techniques for the treatment of heart disease.  

"The agreement with CHW signifies our readiness to begin the Phase II clinical trial," said William M. Caldwell, IV, chairman and CEO of ACT. "We are excited to begin the trial, which has the potential to be a major advance for the field of regenerative medicine and, more importantly, to patients in need of care. We look forward to working with such a prominent healthcare group."

The agreement raises ethical questions, however, since the ACT has previously promoted research that contradicts Catholic principles regarding respect for the rights of the human embryo.  

In 2005, ACT began using the blastomere separation method, in which a cell from an embryo is removed and cultured separately.  The method had previously been used in in vitro fertilization facilities.  Cells from the embryo are used because of their "totipotency," or ability to produce any other tissue in the body, and even a twin embryo.  

The method has significant potential of harming the embryo from which a cell is taken.

Since the embryo does not consent to being subject to the blastomere separation method and does not directly benefit from the procedure, ACT stands in violation of the Nuremburg Code and other international law that protects individuals from risky experimentation, noted Dr. John Shea, medical advisor to Canada's Campaign Life Coalition.

Embryos created during blastomere separation method are also robbed of their "fundamental right to be conceived naturally by two parents within marriage," added Shea.

In 2001, ACT rejoiced in producing human clones. The group looked forward to extracting from these embryos the stem cells capable of producing the tissues needed for various medical treatments.  

ACT's cloning received immediate condemnation from pro-life voices.  "Once begun, human lives-including human lives begun by cloning-should be protected, not killed to provide biological raw material," said National Right to Life Committee Legislative Director Douglas Johnson.

Scientific authorities agree that the embryo is the first stage of a distinct human being's life.  "It is the penetration of the ovum by a spermtozoan and the resultant mingling of the nuclear material each brings to the union that constitutes the culmination of the process of fertilization and marks the initiation of the life of a new individual," states Dr. Bradley M. Patten's secular textbook Human Embryology.

Describing the zygote, Dr. Keith L. Moore's secular text, The Developing Human: Clinically Oriented Embryology states, "The cell results from fertilization and of an oocyte by a sperm and is the beginning of a human being." 

"The beginning of a single human life is from a biological point of view a simple and straightforward matter-the beginning is conception," Dr. Watson A. Bowes of the University of Colorado Medical School told a 1981 US Senate judiciary subcommittee.

"This straightforward biological fact should not be distorted to serve sociological, political, or economic goals," he added.  

As Shea observed, only when the embryo is acknowledged as a human being can it be accorded the full set of human rights that would forbid its manipulation through blastomere separation and other examinations.

Contact Catholic Healthcare West about their union with Advanced Cell Technology:
Catholic Healthcare West 185 Berry Street, Suite 300  San Francisco, CA 94107   (415) 438-5500
http://www.chwhealth.org/About_Us/Contact_CHW/index.htm 

Contact San Francisco's Bishop about CHW's union with ACT:
Archbishop George H. Niederauer, D.D, Ph. D The Roman Catholic Archdiocese of San Francisco  One Peter Yorke Way San Francisco, CA 94109    (415) 614-5500  info@sfarchdiocese.org
Call to follow WA and reject cloning 

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=7191, http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/11444-call-to-follow-wa-and-reject-cloning 
May 16, 2008  

Sydney archdiocese policy officer, Dr. Brigid McKenna, has welcomed a decision by the Western Australian Legislative Council to reject cloning as a victory for "commonsense science and morality." 
The Catholic Weekly reports Western Australia has become the first State to reject cloning legislation (18 votes to 15) which was passed by Federal Parliament last year. 
NSW, Victoria, Queensland and Tasmania have already passed the mirror legislation which allows the creation of research human embryos by cloning (nuclear transfer). South Australia will soon be debating a similar bill in the lower house. "Creating and killing embryonic human beings for research is always wrong," said Dr. McKenna, policy officer for the archdiocese's Life, Marriage and Family Centre. 

"Human beings, from the embryonic stage to adulthood, should never be deliberately exploited and harmed for the sake of research. The norm that should control our scientific ethics and our law is the principle of the inherent dignity of every human being, irrespective of age, size, location, stage of development, or condition of dependency. Human embryo cloning clearly treats some human beings as a commodity, as raw material for research. Cloning also requires the invasive 'harvesting' of eggs from women, placing them at risk of instrumentalisation and exploitation." 

She added: "The West's decision to knock down the human cloning bill has set a moral example for each of these States. 

"We can at last see legislators acting in the real interests of the sick, the integrity of science and public morality." 

For some time, scientists and doctors have used ethical stem cells from the tissues and organs of children and adults, placentas and umbilical cord blood. 

Often referred to as 'adult stem cells' they have already been shown to help more than 70 medical conditions, including Parkinson's Disease, spinal cord injury, blood diseases and heart damage. 

"Thankfully," Dr. McKenna said, WA legislators "have seen past the usual smoke and mirrors associated with this issue to discover the strong scientific and ethical reasons for rejecting human embryo cloning." 

Source: Nation 'should follow WA decision to reject cloning' (Catholic Weekly, 18/5/08)

UNESCO Advises UN to Re-Open Cloning Debate 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/unesco-advises-un-to-re-open-cloning-debate  

By Samantha Singson, New York, October 16, 2008

Later this month, the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) will meet to discuss reopening the international cloning debate. The International Bioethics Committee (IBC) will gather in Paris to “explore whether the scientific, ethical, social, political and legal developments on human cloning in recent years justify a new initiative at international level, rather than to initiate an ethical and scientific analysis of the issue of human cloning.”

A UNESCO working group on cloning that first met in July 2008 concluded that “in view of the scientific, social and political developments, the existing non-binding texts on human cloning are not sufficient to prevent human reproductive cloning.”

The question of how to define human cloning remains at the center of the debate. Some argue that there are two types of human cloning: “therapeutic cloning,” where the cloned embryo is experimented upon and killed, and “reproductive cloning,” where the cloned embryo would be allowed to fully grow. Both “reproductive” and “therapeutic” cloning involve the creation of a human embryo. While almost everyone wants to ban so-called “reproductive cloning,” the crux of the debate centers on whether or not to allow “therapeutic” or experimental cloning, which some call “clone and kill.”

Many assumed that the UN General Assembly settled the issue in 2005 when it passed a non-binding political declaration that banned human cloning for any purpose, both “therapeutic” and “reproductive.” This occurred after three years of intense negotiations and resulted in a declaration which took into account countries’ deeply-entrenched and divergent views on the issue.  

At the July meeting of the UNESCO working group, members attributed the confusion within the ethical debate between therapeutic and reproductive cloning to “differences in the status attributed to the human embryo in different cultures and societies.”  But it added that “the number of countries which have ethically accepted therapeutic cloning seems to have grown” since the 2005 General Assembly declaration and that “considerable advancement made in the field of governance constitutes an important ethical and political change.” 

Attempts to reopen the cloning debate started last year with the release of a UN University (UNU) report wherein the authors urged the international community to pass a legally-binding ban on so-called “reproductive cloning” only. The UNU report argued that the current challenge for the international community is “to find a compromise position” with an “increased respect for ethical diversity.” Upon release of the UNU report, UNU Director A.H. Zakri said, “A legally-binding global ban on work to create a human clone, coupled with freedom for nations to permit strictly controlled therapeutic research, has the greatest political viability of options available."

UNESCO is a specialized agency of the United Nations comprised of member states whose purpose is “to contribute to peace and security by promoting international collaboration through education, science, and culture.” 

The IBC will decide at month’s end whether it is ready to present its opinion to the UNESCO Director-General, or whether to pursue further investigation on this issue.

Bishop Calls Cloning Claims "Disturbing" - Says Alleged Actions Are "Deeply Repugnant"

http://www.zenit.org/article-25707?l=english
Lancaster, England, April, 2009
A British bishop is calling the claims of an American researcher that he has created cloned human embryos and implanted them in four women "deeply disturbing." In a statement released today, Bishop Patrick O'Donoghue of Lancaster warned of the increasing tendency to manipulate human life. He said that if Dr. Panayiotis Zavos has done what he has claimed, his "actions are deeply repugnant for the future of humanity."
The doctor made claims this week that he cloned 14 human embryos and transferred 11 of them into four women. Although none of the embryos survived long enough to achieve a viable pregnancy, Zavos told the media that it will be possible to have a cloned human baby within the next few years. His work is being carried out at a secret laboratory in an undisclosed country. It's a crime in most countries to transfer cloned embryos into a human womb.
"Cloning entails manipulating human life in ever more invasive ways, and this will lead to 'making embryos to order,' as well as other more and more serious abuses," said Bishop O'Donoghue.
He noted that while it's widely held as unacceptable to transfer cloned embryos to the womb, "those who support destructive embryo research while criticizing Zavos are laying themselves open to a charge of hypocrisy." "The approach that is often taken in Britain is to say firstly that embryo research should be allowed and secondly that it can be strictly controlled," said Bishop O'Donoghue. "This is wrong on both counts. "Embryo research which entails deliberately killing human embryos should never be allowed, and experience shows that once this key ethical principle is breached, it leads in turn to relentless demand for more and more embryos to be used in ever more debasing ways." The bishop added that while most condemn the actions of Zavos as "irresponsible" because of the possibility of creating children with "serious physical, mental or psychological problems," a fundamental objection to cloning remains: "It [cloning] creates a dislocation in the human family; it removes the begetting of children from its true context -- the fruit of mutual self-giving in marriage -- and turns human children into a manufactured product."
The Human Fertilization and Embryology Act 2008 extended the permissible creation and use of human embryos in the United Kingdom, formally allowing the creation of "savior siblings," cloned embryos for research (including embryo stem-cell research) and inter-species embryos.
It also removed the requirement that in-vitro fertilization practitioners should have regard to the child's need for a father.
The most recent instruction from the Vatican on the subject, "Dignitas Personae," re-stated the Catholic Church's clear opposition to "assisted reproductive technologies" and the need to protect and promote the rights the human embryo from the time of conception.  
Chinese Team Clones Live Mice Using Questionable "Ethical" Stem Cell Technique 
http://www.ifrl.org/ifrl/news/090727_6.htm
By Hilary White, LifeSiteNews, July 27, 2009 
Pro-life warnings over a new form of stem cell research appear to have been proved correct, with researchers now having cloned live mice using a method of creating multi-use stem cells that had been hailed by some - including some in the pro-life community - as an ethical breakthrough. At the same time other pro-life figures, such as bioethics expert Dianne Irving and physician Dr. John Shea, have warned that the technique could involve killing newly formed embryos.

Two teams of Chinese researchers have cloned a set of live mice from induced pluripotent stem cells, or iPS cells. The iPS technique, discovered in 2007 by Dr. Shinya Yamanaka of Kyoto University, is a method of "reprogramming" adult cells to become "embryonic-like" iPS cells. However, the Chinese groups said they used the technique, not simply to create "embryo-like" cells, but to create whole cloned mice that have only one biological "parent" or progenitor. The work was reported online this week in the journals Nature and Cell Stem Cell. 

Animal cloners Qi Zhou of the Institute of Zoology in Beijing and Fanyi Zeng of Shanghai Jiao Tong University introduced four genes into fibroblast cells of mice, hoping to "reprogram" the cells so that they could differentiate into any type of cell in the body. When transplanted into a 'tetraploid' embryo - one that would produce a placenta, but has no embryonic inner cell mass - the reprogrammed cells became whole mouse embryos that were later transplanted into surrogate mothers. 

Ultimately the Chinese teams reported 22 live births from 624 injected embryos, a success rate of 3.5 percent. The cloned mice, however, have a high death rate, with some dying after just two days, and others displaying physical abnormalities. 12 of the survivors were mated and produced offspring that showed no sign of abnormalities. 

In March this year, two independent teams in Britain and Canada took the Yamanaka research to what they said was the next step, and devised what they called a safer technique for reprogramming adult cells so that they become "pluripotent" stem cells. At that time, bioethics expert Dianne Irving told LifeSiteNews.com that there must be caution among pro-life advocates in endorsing the work. 

She warned, "No test is reported to determine if totipotent cells (which could be newly formed human embryos) are inadvertently formed while producing iPS cells."

With the new Chinese discovery, pro-life advocates are again sounding the alarm. Dr. John Shea, medical consultant for Canada's Campaign Life Coalition, told LifeSiteNews.com that iPS cells are simply cloned embryonic stem cells that have the inherent potential to "revert" to an embryo. 

It has always been known, he said, that the cells have the potential to "revert into an embryo that is identical to the one from which it was separated." "The planned separation of an embryonic stem cell is a technique used in fertility clinics. Therefore iPS is a form of cloning, and the use these cells for research involves or may involve the killing of a human beings," he said.

Moral theologians warn of implications of ’semi-cloning’ technique

http://www.ucanews.com/story-archive/?post_name=/2009/10/22/moral-theologians-warn-of-implications-of-semi-cloning-technique&post_id=51087
October 22, 2009
Catholic moral theologians have raised concerns after news broke that scientists here have become the first to "semi-clone" an animal by fertilizing an egg with an embryonic stem cell that mimics sperm.

The breakthrough by scientists at the National University of Singapore´s Department of Biological Sciences could help treat infertility, according to an Oct. 17 press release on the university´s website.
According to this and other local media reports, the scientists have successfully "semi-cloned" a Medaka fish, which they have named "Holly."
What they did was to take eggs from one fish and sperm from another. The sperm cells were then bombarded with ultraviolet rays to remove their DNA code and then used to fertilize the eggs.
Since only one set of DNA was in the eggs, their resulting division created haploid cells, which were combined with eggs of another fish to produce Holly. Unlike traditional cloning, this method resulted in the creation of an animal that is not an exact clone of its parent.
The technique now opens up the possibility of creating haploid cells from an infertile man, who would then be able pass on his DNA.
Speaking to UCA News, Dominican Father David Garcia and diocesan Father James Yeo said the semi-cloning of Holly itself does not raise any real bioethical problems as it was done on animals for the purpose of research. However they warned of ethical implications if the technique were to be used on human beings.
Father Yeo said the cloning of plants and animals have existed for some time in horticulture, agriculture and animal husbandry. So far, he said, no studies have shown that such cloning poses any risk.

"These technologies would become unethical if it could be shown that these cloned plants or animals pose a threat to human life and the environment," Father Yeo said.
It is a different matter if such techniques were to be used for human cloning, however.
Father Yeo said the Catholic Church is against the cloning of humans, whether through semi-cloning or established cloning technology, as these make a person an object of manipulation and violates human dignity.
"It could also eventually blur the line of parentage and is open to all kinds of abuses when applied in the area of eugenics," he said.
Father Yeo added that the Church condemns any technology that involves the use or destruction of human embryos, and highlighted the Church´s teaching that life begins at conception and that offspring should be the fruit of conjugal love expressed in sexual union between spouses.
Father Garcia said that if the semi-cloning technique were to be "extended to humans, it would be a case of artificial reproduction ... which just like IVF (in vitro fertilization), the Church deems ethically wrong and morally illicit."
Professor Lim Pin, chairman of the Singapore Bioethics Advisory Committee, was quoted in a media report saying that semi-cloning is still a form of cloning, and the technology will come under regulation in Singapore if it is used on humans.
Archbishop John Chew, president of the National Council of Churches of Singapore, was also quoted as saying that while the research potential using animals to study diseases or treatments may be promising, there are ethical issues like the meaning of parenthood if the techniques are extended to humans.

Cloning plan ‘repulsive, futile': Ethicist

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=9202
September 26, 2008 
Plans by a fertility company to resume research to obtain stem cells from cloned human embryos are "repulsive and futile", the organisation Australians for Ethical Stem Cell Research says. 

AESCR director, Dr. David van Gend, said the heart and core of the issue remained as always - producing a human embryo for the purpose of destroying it is inhuman, The Catholic Weekly reports. 

The fact is a cloned embryo is indistinguishable from one produced in IVF, he said. 

The company in question, Sydney IVF, was given Australia's first licence to produce cloned human embryos since a national ban on therapeutic cloning was lifted in Federal Parliament in a conscience vote in December 2006. 

The company said it hoped to gain "unprecedented insights" into how conditions like Huntington's Disease and muscular dystrophy develop and how to treat them. 

Dr. van Gend said: "Don't their scientists read the scientific papers and keep up to date. 

"Cloning died in November last year when fruitful stem cells were taken from living adults: iPS cells, the ethical alternative to cloning; iPS cells have already produced models of crippling diseases like Huntington's disease and muscular dystrophy." 

Dr. Brigid McKenna, of the Sydney archdiocesan Life, Marriage and Family Centre, said it was entirely unnecessary for scientists to engage in the unethical practice of cloning and killing embryonic human beings. 

"There are other ways of achieving the important research goals of obtaining disease specific and patient-matched stem cells which don't involve the creation and destruction of human life. 

"Science should serve, not sacrifice, human life. This is nothing more than a licence to kill," Dr McKenna said. 

Dr. van Gend said the planned research was solely an exercise in face-saving. 

"It's about saving face for the politicians and scientists who put so much time and energy into backing the wrong science. 

"The work will serve no purpose. It is repulsive science." 

Source: Cloned embryo stem cell plan ‘repulsive, futile' (Catholic Weekly, 28/9/08) 

CHIMERA OR HUMAN-ANIMAL HYBRID Pages 183-193 
Genetic Enhancement: Custom Kids and Chimeras
http://www.usccb.org/about/pro-life-activities/respect-life-program/upload/05-rlp-pamphlet-Coors-Genetic-Enhancement.pdf 

By Marilyn E. Coors, Ph.D., 2005

Genetic enhancement has emerged as an ethical issue because it involves the power to redesign ourselves, including the potential to impact the very essence of what it means to be human. It presents a choice requiring the wisdom to discern when to say “yes” or “no” to this powerful new technology, and the humility to know what is beyond the limits of our understanding to evaluate or judge.1 

Is it wrong to produce children with genetically enhanced height and strength to become NBA All-Stars (dubbed “gene doping” by the press)? Take it one step further. What is wrong with designing children with enhanced intelligence? Such a child could potentially grow up to find the cure for cancer, or an environmentally friendly energy source that would benefit society. What about redesigning human aging so that people live as long as Abraham and Sarah from the Old Testament or even Methuselah? What about a hybrid creature with human and animal characteristics enabling him (it?) to perform dangerous or undesirable tasks in society that others loathe? Some of these scenarios invoke an immediate “no,” while others call for ethical deliberation to assess what is right and wrong. 
Let us take a step back and define genetic enhancement. The possible uses of genetic technology are sometimes divided according to purpose: enhancement or therapy. Genetic enhancement means altering genes to improve human traits or characteristics beyond what is considered “normal” for humans, that is, different from naturally occurring genomes (all the DNA of an organism). In contrast, genetic therapy means altering genes that have harmful mutations in order to prevent or cure diseases. Most agree that a genetic change that reduces the occurrence of devastating disease is good, when it is done morally. 

There are some genetic alterations on either end of the spectrum of human traits that are fairly easy to classify as enhancement or therapy. As a case in point, a genetic change that cures cystic fibrosis is undoubtedly therapy, while producing a human eye that can see in the dark is unmistakably enhancement. However, there are genetic alterations that fall in the “gray” zone. For example, where do we draw the line in the enhancement of a short-statured person’s height - from 4’4” to 5’4” or even 6’4”? At what point does therapy become enhancement? You can see that the distinction is difficult and sometimes of limited value. 

Pope John Paul II used the enhancement/therapy distinction to address the morality of genetic alterations long before it was scientifically plausible to effect such changes in the human genome. In 1983, he endorsed therapeutic interventions such as those affecting “chromosomal deficiencies” when the intervention promotes well-being, and does not harm the biological integrity of the human person or cause increased suffering.2 John Paul II also approved genetic enhancement when the intervention “aims at improving the human biological condition” with two provisos: the intervention must not interfere with the origin of human life in natural conception, and it must respect the dignity of the human person and the “common biological nature” that provides the basis of human liberty. 

Catholic teaching, as explained by John Paul II, thus defends a human essence that possesses inherent dignity and deserves respect and protection. John Paul expressed concern that genetic enhancement could result in changes that “provoke fresh marginalization” in the world by altering human traits so as to compromise the integrity of humans. He warned that genetic intervention must not “derive from a racist, materialist mentality aimed at human happiness which is really reductive. Man’s dignity transcends his biological condition.” That which is transcendent in the human being, our dignity and freedom, must be protected from technological assault.3 These comments reveal John Paul II’s concern that the power of genetics could reduce the human person to his or her genes, a kind of Genes-R-Us mentality that claims we are our genes and nothing more. Even at the purely biological/social levels, there is ample evidence to refute this mindset when we consider the astonishing accomplishments of persons with disabilities, who overcome life-limiting genetic conditions to perform well beyond what their DNA would seem to dictate. 

Yet we know from the demand for mind enhancing drugs and assisted reproductive technologies that the consumer will purchase genetic enhancements to produce “custom kids” or “bionic baby boomers” as soon as it is safe and effective to redesign human biological software. (While other issues arise from the scientific process for genetic enhancement of those already born, such interventions do not interfere with procreation or involve the creation and destruction of embryos.) 

It is clear that we as a society will need to craft policies to direct the ethical applications of this new technology, or market forces alone will forge the course of genetic enhancement and the results may not be desirable or ethical. In order to participate in the discussion as informed and responsible Catholics we must understand the implications of genetic enhancement on two levels: the scientific process itself, and the potential ethical implications for individuals and society.

The Scientific Process 
Custom Kids 

Custom kids are already a reality. Parents can choose the sex of their child using a process known as sperm sorting, in which a technician can sort male sperm from female sperm because the latter carries slightly more DNA and is therefore heavier. A woman is then artificially inseminated with the sperm of the gender she chooses and about 75% of the time, she delivers the baby of her choice. A recent poll found that 60% of Americans are uncomfortable with sex selection, because it treats children like a product instead of a gift from God that is full of surprise and wonder. Catholic teaching also opposes this kind of sex selection for additional moral reasons. The Church teaches that transmission of human life is ordained by God to result from the union of a man and woman in marriage.4 

“In reality, the origin of a human person is the result of an act of giving. The one conceived must be the fruit of his parents’ love. He cannot be desired or conceived as the product of an intervention of medical or biological techniques; that would be equivalent to reducing him to an object of scientific technology. No one may subject the coming of a child into the world to conditions of technical efficiency which are to be evaluated according to standards of control and dominion. The moral relevance of the link between the meanings of the conjugal act and between the goods of marriage, as well as the unity of the human being and the dignity of his origin, demand that the procreation of a human person be brought about as the fruit of the conjugal act specific to the love between spouses.5 

There is a second way to produce custom children that, according to Catholic teaching, also uses an immoral process. Scientists can produce multiple embryos in the laboratory by in vitro fertilization (IVF), then analyze their genetic makeup by preimplantation genetic diagnosis (PGD). Science is far from conclusively linking gene(s) to complex human traits like intelligence, but some genetic disorders, like cystic fibrosis (CF) are caused by a mutation in one gene that can be identified in the embryo. The technician tests the embryos for the CF gene, discards those carrying the mutated gene, and implants one or two of those that are free of the mutation in the mother’s womb. If there are additional embryos without the mutation, they are frozen for later use. This process does not always result in a pregnancy, but when it does, it is nearly 100% certain that the parents will give birth to a child free of CF. 
But this process is intrinsically immoral, because it involves the creation and destruction of human lives, replaces the conjugal act and involves third-party intervention in conception. 

Custom children with made-to-order intelligence, stature, disposition, etc. are still a thing of the future, because the genes linked to these traits have not been identified. While it is impossible to assess the morality of a future indeterminate procedure, “it is hard to imagine that this could be achieved without disproportionate risks especially in the first experimental stage, such as the huge loss of embryos and the incidence of mishaps, and without the use of reproductive techniques.”6 The process by which custom children currently are created is intrinsically immoral according to Catholic teaching, but we must keep in mind that any resulting child would possess the same moral status and dignity as every other child. The intention and means used in his or her creation is irrelevant to the child’s dignity and right to life. 

Chimeras 

Chimeras are interspecies entities, composed of a blend of DNA from two or more different organisms. Crossing species boundaries can occur naturally (although rarely) in animals, such as the mule, and in plants, such as rhododendrons. Moreover, human genes are routinely placed into microorganisms to produce insulin for the treatment of individuals with diabetes and to produce numerous other drugs. But new moral issues are raised when scientists propose to make creatures whose very membership in the human species is open to doubt. 

Scientists are currently involved in genetic alteration to create new interspecies organisms to study the function of human genes in other species, because such trials cannot be conducted in people. The scientific process uses stem cells to transfer human genetic material into non-human embryos. By better understanding the development of human tissues, such as the eye and brain, they hope eventually to be able to repair or enhance those tissues in human beings. New interspecies organisms created in the laboratory include a bonnet monkey with human fetal neural stem cells transplanted into its forebrain, early chick embryos that contain implanted human embryonic stem cells, and mice with human embryonic stem cells in the brain. Their creation has raised many concerns both as to the efficacy of the science and the ethical implications. The momentum of this new technology is evident in the proliferation of patent requests for new life forms. 

The National Academy of Sciences recently released new ethical guidelines for research with human embryonic stem cells. Although the recommendations are nonbinding, even the Academy (which favors creating and destroying human embryos for their stem cells) endorsed the creation of chimeras but opposed experiments that involve inserting human embryonic stem cells into human, ape and monkey embryos. The possibility that a human or quasi-human brain might be imprisoned in an animal’s body is reprehensible. Catholic teaching tells us that “Changing the genetic identity of man as a human person through the production of an infrahuman being is radically immoral.”7 

Ethical Implications 

Volumes have been written about the ethical implications of genetic enhancement and the crossing of species boundaries. In the limited space of this article, I will briefly mention only four important ones. 

Moral Status of the Human Embryo 

The inherent moral status of human beings comes from the reality that God created human beings in His image and likeness (manifest in intelligence and free will). For this reason every human being, regardless of individual traits or circumstances possesses incomparable dignity.8 John Paul II explained that moral worth begins with the right to life. From the moment of conception until death, he adds, the right to life is primary and fundamental. It is at the root and source of all other rights.” Therefore, the state of being human automatically confers moral status. As a result, any action that relegates any human being - at any stage of development from a one-celled embryo through natural death - to being a mere tool of research or a vehicle of production or profit is immoral. 

Human Life as a Commodity 

The pricey manufacture of “custom kids” would in fact undermine the value and dignity of human life by reducing these children to customized products like cars or computers. 

Rather than surprise and appreciation for the uniqueness and mystery of each individual, custom made children would be judged by how they conform to preset specifications. Beyond that, the genes that determine complex traits like behavior don’t always act the way one would expect. A geneticist once told me that in experiments that attempt to alter the genes controlling the coat color of mice, the mice actually look like what he intended only about 50% of the time. That’s why parents who think they are programming a child to have one or more traits may be in for a real surprise. The uncertainty of gene expression makes it highly unlikely that one could reliably produce a “custom” baby with characteristics that the parents “ordered” and, unlike a car or computer, there are no “return” policies at fertility clinics. In reality, parenting always involves surprises and disappointments. (I speak from experience since my husband and I have six wonderful young adult children.) Genetic enhancements will not be able to alter this reality, but may set up unrealistic parental expectations and ultimately contribute to an attitude that human life is a commodity that must measure up to market standards. 

Social Justice 

Genetic enhancements could exaggerate existing social inequalities, especially if only the prosperous can afford them. A technology is not just if it neglects the poor or vulnerable or if it widens the gap between the haves and have-nots. 
Even if this technology could be applied safely and without using immoral means, the concern is that naturally-born children would not be able to compete with those who are genetically enhanced. Our notions of human accomplishment would change. In the extreme, it potentially could lead to a “superior” class of people (dubbed by some the “genobility”) with advantages that far surpass any that parents are now able to bestow on their children through education, coaching, etc. Overlay this on a society obsessed by youth, health and success in which many who lack sufficient income, education, health care, and nutrition already are excluded from opportunities for advancement. Social justice would mandate improving the well-being of those who are on the margins of society rather than further marginalizing the poor by enhancing a few far above the norm. 

Harm 

It will be very difficult to make safe and effective modifications to the human genome, and the attempt could result in significant harm to individuals and society. Genetic enhancement involves changes that are a departure from naturally occurring genomes. As such, it will involve the production of new genetic combinations. The complexity of the human genome will make this endeavor difficult, especially because most genes have multiple functions. This means that the challenge of discovering genetic alterations that really improve human function will be much more difficult than designing therapeutic ones. Recall that therapeutic changes are moral when the scientific means are moral. Moreover, because of the inter-connection of the entire genome and the environment, genetic changes may function as predicted in one individual but have a completely different effect in another individual; what is safe for one may not be safe for another. Potential harms resulting from genetic enhancements could include the following: 

(1) negative consequences in the targeted intervention, 

(2) negative consequences in a human function not previously thought to be related to the intervention, and 

(3) these consequences would not become apparent for a long time. The idea that humans, with our new and still incomplete understanding of genetics, could design real enhancements that are safe and effective is fraught with pride, and has the potential for real harm. 

Conclusion 

It is theoretically possible that genetic enhancement could be truly beneficial for individuals and society and, at the same time, respect the origins of life and the integrity of the human person as a unity of body and soul. The present state of the scientific process does not meet those requirements, however. For these reasons genetic enhancement of human embryos is immoral under Catholic teaching. Our abbreviated ethical analysis also raises issues of respect for life, justice, and safety that call into question the ability of humanity to use this potent technology to benefit humankind. Our impending power to alter our genetic heritage, coupled with a limited ability to predict the consequences of those alterations, cries out for a cautious and humble approach. Marilyn Coors, Ph.D. is assistant professor in psychiatry and assistant professor of bioethics, University of Colorado Health Sciences Center. She serves on the boards of numerous committees and foundations, including the National Catholic Bioethics Center.
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Church Decries Plan for Human-Animal Hybrid
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/church-decries-plan-for-human-animal-hybrid 
Vatican City, May 18, 2007 

A Vatican official lamented a British government decision to drop its opposition to forming hybrid animal-human embryos for stem cell research. Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, said Thursday's decision to reject a proposed ban on the process is offensive to human dignity.
"The creation of a hybrid animal-human embryo has been banned by everyone in the biotechnology field, until now -- and not just by religious groups," Bishop Sgreccia said. "This is because human dignity is compromised and offended and monstrosities will be created from these inseminations.
"It is true that these embryos are suppressed and the cells taken out, but the creation of an animal-human being represents a natural border that has been violated, the most grave of violations." In an interview with Vatican Radio, he called for a complete moral condemnation of the practice, "in the name of reason and in the name of justice and science, which must be maintained for the well-being of the person and respect for human nature."
Uncalculated consequences Bishop Sgreccia said he hopes that the international scientific community continues to hold the line, to defend "the conservation and respect of the species."
"The human individual has not been respected because embryos are destroyed and sacrificed in many ways, as in the case of these artificial inseminations," the 78-year-old bishop said. "But the line between the species had always been respected. Now, this barrier too has been broken and the consequences have not been calculated.
"The fact is that there was no reason to do this. If they are looking for stem cells in order to cure Alzheimer's and Parkinson's disease, there is no need to create a hybrid animal-human embryo, because there are adult stem cells, and stem cells in umbilical cords and those in the adult male to be able to battle these frontiers in faith."
"The scientist who is only worried about advancing his research does not take into consideration the anthropological and philosophical factors, like respect for nature and the natural order.  "There is a thirst for knowledge that must be maintained inside certain limits, a thirst to experiment that can upset the moral sense of the one carrying out the experiments, if he is not controlled by a sense of balance and human reason." 

Let chimeras live: UK bishops

http://www.cathnews.com/news/706/148.php 
June 28, 2007 
British bishops say that human-animal hybrid embryos or "chimeras" conceived in the laboratory should be regarded as humans having a right to life while Pope Benedict yesterday backed adult stem cell research as an alternative to embryo tests.
The UK Daily Telegraph reports that under draft government legislation to be debated by Parliament later this year, scientists will be given permission for the first time to create such embryos for research as long as they destroy them within two weeks.
But the Catholic bishops of England and Wales, in a submission to the Parliamentary joint committee scrutinising the draft legislation, said that the genetic mothers of "chimeras" should be able to raise them as their own children if they wished.
The bishops said that they did not see why these "interspecies" embryos should be treated any differently than others.
The wide-ranging draft Human Tissue and Embryo Bill, which aims to overhaul the laws on fertility treatment, will include sections on test tube babies, embryo research and abortion. 
Ministers say that the creation of animal-human embryos - created by injecting animal cells or DNA into human embryos or human cells into animal eggs - will be heavily regulated. They insist that it will be against the law to implant "chimeras" - named after the mythical creature that was half man and half animal - into a woman's womb.
The bishops, who believe that life begins at conception, said that they opposed the creation of any embryo solely for research, but they were also anxious to limit the destruction of such life once it had been brought into existence.
In their submission to the committee, they said: "At the very least, embryos with a preponderance of human genes should be assumed to be embryonic human beings, and should be treated accordingly.
"In particular, it should not be a crime to transfer them, or other human embryos, to the body of the woman providing the ovum, in cases where a human ovum has been used to create them.
"Such a woman is the genetic mother, or partial mother, of the embryo; should she have a change of heart and wish to carry her child to term, she should not be prevented from doing so."
The Catholic bishops said that most of the procedures covered by the Bill "should not be licensed under any circumstances", principally on the grounds that they violate human rights.
Pope backs adult stem cell research
Meanwhile, ABC News reports that Pope Benedict XVI has endorsed adult stem cell research, distinguishing it from the manipulation of stem cells from human embryos, which the Church condemns.
Speaking at the end of his weekly general audience yesterday, the pope saluted delegates at a global conference on the use of adult stem cells to treat cardiac problems, organised by La Sapienza University in Rome. "On this matter the position of the Church, supported by reason and by science, is clear," he said.
"Scientific research must be encouraged and promoted, so long as it does not harm other human beings, whose dignity is inviolable from the very first stages of existence."
Source: Chimera embryos have right to life, say bishops (Daily Telegraph, 27/6/07)
Bishop Sgreccia: "Monstrous" to Allow Hybrid Embryos - Calls for Mobilization of Scientific Community
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/bishop-sgreccia-monstrous-to-allow-hybrid-embryos 
London, September 6, 2007

The decision of British regulators to consider allowing the creation of hybrid embryos for use in medical experiments is "a monstrous act against human dignity," said the president of the Pontifical Academy for Life. Bishop Elio Sgreccia said this today in response to the Wednesday ruling of Britain's Human Fertilization and Embryo Authority that it would in principle allow the creation of human-animal embryos. "The British government has given in to the requests of a group of scientists absolutely against morality," Bishop Sgreccia told the Italian daily Il Corriere della Sera. "It is necessary that the scientific community mobilizes itself as soon as possible."
In a statement, the British agency announced that it will now consider two specific research proposals to create such embryos -- which scientists call chimeras, after the mythical Greek creature with a lion's head, a goat's body and a serpent's tail. The agency expects a decision for both cases in November.
The agency added, "This is not a total green light for ... hybrid research, but recognition that this area of research can, with caution and careful scrutiny, be permitted." 
Bishop Sgreccia said that Britain's decision marks a turning point: "That frontier, of the crossroads of distinct species, has been overstepped today with the go-ahead of the British government. Up until today this had been banned in the field of biotechnology, and not only by religious associations."

The 79-year-old prelate added that with this ruling "human dignity is compromised, offended."
He said that the British embryo authority stipulated in its decision that the hybrid embryo must be destroyed within 14 days "because there is the awareness that the result they will find is a monstrosity."
"The policy that was approved is repugnant from an emotional point of view, but it is also irrational," Bishop Sgreccia added. He explained that Machiavellian ethics are being used to justify pursuing a noble cause -- the cure of diseases -- "with evil means, applied to scientific research." He added, "We find ourselves facing an overthrow of ethics. Or better still: With this go-ahead, we put ourselves completely outside of the scope of ethics and humanity."

Stem cell search 

Archbishop Peter Smith of Cardiff, Wales, chairman of the Department for Christian Responsibility and Citizenship, said in a statement Wednesday that the decision made by British lawmakers is "of profound significance."
"Human beings," he said, "have a unique nature specifically distinct from the natures of all other animals, and the profound ethical question is: Is it right to transgress that species boundary and attempt to mix human and animal natures in however limited a fashion?"
Scientists want to create hybrid embryos -- which will be made by injecting human DNA into cow or rabbit eggs -- in a bid to extract stem cells. Supporters say it solves the problem of finding enough, good quality human eggs.
Archbishop Smith raised the question as to why "ethically problematic research into hybrid embryos" is needed when adult and cord blood stem cell research has been proven successful.
"The Catholic Church is not against all stem cell research," he said, "and strongly supports such research using adult and cord blood stem cells. This has already led to major clinical benefits, whereas it appears that embryonic stem cell research has yet to produce any."

Vatican attacks human hybrids as 'monstrous act against human dignity'
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-480614/Vatican-attacks-human-hybrids-monstrous-act-human-dignity.html
September 7, 2007
Britain's step towards the creation of human-animal hybrids has been condemned by the Vatican as a "monstrous act against human dignity".

Days after the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Authority (HFEA Human Fertilisation and Embryology Authority) agreed in principle to license experiments for research, the Vatican's Bishop Elio Sgreccia accused the quango of crumbling "when confronted by requests from a group of scientists", who, he said, were "absolutely against morality". 

Two teams of scientists hope to be able to create stem cells from their work that could unlock the secrets of Alzheimer's and Parkinson's disease. The so-called chimeras will be 99 per cent human and one per cent cow, and will be destroyed after 14 days.  

A final decision from the HFEA is expected in November. Bishop Sgreccia said the ruling crossed an important moral rubicon. "That frontier, of the crossroads of distinct species, has been overstepped with the go-ahead of the British Government," he said. Catholic leaders in England and Wales have also expressed grave concern.

U.K. Church Leaders Oppose Fertilization Bill - Legislation to Pave Way for Hybrid Embryos
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/u-k-church-leaders-oppose-fertilization-bill 

Glasgow, Scotland, November 18, 2007

Two of Scotland's leading prelates are urging politicians to seriously consider the Catholic community's concerns regarding the Human Fertilization and Embryology Bill, which will legalize the creation of human-animal embryos.
The statement released today was signed by Cardinal Keith O'Brien, the archbishop of Saint Andrews and Edinburgh, and Archbishop Mario Conti of Glasgow, who is also chairman of the Joint Catholic Bioethics Committee of Britain and Ireland.
The bill, previously known as the Human Tissue and Embryos Bill, will be debated in the House of Lords on Monday. It updates current regulation of assisted reproduction and embryo research in Great Britain.
If passed, the bill will legalize the creation of hybrid embryos by fertilizing animal eggs with human sperm and vice versa, and also allow lesbian couples to be named as the parents to test-tube babies, without reference to a father. Opponents of the bill also worry that it could reopen the abortion debate, leading way to even greater liberalization of the procedure.
The statement of Cardinal O'Brien and Archbishop Conti states that the bill's proposal to create hybrid embryos "is not a justifiable direction for legitimate scientific research."

Human dignity 

They added, "It is a dangerous and unnecessary precedent which does not respect the dignity of the human person. We note that such practices are banned in Canada, Australia and many European countries."
The prelates also noted with concern that the bill will diminish the natural status of fathers, and disrupt the natural bonds between parents and children. Noting the complexity of the issues, the cardinal and the archbishop proposed the creation of national advisory committee to give appropriate advice to the government on bioethical issues.

"The public debate has so far been dominated by scientific and medical opinion," continued the statement, "when in reality mature ethical systems have a more crucial contribution in dealing with the issues at stake."
Archbishop Conti told reporters: "We are frankly appalled at proposals which would allow the creation of organisms which cross the species barrier. We call on the government to think again about the role of the Human Fertilization and Embryology Authority which has proved completely inadequate in dealing with ethical issues. "The bill includes disturbing developments in embryonic experimentation and breaks down the natural bonds of family life linked with procreation."
"Profoundly wrong" Cardinal Comac Murphy-O’Connor, archbishop of Westminster, also spoke out against the bill. In a letter published in today's edition of The Times online newspaper, he called the legislation "profoundly wrong."
He wrote: "The bill proposes to remove the need for in-vitro providers to take into account the child’s need for a father when considering an in-vitro application, and to confer legal parenthood on people who have no biological relationship to a child born as a result of in-vitro. "This radically undermines the place of the father in a child’s life, and makes the natural rights of the child subordinate to the desires of the couple." 

Embryology Bill Demands Response, Says Cardinal - Urges Catholics to Write or Visit Parliament Members
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/embryology-bill-demands-response-says-cardinal 

London, February 20, 2008 

Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor says now is the time for Catholics to tell Members of Parliament that human dignity must be defended, before a bill allowing animal-human hybrids is passed.
In a statement released today, the archbishop of Westminster encouraged Christians to react in fact of the Human Fertilization and Embryology Bill. The bill completed its passage through the House of Lords and will be debated in the House of Commons in the coming weeks. 
It extends the scope of scientific research on human embryos and allows the creation of animal and human hybrid embryos for research. It removes a provision to have regard for the child's need for a father when in vitro fertilization methods are used. Attempts to further liberalize the abortion law are also expected.
"Many people of all faiths and none are deeply concerned by the moral questions raised by this bill," the cardinal wrote. "Now is the time for our voices to be heard." Cardinal Murphy-O'Connor noted that the bishops' conference sent a briefing to every parish explaining concerns about the bill.
"This needs as many people as possible to write to -- and better still -- to go and see their MP and to register their deep concern about this bill," he added. "During this time of Lent we are encouraged to reflect on our own lives and to rededicate ourselves as Christians to serving the Gospel in our world. Taking action on this pressing issue now helps to remind us that our Christian witness can never just be personal but involves us too as citizens committed to serving the common good of society and to upholding the human dignity of all."

UK's first hybrid embryos created  

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/health/7323298.stm 

By Fergus Walsh, April 1, 2008

Scientists at Newcastle University have created part-human, part-animal hybrid embryos for the first time in the UK, the BBC can reveal. 
The embryos survived for up to three days and are part of medical research into a range of illnesses. 

It comes a month before MPs are to debate the future of such research. 

The Catholic Church describes it as "monstrous". But medical bodies and patient groups say such research is vital for our understanding of disease. 

They argue that the work could pave the way for new treatments for conditions such as Parkinson's and Alzheimer's. 

Egg shortages 

Under the microscope the round bundles of cells look like any other three-day-old embryos. 

In fact they are hybrids - part-human, part-animal.

They were created by injecting DNA derived from human skin cells into eggs taken from cows ovaries which have had virtually all their genetic material removed. 
So what possible justification can scientists offer for doing what the Catholic Church has branded "experiments of Frankenstein proportion"? 

The Newcastle team say they are using cow ovaries because human eggs from donors are a precious resource and in short supply. 

The hybrid embryos are purely for research and would never be allowed to develop beyond 14 days when they are still smaller than a pinhead. 

Scientists want to extract stem cells, the body's master cells, from the embryos, in order to increase understanding of a whole range of diseases from diabetes to stroke and ultimately to produce treatments. 

Professor John Burn from Newcastle University says the research is entirely ethical. 
"This is licensed work which has been carefully evaluated. This is a process in a dish, and we are dealing with a clump of cells which would never go on to develop. It's a laboratory process and these embryos would never be implanted into anyone. 

"We now have preliminary data which looks promising but this is very much work in progress and the next step is to get the embryos to survive to around six days when we can hopefully derive stem cells from them." 

Free vote allowed 

The research in Newcastle was approved by the UK's fertility regulator, the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Authority.

It acted ahead of the passing of new legislation which will specifically allow the creation of hybrid embryos so as not to hold back research. 
The bill setting out the new legislation is not due to be debated in the House of Commons until next month. 

It is highly controversial and last week Prime Minister Gordon Brown gave in to demands for a free vote on the issue. 

Critics from the Roman Catholic Church say the creation of hybrids is immoral. 

"It is difficult to imagine a single piece of legislation which more comprehensively attacks the sanctity and dignity of human life than this particular bill," Cardinal Keith O'Brien, archbishop of St Andrews and Edinburgh declared last week. 

Dr. David King, of Human Genetics Alert, said: "For anyone who understands basic biology, it is no surprise that these embryos died at such an early stage. Cloning is inefficient precisely because it is so unnatural, and by mixing species it becomes even more unnatural and unlikely to succeed. The public has been grossly misled by the hype that this is vital medical research. Even if stem cells were ever to be produced, like cloned animals, they would have so many errors of their metabolism that they would produce completely misleading data." 

Not for the first time developments in science have outpaced the debate from legislators. 

For supporters of embryo research the creation of hybrid embryos is a small but significant move forward. 

For opponents it is a step too far.

See also First cow-human embryos created http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=6483
Cardinal on YouTube Urges End to Hybrid-Creating - Notes Human-Animal Embryos "Appalling" to Majority of People

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinal-on-youtube-urges-end-to-hybrid-creating 
Glasgow, Scotland, April 11, 2008 

A Scottish cardinal is appealing through YouTube for a stop to the creation of human-animal hybrids. Cardinal Keith O'Brien of St. Andrews and Edinburgh has a five-minute video to warn about the dangers of the "Human Fertilization and Embryology Bill." The bill is to be debated in parliament in about a month. But attention on the bill is already high, especially after the BBC reported April 1 that scientists at Newcastle University created part-human, part-animal hybrid embryos for the first time in the United Kingdom.
The embryos survived for up to three days. They were created by inserting DNA from human skin cells into eggs taken from cows, which have had nearly all their genetic material removed.
Cardinal O'Brien's video is being sent to all the United Kingdom's members of Parliament, and reiterates the Church's opposition to the creation of animal-human hybrid embryos.
It further highlights recent opinion poll findings on the subject, showing 67% of people questioned found the creation of human-animal hybrids "appalling."
The cardinal's message follows a letter sent Wednesday to MP's in the Diocese of Paisley by Bishop Philip Tartaglia, urging them not to vote for the bill. 
In the text, Bishop Tartaglia provided detailed ethical objections to the legislation pointing out that "we do not need this embryo-destructive research either from an ethical or a scientific-medical point of view." He added, "I have become aware that the scientific community already knows that, contrary to what the Prime Minister has asserted, research on human embryos is not required to have access to human stem cells as the basis of therapy for serious medical conditions."
In conclusion the bishop advises the Parliament members, "I intend to share the contents of this letter, together with details of your answer with the Catholic population in the Diocese of Paisley."

Bishop: British Parliament Approves "Horror" - Life Academy Leader Denounces Law OK'ing Hybrids
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/bishop-british-parliament-approves-horror 

Vatican City, May 20, 2008
British Parliament has now approved one of the horrors that has always been rejected by ethics, says the president of the Pontifical Academy for Life. Members of Parliament approved 336-176 on Monday evening the creation of hybrid embryos, made by introducing human DNA into animal ova. The measure aims to compensate for a "shortage" of human embryos used for embryonic stem cell research.
Bishop Elio Sgreccia told Vatican Radio that the law is particularly grave from the ethical point of view since "it constitutes an offense against the dignity of man. It is an attempt of fertilization between species that until how has been prohibited by all the laws on artificial fertilization." 
"Human-animal union, even if it is not sexual, represents one of the horrors that has always brought rejection in ethics," he said. The prelate emphasized that "every time the wall between man and animal has been broken, very grave consequences, even involuntary ones, have arisen."
According to the new law, hybrid embryos should be destroyed within 14 days of their creation. Implantation in uteri of either women or animals is also prohibited. 
This means, Bishop Sgreccia explained, that for the law, embryos younger then 15 days "are not worth anything -- something that is scientifically false." And if these embryos were left to live, "monstrosities could arise, or infections could be promoted, since the passage of human DNA to animal DNA could create unknowns." 
In this situation, Bishop Sgreccia contended, "We must pray for a type of conversion of the press: Instead of obeying the indications of interested groups, they should obey the truth, so as not to create illusions, with the objective of human compassion, about paths that have not yet offered any results."

False scenario 

Many press reports of the debate have painted the vote as a case of science versus religion, and particularly science versus the Catholic Church.
Prime Minister Gordon Brown proposed in an article in Monday's Observer that morality was on the side of the creation of human-animal hybrids. He said scientists and researchers "believe they can combine this work with a deep commitment to the highest ethical standards and a sincere respect for religious beliefs."
The same day, a spokesman for the Church in Scotland, Peter Kearney, clarified, "There is nothing moral about the treatment of human life as a commodity, which is what this bill does."
The London Times also published Saturday two letters to the editors, in which non-Catholic Christian leaders and a representative of Islam affirmed that the debate over the creation of hybrids is not about faith.
A letter signed by 15 Christian leaders noted: "We have been somewhat concerned that anyone reading the newspapers of late may have got the impression that opposition to the Human Fertilization and Embryology Bill comes narrowly from Roman Catholics. It doesn’t. Indeed, opposition is in no way restricted to people of faith. 
"However, as the bill commences its consideration in the House of Commons we would like to make it plain that as people from other Christian traditions we are completely opposed to the creation of animal-human hybrids, savior siblings and the removal of the obligation on IVF clinics to consider the child’s need for a father.
"This is not a narrowly Roman Catholic issue, nor is it a narrowly Christian issue nor indeed is it a narrowly religious issue. It is a human issue. We need to fight to uphold and protect our humanity."
Doctor A. Majid Katme added that Muslims are also against the idea of hybrids: "Islam prohibits the making of a new creation through a cross-species -- human-animal -- hybrid. […] Every human embryo is a human being and is fully respected and protected in Islam -- yet the bill will destroy countless of thousands of embryos.
"We fully support scientific and medical progress aimed at finding the causes and treatment of diseases. Seeking to use stem cells from this new unnatural, man-animal production is knocking on the wrong door, especially when there have been many successful medical results using adult stem cells, an ethical alternative. Muslim doctors, Muslim parents and the British Muslims generally will oppose strongly this bill, a minefield of dangers and immorality."

Cardinal Lauds US Bills to Prohibit Hybrids - Hopes for Stop to Misuse of Science "While There Is Still Time"

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinal-lauds-us-bills-to-prohibit-hybrids 
Washington, D.C., May 2, 2008 
Cardinal Justin Rigali welcomed bills introduced in the U.S. House and Senate that would prohibit the creation of animal-human hybrids. 

Cardinal Rigali, chairman of the bishops' Committee on Pro-Life Activities, in a statement today welcomed the introduction of the "Human-Animal Hybrid Prohibition Act."

The cardinal commended the Congressmen who introduced the identical bills in both the House and the Senate.

"Their legislation offers an opportunity to rein in an egregious and disturbing misuse of technology to undermine human dignity," the cardinal said. "While this subject may seem like science fiction to many, the threat is all too real. 

"The United Kingdom is preparing to authorize the production of cloned human embryos using human DNA and animal eggs, setting the stage for the creation of embryos that are half-human and half-animal. Researchers in New York have boasted of implanting 'mouse/human embryonic chimeras' into female mice, and California scientists say they may produce a mouse whose brain is entirely made up of human brain cells."

"The alleged promise of embryonic stem cells has already been used in attempts to justify destroying human embryos, and even to justify creating them solely for destructive research," Cardinal Rigali lamented. "Now, the same utilitarian argument is being used to justify an especially troubling form of genetic manipulation, to create partly human creatures as mere objects for research or commercial use."

"Nothing more radically undermines human dignity than a project that can make it impossible to determine what is human and what is not," the prelate affirmed. "I encourage members of all parties to co-sponsor this legislation and bring it to swift approval in Congress, while there is still time for sound ethics and policy to place some restraints on the misuse of science."
U.K. "Ethics" Study on Animals with Human DNA Flawed from the Outset: Pro-Life Bioethics Expert

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/uk-ethics-study-on-animals-with-human-dna-flawed-from-the-outset-pro-life-b 

By Hilary White, London, November 16, 2009 
Britain's Academy of Medical Sciences announced last week it will be launching a study into the ethics of using animals that contain human DNA for medical research. The purpose of the study, the Academy says, is to examine the "use of non-human animals and embryos incorporating human material." But the announcement is being met with strong scepticism from some experts in bioethics, including Dr. Diane Irving, a well-known pro-life scientist and bioethics expert, who says that such ethical studies are typically flawed from the outset. 

The Academy of Medical Sciences said in announcing the study, "Consideration of this rapidly advancing area of science is needed to ensure that research into our understanding of diseases and their treatment can take place in the UK within a robust ethical and regulatory framework." The Academy wants the study to examine not only the "ethics" of such research, but "how it is perceived by the public" and has issued an "open call" for evidence.

But Dr. Irving told LifeSiteNews.com that such studies are often necessarily handicapped by an anti-human bias that is rampant and uncritically accepted in the medical research community. Irving said that the announcement "shows all the classic signs" of the methods used by bioethicists who use "public yuck factor" to manipulate opinion and create public acceptance. "The point," she told LifeSiteNews.com (LSN), "is that none of this research should be done, not 'How far can we go?'" The scientific research community, with the help of the media, has re-written the language of embryo research  so that what is being done in labs is never clearly described to the public or to parliamentarians, who are normally told that such research will result in cures for dreaded diseases. The pressure to fund unethical research using living human embryos as subjects comes from emotional manipulation, said Irving, not facts. 

Prof. Martin Bobrow, who chairs the working group conducting the study, said it is "supported by parliamentarians": "It is important to ensure that this exciting research can progress within limits that scientists, the government and the public support." Bobrow asked if such "constructs" as mouse embryos containing human genes "challenge our idea of what it is to be human." "It is important that we consider these questions now so that appropriate boundaries are recognised and research is able to fulfil its potential," Bobrow said. 

Irving, who has written extensively on the ethics of such research, however, says that ethics committees are typically "stacked" with members who already agree that such research must continue and who then reframe the debate "so that the desired results are inevitable."

"The real 'yuck factors' here are those who would perform and promote such scientifically questionable and ethically dubious research," Irving continued.  

Irving says there are "legitimate scientific reasons" why the creation of human/animal hybrids should be banned outright by the British authorities. She points to a statement by Dr. Sebastien Farnaud, Science Director for non-animal medical research charity the Dr. Hadwen Trust, who said that genetically modified animal models of cystic fibrosis and muscular dystrophy have led to inconclusive results in which the "fundamental differences between species lead to different symptoms or no symptoms at all" rendering the project useless.

But ethically, she said, the bottom line is that such research normally involves "destruction of real live human beings for the benefit of other human beings, without their consent, and for some concocted 'greater good.'" 

Irving had a number of hard questions for the Academy, "What are the real reasons for doing such disgusting and scientifically unsound research? Is it for grant monies, for fame and Nobel prizes, for career advancements, or just because the challenge is 'there'?" Or, more ominously, Irving asks, "Is this really eugenics-in-disguise?" 
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Vicar General concerned about gays importing surrogate babies 
http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/308/89.html
August 18, 2003
Melbourne Archdiocesan Vicar General Monsignor Les Tomlinson has expressed alarm at reports of gay male couples paying overseas women to have babies for them to bypass strict state laws against commercial surrogacy. 
The growing phenomenon of "reproductive tourism" was highlighted in the weekend press, with a Melbourne GP saying that she knew of three male couples who had become fathers by paying US mothers "tens of thousands of dollars" to have babies with sperm donated by one partner in the relationship. 
Monsignor Tomlinson echoed the views of a spokesman from the Australian Family Association who described it as a form of child abuse.
"Such ways of procuring offspring are stepping outside the natural order," said Monsignor Tomlinson. 
Depriving a child of a mother and father, he continued, could "impair the psychological and emotional growth" of such a child and contribute to dysfunction later. 
The Catholic Church in Victoria was involved in a high-profile legal case last year in which a lesbian sought the right to bear a child using in vitro fertilisation.
Source:
Gay couples shop offshore for surrogate mothers (The Age)
Hobart archbishop expresses opposition to same-sex adoption (11/11/02)
Key facts about surrogate motherhood 

http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSSP67009 

Mumbai, February 5, 2004 
Surrogate motherhood is among the latest in a long list of roles being outsourced to India, where rent-a-womb services are far cheaper than in the West. Here are some key facts about surrogate motherhood: 

WHAT IS SURROGATE MOTHERHOOD?

The term surrogate' means 'substitute'. - A surrogate mother is a woman who carries a child for infertile couples, or others unable to conceive their own baby. 

HOW IS IT DONE? 

In traditional surrogacy the surrogate mother is artificially inseminated with the sperm of the intended father or sperm from a donor. - In gestational surrogacy an already-fertilised embryo from the biological parents' or donors is transferred to the womb of the surrogate mother. 

GLOBAL PICTURE 

Surrogate motherhood is illegal in Italy, banned for commercial purposes in Australia, Spain and China, and is allowed with restrictions in the United States, France and Germany. India is currently framing new regulations. 


ETHICAL ISSUES

Protecting the rights of surrogate mothers from being exploited, defining the rights of children born from surrogacy, and stopping commercialisation of surrogacy are key issues. 

BOOMING BUSINESS IN INDIA

Surrogate mothers in developed countries can charge between $20,000 and $30,000. - Fertility clinics in India charge around $10,000 for the procedure, including the payment to the surrogate mother. 

LEGAL DIFFERENCES

Indian medical guidelines allow doctors to implant five embryos into a surrogate mother. In Britain the maximum is two, while many European countries are moving towards a single embryo. - India's current laws allow the surrogate mother to sign away her rights to the baby as soon as it’s delivered. 

The Indian Council for Medical Research (ICMR) estimates that the reproductive business could be a $6 billion-a-year industry soon. 

Sources: Reuters; ICMR (www.icmr.nic.in); American Infertility (www.americaninfertility.org)

Labor Senator in surrogate controversy 

http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/611/52.php 

November 9, 2006
Melbourne Archbishop Denis Hart says the Church will not discipline Victorian Senator Peter Conroy, a practising Catholic, for having a daughter using a surrogate mother and a separate egg donor even though the practice is against Catholic teaching. Senator Conroy said on Monday that his wife could not conceive after having ovarian cancer. They considered adopting a child, but the process for a cancer survivor was more difficult than for others, The Age reports. They opted for a surrogate mother, using a donated egg from another friend because they thought it would be easier for the surrogate if the child were not her own. Archbishop Denis Hart sympathised with Senator Conroy's "heart-rending" story, but said surrogate motherhood was against Catholic teaching. Archbishop Hart said the Church held that a child should result from a natural act of love between a married couple. "Surrogacy isn't even on our radar." He said the Church had to put forward a "very high ideal", but was also compassionate about the anguish people suffer. "The Conroy story is particularly heart-rending."
Archbishop Hart said the church would not discipline Senator Conroy by denying him the sacraments. "Anything like that has to be public, notorious and scandalous. I don't think we'd seek to publicly embarrass people at a very difficult time. We can't judge the final motives of the individuals and the pressures they are under in making their decision."
He said one couple in 11 could not have children, which was a great sadness but not unique to 2006.
In Sydney, Cardinal George Pell has warned that surrogate parenthood is "far from ideal", adding that he hoped Senator Stephen Conroy's situation did not "unravel" at the child's expense. "Already overseas, there have been nasty lawsuits in similar situations," he said. Cardinal Pell said the birth of a child always brought joy to parents and he wished all involved well, but children had rights to a mother and a father. Also responding to the news, Bioethicist Dr. Norman Ford said a child should result from the natural marital act, and to the extent that technology veered from that, the church opposed it. He said surrogacy was rife in the US, where it was heavily commercialised and often harmful for the children.
"Experience in America shows it has all gone awry. People break up and there are arguments about the child, or especially when the birth mother wants to keep it. Courts always favour the gestation mother."

A legal minefield 

In another illustration of the legal minefield involved, the Victorian Law Reform Commission yesterday indicated that the couple have no rights to the baby, even though the Labor senator provided the sperm used to conceive the child, the Australian reports. Any arrangement with the surrogate mother has no legal validity in Victoria and Senator Conroy is not considered the father. Victorian law states: "The surrogate mother and her partner, if any, are the child's parents, regardless of any agreement or arrangement between the parties. "The commissioning couple are not the parents of the child even if sperm and/or eggs have been provided by the commissioning couple.
"The Infertility Treatment Act makes all surrogacy agreements void." The surrogate parents cannot transfer guardianship of the child to the "commissioning couple", nor can they permanently surrender the right to care for the child. Senator Conroy and his wife can apply for a parenting order from the Family Court of Australia that would give them legal rights and responsibilities over the girl until she turns 18. However, the surrogate mother would still be considered the mother.
The baby can be adopted in Victoria only if the surrogate mother is related to Ms. Benson. The couple has not revealed the identity of the egg donor or the surrogate - describing them only as close friends.
Source:
Cardinal fears for Conroy baby's future (The Age, 9/11/06) 
Conroy clan may have to flee law (The Australian, 9/11/06) 


A gift not a right

http://cathnews.com/archives/cath-news-archive/10900-feature-a-gift-not-a-right  

July 7, 2008 
Surrogacy goes against the nature of marriage itself. Marriage is a permanent and exclusive communion of a man and a woman ordered towards their own well-being and the procreation and upbringing of children. Surrogacy introduces an outsider into the marriage covenant with the aim of producing and/or carrying a child who is not the fruit of the marital act of the couple. 

No one has a right to a child. A child is a subject of human rights, not an object of someone else’s rights. A child is entitled to be respected as equal in dignity to his or her parents, including in his or her origins. However, in a surrogacy agreement, whether it is commercial or not, the child is the object of an arrangement aimed at fulfilling the needs of the commissioning parents. The child to this extent is commodified. - Ray Campbell, The Catholic Leader 
Outsourcing Motherhood - Surrogate Births Raise Troubling Questions 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/outsourcing-motherhood
By Father John Flynn LC, Rome, November 9, 2008 

Parenthood is getting a lot more complicated, thanks to the way in-vitro fertilization (IVF) techniques are being used by some. A case in point is the fate of a 3-month-old girl born to an Indian surrogate mother, who has spent the first months of her life in the midst of legal battles. The matter has just been resolved, CNN reported Nov. 2. Baby Manjhi and her grandmother arrived in Osaka, Japan, from the Indian capital, New Delhi, to join her biological father.
The origins of the dispute were explained in an article published Oct. 6 in the Singapore-based newspaper the Straits Times. Manjhi was born as a result of the combination of the sperm of a Japanese husband and an anonymous donor's egg implanted in the womb of an Indian surrogate mother in the town of Anand, in the state of Gujarat.
The legal problems arose when the father, Ikufumi Yamada, and his wife, Yuki Yamada, who had paid for the services of the surrogate mother, were divorced before the birth of Manjhi. The husband [wanted] to keep the baby, but his ex-wife did not want her any more. Indian law requires a mother must be present in order for a baby to receive a passport. In the case of Manjhi neither the birth mother nor the ex-wife wanted to be involved. The matter was eventually resolved in a decision by India's Supreme Court that not only gave the baby over to Ikufumi Yamada, but also confirmed that surrogacy is legal.
According to the Straits Times the decision came just as the government has published draft surrogacy laws. Up until now surrogacy has operated in a legal vacuum.
IVF tourists
The boom in surrogate motherhood in India has been the target of increasing media attention. The Australian-based Sun Herald newspaper reported Nov. 2 that India is receiving numerous IVF tourists from Europe and Britain, drawn by brazenly-worded ads such as: "Healthy young women superovulated exclusively for you!"
Not only does India offer surrogate mothers, but also offers donor eggs to women who fly to India for them to be implanted.
The Sun Herald article recounted the case of Ekaterina Aleksandrova, who holds German citizenship. She flew to India, had 5 embryos implanted in her womb, and subsequently become pregnant with one embryo.
Aleksandrova has no genetic link with her baby, born in September. Moreover, the baby's biological parents live 7,000 kilometers apart and are of different languages and cultures. Both sperm and eggs come from anonymous donors. The former was bought online from a Danish sperm bank and the latter came from an Indian woman.

Another recent case was that of Bobby and Nikki Burnes, examined by the BBC in an Oct. 12 report. Their three-month-old daughter, Daisy, was conceived at the Rotunda clinic in Mumbai (Bombay). The baby born was the result of a donor egg fertilized with Bobby's sperm, and implanted into the womb of a surrogate mother.
According to the BBC, the use of Indian surrogates is particularly prevalent among Asian couples in Britain due to a scarcity of eggs or sperm from Asian donors. It is also markedly cheaper to use the services of Indian clinics and women, compared to Western countries. According to the BBC, the Indian surrogate mothers receive between 2,500 to 3,500 pounds ($3,922 to $5,475), the equivalent of 10 years' salary for some of them. Earlier, on March 4, the International Herald Tribune reported the cost of using IVF services in India -- including air tickets and hotel costs -- comes to around $25,000 for overseas couples, about a third of what the cost would be for a similar service in the United States. 
Surrogate mothers are also available for same-sex couples. The article recounted the case of Yonatan Gher and an unnamed male partner. They used the services of the same Rotunda clinic mentioned by the BBC.
At the clinic Dr. Kausal Kadam created an embryo for Gher and his partner, with sperm from one of the men -- they would not disclose which one -- and an egg removed from a donor just minutes before in another part of the clinic.
No contacts between egg donor, surrogate mother or future parents were permitted, the article noted.
Outsourcing concerns
The report also observed that a number of ethical questions are being raised about the use of surrogate mothers in India. Critics are worried about the danger of exploitation. As well, couples use the services to skirt laws in their own countries.
Although Israel has legalized adoption by same-sex couples, surrogacy for these couples is still not permitted.
Another case of evading laws came recently with the birth in France of triplets to a 59-year-old woman.
The woman's pregnancy prompted controversy in France, according to a Sept. 8 report by the Associated Press. French law concerning egg donation excludes women over 42 from access to the procedure.
Japan is also debating the use of surrogate mothers, reported Reuters on March 12. Japanese obstetricians adopted a ban against surrogate births in 1983, but there is no binding law. Reuters explained that some couples have had children through surrogate mothers with the help of doctors in Japan.
According to the article a panel of experts at the Science Council of Japan, which has debated the issue for more than a year at the request of the government, argues that surrogate births pose health risks to both surrogate mothers and children.
The experts have also cited concerns about the possibility family members might be forced to take on the role by relatives.
"New legislation is needed and based on that legislation, it is desirable for surrogate conception to be banned in principle for now," the panel said this month in a draft report calling for doctors, agents and clients all to be punished for commercial surrogacy births.
Opinion columnist Ellen Goodman also expressed concern over surrogate mothers in a piece published April 11 in the Boston Globe. Goodman expressed her sympathy for couples who have difficulty in conceiving naturally. Nevertheless, she fretted about the commercialism in surrogate motherhood, where a person becomes a mere product to be traded on the international markets. "We cannot, for example, sell ourselves into slavery," she commented. "We cannot sell our children. But the surrogacy business comes perilously close to both of these."
Respecting life
The Catholic Church is clear regarding its opposition, both to IVF as a whole and also to the use of surrogate mothers. In its 1987 instruction on respecting human life in its origin, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith dealt with surrogates among other points. The instruction rejected the practice, not only because it introduces a third person into the relationship of the husband and wife, but also because: "Surrogate motherhood represents an objective failure to meet the obligations of maternal love, of conjugal fidelity and of responsible motherhood." The instruction also argued that the use of a surrogate mother offends the dignity and the right of the child to be brought into the world by its own parents.
This teaching was confirmed by the Catechism of the Catholic Church: "A child may not be considered a piece of property, an idea to which an alleged 'right to a child' would lead. In this area, only the child possesses genuine rights: the right 'to be the fruit of the specific act of the conjugal love of his parents,' and 'the right to be respected as a person from the moment of his conception'" (No. 2378). Unfortunately, however, globalization has extended its reach to the womb and a burgeoning trade in human life is taking place, to the detriment of human rights.
Queensland MPs consider altruistic surrogacy for gay couples
http://cathnews.com/archives/cath-news-archive/8153-qld-mps-consider-altruistic-surrogacy-for-gay-couples 

August 20, 2009 
Queensland Premier Anna Bligh has announced proposed legislation that would allow same sex couples to use surrogate mothers to bear children they would adopt, the LifeSiteNews website reported. 

In the "altruistic surrogacy", the birth mother's expenses could be met by the adoptive party but no other payments would be made. 

The proposal would also amend the Status of Children Act 1978 to provide that where two women decide to have a child together, both mothers are legally recognised as the child's parents and both are listed on the child's birth certificate, the news site reported. 
"The core issue is that female same sex couples may become parents without a surrogate - through artificial insemination or IVF - and it is important to also give these children legal certainty," Ms. Bligh said. 

"All Queenslanders, including same sex couples, will be able engage in surrogacy arrangements and to be legally recognised as the parents on the child's birth certificate." 

Potential adoptive parents will be able to apply to the courts to transfer the legal parentage of a child from the birth parents to themselves. 

"We are taking these steps because we believe that everyone, no matter their sexual status or their gender, should be afforded the privilege of parenthood." 

"We want each child to enjoy the same status and legal protection, irrespective of the circumstances of birth or the status of his or her parents," said Attorney-General Cameron Dick. 

Commercial surrogacy will continue to be illegal as will advertising for surrogacy births. 

The Australian Christian Lobby said it would stand against the measure. Conservative politicians have also vowed to defeat the new law in a conscience vote, the news site said. 

Liberal National Party leader John-Paul Langbroek called on Ms. Bligh to separate the legalisation of altruistic surrogacy from extending access to homosexuals. "I am confident that in its current form, this will be defeated along conscience lines," Langbroek said. 

Meanwhile, the acting head judge of the New Zealand Family Court, Paul von Dadelszen, said in a speech that gay and lesbian couples should be given rights to adopt children, the NZ Herald reported. 

He said, however, that this was his personal opinion and did not represent the court's collective view. 

A bill proposing this, sponsored in the last Parliament by Green Party co-leader Metiria Turei has now taken up by gay Green MP Kevin Hague. 

Full story: 
Queensland Seeks to Allow Homosexuals to Acquire Children through "Altruistic" Surrogacy (LifeSiteNews) 

Surrogacy backlash hits Bligh (The Australian), Judge: Time to let gay couples adopt (NZ Herald)
Utah Legislator Bears Child for Male Homosexual Couple 

http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2010/jan/10011105.html 

By Patrick B. Craine, Salt Lake City, Utah, January 11, 2010
A Utah state legislator has announced that she is serving as a surrogate mother for two homosexual men.

Christine Johnson (Democrat-Salt Lake City), who is currently four months pregnant, was artificially impregnated in September with sperm from one of the men.  She agreed to act as a surrogate following a conversation in which the two men, who are her close friends, expressed frustration at the fact that the law prevented them from adopting.

Utah law does not recognize same-sex “marriage,” and prohibits unmarried couples from adopting, which would include homosexual couples. 

Johnson, 41, is herself homosexual, but has a 17-year-old daughter from a two-year marriage.  "I can very much empathize with their desire to become parents and share their lives with and open their hearts to a child," Johnson told the Salt Lake Tribune. "I'm immeasurably grateful to be a mother."

The two men were “married” in California during the five-month period in 2008 when such unions were recognized.  According to state law, the biological father's partner will not be not be able to adopt the child, and will not be recognized as a parent.

Commenting on Johnson's decision to bear a child for the homosexual couple, Utah state senator Howard Stephenson (R-Draper) maintained that having a mother and father “is the optimum, and what every baby deserves.”

At the same time, however, he praised Johnson for agreeing to be a surrogate.  "I do respect any woman who will carry and bear a child for a childless couple,” he said.  “It's my responsibility to show respect and love for one of God's daughters."

Johnson says she believes the two men will be “wonderful parents.”  "Gender or sexual orientation is less important than children being welcomed into a supportive, loving home," she told the Deseret News. "This child is going to have an amazing life."

Research into homosexual parenting has painted a less than positive picture, however.

While the American Academy of Pediatrics has endorsed homosexual adoption, the report supporting their position has been debunked by numerous researchers due to its poor interpretation and methodology.  In fact, as Focus on the Family reported, the AAP's position prompted the largest negative reaction it had ever received from its members.

In 2005, the Spanish organization HazteOir, along with the Spanish Forum for the Family and the Institute for Family Policy, published an in-depth report on the effects of being raised by same-sex parents.  They found that children in such families experienced a large increase in low self-esteem, stress, and confusion over sexual identity.  They also were much more likely to suffer mental illness, and engage in drug use, promiscuity, and homosexual behaviour.

The findings were supported by the Spanish Association of Pediatrics, who stated that a “family nucleus with two fathers or two mothers is clearly dangerous for the child.”

Focus on the Family Gives Facts on Homosexual Adoptions 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2002/mar/02032004.html
Investigation into Homosexual Parenting Warns of Serious Problems for Children 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2002/feb/02020503.html
"Conclusive" Report by American Academy of Pediatrics on Homosexual Adoption Shown to be Full of Holes 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2007/jun/07060404.html
Experts Worldwide Find Gay Adoption Harmful for Children 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2005/may/05053106.html
"Same Sex Marriage Harms Children's Rights" Marriage Symposium Hears 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2006/sep/06092110.html
Surrogacy Seen as Threat to Children's Rights - Queensland's Pro-family Groups Mount Opposition
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/surrogacy-seen-as-threat-to-children-s-rights
By Catherine Smibert, Brisbane, Australia, February 8, 2010 
A proposed bill that would legalize altruistic surrogacy in Queensland is not only unnecessary, but is a violation of one's birthright to enter into the world with a mother and a father, says the Family Council of Queensland.
Family doctor and spokesman of the organization, Dr. David van Gend, together with its president, Alan Baker, wrote this in a letter sent this week to the state's Parliament, which is set to vote Wednesday on the Surrogacy Bill 2009.
The bill would decriminalize non-commercial surrogacy for both heterosexual and homosexual couples, and single people. Queensland is the only Australian state where altruistic surrogacy is against the law.
"This Bill should have been about altruistic surrogacy as a 'last resort' for an infertile couple," the letter stated. "But no, under that respectable cloak this bill smuggles in an oppressive proposal to deprive children of their birthright -- their fundamental right to enter the world, as all of us did, with both a mother and a father.
"By what authority does any government permit adults to deny a child her primal right and most profound emotional need: to have both a Mum and a Dad in her life?"
"This Bill allows adults over 25 (including a single man or woman, or same-sex couples) to obtain a child 'of their own' using reproductive technology like IVF and a surrogate womb -- and the birth certificate will be legally falsified to declare the single woman, or the two men, to be the baby's 'parents,'" the letter added.
The missive notes that the U.N. Declaration on the Rights of the Child supports their position, in that it affirms that a child must not, "save in the most exceptional circumstances, be separated from his mother."
"And yet this bill will do exactly that, in a premeditated way," say van Gend and Baker. "For example, a little girl or boy shall live without a mother, simply to satisfy the desire of two men to have a baby of their own.
"This bill clearly despises the rights of this child; it is an assault on the heart and mind of a little child, and any Member of Parliament who votes for this bill is complicit in that assault."
The letter concluded: "There is a grave necessity -- and duty -- to reject a bill that would, through normalizing same-sex and single surrogacy, intentionally and wantonly deprive a child of her birthright and her most
profound psychological need: to have both a mother and a father."
The Family Council of Queensland has also launched a campaign called Kids Rights Count, which seeks to inform the public on how and why surrogacy of any type is harmful to children.
On its Web site several videos featuring various experts and lawyers underline how unnecessary this bill is. David Grace of the law firm Cooper Grace Ward recommends as an alternative an amendment to the existing Succession Act (to give surrogate children inheritance rights). Federal Courts already provide for the legal guardianship of the child.
The bill is strongly opposed by almost all Christian denominations, as well as the Jewish and Muslim faiths.
Alan Baker of the Kids Rights Count campaign maintains that "the Government is trying to rush it through before the wider community realizes that this extreme piece of social engineering will deprive some children born in the contexts of surrogacy, AID and IVF of either a mother or a father."
On the Net: Family Council of Queensland campaign: www.kidsrightscount.org.au http://www.zenit.org/article-28300?l=english
India: Bishops speak out against surrogate parenthood
https://www.catholicculture.org/news/headlines/index.cfm?storyid=6731
June 23, 2010

The bishops of Kerala, the southwestern Indian state that has been a center of Catholicism since its evangelization by St. Thomas the Apostle, are speaking out against a bill that would legalize surrogate parenthood.

“We have an ancient traditional of very holy and stable family system, and [the] introduction of new technologies will destroy it,” said Father Paul Thelakkat, spokesman for Kerala’s bishops. “The new reproductive technology is against the moral teaching of the Catholic Church. The act basically questions the fundamentals of marriage and family life.”

“What is possible in science is neither in itself human or moral,” added Cardinal Varkey Vithayathil. “We shall not play God and opt for fabrications of humans at our own designs.

Kerala Church looks to scupper surrogacy bill 

http://www.ucanews.com/story-archive/?post_name=/2010/06/25/kerala-church-looks-to-scupper-surrogacy-bill&post_id=52706 

June 25, 2010
An Oriental-rite Catholic Church in Kerala, southern India, says it plans to try and torpedo an upcoming bill to legalize surrogacy in India, which it says will destabilize a family system already struggling "under Western influence."
"The Church will take all possible steps to stop the bill and will alert elected state representatives about the impact it will have on family life," Syro-Malabar Church spokesman Father Paul Thelakat told ucanews.com on June 24.
"We have been teaching our faithful about moral living, so if the government enacts a bill which is against our teachings, how can we sit idle," the priest said.
The federal government has finalized the draft for the Assisted Reproductive Technologies (Regulation) Bill 2010, which will legalize surrogacy and sperm banks.
It is planning to table the bill before parliament for approval.
Under the proposed legislation, "renting" a womb would be banned and only non-profit surrogacy permitted for women aged 21 to 35.
Critics say this leaves the door open for gay couples and single heterosexuals to become parents.
Commercial surrogacy in India has been practiced since 2002.
"To have a child, one cannot take recourse to any and every means and technology possible," said Kerala Church head Cardinal Varkey Vithayathil.
"We shall not play God and opt for fabrications of humans at our own designs," Cardinal Vithayathil said.
According to Father Stephen Alathara, spokesman of the Kerala Catholic Bishops’ Council, the bill will make a mockery of the institution of marriage.
"If the bill is passed, it will reduce marriage to a contract without responsibilities," he said.
India is emerging as a leader in international surrogacy and a destination in surrogacy-related fertility tourism. Indian surrogates are increasingly popular with couples in industrialized nations because of the relatively low cost.

Chennai emerging a rent-a-womb destination 

http://expressbuzz.com/cities/chennai/chennai-emerging-a-rent-a-womb-destination/204603.html
By Nalini Ravichandran, September 8, 2010
A domestic help, gave up her job a few months ago to become pregnant. In five months’ time, the 28-year-old mother of two sons would be delivered of twins, who would be flown to Australia immediately. For, the twins that domestic help is carrying belong to an Australian couple, Susan and Michael. Chennai is emerging as a destination for surrogacy, with many women from lower income groups willing to offer their wombs on rent. In fact, fertility hospitals — at least four of them — have a waiting list of 10 to 15 wannabe surrogates. Dr. C. Geetha Haripriya of Prashanth hospitals, says it costs about 7 to 8 lakh for a couple to have a child through a surrogate. The hospital gets 1.5 to 1.7 lakh — as 1 lakh goes to the surrogate and the rest for accommodation and medical expenses. 

Church leaders step into HK surrogacy row 

http://www.ucanews.com/story-archive/?post_name=/2010/10/29/church-slams-billionaires-surrogacy&post_id=60004 

November 1, 2010

Hong Kong Church leaders say the territory’s second-richest family has shown disrespect for human dignity by turning to surrogate motherhood to provide male heirs. Peter Lee Ka-kit, a bachelor son of billionaire Lee Shau-kee, fathered three baby boys using a commercial surrogate overseas in a case that became the talk of the town when the news was unveiled to newspapers on Oct. 27, ucanews.com reports.

“The news was released in such a controversial way that will gravely affect the children as they will face questions of ‘Who is your mommy?’ throughout their lives,” said Father Dominic Chan Chi-ming, vicar general of Hong Kong diocese.

It is more than a moral issue, as the children could face discrimination, he said.

Various Church officials have expressed their disapproval of surrogacy, an arrangement where a woman agrees to become pregnant and deliver a child for a contracted party. The practice is prohibited in Hong Kong.

However, Father Chan also thinks the occasion provides an opportunity to discuss the main concern in surrogate motherhood debates. “Should we have it to satisfy the grandfather or the desire of being a father, or should we think for the babies instead?” he said. He added that there is always something that cannot be replaced simply by money, such as the love of parents. Another vicar-general, Father Michael Yeung Ming-cheung, spoke to local media that Peter Lee’s deed has set a bad example to the society. “The news, which is circulating like entertainment gossip, also sends the wrong message to people that money is the king,” he added.

Buying Babies - The Trend to Surrogate Motherhood

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/buying-babies
By Father John Flynn LC, Rome, January 30, 2011 
Surrogacy and celebrities burst into the news again recently with the announcement that Nicole Kidman and Keith Urban have a new baby daughter, born Dec. 28 to a surrogate mother.

The news came soon after it was reported that Elton John and David Furnish became fathers to a baby boy on Christmas day. As ABC News noted Jan. 4, they join a long list of celebrities who have used surrogate mothers to have children. The lineup includes couples such as Sarah Jessica Parker and Matthew Broderick, actor Neil Patrick Harris and David Burtka, and soccer star Cristiano Ronaldo.

The case of Nicole Kidman and Keith Urban drew the attention of social commentators because of a statement issued by the couple in which they thanked the "gestational carrier." Melinda Tankard Reist, writing in the national newspaper The Australian, criticized the term for bringing together both the objectification of women's bodies and the commercialization of childbirth.

In her Jan. 19 article, she argued that such impersonal language takes away the humanity of the woman who bore the child, and it also denies the intense bond between a mother and her child that develops during pregnancy.

Miranda Devine, writing in the Sydney-based Daily Telegraph newspaper on Jan. 19, was also highly critical of the term used: "Even if she was paid, as most U.S. surrogates are, what she did was an act of enormous personal generosity, and ought not be diminished by weasel words that seek to dehumanize the most intimate human relationship."

Accessory

Devine explained that she felt uncomfortable with the current fad for surrogate babies, as if they were some kind of fashion accessory, or in the case of homosexual couples, a political statement.

Michelle Higgins, in a commentary published Jan. 21 in the Sydney Morning Herald, sympathized with the pain of infertile women, but objected to terms such as breeder or gestational carrier. Our choice of language to describe surrogacy does indeed matter, she argued, and has an impact on the participants.

From England, in a Jan. 21 article published in the Guardian newspaper, Yvonne Roberts argued that motherhood is not just another branch of the retail industry. Putting up wombs for rent is simply dehumanizing, she stated.

A woman may be said to choose to be a surrogate of her own free will, but this presupposes we live in a society with no serious differences in authority and income, she noted. There are "some corners of the soul into which even those with bottomless wallets should not go," Roberts added.

Other commentators, however, came out in support of surrogacy. Letitia Rowlands, in the Jan. 22 edition of the Daily Telegraph, argued that it is a happy ending for couples who would otherwise not be able to have children.

In Australia, surrogates can only receive payment for their medical costs, but Rowlands favored commercialized surrogacy so that couples desperate for children will have more opportunities to do so.

Two further commentary articles, published the next day in the Sunday edition of the Daily Telegraph, also advocated surrogacy. Claire Harvey called it "an extraordinary gift of love." Surrogate mothers offer to share their gifts of good health and fertility to benefit those not so lucky, she said. "It's a deliberate gift of compassion, patience and love from one woman to another."

Tracey Spicer recounted her own difficulties in conceiving and said there are thousands of women who suffer from the problem of infertility, but acknowledged that in some cases, such as when women from countries such as India are hired to give birth for Western couples, there is injustice.

Spicer's reference to India hits a sensitive spot regarding surrogate mothers. Last Dec. 10, the Wall Street Journal published a lengthy article about the new industry of producing babies using women from low-income countries.

PlanetHospital, for example, uses women from countries such as Bulgaria and gets them to give birth in Greece, where lax laws make it easier to operate. Or they have what they term the "India bundle" -- a package deal combining egg donors and embryo transfers into multiple surrogate mothers in India.

For a bit extra, PlanetHospital will split eggs from the same donor to fertilize with different sperm, or allow couples to choose the sex of their child. Since 2007, the organization has facilitated about 459 births.

Rights and remuneration

The increasing use of surrogacy has, however, sparked off a series of court battles. In England, where paying surrogates over and above what would be needed to cover medical costs is supposedly not allowed, a judge recently challenged how the law has been interpreted.

In a High Court decision, Justice Hedley said the law on payments for surrogacy was unclear, and allowed a British couple to keep a newborn child even though they had given what was more than what the law terms "reasonable expenses" to the American surrogate, the London Telegraph reported Dec. 8. The justice interpreted the law as applying to only the "clearest case" of surrogacy for profit.

Meanwhile, in the United States, the Connecticut Supreme Court ruled that the non-genetic partner of a baby born through surrogacy could be given legal parenthood rights, ABC News reported Jan. 20.

Anthony and Shawn Raftopol were legally married in Massachusetts in 2008, and their twin boys were born through a donor egg and a surrogate mother. They live in Holland and were worried that when Shawn, who is not the biological father, travels with the kids he could be accused of trafficking them across international borders.

The court ruled over the objections of Connecticut authorities and declared there was no need to go through an adoption process and that Shawn could be listed on the birth certificates.
Just a short time later, the Family Court in Melbourne, Australia, reached a similar conclusion, the Herald Sun newspaper reported Jan. 22. A homosexual couple who had paid an Indian mother to give birth to twin girls sought full legal status for the non-genetic father. "As a matter of law, the word 'parent' tends to suggest some biological connection, but ... biology does not really matter; it is all about parental responsibility," Justice Paul Cronin decided.

Sometimes surrogates don't want to hand over the babies once they are born, leading to legal tussles. One that was resolved recently on the side of the birth mother is the case in Britain where an unnamed surrogate was allowed to keep the baby. Justice Baker explained in his ruling that the child should remain with the biological mother as it was in the child's best interests, the Telegraph newspaper reported Jan. 23.

Not licit

In the 2008 document "Dignitatus Personae" on bioethical questions, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith reaffirmed the Church's opposition to the use of surrogate mothers. 
It confirmed what "Donum Vitae" had stated some 20 years earlier. In that document the Church explained that any birth technique involving people other than the married couple is unacceptable as it is "contrary to the unity of marriage and to the dignity of the procreation of the human person." It also stated that it is a denial of "the child's right to be conceived and brought into the world in marriage and from marriage."

The nature of the bond between a husband and a wife means that they have "the exclusive right to become father and mother solely through each other," it added. There's no denying the very pain of a couple that are unable to have children, but while surrogacy might resolve one problem it creates many others.
Utah mom to give birth to daughter’s daughter

http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2014/01/08/grandma-surrogate/4374211/
Provo, Utah, January 8, 2014
A 58-year-old Utah woman is set to give birth in a few weeks — to her granddaughter. Julia Navarro is serving as a gestational surrogate for her daughter and son-in-law. Lorena McKinnon says after struggling with fertility issues, she and her husband tried to find a surrogate. After several offers fell through, the Provo woman says her mother stepped up and offered to carry the baby. The couple says by having Navarro as a surrogate they're saving about half the $60,000 typical cost of using a surrogate. The baby is due in early February.

The Salt Lake Tribune reports Navarro's doctors had said that because of her age, there was a 45 percent chance the implantation would be successful.

TESTIMONY OF A SURROGATE CHILD-01 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TESTIMONY_OF_A_SURROGATE_CHILD-01.doc
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Preaching Points on In Vitro Fertilization

http://www.ncbcenter.org/document.doc?id=8
By John M. Haas, Ph.D., S.T.L., The National Catholic Bioethics Center, Philadelphia, September 2007

Pastoral Concerns 
Catholic couples make use of IVF with great frequency. This is a highly immoral procedure that should be avoided. It often leads to couples having to make terrible choices about the disposition of their embryonic children after the conclusion of the procedure. There will be parishioners or family and friends of parishioners who will have had children through this procedure. There is the need to avoid appearing to condemn them while pointing out the grave moral problems with the procedure. 

Pastoral Suggestions 

• There is a very high incidence of infertility in our society. Acknowledge the suffering of infertile couples and the natural desire of married couples for children. 

• Infertility is not a new problem. Sarah, the wife of Abraham, could not conceive, nor could Elizabeth, the mother of John the Baptist. 

• The Bible tells us that not any way of having a child is in accord with God’s plan for our well-being. There are means of overcoming infertility that are acceptable to the Church. 

• In vitro fertilization, in which babies are brought into being in glass dishes, is probably the most common approach for overcoming infertility in our day. 

• There are grave problems with IVF, and Catholics should avoid ever using it. 

Catholics should also understand why it is wrong: 

First, it goes against God’s plan for the way children are to come into the world. Children are to be conceived exclusively through the physical expression of love between a husband and wife. In IVF, technicians, rather than the husband and wife, perform the actions that bring about life in a glass dish in a laboratory where the reproductive cells of the husband and wife are mixed together. 
Second, some embryos, some tiny human beings, are almost always killed through this procedure. Doctors choose only the healthy embryos to place in the womb. The “leftover” ones are either killed or are experimented upon. Some are frozen in liquid nitrogen for future implantation or experimentation. This is no way to treat human beings, even tiny embryonic ones. 
Third, it is common that more than one embryo is placed in the uterus with the hope that at least one will implant, come to term and be born. Often only one baby is desired and so the doctors will kill one or more of the other babies in the womb. Or, if they are not all healthy, he will kill the ones who are not developing well. Fourth, IVF treats children as though they were commodities to be produced for adult needs. 
IVF also leads to genetic engineering, “designer babies,” and the view that “leftover” embryos can serve as material for research scientists. 
• In vitro fertilization does harm to the marital union and to the couple themselves. It also leads to the death of embryonic human beings who, for whatever reason, are not desired after they have been engendered. 
• The children conceived through IVF are precious in the sight of God, as are all children. Even though the means by which they were conceived are immoral (as are some other means by which children are engendered, such as sexual activity outside of marriage), they are loved by God and should be loved and cherished by us as well. 
General Points 

Never speak of a “fertilized egg.” Alternatively, you should use the term which actually describes the reality. It is a human embryo or an embryonic human being. Be delicate in approaching the topic from the pulpit. Affirm the desire to have children and even the fact that infertile couples would seek out a procedure like IVF. There may be couples who have had a child by IVF. There certainly will be individuals who know someone who has had a child this way. Affirm the goodness of the individuals while decrying the procedure. The couple can be presented as simply not knowing any better, which is probably indeed the case. Sexual topics should be dealt with delicately because of the very nature of the topic. There is no need to go into too much detail about how the sex cells are obtained. That is certainly better done in an audience exclusively of adults who are interested in the topic or in a counseling situation. 

In vitro fertilisation
By Anjou Giri and Debjani Sengupta, http://asianage.com, accessed June 15, 2005
Donation is new golden egg for city girls: An increasing number of Mumbai city girls are selling their eggs to in vitro fertilisation clinics to make fast money. Gynaecologists allege that in the past few years, there has been an upsurge in the business of egg donations by young girls, especially teenagers. Allegedly, most of these girls are from medical colleges and hostels, who are aware of the money involved in the donation of oocytes or ovas to clinics, as compared to the general public. The Indian Council of Medical Research has proposed guidelines for infertility clinics which bans egg donation by relatives while giving legal sanction to paid “donation”. Dr. Duru Shah, consultant obstetrician and gynaecologist said: “Many youngsters say that they are doing it because they are helping someone conceive without even taking into account the dangers they may face.” A donor has to undergo certain medication before and after the donation which, many gynaecologists fear, is not taken seriously by the donors. Dr. Shah adds, “Such medication also leads to serious diseases in the later stages of the donor’s life.” He said, “Each donor has to take injections and the ultrasound treatment eight to 10 days before the donation. This can directly harm the donor and increase the chances of infertility or ovarian cancer later in the donor’s life.” An important factor that attracts these girls is the money for which they are willing to forego medical or precautionary advices. According to sources, a donor gets paid anything in the range of Rs 20,000 to Rs 25,000 for a single donation. A medical student from the city said, “Many girls resort to such donations to recover their personal expenses.”  Sources say that these donations take place at reputed in vitro fertilisation or IVF centres across the city, but, while they allow these egg donations, the ill consequences of repeated medication which the donor has to undergo are not explained to them.

Problems with Artificial Reproduction - European Conference Reveals Flaws 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/problems-with-artificial-reproduction--2 

Copenhagen, Denmark, June 25, 2005 

A flurry of news stories on in vitro fertilization techniques emanated from the 21st Annual Meeting of the European Society of Human Reproduction and Embryology. The conference, held from Sunday to Wednesday in Copenhagen, heard from speakers about the latest research developments. 
A press release posted Monday on the conference Web site explained that scientists in the United Kingdom have proved that human embryonic stem cells can develop in the laboratory into the early forms of cells that eventually become eggs or sperm. This opens up the possibility that eggs and sperm could be grown from stem cells and used for assisted reproduction, cloning and the creation of stem cells. 
Behrouz Aflatoonian, from the Center for Stem Cell Biology at the University of Sheffield, stressed that there was still a lot of work to be done before the early laboratory results could be translated into reality. 
A report on the experiments at the University of Sheffield published last Sunday by the Associated Press noted that some experts expressed concern over ethical issues. "It opens new and challenging possibilities," said Anna Smajdor, a medical ethicist at Imperial College in London. "Because the technique can be used to generate eggs from a man's [adult] cells, gay couples could have children genetically related to both." 
Another press release by conference organizers on Monday announced that scientists in Belgium have discovered how to clone human embryos from eggs that have been matured in the laboratory. Previously, attempts at human cloning have had to use naturally matured eggs taken from women. 
The research carried out at Ghent University Hospital could make it easier for scientists to create embryonic stem cell lines from cloned embryos. Researcher Bjorn Heindryckx warned, however, that there were still many problems to overcome. "None of these early embryos developed to the blastocyst stage, and failure to do so could reveal some problems in gene activation, especially in cloned embryos," he explained. 

"Tourism" 

The conference also heard that the number of European couples who have difficulty in conceiving children could double over the coming decade, reported the London-based Times newspaper on Tuesday. 
There are four main factors causing a decrease in fertility, explained Bill Ledger, of the University of Sheffield. These are: the rising age at which couples first try for a baby; the increase in sexually transmitted diseases; rising levels of obesity; and declining male fertility. 
One way in which couples are responding to fertility problems is by traveling to countries where laws governing IVF treatment are less stringent. This "reproductive tourism" was welcomed by Guido Pennings, professor of ethics and bioethics at the University of Ghent, Belgium, according to a press release Monday. 
He explained that there is a general move to Eastern European centers, due to the lower costs. Spain is also attracting more people, as the law allows payment for egg donation. Pennings said he preferred a situation where liberal laws prevailed, and was critical of the restrictions in Italy, where voters recently rejected an attempt to repeal the law via a referendum. 

Health concerns 

But not all of the conference presentations were so positive in their portrayal of IVF techniques. A Reuters report on Tuesday noted the difficulties associated with babies born through these methods. 
Babies conceived by means of IVF are usually born earlier than naturally conceived babies. As a consequence they have a lower birth weight, leading them to spend more time in hospital after the birth. Diane De Neubourg, of the Center for Reproductive Medicine in Antwerp, Belgium, said that the cause of the earlier births is in the number of embryos transferred into the woman's womb during IVF treatment. "We believe that our work shows clearly that single embryo transfer is best for both the mother and child," she told the conference Tuesday. 
Anja Pinborg, of the University of Copenhagen, added that the difference in the health of babies following single- or multiple-embryo transfers could be competition in the womb. Multiple embryos vie for the nutrients and blood supply. And, even if only one of two embryos survives, it will not have had the same early advantage as a child from a single-embryo transfer. According to Reuters the average number of embryos transferred during IVF varies widely. The average number of single-embryo transfers is 12% in Europe. But dual-embryo transfers rose from 46.7% in 2000 to 51.7% in 2001, according to data presented at this week's meeting. Triple-embryo transfers dropped from 33.3% in 2000 to 30.8% during the same period, while four-embryo transfers fell from 6.7% to 5.5%. An Associated Press report last Tuesday noted that a study presented in Copenhagen showed that women who become pregnant with donated eggs are more likely to suffer miscarriages and dangerous high-blood pressure than those who undergo fertility treatments with their own eggs. 
SunHwa Cha of Sungkyunkwan University School of Medicine in Seoul, South Korea, explained that the risk was even higher if the donated egg came from a woman who was not related to the patient. The greater risks are thought to be due to the fact that donated eggs, like transplanted organs or tissue, are not genetically identical to the recipient and probably awaken the immune system. Another presentation at the meeting warned of the dangers to women of a pregnancy later in life, the Scotsman newspaper reported Wednesday. Michael de Swiet, of Queen Charlotte's Hospital, London, said that the ideal age to have a baby was between 20 and 30. 
He explained that a woman over 35 who already had more than one child had nearly a hundredfold increased risk of dying from a blood clot in her lung compared to the risk to a first-time mother aged 20. And a woman over 40 in Britain had the same mortality risk as an expectant mother in Eastern Europe -- that is, about three times as high as the continent's average. Moreover, by the time women reached the age of 42, more than half of all pregnancies resulted in the loss of the baby. "Women need to be better informed. I'm not really saying that I think women shouldn't have babies over the age of 40," he said. "I just think they ought to be aware of the risks." 

The ethics 

The Catechism of the Catholic Church, in Nos. 2373-9, briefly outlines the ethical principles involved in considering IVF techniques. After expressing compassion for the plight of couples who are unable to conceive, the text explains that the Church is in favor of research to help them overcome this problem. But it also warns that such efforts must be placed in the context of serving the human person and respecting human rights. 
Techniques that use eggs or sperm from someone outside the married couple are unacceptable as they do not respect the marriage bond and also deny the child the right to be born of a mother and father known to him. 
The Catechism also expresses serious reservations about techniques involving only the married couple, in which the sexual act is dissociated from the procreative act. Furthermore, the text explains that "A child is not something owed to one, but is a gift" (No. 2378). It is not a mere piece of property, and, likewise, there is no "right to a child." Points that provide a useful orientation in the midst of constant scientific developments. 
Lives in Limbo - Debate over Future of Frozen Embryos 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/lives-in-limbo--2 
Rome, November 26, 2005 

Italy's National Bioethics Committee has come out in favor of permitting the adoption of frozen embryos. The committee, an advisory body to the national government, made the recommendation to fill a gap in the law on this subject, the newspaper La Repubblica reported Nov. 19. 
A law approved in February 2004 prohibited the destruction of "surplus" embryos remaining after a woman undergoes in vitro fertilization (IVF) treatment. But nothing was established about what to do with the frozen embryos, now numbering around 30,000. The committee voted in favor of allowing married couples, de facto couples and single persons to adopt the embryos. The law needs to be amended by Parliament for the committee's recommendation to become effective. Until now, around 250 couples who owned frozen embryos have signed a declaration formally abandoning them, thus opening up the way for an eventual adoption. Carlo Flamigni, an expert on IVF interviewed by La Repubblica, warned that there is only about a 10% probability that a frozen embryo can be thawed out, implanted and result in a successful pregnancy. 
Cardinal Francesco Pompedda, retired prefect of the Apostolic Signature, the Church's supreme court, told the newspaper that it is morally acceptable to adopt frozen embryos, in order to save a human life that would otherwise be destroyed. 
He added, however, that donating the embryo to be used by another couple comes very close to using IVF for conceiving children through the help of someone outside the married couple, a practice not allowed by the Church. While the Catholic Church opposes IVF, it has so far made no official declaration on the morality of adopting frozen embryos. In a May 31 article the Washington Post noted that Catholic moralists are divided on the question. According to the article, as of May 2003 there were about 400,000 frozen embryos in U.S. clinics. Of these, 88% were reserved for the future use of couples, 3% were marked out for medical research, and only 2% were available for donation to other couples. 


Snowflakes 

One of the few organizations active in organizing embryo adoptions is Nightlight Christian Adoptions, through its Snowflakes program. The Washington Post cited Lori Maze, director of the program, who said that since it began, in 1998, it has found embryo donors for 145 adoptive families, and that 59 of them have given birth to a total of 81 children. 
An article published June 4 by the Baltimore Sun newspaper on embryo adoption commented on some of the moral questions involved. One of those interviewed by the paper was Douglas Johnson, executive director of the National Right to Life Committee. Regarding the question of “surplus” embryos, he pointed out that before starting an IVF course of treatment, couples should decide not to create more embryos than they will use. But, if there are any they do not want, then these should be donated for adoption. Another article on the Snowflakes program, published June 2 in the New York Times, added that only about half the embryos survive the thawing process. Of these, only around 35% result in a baby. Couples adopting or donating Snowflakes embryos are mostly Christian. And adopting couples must agree not to abort any embryos. In May the Food and Drug Administration issued guidelines that it said would "enhance the availability of embryos for donation," noted the Times article. The changes involve exempting embryos from medical screenings required of donated tissues. A large number of frozen embryos could not have met the screening requirements, since many couples are not tested for communicable diseases beforehand. The New York Times returned to the theme on June 12 with an article noting that relatively few couples ultimately decide to donate their embryos to another couple. Susan Klock, associate professor of obstetrics, gynecology and psychiatry at Northwestern University's medical school, said that many couples are willing to donate when they start treatment. But a few years down the line, 9 out of 11 couples who had said they would donate to another couple were no longer willing to do so, Klock said. Other countries are also starting to allow embryo adoption. In Spain, a Barcelona-based program had, two months after starting, led to pregnancies for 14 women, the newspaper ABC reported March 1. 


Lives on ice 

The existence of large numbers of frozen embryos is creating problems. At one clinic, around 1,100 clients have stopped paying the annual $300 fee required to continue conserving their frozen progeny, the Boston Globe reported May 18. The clinic is reluctant to destroy the embryos, fearing subsequent lawsuits. "This is happening at cryobanks and IVF centers all over the country," said Pamela Madsen, executive director of the American Fertility Council. Most couples, she explained, don't make plans about what to do with "leftover" embryos after they have children, and some decide to keep them indefinitely in case their kids die young. Frozen embryos are "'human beings," commented Marie Sturgis, executive director of Massachusetts Citizens for Life to the Boston Globe. She also praised the recently adopted law in Italy under which it is permitted to create only those embryos that will be implanted into a mother's womb. Not all clinics refrain from destroying frozen embryos, however. In the Australian state of Victoria at least 6,642 embryos have been discarded, according to a Sept. 26 report in the Melbourne-based Age newspaper. Under state legislation that came into effect in 1998, storage of frozen embryos is not allowed beyond five years. Previously, embryos created in IVF clinics could be stored indefinitely. 
According to the newspaper, only 5% of couples choose to donate their embryos to couples who have been unsuccessful in creating an embryo through IVF. Some of the embryos beyond the time limit are used for research. One clinic reported using about 200 of the 2,520 discarded embryos for research. Keeping embryos frozen for future use can, in fact, lead to strange situations, as the San Francisco Chronicle reported on July 5. The newspaper portrayed the case of Debbie Beasley, a 45-year-old registered nurse, who now has a 20-year-old daughter in college, 13-year-old twins, and a 5-month-old daughter. The most recent addition to the family spent the last 13 years frozen in liquid nitrogen. That is longer than any other documented case where a frozen embryo has resulted in a healthy baby, according to Beasley's fertility doctors. After undergoing IVF treatment Beasley became pregnant with triplets. One was lost during her pregnancy, and the twins were born in 1992. Some years later they found out that the doctor at the clinic had taken eggs and embryos from patients without telling them. Some of their embryos had been sent to a university for experiments, but the Beasleys were able to retrieve eight embryos. In the summer of 1996, she made a first attempt to implant some of the embryos, but nearly died due to an allergic reaction to one of the drugs used in the process, Years later she tried again, resulting in the young daughter. The article commented that the story illustrates some of the perils facing IVF patients: risks to a woman’s health; increased chances of a multiple pregnancy; and questions about what to do with frozen embryos. Questions that often remain unresolved. 

Irish Supreme Court Rules Stored Embryos "Not Unborn": No Protection under Irish Pro-Life Constitution

http://christiannewsweb.com/GeneralChristianNews/irish-supreme-court-rules-stored-embryos-not-unborn/ 

By Hilary White, Dublin, December 16, 2009  
An Irish woman has lost her bid in the Supreme Court to have her frozen embryos, left over from her previous in vitro fertilization treatments, implanted in her womb. Despite the Irish constitutional guarantee for the right to life "from conception," the Supreme Court ruled that the three embryos cannot be implanted against the wishes of the woman's estranged husband. Mary and Thomas Roche underwent IVF treatment in 2001. 

The five judges ruled that the human embryo does not enjoy protection under Article 40.3.3 of the Constitution that says, "The State acknowledges the right to life of the unborn and, with due regard to the equal right to life of the mother." An embryo frozen in storage does not constitute "the unborn," the ruling said. 

The Dublin-based Pro-Life Campaign has said that the decision is "regrettable" but that it has raised public awareness of the issue and of the need for legislation protecting human embryos.  Dr. Berry Kiely of the Pro-Life Campaign said, "The human embryo is not potential life; it is human life with potential. Each one of us passed through this early stage of life on our way to birth. "The very basis of democracy is respect for the equal dignity and worth of every human being under the law. Our first and most important human right is the right to life."

Pat Buckley, Ireland spokesman for the Society for the Protection of Unborn Children, told the media that the court's interpretation was wrong and contrary to international human rights law, in that it treats embryos as "mere property." "In fact," Buckley said, "they are equal members of the human family."

"International human rights law does not exclude human embryos from the equal right to life upheld in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and other human rights instruments. There is no genetic difference between an embryo inside or outside the body. The right to life, which is inalienable, does not change according to location.

"Although it would be unethical for embryos outside the body to be implanted, it is permission for IVF, and not the Roches' estrangement, which has created this tragedy in which their children will never be born. Any legislation, therefore, which may be passed following this case should ban IVF," Buckley continued. 

The Irish case is one among many that highlight the ethical dilemmas created by the production of human beings outside the womb. Since the widespread acceptance of artificial methods of procreation, and the large numbers of in vitro embryos held in cryogenic storage, pro-life ethicists and others have debated their possible fates. 

Legislation introduced in most western countries allow "spare" embryos to be "donated" and used for experimentation, a solution that has been denounced in the pro-life movement. 

Some have suggested the solution of "embryo adoption" in which women could come forward and have these implanted in their wombs and brought to term. The Vatican's Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in December 2008 published the document Dignitas Personae (The Dignity of the Person), that ruled out this practice saying it is "praiseworthy with regard to the intention of respecting and defending human life," but that it presents ethical "problems" having to do with the inherently unethical nature of surrogate motherhood. 
Ireland Couple Joins Battle over Ownership of Frozen Embryos 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2006/mar/06031401.html 

UK IVF Clinics Have Intentionally Killed over One Million Human Embryonic Children 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2008/jan/08010201.html
100 Polish scientists condemn in vitro fertilization

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/100-polish-scientists-condemn-in-vitro-fertilization 

Warsaw, January 11, 2010
A group of Polish scientists have issued a document demanding that the government legislate a statutory ban on artificial (in vitro) fertilization procedures. The 100 signatories also call for full government funding of NaPro Technology, an ethically acceptable and highly successful method of evaluating and treating infertility, reports MNN.

The demand from the scientists follows on the heels of an open letter delivered to the Polish parliament last September from hundreds of doctors and medical professionals, urging them to vote against legalizing in vitro fertilization (IVF) and opt instead for the more successful, safer, and natural treatment for fertility problems.

Several proposals had been brought forward in the fall session of parliament to deal with the widely available, though officially illegal practice of IVF. Proposals range from taxpayer funding for all IVF treatments without restriction, including for lesbians, to an outright ban of the creation of human embryos outside the mother's body.

"September last year saw the commencement of the work on the legal regulations concerning the in vitro procedure. As scientists and academics, we would like to stand up to speak on such an important social issue," the scientists begin their appeal to the government. They then state categorically that IVF is "deeply unethical" and is a "a gross contradiction with the ecology of procreation – by replacing the natural environment of conception and of initial human development, i.e. the mother’s womb, with ‘glass’.”

The scientists confirm that "human life begins at the moment of conception – this is a biological fact, confirmed scientifically," and then declare that their moral and professional objection to artificial procreation is based on the fact that countless human embryos are created and destroyed in the process of IVF treatment.

"The in vitro procedure aiming to transmit human life is inseparably linked with destruction of a human life in its prenatal phase. Data published by various medical centers performing in vitro fertilization show that during this procedure 60-95% of conceived human beings die."

High praise is given to NaPro Technology by the scientists, who view this form of infertility treatment technology as a much more effective, safe and ethical alternative to artificial reproduction.

"NaPro Technology does not involve the destruction of conceived human beings, nor the violation of the dignity of a husband, wife nor their conceived child, and it observes the ecological principles of procreation. It is also worth mentioning that compared to the in vitro procedure, NaPro Technology is more effective and several times less expensive."

NaPro Technology has shown a success rate of 76% in assisting couples to achieve pregnancy, compared to the 10-15% success rate of in vitro fertilization, and without the enormous financial cost and adverse emotional and other psychological effects of in vitro fertilization.

The Bishops of Poland have issued statements condemning IVF and appealed to the government for a complete ban on artificial procreation.

Last June the Polish Bishops' Conference issued a statement in support of a proposal submitted to the Polish parliament by the chairman of the Parliamentary Committee on Health, Boleslaw Piecha, which provides for a complete ban on in vitro fertilization procedures.

"This draft is in line with the Catholic Church's position expressed in the Vatican's official instruction, the position of the Church in Poland, and that of Polish Catholics," stated Bishop Stanislaw Budzik.

"The point of departure for the Piecha draft is an unconditional respect for, and protection of, the human genome and embryo. A draft that bans extracorporeal fertilisation is closer to Church teaching and generally in conformity with it," added Warsaw's Archbishop Henryk Hoser.

A grassroots initiative by the group 'Contra in Vitro' has also presented the parliament with a petition signed by 160,000 citizens which calls for not only a ban on IVF but also for prison sentences for doctors performing it.

Contra in Vitro chairman, Jacek Kotula, said the group's proposal asks for changes to the civil code that would establish legislation providing a three year prison term for anyone convicted of engaging in the fertilization of an egg cell outside of a mother's body. The group also called for between 5 and 25 years in prison for anyone engaging in embryonic stem cell research.

"We are appealing for the introduction of a statutory ban on the drastic and inhumane procedure of in vitro fertilization," the scientists conclude their appeal to the government, "and for a widespread popularization of NaPro Technology and its full funding by the National Health Fund."
Woman Kills Wrongly-Implanted Embryos with Morning-After Pill 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/woman-kills-wrongly-implanted-embryos-with-morning-after-pill
By Peter J. Smith, Hartford, Connecticut, June 29, 2010 
In a disastrous chain of events, a set of “wanted” embryos quickly became “unwanted” after an artificially impregnated women was informed by her fertility clinic that they had accidentally implanted the embryos of another woman by the same name.

The woman’s solution was to take the morning-after pill (which, ironically, pro-abortion forces insist is simply a form of contraception and cannot cause an abortion) and abort the nascent life within her.

The Associated Press reports that the Center for Advanced Reproductive Services at the University of Connecticut Health Center has agreed to pay a $ 3,000 fine over the incident, which took place last April, according to state health records.

Apparently, a lab technician had removed a batch of human embryos from the storage freezer without following proper procedure. She only matched the last name, but forgot to crosscheck with the last four digits of the woman’s social security number and the medical record number. 
The lab technician discovered the error a day later – but by then it was too late. The woman had already been implanted with another client’s embryos, which had been on ice for approximately four years.

After being told about the error one hour after having the embryos implanted within her, the woman then decided she did not want to carry someone else’s baby, and took the morning-after pill.

Bioethicist Wesley J. Smith commented on his blog about the event, saying it illustrates not only how children have come to be treated as a commodity through in vitro fertilization, but also how this process can sometimes snare “would-be birth and biological parents … in terrible, heart wrenching circumstances.” 

The center has insisted that the mix-up is the first ever in their 24-year history, calling it “important and emotionally difficult for patients and center alike.”

Smith, however, pointed out that mix-ups have happened before at IVF clinics – although in at least one extraordinary case the birth mother made a painful, but life-affirming choice. Sean and Carolyn Savage of Ohio found out last year that their IVF clinic had transferred the wrong embryos. The Savages, however, refused to abort on account of their pro-life religious beliefs, and arranged to hand over the baby to his biological parents shortly after the birth.

“When the mistake was discovered in that case, the birth mother and her husband chose life for someone else’s baby,” remarked Smith. “Which choice reflects unconditional love?”

Carolyn Savage told Meredith Vieira of the TODAY Show back in September that the hardest experience would be the delivery of the child, where she would only have a chance to say “hello” and “goodbye.” 

“Of course, we will wonder about this child every day for the rest of our lives,” she added. “We just want to know he’s healthy and happy.”

A follow-up with the TODAY Show in May, revealed that the baby Carolyn Savage carried to term was born Logan Morell, now approximately 8 months old. The Savages and the Morells have become friends through the painful experience. However the Savages declined to appear on the TODAY Show, saying that the months following Logan’s birth have been much more difficult for them to deal with than they expected, but they hope to write about their experiences in a book for 2011.

For the Handicapped, Some Are Quick to Kill - Preimplantation Diagnosis Makes Gains in Germany

http://www.zenit.org/article-31186?l=english 

By Paul De Meyer, Rome, December 8, 2010 
In the Germany of Christian Democratic Chancellor Angela Merkel, the political debate on so-called preimplantation diagnosis, or PID, is gaining momentum.
Known also as PDG or Preimplantation Genetic Diagnosis, this process is carried out in the very first phases of the life of an embryo created in vitro, that is, when it is made up of just eight cells. 
One or at most two of the cells are collected and then analyzed to single out possible chromosomal anomalies or genetic defects, or to establish if the child is compatible as a blood, marrow or tissue donor for a sick sibling (so-called designer babies).
The practice is banned by a 1991 law on the protection of embryos, but debate was reopened by a July 6 decision from the Federal Court of Appeal in Leipzig. 
According to the court, which acquitted gynecologist Matthias Bloechle, recourse to the PID of embryos created in vitro cannot be prohibited or impede parents with a predisposition to serious genetic defects from opting for embryonal selection. In 2005 and 2006 in Berlin, the doctor treated three couples with a predisposition to genetic illnesses, one of which already had a handicapped daughter. He implanted in the uterus of the woman in question only embryos revealed to be "healthy" after a PID. 
Whereas the Association of German Doctors -- the Bundesarztekammer -- and the Minister of Justice, Sabine Leutheusser-Schnarrenberger, were pleased with the decision, pro-life movements, many politicians and the Catholic Church were "consternated." 
In taking a position, the German Bishops’ Conference stated that to discard or kill embryos with genetic defects is unacceptable and "contradicts our understanding of the human being." The delegate of the German government for disabled persons, Hubert Huppe, said the PID technique means that "persons with a handicap are now discarded before birth." A similar judgment was also made by the president of the Christian Democrats for Life (CDL), Mechthild Lohr: Now it will be doctors and parents who decide if a concrete life "is worthy of being lived" or not.
Moreover, in an interview with Domradio of Cologne, Jesuit Father Josef Schuster, a professor of moral theology at the Theological Faculty of Sankt Georgen, in Frankfurt on Main, expressed his fears of a "break of the dam." As in the case of so-called therapeutic abortion, one risks ending up on the feared "slippery slope," headed toward the creation of true and proper children "tailor made" according to the tastes and needs of the parents.
Gathered in a congress in Karlsruhe, the CDU (Christian Democratic Union) followed the line of Chancellor Angela Merkel and voted Nov. 16 in favor of a ban on preimplantation diagnosis. However, the controversial technique has its supporters at the heart of the Christian Democratic formation, among them the vice-president of the CDU and former Minister for the Family, Ursula von der Leyen, and the present minister, Kristina Schroder. They promote it for genetically predisposed couples. 
The "no" vote was approved by a very small majority of those attending the congress (51% against 49% or 408 delegates out of 799), showing how the subject splits the party. 
This mirrors the profound split within German society on the lawfulness of the technique; supporters as well as opponents are active trying to build transversal majorities in view of a forthcoming vote in the Federal Lower Chamber.
As the chief writer of the Augsburger Allgemeine Zeitung, Markus Gunther, wrote on Nov. 19, "It's not necessary to demonize the supporters of the PID." Nevertheless the technique "opens the door to the selection of human beings" and increases the pressures on couples, who in the case of the birth of a handicapped child or with Down Syndrome now risk having to justify themselves. According to the author, "the desire to want to control and decide everything autonomously is perhaps old insofar as humanity goes, but it contradicts the foundations of the human condition."
On Nov. 27, on the occasion of the Vigil of Prayer for Nascent Life called by Benedict XVI, Bishop Heinz Josef Algermissen of Fulda criticized the recent jurisprudence of German courts on the subject of bioethics. In a homily in the cathedral of Fulda, the prelate rejected expressly the July 6 court decision, which has "authorized preimplantation diagnosis, to impede the birth [...] of sick children." 
He noted that the embryo is developing as a human being, not toward becoming a human being.
Moreover, it must not be forgotten that the PID is not infallible and that the risk of errors is always present, in the sense of either "false positives" or "false negatives" (the embryo is implanted but the child is then born with the pathology that was to be avoided). For chromosomal pathologies, the percentage of errors can be around 15%, reminded in 2008 geneticist Bruno Dallapiccola, scientific director of the Bambino Gesu pediatric hospital of Rome and co-president of Science and Life, in an interview with the newspaper Avvenire. 
As a case in point, in 2008, an Australian couple filed a law suit against the IVF center of Monash University of Melbourne. Their son -- one of the first Australian babies conceived in vitro to be subjected to the PID because of the presence of an hereditary tumor -- was nevertheless born with the defective gene.

SAVIOUR SIBLINGS Pages 208-213
Saviour Sibling
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Savior_sibling 

A saviour baby or savior sibling is a child who is born to provide an organ or cell transplant to a sibling that is affected with a fatal disease, such as cancer or Fanconi anemia, that can best be treated by hematopoietic stem cell transplantation.
The savior sibling is conceived through in vitro fertilization. Fertilized zygotes are tested for genetic compatibility (human leucocyte antigen (HLA) typing), using preimplantation genetic diagnosis (PGD), and only zygotes that are compatible with the existing child are implanted. Zygotes are also tested to make sure they are free of the original genetic disease. The procedure is controversial.

A savior sibling may be the solution for any disease treated by hematopoietic stem cell transplantation. It is effective against genetically detectable (mostly monogenic) diseases, e.g. Fanconi anemia, Diamond-Blackfan anemia and β-thalassemia, in the ailing sibling, since the savior sibling can be selected to not have inherited the disease. The procedure may also be used in children with leukemia, and in such cases HLA match is the only requirement, and not exclusion of any other obvious genetic disorder.
Multiple embryos are created and preimplantation genetic diagnosis is used to detect and select ones that are free of a genetic disorder and that are also a HLA match for an existing sibling who requires a transplant. Upon birth, umbilical cord blood is taken and used for hematopoietic stem cell transplantation.

In the United Kingdom, the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Authority (HFEA) has ruled that it is lawful to use modern reproductive techniques to create a savior sibling.
Arguments for or against the use of PGD/HLA tissue typing are based on several key issues including the commodification and welfare of the donor child. 
The main ethical argument against is the possible exploitation of the child, e.g. potential adverse psychological effects on a child born not for itself but to save another. 
A survey of 4,000 Americans showed that 61% approved of PGD use for savior siblings

Yury Verlinsky and collaborators described the first case in 2001.[1]
[1]"Preimplantation Diagnosis for Fanconi Anemia Combined With HLA Matching", Yury Verlinsky et al. The Journal of the American Medical Association.
"Savior Siblings," Made to Order - British Approval of Designer Babies Stirs Ethical Anxiety 

http://www.catholic.org/featured/headline.php?ID=2132 
London, May 7, 2005 

The final legal obstacle to designer babies in Britain was removed last week in a ruling by the House of Lords, the Telegraph newspaper reported April 29. The case involved Raj and Shahana Hashimi, who sought to use pre-implantation genetic diagnosis (PGD) to create a child whose umbilical cord stem cells could provide a cure for their son Zain. The boy has a blood disorder and must receive frequent transfusions. The case has a complicated legal history and the latest decision follows a legal appeal in 2003, won by the Hashimi family. This decision was challenged by Josephine Quintavalle, the director of a pro-life group, Comment on Reproductive Ethics. But in a unanimous ruling the five law lords decreed that using PGD to create what is also referred to as a "savior sibling" is permissible. 
A press release by Josephine Quintavalle dated April 28 commented that the decision by the House of Lords set a dangerous precedent. "The Law Lords have in effect stated that unless there are specific prohibitions to the contrary, the Human Fertilization and Embryology Authority can do whatever it pleases," she stated. 
The problem with this, she continued, is that it is not just about creating babies in a laboratory for matching tissues. Worse, it leaves the door open to designer babies in general. "Whatever the mother deems to be suitable in an embryo is what she can ask for, according to today's interpretation of the law," concluded Quintavalle. 
The previous legal victory by the Hashimi family had in fact already opened the doors in Britain for designer babies. The Telegraph in a report last Nov. 25 announced that the country's National Health Service will now pay for couples to create babies that are needed to provide cells for their siblings. 
The newspaper reported that in the preceding months at least three local health authorities in England had agreed to provide public funds for couples who wanted to create a donor sibling. According to the article, four attempts at in vitro fertilization, together with PGD, costs around 20,000 pounds ($37,800). 
Then, on Nov. 29, the Times reported that a couple was the first to conceive the United Kingdom's first designer baby. Julie and Joe Fletcher's son is anemic and after IVF an embryo was selected whose umbilical cord will provide a source of stem cells. They are the first couple to so conceive because the Hashimi family, though given the go-ahead, had so far been unsuccessful at achieving a pregnancy, the Times said. Other British couples have given birth to savior siblings, but after treatment in the United States, where the procedure is legal. 

Moving the goal posts 
A further relaxation of the rules governing savior siblings was reported March 7 by the Times. Britain's Human Fertilization and Embryology Authority (HFEA) has authorized doctors to perform surgery on designer babies to extract bone marrow. Previously it was only possible for blood and cells from the umbilical cord to be used. But the newspaper affirmed that the rules were relaxed last year, without any publicity. The change only came to light through documents released under freedom-of-information legislation. 
Commenting to the Times on the rule change, Josephine Quintavalle said that the HFEA had "moved ethical goal posts" without consulting or even informing the public. She added: "Bone-marrow donation is invasive and can be painful and never more so than for a tiny newborn baby, who derives no benefit from the procedure and is unable to give consent. The concept that a baby should be created with this specific purpose in mind goes beyond the comprehension of compassionate and civilized citizens." Screening for cancer Fears over the use of PGD were confirmed in another ruling by the HFEA late last year. BBC reported Nov. 1 that the HFEA has approved screening for embryos in order to eliminate those that suffer from an inherited form of cancer. 
Researchers from University College in London were given a license to screen for a form of genetic bowel cancer. A parent who carries the gene involved in this cancer, reportedly has a 50% chance of passing it on to his or her children. Those who possess this gene can develop rectal or colon cancer in teen-age years. 
The technique is already used in screening for other disorders such as cystic fibrosis, which can affect babies from the time of birth, BBC reported. However, this is thought to be the first time it has been used for a disease that does not affect the sufferer until early adulthood. 
Commenting on the decision, Dr. Mohammed Tarannisi, director of the Assisted Reproduction and Gynecology Center in London, told BBC the latest decision should have been "put to a wider audience." On BBC Radio 4's Today program he said: "These are conditions that may or may not develop 20, 30, 40 years down the line. Is this the right thing to do? It is not up to the HFEA or three members of the HFEA or even a clinician like myself to make these kinds of decisions. This is an issue that needs to be debated properly." The HFEA decision was criticized by other groups as well, noted the Guardian newspaper on Nov. 2. "Whether or not genetic selection of embryos should take place, or in which cases, is extremely difficult to decide about," said Sue Mayer, director of the organization GeneWatch UK. "The HFEA have taken it upon themselves to make these decisions without reference to anyone but themselves." Further criticism came from Dr. Callum MacKellar, director of research at the Scottish Council on Human Bioethics. According to a report in the Scotsman newspaper the same day, MacKellar warned that the move could "lead society on to a slippery slope towards eugenics." 

Psychological risks 
A recent article by Agneto Sutton, lecturer in the Department of Theology at University College, Chichester, England, commented on the ethics involved in savior siblings. Published in last year's No. 6 edition of the Italian bioethics magazine Medicina e Morale, the article observed that while the aim of saving a sick child is praiseworthy in itself, "it cannot justify any means to achieve it." 
Sutton argued that the HFEA has not provided sufficient evidence that the process of PGD itself will not have ill effects for the children born following such tests. Moreover, she asked how a savior sibling will react on learning that it was born for the sake of helping an older child. "Is this compatible with the human dignity of the child?" she asked. This situation could lead to psychological suffering for the savior sibling. On the part of the parents the decision in favor of a savior sibling also reveals problems, Sutton added. The child is used as something instrumental and its welcome is far from being unconditional. Even the label "savior" is a misnomer, she argued. When we speak of a savior we refer to someone who has made an active intervention, willed by the person who acts. In the case of babies who are selected as a source of cells, the "savior" is passive and is treated as a product. The Catechism of the Catholic Church, in No. 2378, in dealing with the theme of IVF in general, warns that "A child is not something owed to one, but is a gift." The text adds: "A child may not be considered a piece of property." A warning that remains valid as genetic techniques extend their reach. 
Getting a Designer Baby Takes Several Tries, Says Bioethicist - Alerts Parents Seeking Embryo Who Could Aid Ill Sibling
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/getting-a-designer-baby-take-several-tries-says-bioethicist
Valencia, Spain, November 20, 2007 

Embryos created to save the life of a sick or dying sibling only come into existence after many failed attempts, warned a bioethics expert. The 6th National Bioethics Congress was held last week at the Catholic University of Valencia San Vicente Mártir. Justo Aznar, director of the Science of Life Institute at that university, explained the conclusions of the congress to the AVAN news agency. When parents seek to create a child who could donate blood or bone marrow to a sibling, "There are many ethical problems that undoubtedly rise," he said. "One of the most striking is the objective number of human embryos destroyed to obtain one of these children."
He affirmed that "it is very rare that a suitable embryo is obtained on the first attempt. Many times, a matching pair requires four, five or six attempts. And many times they don’t obtain one."
Aznar said that the first "design baby" came only after 32 failed "attempts," that is, 32 embryos were destroyed.
In general, he added, "the efficiency of the technique is between 1% and 3%, which means that to obtain one, two or three useful design babies to treat a sick sibling, you have to destroy 100 human embryos.”
Aznar explained that “without a doubt, this establishes important ethical problems and above all, it is something parents should know before beginning the process of producing a child by design.”

Cardinal: Let's At Least Make Abortion Rarer - "Still Much to Do" After Series of Failures in Parliament
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinal-let-s-at-least-make-abortion-rarer 

London, May 22, 2008 

Cardinal Cormac Murphy O'Connor looked at the bright side, after noting the disappointment brought by parliamentarians who voted to leave the upper time limit for Britain's abortion law at 24 weeks of gestation…
A horror British Parliament cast a series of ethically contentious votes this week. On Monday, Members of Parliament approved 336-176 the creation of hybrid embryos, made by introducing human DNA into animal ova.
Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, told Vatican Radio that that law is particularly grave from the ethical point of view since "it constitutes an offense against the dignity of man. It is an attempt of fertilization between species that until how has been prohibited by all the laws on artificial fertilization." "Human-animal union, even if it is not sexual, represents one of the horrors that has always brought rejection in ethics," he said.
Also on Monday, a bid to ban "savior siblings" was voted down by 342 votes to 163. "Savior siblings" are created using in vitro fertilization techniques with the goal of making a genetic match to help an ill older brother or sister. Embryos whose genes do not match will be discarded.
Parliament also decided that fathers are not needed when women seek in vitro fertilization, a move expected to make it easier for lesbian couples to use the method to have children.

The Debate Has Just Begun, Says British Cardinal - Calls for 2 Practical Steps after This Week's Votes
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/the-debate-has-just-begun-says-british-cardinal 

London, May 23, 2008 

Votes in British Parliament this week did not settle the issues surrounding human fertilization and embryology, affirmed the archbishop of Westminster, who called for two practical steps to be taken next.
In a column today in the Daily Telegraph, Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor asked if "the conscience of the nation at ease with itself," even if the politicians have already cast their votes.
"Far from settling the issues until the next bill comes along, this week's extraordinary debates have in fact woken us all up to the reality of what is being done in our name," he said. "Many people are left deeply uneasy and perplexed, profoundly worried about the direction we are now taking.
In a series of decisions Monday and Tuesday, Parliament voted in favor of human-animal hybrids, and approved the creation of "savior siblings." They also decided that fathers are not a necessary prerequisite for seeking in vitro fertilization, and that the upper limit on the abortion law should stay at 24 weeks of gestation.


Underlying questions 

Cardinal Murphy-O'Connor said the debates are not over: "A vote alone cannot and should not close the discussion. Underlying it are crucial questions. What is it to be a human being? What conditions do we need for our flourishing? In what sort of society can we put our faith and know that we are cherished and valued and above all enabled to grow in our search for what is right and true?"
In this context, the cardinal suggested two things: a national bioethics commission, and a common effort to reduce the number of abortions in Britain.
"First, it is increasingly clear that we need a statutory National Bioethics Commission," he proposed. 
"A high-level national bioethics commission with the best expertise from different disciplines might not always be unanimous in its view. But it could greatly serve the common good simply through continuing dialogue and exploration.
"As a society we urgently need to create the capacity for continuing ethical reflection. Ethics needs to keep pace with the science, and the public must not be left behind. Many other countries have such a commission and the U.K. is badly served without one."

Shattering decision 

Second, the cardinal suggested, "the vote to maintain the current status quo on abortion is not the end of the question."
Abortion is legal in Britain through the 24th week of pregnancy. Parliament was asked to consider lowering that limit, even just by two weeks, due to a growing number of cases showing that infants at 22 weeks of gestation are viable outside the womb. "The idea of 'viability,' prominent in the debate, is a concept dependent on the availability of resources and technology; not one that is able to found a moral distinction between a life that is worth our respect and protection, and one that is not," Cardinal Murphy-O'Connor explained. "Life in the womb needs all our resources and protection and makes that claim from the moment of conception. 
"For everyone involved, abortion is often a painful and shattering decision and it can only be a source of profound distress. That is why I believe we must all, whatever our beliefs, work together to find a better solution." There are about 200,000 abortions a year in Britain, something the cardinal said people on all sides of the debate agree is "far too many." "Even without a change in the law, the number of abortions could fall dramatically if more people worked together to foster a new understanding and approach to relationships, responsibility and mutual support," the prelate contended.


Science vs. religion? 

The archbishop of Westminster also clarified that the debate of recent weeks is not about science versus religion. "The truth is that 'science' is never in itself on one side or the other," he affirmed. "Of course we all need to understand what scientific advances tell us about the physical and biological worlds, about the material out of which human lives are made, and the breathtaking beauty and complexity of human development from the embryo.
"But science remains a human activity. It takes place in moral space not a moral vacuum. What we are dealing with are profound ethical judgments which are informed, but not determined, by the insights of science. Our views will be shaped not only by scientific facts but also by our basic understanding of what a human life is, and also our philosophy of life -- which may or may not be informed by a religious belief. Science cannot replace ethics."
The cardinal affirmed that there is no conflict between faith and reason, and called for reasoned debate to test the positions of both believers and nonbelievers.
"[People of faith] should not be excluded or marginalized simply because they come from a religious perspective," he affirmed, "nor should they be given special privilege in democratic debate." "Reason and faith go hand in hand, and, for me, faith brings an insight into the truth which helps reason," the cardinal stated.
He concluded: "This week's debate does not mark the end of the discussion but in fact, paradoxically, opens up the possibility of one that is much deeper. I hope this can become a conversation for everyone marked by a new openness and mutual respect in which we have much to learn from each other. This is because it is a common search about nothing less than the ultimate truth of who we are and what we are called to become." 

Child Conceived to Be Used - Bishops Decry Disregard for Dignity of "Savior Sibling"

http://www.zenit.org/article-31719?l=english
Paris, February 10, 2011 
"To conceive a child to be used -- even if it is for treatment -- is not respectful of his dignity," bishops of France are affirming in response to the Jan. 26 birth of that nation's first "savior sibling."

In a communiqué Tuesday, the French Episcopal Conference affirmed the bishops' empathy for parents of sick children, but stressed that using "the most vulnerable human being to cure" is unworthy of humankind.

The baby born Jan. 26 was genetically selected from several embryos to ensure both that he didn't carry beta thalassemia, and that he would be a close genetic match to his siblings. Stem cells from his umbilical cord blood can provide treatment cells for his siblings.

"To want to cure a brother in humanity honors man," the bishops affirmed. "Many people dedicate their lives to this! To support parents in their suffering who have a seriously sick child is a duty of society. We understand their anguish and their hope in medicine.

"However, to legalize the use of the most vulnerable human being to cure is unworthy of man. To conceive a child to use him -- even if it is to cure -- is not respectful of his dignity."

The bishops asserted that "such utilitarianism is always a regression." 

Savior Siblings: At What Moral Cost? The Golden Rule Also Applies to Embryos

http://www.zenit.org/article-32103?l=english
By E. Christian Brugger, Washington, D.C., March 23, 2011 
Here is a question on bioethics asked by a ZENIT reader and answered by the fellows of the Culture of Life Foundation.

Q: Could you please clarify the concept of a "savior sibling"? Some argue that a child conceived to save his older brother or sister is "conceived to be used." But the child per se is not used at all, only the child's umbilical cord. Please clarify. Sincerely, D.V.M, Bellflower, California 

A: Lisa Nash, mother of the world's first "savior sibling," said she would do "anything" to save her daughter's life.[1] Her daughter Molly was diagnosed at birth (in 1994) with Fanconi Anemia, a serious genetic disorder in which patients can suffer bone marrow failure, birth defects, developmental abnormalities, a heightened risk of leukemia and premature death. Lisa and her husband Jack were told that the best way to help Molly was to give her a blood and marrow transplant from a genetically matched sibling. But Molly was an only child. Her parents had been considering conceiving again, but decided against it because of the high probability -- about 25% -- that the child would suffer the same illness. 

Then Lisa and Jack were told about pre-implantation genetic diagnosis (PGD), a screening procedure performed on embryos prior to implantation. Embryos are generated in a laboratory using in-vitro fertilization (IVF), then tested for the desired genetic traits; only those that are perfect matches are implanted into a female uterus. "Abnormal" embryos -- or in this case embryos not genetically matched to Molly -- are destroyed.

The Nashes agreed. After four agonizing trials, and the creation of 30 embryos, the Nashes finally got their disease-free child, Adam, an exact blood match for his sister Molly. He was born in October 2000 at Fairview Hospital in Minneapolis. Specialists successfully transferred tissue and blood from Adam's umbilical cord into Molly's body. And his sister's life was saved.

Adam is called a "savior sibling," not because -- as in the Christian use of the term -- he sacrificed his life for another, but rather because he was generated -- was brought into the world -- and selected to provide a life-saving remedy for another. His successful gestation meant the difference between life and death for Molly. After implantation, he was not subjected to disproportionately risky procedures for his sister's sake; his organs were not harvested and his body was not violated to save her; using his umbilical cord after birth was harmless to him. And although he was generated for his sister's sake, we cannot presume his parents do not love him today for his own sake, and care for him as best they can. 

Yet the fact remains: 29 human embryos were sacrificed to save Molly. His mother, Lisa, stated in 2001 in an interview with CNN, "That's what we had to do for us; and I would hope that people who felt this was inappropriate would feel it was inappropriate for them and not judge me unless they've been where I've been."[2] 

Now nobody would ever wish to be where the Nashes were with their daughter Molly; suffering with a child who suffers from a fatal condition such as Fanconi Anemia. Moreover, we cannot scrutinize the level of knowledge or measure of culpability of other people in doing the things they do. In this sense, we should not attempt to judge Lisa Nash's conscience.

But, we can and must make judgments about the objective morality of certain kinds of actions and condemn those actions that are objectively wrong. Moral disapproval of the eugenic selection of IVF embryos using PGD does not principally concern a 'feeling of inappropriateness.' It concerns a judgment that creating and killing human embryos for the benefit of others is always gravely wrong. 

Dangerous road

All the endless rationalizing about embryos not being human, or not yet fully human, or not persons, or lacking moral worth, or not being 'like us,' have paved a dangerously tempting path for people in crisis situations to travel down. We unblinkingly focus on the benefits promised at the end of the path and avert our eyes from the monstrous injustices caused to human embryos.

Moreover, bringing a child into the world, not for his own sake but for the benefit of another treats him as a means to an end; it instrumentalizes him. This violates the moral requirement of the natural law (articulated in Kant's "Categorical Imperative" and Karol Wojtyla's "Personalistic Norm") directing that we treat other persons -- precisely because they are persons -- always as ends in themselves. The fact that a "savior sibling" may be loved and cherished after his utilitarian purpose has been served does not erase the wrong done to him in creating him for another's benefit. 

Some believe this latter argument is speciously abstract. If parents intend to love the "savior sibling" as much as his older sibling, no harm, and therefore no wrong, is done to him. I would agree only this far: If parents already intended to have another child, conceived the child in licit ways, and then utilized the child's discarded umbilical cord to save another, then certainly there is no wrongdoing in this. 

But parents who envisage another pregnancy precisely for the purpose of benefiting one of their other children; and who initiate the pregnancy for that purpose -- even aside from the problems of IVF and eugenic selection of embryos -- have harmed and done wrong to their child. They wronged him by not bringing him into the world as the subject of a loving communion between themselves and the child, but in the context of a relationship of "maker" to "thing made," as a useful (indeed very useful in the case of "savior siblings") instrument to serve their purposes. "But what noble purposes!" the Utilitarian always cries. Indeed, but at what moral cost? 

Can anyone doubt that if after two week's gestation (or four, six, eight, 15, 22, etc.), the doctors told the parents that the only way to save the older sibling was to terminate the pregnancy and to culture the embryonic/fetal tissue for creating a life-saving serum, the parents -- having initiated the pregnancy for an instrumental purpose -- would seriously contemplate abortion. Is there any doubt that some, perhaps many, would -- in their desperation for results -- consent to the repugnant alternative? If embryos are considered disposable before implantation, what logic secures their inviolability after implantation?

Dead end

We've come a long way down this dead-end street. Today we generate embryos in vitro, grow them in Petri dishes, biopsy them, select the ones that please us most, mail them to India to be gestated, freeze them and earmark their frozen bodies for a variety of future uses; and when we no longer feel they are useful to us, we magnanimously donate them to science or flush them down the sink. 

But since we all were once embryos, and in relation to the fullness of life in the Kingdom for which Christians hope, we are right now in an embryonic kind of existence; when we dehumanize them, we dehumanize ourselves and everyone else. 

Can the genie ever get back in the bottle? Can we humanize the embryo in the minds of our neighbors and associates? Only with difficulty. If we've dehumanized the fetus to nine months, defending embryos will be onerous. 

But encouraging signs are afoot. Just last week, the Oklahoma House passed a bill (HB 1442) that would prohibit embryo-destructive research in the state, and the Minnesota legislature is moving ahead with a bill to prohibit the cloning of human embryos, including so-called "therapeutic cloning."

In the meantime, we can always ask those tempted to run rough shod over our little brothers and sisters, "If you were an embryo, how would you want to be treated?" You know, the Golden Rule and all that.

Notes
[1] For more information, see http://news.minnesota.publicradio.org/features/200010/18_scheckt_babies
[2] For more information, see http://articles.cnn.com/2001-06-27/health/embryo.testing_1_genetic-diagnosis-genetic-testing-genetic-defect?_s=PM:HEALTH
E. Christian Brugger is a Senior Fellow of Ethics and director of the Fellows Program at the Culture of Life Foundation; and the J. Francis Cardinal Stafford Chair of Moral Theology at St. John Vianney Theological Seminary in Denver, Colorado.
THREE-PARENTING Pages 213-215
Three parents produce one embryo

http://www.smh.com.au/news/science/three-parents-produce-one-embryo/2008/02/05/1202090420956.html
By Deborah Smith, Science Director, February 6, 2008
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Human embryos with three parents have been created by British scientists.
In a world first procedure, IVF embryos each containing DNA from one man and two women were produced as part of a medical research project on serious inheritable diseases by a team at Newcastle University.

The technique is being developed in the hope of eventually helping women with diseases of the mitochondria - power packs inside cells that convert food to energy - avoid passing on their genetic defects to their children. About half the children born with mitochondrial disease in Australia die before the age of two.

But critics argue the research is a worrying step towards creating genetically manipulated, or "designer" babies.
Greg Pike, director of the Southern Cross Bioethics Institute in Adelaide, said the ethical implications would be profound if the new technique was ever used, because it was not known how the children would react.

"The possibility of having three biological parents is an entirely new scenario which constitutes experimentation with human life," Dr. Pike said.

The creation of embryos with more than two genetic parents is banned in Australia but the British experiments, which were reported in London's Daily Telegraph, were approved there.

Mitochondria have their own DNA, separate to that in the cell's nucleus. It is only passed down from mother to child via her egg.

Defects in mitochondrial DNA can lead to about 50 diseases, including blindness, mental retardation, epilepsy, muscle weakness and diabetes.
About one in 5000 births are affected by the conditions, which develop at different ages and often lead to premature death.

The Newcastle team hopes the new "mitochondria transplant" technique, which they tested using 10 IVF embryos that were only allowed to develop for six days, could eventually eradicate the diseases.

The idea is that couples could create an IVF embryo with their own sperm and egg. Then their nuclear DNA would be removed and implanted in an egg donated by a woman who does not have mitochondrial disease.

Her nuclear DNA would be removed from the egg so the child would only have nuclear DNA that influences appearance and characteristics from the real parents.

David Thorburn, of Murdoch Children's Research Institute in Melbourne, said it was difficult to comment on the British experiments because they were not yet published in a scientific journal.

But he thought the research was worth pursuing, because there were few options for families with mitochondrial disease who wanted to ensure they had unaffected children.

"I would like to see more data about the safety issues," Associate Professor Thorburn said.

The Melbourne institute has diagnosed about 400 Australian children with mitochondrial disease in the past 15 years.

The law would have to be changed in Britain before the technique could be used to produce children.
Also at "Custom made" children in conflict with Christianity (Catholic Weekly 03/02/08)
Designer children in conflict with Christianity 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/802/30.php, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/802/30.html 

February 6, 2008
Terminating a life because of a particular disease or disability is never in accord with Christian thinking, Sydney Archdiocese Marriage and Family Office director Chris Meney says.
The Catholic Weekly reports Mr. Meney said people should remember that every one is never completely free from the risk of developing a serious disease. 
"We should reject language and encroaching norms that align so-called abnormality or impairment with unacceptability," Mr. Meney said. 
“Experts say the genetic testing of embryos at risk of developing deadly diseases is not foolproof, and that all parents should be extensively counselled on the risks.” 
Mr. Meney added parents should not reject some lives so as to ensure a “custom made” child who accords with some idealised specification. 
Source: "Custom made" children in conflict with Christianity (Catholic Weekly 03/02/08)
Britain’s “3 Parent” Cloning Experiments Condemned 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/britains-3-parent-cloning-experiments-condemned 

By Hilary White, Newcastle, April 19, 2010 
Pro-life groups and a U.S. bioethics expert have condemned the creation of cloned human embryos with “three parents,” announced by scientists at Newcastle University last week. In a report published April 14 in the journal Nature, the researchers said that they expect children to be born via the process within three years, should the law be changed to allow it. 

Anthony Ozimic, the communications manager for the UK’s Society for the Protection of Unborn Children (SPUC), called for an immediate halt to such research, saying, “Scientists should stop killing and abusing human beings in experiments.”

While an article by Naturenews, the website of the journal, used ambiguous language to describe the procedure, it clearly stated that the purpose of the research was to create viable embryos, free of mitochondrial genetic disease, that could be brought to term. 

Dianne Irving, a U.S. expert in bioethics told LifeSiteNews.com (LSN) that, despite the media’s reluctance to use the term, the article is describing human cloning. The procedure described, she said, although similar to a technique called “somatic cell nuclear transfer” (SCNT), is more accurately called “pronuclei transfer, a form of cloning.” In this research, she said, instead of replacing the nucleus of the embryo with one taken from a mature body cell, as in SCNT, the material was taken from the pronuclei of another embryo.

The media has widely reported this breakthrough as the creation of embryos with “three parents” - referring to the adult parents of the donated embryos. But because the organic material was actually taken from the embryonic human beings, Irving said, the third embryo created by this technique is more accurately described as the cloned “child” of the two “parent donor embryos.” She points out that should embryos cloned using this technique be implanted, another parent, that of the “gestational mother” would be added to the list. 

Naturenews reported that the scientists had implanted “genetic material” from “fertilized eggs” that had been rejected for use in in vitro fertilisation (IVF) because of abnormalities. However, David Prentice of the Family Research Council described the use of the term “fertilized egg” the term as “a scientifically inaccurate misnomer and misleading.” “Once fertilization occurs, these are no longer eggs but rather embryos,” he pointed out.   

Naturenews explained that, “At this early stage [of embryonic development] the sperm and egg nuclei, which contain most of the parental genes, have not yet fused.” These portions of the unfused nuclei, properly called “pronuclei,” were removed from one embryo and transferred into another “fertilized egg cell,” or embryo, with healthy mitochondria, from which the full nucleus had been removed. 
Naturenews noted that lead researcher Douglass Turnbull and colleagues are working with the UK’s Human Embryology and Fertilisation Authority, “to determine what further studies must be done before a human embryo that has undergone the procedure can be brought to term.” “There isn't a license in place to do this at the moment,” Turnbull said. “We've proved in principle that this sort of technique can be used to prevent transmission of mitochondrial diseases in humans.” 

Naturenews reports that the experiment used 80 embryos as “donors” of pronuclei. Of the resulting clones, only 18 survived to the eight-cell stage. Naturenews said that “a small number” of the 18 reached the blastocyst stage of about 100 cells. The embryos were allowed to live and develop for 6 to 8 days, tested for the condition of their mitochondria and then destroyed.

Mitochondria are the tiny “organelles” in cells that supply the cell with energy and control cellular differentiation, cell growth and death. There are at least 50 known genetic diseases caused by problems with mitochondria.

SPUC’s Anthony Ozimic said about the new procedure that, “Each of those embryos were members of the human family, with a right to life equal to those of the scientists who killed them. Human life begins at conception. Any grounds for denying human rights to human embryos are arbitrary and self-serving.

“Creating embryonic children in the laboratory abuses them, by subjecting them to unnatural processes. Scientists should respect human life and pursue ethical alternatives which are much more likely to be successful in the long-term.” 

Dianne Irving commented to LSN, “Why they continue to try to clone humans is very questionable when the researchers know - or should know (but probably don't) - that the science won't work.”

She said the research sounded more like a case of “wooing research grants and Nobel prizes” than a “sincere attempts to help vulnerable women” who are led to believe that they can have a healthy child from the procedure. 

“It would seem that IVF clinics and laboratories have turned into nothing more than a huge monstrous source of human biological ‘parts’ for use by wacko researchers.”
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Questions and Answers on Stem Cell Research

http://www.pacatholic.org/bishops-statements/questions-and-answers-on-stem-cell-research/     
The Bishops of Pennsylvania, July 30, 2005
“God alone is the Lord of life from its beginning until its end; no one can under any circumstance claim the right directly to destroy an innocent human being.” (Catechism of the Catholic Church 2258)
Stem Cell Research
Medical science today holds out the promise of cures to diseases and medical advances far beyond anything imagined, even a generation ago. Much of what we hear, particularly in media accounts of this type of “medical miracle,” has to do with a remarkable technology called stem cell research. This new medical research industry currently treats numerous illnesses and injuries and offers hope for more cures using adult stem cells.

We rejoice with these advances in medical science and the promise of relief to human suffering. At the same time, we have an obligation to ensure that medical capabilities do not progress so rapidly that they lack an ethical and moral foundation. Whatever is accomplished, we must be sure that it is not just what we are able to do but what we should do. There is a definite and necessary moral context for medical development as well as an ethical content to decisions involving stem cell research. It is this moral dimension of medical science that we call to your attention.

As the Bishops of Pennsylvania, we have a responsibility to help people make an informed moral judgment about one of the most important issues that we, as a people, face today. We must examine carefully the facts to determine what exactly is at issue and why the moral prohibition against the use of evil means to achieve a good end is applicable.

What is a stem cell?
A stem cell is an unspecialized cell. Stem cells have the potential to develop into a full range of tissues that constitute the human body. This makes them so attractive to researchers. The science of cell therapy concentrates on ways to replace, repair or enhance the biological function of damaged tissues or organs in the body.

What are embryonic stem cells?
At the very beginning of human life, the sperm and egg come together to form an embryo. After that embryo has grown for about 5-7 days, it contains embryonic stem cells which can be extracted. In this procedure, the embryo is killed. Similar embryonic-type stem cells can also be obtained from aborted fetuses. The extracted cells are then cultivated in a laboratory, replicating over and over again.

What are adult stem cells and from where do they come?
Fortunately, embryos are not the only source of stem cells. Adult stem cells are found in the individual at any time after birth. There are a number of ethical sources of stem cells that hold out realistic hope for cures and treatments of diseases. Stem cells from adult tissues, which are committed to differentiating into a limited number of cell types such as liver, brain or blood, are called adult stem cells. These too have the capability of developing into specific tissues. Adult-type stem cells can also be derived from various pregnancy-related sources such as umbilical cords, placentas and amniotic fluid. Some scientists today assert that not only are adult stem cells more readily available but they are also more effective in treating diseases.
Which of the types of stem cells are medically most successful?
Stem cells derived from placental or umbilical cord blood have proven to be remarkably effective, similar to other adult stem cells. Originally it was theorized that stem cells from these various sources would be ineffective because they are limited in their ability to become various types of cells. However, alternative sources of stem cells have been successfully differentiated into needed tissue and are already effective in healing human illnesses. More than 50 diseases have already been treated successfully in humans using adult and umbilical cord stem cells.

What does the Church teach about adult stem cell research?
The Church does not oppose all stem cell research. In fact, the Church encourages and supports medical development and technological advancement. Adult stem cells are a solution. These cells exist in our bodies and provide a natural repair mechanism for many tissues of our bodies. There are methods available for obtaining human stem cells from adults. Furthermore, many therapies in humans have been successfully developed using adult stem cells. These include treatments for leukemia, juvenile diabetes, spinal cord injury, immune deficiency and corneal damage. It is important to note that no therapies in humans have ever been successfully carried out using embryonic stem cells.

Why is the extraction of embryonic stem cells immoral?
At the heart of the moral issue involving embryonic stem cell research is the fact that the embryo is killed so that the stem cells can be used for research – for the potential benefit of someone else. Embryos are human and at the very beginning of the process of life-long human development. Even though the human embryo is tiny at this point, as human beings and in solidarity with that life, we are not free to allow its use simply as a commodity for our convenience or benefit. As the Catechism of the Catholic Church teaches, “God alone is the Lord of life from its beginning until its end: no one can under any circumstance claim the right directly to destroy an innocent human being.” (CCC 2258). There are those who argue that, since hundreds of thousands of embryos frozen in fertility clinics are just going to be thrown away, it should be permissible to use them for research purposes. Such an argument ignores the truth that such embryos are human and should not be regarded as disposable in the first place. It is like saying that since one is going to die it is permissible to kill him or her. What makes this experimentation immoral is that in each case a human embryo in the process of human development would be intentionally destroyed for the sake of scientific experimentation. Immoral means can never be used even in achieving a good and noble end.

Is there a difference between embryonic stem cells and stem cell lines?
Scientists and moralists make the distinction between embryos, embryonic stem cells which are obtained by the killing of the embryo, stem cell lines which are developed from either embryonic or adult stem cells and products that are prepared from stem cell lines. There is a range of moral judgments relative to each of these specific aspects of stem cell research. In this pastoral reflection we are concentrating on human embryos and the moral prohibition against their destruction to produce stem cells for research.

What about the use of government funding for embryonic stem cell research?
Government funding would further encourage researchers to destroy human embryos. We must oppose the use of our tax dollars for research that involves the destruction of human life. When we enter the realm of public policy, each of us has an obligation to speak up and to take a stand for human life. We cannot proceed down the road of scientific development without sufficient moral reflection and ethical judgment.

What is the role of the Church in this debate?
The Church, the voice of Christ applying his gospel to the world today, speaks out of 2000 years of human experience and its reflection on that experience in the light of God’s word and guided by the wisdom of the Holy Spirit. It is the constant task of the Church, as it is of all members of society, to be alert to the wisdom of God and the natural law as it offers ethical and moral reflection on what we are capable of doing technologically and scientifically. It is a question not of what we can do but of what we must do or not do in conformity to God’s intended plan for us. Many in our society maintain that scientific advances should not be restrained by moral compunction. We hear repeatedly that much good will come from embryonic stem cell research. This good end, we are told, certainly justifies any means needed to achieve it. However, to abandon the long-standing moral imperative that the end does not justify the use of immoral means places us on the course of moral anarchy. The issue of embryonic stem cell research brings us face to face with a fundamental human moral principle and decision. We cannot allow scientific knowledge and technological advances to extend beyond needed moral and ethical guidance. The two must move forward together, always striving to embrace the natural moral order of human life as God intended.

Moral and Ethical Guidance
In his encyclical letter “The Gospel of Life,” Pope John Paul II praised the efforts of researchers and practitioners of medical science. At the same time, however, “The Gospel of Life” reminds those engaged in medical research and healthcare services of their “unique responsibility” to preserve the dignity and integrity of human life (n. 89). This responsibility is of increasing importance in our modern society with its growing embrace of the “culture of death,” a culture that endorses the destruction of human life in the womb and promotes the creation of human life in order to destroy it for the sole purpose of harvesting parts.
What we are witnessing is the conflict of two completely different sets of ethical norms for human living. On the one hand, the traditional Judeo-Christian ethic teaches that all human life is sacred and should never be considered a commodity nor destroyed simply for the benefit of others. On the other hand, an expanding culture of death professes that human life, in its most vulnerable forms, can be killed for the benefit of the more powerful.

In concluding his encyclical, “The Gospel of Life,” Pope John Paul II called on all members of society to build a culture of life. “What is urgently called for is a general mobilization of consciences and a united ethical effort to activate a great campaign in support of life. All together, we must build a new culture of life; new because it will be able to confront and solve today’s unprecedented problems affecting human life.” (n. 95).

Even more urgently, we are reminded by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith that “No objective, even though noble in itself, such as a foreseeable advantage to science, to other human beings, or to society, can in any way justify experimentation on living human embryos or fetuses, whether viable or not, either inside or outside the mother’s body.” (The Instruction on Respect for Human Life in its Origin and on the Dignity of Procreation) {Donum Vitae}.

The Catholic Church brings a living ethical tradition to this critical issue of embryonic stem cell research. May God continue to enlighten our minds and strengthen our resolve to speak out in support of human life and to help build a society that respects, defends and protects the gift of human life.

Evangelium Vitae: A 10th Anniversary Reflection on Stem Cell Research
http://www.tcec2008.org/tea_evangeliumvitae.php 
February 22, 2005
Pastoral Letter to the Clergy, Religious and Lay Faithful of the Diocese of Pittsburgh
Grace and peace to you in Christ.

Ten years ago our Holy Father, Pope John Paul II, in his encyclical The Gospel of Life called us to be engaged in the struggle between “the culture of death” and “the civilization of love.” Increasingly we are experiencing the horrendous ramifications of the “culture of death” in our country. Secular media, various educational institutions and political campaigns routinely endorse the destruction of human life in the womb and foster the premise that it is “good” to create human life in order to destroy it for the purpose of “harvesting” parts.

We witness the conflict of two completely different sets of values and norms for human living. On the one hand, the traditional Judeo-Christian ethic teaches that all human life is sacred and should never be considered a commodity nor be destroyed simply for the benefit of others. On the other hand an expanding culture of death professes that human life, in its most vulnerable forms, can be killed for the benefit of the more powerful.

Examples of this mentality abound illustrating what our Holy Father calls a “widespread conditioning that makes it increasingly difficult to distinguish between good and evil.” The deaths of unborn children now number past 43 million in our nation as a result of legalized abortion. In some Western European countries if two doctors decree that a person’s life is “nonproductive,” the patient’s life can be terminated even without his or her knowledge or consent. Just a few short years ago we would have thought this the stuff of science fiction horror movies.

We also see the expansion of the impact of the culture of death mentality. In California an effort is underway to force Catholic health care institutions to perform abortions. It is not enough that the pro-abortion industry insists on its “freedom” to kill. It now demands that others be forced to kill as well.

Modern science has developed a remarkable technology called stem cell research. This new medical research industry currently treats any number of illnesses and injuries and holds out promise for more potential cures using adult stem cells.

However, a new public and political position is being promulgated that argues it is not enough to use adult stem cells for morally legitimate research but claims that we must explore research that uses human embryonic stem cells. This research requires the youngest and most vulnerable members of our human family have their lives sacrificed solely for the benefit of others.

Who has the right to take the life of another regardless of his or her stage of development? The new mentality implies that if enough doctors, scientists or politicians define certain lives as expendable the continuum of human life can be violated. Whenever that principle is accepted, the basic human right to life becomes dependent upon the will of those who have power.

The tenth anniversary of Evangelium Vitae provides us an opportunity to reflect on the primary teaching of that encyclical letter and to delve deeply into how it applies today to the question of embryonic stem cell research as distinct from adult stem cell research.

In the encyclical our Holy Father praises the efforts of researchers and practitioners in medical science. He urges them at the same time to be faithful to the Gospel of Life (26.4). Again as he concludes the encyclical the Pope returns to the theme of the responsibilities and obligations of those engaged in research and healthcare services reminding them of their “unique responsibility” to preserve the integrity of human life (cf. 89.2).

The Debate over Stem Cell Research

In the national debate on embryonic stem cell research the issue is often presented in highly emotional terms. Selective language is used in an effort to tip the scales in favor of a perceived good end to try to justify the means. We hear about all of the wonderful medical advances that might possibly result from this type of research and eventual therapy. The image of a child struggling with diabetes is placed in the balance against what is described as “just clumps of microscopic cells.” 
One national news magazine dismissed the entire ethical and moral aspect of stem cell research by labeling one side “embryonic research” and the other “pro-life politics.”

In order to make an informed moral judgment about one of the most important issues that we as a people are facing today we need to examine the facts carefully to understand what exactly is at issue and why it is wrong to use of an evil means to achieve a good end.

Need for Correct Information

While stem cell research may not be at the top of the list of concerns that many of us face in our day-to-day life, it is nonetheless of such significance that we all need to understand fully its realities as well as its consequences. Decisions made now could establish a principle that asserts and endorses that we are free to use the drastic means of taking another human life, if we deem that the end result justifies that dire action. To concede that the end – even if it is potential relief to long-standing illnesses and injuries – justifies the means is to send our children and grandchildren headlong down a slippery slope on a moral toboggan with neither a steering bar or brakes.

“What is stem cell research?” “Why are there differing opinions on whether it is good or bad?” “Should there be government control over this type of scientific tampering with the origins of human life?”

What is a Stem Cell?

A stem cell is an unspecified cell that can renew itself and give rise to one or more specialized cell types with specific functions in the body. While it is a tiny speck to the human eye, it nonetheless has the potential to develop into a range of different tissues and is able to serve as a sort of repair system for the human body. The science of cell therapy concentrates on ways to replace, repair or enhance the biological function of damaged tissues or organs by transplantation of isolated or characterized cells. Thus, we hear so much about the potential for all kinds of cures and health care advances.

Embryonic…

At the very beginning of human life after the male sperm cell and female egg come together to form an embryo, there come into being human cells that scientists tell us are undifferentiated. Stem cells at this stage are called “embryonic stem cells” because they are located in a human embryo. Stem cells from human embryos are believed to have the potential to become a wide variety of cell types. The stem cells, which are acquired from embryos that have been classified as “left overs” from in vitro fertilization clinics or embryos that will be cloned specifically to be research subjects, are considered fair game for destruction for research purposes.

…and Adult Stem Cells

Fortunately the truth is that embryos are not the only source of stem cells and clearly not the best source. There are a number of alternative sources of stem cells that offer more realistic hope for cures and treatments of diseases and illnesses. Stem cells from adult tissues have the potential to yield specialized cell types of the tissue from which it originated such as liver (hepatic), brain (neural), or blood (haematopoietic). These are called adult stem cells and scientists today assert that not only are adult stem cells more readily available, they also are more effective.

Stem cells derived from placental or umbilical cord blood have proven to be remarkably effective, similar to other adult stem cells. Originally it was theorized that stem cells from these various sources would be ineffective because they are limited in their ability to become various types of cells. However, alternative sources of stem cells have been successfully differentiated into needed tissue and are already healing human illnesses. According to the most recent research, adult stem cells have produced 140 successful treatments for 56 diseases.

In any number of states today, including Pennsylvania, proposals have been put forward for public funding of embryonic stem cell research, with promises of potential cures and economic development. Morally, ethically and humanly speaking, one cannot justify taking innocent human life for any alleged good that might come from it. But even pragmatically, the potential benefit of embryonic stem cell research is a poor argument for such funding. Research conducted with embryonic stem cells has yet to produce a single medical benefit to any patient anywhere in the world. Nonetheless it is proposed in various states to siphon off resources that could be far better spent on much more promising medical developments that do not carry such dangerous moral and ethical consequences.

The Catholic Church’s Moral Teaching

Adult stem cell research holds out the promise of a large step forward in the healing process. This research has been described as the most promising advance in medical science in the last decades. The Catholic Church is not opposed to the development of these therapies and remedies for a host of ailments and deficiencies that afflict the body. Stem cell research using stem cells from ethical sources is a continuation of the work that has been done for millennia by physicians and researchers seeking cures for illness and healing for the sick.

What the Church, as the conscience of society, calls for is moral and ethical reflection on the use of human embryos for stem cell research. No scientific, technological, or medical advances should take place divorced from human conscience and moral and ethical consideration.

Given the force of demonstrable physical data, science cannot deny that we are dealing with the continuum of human life. Therefore, we are not free to treat embryos the same way that we would treat a cancer tissue, or even a laboratory rat.

The Ethical Issue Involved

At the heart of the moral issue involving embryonic stem cell research is the fact that the embryo is killed so that his or her stem cells can be used for research. Current literature already speaks about destroying the embryo as necessary to “harvest” useful cells for the good of someone else. Since there is an undeniable continuity beginning at conception through growth, birth and the continuing development of life until the natural death of the human person, at what point do we permit harvesting of parts of that living human for someone else?

Embryonic Life is Human

Embryos are at the very beginning of the whole process of human life. We, as human beings, in solidarity with that life, even though it is tiny and undifferentiated at this point, are not free to view it simply as a commodity for our convenience or benefit. When we enter the sacred precincts of human life – when we approach the chamber of life – we are not the masters of the room. We are not the lords of the house of life. God alone has the right to determine who lives, who dies, and the life span of each person. We are stewards, not masters of human life. Even when we put on sterilized gloves and work with technologically advanced equipment we do not take on the mantle of arbiter of human life.

In response to the questions: “Why does the Church oppose embryonic stem cell research?” “What harm can it do?” and “Should government funding be used to advance this study?” the reply seems evident.

Living with the Consequences

Our basic human obligation to respect the life of another person comes into force even when we are dealing with the tiniest form of human life. Once we place into law the presumption that we can take an innocent human life any time we want, at whatever stage we determine, we put in motion a destructive force. That process will surely empty all technology and scientific advancement of moral and ethical restraint or true value. If our society announces that it will determine at what point a human life can be used for the benefit of another, then all that is left for the next generation to do is decide when – at what age – that principle is applied.

Already there are those who argue that since the embryo is going to be destroyed anyway, we should feel free to do with it what we will. Would that principle apply to anyone who is terminally ill? It is the same offensive principle that was used to exonerate human experimentation on prisoners in concentration camps.

There are those who maintain that scientific advances should not be restrained by moral compunction. We hear over and over the claim that much good will come from this research. The end, we are told, certainly justifies any means that are used. To abandon the longstanding moral imperative that the end does not justify the means puts us on a fast track careening towards moral anarchy.

There are those who say that the voice of moral restraint, the voice of the Church, should be ignored in this area of scientific development. In a way this is a new wrinkle in the over-extension of the idea of separation of Church and state. It is the separation of moral reflection from scientific studies.

The issue of embryonic stem cell research brings us face to face with a fundamental human moral principle and decision. We cannot allow our technology to outstrip our ethical reflection. The two need to move forward together. All our capability to develop and use technology and science must always be done within the context of God’s plan – the natural moral order. To be truly human means decisions should reflect the moral order and not be based on the emotional appeal of what seems to work for me right now.

As he concludes his encyclical on human life, Pope John Paul II calls us to reflect the Gospel of Life in our actions, culturally, socially and politically. “‘Walk as children of light … and try to learn what is pleasing to the Lord. Take no part in the unfruitful works of darkness’ (Eph. 5.8, 10-11). In our present social context, marked by a dramatic struggle between the ‘culture of life’ and the ‘culture of death,’ there is need to develop a deep critical sense capable of discerning true values and authentic needs.

“What is urgently called for is a general mobilization of consciences and a united ethical effort to activate a great campaign in support of life. All together, we must build a new culture of life; new because it will be able to confront and solve today’s unprecedented problems affecting human life” (95).

We are not free to stand by and watch as others formulate a whole new culture in which human life is viewed basically as a commodity that can be created for parts that are bought and sold. The voice of the faithful must be heard. But first we must all be well informed on the issues, how significant they are and how they will determine the future for generations to come.

The Catholic Church brings a living ethical tradition to this and so many current issues. It does so with confidence because the Church’s moral reflection is guided by a wisdom rooted in God’s word and directed by God’s Spirit.

May God continue to enlighten and strengthen all of us as we face the issues of our day with an attitude and perspective rooted in the Gospel and the Church’s teaching and guided by the Holy Spirit so that we truly pass on to our children and their children a civilization of love.

Faithfully in Christ,
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Bishop of Pittsburgh

February 22, 2005
The Chair of Saint Peter

Questions and Answers on Stem Cells

What is a stem cell?
A stem cell is essentially a “blank” cell, capable of becoming another more differentiated cell type in the body, such as a skin cell, a muscle cell, or a nerve cell.

Why are stem cells important?
Stem cells can be used to replace or heal damaged tissues or cells in the body.

What are the two broad classes of stem cells?
The two board classes of stem cells are embryonic type and adult type.

The embryonic type are: embryonic stem cells and embryonic germ cells.

The adult type are: umbilical cord stem cell, placental stem cells and adult stem cells.

Where do adult stem cells come from?
-Umbilical cords, placentas and amniotic fluid – Adult type stem cells can be derived from various pregnancy-related tissues.

-Adult Tissues – In adults, stem cells are present within various tissues and organ systems. These include the bone marrow, liver, epidermis, retina, skeletal muscle, intestine, brain, dental pulp, and elsewhere. Even fat obtained from liposuction has been shown to contain significant numbers of adult type stem cells.

-Cadavers – Neural stem cells have been removed from specific areas in post-mortem human brains as late as 20 hours following death.
How do embryonic and adult stem cells compare?
Embryonic stem cell advantages:

1. Flexible – appear to have the potential to make any cell.

2. Immortal – one embryonic stem cell line can potentially provide an endless supply of cells with defined characteristics.

3. Availability – embryos from in vitro fertilization clinics.

Embryonic stem cell disadvantages:

1. Difficult to differentiate uniformly and homogeneously into a target tissue.

2. Immunogenic – embryonic stem cells from a random embryo donor are likely to be rejected after transplant.

3. Tumorigenic – capable of forming tumors or promoting tumor formation.

4. Destruction of human life.

Adult stem cell advantages:

1. Special adult type stem cells from bone marrow and from umbilical cords have been isolated recently which appear to be as flexible as the embryonic type.

2. Already somewhat specialized – inducement may be simpler.

3. Not immunogenic – recipients who receive the products of their own stem cells will not experience immune rejection.

4. Relative ease of procurement – some adult stem cells are easy to harvest (skin, muscle, marrow, fat), while others may be more difficult to obtain (brain stem cells). Umbilical and placental stem cells are likely to be readily available.

5. Non-tumorigenic – tend not to form tumors.

6. No harm done to donor.

Adult stem cell disadvantages:

1. Limited quantity – can sometimes be difficult to obtain in large numbers.

2. Finite – may not live as long as embryonic stem cells in culture.

3. Less flexible (with the exception of #1 under “Adult stem cell advantages”) – may be more difficult to reprogram to form other tissue types.

Why are adult stem cells preferable to embryonic stem cells?
Adult stem cells are a “natural” solution. They naturally exist in our bodies, and they provide a natural repair mechanism for many tissues of our bodies. They belong in the microenvironment of an adult body, while embryonic stem cells belong in the microenvironment of the early embryo, not in an adult body where they tend to cause tumors and immune system reactions. Most importantly, adult stem cells have already been successfully used in human therapies for many years. As of the date of this publication, NO therapies in humans have been successfully carried out using embryonic stem cells. New therapies using adult stem cells, on the other hand, are being developed all the time. There are many examples of success stories using adult stem cells. 
Stem Cell Research and Human Cloning
http://wwwmigrate.usccb.org/issues-and-action/human-life-and-dignity/stem-cell-research/upload/Stem-Cell-Research-and-Human-Cloning-Questions-and-Answers.pdf 

United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, June 2008
What is a stem cell? 

A stem cell is a relatively unspecialized cell that, when it divides, can do two things: make another cell like itself, or make any of a number of cells with more specialized functions. For example, just one kind of stem cell in our blood can make new red blood cells, or white blood cells, or other kinds—depending on what the body needs. These cells are like the stem of a plant that spreads out in different directions as it grows. 

Is the Catholic Church opposed to all stem cell research? 

Not at all. Most stem cell research uses cells obtained from adult tissue, umbilical cord blood, and other sources that pose no moral problem. Useful stem cells have been found in bone marrow, blood, muscle, fat, nerves, and even in the pulp of baby teeth. Some of these cells are already being used to treat people with a wide variety of diseases. 
Why is the Church opposed to stem cell research using the embryo? 

Because harvesting these stem cells kills the living human embryo. The Church opposes the direct destruction of innocent human life for any purpose, including research. 
If some human embryos will remain in frozen storage and ultimately be discarded anyway, why is it wrong to try to get some good out of them? 
In the end we will all die anyway, but that gives no one a right to kill us. In any case, these embryos will not die because they are inherently unable to survive, but because others are choosing to hand them over for destructive research instead of letting them implant in their mother’s womb. One wrong choice does not justify an additional wrong choice to kill them for research, much less a choice to make taxpayers support such destruction. The idea of experimenting on human beings because they may die anyway also poses a grave threat to convicted prisoners, terminally ill patients, and others. 
Haven’t doctors, scientists, and commentators said that embryonic stem cell research will lead to the cure of many diseases? 

Some have made this claim, but in fact this is largely speculation. Embryonic stem cells have never treated a human patient, and animal trials suggest that they are too genetically unstable and too likely to form lethal tumors to be used for treatment any time soon. Years ago it was said that stem cells from embryos would be the most useful because they are so fast-growing and versatile, able to make virtually any kind of cell. But those advantages become disadvantages when these cells make tumors, creating a condition worse than the disease. Yet many supporters remain wedded to this approach, having invested a great deal of money and effort and hoping they can still make it work. This kind of exaggerated “promise” has misled researchers and patient groups before—most obviously in the case of fetal tissue from abortions, which in the 1990s was said to promise miracle cures and has produced nothing of the kind.

Is the Church telling us to choose the lives of embryos over the lives of suffering patients? 
No. It is calling us to respect both, without discrimination. We must help those who are suffering, but we may not use a good end to justify an evil means. Moreover, treatments that do not require destroying any human life are at least as promising​—they are already healing some conditions, and are far closer to healing other conditions than any approach using embryonic stem cells. The choice is not between science and ethics, but between science that is ethically responsible and science that is not. 
Is embryonic stem cell research advancing slowly because this research is banned in the United States? 
No. Embryonic stem cell research is fully allowed in the United States—there is no federal law (and almost no state law) against it. The government has only set some limits on the number of embryonic stem cell lines eligible for federal funding. Supporters disappointed at failures using these cells sometimes blame this stem cell research “ban” (which is not really a ban at all). But as noted above, the much more serious obstacle lies in the nature of the cells, which are not working out as some predicted. 
Did the federal government in 2001 forbid funding any embryonic stem cell research? 
No. In fact, the federal government has given more than $175 million to human embryonic stem cell research since 2001. But on August 9 of that year, President Bush said that federally funded research would use only embryonic stem cells already in existence (obtained by destroying embryos prior to that date). In this way, he reasoned, federal funds could be used to explore this research, without encouraging researchers to destroy new embryos in order to obtain federal grants. Some of these existing stem cell samples have been used to create more than 20 cell lines for research, and others remain in storage for possible use in creating new cell lines in the future. There is no legal limit on the amount of funding that can be used for this avenue; if the total funding for it is relatively small, that is chiefly because researchers are not requesting the funds as they are finding other avenues more promising. 
Has research using adult stem cells accomplished anything? 

Thousands of lives have been saved by adult stem cells—most often in the form of “bone marrow transplants” for leukemia and other conditions (where the active ingredient in the bone marrow is stem cells). Today, adult stem cells have been used to help people with Parkinson’s disease, spinal cord injury, juvenile diabetes, lupus, multiple sclerosis, sickle-cell anemia, heart damage, corneal damage, and dozens of other conditions. 
The danger is that this progress toward cures will be halted or slowed by campaigns that divert attention and resources toward embryonic stem cell research.

Can stem cells be stored in a bank? 
Yes, like donated blood or bone marrow, they can be frozen and banked. In 2003, for example, Congress approved funds to help create a nationwide umbilical cord blood stem cell bank, in light of the many clinical benefits being discovered from these cells now usually discarded after live births. Many of the embryonic stem cell samples eligible for federally funded research under the current policy also remain frozen in banks, to be thawed and turned into stem cell lines when needed. 
What is a stem cell line? 

It is an ongoing, living colony of stem cells in a laboratory, from which cells can be obtained for research or other uses. Sometimes these are called “immortal” cell lines, but that is misleading because they do eventually deteriorate. Embryonic stem cells are said to be easier to grow in a stem cell line, but they also tend to develop serious genetic abnormalities associated with cancer. 
What are the advantages of harvesting donor cells from the intended recipient of the stem cell therapy? 

Because these cells come from the patient, they are an exact match and will not be rejected by the body as foreign tissue. Also, because no foreign substance is placed in the body, there are fewer regulatory barriers to their medical use. 
Who is funding stem cell research? What role is federal funding playing in determining research priorities? 

Many private foundations and for-profit biotechnology companies fund stem cell research, but the federal government (especially through the National Institutes of Health) remains the largest source of funds. The government’s funding priorities have a large influence on the direction that medical research takes. Since available research funds began being diverted toward exploring embryonic stem cell research, some very promising adult stem cell avenues for treating juvenile diabetes, spinal cord injury, Parkinson’s disease, etc. have been underappreciated and underfunded. Many advances in these fields have emerged from other countries. 
What is human cloning and how is it related to stem cell research? 

In human cloning, the DNA from the nucleus of a person’s body cell is inserted into an egg whose own genetic material has been removed, and the egg is then stimulated to begin embryonic development. The resulting cloned embryo would genetically be an almost identical twin to the person supplying the body cell. This research overlaps with the stem cell issue. That is, human cloning might be done to create an embryo who will be destroyed to provide stem cells genetically matched to a patient, so the cells will not be rejected as foreign tissue. But some cloning research is done for other purposes​—for example, to create embryos with devastating illnesses from the body cells of sick patients, to study the early progress of that disease. Most embryonic stem cell research involves embryos created by in vitro fertilization, not cloning. 
Why does the Church oppose human cloning? 
Cloning is a depersonalized way to reproduce, in which human beings are manufactured in the laboratory to preset specifications. It is not a worthy way to bring a new human being into the world. When done for stem cell research, it involves the moral wrong of all embryonic stem cell research (destroying an innocent human life for possible benefit to others) plus an additional wrong: It creates human beings solely in order to kill them for their cells. This is the ultimate reduction of a fellow human being to a mere means, to an instrument of other people’s wishes. 
Can cells with the properties of embryonic stem cells be obtained without destroying embryos? 
Yes. For example, in November 2007 several teams of scientists discovered a way to “reprogram” ordinary adult cells to produce cells with the versatility of cells obtained from embryos. These “induced pluripotent stem cells” or “iPS cells” pose no serious moral problem, are easier to produce than embryonic stem cells, and can be tailor-made as an exact genetic match to each patient. Many experts say advances like this will make stem cell research that requires destroying embryos obsolete. 
Does opposition to cloning and embryonic stem cell research come only from one theological or political view? 
No. Serious moral concerns about these practices have been raised by an array of both religious and secular groups, including some who disagree with the Catholic Church about abortion—Friends of the Earth, the United Methodist Church, etc. The human cloning ban supported by the Church has been approved twice by the House of Representatives by an overwhelming bipartisan majority. Many other countries (including Canada, France, Italy, Germany and Norway) have passed similar bans. Opposition to the idea of treating early human life as a mere object or commodity in the laboratory transcends religious and political divisions. 
For the U.S. bishops’ official 2008 policy statement “On Embryonic Stem Cell Research” and for more information, see www.usccb.org/prolife/issues/bioethic. 

Stem Cell Research and Human Cloning: Questions and Answers was developed as a resource by the Secretariat for Pro-Life Activities of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB). It was reviewed by the committee chairman, Cardinal William Keeler, and authorized for publication by the undersigned. Msgr. William P. Fay General Secretary, USCCB
Stem Cells for Dummies - Explained by Senior Fellow at Culture of Life Foundation 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/stem-cells-for-dummies, http://www.zenit.org/article-25472?l=english 

By E. Christian Brugger, Washington, D.C., March 24, 2009 
Given the new Presidential order allowing federal funds for research using human embryonic stem cells, it might be helpful for readers to become more familiar with the terminology used in any discussion of controversies surrounding embryonic stem cell research.
What is a Stem Cell?
A stem cell, whether of the adult or embryonic type, is an undifferentiated cell (i.e., a cell that has not yet specialized into a particular cell type, e.g., liver cell, pancreatic cell, or cardiac cell) with two unique capacities: the first, for rapid and prolonged self-multiplication into daughter cells identical with itself; and the second, for development and differentiation into specific types of cells such as liver and cardiac cells.

What is a Stem Cell's Potency?
A stem cell's "potency" refers to its capacity for differentiation, that is, for developing into particular kinds of human cells, e.g. liver, kidney, blood, etc. Different types of stem cells have different scopes to their potency: e.g., totipotent, pluripotent, multipotent or unipotent. A totipotent cell is capable of differentiating into every tissue in the human body, including extra-embryonic support tissues necessary for human gestation (e.g., placenta, umbilical cord, amniotic sac); a single-celled embryo, also called a zygote, possesses the capacity of totipotency; also, the individual cells of an embryo's body, called blastomeres, in the first few days of the embryo's life are totipotent; if a blastomere splits off from the embryo's body, it has the capacity for complete human development, which is how we get identical twins. A pluripotent cell is capable of differentiating into almost all the tissues of the human body, but not the extra-embryonic support tissues; embryonic stem cells are pluripotent. Stem cells can also be multipotent (capable of differentiating into the cells of a cell group type, e.g., blood cells) and unipotent (unable to differentiate into any other cell type than itself).

What are the Differences between Embryonic and Adult Stem Cells?
Embryonic stem cells (ESCs) are undifferentiated, self-renewing, pluripotent cells. They are harvested from the bodies of embryos at approximately day five of human development. At day five the embryo's body takes the shape of a hollow sphere (the embryo at this time is called a "blastocyst"). The blastocyst has an outer cell layer and an inner cell mass (picture a basketball with a small group of marbles clumped together on the inside). The cells of the inner cell mass will eventually differentiate into the varied tissues of the person's body; and the outer cell layer will develop into the placenta and other support tissues. But it is important to understand that at this point, both the outer cell layer and inner cell mass constitute the embryo's body. The inner cell mass can be understood to be the embryo's internal organs. These cells are what we call embryonic stem cells and have the capacity of pluripotency; they are coveted by ESC researchers precisely because of their pluripotency. Just as harvesting all the internal organs of an adult would kill the adult, harvesting the stem cells of an embryo kills the embryo.
Adult stem cells (ASCs) also have the capacities of self-proliferation and differentiation, but are not derived from the bodies of embryos. They are 'adult' not because they're found only in adults, but because the tissue in which they're found is differentiated tissue (as opposed to the undifferentiated tissue of an embryo's body). Thus ASCs can be found in newborn tissue. In fact, some of the most clinically valuable ASCs are found in umbilical cord blood. Although some ASCs have been found with the capacity of pluripotency, most are only capable of differentiating into the tissue type or related group type of the tissue in which they're found.

Ethical controversy surrounding stem cell research
Every reasonable person agrees that the clinical end being sought in stem cell research is praiseworthy -- namely, finding clinical solutions for remediating serious illnesses. Controversy surrounds the means by which that end is pursued. The familiar ethical question raised by ESC research is this: Is it justifiable to kill human embryos in order to explore potentially healing remedies for other persons? Those who judge human embryos to be human beings, albeit at an early stage of development, think it's wrong. Those who believe embryos are "pre-human" entities, developmental precursors to whole human beings, think it sometimes can be justified. [1]
ASC research avoids this ethical problem by avoiding research on embryos altogether. The ethical questions surrounding ASC research then are similar to those involved with all research on human subjects: Do the benefits promised by the research outweigh the burdens imposed by it for the human subjects of the research? Is fully informed consent being secured? Is truthfulness in reporting of data being maintained? Are unwarranted promises of benefit being eschewed? And so on. If the answer to these is yes, then one may proceed with confidence that the research is legitimate. In fact, the Vatican and the United States Conference of Catholic bishops have consistently supported research on stem cells that does not exploit or destroy human embryos [2]. This support is reaffirmed in the new Vatican document on bioethical questions, Dignitas Personae [3].

Don't current findings demonstrate that ESC research is clinically unnecessary?
This is a very important question and should be asked often of scientists and public officials. Let me elaborate it: since ASCs have already proven remarkably effective in treating serious diseases, including formerly untreatable diseases[4], and since ESC research, despite billions of dollars spent, has produced nothing but failures on the clinical front, and even human tragedies[5], and since the desire to develop clinically useful patient-specific pluripotent stem cells is being rapidly and efficiently fulfilled by the new and remarkable Induced Pluripotent Stem Cells (iPSCs)[6], why aren't embryonic stem cells obsolete in the minds of scientists? Why does the scientific community insist on greater liberties for embryo-destructive experimentation when both moral reasoning and cutting edge science point in another direction? Why this lust for the embryo? [7]
I don't have a satisfactory answer to this. Some researchers obviously believe that embryonic stem cells, despite current evidence, promise benefits that ASCs and iPSCs do not. I'm also told that many of the best researchers are turning away from ESCs because of the mounting problems they pose, and turning towards research with iPSCs. If this is the case, then the questions posed above need to be put frankly to our politicians, because some still seem to think that the future of stem cell research lies with ESCs.
In the shadow of President Obama's executive order overturning the Bush stem cell policy, the House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer (D-Md.) stated on the House floor that the U.S. House will take up a bill in early April to overturn the 1996 Dickey-Wicker Amendment prohibiting federal funding from research involving the creation or destruction of human embryos [8]. With all we now know, why is Congress bent on spending taxpayer money for embryo destructive experimentation? Isn't that scientifically retrogressive and economically wasteful, not to mention morally unjust to the embryos killed as a result of the decision and to taxpayers who object to public funds being used for such research when alternatives are available?

Postscript
Some might be wondering what distinguishes the "Bush stem cell policy" (Aug. 2001) from the restrictions imposed by the Dickey-Wicker amendment (1996). Dickey-Wicker was passed before ESC research was launched in 1998 by the first successful isolation of ESCs by James A. Thomson's lab at the University of Wisconsin, Madison. It simply restricted funding on research that created or destroyed human embryos. After 1998, pressure was exerted on the Clinton administration to free up funds for this new 'promising' type of research. But Dickey-Wicker stood in the way. Thus, to sidestep the restrictions Clinton, as he was leaving office (2000), approved federal guidelines permitting the NIH to fund research on stem cells derived from 'spare' embryos slated for destruction at fertility clinics. Do you see the sleight of hand? By the time stem cells are derived, the killing is over. If private funds paid for the killing, then the federal government would fund the subsequent research. Clinton's lawyers argued that his guidelines conformed to Dickey-Wicker, and legalistically construed, they did. At once, the NIH began accepting grant proposals from scientists bent on embryo destructive research. Aware of the loophole, newly elected President George W. Bush passed an executive order permitting federal funds for ESC research only on certain pre-approved stem cell lines created by that date. Since stem cells can self-proliferate indefinitely, these sixty lines, he thought, would provide subject matter for years of viable research. But under the new policy, funding would be prohibited from all stem cell lines derived after August 2001. NIH grant proposals thereafter were carefully reviewed to ensure that federal funds would not be used to facilitate harm to human embryos. Obama's recent presidential order overturned the Bush restrictions. Dickey-Wicker however still stands. But for how long?

Notes
[1] I critiqued several of the most prominent theoretical arguments against the personhood of human embryos in my June 2008 CLF Brief entitled "Arguments for and Against the Personhood of the Embryo", so I do not intend to engage that question here.
[2] See Pontifical Academy for Life, Declaration on the Production and the Scientific and Therapeutic Use of Human Embryonic Stem Cells (August 25, 2000); Catholic Online, "American Bishops Reaffirm Church Support for Adult Stem-Cell Research," www.catholic.org, June 26, 2006, www.catholic.org/national/national_story.php?id=20275.
[3] See Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Instruction Dignitas Personae (On Certain Bioethical Questions) (2008), nos. 24, 31, 32.
[4] For an enlightening updated summary of clinical successes using ASCs prepared by the Family Research Council, see
http://www.frc.org/insight/adult-stem-cell-success-stories-2008-update-july-december
[5] Recall the recent tragic story of the 9 year old Israeli boy, who received embryonic stem cell injections in Russia for a lethal brain disease, and contracted as a result tumors on his brain and spinal cord; see CBS News report, "Study: Stem Cell Injections Caused Tumors: Israeli Researchers Say Fetal Stem Cells Led To Benign Tumors For Boy With Rare Genetic Disease," Feb. 17, 2009; available at http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/02/17/health/main4808339.shtml?source=RSSattr=Health_4808339
[6] Induced pluripotent stem cells are differentiated cells such as a skin cell that are "reprogrammed" back to a state of pluripotency. They were first reported in research with human cells in November 2007. I describe their advent and initial promise in my CLF Brief from January 2008, "A Moral Tsunami". Since then dozens of studies have been carried out (and published) perfecting the initiate technique. For example, researchers at the Whitehead Institute in Cambridge, Mass., recently converted skin cells from patients with Parkinson's disease into the type of neuron destroyed by the disease. Although the technique needs perfecting, it promises to provide a therapy one day that replaces the damaged neural tissue of Parkinson's sufferers with healthy tissue derived from the patient's own body, and therefore with no risk of immune rejection. See "Converting Cells Shows Promise for Parkinson's" www.nytimes.com/2009/03/06/health/06parkinsons.html.


[7] See Bernadine Healy's piece in US News and World Report on line, "Why Embryonic Stem Cells Are Obsolete" March 04, 2009, available at http://health.usnews.com/blogs/heart-to-heart/2009/3/4/why-embryonic-stem-cells-are-obsolete.html
[8] The exchange between Hoyer and House Minority Whip Eric Cantor (R-Va.) on the floor of the U.S. House of Representatives on March 12, 2009 can be read in the Congressional Record, House, page H3376, March 12, 2009.
E. Christian Brugger is a Senior Fellow of Ethics at the Culture of Life Foundation and is an associate professor of moral theology at St. John Vianney Theological Seminary in Denver, Colorado. He received his D.Phil. from Oxford in 2000.


Ethicist warns on Reproductive Technology threat to children's rights 
http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/411/97.php 
November 17, 2004

Salesian bioethicist Fr Norman Ford has said the practice anonymous donor conception in infertility clinics denies children the right to know and be loved by their natural fathers during their formative years. 
Fr Ford, who directs Melbourne's Caroline Chisholm Centre for Health Ethics, was commenting on a Victorian Law Reform Commission Consultation Paper, at the Australasian Bioethics Association Conference at the University of New South Wales last weekend. The document, prepared at the request of state Attorney-General Rob Hulls, discusses possible changes to the law to permit access to licensed Assisted Reproductive Technology (ART) clinics by single or lesbian fertile women to bear donor-conceived (DC) children.
Fr Ford said many adopted children who have experienced the benefits of good social parenting still yearn to know their biological parents. "Children are persons in their own right," he said. "Our genetic heritage is important and belongs to our identity. The biological bonds between children and both parents entitles them to live and behave as equal members of their families and are the basis of their ties with their extended family members. "
He said many children of single mothers have a need to know, to love and be loved by their biological fathers. 
"Social workers are aware of the pain inflicted on children by the absence of their unknown natural fathers during their formative years. It is unethical to deliberately break the natural tie linking the child's biological father with the child. It would be akin to natural injustice for young children of single or lesbian mothers to be deliberately deprived of the chance to know or be raised by their biological fathers through recourse to anonymous donor conception. It would not be unthinkable for adult DC-children raised without fathers to seek compensation from their mothers for the suffering endured during their formative years caused by the absence of their biological fathers. Access to ART clinics should be restricted to infertile heterosexual couples to protect the best interests of children. This would at least guarantee that DC-children would be raised by their mothers and social, if not biological, fathers."
Fr Ford said that he does not see any justification for the state to grant fertile single or lesbian women, legal access to licensed ART clinics to deliberately engineer anonymous DC- children who would be deprived of a chance to know and to be loved by their biological fathers during their formative years. 
"The state should not sanction social experimentation by allowing children to be raised fatherless by granting single and lesbian women access to ART clinics. The onus is on those who wish to change the law to prove that DC-children of single and lesbian women are not thereby put at risk of any harm by being raised in the absence of a father." 
Source
Assisted Reproductive Technology (ART) and rights of children to have fathers (Caroline Chisholm Centre for Health Ethics 16/11/04) 

Ethicist says fertility breakthrough sends wrong message
http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/407/1.php
July 30, 2004
Salesian Fr Norman Ford of Melbourne's Caroline Chisholm Centre for Health Ethics has said it would be wrong for fertile women to have a recently developed operation to allow them to give birth into their late 40s and 50s. 
The media is reporting this morning on world-first surgery developed by Professor Jacques Donnez of the Catholic University of Louvain in Belgium offers new hope to women suffering cancer, and those who want to cheat their biological clocks. Doctors yesterday announced a cancer patient had become pregnant after her ovaries were removed and frozen six years ago. Chemotherapy and radiation treatment left the woman infertile before doctors last year re-implanted her ovaries. The woman, 32, stunned fertility experts by conceiving naturally. 
Fr Ford said that while he would be happy to see married women with cancer making use of the technique, "the risk to their unborn child would be hard to justify when a woman is fertile and simply wants to extend her career".
"I would have serious reservations," he said. 
Source: New hope for young women with cancer (Herald-Sun 1/7/04)
Embryos Welcome: Ruini Wins the Referendum, and Sets an Example

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/33525?eng=y
By Sandro Magister, Rome, January 16, 2005

The Cardinal had asked Italians to refrain from voting, and three out of four of them did as he requested. The Italian Church scores its first victory in Benedict XVI's battle in the defense of life and man.
Eight million at the voting booths, sixteen million at Mass. Already by the evening of Sunday, June 12, the game was over. During the entire day, the promoters of the four propositions in the referendum on the use of embryos were able to obtain the voting participation of a number of men and women only half as large as the number of those who go to church each Sunday in Italy. 
There were some among the churchgoers who voted, and even some who voted in favor of the referendum, but the strength of the Italian Church is found precisely in its character as a popular Church, a Church of the masses, a fertile terrain for those who know how to tend it well. And this time it was impossible to keep the seed from taking root. On Tuesday, June 14, the newspaper of the Italian bishops' conference [CEI], "Avvenire," opened with a headline in red block lettering: 74.1. This is the overwhelming percentage attained by the non-vote, the "double no" that Cardinal Camillo Ruini had been preaching since January. 
Ruini downplayed references to his victory: "I sought only to do my duty as a bishop, a Christian, and a citizen." But it is certain that, from this time forward, he will not dismantle the tank that he used to plow through the political landscape. He has already written his plan of action, giving it an unpalatable title: "the anthropological question." But the crucial points in it are clear: these are the new "models of life" with their consequent "legislative, administrative, and judicial decisions within the areas of the safeguarding of human life, of the family, and of procreation." This implies de facto couples, gay marriage, quick divorce, abortion, and euthanasia. Ruini has already picked out his future battles in each of these areas, so as for freedom in education, help for young couples, support of fiscal policies that encourage reproduction. 
As June 12 drew near, the president of the CEI was certain that the boycott would succeed. For weeks IPSOS, a research institute directed by Nando Pagnocelli, had been giving him confidential access to some reassuring data, which showed that voter turnout would not rise above 40 percent. And during the last days, as the citizens understood better what was being put to referendum, their decision not to vote grew as well. 
But six months ago, at the beginning of winter, the forecasts were much less certain, and the adversary far more terrible. On January 14, three days before Ruini spoke out against the referendum for the first time, "Corriere della Sera" – the newspaper that embodies secular, rationalist Italy and is immediately imitated by almost all of the national press – had already taken an official position: "the 'yes' vote should win," and "all of the attempts to avoid a popular pronouncement, with predictions that this would only increase confusion, should be dismissed." 
At that time, the road for Ruini was all uphill. This was even the case within the Church. The president of the CEI was convinced, and had said on a number of occasions, that "Italy is one of the European nations in which the Church is most lively and most equipped for the new evangelization." But when it came to topics like artificial fertilization and the destiny of frozen embryos, he found the Church sluggish, timid, and poorly informed. This was true of the bishops, the clergy, and Catholic associations. In order to reawaken his Church, Ruini decided to take the helm himself, and to set out the goal and the method: the invalidation of the four points of the referendum through a boycott of the vote. 
And the Church followed him with a unanimity that had not been seen during the past half century. Not because it was obedient, but because it was convinced. 
This is what happened among the 250 active bishops, who were in continual harmony with their president from January forward. 
This is also what happened among the greater part of the faithful. In May, a survey conducted by Demos-Eurisko for the newspaper "la Repubblica" verified that only one out of ten Italian Catholics who go to Mass on Sunday thought the Church's recommendations on how to vote or not vote for the referendum was binding. Most of them, seven out of ten, thought that "in the end, each person must decide according to his conscience," but that in any case, "the Church should be able to set out guidelines." 
And halfway down the road between the bishops and the faithful, on his journey to reawaken and illuminate all of their consciences, Ruini made his wager on the mobilization of the Catholic world: priests and parishes, associations and movements. 
The engine of the campaign for the "double no" to the referendum and its contents was Science & Life, an ad hoc committee coordinated by professors Bruno Dallapiccola and Paola Binetti. It was created in February and modeled after the Forum of Family Associations headed by Luisa Santolini. This Forum was the real promoter of Law 40 on artificial procreation, which was approved in February of 2004 by almost two thirds of parliamentarians, from both the right and the left. The law forbids the production of an excessive number of embryos, embryonic selection, their use and elimination, and recourse to fertilization outside of the couple. 
Science & Life was joined by the heads of all of the major Catholic associations, from Catholic Action to the Italian Association of Christian Workers, from Communion and Liberation to Focolare. And these groups then sprang into action, together their executive boards. All of the dissenters from Ruini's stance, and there were very few of them, were former members of these associations who often had left their group not years, but decades ago. 
This grassroots mobilization of the Catholic world received little national media coverage, but it was responsible in great part for the result of the June 12-13 referendum. 
For example, Radio Maria, which is directed by Fr. Lino Fanzaga and counts six million faithful listeners, began promoting the boycott of the vote last November, with an impressive intensification coming in the last weeks. The radio network issued an invitation to fast on bread and water the Wednesday and Friday before June 12, in the name of defending unborn life, and on Sunday it suggested that everyone make a pilgrimage to one of the five thousand Marian shrines in Italy. 

The two hundred thousand Charismatics of Renewal in the Spirit arranged to meet in churches on the evening before the vote for an entire night of prayer. And that same night, sixty-five thousand pilgrims, many of them from Communion and Liberation, walked from Macerata to the sanctuary of Loreto, led by the patriarch of Venice, Angelo Scola. 
For months, the Catholic world was given a thorough education on the difficult topics that were the object of the referendum. There were thousands of gatherings in the parishes to discuss the theology, philosophy, and science involved, all at the initiative of individuals or of existing or newly formed groups. The promoters of these initiatives were decidedly young on the average. 
Some speakers who previously had been unknown achieved astonishing success, sweeping through all of Italy: for example, Dominican Fr. Giorgio Maria Carbone, a theologian and bioethicist; Francesco Agnoli, a professor of history in Trent; and Mario Palmaro, a jurist, together with his committee Truth and Life. 
The Movement for Life, headed by Carlo Casini, had been a marginal association before this, but now it attained a much more central role, with its thirty thousand volunteers active in 272 help centers for pregnant women in difficulty. It was of them that Ruini was thinking when he said on June 13: "We are certainly against abortion, but we do not want to modify Law 194 [which regulates it]. We hope only that, in its application, as much attention as possible be given to the importance of favoring life." Over 27 years, the help centers of the Movement for Life have led to the birth of 65,000 babies in Italy who were in danger of being aborted. Of the pregnant women considering abortion who come to the centers, three out of four give birth simply because they will receive help and support afterwards as well. But only five percent of these women come to the centers through a referral from public counselors, even though the declared purpose of Law 194/1978 is to promote giving birth. Today, two out of every three mothers that the center assists are immigrants from poor countries. 
"Avvenire," the newspaper of the CEI, played a primary role in the education of the Catholic world on the topics of the referendum, especially through a special insert entitled "This Is Life," published in fifty editions beginning February 10. All in all, it comes to two hundred large format pages, with a wealth of articles, interviews, and news. 
Other more focused initiatives were carried out by specialists in the life sciences and in law. In January, when the constitutional court still had to issue a decision on the admissibility of the points in the referendum, a dozen Catholic jurists (almost all of them aligned politically on the left) met in a committee and presented to the court to a motion to declare the inadmissibility of four of the five proposals then being considered, obtaining the rejection of the proposal advanced by the radicals for the complete repeal of Law 40. Right up until June 12, one of these jurists, Marco Olivetti, a professor of constitutional law at the University of Foggia, was the staunchest defender of Ruini's pro-boycott stance against the attacks leveled at him. It was partly thanks to him that on June 6 more than a hundred jurists, both Catholic and non-Catholic, released a manifesto expressing their support for the boycott: among these were four former presidents and vice-presidents of the constitutional court, and many prominent tenured professors. 
One key element in the Church's opposition to the June 12 referendum is that all of its arguments were drawn from reason, and not from faith: in this way, it gained the assent of secular thinkers like Giuliano Ferrara and Oriana Fallaci, agnostic scientists like Angelo Vescovi, feminists like Eugenia Roccella and Paola Tavella, and Jews like Giorgio Israel. 
Another distinctive element was its focus upon winning the contest with the most effective means available – a boycott of the vote – and not simply by giving some symbolic expression of its disagreement. In this, Ruini had the full support of the pope, because for both of them what was a stake was so decisive that it required the greatest possible response. 
Benedict XVI said this clearly on May 30 to a meeting of the Italian bishops. For Joseph Ratzinger, the battle fought in Italy on June 12 is part of a landmark struggle whose theater is the entire world: a confrontation between the Church and "that form of culture, based upon a purely functional rationality, that contradicts and tends to exclude Christianity and, in general, the religious and moral traditions of humanity." 
But Italy, the pope added, is the proof that "the hegemony of this culture is not at all complete, and much less is it undisputed." There are many in Italy who reject it, "even among those who do not share or do not practice the faith." And "it is above all in Italy that the Church maintains a grassroots presence in the midst of people of every age and condition, and thus is able to propose in the most diverse situations the message of salvation that Jesus has entrusted to it." 
Benedict XVI has given the warning, and his vicar Ruini is ready. The Church's battle in defense of the "inalienable dignity of every human being from conception to natural death" continues.
*****

And after Italy, Spain 
Cardinal Camillo Ruini's lesson is already being applied in the classroom of Spain. On Saturday, June 18, half a million persons will take to the squares of Madrid to oppose the marriage of homosexual couples and the adoption of children on the part of these couples. These are norms that will be voted on June 21, and they have the support of the government of Josè Luis Zapatero. 
The demonstration is being organized by the Family Forum, a civic association that joins four million families. But the novelty is that the Spanish bishops' conference is officially joining the protest. It has not participated in protests against the government since 1983. Its announcement of support was issued by the executive body on June 9: "We are facing a question of the greatest moral and social importance, which requires from citizens, and from Catholics in particular, a clear and decisive response through all legitimate means." 
On May 30, Benedict XVI told a meeting of the Italian bishops: "What the Church in Italy does justifies the attention and the expectations toward it on the part of many sister Churches in Europe and throughout the world." Spain is the next proving ground.
Useful Links 
The three speeches to the CEI in which Cardinal Ruini outlined the stance of boycotting the vote in order to invalidate the June 12 referendum on artificial procreation: 
Introductory address to the permanent council, January 17, 2005 
Introductory address to the permanent council, March 7, 2005 
Introductory address to the general assembly, May 30, 2005 
The two speeches by which Benedict XVI gave full support to Cardinal Ruini's approach: 
To the general assembly of the Italian bishops, May 30, 2005 
To the convention of the diocese of Rome on the family and the Christian community, June 6, 2005 
See also: Benedict XVI Assumes Office, and Immediately Preaches in Defense of Life (13.5.2005)

New Brazilian Law Allows Embryonic Research 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/new-brazilian-law-allows-embryonic-research 

Brasilia, Brazil, March 4, 2005

The Brazilian Chamber of Deputies approved the "Bio-safety Law," an ensemble of norms which, among other things, allows research using human embryonic stem cells. The new legislation, approved yesterday with 352 votes in favor and 60 against, should be ratified within the next few days by President Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva. The bill states that research with human embryonic stem cells is conditioned by three factors: the embryos must have been frozen for at least three years, successful implantation is not possible and the biological parents must give approval. The law prohibits human cloning and the cloning of embryonic stem cells for therapeutic ends. Additionally, the law authorizes research, cultivation and commercialization of genetically modified organisms (GMOs). According to estimates published by the Brazilian press, the law will allow for research on some 30,000 frozen embryos in the country's in vitro fertilization clinics. The national conference of Brazilian bishops sent a letter to the deputies earlier in the week to remind them that the use and elimination of human beings in the embryonic state is not a sign of progress, but rather "the sign of an attitude contrary to ethics without precedents in human history." "We are happy with the achievements of science which allow for the cure of certain sicknesses that have genetic reasons," they said. After applauding "recent research with the responsible use of adult stem cells," which is carried out in full respect of human life, the bishops explained that it is not the same as putting an end to human embryos whose "life must be respected, from beginning to end."  

Bishops' Letter Condemns Research That Kills
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/bishops-letter-condemns-research-that-kills 
Boston, Massachusetts, March 6, 2005 
Four Massachusetts bishops signed a letter opposing human embryonic stem cell research, an issue being debated by the state's Legislature. 
In the statement published in The Pilot, the newspaper of the Boston Archdiocese, the bishops proposed John Paul II as a "profound moral witness" of one "who struggles with Parkinson's-like disabilities and yet continues to plead with scientists to pursue research only through ethical means." Some scientists contend that stem cell research on human embryos could lead to discovering cures and treatments for Parkinson's and other life-threatening illnesses. But embryonic stem cell research would violate the sanctity of life since it involves the destruction of embryos, the bishops observed. 
''We join the Holy Father's appeal to members of the biotechnology and scientific communities to turn away from research that is both unethical and unnecessary," the statement said. ''Science does not have to kill in order to cure." The bishops urged Catholics to voice their concerns regarding the bill by contacting their elected officials. 
Archbishop Sean O'Malley of Boston and Bishops George Coleman of Fall River, Timothy McDonnell of Springfield and Robert McManus of Worcester signed the statement. 
Embryonic Research Assailed on Many Levels
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/embryonic-research-assailed-on-many-levels 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, March 11, 2005
Moral reflection must take precedence over scientific achievement in the area of stem cell research, insists the bishop of Pittsburgh. 
In a pastoral letter, "Evangelium Vitae: A 10th Anniversary Reflection on Stem Cell Research," Bishop Donald Wuerl praised the success of research on adult stem cells and criticized the creation of human embryos for the sake of "harvesting parts." 
"Morally, ethically and humanly speaking, one cannot justify taking innocent human life for any alleged good that might come from it," he said. "Even pragmatically, the potential benefit of embryonic stem cell research is a poor argument for [government] funding. Research conducted anywhere in the world has yet to produce a single medical benefit to any patient anywhere," wrote the bishop. Research using adult stems cells is more likely to lead to potential cures and treatments than that using embryonic stem cells, the letter states. "According to the most recent research, adult stem cells have produced 140 successful treatments for 56 diseases," Bishop Wuerl wrote. 

The fundamental issue at hand, he noted in his letter, is that of ethics in the face of scientific progress. "We cannot allow our technology to outstrip our ethical reflection. The two need to move forward together." 

U.S. Bill to Fund Work on New Cell Lines Is Assailed - Measure Would Bypass Current Prohibition 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/u-s-bill-to-fund-work-on-new-cell-lines-is-assailed 
Washington, D.C., May 19, 2005 
The U.S. bishops are urging Congress to reject a bill that would federally fund stem-cell research on new embryos from fertility clinics. 
Cardinal William Keeler, chairman of the bishops' Committee for Pro-Life Activities, sent a letter to Congress saying that the new bill would "encourage large-scale destruction of innocent human life for research purposes." If passed, the bill would invalidate the Bush administration's policy of funding only research on embryonic stem-cell lines already in existence. "I urge you in the strongest possible terms to oppose all destructive and morally offensive proposals of this kind," Cardinal Keeler said in his letter sent Tuesday. 
The cardinal argued that "researchers increasingly acknowledge that the apparent initial 'promise' of ESCs was exaggerated," and that alternative methods, such as using adult stems cells, have shown more promise in research to treat juvenile diabetes, corneal damage, Parkinson's disease, spinal cord injury, sickle-cell anemia, cardiac damage and many other conditions. "The current federal policy of funding research on a limited number of existing ESC lines has achieved its stated goal -- that of exploring which avenues of stem cell research will most quickly and effectively lead to promising treatments," Cardinal Keeler stated. "The emerging answer is that ESC research is not one of those avenues," he wrote. "If there is to be any change in the existing policy, it should be to end this limited funding of ESC research altogether, so taxpayers' resources can more effectively be marshaled for research now showing itself to be more ethically and medically sound."
Stem Cell Options - Bioethics Council Ponders 4 Proposals 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/stem-cell-options
Washington, D.C., May 21, 2005
On May 10 the President's Council on Bioethics presented a report looking on alternative sources of stem cells. Entitled "Alternative Sources of Human Pluripotent Stem Cells," the report explains that human embryonic stem cells are of great interest because of their pluripotency, that is, their capacity to give rise to the various specialized cells of the body. Nevertheless, many people reject the use of such cells, given that they cannot be obtained without destroying embryos. 
The council, established by President George Bush in 2001 to advise him on bioethical issues, looked at other ways of obtaining stem cells and proposed four possibilities: stem cells from dead embryos; from living embryos, by non-destructive biopsy; from bioengineered embryo-like artifacts; and from reprogrammed adult somatic cells. 
The report stipulates that it is only a preliminary study, noting that more research is needed regarding the scientific viability of the alternatives. In addition, "more discussion is surely required on some of the ethical issues we have identified." 

Really dead? 
The first proposal makes an analogy with the use of human cadavers for biomedical research or as sources of organs. Similarly, stem cells from early in-vitro fertilization embryos that have spontaneously died could be used for the benefit of others. The concept of death for the early-stage human embryo would be the irreversible loss of the capacity for continued cellular division and growth. In most cases this cessation of development is associated with chromosomal abnormalities in the developing embryos. But some of them have cells that appear normal, and that may turn out to be a source of embryonic stem cells. The proposal contemplates using already-frozen IVF embryos, which would be thawed and examined for viability, so as to avoid putting other embryos at risk. In general, this looks ethically acceptable, the Council on Bioethics states, insofar as it is based on the use of cells from embryos that die naturally. However, the report adds, "the final ethical assessment of this proposal will depend very much on exactly how it is implemented." 
The report does, however, raise some doubts. Concerning the definition of death, the problem is that, as the harvested cells are to serve as a source of stem cells, it is not feasible to wait for the death of each and every cell before declaring the embryo dead and, hence, eligible for use in research. Therefore, the question arises as to whether the embryo is really dead. Identifying the criteria for death of an organism at such an early stage of life as this is not easy, the council warns. 

Extraction from the living
In the second proposal, stem cells are to be derived by means of a biopsy of an early human embryo. Already, the study notes, extractions are made from living IVF embryos to conduct pre-implantation genetic diagnosis. Here, the council observes, the major ethical issue concerns the question of possible harm to the still-living embryo whose cells are removed. Moreover, since the extraction is not being performed for the good of the embryo, it might be hard to justify the procedure. 
Another objection arises from the possibility that some may want to use this method, not only on embryos to be transferred to a woman, but also on "spare" embryos not selected for implantation. Because of the still-unknown risk of harm due to a biopsy, the bioethics council notes that some have suggested that the procedure can be ethically done only on an embryo that is not going to become a child. This in turn leads to objections from those who consider such a utilitarian treatment of embryos to be morally unacceptable, the report notes. 
Biological artifacts 
The third approach involves several proposals that contemplate engineering "biological artifacts." So far, these projects are untested, even on animals. One of these proposals, presented to the bioethics council last December, involves a variation on techniques used in cloning. 
In cloning, a somatic cell nucleus is introduced into an oocyte (egg cell) whose own nucleus has been removed. The proposal involves modifying the somatic cell nucleus before its transfer, in such a way that the result, while being a source of pluripotent stem cells, would lack the essential attributes and capacities of a human embryo. 
In favor of this proposal is the argument that no embryo creation or destruction is involved. But, the council comments, critics of the idea are worried that "the proposed biological artifact has, from the beginning, a built-in genetic defect that prevents it from developing normally." So rather than being the production of a non-human entity, it may involve "the deliberate creation of a doomed or disabled human embryo." A further ethical objection arises that this technique, like cloning, requires a large supply of egg cells. Obtaining these requires hormonal stimulation and superovulation in the women who would be donating or selling their eggs. In addition to the medical risks, there are concerns over the exploitation of poor women, and the creation of markets in human reproductive tissues. Other concerns arise from setting a precedent in manipulating human tissues. "Once we start down the road of deliberately engineering artificial entities with some human properties, it is not obvious how bright ethical boundaries between the acceptable and the unacceptable can be drawn," notes the report. 

Reprogramming 
The fourth proposal considered by the bioethics council involves reprogramming somatic cells so as to restore to them the pluripotency of embryonic stem cells. This does not involve using embryos, and the report affirms, should not be ethically objectionable. The only possible problem would arise if the reprogramming went beyond the point of achieving pluripotency to the point of yielding a totipotent cell -- in effect, a cloned human zygote. The main difficulty with this proposal, the council continues, is scientific. Research into the question of this modification of cells is at a preliminary stage, and it is too early to know whether it can succeed. 

Conclusions 
The council concludes that the second and third proposals are ethically unacceptable. The first, using cells from dead embryos, it judges to be acceptable, though the procedure raises serious ethical questions. The last proposal is found to be ethically unproblematic, if it ever becomes scientifically possible. 
Council members split over the ethical judgments. In a final section of the report, Michael Gazzaniga declared his support for the use of human embryos, and even cloning, to provide stem cells. A joint statement by Robert George, Mary Ann Glendon and Alfonso Gómez-Lobo supports efforts "to identify means of obtaining human pluripotent stem cells for biomedical research that do not involve killing or harming human embryos and do not invite the exploitation of women to obtain ova." Their declaration supported the fourth proposal as the best long-term solution. But they added that further research and ethical reflection on all the alternatives are welcome. 
So far, the Catholic Church has not reacted officially to the council's report. The U.S. bishops' conference did, however, publish on May 16 the results of an opinion poll that found 52% opposed to federal funding of embryonic stem cell research. "It is always wrong for government to promote the destruction of innocent human life," said Richard Doerflinger, deputy director of the bishops' Secretariat for Pro-Life Activities. The debate will continue as the U.S. House of Representatives now considers a bill to provide government funding for embryonic stem-cell research.
U.S. Vote Shows Ignorance, Says Bishops' Aide - But Welcomes Support of a Bank for Cord-Blood Stem Cells 
http://www.virtueonline.org/us-vote-shows-ignorance-says-bishops-aide 
Washington, D.C., May 25, 2005 (ZENIT)
A U.S. House vote in favor of federal funding for embryonic stem cell research shows "an appalling degree of ignorance … among those voting for this bill," says a bishops' aide. On Tuesday the House of Representatives approved two bills on stem cell research. One bill would increase access to life-saving treatments by establishing a nationwide public bank for umbilical cord blood stem cells. 
The other measure would force taxpayers to fund stem cell research which requires the destruction of human embryos. President George Bush has promised to veto the embryo research bill. The House approved legislation on vote of 238-194, far less than the two-thirds support that would be needed to override a presidential veto. 
"This was a David-and-Goliath story," said Richard Doerflinger, deputy director of the U.S. bishops' Secretariat for Pro-Life Activities. "The pro-life movement and its allies in Congress went up against the combined resources of Hollywood celebrities, the research establishment, and a wealthy for-profit biotechnology industry, and fought them to a standstill," he said. "The bill to promote killing of human embryos for their stem cells will not become law," Doerflinger said. "Yet the floor debate showed an appalling degree of ignorance and confusion on the issue among those voting for this bill, indicating the educational challenge to be addressed before the House votes on this issue again. "Some even said that embryonic stem cells have a proven ability to cure patients and that adult stem cells do not, whereas exactly the opposite is true," he said. 
"The good news," said the bishops' aide, "is that the House of Representatives voted nearly unanimously to encourage the broader use of cord blood stem cells in research and treatment, an ethical and exceptionally promising field. This bill also has strong bipartisan support in the Senate and President Bush's strong support. It should be enacted into law without delay, so it can begin helping patients with devastating disease." "It is always wrong for government to promote the destruction of innocent human life," said Doerflinger. "Society must focus its efforts on promoting medical research that all Americans can live with."
Pope Backs Abstentions in Vote on Embryo Research - In an Address to Italian Bishops' Conference 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/pope-backs-abstentions-in-vote-on-embryo-research
Vatican City, May 30, 2005 
Benedict XVI supported the position of the Church in Italy, which is calling for voters to abstain from upcoming referendums on human embryo research. 
The Pope backed the abstention, given that the research proposals would lead to the discarding of human embryos. A human being, he insisted, "can never be reduced to a means." The Holy Father addressed the issue openly for the first time today when he met with the participants of the general assembly of the Italian bishops' conference in the synod hall at the Vatican. Cardinal Camillo Ruini, president of the episcopal conference, explained that abstention in these referendums, to be held June 12-13, "means a double no." 
The four proposals that Italians must decide by referendum involve canceling: 
-- restrictions on clinical and experimental research with embryos. 
-- legal restrictions on artificial insemination, such as the three-embryo limit on those created in vitro. 
-- the rights of the one conceived so that they are subject to the rights of those already born. 
-- the ban on heterologous insemination, namely, with the participation of a third person other than the couple. 
"With you" According to Italian law, if 50% of the people eligible to vote do not participate in the referendum, the popular consultation loses its validity. Applauding the effort with which Italian prelates have opposed the referendums, Benedict XVI said that "precisely with its clarity and concrete spirit, your commitment is a sign of the concern of pastors for every human being, who can never be reduced to a means, but is always an end, as our Lord Jesus Christ teaches in his Gospel, and as human reason itself tells us." The Pope added: "I am with you in word and prayer, trusting in the light and grace of the Spirit who acts in consciences and hearts."
Italy's Embryo War; a Pizzeria Apart - Both Sides Brace for a Life-and-Death Referendum 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/italy-s-embryo-war-a-pizzeria-apart 

By Elizabeth Lev lizlev@zenit.org, Rome, June 2, 2005 

The battle lines have been drawn. The war? The Italian referendum to Law 40 which governs artificial procreation and embryo testing. The vote will be held June 12-13 and will contain four proposals to amend an earlier law. In 2004, Italy, formerly a bioethical "Wild West" because of the absence of any laws governing artificial procreation, passed Law 40 which, among other things, prohibits the screening of embryos and the creation of more embryos than needed for implantation as well as human cloning. 
Recently several political parties along with special-interest groups have rallied opposition to the law, branding it as overly restrictive. By procuring the necessary 4 million signatures, they succeeded in having modifications to the law put to popular referendum. Referendum voting in Italy requires that those in favor must turn out to vote while those against abstain from voting. To alter the law, 50% of the eligible voters will have to vote in favor of canceling one or more of the following points: 
1) Restrictions on clinical and experimental research with embryos. 
2) Legal restrictions on artificial insemination, such as the three-embryo limit on those created in vitro. 
3) The rights of the one conceived so that they are subject to the rights of those already born. 
4) The ban on heterologous insemination, namely, with the participation of a third person other than the couple 
The third question in particular has the pro-abortion forces running scared, and their attack has been ruthless and relentless. This camp is led by the Radical Party, whose president, Marco Pannella, is well known for his anti-Catholicism. Carrying banners emblazoned with slogans such as "No Taliban, No Vatican, Referendum!" he managed to drum up the signatures to allow for the vote. The Radicals are flanked by the Communist Party, who have plastered the city with red posters, glaring like pustules, announcing "Liberty!" with the anachronistic hammer-and-sickle emblem for good measure. They are led by Fausto Bertinotti, called by many the "cashmere Communist," not so much for his smooth methods as for his expensive choice of attire. Several starlets have been recruited to plug the referendum as well. Monica Bellucci and Sabrina Ferilli, both considerably more clothed than Italians are used to seeing them, stare solemnly from billboards and Web sites, announcing that Law 40 "persecutes women." The campaigning reached its culmination on May 31 in Campo dei Fiori where entertainment stars and politicians mingled with the crowds in Rome's "party piazza" to enlighten the Italians. Perhaps they should have held the event in the Colosseum, where the "panem et circenses" (bread and circuses) formula was invented. Certainly it would be appropriate in regards to the waste of human life. 
The parties of the right, Trifoglio and Alleanza Nationale, have parried well, posting slogans such as "La Vita Non Si Vota!" -- life is not to be put to a vote. They are organizing conferences and debates, to discuss all the facets of the referendum. 
A heartening sight is the energy with which Italian Catholics, regardless of their political leanings, have thrown themselves into the fray on behalf of human life. The young people of Azione Giovane posted signs of the same candid white that they used in their moving salutes to Pope John Paul II, to remind passers-by that these are human lives at stake. One intrepid young man stood alone all day Sunday in a major piazza under the blazing sun, answering questions about the referendum and pointing out the dangers of voting Yes on June 12. 
The Italian bishops' conference, led by its president, Cardinal Camillo Ruini, vicar of Rome, has galvanized the parishes into action, organizing meetings, conferences and prayer groups to counter the referendum. 
Rome's own bishop, Pope Benedict XVI, praised the work of the prelates in the synod hall on Monday and openly backed the abstention from voting, teaching that a human being "can never be reduced to a means." 
Some causes are worth fighting for, and if respect for life isn't, nothing is. 

Can Embryos Be Adopted? Interview with Moral Theologian Father Thomas Williams 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/can-embryos-be-adopted  

Rome, June 3, 2005 

As stockpiles of frozen embryos grow, so does the debate regarding what should be done with them and for them, even among Catholic moral theologians. For an overview of the issue, ZENIT interviewed moral theologian Father Thomas Williams, dean of theology at the Regina Apostolorum Pontifical University. 
Q: Why is there so much debate surrounding embryo adoption? 
Father Williams: We are starting from an "unnatural" situation, one that should never have existed. The production and cryogenic preservation of human embryos --- upwards of 400,000 already --- is a moral aberration, and morally sensitive people spontaneously recoil from this procedure. Many people, ethicists included, have difficulty separating this wrong situation from what can morally be done to help those embryonic persons that now exist. 
Q: Doesn't embryo adoption at least tacitly imply approval of the process by which these embryos came into existence? 
Father Williams: Not at all. When a couple adopts a child that was conceived by an act of rape, does the couple condone that violence? Of course not. The child that came into existence because of that terrible act, through no fault of its own, is still worthy of kindness and care. It is a basic principle of Christian ethics, and indeed of a democratic state, that all human beings bear an equal dignity and deserve to be treated as human beings. The question we need to ask is not how did they come to be, but rather what can we do to help them. Given the current state of medical science, the only thing that can be done to save the lives of those persons is gestation in a woman's womb. Most women aren't called to make this sacrifice, but those who feel called should not be discouraged from doing so. 
Q: But you must admit that embryo adoption can only encourage the production and preservation of more embryos in this way. 
Father Williams: An ethical analysis of embryo adoption cannot be based principally on the consequences we foresee. We must ask ourselves what the right thing is to do for these little persons. 
Sometimes doing the right thing carries with it unpleasant consequences, or mixed results. But to condition our treatment of persons by the possible effects that it will have on others would be to reduce those persons to a means, and our morality would decay into a utilitarian calculus. Still, in answer to your question regarding the effects of embryo adoption, I do not think that it will necessarily encourage in vitro fertilization and the cryogenic storage of embryos. The promotion of embryo adoption underscores the reality that each human being, no matter how small, is worthy of care by the community. As society's consciousness of this reality grows, I would foresee a decrease in the production of embryos. In fact, speaking of negative consequences, the condemnation of embryo adoption sends out a very inconsistent message regarding the sanctity of human life. On the one hand, we denounce abortion as the killing of innocent human persons; on the other hand, we refuse to help those embryonic persons already in existence. We simply can't have it both ways. 
Q: Some ethicists have proposed that we can forgo embryo adoption because it would constitute "aggressive medical treatment," that we are not obliged to pursue. 
Father Williams: This is a misapplication of terms. We need to remember that "aggressive medical treatment" refers to futile medical treatment of terminally ill patients, not to the normal care of healthy persons. Pope John Paul II, in his encyclical "Evangelium Vitae," in No. 65, stated that medical treatment can be refused when "death is clearly imminent and inevitable" and when the treatment is either "disproportionate to any expected results" or imposes "an excessive burden on the patient and his family." These conditions are not met in the case of frozen embryos. 
Q: What is the difference between "embryo adoption" and "embryo rescue?" 
Father Williams: "Embryo rescue" refers to saving the life of an embryo by offering it the possibility of gestating at least until it reaches viability and can live outside the womb. "Embryo adoption" refers to the same process but adds the intention to care for and raise the child, in effect making the child one's own. Obviously embryo adoption by a married couple is the preferable option, but from an ethical perspective, simple embryo rescue cannot be ruled out, even by unmarried women. 
Q: Doesn't embryo adoption violate the integrity of the marriage covenant? 
Father Williams: No more than the adoption of already born infants does. Obviously the decision to adopt an embryo would have to be made by the couple, and not made unilaterally; just any adoption decision is made by the couple. The decision to bring another child into one's home is an act of Christian charity, not a violation of the marriage covenant. 
Q: But didn't the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith specifically state that spouses have the right and duty to become mother and father solely through each other? 

Father Williams: Yes indeed. In the 1987 instruction "Donum Vitae," the congregation taught: "The fidelity of the spouses in the unity of marriage involves reciprocal respect of their right to become a father and a mother only through each other." We must remember, however, that here "becoming a father and a mother" means the act of begetting a new human being, not receiving into one's home a child that already exists. When a couple adopts a young child, they do, in a sense, become the child's mother and father, but this is not what the congregation was referring to. 
Q: What is Church teaching regarding embryo adoption? 
Father Williams: At the moment no clear magisterial teaching exists on this question, and that is why there is much debate, even among moral theologians. 
Q: Do you expect any clear teaching on this question in the near future? 
Father Williams: I am no prophet, but many people are expecting some clarification from the Holy See, so there may be a magisterial statement in the not-too-distant future. Sometimes these matters take time. 
In the case of organ transplants, for instance, official Church approval of the procedure came literally decades after the process became medically possible and was, in fact, practiced by Catholics. 
Q: What if the Church eventually decides that embryo adoption is immoral? 
Father Williams: One of the great joys of being a Catholic and a theologian is the gift of the papal magisterium, which offers sure guidance especially in murkier areas where intelligent people of good will disagree. This was the case, for example, of the prophetic 1968 encyclical "Humanae Vitae," with its teaching on contraception. 
There was much disagreement among ethicists at the time, and the magisterium, assisted by the Holy Spirit, set the matter straight. If the Holy See were to teach that embryo adoption was ethically unacceptable, I would embrace that decision and try to understand the reasoning behind it to better form my conscience and explain it to others.
Scientific Basis for Doubts About Stem Cell Research - Embryology Points to Humanity of Nascent Life 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/scientific-basis-for-doubts-about-stem-cell-research--2 

Washington, D.C., June 4, 2005 
The bioethics debate has heated up with the recent approval by the U.S. House of Representatives of funding for stem cell research on human embryos and the combined announcements of human cloning in South Korea and England. The cloning experiments in both cases were designed with the end of producing stem cells for medical research and eventual treatments. 
A common argument used by researchers is that the stem cells used in their research are not really human life anyway, but just a collection of cells. Moreover, many supporters of allowing these experiments dismiss opposition as being anti-scientific and an attempt by moralists to impose their views on society. 
After U.S. President George Bush threatened to veto any additional stem cell financing approved by Congress, a New York Times editorial of May 26 said: "His actions are based on strong religious beliefs on the part of some conservative Christians, and presumably the president himself. Such convictions deserve respect, but it is wrong to impose them on this pluralistic nation." On the same day Washington Post columnist Richard Cohen also criticized opposition to stem cell research saying: "I grant you that we are embarking on a wondrous and scary intellectual and ethical journey, but we are doing so to save lives, to make them bearable, to mend the broken and cure the sick. What is wrong with that?" He also condemned those he termed "religious conservatives" who "have imposed their religious convictions on the rest of us." 

Good for all 
Attacking religion could just be a rhetorical trick used to willfully ignore the validity of the arguments raised by opponents of cloning and stem cell research. But it does raises questions about the basis of opposition to these techniques. Cardinal Dionigi Tettamanzi, archbishop of Milan, Italy, provided an answer to these questions in an article published in the Vatican daily newspaper, L'Osservatore Romano, on May 25. Titled, "The Good of Life is a Good of All and for All," it was written in the context of the Italian referendum over the law on in vitro fertilization which will be held on June 12-13. The archbishop started with some reflections over the legitimacy of defending human life in its initial stages. He raised the following arguments. 
1. Human life is always a good. In fact, it is the most precious good that exists and is the foundation of all other goods that a human can possess. Moreover, the life of every person has such a high value that it cannot be compared to the worth of the life of other living beings. The cardinal clarified that he was not only talking as a believer in God. He was also making an appeal to human reason, in the sense that the value of human life is something that can be grasped through the use of reason and is, therefore, a principle that can be appreciated by all. 
2. Protecting human life is a duty that falls upon every one of us, to be taken up with responsibility and decision. It is, in fact, a civic duty given that the protection of human life is an irreplaceable condition for ensuring the common good of all. 
3. The Church and the Christian community is united with those who defend human life from the moment of conception until death. The fact that certain rights and duties are defended by the Church does not, however, cancel out their civil legitimacy or their authenticity from a secular point of view. It should be clear, stated Cardinal Tettamanzi, that defending human life is a prerogative of all, not just of Christians. Moreover, it would be a grave case of ideological intolerance if civil activity, legitimate in itself, were marginalized merely because it comes from Christians. Democracy itself would be the loser if this were to happen. 

4. Caring for human life during its beginnings is particularly important, given its vulnerability at this stage of development. Neglecting this protection, either at the individual or social level, carries the risk of creating irremediable damage, or even the destruction of the life itself. 
Concerning the debate over how to relate morality and law, Milan's archbishop explained that they are connected in the sense that morality can illuminate our conscience, while the law codifies how we should act. It is important to remember, he added, that the state does not create human rights, and likewise cannot destroy them. 
Moral norms and civil law are, indeed, distinct one from the other. But the civil law does have the important role of promoting the common good of all, even if it cannot pretend to abolish all imperfections. 

Harrowing harvest
If, then, it is legitimate for Christians to have a say on laws governing human life, is it the case that in the early stage we are dealing with something that is human? This point was debated in a number of articles in the fall/winter issue of New Atlantis. The magazine is published by the Washington, D.C.-based Ethics and Public Policy Center. In their contribution, Robert George and Patrick Lee replied to arguments in favor of stem cells research advanced by two members of the President's Council on Bioethics, Paul McHugh and Michael Sandel. George is a professor of jurisprudence at Princeton University and a member of the bioethics council. And Lee is professor of philosophy at the Franciscan University of Steubenville. 
The two said that there would not be any objection to using embryonic stem cells for research or therapy if they could be obtained without killing or harming embryos. "The point of controversy," they noted, "is the ethics of deliberately destroying human embryos for the purpose of harvesting their stem cells." 
Both contemporary human embryology and developmental biology "leave no significant room for doubt" about the human status of embryos at the initial stage of their life, argue George and Lee. "Each of us developed by a gradual, unified and self-directed process from the embryonic into and through the fetal, infant, child and adolescent stages of human development, and into adulthood, with his or her determinateness, unity and identity fully intact." We value human beings precisely because of the kind of entities they are, and they point out "that is why we consider all human beings to be equal in basic dignity and human rights." This dignity is intrinsic and does not depend on any accidental characteristics. For this reason we do not kill retarded children to harvest their organs. While no one claims that embryos are mature human beings, at the same time it is correct to argue that human embryos are human beings, "that is, complete, though immature, members of the human species." 
Embryology, they explain, shows the following: 
-- The embryo is from the start distinct from any cell of the mother or the father, and grows in its own distinct direction, with its growth being internally directed to its own survival and maturation. 
-- The embryo is human, since it has the genetic constitution characteristic of human beings. 
-- The embryo is fully programmed, and has the active disposition, to develop himself or herself to the next mature stage of a human being. And unless prevented by disease, violence, or a hostile environment, the embryo will actually do so. None of the changes that occur to the embryo after fertilization, for as long as he or she survives, generates a new direction of growth. There are, naturally, ample religious and theological grounds on which to oppose sacrificing embryos for research. But many objections are based on science and a rational ethical analysis, and are, therefore, no imposition on pluralism.
Seeking an Ethical Option to Embryonic Stem Cell Research - Interview with Father Thomas Berg of Westchester Institute 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/seeking-an-ethical-option-to-embryonic-stem-cell-research 
New York, June 13, 2005 
There might be an ethically acceptable alternative for obtaining embryonic stem cells, says a bioethicist. Legionary of Christ Father Thomas Berg, executive director of the Westchester Institute, a Catholic ethics think tank located in suburban New York, sees hope for a process known as altered nuclear transfer. He gave an overview of the status of stem cell research in this interview with ZENIT. 
Q: What is the ethical problem with embryonic stem cell research? 
Father Berg: The problem is that the methods currently used to obtain these cells -- pluripotent stem cells -- require researchers to kill living human embryos in the process. 
In the case of so-called therapeutic cloning, which has been accomplished twice and recently streamlined by a group of South Korean researchers, it requires the intentional creation of human embryos precisely for their destruction in the course of harvesting stem cells from them. 
Q: Are not human adult stem cells sufficient for all the therapeutic purposes we could want? 
Father Berg: We really can't say enough in praising and promoting the inroads that have been made in developing therapies from adult stem cells. Decades of research have yielded some 70 diverse therapies and clinical applications in treating diseases and disorders, including heart damage, spinal injury and several kinds of blood diseases. By contrast, the research on deriving therapies from human embryonic stem cells is more nascent; it has only been going on in earnest for the last four or five years. Will it yield therapies? Quite possibly -- that's what scientists on both sides of the life issue tell me. It's too early to tell. So, we should be guarded in our optimism with regard to the potential of adult stem cells. 
Q: Can you explain again the difference between kinds of stem cells? 
Father Berg: In the case of embryos, we distinguish between pluripotent and totipotent. 
Pluripotent cells can give you -- to use an analogy with painting -- all the colors on the palette, but not the whole picture. That is to say, they give you all the human tissues. Totipotent cells, on the other hand, can give you the whole picture -- a whole human being. It's the pluripotent cells that are of interest to the researchers. Human adult stem cells are normally referred to as multipotent. There is ongoing debate as to whether certain kinds of adult stem cells -- for example, MAP-Cs, or multipotent adult progenitor cells -- can be coaxed to give rise to all tissue types. There are some reports that scientists are perhaps on the right trail, but no conclusive studies yet. 
Q: How does cloning relate to stem cell research? 
Father Berg: Cloning is the creation of a unique human individual through a process called somatic cell nuclear transfer. A donor donates a body cell from which the nucleus is taken and then transferred into an enucleated human egg. Factors in the cytoplasm of the egg are responsible for literally reprogramming the inserted nucleus to a pristine state, that of a one-cell human organism or zygote. 
When coaxed with electrical stimulation, this clone begins to undergo the normal process of cell division which leads to the various stages of otherwise normal embryonic development. So the link with stem cell research is the following. Cloning has been proposed as the ideal means of creating tailor-made embryonic stem cell lines. The DNA of the clone is an exact match of the donor's. The clone is developed to the blastocyst stage, about 6 days, at which point, its inner cell mass is extracted -- killing the human clone in the process. From the inner cell mass of the clone are then derived in culture a new line of pluripotent stem cells which are a perfect genetic match to the donor. These lines of stem cells could be used to develop tissue replacement therapies for the donor -- should he or she eventually need them -- with no risk of immune rejection because the tissue is perfectly matched. 
Q: Has anyone yet cloned a human being? 
Father Berg: Yes. The South Korean team led by Woo Suk Hwang reported, in February 2004, the first successful creation of cloned human beings. In 2004 they created some 30 embryos and allowed them to develop to the blastocyst stage. They were then destroyed in order to create lines of embryonic stem cells. On May 19 of this year, they reported that they have now honed their technique and claim to have created 11 new lines of human embryonic stem cells. 
Q: Do you defend the Bush policy on funding of embryonic stem cell research? 
Father Berg: While I am open to better arguments, I continue to defend the policy as the best prudential judgment President Bush could have made at the time. 
You will recall that it was his decision on Aug. 9, 2001, to allow federal funding of research using lines of human embryonic stem cells created prior to Aug. 9. The president clearly demonstrated his moral condemnation of the evil of embryo destruction which was entailed in the creation of those lines. By this policy, he assured that no federal money would contribute to any new killing of embryos. I think in hindsight we can make the case that by allowing a trickle of funding, he was able to forestall the evil that is now coming up on us. Had he completely banned federal funding, there would have been an extreme reaction from the scientific sector which would have provoked perhaps considerably more state and private funding. That's what is finally happening now. 
Q: Are there morally acceptable means of obtaining human embryonic stem cells? 
Father Berg: If it were shown to be feasible to obtain pluripotent stem cells by ethically acceptable means, I would support and encourage scientific exploration of their potential therapeutic value. The President's Council on Bioethics recently released a white paper exploring several possible alternative means. 
Q: Can you briefly explain these alternative means for obtaining human pluripotent stem cells as described recently by the President's Council on bioethics? 
Father Berg: That paper reported on, and gave an initial ethical evaluation of, four proposals for obtaining pluripotent stem cells without killing human embryos. The proposals are as follows in simple terms. 
The first was proposed by Dr. Don Landry and Dr. Howard Zucker, both of Columbia University. They would seek to obtain embryonic stem cells from embryos that have been determined to be clinically "dead" in IVF [in vitro fertilization] clinics and that are about to be disposed of. The second would perform a biopsy on an eight-cell embryo to remove an early forming stem cell, presumably without harming the embryo. The third, called altered nuclear transfer, ANT, and proposed by Dr. William Hurlbut of Stanford University is to create a non-embryonic biological artifact akin to a tumor that would none-the-less produce the equivalent of pluripotent stem cells. And the fourth proposal would endeavor to convert adult cells into pluripotent stem cells by reprogramming the nucleus of the adult cell to a pluripotent state. While the bioethics council could not endorse the "biopsy" proposal, it did encourage the pursuit of research on the other proposals using animal models. 
Q: Why pursue these alternative means for obtaining embryonic stem cells? 
Father Berg: I think in light of the fact that we now live in Brave New World, in which embryos are being created en masse, and in which there will be a growing demand for new embryonic stem cell lines, I believe we have a moral obligation to look seriously at alternate routes to obtaining them through non-embryo destructive means. 
Q: Is there a down side to pursuing any of these proposals? 
Father Berg: Potentially, and that's what makes them complicated from the moral perspective and that's why we need to see the animal studies done for these proposals. With ANT, we have to be able to arrive at the moral certainty that the product of ANT is not an embryo; it may also run the risk of indirectly fomenting whole new avenues of human engineering. The Zucker-Landry proposal may risk opening up a new market for the IVF industry, since it proposes removing intact embryonic stem cells from IVF embryos about to be discarded. But again, we may well have sufficient reason to tolerate the chances of any of this happening. 

Q: You are on public record as supporting Dr. Hurlbut's proposal, ANT. Is that correct? 
Father Berg: Yes. I, along with several other ethicists, have recently endorsed pursuing ANT on animal models -- not with human cells -- especially in a more recent and very specific rendition of ANT called oocyte assisted reprogramming. 
Q: How did you get involved with Dr. Hurlbut? 
Father Berg: When I thought carefully about what he was proposing, I felt we had almost a moral obligation to study his proposal seriously, so I contacted him about the possibility of getting some scholars together to look at the moral side of the proposal. That was last December. 
Q: Explain altered nuclear transfer and new version you referred to called oocyte assisted reprogramming. 
Father Berg: ANT is a broad conceptual proposal and could be accomplished in many different ways. The steps involved in oocyte assisted reprogramming would be the following. 
First, a cell is removed from a donor and the DNA in the nucleus of that cell is "altered" in an effort to change the instructions that this nucleus would be giving to the cell, keeping in mind that a cell's nucleus essentially determines what kind of cell it will be. Then, the nucleus is removed from an oocyte, or egg cell, and this enucleated oocyte, now essentially a sack of cytoplasm, is fused to the donor cell with the altered nucleus. 
This process of cell fusion -- also called nuclear transfer -- is the same has used in cloning, but the product would be radically different in this case. This newly constituted cell would neither be an egg, nor an embryo, nor would it any longer be the cell it once was. Rather, it would now be a hybrid that would show or express the properties programmed into it by the changes made to the nucleus. The way the scientist in our working group have conceived of it would suggest that the new cell would be programmed to essentially act like and produce pluripotent stem cells. These stem cells would be genetically identical to the donor and could conceivably be used for research and therapeutic purposes. So essentially, it would mean going from an adult cell to stem cells, bypassing the creation and destruction of embryos in the process. 
So, the long and the short of it is that a growing number of scientists are quite confident that ANT-OAR would actively and immediately convert adult cells directly into pluripotent stem cells without generating embryos. 
Q: So what exactly does the egg do in this process? 
Father Berg: The egg's cytoplasm will strip the cellular type of the adult cell nucleus, reverting to an undifferentiated, more plastic, and virginal state as it were. Yet, unlike cloning, the adult cell nucleus will not be converted to a totipotent state -- a state that could generate a whole human embryonic organism. Rather, should the ANT-OAR proposal work, the alterations made to the donor nucleus will ensure that the cell produced is not an embryo, and will immediately be able to multiply itself, producing a new line of pluripotent stem cells. 
Q: Some people would wonder if ANT does not entail complicity in the evil of human embryonic stem cell research. They might ask: Why mess with human eggs and genetic material? 
Father Berg: We all share a sense of profound veneration and respect to be owed to those elements -- human eggs, sperm, human genetic material -- that are the essentials of human life. Nonetheless, their use for human benefit is not something intrinsically evil. In other words, while we don't go at it lightly, we have to recognize that there can be legitimate and morally unproblematic uses for them. As long as in using human eggs, human genetic material does not in itself cause us to transgress some absolute moral norm, such as the norm prohibiting the creation or destruction of embryos, and as long as it is pursued in light of some substantial and probable benefit, then such research could proceed. Could there be some foreseeable downside of doing this? For example, does it contribute to a thinning out of our respect of life? That is hypothetical, but even were that the case, I think in light of the fact that we now live in Brave New World, in which embryos are being created en masse, and in which there will be a growing demand for new embryonic stem cell lines, we have proportional reason to pursue this research and to tolerate the potential negative consequences.

Referendum on Assisted Fertility Fails in Italy - Church Opposed Proposals 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/referendum-on-assisted-fertility-fails-in-italy
Rome, June 14, 2005

Only 25.9% of Italians entitled to vote took part in the referendum to allow experimentation on human embryos and to loosen the restrictions on assisted fertility. The low turnout doomed the referendum, held Sunday and Monday. The Italian bishops' conference urged Catholics to abstain from voting, since the referendum would only be valid if at least 50% of those entitled to vote did so. 
"A referendum campaign has taken place as never before seen," Fabio Mussini, vice president of the Pro-Life Movement, told ZENIT. "The whole cultural intelligentsia, from the important newspapers to women's magazines, from Nobel Prize winners to show-business people, promoted a 'yes' with all means." "All surveys attributed a growing percentage to the 'yes,' from 40% to 50% over the last days," Mussini observed. "The surveys themselves attributed a 5% weight to the Catholic Church in influencing the vote. And yet, they lost. 
"How is it possible that so much power got such low results? It would seem that there is a very profound split between the 'men of culture' and the people." Commenting on the results of the voting, Cardinal Camillo Ruini, vicar for the Rome Diocese and president of the Italian bishops' conference, said during an aside at a conference in Fiuggi: "I am positively impressed by the maturity of the Italian people." 
Cardinal Ruini on Italy's Failed Referendum - Church Had Duty to Speak Out, He Says 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinal-ruini-on-italy-s-failed-referendum
Vatican City, June 14, 2005 

Cardinal Camillo Ruini, president of the Italian bishops' conference, says that the failure of the national referendum on experimentation with human embryos is a victory for life. Only about one-quarter of Italians went to the polls on Sunday and Monday to vote on the referendum. Under Italian law, more than half of the eligible voters must participate, for a referendum to be valid. 
Cardinal Ruini had suggested that voters abstain from the polls as a double "no" to the referendum's proposal and the use of a popular consultation to decide questions relating to life. The cardinal spoke with Vatican Radio about the referendum. 
Q: What is the reason for such high abstention? 
Cardinal Ruini: I explain it with the maturity of the Italian people, who refused to pronounce themselves on these technical and complex questions, who love life and who mistrust a science that attempts to manipulate life. 
Q: Some have tried to create opposition among the laity, in particular between nonbelievers and Catholics. Did they fail in this objective? 
Cardinal Ruini: Indeed. On one hand, it's true, the Catholic world has been more unified than ever; has demonstrated that it has thoroughly understood the reasons why it was necessary to follow this line. On the other hand, many lay people, including some highly representative at the cultural, social and political level, have fully shared and promoted with great courage the line of defense of the value of man as such. 
Q: Some say that the Church has attacked the secularity of the state. 
Cardinal Ruini: This is something totally mistaken. If by secularity of the state one understands that the Church cannot have a public expression, then it is not about secularity, but it is about a secularism that harms the state even before it does the Church. If, on the contrary, one understands by secularity the freedom of each one and the distinction of tasks, this secularity has not been affected at all. The Church, in a matter of the greatest human and moral importance, had the duty to express with clarity of voice, a voice that has been heard and shared by very many citizens, based on their personal conscience. 
Q: In a word, has Italian popular Catholicism won? 
Cardinal Ruini: I don't like the expression "has won." Italian popular Catholicism has given an optimal testimony. 


Church Boosted After Scuttling Italian Vote

http://www.emmabonino.it/press/about_emma_bonino/2506 

Rome, June 15, 2005 (ICNS)

The Roman Catholic Church emerged yesterday as the real winner and a force in Italian politics after its boycott call helped defeat a referendum on easing Italy’s fertility and bioethics law. “The referendum proved the Italian Church was right ... and confirms that Catholicism cannot be put on the sidelines of public life,” commented the archbishop of Lecce, Cosmo Francesco Ruppi, in Italy’s main Catholic daily Avvenire. “We won an extraordinary battle,” said Cardinal Ersilio Tonini of the Church’s campaign, which was backed by newly elected Pope Benedict XVI. Although many analysts pointed also to voter apathy to explain the mere 25% turnout in the two-day referendum, many Italians chose not to vote on moral grounds. According to a survey published yesterday in the daily Corriere della Sera, some 35% of Italians abstained on moral grounds, enough to invalidate the Sunday and Monday vote, which required a turnout of more than 50% for it to be valid. Voter apathy counted for another 39% of Italians who choose to stay home, according to the survey of 1,600 people. The margin of error was 2.5%. Supporters of change to Italy’s stringent law on medically assisted procreation denounced the Church’s appeal, accusing cardinals of overstepping their role. “There are three victims today: secularism, the independence of political parties and the institution of the referendum,” said former EU commissioner Emma Bonino, who championed the change. “The result of this referendum is not only a defeat, it is also the collapse of secular Italy,” wrote Ezio Mauro in his front-page editorial in the daily La Repubblica. With the Vatican located in the heart of Rome, the Church’s role in Italy has always been a sensitive subject. Priests led fierce battles against the liberalisation of abortion and divorce in the 1970s, while questions of religious education were not settled until the Italian state and the Vatican signed an agreement regulating their relations in 1984. Monday’s victory through abstention “brought back to the surface the strength of the Church in Italy”, sociologist Franco Garelli told AFP, explaining that the Church remains an important reference point for Italians, who are predominantly Roman Catholic though less and less practising. Critics of the Church said they were concerned that prelates, boosted by Monday’s victory, will try to press for a review of Italy’s abortion law. Italy’s top cardinal, Camillo Ruini, said the Church had no such intention, although several centre-right lawmakers said on Monday that the legislation could be reviewed. Ruini was identified by the press as the great winner of the vote, one priest calling the top cardinal “the greatest politician the Church has had in 20 years”. Regarding the fertility law, Ruini said that the Church was willing to see “improvements” but not a “radical worsening” of the norm. The current law bars research on embryos, considers them full human beings, bans the use of donor eggs and sperm, and allows access to medically assisted procreation techniques only to sterile couples. It also allows only three embryos to be created, which must be implanted at the same time and without checking whether they carry hereditary diseases. Supporters of change say these restrictions endanger women’s health and threaten to leave Italy in the dark ages of medical research, while opponents argue that the referendum would have gone too far in loosening the practices, thus violating the Church’s position on the sanctity of life from conception.

"No" for the Sake of Life

By Catherine Smibert Rome, June 16, 2005 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/getting-married-in-italy-a-referendum-fizzles 
Church groups have expressed a sense of victory at the failure of a four-part referendum intended to dismantle Italy's assisted-fertility laws. The ballot, held last Sunday and Monday, failed to reach the 50% quorum necessary to modify existing legislation on in vitro fertilization and embryonic research. 
Impressed with the outcome, I spoke with some of the people about how the pro-life voice was heard over the din of the politicians and media. For one, it is generally agreed that most of the heat of the debate could be felt in Rome under the strong leadership of their Bishop, Benedict XVI, who had been expressly calling for people not to vote. The rest of Italy followed suit with their bishops' conference urging all Catholics to boycott the vote. 
Most of the papers, posters and television coverage slammed this stance, using celebrities to back their campaigning. Monica Bellucci was quoted demanding, "How can a priest know what's best for my eggs?" 
But the Italian people, with the help of active Catholic groups such as the bishops' new Science and Life committee counteracted this bombardment with its own posters, lecture series, publications, Internet sites and blog banners. Dr. Paola Binetti, co-president of Science and Life, told me how hard the committee members worked under the encouragement of the vicar of Rome, Cardinal Camillo Ruini. "The people tended to respect the involvement of the Church at this level," she said. Binetti explained how unique a case it was. The Church had expressed moral views during past national referendums, such as those on divorce (1974) and abortion (1981), but it had never expressly told the people what their response should be. As Science and Life representatives explained, the immorality of this situation did not lie in the complex subject itself so much as it lay in asking people to vote on it without their having any real understanding of the arguments at hand. 
"It was all about demystifying the arguments and the confounding slogans in order to demonstrate the truth behind the game," explained Binetti. "The most important factor was working together as Christians, scientists, medics, families and especially females to denounce the sophism that lay beneath questions presented by the politicians such as 'vote for the liberty of research'; 'for the health and self-determination of woman'; 'for the right to maternity' -- all strong, captivating slogans." Binetti's co-president of Science and Life, Dr. Bruno Dallapiccola, added: "Despite the work carried out by the different political parties, Italy's citizens feel liberated and have decided to think for themselves. By not voting, they're saying more than just 'It's not OK to use embryos for experimentation.' They're demanding balanced information." The current laws, approved last year, ban egg and sperm donations as well as embryo research and freezing, and allow only three eggs at a time to be fertilized in the test tube for a variety of reasons. "Before then," explained Dallapiccola, "there were huge excesses of embryos being discarded. Out of 100 produced, only 15 would be used so this 85% destruction rate initiated the laws, and one lobby deemed it best to use the rest for stem-cell research. No media was explaining the fact that this would not necessarily be the case and what it really meant …" 
Perhaps the secular media underestimated the power of the "Io Non Voto" (I'm not voting) posters, which featured leading female scientists on them. These posters were in stark contrast to those of the opposite side of the debate, which featured bikini-clad models. There were also the youth groups who arranged "info stalls" around the squares of Rome, along with bioethical Weblog discussions. These saw true "conversions of thought," according to one blog director, Concita di Simone. Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone of Genoa is convinced that the failure of the referendum is a clear sign of the people's natural will, when correctly informed, "to protect the life of the unborn." This is the hope of Science and Life co-president Binetti: "I hope that more and more people will feel called to express their views and intervene with their choices for life." 

Cardinal Urges Senate to Back Cord-Blood Research - But Calls for Rejection of 2nd Bill Requiring Embryo Destruction 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinal-urges-senate-to-back-cord-blood-research 

Washington, D.C., July 13, 2005 

Cardinal William Keeler has urged the U.S. Senate to support legislation fostering umbilical cord blood stem cell research and treatments. At the same time, the cardinal, who is chairman of the U.S. bishops' Committee for Pro-Life Activities, urged the Senate to reject a bill which would use federal funds to encourage researchers to destroy new human embryos from fertility clinics for stem cell research. 
In separate letters dated July 11, Cardinal Keeler supported the Stem Cell Therapeutic and Research Act of 2005, sponsored by Senator Orrin Hatch, while urging rejection of the Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act of 2005, sponsored by Senators Arlen Specter and Tom Harkin. The cardinal termed the latter a "destructive and morally offensive" proposal. 
The House version of Hatch's bill was approved 431-to-1 on May 24. The two Senate bills may be considered by lawmakers as early as this week. In his letter on the Stem Cell Therapeutic and Research Act, Cardinal Keeler noted that embryonic stem cell research raises grave moral objections because it requires the destruction of human life, and its possible use in future treatments remains a speculation. "By contrast," he wrote, "this bill relates to an area of stem cell research and treatment that is indisputably acceptable on moral grounds and remarkably promising in terms of clinical benefits: the use of umbilical cord blood retrieved immediately after live births." 

Lack of access
"Umbilical cord blood stem cells have successfully treated thousands of patients with dozens of diseases," the cardinal stated. "They also exhibit properties once associated chiefly with embryonic stem cells: 
They grow rapidly in culture, producing enough cells to be clinically useful in both children and adults; they can treat patients who are not an exact genetic match, without being rejected as foreign tissue; and they seem able to produce a wide array of different cell types." "What is preventing far broader use of umbilical cord blood stem cells is not an ethical concern, or any lack of evidence of clinical benefits, but simply a lack of funding and access," Cardinal Keeler continued. "By helping to establish a nationwide public cord blood bank, this legislation will begin saving more lives almost immediately," he stated. "By contrast, scientists are now warning against 'false expectations' regarding embryonic stem cells, pointing out that clinical use of those cells might be 'three to five decades' away." In contrast, Cardinal Keeler said the Specter-Harkin bill would rescind the Bush administration's policy of funding only research on embryonic stem cell lines already in existence. 


Morally offensive 

Saying this bill would encourage large-scale destruction of innocent human life for research purposes, the cardinal said: "I urge you in the strongest possible terms to oppose all destructive and morally offensive proposals of this kind." "Government has no business forcing taxpayers to become complicit in the direct destruction of human life at any stage," Cardinal Keeler said. "Nor is there any point in denying the scientific fact that human life is exactly what is at stake here." 

Pennsylvania Bishops Speak Out on Stem Cell Research
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/pennsylvania-bishops-speak-out-on-stem-cell-research
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, August 19, 2005 

Pennsylvania's Catholic bishops recently released a joint statement to clarify the Church's teaching on why embryonic stem cell research is morally unacceptable. The text of "Questions and Answers on Stem Cell Research" is posted at 
http://www.pacatholic.org/bishops-statements/questions-and-answers-on-stem-cell-research/. 
The bishops note that the "Vatican Instruction on Respect for Human Life" {Donum Vitae} says that "no objective, even though noble in itself, such as a foreseeable advantage to science, to other human beings, or to society, can in any way justify experimentation on living human embryos or fetuses, whether viable or not, either inside or outside the mother's body." Dr. Robert O'Hara Jr., executive director of the Pennsylvania Catholic Conference, said, "At a time when public policy-makers are considering spending taxpayer money to finance various biomedical research initiatives, it is appropriate to consider the moral impact of such research." 
The text of the document is being translated into Spanish and will be available in a full-color booklet in both English and Spanish. 
Umbilical Cord Stem Cells Are Curing Patients - Interview with Two Pioneer Scientists 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/umbilical-cord-stem-cells-are-curing-patients
Rome, July 27, 2005 

Rome's Gemelli Polyclinic works with an international network to make umbilical cord stem cells available to patients with acute leukemia, thalassemia, lymphomas and congenital immune-deficiencies. The clinic runs a bank for umbilical cords, and any patient, from anywhere in the world, who is genetically compatible with one of the units of blood of the umbilical cords stored, can receive a unit of blood from the umbilical cord for transplant purposes. An international network to identify donors has been operative since 1995, thanks to a computer file which has data on marrow and placenta blood donors worldwide. 
The bank's activities are coordinated by professor Giuseppe Leone, director of the Institute of Hematology of the Catholic University of Rome, and professor Salvatore Mancuso, director of the Department for the Protection of Woman and Nascent Life. In this interview with ZENIT, Leone and Mancuso discuss the present state of stem cell research. 
Q: What is your response to those who say that using embryonic stem cells, and not those from the umbilical cord, is the answer for illnesses such as leukemia, or of the blood in general? 
Leone: First of all, let's speak from a clinical point of view: Cells from embryos have never been used and they have certainly not demonstrated therapeutic capacities. On the contrary, adult stem cells, and those of the umbilical cord, have demonstrated their validity in marrow transplants, for example, in the case of patients with thalassemia, or children with leukemia. At present, there is no patient who has been cured with embryonic stem cells. This must be clarified. 
To those who say that ethics removes a "possibility" of cure, one should say that at most it removes a "hope." But if we want to speak of hope, then we can experiment with animal embryos. Once we have studied animal embryos we will be able to say something on the subject, we will have understood a bit more. I do not see any reason why at present human embryos should be used. Ethical problems to one side, animals must be studied first. 
Q: Are women told about the possibility of donating the umbilical cord to one of these banks? 
Mancuso: Increasingly. When they come to give birth in our department, they request that the blood of the umbilical cord be donated because of the spirit of solidarity that is increasingly spreading. However, not all umbilical cords can be collected and kept for donation, as there are certain minimum requirements on the family history of both spouses. 
It is necessary that the pregnancy come to its termination, as there is a whole series of counter-indications. We can collect for donations between 30-35% of the umbilical cords from births that take place in our department. But much of the blood collected from umbilical cords is useful for research. 

At present, there is great interest in research, not only in our department, but also in hematology, cardiology and neurology, as adult stem cells have an extraordinary versatility and, in fact, are restorative. 
Q: How long can these cells be stored? 
Mancuso: I would dare to say that they can be stored for an infinite amount of time. Today there are cells that have been stored for 30 years and that, to a large extent, maintain their capacity to be used. At present, the scientific community in several research centers is seeking to store and multiply them in vitro, as the amount of stem cells that can be collected from a cord are not that many. 
Leone: They have been used, above all, to patients with acute leukemia, thalassemia, lymphomas, or congenital immune-deficiencies. These sicknesses are benefiting at present the transplant of stem cells from the umbilical cord. Research, obviously, tries to go further. The blood of the cord can give us hope for other pathologies. Now there are hopes for heart disease. 
Q: When you say that sicknesses "are benefiting," what do you mean? 
Leone: In the case of acute leukemia, there is a certain number of patients that are cured, in the case of thalassemia, the percentage is higher. In the case of immune-deficiencies, 70-80% are cured. In the case of leukemia, it is 35-40%. We are talking, that is, of cures. 

Sydney Archdiocese Funds Stem Cell Research
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/sydney-archdiocese-funds-stem-cell-research
Sydney, July 26, 2005 
The archbishop of Sydney announced that it will grant $100,000 for research on adult stem cells. Cardinal George Pell announced the grant Monday, reported The Courier-Mail. 
The Church is opposed to research on cells harvested from human embryos, but has supported the use of adult cells. Cardinal Pell said breakthroughs in adult stem cell research have the potential to lead to life-saving treatments, and "far surpass anything that has been attained in the area of embryonic stem cell research." "The Catholic Church always supports good science working from a good ethical foundation," he added. 

Vatican Deters Use of "Tainted" Vaccines - Can Be Used In Absence of Choice 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/vatican-deters-use-of-tainted-vaccines
Rome, July 26, 2005 

It is not licit to use vaccines produced from cells derived from aborted fetuses, says the Vatican, but they may be used in situations when an alternative is not available. 
The Vatican's position was expressed in a document recently published in the "Medicine and Morality" review of the Bioethics Center of the Catholic University of Rome. The Pontifical Academy for Life conducted the study in response to "a precise question posed by some pro-life associations of the United States faced with this problem," explained Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the academy, on Saturday to Vatican Radio. The bishop explained that "in the United States they still use a vaccine made with cells from aborted human fetuses." 
"There was collaboration between those who made the vaccine and those who practiced abortion," said the bishop, and "this is the point that has triggered the opposition of the pro-life movements." 
Responding to the request of Debra Vinnedge, executive director of Children of God for Life, the academy "proceeded to a careful examination of the question of these 'tainted' vaccines, and has produced as a result a study," the bishop wrote to in a letter when presenting the study. 
Only option 
In this context, "the opposition of the parents to the vaccination in the schools clashes as much with the state dispositions as it does with the good of the children, who in that specific geographic ambit, have no other vaccines they can use," he stated. If the children are not vaccinated, "not only are they exposed but, in addition, a child who is infected and not vaccinated, even if he doesn't have symptoms, can infect others," he said. 
Therefore, "on one hand there is the need to vaccinate the children, and on the other a vaccine is issued in those areas of the United States which was produced some 20 years ago using aborted fetuses," he indicated. 
In face of this situation, the Pontifical Academy for Life offers a double response in its document. 
On one hand, "it is licit to use these vaccines in the precise context of the United States, because there are no other vaccines available at this time," the bishop continued on Vatican Radio. 
Not responsible "On the other hand," said the bishop, "'collaboration' with abortion occurred at a distance of time and place, in regard to the first cells obtained, which were later multiplied and disseminated." 
In this connection, those who now use the vaccination, "the doctors who administer it, the children who receive it," are in no way are engaging in "culpable collaboration." 
They are not at all responsible "for the abortion practiced on that occasion. In those places, at this time, it is licit to administer the vaccination, what is more, it is necessary because the children need it," he stated. 
"The second answer is that the state … must require that the industries that produce the vaccines not use fetuses," especially those aborted, "because today, with the progress in science, effective vaccines can be properly produced, as happens in Europe, using animal cells," added Bishop Sgreccia.

New Research May Point to Moral Procedure for Obtaining Pluripotent Stem Cells

http://www.cultureoflife.org/2005/09/23/new-research-may-point-to-moral-procedure-for-obtaining-pluripotent-stem-cells/ 

Culture & Cosmos, Volume 3 No. 3, August 23, 2005

Scientists at Harvard are reporting they have created a human embryonic stem cell without killing an embryo to get it. This could be a major advance in ending the deliberate killing of human embryos for scientific research. Adult stem cells remain the only stem cell research that has generated any cures, however. -Austin Ruse
Scientists at Harvard have turned ordinary human skin cells into embryonic-like stem cells – known as pluripotent stem cells – using a new reprogramming process. The scientists' findings are set to be published in the next edition of the journal Science and if the method proves successful it may pave the way for production of pluripotent stem cells without destroying human embryos. Two prominent opponents of embryo-destructive research say that the new procedure is not without problems but both agreed the findings represent a step in the direction of ethical stem cell research.
Scientists at the Harvard Stem Cell Institute, according to a press release from the organization, fused "an entire skin cell to an existing embryonic stem cell. The result is a hybrid cell with two sets of genetic material, one from each parent. . . . [T]hey found that the fused hybrids retain many of the properties of embryonic stem cells, including the ability to differentiate into multiple adult cells types." The research has received widespread attention in the media including a front page story in Monday's Washington Post. The news even scored a positive mention in The Progress Report, a daily e-mail sent out by the American Progress Action Fund, the sister advocacy organization of the far left Center for American Progress
Wesley J. Smith, a widely regarded expert on bioethics and the author of several books on the topic, sees potential in the proposal. "If this procedure works, it could put an end to therapeutic cloning since it could do away with the need to use cloning to derive pluripotent stem cells that would not be rejected by the body. In this sense, it could be very valuable, since it could make a cloning ban easier to pass." But Smith also urged caution. "I do believe the better and more moral course for obtaining efficacious treatments, if they work, would be adult stem cells, since they would use the patient's own cells for therapy without the need of genetic engineering or using embryonic stem cells. Still, this study is potentially very good news for anyone who is opposed to human cloning."
Father Tadeusz Pacholczyk, director of education for the National Catholic Bioethics Center, is also cautiously optimistic. Since the procedure requires an embryonic stem cell to be fused with a normal cell, Father Pacholczyk warns that if that stem cell were obtained though the intentional destruction of a human embryo, questions of cooperation with evil would have to be considered. But Father Pacholczyk believes the research is a step in the right direction. "I am convinced that technology does offer us opportunities and pathways that are not going to be morally problematic and we just have to be resolved at the beginning not to cross any moral lines. If we do that we can find clever solutions and this is kind of hinting in the direction of a clever solution." The idea of reprogramming human somatic cells into pluripotent stem cells was proposed in "Alternative Sources of Human Pluripotent Stem Cells," a report released by the President's Council on Bioethics in May. The report examined four possible ways of obtaining embryonic-like stem cells without destroying a human embryo.

"New Ethical" Embryonic Stem Cells Not New and Not Ethical 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/new-ethical-embryonic-stem-cells-not-new-and-not-ethical 

By Hilary White, Worcester, Massachusetts, October 18, 2005
The mainstream media (MSM) is alive with reports that another embryo researcher has “solved” the ethical problem of using embryos to obtain stem cells. But the announcement is little more than further proof that there is almost no understanding of the pro-life objections to the procedures on the part of the research community. 
This time the news comes from researchers at the private Massachusetts-based biotech firm Advanced Cell Technology who say that the removal of single cells from an early-stage embryo can be accomplished without always killing the embryo. 

The method, published on-line this week in the journal Nature, is the same as that used to perform pre-implantation genetic diagnosis (PGD).

“If you are taking that cell anyway, let’s make a stem-cell line that can benefit all of humanity as well as the child,” said ACT’s scientific director, Robert Lanza. “No one wants to destroy a human embryo if they don’t have to,” he said.

The real news about the story however, is that it is not news. “Blastomere separation” the removal of individual cells from an early-stage embryo has long been standard procedure in IVF facilities when not enough embryos have been created. The cells removed are prized by stem cell researchers because at such an early stage, all the cells in the embryo are “totipotent” that is, able to form any type of tissue, including a new twin embryo. 

Dr. John Shea, medical advisor to Canada’s Campaign Life Coalition, said the obvious is being missed. Shea told LifeSiteNews.com that while it is often possible to remove a cell from an embryo without harming it, this is not guaranteed. “Sometimes it is possible to remove a cell from an embryo without killing it, but the point is that to take the risk without benefitting the embryonic human being is unethical according to the standards established by the Nuremberg Code.”

Shea said, “They just refuse to admit that the embryo is a human being and so all the rules regarding medical research on human beings have to be applied. You have to get consent, and no parent can consent to allowing medical research on a child that is not intended to benefit the child.”

But all of this is beside the point says Shea. “The whole business is unethical to begin with because the embryos should never have been created by this artificial process in the first place. The child has a fundamental right to be conceived naturally by two parents within marriage. That’s the basic starting point.”
Since the prohibition by the Bush administration on federal funding for stem cell research using new lines of embryonic cells, researchers have been regularly announcing that they have “solved the ethical problems” of embryonic stem cells. In each case, however, the entire point made by pro-life advocates is shown to have been missed by a research community that is incapable of acknowledging the existence of a pre-born human being. 

Read coverage from Pharmaceutical Business Review Online:
http://www.pharmaceutical-business-review.com/article_news.asp?guid=E1C570FF-5564-458B-ADB1-B18D3E7BD430
New Research Shows Possible Ethical Alternative to Embryo Destructive Research 

http://www.cultureoflife.org/author/webfeller/page/27/ 

Culture & Cosmos, Volume 3 No. 11, October 19, 2005 

The quest to find a moral means of obtaining embryonic–like stem cells took a giant leap forward this week when a team of scientists announced that they had successfully generated pluripotent stem cells from mice using a process known as altered nuclear transfer (ANT). Though some Catholic ethicists caution that in its present form the procedure may be immoral, even those ethicists are heartened by the news and say it shows that a morally acceptable version of ANT could be developed. ANT was originally proposed by William Hurlbut, a medical doctor, a consulting professor in human biology at Stanford University and a member of the President's Council on Bioethics. He believed ANT might provide a way around the moral objections to embryo destructive research. According to his proposal, the nucleus of a human egg is removed and replaced with cells from another person, such as in cloning. But unlike cloning, in Hurlbut's proposal the gene responsible for creating the placenta is turned off. Hurlbut contends that this prevents an embryo from being created. But like traditional cloning, the egg still generates inner cell mass, or the "blank" cells, that some scientist believe have the greatest research potential. ANT was the subject of much controversy in conservative circles because some thought it would result in the creation and destruction of deformed embryos. The research that moved ANT from mere theory to the world of the possible was carried out by scientists at the Whitehead Institute for Biomedical Research which is associated with the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. "The purpose of our study was to provide a scientific basis for the ethical debate," said Rudolf Jaenisch, lead author on the paper that was published in the online edition of the journal Nature. "Our work is the first proof-of-principle study to show that altered nuclear transfer not only works but is extremely efficient." Jaenisch is widely considered the world's leading researcher on embryonic stem cells. Because he favors embryo destructive research, his work on behalf of an ethical alternative is considered especially significant. Father Thomas Berg, executive director of the Westchester Institute for Ethics and the Human Person, says the new research is good news. "I think that the pro-life community should welcome this research. I think it does bring us closer to a possible solution toward getting these kinds of cells in ways that don't destroy embryos," he said. Father Berg was among a gathering of more than 30 scientists, ethicists and philosophers that took place in July. They produced a proposal for a form of ANT called oocyte assisted reprogramming (OAR) which they believe addresses ethical concerns surrounding ANT. Father Berg said that the next step should be testing the OAR proposal on primates.
Father Tadeusz Pacholczyk, director of education for the National Catholic Bioethics Center, said he was pleased with the results of Whitehead study because he believes it may pave the way to successfully implementing OAR. But Father Pacholczyk was wary of ANT in its current form. "The altered nuclear transfer itself as done [in this study] in my opinion does not resolve the moral question. The evidence is fairly convincing in my opinion that what's generated is an embryo with certain defects," he said. Father Berg disagrees. "What I am hearing is there seems to be a considerable amount of information that might suggest to us that this product was not a mouse embryo," he said. "The point is that we are not at a place yet where we can say one way or the other."

Enactment of Cord-Blood Stem Cell Act Is Praised - Wonderful News for Patients, Says U.S. Bishops' Aide 

http://www.tnfatima.org/tintuc/December2005/wednesday21.asp 
Washington, D.C., December 20, 2005 (Zenit.org)

A U.S. bishops' conference aide hailed President George Bush's signing into law the Stem Cell Therapeutic and Research Act of 2005. The law establishes a new federal program to collect and store cord blood, and expands the current bone marrow registry program to also include cord blood. 
"This is wonderful news for the many thousands of suffering patients who can benefit from umbilical cord blood stem cell treatments," said Richard Doerflinger, deputy director of the bishops' Secretariat for Pro-Life Activities, who attended today's ceremonial signing at the White House. "We are grateful to Congress and the president for enacting this legislation without further delay," Doerflinger said in a statement. The bishops' aide continued: "The House of Representatives passed Representative Chris Smith's legislation, to support and coordinate a nationwide public bank of cord blood stem cells, almost unanimously on May 24. "Yet this urgently needed life-saving legislation was blocked for months in the Senate, held hostage to debates over far more controversial and speculative stem cell research requiring the destruction of human embryos. In the last days of this session the deadlock was finally ended, and Congress agreed on the kind of stem cell treatments that can begin saving patients' lives here and now." Cardinal's appeal Doerflinger quoted from a July 11 letter in which Cardinal William Keeler, chairman of the bishops' Committee for Pro-Life Activities, urged Senate approval of the bill.
"Umbilical cord blood stem cells have successfully treated thousands of patients with dozens of diseases," the cardinal's letter said. "They also exhibit properties once associated chiefly with embryonic stem cells: They grow rapidly in culture, producing enough cells to be clinically useful in both children and adults; they can treat patients who are not an exact genetic match, without being rejected as foreign tissue; and they seem able to produce a wide array of different cell types.'" Doerflinger added: "As Christians celebrate the birth of Jesus, how appropriate that we can also celebrate the medical miracles made possible by cord blood retrieved immediately after live births. Congress and the president have given a wonderful Christmas present to patients in need."

President Bush Signs Ethical Stem Cell Bill Over Democrat Objections

http://catholicexchange.com/president-bush-signs-ethical-stem-cell-bill-over-democrat-objections 

Culture & Cosmos, Volume 3 No. 21, December 28, 2005

The US House and Senate have passed a revolutionary bill that will ethically collect and store stem cells that are curing dozens of patients. President Bush has signed the bill into law. 

The bill calls for the collection of cord blood which is derived not from destroying embryos. The Democrats held up the bill for months in an effort to federally fund research that destroys human embryos. -Austin Ruse
Following what amounted to a seven month filibuster on the part of Senate Democrats President Bush signed into law a bill establishing a national bank for stem cells derived from umbilical cords. Umbilical cord stem cells have been used to treat 67 different diseases including leukemia and anemia and obtaining them poses no ethical problems. The bill first passed the House in May but was held up in the Senate by Democrats. The bill faced particularly stiff opposition from Iowa Democrat Sen. Tom Harkin and Senate Minority Leader Harry Reid both of whom had been preventing a vote using procedural tactics. They were demanding that a vote be held on a bill that would provide funding for embryo destructive research. The cord blood bill had wide support in the Senate and once brought to floor it passed unanimously. 
The Stem Cell Therapeutic and Research Act of 2005 will provide $265 million for life saving stem cell therapy, cord blood and bone marrow transplant. Specifically, $79 million will be authorized for the collection and storage of cord blood stem cells with the goal of reaching a total inventory of 150,000 units. This would make them available to more than 90 percent of patients in need. A specific focus of the collection will be to provide more genetic diversity in available units. The bill's author, New Jersey Republican Chris Smith, has worked to establish a national cord blood bank since 2001. "So many people don't realize that cord blood and adult stem cells are already treating patients, and have achieved remarkable breakthroughs over the past year," said Smith. "Now that President Bush has made my bill law, for the first time a nationwide stem cell transplantation system will be established."  Leading Senate efforts to pass the bill was Kansas Republican Sam Brownback. During debate over the bill Brownback noted that the cord blood bill was uncontroversial. He said it deserved immediate passage because patients are currently being cured using cord blood treatments. "Everybody supports cord blood research. It provides real cures today. I have two pictures of people who . . . have been treated. . . . The problem is, we don't have a big registry of it around the country. So it is real hit and miss. Some people are lucky enough to find it; others don't and die today," Brownback said. Smith expressed a similar opinion following passage. "Thousands of Americans who might have otherwise continued to suffer or died will now be saved because larger and diverse inventories of umbilical cord stem cells will be available," he said.

German Scientists May Have Found Ethical Source of Pluripotent Stem Cells 

http://www.cultureoflife.org/2006/03/29/german-scientists-may-have-found-ethical-source-of-pluripotent-stem-cells/
By Mark Adams, Culture & Cosmos, Volume 3 No. 34, March 29, 2006

The debate over embryonic stem cells is changing in many acceptable ways. German doctors believe they have found a way to derive embryonic-like stem cells from the testes of mice. This might be applied to humans and would be morally acceptable. -Austin Ruse

Scientists in Germany have discovered another possible source for embryonic-like stem cells that can be obtained without destroying a human embryonic life. Researchers found that stem cells taken from the testes of mice have many of the characteristics of embryonic stem cells. The scientists were able to take those stem cells and turn them into heart, brain and skin cells and successfully inject them back into mice.
Opponents of embryo destructive stem cell research have long said that if scientists are truly determined and resolved to do so, they can find a way to ethically obtain embryonic-like stem cells, also known as pluripotent stem cells. In May the President's Council on Bioethics released a lengthy report on alternative sources for pluripotent stem cells.  According to a summary of the German research provided by nature.com, the scientists isolated those stem cells in the testes that turn into sperm cells. Those cells were then cultured and the resulting cells were similar to embryonic stem cells. One of the scientists behind the research admitted to being surprised at the results. If the procedure can be replicated in humans in could mean that, at least for men, there exists an endless source of pluripotent stem cells matching the individual's genetic makeup. Like much of the research in the field of stem cells, these findings are preliminary and the nature.com report quoted an English scientist who urged caution in response to the study. "There needs to be further research before we really get excited about it," said Chris Higgins, director of the Medical Research Council's Clinical Sciences Centre at Imperial College in London.
The next step, according to the authors of the study, is to try to replicate the research in humans using cells from surgery patients or corpses. The scientists said they were unable to find cells in female mice similar to the sperm producing cells they found in male mice. But Wolfgang Engel, a co-author of the study, said he believes that egg-producing stem cells in women may prove to be the female equivalent. "I think it will be possible to find stem cells there," he said. The new German study is not the first to indicate that ethical possibilities exist for acquiring pluripotent stem cells. In August researchers from Harvard said they believed they had discovered a way to reprogram skin cells into pluripotent stem cells by fusing them with embryonic stem cells. Though the method still raised ethical red flags, it did prompt Father Tadeusz Pacholczyk, director of education for the National Catholic Bioethics Center, to say, "I am convinced that technology does offer us opportunities and pathways that are not going to be morally problematic and we just have to be resolved at the beginning not to cross any moral lines. If we do that we can find clever solutions and this is kind of hinting in the direction of a clever solution."

Human Embryos Not Objects, Say Europe's Bishops - Destructive Research Does Not Respect Life 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/human-embryos-not-objects-say-europe-s-bishops 
Brussels, June 2, 2006 
Research that requires the destruction of human embryos is "not compatible with human dignity," say the bishops of Europe. The bishops made this statement following the adoption of the budget for research and technology development for 2007-2013 by the Industry, Research and Energy Committee of the European Union, which allows for funding for research on embryonic stem cells. The budget, which forms part of the report on the Seventh Framework Program, will be submitted for a final vote during the next plenary session in Strasbourg, on June 14th.
"We reiterate our objection to EU-funding of research implying the destruction of human embryos," said the communiqué of the Executive Committee of the Commission of the Bishops' Conferences of the European Community.
"Such research raises fundamental ethical and anthropological concerns," the bishops said.
The statement continues: "Treating the human embryo as an object for research is not compatible with human dignity.
"The EU should concentrate its joint research efforts on the many other promising areas of research, also in other kinds of stem cell research, which offer promise. "By taking such a decision the EU would show that it respects the fundamental values and grounds upon which some member states prohibit or restrict this research out of respect for the inviolability of human life and its dignity." The communiqué is signed by the following prelates:
Bishop Adrianus van Luyn, Bishop of Rotterdam, President
Archbishop Diarmuid Martin, Archbishop of Dublin, Vice-President
Bishop Piotr Jarecki, Auxiliary Bishop of Warsaw, Vice-President 
Swiss Bishops Decry Use of "Medicine Babies" - Call It "Shocking Eugenics" 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/swiss-bishops-decry-use-of-medicine-babies 
Zurich, Switzerland, June 9, 2006 

The Swiss bishops' conference has called the practice of creating babies solely for medicinal purposes a "shocking" and unacceptable development in eugenics.
In a message of the bioethics commission of the episcopal conference, released Wednesday, the bishops refer to Switzerland's first "medicine baby," born in Geneva in January 2005, as "shocking eugenics, enveloped in good sentiments."
The baby girl was conceived through artificial insemination, and was selected in a Brussels laboratory to become a compatible donor of bone marrow for her 6-year-old brother. "Although it is not prudent to criticize the subjective intention of the parents who have suffered and rejoiced with the cure of their son, it must be recognized that the technique of 'medicine babies' constitutes a worrying form of eugenics," stated the document. "For this 'medicine baby' girl to be born, Mrs. Hilde van de Velde's Brussels laboratory deliberately produced 20 to 30 human embryos for the purpose of selecting them," the bishops said. "One of them had the good fortune to survive. But the rest were eliminated and destroyed as vulgar merchandise." The document explained that the practice is inadmissible for two reasons.
First, because we are faced with "human embryos voluntarily produced and eliminated."
The message of the bishops continued: "A noble end does not justify killing embryos, which are individuals of the human species. Here the embryo is not treated as an end: It is used as an instrument and considered as merchandise.
"This practice is a regression of humanism, which is particularly insidious as it camouflages with the emotion aroused by the sick child and the parents' suffering." Second, the letter stated, the selection of human beings is an act of eugenics.
"Eugenics is an odious practice, which consists in selecting the children that will be born according to utilitarian criteria that does not respect their intrinsic dignity," the bishops wrote. "In this case, an exterior demand, medical and technical, decides who deserves to live and who deserves to die," the message said. The note added: "This embryo deserved to live because it is genetically compatible with the recipient of the bone marrow, while the other numerous embryos were killed for the sole reason of not having the required characteristics." 
Italy's Shift on Embryonic Research Assailed
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/italy-s-shift-on-embryonic-research-assailed
Vatican City, June 15, 2006

The Vatican's semiofficial newspaper expressed concern over Italy's decision to withdraw from an ethical statement which had blocked the European Union's funding of research with human embryonic stem cells. The Italian government's decision goes against the results of a referendum on the law of assisted insemination, held last June. According to L'Osservatore Romano, the decision of the Italian government is "an undue intrusion in the realm of values that are not negotiable." Italy had previously adhered to the ethical declaration with France, Poland and Slovakia. In an article today in its Italian edition, L'Osservatore Romano stated that the new government of Romano Prodi is being characterized by "decisions that systematically go in the direction of a misunderstood secularism."
This secularism arises from "the preoccupation of calming the most radical members of the majority," but "it ends by leading the country to parody grotesquely the experiences of other countries, betraying Italy's most profound identity and the very will expressed by the voters."

Europarliament Vote Opens Way for Embryo Destruction - Bishops Deplore Move 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/europarliament-vote-opens-way-for-embryo-destruction 
Strasbourg, France, June 15, 2006 

European bishops expressed dismay after the European Parliament's decision to promote research that in effect leads to the destruction of human embryos.
The Europarliament voted today in first reading on the 7th Research Framework Program and called for EU funding of research with human embryos and human embryonic stem cells.
Monsignor Noël Treanor, secretary-general of the Commission of the Bishops' Conferences of the European Community (COMECE), stressed in a statement that "such research raises fundamental anthropological and ethical problems." "Many people are uneasy about research manipulating human life and using it as a raw material," he noted. "This is not just a Catholic position. "Scientifically, there is no reason to make a moral distinction between an embryo at the very beginning of his or her life and after implantation in the womb or after 14 days. Human dignity does not depend -- and must not be made dependent -- on decisions of other human beings." The European Parliament expressed with a slim majority its support for EU funding of research with human embryonic and adult stem cells. The proposal of the Committee for Industry, Research and Energy was adopted by a vote of 284-249. There were 32 abstentions. The European Parliament itself was divided on the issue, and a significant number of members voted either to exclude funding for all research on human embryos and human embryonic stem cells or at least to tighten the ethical guidelines in order to avoid the further destruction of human embryos. The COMECE took advantage of the opportunity to renew its "support for the EU to finance research on adult stem cells." 

Newspaper Warns of Embryonic-Research Plan - Comments on Europarliament Proposal 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/newspaper-warns-of-embryonic-research-plan 
Vatican City, June 18, 2006 

To use human embryos for research purposes is to forget the lessons of the tragedies of the 20th century, says L'Osservatore Romano. In an article Saturday in its Italian edition, the Vatican's semiofficial newspaper commented on the framework program for research by the European Parliament, which includes a budget that would fund work with human embryonic stem cells. The framework program passed a first reading of the Parliament on Thursday. According to L'Osservatore Romano, the program is a "fundamental error" of the European Parliament, based on a "tragically utilitarian concept" of the human being. 
"And yet Europe, daughter of the 20th century, and born in opposition to the aberrations of that century, should be sensitive given the effects of a concept of this kind, if carried to its extreme conclusions," the article said.
"Intolerant when it comes to admitting the Christian roots of its identity, it seems that Europe today wishes to recognize itself in a blind secularism, which not only denies the religious convictions of the majority of its population, but also the inviolable rights of the person," the paper added. In this way, Europe "offends the dignity of man and rejects the principles inscribed in human nature itself and, therefore, common to the whole of humanity."
Before becoming definitive, the framework program must first pass through the European Council before returning to the Parliament for a second reading.
Polish Bishops on Funding Human Embryo Research - "Human Dignity Is Inviolable. It Must Be Respected and Protected" 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/polish-bishops-on-funding-human-embryo-research 
Poznan, Poland, June 29, 2006
Here is a translation of the statement published Sunday by the episcopal conference of Poland on the European Parliament's decision to finance research on human embryos and embryonic stem cells. On June 15, 2006, the European Parliament in the first reading voted on the seventh Framework Program on scientific research and development, and called for the European Union funding of research on human embryos and embryonic stem cells. Given the nature of this decision which clearly has its ethical dimension, the episcopate of Poland gathered at the 336th plenary session in Poznan, wish to present their opinion on this matter.

We are in favor of scientific development in the European Union and we advocate greater funding for scientific research. We respect and support the right to freedom of research, each man's right to health and treatment, and the duty to assist those who are ill. We are aware of the fact that research into human stem cells holds great promise from a cognitive and therapeutic point of view.
Nevertheless, the result of the vote in the European Parliament gives rise to our grave ethical objections since research into human embryonic stem cells undertaken out of concern for some people's health and life is done at the expense of destroying other human beings. Such objections cannot be passed over in silence and therefore, we must express our determined opposition to the financing of research by the European Union which leads to the destruction of human embryos. Research into embryonic cells is carried out at the expense of human embryos who from their very beginning, that is from the moment of conception, have the right to that unconditional respect which is morally due to the human being ("Evangelium Vitae," no. 60).
The EU Charter of Fundamental Rights contains a provision that says: "Human dignity is inviolable. It must be respected and protected" (art. 1). Such dignity is due to every human being from conception to natural death. Treating a human embryo as an object of experiments and, thus its instrumentalization is a flagrant violation of this dignity.
The Constitutional Court of the Republic of Poland ruled that such activities are incompatible with the principle of a democratic state governed by the rule of law: "A democratic state governed by the rule of law holds man and his most precious weal as a supreme value. By this weal, we understand life which in a democratic state governed by the rule of law must enjoy constitutional protection in each stage of its development" (Ruling by the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Poland dated May 28, 1997).
The decision of the European Parliament also raises serious objections in view of the fact that the EU fundamental principle of subsidiarity is not respected in this case. The European Union is expected to provide funding for research which is incompatible with national legal systems in place in many member states, including Poland. The area that provokes such controversy: The regulation of ethical questions belongs solely to the competence of member states.
Following the decision of the European Parliament, research which is unlawful under national law should be financed from the EU budget, and in this way, also from the contributions of the states where such research is illegal. The promotion of such a practice in the European Union would be detrimental to its cohesion, subjectivity and would clearly lead to unnecessary conflicts. This is why we are outspokenly against such solutions.
The Polish bishops attending the 336th plenary session of the conference of the episcopate of Poland fully endorse the position taken by the commission of episcopates of the European Community, as expressed during its plenary session in November 2005. It was later reiterated by the COMECE bureau in May this year. It is our conviction that the European Union should focus its research on many other promising areas also involving stem cells but the ones procured from adult persons.
As it was expressed in the position of the Permanent Council and the Scientific Council of the conference of the episcopate of Poland, February 26, 2004: "such a form of therapy does not raise any ethical doubts and is a genuine hope for those ill and suffering, unlike the creation and use of embryonic stem cells."
We urge the European Parliament to revise its decision on this issue. It does not promote the cause of respecting dignity of the human being nor does it serve the common weal. Such a mistaken decision which fails to take into account a fundamental value, i.e. that of human life, undermines confidence in the European Union and its decision-making processes. We call on all people of good will, on the Council and on the European Commission, to take all measures in order not to allow the implementation of the decision taken by the European Parliament on the financing of research on embryos and embryonic stem cells. 
Signed: Polish cardinals, archbishops and bishops attending the 336th plenary session of the conference of the episcopate of Poland Poznan -- Gniezno, June 25, 2006 

Catholics divided over stem cells

http://www.cathnews.com/news/607/75.php, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/607/75.php  

July 14, 2006
Salesian moral theologian Fr. Norman Ford has weighed in on the stem cell debate among Catholics, insisting that there are pragmatic as well as moral reasons to oppose the cloning of human embryos and the use of embryonic stem cells.
"There is universal agreement for the use of some stem cells for medical research and therapeutic purposes," Fr. Ford, director of the Caroline Chisholm Centre for Health Ethics, said yesterday. "However, there is no need to clone human embryos: human life should not be created destined to be destroyed."
Fr. Ford's comments came as debate among Catholic scientists flared over earlier comments by Cardinal Alfonso Lopez Trujillo of the Pontifical Council for the Family that excommunication "will be applied to the women, doctors and researchers who eliminate embryos and to the politicians who approve the law."
Explaining his views, Fr. Ford said that "pluripotent stem cells are sought because once introduced into any part of the human body, they can adapt and develop into the same kind of cells or tissue that surround them.
"If they are placed within the heart muscle of a person who has suffered cardiac damage, pluripotent stem cells will become cardiac cells and repair the damage," he continued. "The same applies to other damaged cells, say neuronal or blood cells. In this way therapies and hope could be given to persons suffering from Parkinson's disease or accident victims with damaged spinal nerve tissue. 
"In therapeutic cloning the Dolly procedure [named after the first mammal to have been successfully cloned from an adult cell] is used where the enucleated egg's cytoplasm reprograms a body cell nucleus back to the totipotent state and thereby forms a single cell cloned embryo," he explained.
According to Fr. Ford, a significant proportion of the Australian population is opposed to using pluripotent embryonic stem cells for research or therapies because they are obtained by destroying six-seven day old human embryos. "The moral objection applies whether the embryos are formed by IVF [In vitro fertilisation] or by a cloning procedure," he said.
He rejected utilitarian arguments in favour of using embryonic stem cells which "falter once alternative ethical sources of pluripotent stem cells can be found".
Fr. Ford also pointed to a possible solution to the ethical problems that beset the field. According to Fr. Ford, human body cell nuclei could be transferred to "enucleated eggs" with the result that only "pluripotent stem cells" would be created. This can be achieved by making use of a gene called "Nanog." This results in the formation of pluripotent stem cells which can be cultured to produce a pluripotent stem cell line. "No embryos would be formed and none would be destroyed," Fr Ford said. "This would make both pragmatic and ethical sense without the need of therapeutic cloning," he concluded. 
Fr. Ford's comments came as fertility experts - including several who claim Catholic origins - slammed Cardinal Trujillo's comments as "a step back to the Inquisition."
The UK Telegraph reports that Dr. Stephen Minger of King's College London, said: "Having been raised a Catholic I find this stance outrageous. Are they also going to excommunicate IVF doctors, nurses and embryologists who routinely put millions of embryos down the sink [instead of using them for research]? I would argue that it is more ethical to use embryos that are going to be destroyed anyway for the benefit of mankind."
Prof Julian Savulescu, an Australian expert in applied ethics at of the University of Oxford, said: "You can say it is a step back to the Inquisition. "This amounts to religious persecution of scientists, which has no place in modern liberal societies. Presumably God will be the one to judge the scientists, not Church leaders."
The UK Telegraph also reports that Prof Cesare Galli - the first scientist in the world to clone a horse and works with imported embryonic stem cells - likened the Vatican to the Taliban, saying: "I was raised as a Catholic, I share Catholic values but I do not need to be told by the Church what to do or to think."
Closer to home, CathNews yesterday featured The Australian article by Prof Gustav Nossal who said that his Catholic background has instilled a belief in him "that everyone should be given the opportunity to live as free from serious illness as medical science can ensure." This, he says, is one of the reasons he supports stem cell research.
Source
Embryonic Stem Cell Debate (Fr Norman Ford Press Release, 13/7/06) 
Vatican 'is going back to days of Inquisition' (UK Telegraph 8/7/06) 
Gustav Nossal: Cures, not clones, will flow from medical technologies (The Australian 13/7/06)

U.S. Bishops Decry Stem Cell Research Bill - President Bush Vetoes Legislation
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/u-s-bishops-decry-stem-cell-research-bill  
Washington, July 19, 2006 

Today, U.S. President Bush vetoed a measure approved by the U.S. House and Senate to federally fund embryonic stem cell research, legislation the U.S. bishops' conference called "a disservice to human life." Gail Quinn, executive director of the U.S. bishops' conference's secretariat for pro-life activities, said on Tuesday that by approving a bill to encourage the destruction of human embryos for their stem cells "the U.S. Senate has done a disservice to human life and to the cause of medical progress." 
"No technical achievement is 'progress' if it takes us backwards in respect for human life. H.R. 810's focus on research that destroys embryos also ignores effective and morally acceptable treatments using adult and umbilical cord stem cells, which have already begun to treat patients with dozens of illnesses," Quinn said. "Because it takes resources away from these effective avenues, the drive for embryonic stem cell research actually threatens to harm patients themselves."
Bush did sign into law a measure to ban "fetal farming," which would have allowed raising and aborting fetuses for scientific research.

U.S. Bishops' Aide Applauds Bush on Stem Cells - Says All Human Life Should Be Treated Equally 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/u-s-bishops-aide-applauds-bush-on-stem-cells 
Washington, July 21, 2006 

The deputy director of the Secretariat for Pro-Life Activities of the U.S. bishops' conference commended President George Bush for his remarks and actions regarding proposed legislation on stem cell research. Richard M. Doerflinger made the statement Wednesday at the White House after the president vetoed a bill which would have forced U.S. taxpayers to encourage the destruction of human embryos for their stem cells.
This is the text of Mr. Doerflinger's statement.
We commend President Bush today for his remarks and actions regarding proposed legislation on stem cell research.
In a major address in the East Room of the White House, the president insisted that progress in treating devastating diseases must be pursued in ways that are both effective and morally sound.

Illustrating his theme was the presence in the East Room of children who were adopted when they were "spare" frozen embryos, and of patients who are grateful for the treatments they received for brain damage, leukemia and other conditions using adult and umbilical cord blood stem cells. Their support for the president's approach dramatized the need to uphold all human lives equally, not destroy some in the quest to help others. 
Prior to his speech, the president vetoed H.R. 810, which would have forced U.S. taxpayers to encourage the destruction of human embryos for their stem cells. He also signed into law S. 3504, a bill unanimously approved by both chambers of Congress to prevent the grotesque practice of "farming" unborn children in human or animal wombs in order to harvest their tissue for research. A third bill, to fund ways to obtain cells with the properties of embryonic stem cells without creating or harming human embryos (S. 2754), was unfortunately not before the president today, because it failed to receive the two-thirds support needed for expedited approval in the House despite receiving unanimous Senate approval. However, we are grateful that the president said he will use his executive authority to ensure that this promising avenue of research is funded. We join the president in inviting Congress and the scientific community to work together on this issue for the good of all. As he said in his address, ethics and science must not be placed at odds, but work together to serve the cause of humanity. 

European Union Denies Funding for Embryo-Destruction 

https://c-fam.org/friday_fax/european-union-denies-funding-for-embryodestruction/
By Bradford Short, New York, Friday Fax, Volume 9 No. 32, July 28, 2006 

The EU has come down with what can literally be described as a Clintonian approach to embryonic stem cell research. The European Commission has agreed not to pay for the killing of human embryos to derive their stem cells, but will pay for research on stem cells lines derived from privately killed embryos. -Austin Ruse, 

On Monday the European Commission decided to deny funds to researchers engaged in the destruction of human embryos to obtain stem cells.  The European Commission is the executive branch of the European Union and its members report to the foreign ministries of EU member governments. 
The European Commission engaged in vigorous debate late last week where members of the Commission from Germany, Poland, Austria, Malta, Slovakia, Lithuania and other nations proposed that the EU science budget cease funding for all research that directly or indirectly involves the destruction of human embryos.  For years, the EU has funded embryo-destructive stem cell research with few restrictions on the use of such funds.
After negotiations ended on Monday, the only position that a majority of the Commission could agree on was that the actual killing of a human embryo, which is necessary for a scientist to then collect that embryo’s stem cells, would not be paid for by EU funds. However, the EU will still fund research on these embryonic stem cells as long the embryos were killed with other than government money. The EU will also fund research on embryonic stem cells taken from cloned, as opposed to fertilized, human embryos.  The Commission also decided to refuse to fund research into the cloning of human embryos with the intent to bring those cloned embryos to birth.
In the United States, pursuant to executive action taken by President Bush, the Federal Government can pay for neither research that directly involves the killing of human embryos, nor for research on embryonic stem cells taken from embryos killed after Bush’s August 9, 2001 speech announcing his stem cell policy.  However, laws in various States, such as California, do explicitly authorize that state funding can go towards not only research on embryonic stem cells, but also towards the actual killing of those embryos. Dr. David Prentice, Senior Fellow for Life Sciences at the Family Research Council’s Center for Human Life and Bioethics and former Professor of Life Sciences at Indiana State University, told the Friday Fax that “the Europeans have chosen a policy much closer to President Bush’s policy than to the public policy of states like California.”  This would be considered by many to be ironic because most Americans think that both the politicians and citizens of the European Union are very socially liberal, while the American media characterizes Bush’s policy on embryonic stem cell research as extremely conservative.
It should be reiterated that the EU will continue to pay for experimentation on stem cell lines derived from human embryos whose killing was paid for by something other than EU money. 

Europe Bishops' Statement on Stem Cell Program - "Risk of Promoting the Destruction of Human Embryos" 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/europe-bishops-statement-on-stem-cell-program
Brussels, Belgium, July 26, 2006 

Here is the statement issued today by the Commission of the Bishops' Conferences of the European Community on the implications of the European Union's 7th Framework Research Program for the period 2007-2013. The program provides for the financing of research and consequent elimination of human embryos. The statement, slightly adapted here, is entitled: "Setback for the Protection of Embryos: The European Union Faces a Major Bioethical Challenge."
The Secretariat of COMECE has followed the preparation of the 7th Framework Research Program for the period 2007-2013. It expresses its profound [disappointment] regarding the decision of the European Council of Ministers on July 24, 2006. The Catholic Church recognizes the importance of developing an economy based on knowledge, research and innovation in the European Union. 
To this end the 7th Framework Research Program is an essential instrument to support research and innovation at the European Union level. The COMECE plenary session in November 2005 acknowledged that: "Science and research make major contributions to the quality of life, especially in the area of health where new therapeutic options are available. They are also an important factor for economic development."
Like the preceding program, in its current form the 7th FPR continues to promote research on stem cells from human embryos with the support of the European Parliament. This is the present situation notwithstanding the opposition of certain Member States which were not able to achieve better guaranties for the respect of human dignity in the negotiations at the European Council of Ministers on Monday, July 24.
In order to complement the agreement reached in the Council of Ministers, the European Commission added a 12-point declaration which foresees in particular that the 7th FPR will not fund the destruction of human embryos, but will fund research on embryonic stems cells resulting from such destruction.
This declaration is most unsatisfactory because European funding of research on embryonic stem cells entails the risk of promoting at the level of the Member States the destruction of human embryos. Therefore the Secretariat of COMECE reiterates its objection to EU funding of research which implies directly or indirectly the destruction of human embryos. In this respect, it recalls the statement of the Executive Committee of COMECE, May 31, 2006: "Treating the human embryo as an object for research is not compatible with human dignity."
The use of human embryos for research purposes (i.e., their destruction or the research with stem cells derived from these embryos) is not acceptable. Furthermore there is no necessity to undertake this research; according to experts, adult stem cells and stem cells from the umbilical cord, offer an alternative path with interesting and real perspectives for therapy.
The Secretariat of COMECE is perplexed by the contradiction between this decision which is an attack on human dignity at the beginning of life and the objective of the European Union to promote therapies aiming to save human life. This decision contradicts also the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU which states in Article 1: "Human dignity is inviolable. It must be respected and protected."
Therefore we draw the attention of public opinion to the gravity of this decision. We underline once again the fundamental importance of the social-ethical and bioethical dimensions of this debate for Europe and its future. We invite our fellow citizens and especially Catholics to recognize the anthropological significance of this debate regarding human dignity. We call on them to do all in their power to foster such a debate at the level of the European institutions, in the Member States and in civil society. This is vitally important in view of the second reading in the European Parliament in autumn.
Bishop Adrianus Van Luyn, bishop of Rotterdam, president 

Monsignor Noël Treanor, secretary-general
EU Stem Cell Program Allows Complicity, Says Vatican - President of Pontifical Academy for Life Offers Assessment 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/eu-stem-cell-program-allows-complicity-says-vatican/shares/new  
Vatican City, July 26, 2006 

The stem cell research program approved by the European Union is a threat to the life of human embryos, says the president of the Pontifical Academy for Life.
According to an agreement reached Monday, the seventh EU Research Framework Program, for 2007-2013, provides for research with already existing stem cells, on condition that they have not been obtained by the destruction of human embryos. About €50.5 million ($63.7 million) has been allocated for the program. The condition, however, conceals an unacceptable compromise for the Church, said Bishop Elio Sgreccia, the president of the pontifical academy.
"The decision of the Council of Ministers is made explicit with three statements," the prelate said Tuesday on Vatican Radio. "The first says that the researcher is prohibited from doing away with the human embryo to extract the desired cells.
"The second statement, however, says that this researcher -- and others -- can take recourse to cellular lines produced by other researchers -- researchers who have done away with living embryos and have produced cellular lines from them, which then have been commercialized."


A collaboration 

"Therefore," Bishop Sgreccia explained, "a coincidence of interests is established between those who sell and prepare the cellular lines and those who buy them. From the ethical point of view, this coincidence of interest implies a complicity, a collaboration, as the moralists say, which does not exempt from participation in the responsibility of those who, in the first place, have produced and sectioned the embryos, and commercialized their cells."
The president of the Pontifical Academy for Life continued: "The third statement says that research protocols can be produced for the financing geared to using already frozen embryos and that they cannot be implanted in the mothers' uterus, if there is previous proof of their death.
"However, we know that to verify the death of these frozen embryos it is necessary to unfreeze them and, in unfreezing them, some of them die, and for the time being there is no technique that can diagnose their death."
Disharmony Therefore, "it is not clear how it is possible to follow this route without causing the elimination of embryos," said the 78-year-old bishop. "If the embryo is what it is, that is, a human being, we realize that these three statements are not in harmony with one another."

For this reason, the prelate offers two considerations of an "ethical-political" character: "The first is that, on this route, the right to life of these embryos is not safeguarded. And that it is a grave issue that Europe, in a Parliament of this representation, does not recognize this primary right, the first of all others, the right to life.
"As it is also grave that the legislation authorizes the manipulation of the human being in virtue of the principle: 'I kill to get advantages for others.'"
The second consideration presented by Bishop Sgreccia is that "Europe, which at this time commits itself appropriately and collegially to halt acts of violence and war in the near Mediterranean, has carried out a grave act of incoherence in not opposing a destructive research, which is violent, even if exercised at the beginning of life which, however, is the same as that of all our children, of all of us who have come into the world."
For its part, in an article signed by Marco Bellizi in today's Italian edition of L'Osservatore Romano, the Vatican newspaper, describes this European decision as "the macabre product of a misunderstood sense of progress."

Catholic groups reject claims of stem cells breakthrough 
http://www.cathnews.com/news/608/140.php, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/608/140.php 

August 24, 2006
The US bishops and pro-life groups have been quick to pour cold water on claims published yesterday in Nature magazine that stem cells can be grown successfully from a single cell plucked without harm from a three-day old embryo. The new technique which has been hailed as "remarkable" by British experts has been developed by a Massachusetts company, Advanced Cell Technology, and involves plucking a single cell from a human embryo when it is still a tiny bundle of eight cells, the British Daily Mail reports. The technique is similar to one already used in IVF clinics to screen embryos for rare diseases. The US scientists showed that, once removed, the cell can be coaxed in the laboratory into growing into numerous different cell types, including those found in the eye, liver, skin and nerves.
Crucially, the embryo itself is not harmed in any way, researcher Professor Robert Lanza told Nature.
"What we have done for the first time is to create human stem cells without destroying the embryo itself," Professor Lanza said. The remaining seven cells are not damaged, allowing the embryo to continue to develop healthily, he added.
However, others scientists warned that the technique is still in the early stages. They say the yield is very low, with lots of embryos being used to create just a few stem cells. They also have reservations about removing cells - or carrying out biopsies - from embryos. Professor Peter Braude, of King's College London, told the Daily Mail that "whilst this is a huge technical achievement, I am more sceptical about its clinical usefulness. "We don't undertake embryo biopsy willy-nilly, as it is better not to remove a cell from a developing embryo unless one really has to."
Pro-Life bodies were even more sceptical with Julia Millington of the Pro-Life Alliance asking: "Would anyone want to implant an embryo that has been subjected to this sort of process?" Matthew O'Gorman from the Life charity said that "while the embryo may not be destroyed during this procedure, the human being is still treated as a means to an end; a laboratory tool for us to use as we wish. "Regardless of the speculated benefits, no human being, particularly the most vulnerable, should be treated as raw material which we can manipulate and manufacture," Mr. O'Gorman said. 
A representative of the US Conference of Catholic Bishops was also extremely doubtful about the new technique saying that it "raises more ethical questions than it answers." Richard Doerflinger, deputy director of Pro-life activities at the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, says Professor Lanza's methods are unacceptable for several reasons, including the fact that the experiments leading to his recent advance - although done to develop a technique that would preserve embryos - actually destroyed embryos in the process. "It does not solve the ethical dilemma," Doerflinger told Newsweek. "It'd be irresponsible to claim now that this is totally safe."
Source
Stem cells created without harming embryos (Daily Mail, 23/8/06) 
New method makes embryo-safe stem cells (Houston Chronicle, 23/8/06) 
US firm makes "ethical" embryo stem cells (Reuters, 23/8/06) 
Scientific Sidestep? (Newsweek, 23/8/06) 
Abbott lashes "evangelical" stem cell scientists 
http://www.cathnews.com/news/608/141.php, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/608/117.php 

August 21, 2006
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Controversy continues in the parliamentary stem cell debate with Health Minister Tony Abbott raising fears over the possible creation of human-animal hybrids and lambasting "evangelical scientists" as peddlers of hope over their therapeutic cloning claims. Mr. Abbott has told the ABC's Insiders program that despite the findings of the Lockhart review which recommended allowing limited stem cell research, he does not think changes should be made.
"What we are seeing at the moment is a lot of peddling of hope, but no great evidence that these new and radical research techniques are actually going to produce the breakthroughs that some of the more evangelical scientists are claiming for them," he said. Mr. Abbott says therapeutic cloning is a "slippery slope" to human cloning. "Creating potential human life not to give life but to give the scientists a bit more of a leg-up is fraught with danger," he told the ABC.

However, Labor's health spokeswoman Julia Gillard told Channel Ten that Mr. Abbott's remarks are inappropriate. "I think Tony Abbott as Health Minister has actually got an obligation to keep the debate calm and keep it focused on the facts," she said. "Instead he believes it is his job to run in with the most inflammatory language he can think of.
"No one in federal Parliament is advocating human cloning, that is, the complete reproduction of human beings.
"For Tony Abbott to talk about that as sort of Dolly the sheep cloning, which is the kind of terminology he's used, is calculated in my view to misinform the public." Democrats Senator Natasha Stott Despoja also says the federal Health Minister should not stand in the way of a debate on stem cell research.
Source 

(ABC News, 21/6/06) 'Hysterical' Abbott sparks Liberal row 
Abbott remains unconvinced of stem cell benefits (ABC News, 20/8/06) 
Fears Abbott misleading stem cell debate (ABC News, 20/8/06) 
Defending the "Holy Grail of Life" - Interview with Dr. Josep Simón, President of FIAMC 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/defending-the-holy-grail-of-life
Barcelona, Spain, August 22, 2006 

The International Federation of Catholic Medical Associations is helping to organize a world congress at the Vatican on the topic of stem cells. The September 14-16 congress, entitled "Stem Cells, What Therapeutic Future? Scientific Aspects and Bioethical Problems," will be held in conjunction with the Pontifical Academy for Life. 

In this interview with ZENIT, Dr. Josep Simón Castellví, a surgeon and the president of the federation of medical associations (FIAMC), explained why research with embryonic stem cells is not ethical and discussed the therapeutic possibilities that exist with adult stem cells.
Q: What is the congress's objective on stem cells?
Simón: The congress, fruit of the work of my predecessor, Dr. Gian Luigi Gigli, is being held jointly with the Pontifical Academy for Life and seeks to shed light so that scientists and believers in general may acquire an exact idea of what has been called "the Holy Grail of life." The human being is called to complete the world with his work, to fill the planet with other human beings with whom he lives harmoniously. However, the human being cannot and must not imitate God. This is always very dear. And it is money, along with scientific arrogance and at times a false sensation of doing good to humanity, that research is carried out with human embryos.
Q: In what cases are therapeutic applications with stem cells morally acceptable?
Simón: Embryonic stem cells exist to configure the embryo. Adult stem cells exist precisely to regenerate tissues. If we confuse this, we will develop bad science. And, at present, only adult cells give results -- for example, in the treatment of some leukemias, heart attacks, etc. Other stem cells, such as those of the umbilical cord, have positive prospects though they are still to be seen.
Q: Apart from the "no" to therapies that use embryonic stem cells, are there other ethically worrying cases?
Simón: Science must not be apocalyptic, in the sense of always seeing the risks of scientific advances. However, it must be realistic and accept only what is acceptable. Because the obtaining of embryonic stem cells requires the destruction of the embryo, that is why we cannot accept either its use or its research. Moreover, these cells are coordinated by a very complex mechanism that, if not well controlled, gives place to aberrant growths, tumors, etc. This is the reality.
Q: You have been elected recently president of FIAMC. What are the priorities the federation will have in the forthcoming years?
Simón: My priorities are those of the Church, of the Pope, and some are my own priorities, which are Africa and the preferential option for mothers -- neither exclusive nor excluding, but preferential.
Thousands upon thousands of mothers die every year in childbirth for lack of medical care. And thousands and thousands of families suffer because of the sufferings of mothers before, during or after childbirth. 

Vatican Criticizes New Stem Cell Procedure - It's Still Manipulation, Says Bishop Sgreccia 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/vatican-criticizes-new-stem-cell-procedure
Rome, August 28, 2006 
A new procedure in embryonic stem cell research that does not destroy the human embryo is drawing criticisms from the Vatican and Catholic bioethicists. The scientific review "Nature" reported last week the results of an experiment carried out by Robert Lanza of Advanced Cell Technology Inc. in Alameda, California, in which stem cells were derived from a single-cell biopsy technique that left the human embryo intact. Earlier techniques destroyed the embryo. Called Preimplantation Genetic Diagnosis, this process is already used by in-vitro fertilization clinics to assess the genetic health of preimplantation embryos. Tests were made on the extracted cells, and stable embryonic stem cells were developed, similar to those obtained from intact embryos which are destroyed in the process. 
The Lanza group carried out the experiment, after testing it on mice, and on "spare" in vitro fertilization human embryos.
Artificial manipulation 
Nevertheless, the new technique has yet to address the issue of manipulation that concerns Catholic bioethicists. Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, said Sunday on Vatican Radio that "the announced experimentations continue to be in the terrain of in-vitro procreation, in the production of embryos in-vitro, or of cloning, or of artificial fertilization." 
"That, from a point of view that is not only Catholic, but from a point of view of bioethical reasons, is a negative factor," he said. "If the result expected -- to reproduce cells, not embryos, namely, only embryonic cells -- is the fruit of manipulation, of a process that otherwise would result in an embryo, the objection of an ethical standing remains entirely," Bishop Sgreccia said. He said this because "such a result is obtained not by a biologically evolutionary process, but by an artificially produced process, so that it would be a question of 'artificiality upon artificiality.'"
Advanced Cell's method "doesn't solve the ethical problems" of manipulation, Sgreccia said. The bishop also warned that such a "biopsy can also harm the embryo." "Before being able to exclude all this, it is necessary to carry out appropriate experimentation on animals," he said.

Adult stem cells? 
Bishop Sgreccia questioned the need to use human embryonic stem cells "when we already know that stem cells for therapeutic use can be obtained through normal stem cells of an adult individual, which we find in the umbilical cord or in different parts of the human body." He continued: "A great race is on to undertake these experimentations on the human embryo, also because of the funds that are allocated, the obtaining of which makes the experimentation pass as exempt from ethical objections, even when there is no certainty of the scientific result.
"Nor can objections of an ethical character proper to this type of procedure be excluded." Roberto Colombo, director of the laboratory of molecular biology and human genetics of the Catholic University of Milan, said that the "study does not state that the embryonic biopsy is a highly risky technique, as shown by all the reservations with which the preimplantational diagnosis is received," reported the Italian daily Avvenire. "So the principle of the correct assessment of risks-benefits would be violated," he added. The Italian newspaper observed, moreover, that no mention is made about the ultimate fate of the "spare embryos" used in the experiment. "The fact that their fate is not that of being implanted in the uterus does not authorize anyone to consider them 'class B' citizens," Colombo said, "and, therefore, 'material' for experimentation."
Stem-cell decision is a question of morality, not science 
http://www.smh.com.au/news/opinion/stemcell-decision-is-a-question-of-morality-not-science/2006/09/13/1157827015944.html?page=fullpage 

By Professor Neil Ormerod, September 14, 2006
The Federal Parliament is facing a conscience vote on the issue of embryonic stem cell research. With the tabling of the Lockhart report and pressure from the scientific community to shift policy on this matter it may help to get the issue down to some basic points. First, using embryonic stem cells for medical research is not a scientific question, but a moral one.

Science is good at telling us how to do things. It can tell us how to achieve certain ends and provide the means to do so. However, the decision as to whether those ends are good ends or whether the means to achieve them are ethical is not a scientific question. Indeed, scientists have no special training in ethics and, as with anyone, their perspective on these issues can be tainted by a variety of factors: vainglory, pride, prospects of commercial gain. For example, scientists were good at telling us how to build nuclear weapons, but whether to use them or not is a moral, not a scientific, question. In the stem-cell debate is it easy to be dazzled by scientific claims and possibilities. These can never be the determiner of the debate. Second, the key issue is and always will be the moral status of the embryo.

This is an issue on which the Lockhart report spent considerable time and effort. Yet here again science cannot determine an answer. Science is good at mapping various stages in the development of the embryo. But determining the moral status of the embryo cannot be separated from philosophical and metaphysical assumptions about the nature of reality. Scientists often operate with quite primitive philosophical assumptions and, again, have no special training in this area.

Nonetheless, the scientific evidence they provide on the stages of development may be important for determining moral status. For example, there is some appreciation that the point of embryo development where its cells begin to separate to become the foetus and placenta is significant, but how significant is still an open question. And where such questions remain open moral caution may be called for. Third, just because religious people hold a position does not make the position religious. Religious people hold to many things, for example, the value of marriage and the immorality of slavery. Most people hold these positions; they are not exclusive to religious people. 

Many religious people hold to the position that an embryo has a claim to the status of a human being. However, this is not necessarily a religious position. The Bible says nothing about the moral status of the embryo. Neither do the other great teachings of the Christian tradition. Nonetheless, Christians do generally hold that embryos deserve the rights associated with human beings. It has been in Christian societies that democracy and concern for human rights have emerged. Christian societies led the way in the abolition of slavery. It is not without aberrations, but in general the Judaeo-Christian heritage of the West has served it well as a moral guide in promoting positions we now take for granted.

Fourth, given there is no middle ground between respecting the rights of the embryo and not respecting them, the debate will not go away. As with the abortion debate, it will be difficult to find any middle ground in this area. Either an embryo has the moral status of a human being or it does not. Clearly at some stage in its development we all accept that it does. The question, then, is when? If one accepts that the moral status begins at conception, then the use of embryos for experimentation, no matter how good the final goal, can never be justified. Such a matter can never be just the subject of private opinion because we are talking about an issue of social policy. Attempts to make these moral issues a question of private morality are as spurious as claiming that slavery could be a private matter. The Lockhart report claims that "in the face of moral diversity, it is unjustifiable to ban embryo research and therapeutic cloning". 
One might equally conclude that in the face of moral diversity extra caution is required before proceeding. Alternative possibilities exist, using adult stem cells. The Federal Parliament was cautious in 2002 in establishing the present limitations on stem-cell research. Nothing substantial has changed since then.

Professor Neil Ormerod is director of the Institute of Theology, Philosophy and Religious Education at the Australian Catholic University.

Pressuring Women to Freeze or Donate Their Ova - Fears of Exploitation by Biotechnology Mount
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/pressuring-women-to-freeze-or-donate-their-ova--2  
London, September 16, 2006 

Women are under increasing pressure to freeze their ova or to donate them for research purposes. Recently a director of a fertility service in West Midlands, England, recommended that women freeze their eggs early so as to avoid problems when trying for a pregnancy in later years.
Gillian Lockwood's comments came just prior to a speech she was due to make at a meeting of the British Fertility Society in Glasgow, the Scotsman newspaper reported Sept. 7.
"Women in their 30s who may want children in the future should be encouraged to consider freezing their eggs for future use," Lockwood said. While many women who currently freeze their ova do so for reasons related to medical problems such as cancer, Lockwood said she expected the number of "social egg-freezers" to increase. Women are also being asked to donate their ova for research. An English fertility center in the city of Newcastle was given permission by the government to pay women undergoing in vitro fertilization treatment to donate eggs for research using cloning, the BBC reported July 27.
The authorization, by the British Human Fertilization and Embryology Authority, is important because it marked the first time that payment can be given for IVF eggs used in research. Previously researchers were only allowed to ask women to donate the ova. The go-ahead will enable researchers to offer couples who need IVF, but cannot afford it, the possibility of having some of their costs offset in return for donating eggs for research.
The decision brought protests from Josephine Quintavalle, a co-founder of the Hands Off Our Ovaries group. "The primary concern should be what is in the woman's best interests," she contended. "That is to have the most minimally invasive treatment with the minimum use of drugs and the minimum harvesting of eggs."

Coalition forces 
On its Web site the Hands Off Our Ovaries organization describes itself as being a "coalition of 'pro-choice' and 'pro-life' women, concerned at the growing exploitation of women in biotechnology." Last March 8 the group launched a campaign against the harvesting and marketing of human eggs.
In a press release dated May 11, the group explained it is concerned that the processes used to extract ova "pose serious short-term health risks for women." Apart from short-term problems such as overstimulation of the ovaries, the statement argued that knowledge of the long-term risks is inadequate.
Among the documentation on the Hands Off Our Ovaries Web site is a letter dated February 2005, written by Dr. Suzanne Parisian, a former chief medical officer of the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA).
The physician noted that many of the drugs used in procedures to extract ova "have not been adequately studied for long-term safety, nor do some of these drugs have FDA approval for these specific indications."
Moreover, pharmaceutical firms have not been required by either the government or physicians to collect safety data for IVF drugs regarding risk of cancer or other serious health conditions, Parisian warned.
These concerns were echoed in an opinion article published by Katrina George in the newspaper Australian on Aug. 17. George is an Australian member of the Hands Off Our Ovaries group. A debate is now under way in Australia regarding stem cell research in the light of possible changes to federal legislation. George commented that there is a lot of hype about possible benefits of embryonic stem cells, but silence about the interests of women. Cloning embryos to obtain stem cells, she explained, requires a large supply of ova, not always without risks. Just the week before, the press reported on a woman undergoing IVF treatment in Britain who died after her eggs were obtained.

Guinea pigs 
"Cloning always amounts to the commodification of women's bodies," objected George. Concerns exist, moreover, that women will be pressured into giving consent for the donation of their eggs. And monetary incentives might induce poor women to undergo treatment, without considering sufficiently the health risks. "Politicians and scientists must not use women as guinea pigs in a technology that has no proven benefits," she concluded. Such concerns received support in a study published Aug. 9 by Nature magazine. The article, entitled "Health Effects of Egg Donation May Take Decades to Emerge," explained that specialists in reproductive medicine consider that there is insufficient information about the long-term risks of drugs used to stimulate ovulation.
In fact, some studies suggest the drugs may be linked to the development of certain cancers. One of these, carried out by Louise Brinton at the U.S. National Cancer Institute in Bethesda, Maryland, collected the medical records of more than 12,000 women who received ovulation-stimulating drugs between 1965 and 1988. Among the results was the finding that the women were around 1.8 times more likely to develop uterine cancer.
Worries also have surfaced in Spain, following a publicity campaign by a clinic in Barcelona to attract egg donors. According to an Aug. 2 report in the daily ABC, the clinic needs ova to carry out fertility treatments.

In addition to Spanish and Catalan the advertisements were published in Russian and Polish. This led members of the European Parliament to suspect the clinic was targeting poor women immigrants. Women from Russia and Poland are sought for egg donations, as many of those undergoing IVF treatment express preferences for blue-eyed blond children.
Although payments for egg donation are not allowed under Spanish law, that clinic offered between €500 and €900 ($633 to $1,140) to pay for the "discomforts" suffered during the process of egg donation. In the wake of the ads the European Commission asked local authorities to investigate the question of monetary payments.

Baby trade 
Further problems were highlighted in a lengthy article published in the English Daily Mail newspaper on July 18. The paper denounced the flourishing trade in human eggs from Eastern Europe. 
Many British women, among them 62-year-old Patti Farrant who gave birth earlier in July, use eggs coming from women in Eastern Europe. The donors, tempted by payments of between 150 to 300 pounds ($281 to $562) that are equivalent to several months' salary, run the risk of damaging their own hopes for a baby. The article cited cases of women from countries such as Romania, whose ovaries are so damaged as a result of ova donation that they are now infertile. Women from countries such as the United States are also at risk, the Boston Globe explained June 25. Young women burdened with debts or college loans are tempted by payments that can range from $5,000 to $15,000 to donate their eggs. According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention there were 14,323 embryo implantations using donated eggs in 2003 in the United States. There is little control, however, over either the business practices of ova donation or the health risks.
"Science without conscience can only lead to man's ruin," warned the "Instruction on Respect for Human Life in its Origin and on the Dignity of Procreation" ("Donum Vitae"), issued by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in 1987.
The prophetic document, published under the direction of Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, noted that the Church sought to defend "man against the excesses of his own power," thus enabling people of the future to live with "dignity and liberty." A future more than ever at risk. 

Benedict XVI Urges Research with Adult Stem Cells - Calls It Scientific Work That Respects Life 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/benedict-xvi-urges-research-with-adult-stem-cells 
Castel Gandolfo, Italy, September 18, 2006 

Benedict XVI encouraged scientific research with adult stem cells, saying that it is work that respects human life and opens "fascinating" possibilities for illnesses that now seem incurable.
The Pope clarified that the Church is not against science, but "is against those forms of research that involve the planned suppression of human beings who are already alive, though they may not yet have been born," as is the case of research with embryos that leads to their elimination.
The Holy Father explained this Saturday in the papal summer residence of Castel Gandolfo when addressing the participants in the international congress on the topic "Stem Cells: What Future for Therapy?"
The symposium, held last Thursday through Saturday at the Augustinianum Institute of Rome, was organized by the Pontifical Academy for Life and the International Federation of Catholic Medical Associations.
"Progress can only be authentic if it serves the person and the person himself grows, when not only his technical power but also his moral capacity grows," the Pope said. From this point of view, "research into somatic stem cells merits approval and encouragement when it brings together scientific knowledge, the most advanced technology in the field of biology, and the ethic that postulates respect for human beings at every stage of their existence."


The duty 

In this context, the Holy Father mentioned the promising horizons being opened in the cure of illnesses involving "the degeneration of tissues with consequent risks of invalidity and death for those affected."
Addressing the physicians and bioethicists present, Benedict XVI continued: "How can one not feel the duty to praise all those who apply themselves in this research and those who support its organization and costs?"
The Pope appealed to Catholic scientific institutions or those inspired by its humanism to increase research in this field and "to establish closer contact among themselves and with others who seek, using appropriate methods, to relieve human suffering." The Holy Father added that "In the face of the frequent and unjust accusations of insensitivity directed against the Church, I would like to underline the constant support she has given over the course of her 2,000-year history to research aimed at the cure of illnesses and at the good of humanity.
"If there has been -- and there still is -- resistance, it was and is against those forms of research that involve the planned suppression of human beings who are already alive, though they may not yet have been born."


Suppression 

"In these cases," Benedict XVI continued, "research, disregarding the therapeutic results, is not authentically at the service of humanity," as it implies "the suppression of human lives that have the same dignity as other human individuals and of the researchers themselves."
The Pontiff highlighted how history "has condemned such science in the past, and will condemn it in the future, not only because it is devoid of the light of God, but also because it is devoid of humanity."

"Man is not an object which we can dispose of; rather, each individual represents the presence of God in the world," he said. "In the face of the direct suppression of human beings, there can be no compromise or prevarication; it is inconceivable for a society to fight crime effectively when it itself legalizes crime in the field of nascent life."

Nations Begin to Debate Ethics of Sale and Donation of Human Ova 
www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/.../sub09_pdf.ashx 
By Samantha Singson, New York, September 21, 2006, Friday Fax, Volume 9, Number 40 

We report today on the emerging problem of human egg donation and sale. The increasing call for embryo-destructive research, it is becoming clear there are not enough eggs frozen in IVF clinics and that eggs will have to be donated or sold for research. A left-right coalition is forming to put a stop to this kind of exploitation. -Austin Ruse 
The UN General Assembly passed a political declaration last year calling on Member States to avoid all forms of human cloning. The declaration was nonbinding and not unanimous but a number of nations are actively debating the issue of allowing the sale and use of the human ova for both reproductive and research purposes. Australia, the United Kingdom, Spain and several Eastern European countries are just some of the countries which are currently consulting on the matter. 
Increasingly, reports are surfacing that women are coming under pressure to have their eggs frozen for future IVF treatment or to donate them for research. Until recently in the United Kingdom, scientists were not allowed to offer financial incentives to women to donate their eggs. For the first time last July, however, the British Human Fertilization and Embryology Authority (HFEA) granted permission to an English fertility center to pay women undergoing IVF treatment to donate their eggs for research cloning. The extraction of human eggs is an invasive, high-risk procedure with potentially grave consequences to the life and health of women.  Women have been reported to die as a result of egg donation.  Studies are currently being conducted on the link between cancer and the drugs given to women to help hyper-stimulate ovulation for egg harvesting.  The long-term effects of egg donation on women are still unknown and many groups from both left and right are coming out against egg donation.
Katrina George, a member of the group “Hands Off Our Ovaries,” explained that cloning embryos to obtain stem cells requires a large supply of ova and that the methods used to harvest them posed grave risks to women's health. George argued, “Cloning always amounts to the commodification of women’s bodies. Politicians and scientists must not use women as guinea pigs in a technology that has no proven benefits.”
There are mounting concerns that monetary incentives might induce poor women to undergo the procedure without fully being informed of the potential health risks.  In August, the European Commission launched an investigation into a Spanish fertility clinic as members of the European Parliament suspected the clinic was targeting poor women immigrants.  While Spanish law does not permit payment for egg donation, the clinic had been offering $600 - $1200 to pay for the “discomforts” suffered by women during the process of egg donation.
During negotiations for the UN Declaration on Human Cloning, it was clear that there was a North-South divide. While the majority of industrialized, Western countries fought against any restrictions on cloning for research purposes, many developing nations expressed their concerns regarding the potential exploitation of women.  Nigeria warned that “developing countries, particularly in Africa, are most likely to be at risk as easy source[s] of millions of eggs required for the so-called therapeutic cloning” because “poverty and ignorance” will expose women to “exploitation by the emerging ‘academic entrepreneurs’.” Australia is currently debating whether to renew its ban on all forms of human cloning. Australian deputy health minister John Anderson asked, “As cloning embryos for their stem cells depends on a sufficient supply of ova, who’s going to supply the eggs?” He continued, “I venture to say it won’t be ordinary, comfortably-off, middle-class Australian women who’ll be doing it.”  
HFEA’s public consultations on egg donation will continue through November and a ruling is expected early next year.

Dignity of Human Embryo Underlined - Cardinal Castrillón Monitors Videoconference 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/dignity-of-human-embryo-underlined
Rome, October 1, 2006 

God loves every human embryo from the first moment of its existence, concluded the most recent videoconference organized by the Vatican Congregation for Clergy.
The September 27 conference, held over the Internet, attracted some of the Church's leading theologians to discuss "Bioethics: The Human Genome and Stem Cells," including Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life.
The discussion was opened and closed by Cardinal Darío Castrillón Hoyos, prefect of the Congregation for Clergy.
He presented the mystery and dignity of the human embryo with the words of Psalm 139:13-14: "You formed my inmost being; you knit me in my mother's womb. I praise you, so wonderfully you made me; wonderful are your works! My very self you knew." "These words on the transcendent nature of the human person and his very high dignity acquire a richness of particular significance when we enter the new horizons opened by biology, genetics and molecular medicine," said the Colombian cardinal. "They are scientific horizons that open astonishing knowledge on man's biological life and delicate ethical questions for human freedom," he added.
Identity 

In conclusion, Cardinal Castrillón Hoyos said at the end of the discussion, "we have heard the reaffirmation of the inviolable character of the biological nature of every man, as he forms a constitutive part of the individual's personal identity in the course of the whole of his existence." In the different addresses, he added, it was theologically argued that "genetic manipulation, when it is not therapeutic, that is, when it does not tend to the treatment of pathology of the genetic patrimony, must be radically condemned." In that case, he clarified, "it pursues modifications in an arbitrary way, inducing to the formation of human individuals with different genetic patrimonies established according to one's discretion. Eugenics, the creation of a superior human race, is an aberrant application."
Based on the theologians' interventions which had just been heard, the cardinal underlined that "the project of human cloning represents a terrible deviation which a science without values has reached."
"To halt the project of human cloning is a moral imperative which must be translated into cultural, social and legislative terms," he affirmed. The videoconference, part of a monthly series, brings together theologians from around the world.
The intervention of Cardinal Hoyos can be downloaded in Italian from www.clerus.org. 

Papal Address on Stem-Cell Research - "A Good Result Can Never Justify Intrinsically Unlawful Means" 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/papal-address-on-stem-cell-research 
Vatican City, October 4, 2006 

Here is a Vatican translation of the address Benedict XVI gave Sept. 16 to the participants in the symposium on "Stem Cells: What Future for Therapy?" organized by the Pontifical Academy for Life.
Hall of the Swiss, Castel Gandolfo  

Saturday, 16 September 2006
Venerable Brothers in the Episcopate and in the Priesthood, Distinguished Ladies and Gentlemen,
I address a cordial greeting to you all. This meeting with you, scientists and scholars dedicated to specialized research in the treatment of diseases that are a serious affliction to humanity, is a special comfort to me.
I am grateful to the organizers who have promoted this Congress on a topic that has become more and more important in recent years. The specific theme of the Symposium is appropriately formulated with a question open to hope: "Stem cells: what future for therapy?"
I thank Bishop Elio Sgreccia, President of the Pontifical Academy for Life, for his kind words, also on behalf of the International Federation of Catholic Medical Associations (FIAMC), an association that has cooperated in organizing the Congress and is represented here by Prof. Gianluigi Gigli, outgoing President, and Prof. Simon de Castellvi, President-elect.
When science is applied to the alleviation of suffering and when it discovers on its way new resources, it shows two faces rich in humanity: through the sustained ingenuity invested in research, and through the benefit announced to all who are afflicted by sickness.
Those who provide financial means and encourage the necessary structures for study share in the merit of this progress on the path of civilization.
On this occasion, I would like to repeat what I said at a recent Audience: "Progress becomes true progress only if it serves the human person and if the human person grows: not only in terms of his or her technical power, but also in his or her moral awareness" (cf. General Audience, 16 August 2006).
In this light, somatic stem-cell research also deserves approval and encouragement when it felicitously combines scientific knowledge, the most advanced technology in the biological field and ethics that postulate respect for the human being at every stage of his or her existence.
The prospects opened by this new chapter in research are fascinating in themselves, for they give a glimpse of the possible cure of degenerative tissue diseases that subsequently threaten those affected with disability and death.
How is it possible not to feel the duty to praise all those who apply themselves to this research and all who support the organization and cover its expenses?
I would like in particular to urge scientific structures that draw their inspiration and organization from the Catholic Church to increase this type of research and to establish the closest possible contact with one another and with those who seek to relieve human suffering in the proper ways.
May I also point out, in the face of the frequently unjust accusations of insensitivity addressed to the Church, her constant support for research dedicated to the cure of diseases and to the good of humanity throughout her 2,000-year-old history.
If there has been resistance -- and if there still is -- it was and is to those forms of research that provide for the planned suppression of human beings who already exist, even if they have not yet been born. Research, in such cases, irrespective of efficacious therapeutic results is not truly at the service of humanity.
In fact, this research advances through the suppression of human lives that are equal in dignity to the lives of other human individuals and the lives of the researchers themselves.
History itself has condemned such a science in the past and will condemn it in the future, not only because it lacks the light of God but also because it lacks humanity.
I would like to repeat here what I already wrote some time ago: Here there is a problem that we cannot get around; no one can dispose of human life. An insurmountable limit to our possibilities of doing and of experimenting must be established. The human being is not a disposable object, but every single individual represents God's presence in the world (cf. J. Ratzinger, "God and the World," Ignatius Press, 2002).

In the face of the actual suppression of the human being there can be no compromises or prevarications. One cannot think that a society can effectively combat crime when society itself legalizes crime in the area of conceived life.
On the occasion of recent Congresses of the Pontifical Academy for Life, I have had the opportunity to reassert the teaching of the Church, addressed to all people of good will, on the human value of the newly conceived child, also when considered prior to implantation in the uterus. The fact that you at this Congress have expressed your commitment and hope to achieve new therapeutic results from the use of cells of the adult body without recourse to the suppression of newly conceived human beings, and the fact that your work is being rewarded by results, are confirmation of the validity of the Church's constant invitation to full respect for the human being from conception. The good of human beings should not only be sought in universally valid goals, but also in the methods used to achieve them. A good result can never justify intrinsically unlawful means. It is not only a matter of a healthy criterion for the use of limited financial resources, but also, and above all, of respect for the fundamental human rights in the area of scientific research itself.
I hope that God will grant your efforts -- which are certainly sustained by God who acts in every person of good will and for the good of all -- the joy of discovering the truth, wisdom in consideration and respect for every human being, and success in the search for effective remedies to human suffering. To seal this hope, I cordially impart an affectionate Blessing to all of you, to your collaborators and to your relatives, as well as to the patients who will benefit from your ingenuity and resourcefulness and the results of your work, with the assurance of my special remembrance in prayer.

Australian Bishops Assail Legislation on Embryos - Bills Would Allow Cloning and Destructive Experimentation 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/australian-bishops-assail-legislation-on-embryos/shares/new 
Canberra, Australia, October 12, 2006 
Australia's Catholic bishops warn that new legislation before the Federal Parliament would take the country further down a slippery slope of destruction of human life. "Proposals now before the Federal Parliament seek to radically revise the decision taken by the same Parliament in 2002, to prevent human cloning," the prelates state in a message released Wednesday. "In 2002," they write, "the Federal Parliament passed legislation allowing embryonic stem cell lines to be extracted from viable human embryos 'left over' from the IVF process.
"At that time, we warned that the Government had crossed a new and dangerous line by creating an expendable class of human life. The evidence of this is now sadly clear in the legislation currently before the Parliament."
In their message, entitled "Human Embryo Research: A New Controversy," the bishops continue: "These new bills seek to take us from using 'spare' human embryos, created for reproduction, to creating a new class of human embryos, never to be used for reproduction, but only for research. This is a complete reversal of the Parliament's decision in 2002, which unanimously rejected human embryo cloning."

Ethical minefield 
"The Catholic Church is not opposed to stem cell research," they explain. "On the contrary, we are strong supporters of research based on adult stem cells, as well as those which are derived from umbilical cord blood. Our Church supports ethical stem cell research through its research institutes, health care services, teaching hospitals and health professionals." Under a section headed "Creation for Destruction: An Ethical Minefield," the Australia bishops affirm that "The destruction of viable human embryos, however they are created, is never to be condoned. These new bills, however, create a new contempt for life by:
"Creating embryos purely for the purpose of destruction, further dehumanizing the human embryo.
"Introducing new categories of human embryos, including clones and embryos with mixed DNA."
The statement adds: "We were all embryos once. Within those cells which comprise the embryo, lies all the genetic information which is essential to the people that we are today. The human embryo cannot continue to develop as anything other than a human being. … "This is not a religious argument. We do not argue against destructive experimentation on embryos simply because we are Catholic, but because of basic human values. … We pray that in the upcoming conscience votes on this issue, our federal parliamentarians will consider the impact such changes would have, and reject scientific experimentation on that most precious and vulnerable of our brothers and sisters, the human embryo."
Bishops step up campaign against cloning 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/610/107.php, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/610/107.html  

October 20, 2006
Sydney Bishop Anthony Fisher will appear before a Senate hearing on cloning and stem cell research today in a new bid by Australia's Catholic bishops to ensure acceptable ethical limitations on scientific research in these fields.
The Senate hearing is a follow up to the Lockhart Committee which was established in June 2005 as part of the review process for legislations passed in 2002 banning human cloning.
Bishop Fisher will tell the Senate hearing that while there are numerous recommendations in the Lockhart Committee's report that are reasonable, the main ones - such as the definition of the human embryo and the creation of human embryos for stem cell research - are unacceptable to the Church.
According to the bishops' submission to the Senate inquiry released publicly yesterday, the bishops say that Catholics "embrace genetic research in general and stem cell research in particular.

"Many areas of such research have the potential to provide great benefit for humanity. Many areas of stem cell research are already showing much promise for major scientific advances." But they stressed such research must be ethical.
"In particular, research must respect the dignity of each unique human being. Such respect is important at all stages of life, but especially at the beginning and the end of life when human beings are at their most vulnerable."
The bishops' statement rejects cloning of a human in any way as "abhorrent". "To clone a human is a failure of respect for those human beings and a denial of the universal dignity of all human beings. To create human beings by this method in order to destroy them only multiplies the ethical problems with such a process," the bishops say.
The bishops also reject any ethical distinction between so-called "SNCT" or "therapeutic" cloning and "reproductive" cloning.
"The fact is that all cloning is reproductive - it creates a new living organism of that species and no cloning is therapeutic - it does nothing to help that human being and indeed is usually a prelude to its destruction. "So-called 'therapeutic' cloning," the bishops add, "is in fact much more unethical than so-called reproductive cloning because the intention from the beginning is a lethal one: to create a human being so that it can be killed for parts," the bishops say.
The bishops’ statement also backs anti-cloning arguments by Jesuit lawyer Fr. Frank Brennan who argues that community attitudes to cloning have not changed since the 2002 review to warrant a revisit of the laws.
The bishops also describe claims about miracle cures for many afflictions if only a particular technique, such as cloning, could be approved as "mere assertions or wishful thinking, without substantial evidence to justify such claims".
However, the bishops recognise that the Church operates in a pluralist environment in Australia and understands that not all of Catholic morality will be adopted by the state as law.
But "the Church will remain, however, a vigorous defender of the life and dignity of every human being", the bishops say.
Source 

Submission to the Senate Inquiry into Legislative Responses to the Recommendations of the Lockhart Committee (Australian Catholic Bishops Conference) - PDF
Stem cell bill takes us down a slippery slope 
http://www.theage.com.au/news/opinion/stem-cell-bill-takes-us-down-a-slippery-slope/2006/10/19/1160851062537.html?page=fullpage 

By Fr. Frank Brennan, October 20, 2006 
Today a Senate committee will begin hearings in preparation for the reconsideration of Parliament's unanimous decision in 2002 to ban therapeutic cloning. Our politicians will cast a conscience vote on Senator Kay Patterson's bill.

We Australians rightly want to promote and support all forms of scientifically and ethically reputable research to find cures for dreadful diseases such as motor neurone disease. Scientists hope that in the next 20 years they will be able to find cures using stem cells. There is no ethical objection to the use of adult stem cells.

The debate is focused on the use of embryonic stem cells, which are derived from human embryos. There is division in the scientific community about the utility of embryonic stem cells. It makes sense for scientists to pursue both research tracks (adult and embryo) if this can be done ethically and in accordance with scientific standards.

Some scientists would like a relaxation of the universal ban on embryo cloning so that they could use somatic cell nuclear transfer (SCNT). With this procedure they can take out the nucleus of a human or animal egg and implant the nucleus of an adult human skin cell. This produces an embryo.

For some years, a few Australian scientists argued that the resulting entity from SCNT was not an embryo. They were wrong. The US President's Council on Bioethics produced a report in 2002 by 17 heavy hitters who had diverse views. Though they split 10-7, they were unanimous in defining "the initial product" of SCNT as "a living (one-celled) cloned human embryo". They said: "The immediate intention of transferring the nucleus is precisely to produce just such an entity." The Lockhart Committee, which reviewed the 2002 law, accepted that SCNT produces a human embryo.

In 2002, the majority of our politicians supported experimentation on excess IVF embryos but all who declared their position opposed the deliberate creation of human embryos only for destruction and experimentation. Even Patterson told Parliament: "I believe strongly that it is wrong to create human embryos solely for research."

Lockhart favoured the creation of an embryo for experimentation and destruction provided the embryo not be implanted and provided it not be permitted to thrive beyond 14 days. Supporters face two ethical hurdles.

First, if we are to permit the creation of SCNT embryos for destructive experimentation, why would we not also permit the creation of embryos from sperm and ovum for the same purpose? Lockhart conceded that it is "difficult to logically define a moral difference between embryos formed by fertilisation and those formed by nuclear transfer or related methods". Knowing that our lawmakers would not authorise open slather on embryo creation for destructive experimentation, Lockhart sought to draw a coherent distinction. This is the best they could do: "Embryos formed by fertilisation of eggs by sperm may have a different social or relational significance from embryos formed by nuclear transfer."

They then recommended that scientists be able to create embryos without social or relational significance for destructive experimentation. But hang on. In future, a scientist could argue: "I would like to create an embryo from ovum and sperm without social or relational significance and I would like to experiment on that embryo rather than an SCNT embryo."

Once we cross the moral contour prohibiting creation of human life only for experimentation and destruction, there is no other coherent dividing line to draw. If it is ethically acceptable to create an SCNT embryo for experimentation, why is it not equally ethical to create a naturally fertilised embryo for experimentation?

There is a difference between destroying life that already exists and creating life specifically for the purpose of experimenting on it destructively. Consider this analogy. We as a society accord a woman and her doctor the prerogative of abortion of the non-viable foetus. We would regard the situation of a couple deliberately conceiving only for the purpose of aborting the foetus as ethically unacceptable. It would be no answer for them to say they never intended the foetus to have any social or relational significance.

Now the second ethical problem. The Lockhart Committee sets a 14-day limit on embryos for experimentation. The "social or relational significance" of an embryo does not change at 14 days. What if Singapore scientists discover that an eight-week-old SCNT embryo is very useful or at least interesting? Professor Jack Martin from Melbourne University has told the Senate committee that "any research on embryos generated in this way for the study of disease would certainly require embryo development beyond 14 days".

Does an acknowledgement of these ethical barriers mean that we have more respect for a human embryo than for a person with motor neurone disease? Not at all. Imagine a firefighter called to a house blaze where a person with motor neurone disease is trapped. Next door is a Petri dish with human embryos. There is time to enter only one room. The ethical firefighter will rescue the person. That does not mean it is ethical to create human embryos only for the purpose of destructively experimenting on them.

Saluting those scientists committed to finding such cures ethically, let's hope our politicians will maintain appropriate restrictions and not permissive incentives simply so our scientists can keep up with their colleagues in Singapore.

Father Frank Brennan SJ is professor of law at Australian Catholic University and professor of human rights and social justice at the University of Notre Dame Australia.
Lobbying fails in narrow Senate vote on cloning bill  

http://www.cathnews.com/news/611/43.php, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/611/43.php
November 8, 2006
Intense lobbying by Catholics and other groups opposed to stem cell cloning has failed to prevent a controversial private member's Bill to legalise the practice from passing the Senate in a rare conscience vote yesterday. Parliamentary debate on former health minister Kay Patterson's controversial private member's Bill seeking to legalise the practice began just yesterday and had been expected to last until Friday, the Age reports. It will now move to the House of Representatives, where MPs will also be given a conscience vote on the issue and are expected to vote the measure into law. Despite last minute efforts by Catholic Health Australia and other anti-cloning groups, Senators voted 34 to 32 in support of the legislation, which would allow researchers to clone human embryos to extract their stem cells.
The vote followed an emotive and intense debate in the Upper House which showed politicians were fairly evenly divided on the issue. Should the Bill pass the House of Representatives as well, cloned embryos would have to be destroyed within 14 days and could not be implanted in a woman. Existing laws allow stem cells to be harvested from surplus IVF embryos, but prevent them from being cloned.
Last minute amendments to the laws, proposed by the Australian Democrats, increase from 10 to 15 years the prison sentence for flouting safeguards designed to prevent abuse of embryonic cloning.
Another amendment stops the National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) from granting licences for human-animal hybrid embryos. Liberal Senator Gary Humphries, who chaired a parliamentary inquiry into the Bill, said the Senate had accepted the principle that "one human being ... (could) be used and destroyed for the therapeutic benefit of another", The Australian added. The Nationals' Ron Boswell, whose wife Leita and grandchildren Tom and Sophie watched the vote from the gallery, said the Senate had given "sanction to distinguishing between two kinds of embryo - one born to live, the other created to die".
Sydney Cardinal George Pell warned at the weekend that the legislation would push Australia down a slippery slope of legalising embryos with multiple genetic parents, as well as human-animal crosses.
Source

Senate passes stem cell Bill (The Australian, 8/11/06)
Stem cell research gets green light (The Age, 8/11/06)

Stem-Cell Vote Assailed as Setback for Human Life - Archbishop Burke: Missourians fell for a False Hope 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/stem-cell-vote-assailed-as-setback-for-human-life
St. Louis, Missouri, November 9, 2006 
The archbishop of St. Louis lamented that "We have lost a significant battle for the protection of human life" after voters in Missouri approved a measure protecting stem-cell research.
The Missouri legislation allows any federally allowed stem-cell research and treatment to occur in the state.
"The citizens of Missouri have succumbed to a false hope created by a campaign which has played on the desire of us all to help those suffering from deadly diseases and serious injuries," said Archbishop Raymond Burke in a statement after the passage of Amendment 2. "Over the last several months," the prelate said, "the Catholic Church has had the privilege of praying and working with many individuals and groups of faith and good will to speak the truth about the intrinsic evils of human cloning and the destruction of human embryos for research enshrined in Amendment 2: 

"We made great progress in helping the citizens of Missouri realize the confusion and deception of the language of Amendment 2. We have failed, however, to overcome the formidable resources of its proponents."
The state constitutional amendment attracted wide attention after actor Michael J. Fox, who has Parkinson's disease, appeared in a television advertisement supporting the measure.
A bellwether Archbishop Burke, 58, contended: "Missouri's Amendment 2 will come to be regarded as the bellwether of human cloning, and will sadly divert attention and public funds from successful and completely ethical umbilical cord blood and adult stem-cell research: 
"It will further erode respect for all human life and for procreation as the way new human life is to come into the world. Moreover, the provisions of the Amendment will make available to certain biotech companies the money of the taxpayers of Missouri for intrinsically immoral research, whether or not the research ever brings about the promised life-saving cures."
The St. Louis prelate continued: "The election campaign for the passage of Amendment 2 has shown us all how deeply rooted the culture of death is in our society. "With regard to stem-cell research, the Catholic Church in the Archdiocese of St. Louis stands by its unparalleled tradition of compassionate health care and pledges continued support of ethical stem-cell research." 

Licenses to Kill - Embryonic Stem Cell Work Gets Go-ahead 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/licenses-to-kill
By Father John Flynn, Canberra, Australia, November 19, 2006 

Proponents of research using stem cells from human embryos have won a number of victories. In Australia the federal Senate narrowly voted to allow stem cells from cloned embryos to be used for research. In a 34-32 vote, senators overturned restrictions approved by the upper chamber in 2002, reported the Age newspaper on Nov. 8. The bill now goes to the House of Representatives, where it is expected to receive approval.
The vote followed a government report published last year, the Lockhart Review, named after a former judge, John Lockhart, who conducted an inquiry into the issue. His report recommended allowing the cloning of human embryos and the harvesting of stem cells for research. Those in favor of the measure argued that it was vital in order to allow scientists to undertake experiments to find cures for the sick. Others, nevertheless, warned of the dangerous consequences. "No matter how seemingly well intended the subsequent purpose/use might be," warned John Hogg, a senator for Queensland, during the debate, "the initial action in creating the cloned human embryo crosses fundamental ethical lines."
The approval was greeted with dismay by some politicians, the Australian newspaper reported Nov. 8. Steve Fielding, leader of the political party Family First, said he backed the search for cures for diseases but could not tolerate cloning. "We have crossed a line where we will be creating a human being with the intention of destroying it," he said.
The Catholic Church strongly opposed the lifting of restrictions. In comments published Nov. 2 by the Australian newspaper, Cardinal George Pell of Sydney assailed as an affront to human dignity the idea of "therapeutic cloning" to produce stem cells for research. Auxiliary Bishop Anthony Fisher of Sydney gave testimony before the Senate's Community Affairs Committee during hearings on the stem cell issue. He told senators Oct. 20 that the Church does not oppose stem cell research so long as it is conducted in an ethical way.

Denial of dignity 

But cloning human beings "is ethically abhorrent," Bishop Fisher stated. "To clone them is a failure of respect for the human being who is manufactured and a denial of universal human dignity." 
In a statement issued Oct. 11 the Australian Catholic bishops pointed out that the Church's opposition to the use of embryonic stem cells was not an attempt to impose religious principles in the civil sphere. "We do not argue against destructive experimentation on embryos simply because we are Catholic, but because of basic human values," they explained. "As a society we cannot seek to alleviate the suffering of some people by creating and then killing human life."
In the lead-up to the vote the proposal was also criticized for ignoring women's interests. Monique Baldwin, who holds a doctorate in neuroscience, observed that women must provide a large supply of ova in order to produce the cloned embryos. Baldwin, whose comments appeared Nov. 8 in the Age newspaper, is an Australian representative of Hands Off Our Ovaries, an international coalition of women. Extracting the ova, she explained, involved weeks of testing, followed by more than a week of hormone injections. In the process, up to 10% of women develop ovarian hyper-stimulation syndrome, a painful condition that is sometimes fatal. Baldwin also questioned the scientific need for allowing cloning. The law already allows research on stem cells from embryos "left over" from in vitro fertilization treatment. Scientists, she noted, have used only 179 "excess" IVF embryos from the more than 104,000 embryos in storage -- yet they are asking for more embryos, deliberately cloned to be destroyed.

Missouri approval 
Embryonic stem cell research is going ahead in the United States as well. A referendum held during the elections last week saw voters in Missouri approve a state constitutional amendment prohibiting government officials from banning the use of experiments with embryo stem cells.
The measure was approved of a margin of 51% to 49%, reported the Washington Times on Nov. 9. A number of states have now undermined the federal government's ban on official funding for experiments using embryo stem cells.
According to an analysis published Oct. 5 on the Stateline.org Web site, six states had already taken steps to fund research. 
So far, California has committed $3 billion for the research; Connecticut has committed $20 million; Illinois, $15 million; New Jersey, $5.5 million; Maryland, $15 million; and Massachusetts, $15 million. Another 27 states, however, have laws restricting embryonic stem cell research. The vote in Missouri will add to pressure in favor of lifting the current federal ban on funds for embryo stem cell experiments. Nancy Pelosi, a California Democrat who will be the next speaker of the House of Representatives, announced she will make federal support for such research a priority, Reuters reported Nov. 13.
The vote also emboldened scientists in Germany to seek a change in the laws restricting research with embryos. The DFG institute of scientists, described Nov. 10 by Reuters as "influential," called for the lifting of a federal law approved in 2002 that controls the import of embryonic cells from pre-existing stem lines and bars their production in Germany.
German Research Minister Annette Schavan, however, rejected the demand, according to Reuters.

Tapping a "surplus" 
Other countries, nevertheless, have recently given the green light to research using human embryos. The Canadian Institutes of Health Research gave approval to use embryos for stem cell research for the first time, the National Post newspaper reported June 27.
The approval allows the use of "surplus" embryos from IVF treatments, not only those already frozen, but also new ones still to be created. The project approved is organized by the Canadian Stem Cell Network, a federally funded group.
A month later, the European Union agreed to continue funding research on embryonic stem cells. The approval came in spite of opposition from some EU member countries, reported the BBC on July 24.
European Commissioner for Science and Research Janez Potocnik said the European Union would not finance the "procurement" of embryonic stem cells -- a process which results in the death of the embryo -- but it would finance the "subsequent steps" to make use of the cells. No such restrictions are in place in Singapore. The New York Times on Aug. 17 described how the country is keen to establish itself as a center for biomedical research.
Singapore still bans the sale of chewing gum, so as not to dirty the sidewalks. Human life, it seems, is not valued so highly as clean streets, and a local company is now selling vials of embryonic stem cells over the Internet to researchers.
Research that involves the suppression of human lives will be condemned by history, warned Benedict XVI in an address to members of the Pontifical Academy for Life on Sept. 16, 2005. "No one can dispose of human life," the Pope stated. "The human being is not a disposable object, but every single individual represents God's presence in the world." The Holy Father went on to condemn the legalization of work involving the taking of life as being equivalent to the legalization of crime. A move, unfortunately, being approved in only too many countries.

Vatican Criticizes Decision on Embryo Work - Bishop Sgreccia Comments on Europarliament Funding
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/vatican-criticizes-decision-on-embryo-work
Rome, December 4, 2006 

The European Parliament's approval of funding for research on human embryos reflects a situation of inequality in how individual countries recognize fundamental rights, warns a Vatican official. Last Thursday the European Parliament adopted the 7th Framework Research Program, allocating €54.5 million ($72.7 million) for 2007-2013 to sectors ranging from the economy to new technologies, and from the environment to health. The program, whose funding is 40% higher than the previous project, becomes effective Jan. 1. The Parliament's press office specified that the financing of projects with embryonic stem cells is allowed so long as the research is authorized by the legislation of the country concerned. However, the Framework Research Program will not finance research oriented to human cloning for reproductive ends, to modifying the genetic heritage of human beings, or to creating human embryos solely for research ends or to obtain stem cells, the press office added. Research on the use of human stem cells -- both of adults as well as embryos, depending both on the content of the scientific proposal as well as the juridical framework of the corresponding member states -- can be financed, continues the EP press office. The obtaining of embryonic stem cells from "spare" embryos -- resulting from in vitro fertilization -- is allowed in Denmark, Finland, France, Greece, Spain and the Low Countries, it confirmed. Estonia, Hungary, Latvia and Slovenia, have no specific regulation on embryonic stem cells, but allow some research with "spare" embryos. Italy and Germany have restrictions and cannot obtain new embryonic stem cells, though they can import them. Austria, Lithuania and Poland prohibit research with embryonic stem cells. Belgium, the United Kingdom and Sweden allow therapeutic cloning, expressly excluded from the Community's program, the Europarliament press office noted.

Relativism 

This pronouncement of the Europarliament "makes evident the moral and ethical relativism that now governs Europe," lamented Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life. "I think that the essence of the deliberation is that everything should be made licit -- except reproductive cloning -- with the sole limitation of national legislation," which shows that "in Europe, fundamental rights are not equal," the bishop warned on Vatican Radio.
"Where there is one kind of law, one is recognized as a human person from conception; where there is another, instead, it is no longer the same," he lamented. "So I no longer see that Europe which was born from a charter of man's rights.
"What is there which is the same for all citizens circulating there? Perhaps the image on a coin or a few individual rights -- but not fundamental rights." 
Insofar as this might favor a "black market" in this type of research, Bishop Sgreccia stressed that the Europarliament's pronouncement favors the desire for experimentation and business, "because it is known that one cannot, for example in Italy, extract embryonic cells, but cell lines can be purchased in England." 

Australia Catholic Church Restates Opposition to Human Cloning Bill  

http://archive.lifenews.com/bio1884.html 

By Steve Ertelt, Canberra, Australia, November 27, 2006 

As the lower chamber of the Australia parliament prepares for a vote on a bill to allow some forms of human cloning, the Catholic Church there is restating its opposition to human cloning and hoping to persuade lawmakers to vote against it.  This week, the Australia House will consider a Senate-approved bill that would legalize human cloning for research purposes. But Cardinal George Pell of Sydney, says the lower house should reject the measure. He said removing the current prohibition on all forms of human cloning to allow it for dubious research purposes would "waste government money on unproductive research." 

Pell told the Sunday Telegraph newspaper that no studies have shown that embryonic stem cells taken from human embryos cloned and destroyed for their cells have helped any patients.

On the other hand, he pointed out that adult stem cell research has yielded treatments that are already helping patients afflicted with various diseases and conditions -- and without destroying human life in the process.

Pell also told the newspaper that media coverage of the debate has clouded the issues involved. "Few Australians would know that the bill proposes to legalize the manufacture of cloned embryos with only one genetic parent; hybrid embryos with multiple genetic parents, and embryos whose mother is an aborted girl fetus," the cardinal told the Telegraph.

Polls show Australians having a mixed position on the debate. The polling firm Research Australia released the results last week of a survey it conducted on the Internet and claims 58 percent of Australians back human cloning for research. The survey included 802 participants. If the results are authentic, the survey still indicates a drop of 14 percent from the last online poll the firm conducted showing 72 percent backing human cloning. The new survey claims that just 20 percent of Australians oppose research cloning while the rest are undecided.

The results of the online poll differ greatly from an August survey showing a majority of Australians oppose human cloning.

That survey of 1,200 people, conducted by Sexton Marketing, found 51 percent of Australians opposed human cloning, 30 percent supported it and 12 percent had no opinion on the issue. The new survey also shows that two-thirds of those polled believe that the use of adult stem cells for research is just as effective as using embryonic cells. But the August poll found ten times more Australians prefer adult stem cell research to studies involving embryonic stem cells. 

Assuming each type of research brought equal benefits to patients, 40 percent preferred using adult stem cells and just 4 percent preferred using embryonic stem cell research, according to the August poll. Some 51 percent had no preference.

The Sexton poll also found that 48 percent of those surveyed would change the way they vote in the next election depending on how their local MPs stood on the issue of human cloning. 

Australia was criticized in November 2004 for changing its position to support a U.S.-backed proposal at the United Nations calling for a ban on all forms of human cloning. Prime Minister John Howard's government quietly changed its position to support a coalition of 60 nations, led by the United States and Costa Rica.

In 2003, Australia opposed the treaty and supported a competing proposal pushed by a Belgium and a smaller group of nations to allow human cloning for research.

Christian opposition fails to stop cloning bill passage 

http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/612/35.php, http://www.cathnews.com/news/612/35.php 

December 7, 2006
The controversial cloning bill has passed the House of Representatives in a conscience vote last night despite opposition from new Leader of the Opposition, Kevin Rudd, and other prominent Christian MPs. Prime Minister John Howard, Treasurer Peter Costello, Deputy Prime Minister Mark Vaile, Health Minister Tony Abbott, as well as Labor MPs Peter Garrett, Gavan O'Connor and Tony Burke were among those who voted against the bill, the Sydney Morning Herald reports.
Those in favour of the bill included cabinet ministers Brendan Nelson, Julie Bishop, Ian Macfarlane, Alexander Downer and Philip Ruddock and Labor frontbenchers Julia Gillard, Simon Crean, Jenny Macklin and Wayne Swan.
Opponents failed in a last-ditch attempt to amend the bill to prohibit use of foetal tissue for cloning, a measure critics said would mean aborted female foetuses would be harvested to extract eggs for the creation of embryos.
Speaking in the debate, Mr. Rudd said he found it difficult to support a bill for the "single and explicit purpose of conducting experimentation on human life." "I find it very difficult to support a legal regime which allows creation of a form of human life with the single purpose of allowing the conduct of experimentation. 
"I am concerned with the crossing of such an ethical threshold and where it may lead in the long term," he said
Holding back tears while talking about the death of his mother - a "Catholic from central casting" - from Parkinson’s disease two years ago, he said "I asked mum way back when for her views on that (previous vote on stem cells four years ago)".
"She said that's a question for your conscience, not mine. Mum died two years ago, so she's not here to ask about this one." Mr. Howard said he had not been convinced that the scientific evidence justified changing the existing prohibition on so-called therapeutic cloning. "I think we live in an age where we have slid too far into relativism," he said.

"There are some absolutes in our society and what we're talking about here is a moral absolute, and that's why I can't support this legislation." The legislation would allow the cloning of embryos for research through somatic cell nuclear transfer, commonly called therapeutic cloning. The House of Representatives vote follows a narrow one-vote majority in the Senate in favour of the private member's bill introduced by the former health minister Kay Patterson.
The amendment was lost 76 to 53, and the bill went through the rest of the proceedings without a formal division.
Mr. Abbott, an avowed Catholic opponent of cloning, acknowledged that even though he was opposed, he could not say how he would respond if the process led to a treatment which could save a loved one.
Source 
Embryo cloning gets the go-ahead (Sydney Morning Herald, 7/12/06) 
PM, Rudd oppose cloning (Daily Telegraph, 7/12/06) 
MPs give all-clear to clone embryos (The Australian, 7/12/06) 
How the MPs voted (Sydney Morning Herald, 7/12/06) 
Fate of Frozen Embryos Worrying Swiss Bishops

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/fate-of-frozen-embryos-worrying-swiss-bishops  
Zurich, Switzerland, January 9, 2007 

Swiss bishops are asking their federal government to account for the use and fate of frozen embryos. The bioethics commission of the Swiss episcopal conference reported gaps and omissions in the official statistics since 2001, and called on the federal office to provide the information lacking from 2001 to 2005. In a letter sent on Dec. 29 to Adelheid Burgi-Schmelz, director of the Federal Office of Statistics, Dr. Urs Kayser reported that there are "particularly grave" flaws in the census of these embryos conceived in vitro." "Transparency is lacking in the use of surplus embryos," stated Kayser in the letter, pointing out that this is against Swiss law. The commission wants to know where the 100 embryos came from which were used for stem cell research. To date, these embryos do not appear in the country's statistics. 

Catholic commentators welcome stem cell breakthrough 
http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/13439-catholic-commentators-welcome-stem-cell-breakthrough
January 8, 2007
Italian researcher Paolo De Coppi's groundbreaking research paper on amniotic stem cells was rejected by four scientific journals over seven years before its publication this week in Nature Biotechnology but Catholic commentators have welcomed the discovery as making available a new source of ethically acceptable stem cells. Advances in stem-cell research could be faster with amniotic fluid than with embryos, De Coppi, 35, who is on sabbatical from Padua University, told Italian agency ANSA Monday. "We believe that, from a therapeutic standpoint, by using stem cells from amniotic fluid, we may reach applications faster than with embryonic stem cells," Paolo De Coppi told the agency. De Coppi said he and co-author Anthony Atala of the US did not want to hinder stem-cell research using embryos - a technique that is favoured by much of the scientific community but opposed by conservatives in several countries including Italy. While stressing that he himself opposes research with embryos, De Coppi said he and Atala "certainly do not wish to hinder other types of research".
However, he disclosed that he had the impression since 2001, when he first started presenting his work at conferences, that the scientific establishment, which has invested heavily in embryo research, was resistant to the prospect of amniotic stem cells proving useful. "It took seven years to get our paper published ... it was rejected four times. We had the impression that many of the criticisms raised (in rejecting the paper) were motivated by a resistance to the idea of finding an alternative to embryonic stem cells because the American scientific community fears restrictions on research with embryos. We could have had the discovery published sooner by opting to send our results to a less prestigious journal," De Coppi said. But that way we would have lost credibility with the scientific community. Therefore, we decided to overcome the hostility". The publication of the paper in Britain's leading stem-cell journal has electrified the research community.
In the paper, De Coppi and Atala present evidence of amniotic cells diversifying into various kinds of bodily tissue - a result previously only thought possible by using embryos.
Although such cells had been found before, De Coppi's study suggests they can be isolated from the fluid more easily than previously thought and coaxed into developing into muscle, bone, liver, brain and other major cell types in the search for new treatments for diabetes, paralysis and many other maladies, the San Francisco Chronicle adds.
Richard Doerflinger, deputy director of the US Conference of Catholic Bishops Secretariat for Pro-Life Activities welcomed the report. Sunday's report "is one in a line of studies showing very versatile stem cells can be obtained from a number of different products after live birth - amniotic membrane, amniotic fluid, cord blood, placenta, even umbilical cord tissue," he said. "There is no reason why the amniotic fluid couldn't be obtained, raising no moral problem whatever. So, we welcome this further advance in expanding the known sources of potentially useful stem cells."
Source 
Amniotic stem cells could be faster (ANSA, 8/1/07) 
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Amniotic fluid a promising stem cell source, Political resistance to using human embryos drives research (San Francisco Chronicle, 8/1//07)

Bishops urge house to reject bill destroying Human Embryos, Support More Promising, Ethical Stem Cell Research
http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/bishops-urge-house-to-reject-bill-destroying-human-embryos-support-more-promising-ethical-stem-cell-research-53372562.html 

Washington, January 10, 2007

The U.S. bishops urged the House of Representatives to reject a bill that would fund research requiring the destruction of human embryos. The bishops called instead for  greater support for more promising and morally acceptable research, using stem cells from adult tissues and from the by-products of live birth such as cord blood, amniotic fluid and placentas.

The appeal was made in a January 9 letter from Cardinal Justin Rigali, chairman of the Bishops' Committee for Pro-Life Activities.

"The sad reality is that many promising avenues of medical progress have received inadequate funding and attention on the road to human treatments. This is due in part to an exaggerated and almost exclusive focus on destructive embryo research in the political and policymaking arena," Cardinal Rigali said. "Even the national cord blood stem cell bank that Congress approved a year ago, which could benefit many thousands of Americans immediately, has received minimal funding."

"In considering your vote on H.R. 3, then, I urge you first to consider the fundamental moral line Congress would cross if it approves this legislation," he said also. "The federal government has never taken the crass utilitarian approach of forcing taxpayers to support the direct killing of innocent human life, at any stage of development, in the name of 'progress.' Secondly I urge you to vote against H.R. 3 for the sake of genuine progress for suffering patients, who deserve better solutions than this most speculative and most divisive type of stem cell research. Please reject H.R. 3, and support medical progress that we can all live with."

The entire letter follows.

USCCB Chairman Cardinal Justin Rigali's Letter to House of Representatives

January 9, 2007
Dear Member of Congress:

Soon the House of Representatives will again vote on legislation (H.R. 3) to promote the destruction of human embryos to obtain their stem cells. Again supporters of this legislation will seek to ensure that no other avenue of stem cell research is considered or approved. Again they will ignore or dismiss the mounting evidence that research posing no moral problem will be more immediately beneficial for patients with devastating diseases. And once again, ironically, supporters will accuse those who disagree of being obstructionist and narrow-minded, of failing to support all possible avenues for medical progress. Yet this is not a matter of supporting vs. opposing progress. The question is whether our technical progress will be guided by an equally advanced sense of the dignity of each and every human life, so that our technology becomes a servant to humanity and not our cruel master. The technological imperative – the conviction that if some interesting research avenue or procedure exists, then it must be pursued whatever the moral and human cost – has governed this debate for far too long. As Pope Benedict XVI said to stem cell researchers meeting in Rome on September 16, research that relies on “the planned suppression of human beings who already exist, even if they have not yet been born,” is “not truly at the service of humanity.” On a practical level, embryonic stem cell research has been as disappointing in its results as it has been divisive to our society. After almost three decades of research in mouse embryonic stem cells and nine years in the human variety, researchers can scarcely point to a safe and effective “cure” for any condition in mice let alone human beings. Problems such as uncontrollable growth and tumor formation have forced researchers to conclude that it may take a decade or more of very expensive research even to determine whether embryonic stem cells may someday be used to treat a human condition. At the same time, ethically sound research using non-embryonic stem cells has continued to advance, helping patients with over 70 conditions in early peer-reviewed studies (see www.stemcellresearch.org). Since Congress debated this issue last summer, further evidence has emerged on the versatility of adult stem cells, and on the likelihood that they can be reprogrammed to enhance this quality. It now seems that virtually every byproduct of live birth – amniotic fluid, amniotic membrane, placenta, cord blood, and the tissue of the umbilical cord itself – contains stem cells that may rival embryonic stem cells in their flexibility. In other words, the “frozen embryo” so sought by researchers as mere research material is not likely to provide cures in the foreseeable future. Yet if the same embryo were allowed to survive and be born, instead of being killed with Congress’s approval, his or her birth may provide more beneficial stem cells for human treatments, including treatments for this same child’s medical conditions. 

The sad reality is that many promising avenues of medical progress have received inadequate funding and attention on the road to human treatments. This is due in part to an exaggerated and almost exclusive focus on destructive embryo research in the political and policymaking arena. Even the national cord blood stem cell bank that Congress approved a year ago, which could benefit many thousands of Americans immediately, has received minimal funding. 

For more information on these and other aspects of this issue, I would encourage you to contact the U.S. bishops’ Secretariat for Pro-Life Activities at prolife@usccb.org. In considering your vote on H.R. 3, then, I urge you first to consider the fundamental moral line Congress would cross if it approves this legislation. The federal government has never taken the crass utilitarian approach of forcing taxpayers to support the direct killing of innocent human life, at any stage of development, in the name of “progress.” Secondly I urge you to vote against H.R. 3 for the sake of genuine progress for suffering patients, who deserve better solutions than this most speculative and most divisive type of stem cell research. Please reject H.R. 3, and support medical progress that we can all live with.

Sincerely, Cardinal Justin Rigali Archbishop of Philadelphia Chairman, Committee for Pro-Life Activities
U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops ©United States Conference of Catholic Bishops
U.S. Bishops Urge House to Protect Embryos
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/u-s-bishops-urge-house-to-protect-embryos
Washington, D.C., January 11, 2007 

The U.S. bishops are urging the House of Representatives to reject a bill that would fund research requiring the destruction of human embryos. The appeal against the Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act of 2007 was made in a letter sent Tuesday, signed by Cardinal Justin Rigali, chairman of the bishops' Committee for Pro-Life Activities. The note asked the representatives to support more promising and morally acceptable research, using stem cells from adult tissues and from the byproducts of live birth such as cord blood, amniotic fluid and placentas. The cardinal said: "The sad reality is that many promising avenues of medical progress have received inadequate funding and attention on the road to human treatments. "This is due in part to an exaggerated and almost exclusive focus on destructive embryo research in the political and policymaking arena." The letter urged house members to consider the "fundamental moral line" they would cross if they pass the bill, and said that the measure is the first time that government money would be used "to support the direct killing of innocent human life, at any stage of development, in the name of 'progress.'" 

Vatican Official Hopeful at Stem Cell Discovery - Asks Scientists to Help Consider Ethical Implications 

http://bellezzo.blogspot.in/2007/01/excellent-news-about-stem-cells.html 
Vatican City, January 16, 2007 (Zenit.org)

The president of the Pontifical Council for Health Pastoral Care says he is hopeful about the news that stem cells can be obtained from amniotic fluids.
Following last week's announcement, Cardinal Javier Lozano Barragán said on Vatican Radio that he received the news with hope, as long as the ethical conditions proper to all transplants are respected. Acknowledging he is not a scientist, the cardinal called on researchers to assist in understanding the ethical significance of the discovery. 
Unlike the method of obtaining stem cells that requires the destruction of human embryos, initial information seems to indicate that this newly-discovered method for extracting stem cells can be in accord with respect for human life.
The discovery is the result of the efforts of scientists of Harvard University, together with researchers of Padua, Italy, and of Wake Forest University Baptist Medical Center in North Carolina. It has sparked intense debate.
Encouraging Neonatologist Carlo Valerio Bellieni of the Le Scotte University Polyclinic of Siena told ZENIT that "the discovery of the presence of stem cells in the amniotic fluid is encouraging."
Bellieni said that, according to studies, these cells "are readily available and it seems they are found in high quantity."
"Surely this discovery is a strong message for those who manage research in this field: Funds are needed for studying these cells and for the 'banks' that keep this precious liquid," he added.
"As occurs with the blood of the umbilical cord, already at birth the amniotic fluid is available in great quantity" Bellieni, who is a correspondent member of the Pontifical Academy for Life, explained.
He underlined the need to found "a well-structured network of collection and conservation."
"Obviously, this leads one to wonder if it is reasonable to allocate copious funds to obtaining cells extracted from human embryos, with their consequent death, without having obtained or even perceived a clinical result," Bellieni added. "The latter are funds that could be used to collect effective and useful adult stem cells."
Ethical risks Asked about the ethical risks connected to this discovery, the neonatologist expressed two considerations: "The first, that private use not be made of the amniotic fluid … this must be kept in mind because, sadly, we see a certain tendency to privatize biological material that could be of common use, as happens in several countries in the case of blood from the umbilical cord, which can be kept for personal use instead of putting it into a public bank. 
"Many international scientific societies have protested against this waste and this attitude that discriminates against those who cannot keep the stem cell material for reasons of patrimony. "The second consideration arises on ensuring that there would be no danger to the newborn in collecting the amniotic fluid." 
Bellieni reiterated, however, that the fluid can be attained without amniocentesis.
"Once again it is the facts that speak for themselves," Bellieni added. "Scientific research is a serious thing. To want to force it for ideological reasons, as can happen in the case of those who see the use of human embryos as the only way, leads to waste of money and loss of precious time. "Once again we see that respect for human life, together with the capacity for research, leads in the right direction of healing and health."  

Florida Governor Seeking Ethical Stem Cell Research - Supports Funding Investigation of Non-Embryonic Sources 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/florida-governor-seeking-ethical-stem-cell-research
Tallahassee, Florida, January 31, 2007 

Governor Charlie Crist wants to give state money to stem-cell research, but only the kind that doesn't involve the future destruction of human embryos.
Crist said today that he will recommend state lawmakers authorize a $20 million grant to fund research with stem cells obtained from adults, umbilical cords and amniotic fluid.
The governor's statement lends his support to a bill filed in the Florida House by Representative Anitere Flores.
Michael Sheedy, associate director for health at the Florida Catholic Conference, praised Flores for "sponsoring legislation that establishes an ethical framework for research," adding that "we are very encouraged that Governor Crist is supporting her bill."
Still, the Catholic conference calls the bill "imperfect" because of a provision which echoes a decision made by President George Bush. In August 2001, Bush decided to allow federal funding for a few dozen embryonic stem cell lines in existence at that date.
"Including the provision to fund research utilizing the federally approved lines in existence in August 2001 is an imperfect approach, because it relies on the previous destruction of defenseless human embryos," Sheedy added. "However, we will not object to it, since it precludes funding for future destruction of human embryos."
The Flores bill also includes a provision against cloning. 

Doubts raised over adult stem cell research 

http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/12540-doubts-raised-over-adult-stem-cell-research
February 26, 2007 
Enquiries by a British scientific magazine have raised questions about a 2002 finding that adult stem cells may be as useful as embryonic ones but the study author and Leuven Catholic university employee has denied that the flaws affected her conclusions.
Researcher Catherine Verfaillie, then at the University of Minnesota had concluded that adult stem cells taken from the bone marrow of mice could grow into an array of biological tissues, including brain, heart, lung and liver, The Age reports.
Opponents of stem cell research seized on the 2002 findings as evidence that stem cell science could move forward without destroying embryos. But Verfaillie has acknowledged flaws in parts of the study after inquiries from the British magazine New Scientist, which first publicised the questions last week.
A panel of experts commissioned by Minnesota university concluded that the process used to identify tissue derived from the adult stem cells was "significantly flawed, and that the interpretations based on these data, expressed in the manuscript, are potentially incorrect," according to a portion of the panel's findings released by the university.
The panel concluded that it was not clear whether the flaws mean Verfaillie's conclusions were wrong. It also determined that the flaws were mistakes, not falsifications. Tim Mulcahy, vice president of research at the university, said it would be up to the scientific community to decide whether Verfaillie's study still stands up.
Other researchers have been unable to duplicate Verfaillie's results since the 2002 publications, increasing their skepticism about her claims. But that may only be an indication of how difficult the cells are to work with, said Amy Wagers, a Harvard University stem cell researcher who was not involved in the investigation. Verfaillie, who is currently employed at the Catholic University of Leuven in Belgium, told the Star Tribune of Minneapolis in a story published on Friday that the problem was "an honest mistake" that did not affect the study's conclusions about the potential of adult stem cells.
Her research was scrutinised after a writer for New Scientist noticed that some data from the original 2002 article in the journal Nature duplicated data in a second paper by Verfaillie around the same time in a different journal, even though they supposedly referred to different cells. Verfaillie told the Star Tribune that the duplication was an oversight and said she notified the University of Minnesota, which convened the panel to take a closer look at the research. 
Dr. Diane Krause of Yale University, who, like Verfaillie, has studied using bone marrow as an alternative to embryonic stem cells, said she believes Verfaillie's research will hold up, despite being hard to repeat.
"When it comes to Catherine, she's impeccable. She's one of the most careful scientists I know," Krause said.
Source: Adult stem cells study 'may be flawed' (The Age, 27/2/07) 
Korean Bishops concerned about renewed embryonic research
http://www.asianews.it/news-en/Korean-bishops-concerned-about-renewed-embryonic-research-8645.html 

By Joseph Yun Li-sun, Seoul, South Korea, March 5, 2007 
The Committee for Life of the Archdiocese of Seoul sends message to the government, which is currently examining a revised bioethics law, urging decision-makers to stop the destruction of innocent lives in the name of progress. It invites the scientific community to focus research on adult stem cells.
The Korean Church is “deeply concerned” about renewed research on human embryos. For this reason it reiterates there are paths that research can follow that do not need to manipulate life, this according to a message released by the Committee for Life of the Archdiocese of Seoul titled “The Catholic Position about the Law on Bioethics and Biosafety.”

For the Committee’s president, Mgr. Andrew Yeom Soo-jung, Auxiliary Bishop of Seoul, “the revised bioethics bill that is currently under being examined by the National Bioethics Committee is of deep concerns.”

“Stem cell research means manipulating the embryo, i.e. man. This research is based on commercial interest and the profit motive. They have nothing to do with the concerns of medicine,” Mgr. Yeom said. Stem cell research “brings a serious ethical problem, that of destroying a powerless human life in order to cure another,” he added.

The Church “is not opposed to research or innovation. On the contrary, it supports research on adult stem cells and shall continue to do so. For our society’s ethical growth we urge that any kind of embryonic stem cell research be abandoned.”

The message was sent to the government which is examining embryonic stem cell research and limits applicable to researchers on the basis of the proposed revised bioethics law.
Destroying Embryos Isn't Progress, Says Cardinal
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/destroying-embryos-isn-t-progress-says-cardinal \
Washington D.C., April 8, 2007 

Cardinal Justin Rigali is urging the U.S. Senate to reject legislation that allows for federal funding of stem cell research that destroys human embryos.
The archbishop of Philadelphia said in a letter sent Wednesday to the Senate that the Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act of 2007 would "encourage deliberate attacks on innocent human life in the name of medical progress."
Cardinal Rigali, who is the chairman of the Committee for Pro-life Activities of the U.S. bishops' conference, emphasized that the stem cell issue is not a matter of supporting versus opposing progress. "The question is whether our technical progress is guided by an equally advanced sense of the dignity of each and every human life," the cardinal wrote.
Cardinal Rigali noted that ethically sound research using non-embryonic cells has continued to advance. "It seems virtually every byproduct of live birth -- amniotic fluid, amniotic membrane, placenta, cord blood, and the tissue of the umbilical cord itself -- contains stem cells that may rival embryonic stem cells in their flexibility."
The cardinal told the senators: "Please support medical progress that we can all live with."
Australian-State House OKs Cloning Bill - Archbishops Speak Out Against New Legislation 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/australian-state-house-oks-cloning-bill  EXTRACT
Melbourne, Australia, April 20, 2007 

Embryonic stem cell and cloning legislation has been making headway in Australia since last year's federal Parliament narrowly passed a law allowing scientists to clone human embryos to extract their stem cells for research purposes. In an effort similar to Victoria's, the government of West Australian has recently introduced a bill to overturn the state's ban on therapeutic cloning. Perth Archbishop Barry Hickey asked West Australian members of Parliament to oppose cloning of embryos for medical research. He said that to create a human embryo and destroy it to obtain stem cells was morally wrong. "The end does not justify the means." Archbishop Hickey recommended, "Let us take God's way and use the adult stem cells already provided without taking human life."

Archbishop: Singer's Concert Would Be an Affront - Quits Board, Citing Invitation to Sheryl Crow 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/archbishop-singer-s-concert-would-be-an-affront 

St. Louis, Missouri, April 26, 2007 

Archbishop Raymond Burke spoke out against a Catholic medical center scheduling pro-abortion advocate Sheryl Crow for a benefit concert. 
In a press conference on Wednesday, Archbishop Burke of St. Louis explained his protest over the singer's appearance: "This Saturday, Sheryl Crow is scheduled to perform at the Bob Costas Benefit for the SSM Cardinal Glennon Children's Medical Center. "Ms. Crow is well-known as an abortion activist. She has lent her celebrity status to the promotion of legislation, such as Missouri's Amendment 2, that creates legal protection for human cloning and the destruction of human beings who are embryos. "Her appearance at a fundraising event […] is an affront to the identity and mission of the medical center, dedicated as it is to the service of life and Christ's healing mission."


Obliged in justice

After efforts failed to convince organizers to cancel Crow's participation, Archbishop Burke resigned from his post as chairman of the foundation's board of governors and asked that his name be removed from any promotional material for the benefit event. 
The 58-year-old prelate explained: "As the shepherd of this archdiocese, I am required to address an issue that could call into question in the minds of the faithful the commitment of the medical center and the archdiocese to the cause of life.
"When there is a significant risk that others could be led to evil, as the one responsible for the spiritual and moral well-being of the faithful entrusted to my pastoral care, I am obliged in justice to act."


Economic gain

Archbishop Burke reiterated his support for the medical center's apostolate telling its management and employees of his "continued admiration and support for the wonderful treatment provided at our excellent children's medical center." 
He added: "I cannot say enough about their commitment to the lives and health of the children they serve."
However, he reiterated in his statement: "When, for economic gain, a Catholic institution associates itself with such a high profile proponent of the destruction of innocent lives, members of the Church and other people of good will have the right to be confirmed in their commitment to the gospel of life."
A Time for Leadership - Reason and extremes within the stem cell research debate

http://www.e-arc.org/update.html - A liberal lobbying group

The following paper was presented by John Buggy jbuggy@ozemail.com.au, the Spokesperson for Australian Reforming Catholics, at the Curia Leaders' Workshop conducted by the Diocese of Broken Bay on 10-11 May 2007.

Understanding Disaffected Catholics
Since I was asked to present the reasons why so many Catholics are disaffected with the Church from the perspective of the members of Australian Reforming Catholics and those who are affiliated with or support them, I have entitled my presentation as "Understanding the Disaffected". The term "disconnected" has been used here today and, while some might describe themselves or others in this way, I think that the term that Bishop Walker has used is the more appropriate. "Disaffection" implies a deeper, more heartfelt disappointment that I believe is contained in the sentiments that have been expressed to me by those who genuinely seek reform in the Church.
Understanding the "Disaffected"
I would like to begin by quoting from the Diocese of Broken Bay Vision for 2006-2010:

"A particular focus will be . . . evangelisation of the many baptised Catholics who are disaffected from the life and worship of the Church".
My first question is: Who is meant by the "disaffected"? There is an implied definition in the body of this vision document. They are "baptised Catholics" who "do not participate in a full way". My second question is: What is meant by a "full way"? Does participating in a full way include going to Mass every Sunday, going to confession in confessional boxes, saying the rosary, reciting the creed with absolute conviction? If it does, then there are many Catholics that would not fit into this definition. I do not have a clear idea of what this "full way" means, so I am not sure of the desired result of the planned evangelisation.

Categories of the "Disaffected"
From the experience of speaking to a variety of people dissatisfied with the institutional Church, I would like to form some loose categories that may assist our discussion:

1. Those who have never really connected
2. Those hurt by an individual or incident and now not connected
3. Those who have little connection following frustration and are disaffected
4. Those who connect, but are still very frustrated and disaffected

The first group are those who have never really connected with the life of the Church. They may have even gone to a Catholic school, but there has never really been an emotional attachment. The second have connected, but have received some emotional scarring that has severed that connection, be it, for example, a hurt from a priest or refusal of sacraments for some reason. The third group are those who would prefer to be still connected but the contradictions of the teachings and practices are too much for them to bear and their attendance at church is occasional, if at all. The fourth group are those who do attend Mass and the sacraments, but are frustrated that their spiritual life is mostly not enhanced by this, nor is what they experience in line with Church teachings and directives. As this frustration increases, it appears that more of these then move into group three.

Within this broad distinction the members of Australian Reforming Catholics (ARC) and their supporters generally come from groups three and four. They consist of some very committed people who pay to attend conferences held by ARC and read ARC's literature. They include religious nuns and brothers as well as a number of priests. It is unfortunate that some of the religious who attend our conferences and read our periodicals do not take the step of becoming members because of fear of recrimination. For the purposes of this discussion I have labelled groups three and four the "disaffected seekers".

What are some of the practices of the "disaffected seekers"?
Some of the characteristics that I have found this group to have are:

1. They seek out those who understand their spirituality
2. They engage in activities that demonstrate their concern for others, usually through their desire to act out what they understand Christianity to be
3. They look for a local "church of choice" where they can feel comfortable while developing their spirituality.

What are the "disaffected seekers" looking for?
1 A spiritual home that reflects equality, tolerance and understanding. This home could be a "church of choice" or simply a community of the like-minded
2. Teachings that stand the test of reasonableness, when they consider that so much that is said to them from the institutional Church defies this
3. Relationships that reflect the love that Jesus showed and spoke about.

The stumbling blocks that prevent the disaffection from being overcome could be grouped into four main areas:

Exercise of Church Authority
1. Exclusion of women from roles within which real authority is exercised. There is no point in the Church simply extending the number of "handmaiden" roles that can be performed. Women know that there is no genuine argument against their participation in the same way as men.
2. Lack of effective influence by the "People of God" who are the Church (ref: Vatican Council I I- Dogmatic Constitution of the Church: Ch.2). The Church is not the hierarchy, yet the people have very little influence upon its teachings and direction.
3. Abuse of authority at local levels. Not only do the people have no say in the appointment of their pastors and bishops, but also so often appointments are made in direct opposition to their wishes. There are also ineffective appeal mechanisms against decisions or inaction.
Church Teaching on Life Matters
1. The pain and falsehood in marriage annulments. The pain is often experienced when people, wishing to continue their sacramental life, feel forced to go through a process of demonstrating that they were never married, when they believe that they had a valid marriage that failed. Many see the process as simply "Catholic divorce".
2. Sacraments refused to those divorced and re-married. Whether affected by this or not, the "disaffected seekers" see this as totally incompatible with the love that Jesus showed and the fact that he rejected no one who came to him with a sincere heart.
3. Lack of appropriate teaching and counselling on the primacy of conscience that was emphasised in the Second Vatican Council. (Ref. The Church in the Modern World 1:16)

4. Confused approach to sexuality and homosexuality in a variety of Church teachings and directives.

Experience of Liturgy
1. The use of language in so much of the set texts, readings and prayers is mostly non-inclusive and often outdated in meaning. If the pronoun "she" were used every time there was reference to God, it might grate upon your ears. So imagine how it might grate upon the ears of most women when the pronoun "he" is used exclusively in contexts where "she" should be included.
2. Sermons, readings and commentary that reflect fundamentalist interpretations of scripture. So often there is little evidence that there is knowledge of hermeneutics and modern literary criticism that sheds light on the religious truth that should be the basis of the reflection.

What they are expected to believe
1. Scriptural interpretation that ignores the scholarship that has put paid to many medieval myths. The scriptures are writings of their time; they were not dictated by God. In particular, hymns, prayers, poems and midrash express religious sentiment, but not literal truth.
2. Some dogmas maintained as the expression of faith that defy the complementarity of reason. Dogma is not faith, but an attempt to encapsulate what the faith tradition is. It evolves with revelation and is in harmony with reason.

3. Perspectives that illustrate the retention of warped theologies - e.g. original sin, punishment, a male God of judgment, might and power, etc. Apart from the fact that God has no gender, the images of punishment by an all-powerful deity traps people into guilt and images of God not consistent with the relationships we seek to build with one another as a result of attempting to follow the example of Jesus.

Is there any support for this reality?
The above points are an attempt to capture the reality of where many of the disaffected see themselves in relation to the Church. Many would like to use the term "our Church", but hesitate to do so unless it refers to a small community to which they relate. However, it appears that there is some hope.

In his recent address to Catholic Administrators entitled "Shaping the Future of the Church", Archbishop Philip Wilson, President of the Australian Bishops Conference, quotes Canadian philosopher Charles Taylor:

What characterises the contemporary period (in contrast with the medieval) is "expressive" individualism, which emphasises "realising one's own humanity, and that it is important to find and live out one's own (humanity) as against surrendering to conformity with a model imposed from outside, by society, or the previous generation, or religious or political authority."
Taylor adds: "the religious life or practice that I become part of not only must be my choice, but must speak to me; it must make sense in terms of my spiritual development as I understand this." (Varieties of Religion, 94)
Archbishop Wilson adds: "Forcing religious belief makes no sense in this culture"
He then links this with the perspective of St Augustine: "A set of beliefs imposed by an external authority that fails to make sense of the believer's inner world cannot be called faith in Augustine's understanding of the term".
Let's Re-think Evangelisation
The "disaffected seekers" are well aware of what the Gospel message really means. It would be an affront to them to say that they need to be evangelised, even though they yearn to know more about Jesus and see that reflected in the Church. So many of them live out what Jesus was about in their relationships with others. This is principally what Jesus asked us to do.

The "disaffected seekers" do not see that they spiritually gain much more through a closer association with the institutional Church. The examples of stumbling blocks that I have outlined present considerable barriers at both an intellectual and emotional level. They see that the institution of the Church is more focused on protecting the past than seeking the truth and trusting the Spirit.

Re-evangelise the Church
A new and open honesty is needed which recognises that the public face of the Church has to change if we are to reconnect with the many disaffected. This honesty has to be accompanied by actions that demonstrate that at least our local diocese gives evidence of a Church that has moved:

1. From power, certainty, and rules to humility, learning and being open to truth
2. From distinction based on belief adherence and rule-keeping to acceptance of those who seek with a sincere heart
3. From judgment and punishment to love and acceptance.

What can we do?
The first reaction might be to say that the local church and even the local diocese cannot do a great deal in the matters that have been outlined because the direction in these areas comes from Rome. I beg to differ. With a bit of courage there is a lot that can be done and the bishop in his diocese has plenty in his power to do so.

1. Choose language that both communicates and is conducive to prayer. Language is powerful. Inclusive language draws people in; judgment excludes. Forget about sticking to set words if the message is not conveyed by them. The language of understanding and prayer must be the language of the people using it.

2. Re-visit Vatican II, summarise what the documents meant to convey and publicise it. Let people know the impact of the change in perspective contained, for example, in the Constitution on Divine Revelation. Let them know that the bible teaches religious, not literal truth. While scripture is inspired, not all of it is revelation and revelation itself is progressive; it has not come all at once and that is the reason why the Spirit is continually active within us.

3. Re-vitalise the celebration of sacraments. These are the points where not only the People of God connect with Jesus Christ, but many others have the opportunity. Think of how many people within and outside the Church can be inspired at weddings and funerals by what is said and done. Consider how Baptism and Confirmation can be significant events now that older children and adults are often the recipients. Decide whether we want Penance to be relevant or to simply slide into ever-spiralling decline.

4. Evangelise the priests. So many do not have the basic message of Jesus that love takes precedent over rules, a message that many of the "disaffected seekers" have taken to their hearts. The language that many priests use illustrates this lack. They need to be re-acquainted with the use of the "internal forum" where they are able to interpret directions for individuals in a way that enables them to develop their conscience and act accordingly without guilt and confusion. This applies particularly to some of the priests who have been brought here recently from very different cultures and whose approach often is at variance with the whole spirit of Vatican II.

What have we got to offer?
There is much that can be done to engage people if we have the courage. However, if we cannot engage the "disaffected seekers" there is little chance of engaging the other categories. Surely it would be easier to start where we are likely to gain attention, because there is already a level of commitment. But whatever is done, it cannot be more of the same. There will be no advance if the effort is not genuine.

Innovation is needed. If we have tried something many times and failed, then doing the same as we have done before usually produces the same result and it is silly to be surprised at that.

The main challenge is not to encourage participation in a Church that does not really change. God is love and Jesus Christ is the embodiment of that love. The challenge for us is to ensure that our Church consistently and visibly reflects that love.

The following article written by John Buggy, the Spokesperson for Australian Reforming Catholics, was published in the West Australian newspaper on 11 June 2007. 

Stem cell research is serious business. Anything to do with human life is taken seriously in civilised societies. Developed countries have the resources to do so much to bring about the enhancement of life or to degrade it. An assumption should be made that those seeking to enhance it, whatever their role, have good reasoning behind their actions, even though we may not agree with them. 

This is why it is so disappointing to have vague threats coming from two senior leaders in the Catholic Church seemingly in their attempt to frighten Catholic members of parliament into their own desired course of action. More enlightened clerics realise that this is an area of knowledge that is growing and that they are not at its forefront. They are also aware of how positions change as knowledge and insight advances. Previously the Church was against organ transplants, for example, on the basis that God intended body parts only for the use of the individual until someone argued that charity was a valid motivation for donating a part of oneself to another. Being dogmatic about the specifics as new areas of knowledge emerge is hardly appropriate even for those who work as experts in the field. Prudent church leaders realise that their role is to outline principles to which their Church holds so that those who have the power to influence outcomes have sound information assisting them in making decisions. They also realise that all parliamentarians have a set of often-conflicting obligations as representatives of a diverse community. Although it may not always be prudent to impose penalties and sanctions, religious leaders are able to do so within the boundaries of their authority. But when they go outside their jurisdiction and imply in this case that all Catholic politicians will suffer consequences (as Cardinal Pell and Archbishop Hickey have done), credibility in their capacity for astute judgments suffers considerably. Credibility also suffers when leaders refuse to listen to differing viewpoints. Our understanding is that the NSW Minister for Science and Research, The Hon. Verity Firth, invited Cardinal Pell to a special briefing on the details of the proposed legislation and he declined. 
One result is that his statements on the subject are deemed by experts to be misleading. We also understand that the Sisters of Charity who wished to cooperate in the setting up of drug injecting rooms were given similar treatment. This project has now been proved to have saved many lives. Cardinal Pell and Archbishop Hickey are so confident that they are speaking the mind of the Church. Why do they not have the majority of other Catholic archbishops and bishops vocal in their support? They want to make Catholic Church teaching and the consequences of not following it quite clear. Then why did they not do it through the Australian Catholic Bishops Conference or with its endorsement? This approach would show a much higher level of integrity on such an important and complex issue than issuing threats that are either imprudent or extend beyond their jurisdiction. In the minds of many Catholics the lack of appropriate leadership has the opposite effect to what these two bishops presumably intended, resulting in an increasing number of practicing Catholics ignoring most of what they say. Catholics know that even implied threats of sanction are somewhat hollow. Excommunication in any of its various forms would have to follow a judicial process and refusal of the Eucharist to any person is not allowed except in situations of public scandal. Some of the other Catholic bishops have made statements that are just as consistent with the accepted moral wisdom of the Church, attempting to give guidance without sanctions. One hopes that this tacitly indicates a respect for the primacy of conscience of every person in their private life and the primacy of their wider civic duty if they have to make difficult decisions in public life. While there are many Catholics in Australia who have given up the practices of the Church, there are a growing number of practicing Catholics who struggle to keep identifying with the institutional Church because of such embarrassing displays of its public face. There are those who see tough talking as strength. Many more are turning in other directions as evidenced by the diminishing numbers in the pews. In an educated society, respect for leadership has to be earned, not imposed. It is not just the Catholic Church, but our society generally that is the poorer when appropriate leadership is not demonstrated in relation to such critical issues
Pell slams "open slather" for stem cell research

http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/706/19.php 

June 5, 2007
Attacking an "immoral" NSW parliamentary bill to overturn a ban on stem cell research, Sydney Cardinal George Pell says it would "roll back the few remaining barriers to the regular destruction of early human life".
The controversial bill to overturn the current ban on stem cell research, also known as Somatic Cell Nuclear Transfer, is due to be debated in the lower house of state parliament today, the Sydney Morning Herald reports.
MPs from both sides of politics will be allowed a conscience vote on the legislation, which would allow therapeutic cloning but maintains the ban on human reproductive cloning.
If passed, the legislation would bring NSW in line with the Commonwealth, which overturned a ban on therapeutic cloning in December 2006.
But both the Anglican and Catholic churches are asking MPs to vote against the bill.
Cardinal Pell said all members of parliament should reject the cloning of human embryos for experimentation and destruction.
"No Catholic politician, indeed no Christian or person with respect for human life who has properly informed his conscience about the facts and ethics in this area should vote in favour of this immoral legislation," he said in a statement.
"If this bill is passed, the enemies of human life will soon be back with further proposals, disguised with sweet words and promises of cures, to roll back the few remaining barriers to the regular destruction of early human life."
Cardinal Pell said NSW should not simply follow the commonwealth's lead in overturning the therapeutic cloning ban.
"The Catholic Church in NSW, through grants and through its hospitals and research institutes, is a promoter of ethical stem cell research on adult and umbilical cord stem cells," he said.
"But allowing scientists open slather on human embryos for unethical research is not the best way forward."
But NSW Premier Morris Iemma, a Catholic, has previously said he would support the bill, describing it as a "balanced package" which would offer hope to thousands of people suffering otherwise incurable diseases.
Source
MPs to debate ban on therapeutic cloning (Sydney Morning Herald, 5/6/07) 
Don't overturn clone ban: church leaders (Sydney Morning Herald, 5/6/07) 
No Catholic could in good conscience vote for Cloning Bill – NSW Bishops (Cardinal George Pell, Media Release, 4/6/07) 
Catholic pols defy stem cell communion threat 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/706/27.php, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/706/27.php 

June 6, 2007
Catholic politicians in NSW, including Premier Morris Iemma, say they will vote for controversial stem cell legislation despite a warning by Cardinal George Pell that they risk being barred from communion.
The Sydney Morning Herald reports that Mr. Iemma and his deputy, John Watkins, will defy the church's warnings that they face "consequences" in their religious lives to support a bill to expand stem cell research in NSW.
Sydney Cardinal Pell said Catholic MPs would need to think seriously about taking Holy Communion, the sacrament central to Catholic life, if they voted for therapeutic cloning.

Mr. Iemma and Mr. Watkins yesterday confirmed they would back the bill, while the Nationals MP Adrian Piccoli, another practising Catholic, said he would support the bill, adding "I would like to see them try and stop me [taking Holy Communion]." Mr. Piccoli said: "The cardinal's comments are unacceptable. We don't accept that Muslims should influence politics, so I don't see why Catholics should." "I'm going to vote for it," Mr. Piccoli told The Australian. "Muslims are berated for trying to bring religion into politics, so I'm not going to be accused of the same thing.
"This is a decision for my conscience, and what is in the best interests of my electorate."
A spokesman for Mr. Iemma said the Premier would continue to take Holy Communion despite Cardinal Pell's warning.
Cardinal Pell said he was not threatening Catholic MPs with excommunication but he did not rule out that their "yes" vote could "loosen" their bonds with the church, which strongly opposes therapeutic cloning.
The lower house was last night due to begin debating whether to allow scientists to obtain stem cells from embryos through a process called somatic cell nuclear transfer. If passed, it would mirror federal legislation.
Human cloning for reproduction will remain banned in NSW. MPs will cast their conscience votes today.
Another Catholic, the Liberal MP Greg Smith, said he would not support the bill but believed it was matter for each individual's conscience, while the Opposition Leader, Barry O'Farrell, also a Catholic, said he would consider Cardinal Pell's comments before deciding whether to vote for the bill.
Source
Pell cloning threat to MPs backfires (The Australian, 6/6/07) 
Catholic MPs to defy Pell over bill (Sydney Morning Herald, 6/6/07) 
Archbishop threatens Catholic politicians (ABC PM, 5/6/07) 
Vote for embryonic stem-cell research has consequences for Catholic pols, prelate says (Catholic Online, 5/6/07) 

Coast to coast controversy over stem cell vote

http://www.cathnews.com/news/706/35.php
June 7, 2007
A NSW minister has compared Sydney Cardinal George Pell to controversial Muslim cleric Sheik Al-Din Hilali over his cloning vote intervention while the WA Speaker has described a similar message by Perth Archbishop Barry Hickey as a "contemptuous incursion" into parliamentary deliberations.
Addressing the NSW Parliament, Cabinet Minister Nathan Rees said that Cardinal Pell could be compared to "that serial boofhead Sheik al Hilali", the Sydney Morning Herald reports.
Mr. Rees, a Catholic, accused him of "emotional blackmail" for warning that Catholic MPs faced "consequences" in their religious lives if they supported a bill that would expand stem cell research.
"The hypocrisy is world-class. No government would seek to influence church teachings when providing taxpayer funds for refurbishment of St Mary's Cathedral, or taxpayer funds for the education of Catholic school children, or taxpayer funds to subsidise rates exemptions for churches," Mr. Rees, the minister for water utilities and emergency services, said yesterday.
Catholic Labor frontbencher Kristina Keneally said she would not support the bill but criticised Cardinal Pell, accusing him of not taking a "pastoral approach to this issue". "If the cardinal's approach is to start excommunicating Catholic MPs, I think he might want to know of my support for the ordination of women."
Planning Minister, Frank Sartor, a Catholic who supports the bill, described Cardinal Pell's comments as reminiscent of the church in the Dark Ages. "I'm very sceptical about people who claim to speak in the name of God but are human beings, because if you look at history people have been burnt in oil in the name of God," he said.
"Now I don't think God ever wanted them burnt in oil - I would have thought that we have moved on.
"These are matters for individual conscience. Churches are there to guide us; they are not meant to be there to tell us."

Reactions
The group Australian Reforming Catholics said Cardinal Pell had limited jurisdiction over Catholics in Australia and it could not be assumed he was an influential figure for all Catholics.
"Some Catholics assume he is the head of the Catholic church in Australia, but he isn't. He wouldn't even speak for all Catholics in his archdiocese, let alone all Catholic MPs in the NSW Parliament," the group's spokesman, John Buggy, said.
"He has gone beyond his jurisdiction - any action he takes can only be within his jurisdiction of the Sydney archdiocese, which does not even include all of Sydney."
But Catholic Healthcare Australia CEO, Francis Sullivan, said Cardinal Pell had a legitimate right to put the church's position.
The Catholic Women's League NSW has also come to Cardinal Pell's defence. The Wollongong branch's Communications Officer Wendy Kiley said that the cardinal was "only doing his duty in reminding our local leaders of the responsibilities of their apostolate as Baptised Catholics."

Hickey criticised in Perth
Meanwhile, Perth Archbishop Barry Hickey, who backed Cardinal Pell, was also under fire for saying Catholic politicians supporting stem cell research could be refused holy communion and may face excommunication.
"I'm certain he's overstepped the mark," said Fred Riebeling, Speaker in Western Australia's Parliament.
Archbishop Hickey said Catholics who did not condemn cloning of human embryos for medical research were acting against the teachings of the Catholic faith.

"Catholics who vote for the cloning of embryos destined for destruction are acting against the teaching of the Church on a very serious matter and they should in conscience not vote that way, but if they do in conscience they should not go to communion," he told the West Australian newspaper.
Archbishop Hickey also said he would consider excommunication, but would rather the issue be solved voluntarily by the politicians themselves.
But Mr. Riebeling said Archbishop Hickey's comments were disappointing.
"The Archbishop is a very important person but no matter who he is, it is inappropriate for him to threaten politicians with consequences.
"The issue is irrelevant - it could be the fish and chip act but members shouldn't be threatened."
Archbishop Hickey today said he did not believe he had threatened politicians.
"But on this very vital area I couldn't be silent," he said.
"I had to speak about conscience and I would call on Catholic politicians to examine their conscience before taking communion if they supported stem cell research."
Archbishop Hickey said the excommunication of politicians would be a last resort.
Source
Conscience before church, priest urges (The Australian, 7/6/07) 
Minister says Pell as bad as that 'boofhead Hilaly' (Sydney Morning Herald, 7/6/07) 
Backlash over Church threat (Adelaide Now, 7/6/07)
Abbott defends Pell's warning to Catholic MPs (The West Australian, 7/6/07) 
Anger over Archbishop's stem cell threats (The Australian, 7/6/07) 
Pell 'risks comparison with sheik' (Sydney Morning Herald, 7/6/07) 
Speaker rebukes Archbishop (ABC News, 6/6/07) 
Wendy Kiley, In Support of Cardinal George Pell (Catholic Women's League Australia NSW, 6/6/07)
No way to act in a pluralist society/Pell's standover tactics are unfit for a pluralist democracy 

http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/706/33.php/ 

http://www.smh.com.au/news/opinion/pells-standover-tactics-are-unfit-for-a-pluralist-democracy/2007/06/06/1181089149525.html - Another liberal stand
By Dr. Paul Collins, June 7, 2007  

Many people would agree with Cardinal George Pell on the issue of therapeutic cloning. But it is not possible to agree with him about Catholic politicians facing the consequences of voting in favour of the bill before the NSW Parliament.
Presumably he is referring to withdrawal of Communion. This seems an extreme, unjustified stance.

There's a background to this story. In the US during the 2004 presidential election there was a small group of bishops who called for a ban on Communion for Catholic politicians who supported a constitutional right to an abortion or same-sex marriage. The most prominent of them was Archbishop Raymond Burke of St Louis. One of Burke's Episcopal colleagues even threatened Catholic voters who supported pro-choice candidates.

Burke's stance was significant because it was primarily directed at the Democratic Party candidate for president, John Kerry, a pro-choice Catholic. The majority of the US bishops, however, while disapproving of abortion, same-sex marriage and stem cell research, didn't exclude Catholic politicians from Communion when they voted in support of these issues. They understood their complexity.

At first the then cardinal Joseph Ratzinger seemed to support Burke, but afterwards apparently backtracked. In his recent encyclical God Is Love, Ratzinger - now Pope Benedict XVI - says there is a distinction between the roles of church and state, and that Catholic social teaching "has no intention of giving the church power over the state".

"Even less [does it] attempt to impose on those who do not share the faith, ways of thinking and modes of conduct proper to faith," it notes in paragraph 28.

This is the nub of the question: Catholic politicians are not elected just to represent Catholics. They make decisions for the whole community on contentious issues such as therapeutic cloning and stem cell research. Allowing that they act with integrity, they must be given the freedom to make choices on these issues according to their informed consciences. The Catholic tradition is that no one, including bishops, can force or determine another's conscience.

This is precisely what the federal Workplace Relations Minister, Joe Hockey, a Catholic, did when the therapeutic cloning bill was before Parliament in December 2006. In his speech he referred explicitly to his Catholic faith and formation: "The Jesuits who taught me at school instilled in me a strong sense of faith and compassion. They also taught me about the importance of a free and informed conscience. Provided my conscience is clear then my decision to support the bill must be based on sound medical reasoning."

Many people would agree with Cardinal George Pell on the issue of therapeutic cloning. But it is not possible to agree with him about Catholic politicians facing the consequences of voting in favour of the bill before the NSW Parliament.
Presumably he is referring to withdrawal of Communion. This seems an extreme, unjustified stance.

There's a background to this story. In the US during the 2004 presidential election there was a small group of bishops who called for a ban on Communion for Catholic politicians who supported a constitutional right to an abortion or same-sex marriage. The most prominent of them was Archbishop Raymond Burke of St Louis. One of Burke's Episcopal colleagues even threatened Catholic voters who supported pro-choice candidates.
Burke's stance was significant because it was primarily directed at the Democratic Party candidate for president, John Kerry, a pro-choice Catholic. The majority of the US bishops, however, while disapproving of abortion, same-sex marriage and stem cell research, didn't exclude Catholic politicians from Communion when they voted in support of these issues. They understood their complexity.

At first the then cardinal Joseph Ratzinger seemed to support Burke, but afterwards apparently backtracked. In his recent encyclical God Is Love, Ratzinger - now Pope Benedict XVI - says there is a distinction between the roles of church and state, and that Catholic social teaching "has no intention of giving the church power over the state".

"Even less [does it] attempt to impose on those who do not share the faith, ways of thinking and modes of conduct proper to faith," it notes in paragraph 28.

This is the nub of the question: Catholic politicians are not elected just to represent Catholics. They make decisions for the whole community on contentious issues such as therapeutic cloning and stem cell research. Allowing that they act with integrity, they must be given the freedom to make choices on these issues according to their informed consciences. The Catholic tradition is that no one, including bishops, can force or determine another's conscience.

This is precisely what the federal Workplace Relations Minister, Joe Hockey, a Catholic, did when the therapeutic cloning bill was before Parliament in December 2006. In his speech he referred explicitly to his Catholic faith and formation: "The Jesuits who taught me at school instilled in me a strong sense of faith and compassion. They also taught me about the importance of a free and informed conscience. Provided my conscience is clear then my decision to support the bill must be based on sound medical reasoning."

Many people would agree with Cardinal George Pell on the issue of therapeutic cloning. But it is not possible to agree with him about Catholic politicians facing the consequences of voting in favour of the bill before the NSW Parliament.
Presumably he is referring to withdrawal of Communion. This seems an extreme, unjustified stance.

There's a background to this story. In the US during the 2004 presidential election there was a small group of bishops who called for a ban on Communion for Catholic politicians who supported a constitutional right to an abortion or same-sex marriage. The most prominent of them was Archbishop Raymond Burke of St Louis. One of Burke's Episcopal colleagues even threatened Catholic voters who supported pro-choice candidates.

Burke's stance was significant because it was primarily directed at the Democratic Party candidate for president, John Kerry, a pro-choice Catholic. The majority of the US bishops, however, while disapproving of abortion, same-sex marriage and stem cell research, didn't exclude Catholic politicians from Communion when they voted in support of these issues. They understood their complexity.

At first the then cardinal Joseph Ratzinger seemed to support Burke, but afterwards apparently backtracked. In his recent encyclical God Is Love, Ratzinger - now Pope Benedict XVI - says there is a distinction between the roles of church and state, and that Catholic social teaching "has no intention of giving the church power over the state".

"Even less [does it] attempt to impose on those who do not share the faith, ways of thinking and modes of conduct proper to faith," it notes in paragraph 28.

This is the nub of the question: Catholic politicians are not elected just to represent Catholics. They make decisions for the whole community on contentious issues such as therapeutic cloning and stem cell research. Allowing that they act with integrity, they must be given the freedom to make choices on these issues according to their informed consciences. The Catholic tradition is that no one, including bishops, can force or determine another's conscience.

This is precisely what the federal Workplace Relations Minister, Joe Hockey, a Catholic, did when the therapeutic cloning bill was before Parliament in December 2006. In his speech he referred explicitly to his Catholic faith and formation: "The Jesuits who taught me at school instilled in me a strong sense of faith and compassion. They also taught me about the importance of a free and informed conscience. Provided my conscience is clear then my decision to support the bill must be based on sound medical reasoning."

Pell also talks about "properly informed conscience" which he, however, identifies with church teaching. He discounts the other operative issues that also play a part. For conscientious decision making is a complex process as Hockey, a member of Pell's archdiocese, indicates. Faith, compassion, church teaching, one's public role and responsibility to others, as well as a weighing-up of the pros and cons of a moral issue, are all part of decision making.
For the Catholic it involves taking papal teaching seriously - and here remember that the prohibition on therapeutic cloning is not part of the fundamental deposit of faith. It is a new issue about which there is contention among Catholic moralists.

But a Catholic politician also has responsibility to the broader community. In that community there are many people who sincerely believe that therapeutic cloning is morally justified because of the good that may flow from it. Catholic politicians have to take this seriously. They then weigh up the issues and follow their conscience.

But rather than respecting their decision Pell threatens them. This is an inappropriate way for a church leader to act in a pluralist society. His job is to outline the Catholic position and let politicians act according to their conscience. In Australia the church has to argue its case, not stand over our elected representatives.

As well, Pell's remit ceases at the borders of the archdiocese of Sydney. Greater Sydney is also made up of the dioceses of Broken Bay and Parramatta. It would be interesting to know if the Cardinal consulted the bishops of these dioceses, or even the other bishops of NSW before he made his statement. If they don't support him he could be isolated and his strictures about Communion will apply only to Catholic politicians in the Sydney archdiocese. Altogether, a most unsatisfactory situation.

A former Catholic priest, Paul Collins is an author, historian and church commentator.

WA parliament may reprimand Hickey 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/706/43.php
June 8, 2007 
The Western Australian parliament's privileges committee is to examine comments by Perth Archbishop Barry Hickey for allegedly threatening Catholic politicians if they vote in favour of stem cell legislation.
The Australian reports that Archbishop Hickey can expect a formal reprimand but is unlikely to be dragged before a privileges committee for allegedly threatening Catholic politicians if they voted for new stem cell legislation.
West Australian Attorney-General Jim McGinty said it was "fundamental that you cannot threaten or intimidate a member of parliament as to the way in which they'll vote on a particular issue".
"I don't know whether His Grace intended it as a threat but to a Catholic, to be faced with the stated prospect of being denied the sacrament or excommunication is a very significant, heavy issue," Mr. McGinty said.
Archbishop Hickey was reported this week saying politicians who supported the proposed law should not receive holy communion and excommunication was possible.
A spokesman for the Archbishop yesterday denied there was a threat. He said politicians had been "reminded" that the cloning of embryos for experimentation and destruction was not consistent with church teachings. 
"Catholic MPs who voted for the bill would need to examine their conscience deeply about their relationship with the church and its teaching before subsequently presenting themselves for holy communion," the spokesman said.
"But if they presented, they would be presumed to be in good faith."
Legislative Assembly Speaker Fred Riebeling, who chairs the privileges committee, said yesterday's comments had helped to diffuse the issue. But he said it would still be referred to the committee when it meets on 20 June.
"That doesn't mean (the Archbishop) gets dragged before the committee," Mr. Riebeling said. "I would expect the response will be a letter to Archbishop Hickey saying that in this particular case he shouldn't have said what he said." 
The Courier-Mail says that Archbishop Hickey came under fire after he reportedly said Catholics who did not condemn the cloning of human embryos for medical research were acting against the teachings of the Catholic faith.
Archbishop Hickey said such people should not go to communion and he may consider excommunication, but he would rather the issue be resolved voluntarily by the politicians themselves.
Source 
Archbishop faces rap over the knuckles (The Australian, 8/6/07) 
Catholic archbishop's comments probed (Courier-Mail, 7/6/07) 
Anglicans, Baptists back Pell 
http://www.cathnews.com/news/706/44.php, http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/706/44.php 
June 8, 2007 
Sydney's Anglican Archbishop Peter Jensen has joined Cardinal George Pell in expressing regret over the passage of a NSW lower house conscience vote to lift a ban on "therapeutic" cloning while Baptist Union leader John Taylor also described the bill as "immoral". The Sydney Morning Herald reports that Cardinal Pell remains hopeful the stem cell bill will be defeated in the NSW upper house, after lower house MPs yesterday voted 65 to 26 to support it.
In a conscience vote, the Premier, Morris Iemma, and his deputy, John Watkins, supported the bill while ministers Kristina Keneally, Graham West, Kevin Greene and Barbara Perry voted against it. The Opposition Leader, Barry O'Farrell, a Catholic, supported the bill, while his deputy, Nationals leader Andrew Stoner, voted against the lifting of the ban on therapeutic cloning. If it passes the upper house later this month, it will mirror federal legislation. It is expected to be a tighter vote because of the Christian Democrats, right-wing MPs Charlie Lynn and David Clarke and several Catholic Labor MPs, including the Education Minister, John Della Bosca.
Dr. Pell said he regretted yesterday's result, but remained hopeful it would be defeated in the next session of Parliament.
The Cardinal has faced both criticism and support from within the Catholic Church after he warned MPs faced "consequences" in their religious life if they supported the bill. The Minister for Science and Medical Research, Verity Firth, said Cardinal Pell was entitled to express his views, but said he declined two offers to be briefed on the bill.
Defending his position in a Herald opinion piece, Cardinal Pell said that "human life is the issue at hand". "Serious anti-lifers and publicity seekers have been trying to shoot the messenger, while they work to bury the message," he continued.
"We should not be distracted from the elephant in the corner of the room. A huge diversionary tactic has been mounted to focus attention on hypothetical punishments for Catholic politicians by authoritarian bishops, and away from the destruction of human life," Cardinal Pell said. "To be a disciple of Christ means accepting discipline because the Catholic church has never followed today's fashionable notion of the primacy of conscience, which is, of course secular relativism with a religious face", he said in comments disputed by Jesuit Fr Frank Brennan. 
Fr Brennan described the current debate as an unedifying spectacle. "I don't have a problem with church leaders expressing a view, as long as they don't pretend they are speaking for all of their church and country," said Fr Brennan, who recently wrote a book, Acting on Conscience, on the roles of politics and religion. "I don't think it is correct for church leaders to say, 'These people don't respect human life,' " he added. "They might have a different view on what constitutes human life."

Backing for Pell 
The Anglican Archbishop of Sydney, Peter Jensen, also expressed "profound regret", saying the destruction of human embryos and the cloning of human beings was a step too far. 

Drawing on comments he made to a gathering of church leaders last week, Dr. Jensen said he believed MPs were wrong to vote in favour of embryonic stem cell research. But he adopted a less strident tone than Cardinal Pell, saying he could "honour" those MPs if their decision to support this research was made in good conscience. Dr. Jensen conceded his opposition to therapeutic cloning could ultimately be proved wrong and recognised that "in the end it is to God that we give account". "For myself, I think that the politicians who vote in favour of embryonic stem cell research are wrong to do so," he told the church's NSW Provincial Synod. "Naturally, I am heartily in favour of stem cell research as such, and also, like everyone, long for the day when disease will be able to be treated successfully as a result of research. "But, if I understand the technology correctly, embryonic stem-cell research involves both the destruction of embryos and the cloning of human beings. "This is a step too far for us to take, even if the results were shown to be marvellous. I believe that I have the right to indicate this."
The president of the Baptist Union of NSW, John Taylor, said there would be a degree of disappointment in his church at the outcome of the lower house vote. The bill was well-meaning, but immoral: "The opportunity is there to create a human embryo with one genetic parent or mixing the genetic material of three or more genetic parents."
Source 
http://www.smh.com.au/news/science/pell-appeals-to-higher-authority/2007/06/07/1181089242172.html 

Pell 'regrets' stem cell move (Herald-Sun, 8/6/07) 
Conscience before church, priest urge (The Australian, 8/6/07) 

 HYPERLINK "http://www.theage.com.au/news/national/union-halts-sa-senators-right-to-life/2007/06/07/1181089245176.html" 
Union halts SA senator's right to life (The Age, 8/6/07) 
Pell entitled to voice stem cell view, says Howard (ABC News, 7/6/07)  
Stem cell debate steps up in Australia (International Herald Tribune, 7/6/07) 
Scientist Hopeful about New Stem Cell Studies - Method May Give Results without Destroying Embryos 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/scientist-hopeful-about-new-stem-cell-studies 
Salt Lake City, Utah, June 8, 2007 

New studies done by three independent teams of scientists show promise in producing embryonic like stem cells without destroying embryos. 
The studies, published Wednesday, use ordinary skin cells from mice and reprogram them to act like embryonic stem cells -- that is, capable of being manipulated into most any type of bodily tissue. 
Maureen Condic, an associate professor of neurobiology and anatomy at the University of Utah School of Medicine, spoke with ZENIT about the functionality and ethics of these new studies. "The finding that adult cells can be directly converted into the functional equivalents of embryonic stem cells is very promising," said Condic. She added: "It is not yet known whether the procedure for generating iPSCs [induced pluripotent state cells] from mice will work in human cells, yet given how simple this procedure is, and how much we know about altering gene expression in cells, it is highly likely that we will be able to apply this same approach to human cells with minor modifications in the near future." 
Condic explained an advantage is that "the authors have shown by stringent scientific criteria that the cells they have produced, induced pluripotent state cells, have the same properties as embryonic stem cells, yet they are produced from adult cells without cloning, without the use of oocytes and without the production of embryos." 
Condic cautioned, however: "It is important to appreciate that the intrinsic problems associated with ESCs [embryonic stem cells], such as tumor formation, genetic instability, difficulty in controlling differentiation, will apply to iPSCs as well.
"These problems are the reasons I have always been, and continue to be, quite skeptical about the 'therapeutic' value of any ESC-like cell, including iPSCs." 
Circumventing concerns "This procedure is not only easier than current methods of generating embryonic stem cell lines," Condic explained, "it circumvents the vast majority of ethical concerns raised by embryo-destructive research, human cloning and large-scale harvesting of human oocytes. "Using this technique, it should be possible to produce human cell lines with all the properties of embryonic stem cells that are genetically identical to patients, perfectly addressing the problems of immune rejection that have raised such concern for potential ESC-based therapies." 
An added benefit, Condic underlined, is that "iPSC lines could also be easily generated from patients with specific genetic diseases and used to study these diseases in the laboratory."
"On a political front, however, iPSCs give scientists everything they have been asking for from human ESC research and so-called 'therapeutic cloning'; that is, pluripotent stem cells that are genetically matched to patients," she said. 
Condic concluded that "iPSCs deliver these same features without ethical controversy and with considerably less technical difficulty than current procedures for isolating human ESC lines."

Pell sticks to stem cell guns 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/706/51.php
June 12, 2007 
Criticising politicians who "trumpet their Catholicity" but reject the Church's teaching, Sydney Cardinal George Pell has said that MPs who voted in favour of stem cell laws should "think twice before next receiving communion".

Cardinal Pell made the comments to Catholic politicians in his regular Sunday Telegraph column at the weekend.
"The Catholic Church is not a duty-free assembly of free-thinkers. Neither is it a group of people who loyally follow their conscience. Every person has to do that," he wrote.
Premier Morris Iemma and his deputy, John Watkins, were among Catholics who voted for the legislation.
When Mr. Iemma was asked yesterday whether he would attend Mass and receive Communion this weekend, he said it would depend on the storms.
"I will do what I do and that is I will go to church and I intend to take Communion," he said.
"Now, tomorrow depends on what else happens with these extraordinary storms and the damage that has been caused."
Dr. Pell said all Catholics who rejected the Church's teachings should not be "comforted" for their views.
"Catholics are not created by the accident of birth to remain only because their tribe has an interesting history," he said.
"All Catholics who continue to reject important Catholic teachings, even in areas such as sexuality, family, marriage, abortion, euthanasia, cloning where 'liberals' claim the primacy of conscience rules, should expect to be confronted, gently and consistently, rather than comforted and encouraged in their wrongdoing."
Similar remarks made by the Catholic Archbishop of Perth, Barry Hickey, were referred to that state's parliamentary privileges committee after the Speaker said that they were "threatening" to MPs.
Pell entitled to view, constitutional lawyer says
But Mr. Iemma said he did not believe Cardinal Pell had overstepped the mark.
"I don't believe that he has," he said. "The cardinal is entitled to his view."
Constitutional expert George Williams said yesterday he believed George Pell had acted within his rights.
"George Pell and others are as entitled as environmentalists to put their point of view to encourage or persuade people to vote a certain way,'' he said. "They are entitled to put arguments based on religion, common sense or law."
The dispute has split Catholics, with high-profile Jesuit Frank Brennan last week insisting every Catholic was required to act according to conscience. The Sydney Morning Herald reports that several Catholic MPs including the Deputy Premier, John Watkins, and the Nationals' Adrian Piccoli, ignored warnings from the Archbishop of Sydney, George Pell, and received Communion at Mass yesterday. Mr. Watkins and Mr. Piccoli last week voted to support embryonic stem cell research despite Cardinal Pell warning they faced "consequences" in their religious lives for supporting the research.
Source 
Cardinal George Pell, Question of conscience (Sunday Telegraph, 10/6/07) 
MPs abstain from communion: Pell (Sunday Telegraph, 11/6/07) 
Pell ignored as MPs take Communion (Sydney Morning Herald, 11/6/07)
Faithful in lock step behind the cardinal (Sydney Morning Herald, 11/6/07) 
Stem Cells, God and Cesar - Australian Laws Raise Polemics 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/stem-cells-god-and-cesar 

By Father John Flynn, L.C., Rome, June 17, 2007 

Church-state boundaries came under close scrutiny in Australia recently, with a no-holds barred debate over stem cell legislation. At the end of May the ruling Labor Party in the state of New South Wales announced legislation to overturn a previous ban on the cloning of embryonic stem cells for medical research. 
"I'm doing this to allow New South Wales researchers to work on new therapies that will help us better understand human diseases and may provide the treatments and therapies for many of the illnesses currently considered untreatable," announced the state's premier, Morris Iemma, according to the Daily Telegraph newspaper May 30. 
The door to embryo stem cell research in Australia was opened when federal Parliament gave its approval late last year. The new law comes into effect this month. The legislation proposed in New South Wales was eventually approved by the state's lower house June 7, although it must still pass the upper house. 
It met, however, with strong opposition from both the Anglican and Catholic Churches. Cardinal George Pell, the archbishop of Sydney, the state capital, acknowledged that there is a real need to find cures for disease and genetic problems. He appealed, however, for greater reflection on the moral issues involved. 
In a statement issued June 4 on behalf of the 10 bishops from the state's dioceses, Cardinal Pell also protested at the way the proposal was being rushed through Parliament in the space of only a week. 
The human embryo, the statement continued, "has intrinsic human dignity and should be afforded that most basic of human rights -- the right to live, to grow, to prosper." Cardinal Pell finished by calling upon Catholic, and indeed all Christian politicians, not to vote in favor of such "immoral legislation." 
Catholic politicians Media attention in the following days largely tended to ignore Cardinal Pell's arguments on the ethical objections to embryonic stem cell research, preferring to concentrate on his appeal to Catholic politicians. 
Typical of this was a June 6 report in the Sydney Morning Herald titled: "Catholic members of Parliament to defy Pell over bill." The article went on to describe how Premier Iemma and his deputy, John Watkins, both Catholics, were prepared to "defy" the Church. An agency report posted the same day on the newspaper's Web page reported further comments by Emergency Services Minister Nathan Rees, who demanded that Sydney's archbishop apologize to Catholic members of Parliament, or risk being considered as bad as radical Muslim leaders. 
The article also reported comments by Iemma that he didn't think his local parish priest would be denying him communion, in spite of his support for the bill. 

Federal Health Minister Tony Abbott, also a Catholic, spoke out in support of Cardinal Pell, reported the Daily Telegraph on June 6. "Cardinal Pell is entitled to say his piece. He is the leader of the Catholic church here in Australia," he said. 
In a radio interview, Australian Prime Minister John Howard also defended the cardinal. "In the end, Church leaders, if they believe something they are entitled to put their view," he told the Australian Broadcasting Corporation on July 7. 
An editorial June 7 in the national daily The Australian spoke out in favor of Cardinal Pell. He was only doing his job, the paper argued. "As cardinal, it is his responsibility to explain and uphold Catholic principles, to remind Australian Catholics of the rules that apply to their lives, if lived as Catholics." 
West Australia Matters became more heated, however, due to parallel legislation introduced in another state, West Australia. Archbishop Barry Hickey of Perth, the state's capital, opposed the bill to allow research on embryos. "The end does not justify the means," he said, according to a report posted on the ninemsn.com.au Web site April 19. Just as matters reached a head in Sydney, Fred Riebeling, speaker of West Australia's Legislative Assembly, announced June 7 that Archbishop Hickey would be investigated by the state parliamentary privileges committee, reported the West Australia newspaper. The day before, Perth's archbishop said Catholics who "voted for the cloning of embryos destined for destruction" should not go to Communion and could be excommunicated. 
A report the next day in the Australian newspaper quoted a spokesman for Archbishop Hickey as saying that there had not been any threat. Politicians, the spokesman said, had been "reminded" that the cloning of embryos for experimentation and destruction was not consistent with Church teachings. 
In the end, Riebeling settled for tabling in parliament a letter written to Archbishop Hickey, warning him not to interfere in the duties of members of Parliament, reported the Australian Broadcasting Corporation on June 14. 
Summing up the debate in his June 10 weekly column in the Sunday Telegraph, Cardinal Pell criticized the undue attention paid to the question of whether the Church was right to take such an attitude to Catholic politicians. 
The media focus on this matter was a "huge diversionary tactic" designed to distract attention from the more fundamental question of the destruction of human life. Anti-lifers and publicity seekers, he accused, "have been trying to shoot the messenger, while they work to bury the message." 


Choosing prudently 

Some commentators criticized Cardinal Pell's intervention in the stem cell debate as being a violation of the individual's conscience. Catholic politicians, argued Paul Collins in the opinion pages of the Sydney Morning Herald on June 7, "must be given the freedom to make choices on these issues according to their informed consciences." Moreover, he continued: "The Catholic tradition is that no one, including bishops, can force or determine another's conscience." 
In fact, the Catechism of the Catholic Church does speak of the need to follow one's conscience: "His conscience is man's most secret core and his sanctuary," says No. 1776, quoting from the Second Vatican Council document "Gaudium et Spes." Nevertheless, the Catechism also states that an individual's conscience does not exist in a sort of moral vacuum. No. 1783 points out that a conscience must be informed: "The education of conscience is indispensable for human beings who are subjected to negative influences and tempted by sin to prefer their own judgment and to reject authoritative teachings." 
No. 1785 mentions the importance of faith and prayer in forming our conscience. As well, the conscience is "aided by the witness or advice of others and guided by the authoritative teaching of the Church." 
Moreover, No. 1792 warns of the danger of "a mistaken notion of autonomy of conscience, rejection of the Church's authority and teaching," among a number of possible sources of errors in judging our moral conduct. 


Religion and politics 

Another charge laid against both Cardinal Pell and Archbishop Hickey was that of unduly interfering in politics by reminding Catholic politicians of their moral obligations. This is a theme dealt with frequently by Benedict XVI. One of his most recent commentaries on the subject came in his speech for the opening of the Conference of the Bishops of Latin America and the Caribbean on May 13. 
How can the Church contribute to the solution of urgent social and political problems, he asked. Political tasks are not the immediate competence of the Church, the Pope admitted. Nevertheless, he did maintain that society needs God's presence in its task of resolving social problems. One way in which the Church can help society is precisely through guiding consciences, the Pontiff added. "To form consciences, to be the advocate of justice and truth, to educate in individual and political virtues: That is the fundamental vocation of the Church in this area." A vocation that sometimes leads to sharp contrasts in a world tempted to ignore moral values.

Pell slams "stalinist" parliamentary contempt probe
http://www.cathnews.com/news/706/83.php
June 18, 2007 

Reacting to a Greens-initiated investigation by the NSW parliamentary privileges committee into his comments on stem cell cloning, Sydney Cardinal George Pell has described the inquiry as a "clumsy attempt" to curb free speech with a "whiff of stalinism". The Sydney Morning Herald reports that Cardinal Pell made the comments after the announcement on Friday of investigation, instigated by NSW Greens MP Lee Rhiannon.
"In a free society, anti-Christians like the Green, Lee Rhiannon, have every right to express their views," the Cardinal said.

"However, there is a whiff of Stalinism or perhaps only of Henry the 8th in her attempt to use this referral as a 'warning' to me. "I respect parliamentary procedures and would be privileged to appear before the committee if necessary, to resist this clumsy attempt to curb religious freedom and freedom of speech," Cardinal Pell told the ABC. "Now the church, in many, or most, cases, doesn't take any official action on this apart from saying that such an activity is wrong. "But those consequences follow inevitably in the heart and the soul of the person who takes actions. That's what religion is about."
Cardinal Pell ignited a debate about religious intervention in politics this month when he said Catholic MPs who supported a bill to overturn a ban on therapeutic cloning "must realise that their voting has consequences for their place in the life of the church".
After the bill was passed with the support of several Catholic MPs, including Premier Morris Iemma, Cardinal Pell said politicians who had voted for the bill should examine their conscience before next receiving Holy Communion. 
But in an interview on ABC radio's Sunday Profile last night, Cardinal Pell said his comments - widely interpreted as a threat to refuse Communion to those MPs - had been misrepresented. "I never outlined that [the refusal of Communion] except as a hypothetical possibility," he said. "I never threatened anybody with a public excommunication and I've stated quite publicly that that's a very blunt instrument and it's hardly ever been used here in Australia."
However, when asked if he would have given Communion to Mr. Iemma after the vote, Cardinal Pell was non-committal, saying, "we'd cross that bridge when we come to it".
Earlier the Daily Telegraph had reported that Cardinal Pell could face up to 25 years in prison following an extraordinary move by the NSW Greens to have him investigated for contempt of Parliament.

Hickey apologises 
Meanwhile, the West Australian reports that Perth Catholic Archbishop Barry Hickey has made a veiled apology to pro-life Catholic MPs in a letter sent to his priests, saying he acknowledges he may have undermined their independence with his controversial comments on stem cell research.
In the letter, printed in this week's edition of Catholic newspaper The Record, Archbishop Hickey said if his comments had made pro-life Catholic MPs feel compromised then he owed them an apology. "Unfortunately, I may have placed pro-life Catholic MPs in a difficult position by my stance and undermined their independence," he said in the letter. "They may feel compromised and be accused of voting at the bidding of the Church. If this is so, I owe them an apology because I have always admired their courage." Archbishop Hickey came under fire last week after warning Catholic MPs they could be refused Holy Communion and faced excommunication if they supported contentious stem cell research legislation.
Source
Investigation like Stalinism, claims Pell (Sydney Morning Herald, 18/6/07)
Cardinal Pell defends stem cell warning (News.com.au, 18/6/07) 
Pell says stem cell vote warning hypothetical (ABC News, 17/6/07) 
Pell faces jail for contempt (Daily Telegraph, 17/6/07) 
NSW MPs to probe Cardinal Pell's warning (Sydney Morning Herald, 17/6/07) 
Pell could be in contempt (Sydney Morning Herald, 16/6/07) 
Hickey apologises to pro-life Catholic MPs (The West Australian, 16/6/07)
Stem cell comments misrepresented: Pell (Sydney Morning Herald, 17/6/07) 

Don't whinge over Church doctrine, NSW MP tells colleagues

http://www.cathnews.com/news/706/110.php
June 21, 2007 

As the stem cell cloning bill moves to the NSW upper house, Liberal MP David Clarke defended Cardinal George Pell's intervention in the debate, telling Catholic MPs who supported the legislation that they do not know better than the bishops and Pope. The Age reports that Mr. Clarke said the cardinal had every right to voice his view, saying it was his duty to give the church's stance on the issue of stem cell research.
"There may be (MPs) walking around thinking they know what the doctrine of the church is or should be, better than bishops, better than the cardinal, better than the Pope himself," he told parliament.
"They think they may know, but they don't." Mr. Clarke said it was up to those MPs who have a different view to reconcile their differences with the church. "But don't whinge and whine because Cardinal Pell enunciates what the church's stand is and what they need to consider to remain in harmony with the church," he said. 
Cardinal Pell's comments will be investigated by the upper house Parliamentary Privileges Committee, which will examine whether his remarks were in contempt of parliament. The upper house Catholic MP spoke against a bill currently before parliament that would scrap a ban on therapeutic cloning. 
Members from all parties and in both houses have been given a conscience vote on the stem cell research legislation, which passed the Legislative Assembly earlier this month. Members of the upper house are now debating the bill ahead of a vote, expected to take place within the next week.
Source: Catholic MPs 'know better than Pope' (The Age, 21/6/07) 
NSW stem cell law passes 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/706/139.php
June 27, 2007

Despite opposition from the Church and a prayer campaign by Christian MPs, the NSW Upper House yesterday voted to pass a law lifting the ban on stem cell research in the state.
The Sydney Morning Herald reports that the ban was lifted after upper house MPs last night supported the controversial bill by 28 votes to 13.
The NSW legislation mirrors a law passed by Federal Parliament in December and is similar to a bill passed by Victoria's Parliament in May.
The Archbishop of Sydney, Cardinal George Pell, reignited debate about the separation of church and state after he warned Catholic MPs who supported the bill that they "must realise that their voting has consequences for their place in the life of the church".
Despite the warning, a number of high-profile Catholic MPs, including the Premier, Morris Iemma, and his deputy, John Watkins, voted in favour of the bill in the Legislative Assembly.
Mr. Iemma said he did not believe Cardinal Pell had overstepped the mark.
The Attorney-General, John Hatzistergos, a Catholic, abstained from voting last night. Four cabinet members, Kristina Keneally, Graham West, Kevin Greene and Barbara Perry, voted against it in the lower house. The law also passes despite Christian Democrat MPs Fred Nile and Gordon Moyes making an "urgent call to prayer" ahead of the vote.
Source
Stem cell ban lifted (Sydney Morning Herald, 27/6/07)   
Call for prayers to beat stem cell bill (The Age, 25/6/07)

Catholic Schwarzenegger to terminate religious "interference" 
http://www.cathnews.com/news/706/5.php
June 1, 2007
Describing himself as a "very dedicated Catholic", California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger is backing stem cell research initiatives, saying that religion should not interfere with government policy.
The Star reports that Governor Schwarzenegger is attempting to stare down anti-abortion opponents of stem-cell research with a warning to leave religion out of politics and health. Schwarzenegger, in Toronto to sign accords with Premier Dalton McGuinty on collaborating with Ontario to fight cancer and curb climate change, said saving lives is paramount. "I always said that you should not have your religion interfere with government policies or with the policies of the people," the former action film superstar turned politician told hundreds of people at the MaRS Discovery District research centre. "I am a Catholic and a very dedicated Catholic, but that does not interfere with my decision-making because I know that stem cell research, the way we are doing it in California ... is the right way to go and will save, very quickly down the line, lives and cure a lot of these illnesses," he said.
After signing a deal with McGuinty for a new joint research initiative between California and Ontario scientists, Schwarzenegger recounted his personal interest in the subject.
"I have a father-in-law, Sargent Shriver, who has Alzheimer's," he said of the 91-year-old husband of Eunice Kennedy Shriver, sister of late US president John F Kennedy. Now, Sargent Shriver, I'll tell you was one of the most brilliant minds in the world. He was working under the Johnson administration, the Kennedy administration, started the Peace Corps, the Jobs Corps, like I said, brilliant, brilliant," the governor said. "Today, he does not even recognise his wife," he said. "Alzheimer's is a terrible disease and this is why I am so very passionate about supporting (research)."
Abortion foes are against stem-cell research because microscopic embryos, usually donated by fertility clinics, are destroyed in the process. McGuinty, a fellow Catholic praised by Schwarzenegger for his "fantastic" support for the research, said he understood those with religious or ethical concerns.
"I would argue ... there's one moral imperative that transcends all faiths, all culture and all traditions, it would be this fundamental desire to relieve pain and suffering and death where we find it," said the premier, who announced $30 million from the Ontario Institute for Cancer Research will be earmarked for the Cancer Stem Cell Consortium of researchers here and in California. "I'm confident we can strike the right balance between respecting people's sensitivities and ... we have some laws in the books here in Canada that ensure that."
Source: Terminator gunning to save lives (The Star, 31/5/07) 


Cardinal Rigali Slams Bills on Stem Cell Use - Congress Debates Cloning and Research Funding 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinal-rigali-slams-bills-on-stem-cell-use 
Washington, D.C., June 6, 2007 

U.S. bishops are urging Congress to reject legislation that would promote the destruction of human embryos.
Two bills, S.5 on embryonic stem cell research and H.R. 2560 on human cloning, are set for debate and vote.
Regarding the stem cell bill, Cardinal Justin Rigali encouraged representatives "to reject this misguided and unethical legislation, which would force taxpayers for the first time to encourage deliberate attacks on innocent human life in the name of medical progress." 
Cardinal Rigali, the chairman of the U.S. bishops' Committee for Pro-Life Activities, mentioned only a few issues regarding stem cell research. He said that embryonic stem cell research has been divisive to the society and has thus far had disappointing results such as uncontrollable growth and tumor formations.
Second, Cardinal Rigali said, "[P]ursuit of this destructive research will almost certainly require you to embrace more and more egregious violations of moral norms in the effort to bring its 'promise' to fruition." 
And, he added, ethically sound research using non-embryonic stem cells has continued to advance.
More violations Cardinal Rigali said H.R. 2560, sponsored by Representative Diana DeGette of Colorado, is an example of his second concern -- that approving destructive research only leads to more and more violations.
"While all attempts to mass-produce human embryos by cloning have been marked by failure and outright fraud so far, success in this area is deemed essential by supporters because the currently supply of so-called spare embryos available for research is so limited in number and genetic diversity," he explained.
The 72-year-old prelate also cautioned about the interpretation of the cloning legislation: "H.R. 2560 may be promoted as a ban on human cloning. But it is exactly the opposite. "This bill […] allows unlimited cloning of human embryos for research -- and then makes it a crime to transfer the embryo to a womb to allow the new human to survive. What it actually prohibits is the act of becoming pregnant -- a kind of law seen chiefly until now in the People's Republic of China, where women can be punished for carrying an unauthorized child.
"For the first time in U.S. law, Congress would define a new class of humans it is a crime not to destroy.
"Yet this is the direction in which the embryonic stem cell agenda is now taking us."
Cardinal Rigali concluded by urging legislators to vote against the bills "on behalf of taxpayers who should not be forced to help destroy innocent life, and on behalf of genuine progress for suffering patients."

Bush Vetoes Stem Cell Act - Orders Research on Non-Embryonic Lines
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/bush-vetoes-stem-cell-act 
Washington, D.C., June 20, 2007 

Before vetoing a bill that would promote embryonic stem cell research, U.S. President George Bush issued an order to promote research on pluripotent stem cells "derived by ethically responsible techniques." Bush used his veto power today to kill the Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act of 2007, a bill he said "would compel American taxpayers -- for the first time in our history -- to support the deliberate destruction of human embryos."
The president said at a press conference that "our conscience calls us to pursue the possibilities of science in a manner that respects human dignity and upholds our moral values."
In his executive order, titled "Expanding Approved Stem Cell Lines in Ethically Responsible Ways," the president ordered research on alternative sources of pluripotent stem cells.
These stem cell lines, according to the executive order, are those that are "derived without creating a human embryo for research purposes r destroying, discarding, or subjecting to harm a human embryo or fetus."
The president also stated in the document that the "Human Embryonic Stem Cell Registry" will be renamed the "Human Pluripotent Stem Cell Registry," and that stem cell lines not derived from human embryos will be added to the registry.
"It is critical," according to the document, "to establish moral and ethical boundaries to allow the nation to move forward vigorously with medical research, while also maintaining the highest ethical standards and respecting human life and human dignity." The executive order stated: "The destruction of nascent life for research violates the principle that no life should be used as a mere means for achieving the medical benefit of another. "Human embryos and fetuses, as living members of the human species, are not raw materials to be exploited or commodities to be bought and sold."
The document defines the human embryo as "any organism ... that is derived by fertilization, partheno​genesis, cloning, or any other means from one or more human gametes or human diploid cells."

Bush vetoes US stem cell legislation 

Confrontations such as these led O'Connor to retire from the music industry in 2003, unable to deal with the widespread perception of her as a loud-mouthed lunatic. She retreated into domestic oblivion and cared for her children. She wouldn't even have a guitar in the house and said at the time that she wanted "Sinead O'Connor" the performer to be dead.

"I was wading through these walls of prejudice and false ideas about me and I found it really painful," she remembers. "It was very abusive and I was suicidal over it for years. I thought I was a total piece of shit and I got to the point when I felt I couldn't carry it any longer. When you go to work, you shouldn't be made to feel like crying."

O'Connor seriously considered a career change and thought about becoming a professional housekeeper until the hoots of laughter from friends and family convinced her otherwise. Instead, she sought solace in therapy.

"I found a lovely woman in her 60s and I said to her, 'What the f--- am I going to do with myself?' And she'd keep telling me to 'stick with the knitting'," laughs O'Connor. And, yes, she does have a sense of humour. "And I'd say, 'What the f--- does that mean?' And finally I realised that it was an old-fashioned way of saying go back to what it was that made you get into music in the first place."

And when O'Connor did go back, she realised that what inspired the convent-educated schoolgirl were the hymns she sang in the church choir, some of which moved her to tears, and these memories of mass and the Scriptures she loved reading convinced her to explore other musical directions. She's uncomfortable calling her new work religious, preferring the American "inspirational" - "of course, that's bullshit because it is religious, but there you go" - and enthuses that her recent creative surge has given her back a sense of purpose.

"The rock and pop arena is about the size of your tits and what clothes you're wearing, which is partly why I got into a lot of trouble (because she didn't look sexually available)," she says. "So I've decided to stick with the knitting really and work in an arena that nurtures me."

Which brings us to Theology, O'Connor's new double album - the two CDs carry the same songs, but one is acoustic while the other gets the full band treatment. The album features nine new O'Connor songs and three covers including Andrew Lloyd Webber and Tim Rice's I Don't Know How to Love Him and the traditional Rivers of Babylon.

"There's no message behind Theology," shrugs O'Connor. "I just wanted to make a beautiful thing, a nice thing to listen to."

During her time out, O'Connor studied theology at a Catholic college in Dublin and, in spite of its restrictions, believes her own religious background has brought much to her work.

"I went to a convent, but I didn't imbibe any of the negative things about Catholicism. The fact there was badness about it didn't stop me from taking on board what was good about it so I'm equally inspired by Catholicism as I am by Hinduism and Sufism and all the other religions which inspire me."

Is it a good time to mention her ordination as Mother Bernadette Marie in 1999?

"That area is better for me not to talk about." Her mouth is set. "I shouldn't talk about it at all: it's a very private thing."

Although she insists there is no message behind her new album - going so far as to tell her record company never to use the "m" word - O'Connor can't resist a nod to the state we're in. She agrees that the "war on terror" is part of why she wanted to go back into the studio, but says she isn't making a political point, arguing instead that it's her own personal response to the schism between Christians and Muslims and the unrelenting bloodshed.

"Both sides claim somehow that God supports violence and I feel very strongly about what I would call crimes in the name of God. If God were around, he or she would be suing a lot of people for libel," she muses. "That's why I wanted to make the record very peaceful. I deliberately didn't choose anything that was in any way aggressive."

It's a measured response from a woman who once courted controversy with her wayward antics. Has she gone soft? Not really. The passion is still there, she's just keeping it in check. O'Connor is perhaps mindful that being too visceral in middle age doesn't do you any favours. That said, she doesn't beat herself up about the past.

"I don't regret anything I did as Sinead O'Connor," she says firmly. "Of course, we all have regrets in our private lives - 'I wish I hadn't spoken to so and so like that' - but not the Sinead O'Connor things. I guess there's no point regretting anything either. It's all part of evolution. I've been back to the States and of course they ask questions about it, but I just say, 'It's in the past. It's not something to talk about now.'"

Turning 40 last December unleashed a response that still surprises O'Connor: "Jesus, I didn't expect it to happen," she chuckles. What she means is the old "life begins at" adage. It came when she was 40 years and one day old - a sense of shedding an old life and getting a new slate.

"When I was younger, even though I was successful, I felt like an impostor. I couldn't understand why people liked my records - I thought they were shite," she recalls. "You're too young to appreciate the extent of yourself, which is probably a good thing, because, if you did appreciate it, you'd be a real arrogant f---er. I'm definitely more comfortable with the size of myself now. I don't get freaked out by it."

She's got a new man, Frank Bonadio, the father of her son Yeshua (Hebrew for "salvation", since you ask), who was born last December. Child number four follows Jake, Roisin, 11, and Shane, 3, who all have different fathers. O'Connor says she is "sickeningly happy" with Bonadio and, in her music room upstairs, under the watchful eye of Saint Bernadette, she melts in front of a black-and-white photograph of the two of them. O'Connor is dressed in a hoodie, eyes closed, leaning into this silver-haired bear of a man who envelops her. She looks childlike and vulnerable and, yes, sickeningly happy.

The relationship has been volatile. Bonadio is the estranged husband of Irish singer Mary Coughlan and, although he got together with O'Connor after his marriage ended, an unseemly spat between the two women culminated in a vicious text slanging match, which was gleefully reported by the Irish press. But all is calm now and O'Connor is sure she and Bonadio have a future.

O'Connor has spoken at length about the abuse she endured at the hands of her mother who died when she was 17. Today, she says, a "lifetime of therapy" means her childhood isn't an issue any more.

"I worked my arse off to recover. I went to therapy six days a f---ing week." And, these days, she's more reflective. "As a mother, my upbringing probably affected me in a good way in so far as you really want to be the opposite character from your own mother, so I'm very affectionate and very snugly with my kids."

She hunches her shoulders, emphasising her fragility. She's happy now and enjoying her work.

"I feel really excited about getting out of bed and singing my songs," she smiles. She stubs out her last cigarette defiantly. "One thing you can do is make music you love so much that you don't give a shite about the other stuff."

As someone once said, stick with the knitting, Sinead.

Theology is out on Friday.
DIFFICULT WOMEN
Sinead O'Connor isn't the only woman in rock who wouldn't make nice.

Joni Mitchell, 63
She looked like a flower child and sang about clouds, but first impressions were deceiving: this Canadian folk singer had ice in her veins and a steel backbone. Ironically, she had one of her biggest hits with Free Man in Paris, a scathing satire of "the star-making machinery behind the popular song". She proved equally tough on the men in her personal life, breaking their hearts and ridiculing them in her lyrics. She's also another artist who keeps announcing her retirement from the music business, describing it in 2002 as "a corrupt cesspool". But she keeps coming back, usually with another withering death-ray stare for anyone who disagrees with her.

Chrissie Hynde, 55
What's not to like about a militant punk vegan who hasn't changed her hairstyle in 30 years? She dumped a gig writing for NME to work shifts at Vivienne Westwood's boutique SEX. She had too much attitude for either Johnny Rotten (who wouldn't marry her to fix her visa problems), Mick Jones (who started a band with her) or Malcolm McLaren (who sacked her from the band that would become the Damned). But Hynde had the last laugh with a more enduring career in the Pretenders, as a soloist, and as an eco-activist long before it was trendy. Uncowed by anything, she alienated fellow Americans after 9/11 by saying "Bring it on! I hope the Muslims win."

Courtney Love, 42
She's the most hated of all the rock widows, including Yoko Ono, and there's no denying she's often her own worst enemy, especially when on the tear or off her head in public. But if only for her sheer ability to soak up all that vitriol without flinching, she deserves some respect. And it wasn't pity that prompted all the strong critical raves she drew for her work with her band Hole, especially the CD Live Through This. Though maybe it was fear - she's not above hunting down writers she doesn't like. Has to get bonus points just for surviving, and her daughter, Frances Bean, seems remarkably poised and sane.

PJ Harvey, 37
Unapologetically androgynous and aggressive from the get-go, Polly Jean has never been one of the good girls of indie rock. Instead, she was always the difficult but desirable girlfriend from hell, the one who gets mad and even. A first-rate musician, singer and songwriter, she's cycled through many personas. First we got tough PJ, the girl in the singlet who sang revenge fantasies. Then there was the Demented Diva, all blue eye shadow and songs about drowned girls. Then there was Happy PJ, singing almost-love songs about New York City, before she shifted back to cranky. Tough enough to break Nick Cave's heart.

Beth Ditto, 26
The first thing you need to know about Gossip frontwoman Beth Ditto is that she has a fabulous Delta blues voice. But as Ditto has decided to live her life out loud and proud, she's become the poster girl for the "no secrets" generation, spilling the beans on her life as a 95-kilogram gay vegetarian from the US deep south. Unlikely to ever feature in a story about "my diet makeover", this showgirl famously posed nude for the cover of this month's NME, with the coverline "Kiss my ass", and is so free with her opinions on subjects such as the fashion industry and animal rights that she's landed an advice column in the British newspaper The Guardian.
http://www.cathnews.com/news/706/115.php
June 22, 2007 

A veto of congressional stem cell legislation by President George W Bush "enhances not diminishes" the chances of a life-saving scientific breakthrough, according to US bishops spokesman, Cardinal Justin Rigali.
Earlier this month the US House of Representatives had passed the law approving stem cell research after the Senate passed the bill in April, Catholic Online reports 
"I commend President Bush today for vetoing S5, the Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act," said Cardinal Rigali, archbishop of Philadelphia and chairman of the US Conference of Catholic Bishops' Committee for Pro-Life Activities.
"... This bill would not actually enhance stem cell research, but divert federal funds away from legitimate research toward avenues requiring the destruction of innocent human life."
"The cause of science," he said, "is not enhanced but diminished when it loses its moral compass."
Cardinal Rigali also praised the president's issuance of an executive order directing the National Institutes of Health to explore "alternative, ethically acceptable" means for obtaining and using versatile or "pluripotent" stem cells.
"Recent discoveries regarding stem cells from cord blood and amniotic fluid and the reprogramming of ordinary adult cells to become pluripotent stem cells demonstrate that science not only raises new ethical questions, but at times can help address them," he said. "Adult stem cells continue to produce new clinical advances on a regular basis, most recently showing benefits for patients with juvenile diabetes."
The cardinal called upon the Congress to join with the president in working toward enhancing ethical research that respects life. "Tragically, some embryonic stem cell advocates in Congress have dismissed such advances or even greeted them with suspicion, as though medical progress were less genuine or praiseworthy when it respects early human life," he said. 
"I urge them to follow the President's lead on this issue, by promoting research and therapies that everyone can live with."
Source: Science lessened when loses moral compass, cardinal says, lauds embryo stem-cell veto (Catholic Online, 21/6/07) 
Bishops Applaud Bush's Veto - Welcome Funding for Stem Cell Alternatives
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/bishops-applaud-bush-s-veto 
Washington, D.C., June 21, 2007 

The U.S. bishops' Committee for Pro-Life Activities applauded President George Bush's veto of the Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act. Bush vetoed the act on Wednesday, and then issued and executive order to support alternative means to obtain and use versatile or "pluripotent" stem cells. 
Cardinal Justin Rigali, the archbishop of Philadelphia and chairman of the Committee for Pro-Life Activities, issued a statement that said: "I commend President Bush today for vetoing S. 5, the Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act. 
"This bill would not actually enhance stem cell research, but divert federal funds away from legitimate research toward avenues requiring the destruction of innocent human life. 
"The cause of science is not enhanced but diminished when it loses its moral compass."
Ethically acceptable Cardinal Rigali also welcomed the executive order "directing the National Institutes of Health to explore alternative, ethically acceptable means for obtaining very versatile or 'pluripotent' stem cells."
He said: "Recent discoveries regarding stem cells from cord blood and amniotic fluid, and the reprogramming of ordinary adult cells to become pluripotent stem cells, demonstrate that science not only raises new ethical questions but at times can help address them. 
"Adult stem cells continue to produce new clinical advances on a regular basis, most recently showing benefits for patients with juvenile diabetes." Noting that some members of Congress "have dismissed such advances or even greeted them with suspicion, as though medical progress were less genuine or praiseworthy when it respects early human life," the cardinal urged lawmakers to promote "research and therapies that everyone can live with."

Benedict XVI Encourages Adult Stem Cell Research
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/benedict-xvi-encourages-adult-stem-cell-research/shares/new 

Vatican City, June 27, 2007 

Benedict XVI encouraged a group of scientists to search for heart treatments using adult stem cells. The Pope said this today to a group of experts who attended the general audience in Paul VI Hall. The scientists, many of whom are doctors, are gathered in an international conference dedicated to adult stem cell research, organized by the University of Rome La Sapienza. The Holy Father approved their objective of developing therapies with adult stem cells, since in this case "the dignity of the human person is respected," given that human embryos are neither eliminated nor made the subjects of experimentation. 
"In this sense, the position of the Church, supported by reason and science, is clear: Scientific investigation should be justly encouraged and promoted, on the condition that it is not in detriment to other human beings."

Bioethicist Welcomes Closing of Stem Cell Firm -Investors Might Have "Succumbed to Hype"
http://128.121.193.56/prolife/Past%20pdf%20Articles/Bioethicist.pdf 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, July 29, 2007

A prominent bioethicist says he hopes that the closure of ES Cell International, a leading embryonic stem cell research facility, is a sign of growing realism.
Father Tadeusz Pacholczyk commented on the closure of the biotechnology firm in Singapore, telling ZENIT, "We can only hope that a certain realism may finally be sinking in, as Wall Street types recognize that the timeline for clinical therapies is likely to be quite long."
The firm closed when investors concluded that "the likelihood of having products in the clinic in the short term was vanishingly small," Alan Colman, former chief executive of ES Cell International, told Science magazine. 
"The comments of Alan Colman remind us that some investors may have succumbed to the fever-pitch hype that has been a defining characteristic of this area of science for many years," Father Pacholczyk affirmed. 
He added: "Progress in human embryonic stem cell research has been slow over the past few years, and the proposal to treat sick patients remains largely a speculative endeavor at this moment in time. 
"Beyond the technical impediments and the need for much more basic research, there remain grave moral impediments affecting this entire area of research as well, and it is clear that some investors are exercising caution about stepping into the midst of what has certainly become an ethical minefield." 

"On the other hand," Father Pacholczyk explained, "there are a number of companies that are pursuing and rapidly developing treatments for patients based on adult stem cell applications, and the timeline for these therapies suggest that investors may actually see returns in just a few years, with the added advantage that no fundamental moral lines will have to be crossed to garner a profit."

When “Catholic” Isn’t Truly Catholic: Embryonic Stem Cell Research & IVF 
http://catholicexchange.com/when-catholic-isnt-truly-catholic-embryonic-stem-cell-research-and-ivf 

By Jennifer Taylor, September 5, 2007 
Don't you just love it when the media claims to have found the "Catholic" position on a particular issue? Consider the following from the Detroit Free Press: "Catholics Allowed Pro-Choice Vote"; or this ludicrous headline from the Los Angeles Times: "Devout Catholic answers call to challenge church: James Carroll, a former priest, uses his personal journey to drive 'Constantine's Sword.'" Recently I came across another one of these stories in the Wall Street Journal: "The Devout Doctor's Prescription: How Donald Landry reconciled science with religion and got the attention of Washington." As my eyes scanned the front-page headline I felt a tinge of hope. Finally, a good Catholic seemed to have made a breakthrough that will resolve the embryonic stem cell debate down in Washington. As it turns out, however, the devout doctor's prescription merely replaces one dubious scientific procedure for another. 
Donald Landry, chairman of Columbia University's department of medicine, seems to be the "devout Catholic" the Journal says he is. He was an altar boy, he thought about becoming a priest, he attends daily Mass, and even owns a recording of the televised funeral of John Paul II. He opposes abortion and also thinks "society should be wary of" scientific procedures that destroy "nascent human life." So far, so good.

"As a man of faith," reports journalist Gautam Naik, "Dr. Landry believed harvesting stem cells from a human embryo was an immoral destruction of life. As a doctor, he believed stem-cell advances could save lives." Dr. Landry's aim, then, was to discover a method of harvesting embryonic stem cells in a manner that did not violate his conscience or his Catholic faith. Landry was successful, or so the Journal argues:
One Sunday afternoon, steeped in articles about the political clash, he had what he calls an epiphany: Master stem-cell lines, he hypothesized, could be derived from embryos that were created during in-vitro fertilization procedures but whose cells had stopped dividing naturally. Such embryos, he reasoned, were dead, because they wouldn't continue growing if implanted in a womb. But they would still contain some healthy cells. If those cells could yield fresh tissue that could be used to treat disease or test medicines, there shouldn't be ethical objections. Dr. Landry says he picked up the phone to run his idea past an embryologist at Columbia. The colleague confirmed that after a typical in-vitro fertilization procedure, about half of embryos stop growing because of genetic abnormalities. Many of those embryos, known as mosaics, have a mixture of normal and abnormal cells. 

In brief, Dr. Landry proposes resolving the embryonic stem cell debate by taking cells from "arrested" or nonviable embryos created through IVF. 

Despite his commitment to the Church, this is where Dr. Landry fails to abide by Her teachings. As the Journal rightly observes: "Dr. Landry's approach depends on in-vitro fertilization, which the Vatican opposes." For his part, Dr. Landry "is willing to diverge from the Catholic Church's position on in-vitro fertilization." My work "stands up" with no "downside," he avows. "I think I've found a potentially simple answer to the problem." Use "dead embryos rather than live ones." Yet, to admit that he must "diverge" from the Church in order to pursue his research discredits the idea that he struck a balance between science and religion and that he did so without "violating the ethical sensibilities" of his faith.
Dr. Landry justifies his support of IVF by saying it is a procedure that "creates life, not kills it." His reasoning is fallacious. After all, rape is a means of creating life. Are we supposed to agree that rape is therefore an ethical act? Just because an act results in the creation of life does not mean that act is moral. The assumption behind Landry's argument is that "life is good" - and that IVF doesn't hurt anyone the way rape does. But this is precisely where Dr. Landry departs from the Church. For Landry, it doesn't appear to matter how life is created, just that it is created. As in the case with rape, however, the Church holds that the means do matter. 
The Church clearly expresses its teaching on artificial reproductive technologies (ART) in a 1987 document, Donum Vitae (Instruction on Respect for Human Life in Its Origin and on the Dignity of Procreation: Replies to Certain Questions of the Day). As regards IVF and other forms of ART, Donum Vitae states: "The medical act is not, as it should be, at the service of conjugal union but rather appropriates to itself the procreative function and thus contradicts the dignity and the inalienable rights of the spouses and of the child to be born" (II, 7). To conceive a child through the intervention of ART, continues the instruction, is to "depriv[e] [the baby] of its proper perfection: namely, that of being the result and fruit of a conjugal act in which the spouses can become 'cooperators with God for giving life to a new person.' These reasons enable us to understand why the act of conjugal love is ... the only setting worthy of human procreation" (II, 5). 

In other words, the Church holds that life should only be created through the conjugal act. Only in this act are the rights of parents and child preserved.
Furthermore, to argue that IVF is morally licit simply because it creates life is to deny the fact that the reproductive technology industry is institutionally dependent upon the destruction of human life. Five hundred embryos alone lost their lives just to create the first ART baby, Louise Brown. It is estimated that as many as 1 million embryos have been destroyed since IVF was introduced in the United States in 1981. Similarly, the actual live-birth success rate for ART is a mere 29 percent. Hence, well over 70 percent of all embryos created through ART do not survive. 
Thousands more children who reach the fetal stage are killed via selective or "multifetal pregnancy" reduction, a euphemism used to refer to a first trimester abortion. 
Dr. Landry argues that nonviable embryos created through ART can (and should) be used for research purposes. Yet Donum Vitae explicitly addresses the very question of how "to evaluate morally the use for research purposes of embryos obtained by fertilization 'in vitro'" (I, 5). The Church's answer: "It is immoral to produce human embryos destined to be exploited as disposable 'biological material'" (I, 5). Concludes the instruction: "In consequence of the fact that they have been produced in vitro, those embryos which [are] not transferred into the body of the mother and are called 'spare' are exposed to an absurd fate, with no possibility of their being offered safe means of survival which can be licitly pursued" (I, 5).
Granted, Landry might argue that he is not creating embryos to destroy them, but only using "disposable" embryos for other research purposes. But Dr. Landry's research methods could not proceed without the illicit creation of these embryos. Moreover, as Donum Vitae demonstrates, to create human life through the use of ART is to violate the human rights of the parents and of the baby - in part, because the embryo mortality rate associated with ART is so high. As the Journal reports above, a "typical in-vitro fertilization procedure" results in "half" a batch of live embryos and "half" a batch of dead ones. It is fair to say, then, that by relying on IVF for his research Dr. Landry knows that he is benefiting from a medical procedure that will result in the death of half of the embryos that it creates.
Being a "devout" Catholic requires uncompromising fidelity to the Church's teaching on matters of faith and morals. The Church's position on IVF is clear: all human life is sacred from the moment of conception until the moment of natural death. In fact, just days after the Journal published its article, Pope Benedict XVI affirmed the Church's teaching on stem cell research. "On this matter the position of the Church is clear," the Holy Father told a June 27, 2007, Wednesday audience that included researchers assembled to discuss the use of adult stem cells to treat cardiac patients. "Scientific research must be encouraged and promoted, so long as it does not harm other human beings, whose dignity is inviolable from the very first stages of existence." 
Contrary to Dr. Landry's claim that IVF is licit because it "creates life, not kills it," in vitro fertilization not only promotes the destruction of innocent human life, it violates the parents' and the baby's human rights in the process -  the very problems the good doctor was trying to avoid. As a Catholic, Dr. Landry cannot simply "sidestep" IVF in order to support embryonic stem-cell research. In doing so, he is neither "reconciling science with religion" nor remaining faithful to the Catholic Church. 
Jennifer Taylor is a homemaker and a marriage and family therapist. As a freelance writer and editor, Jennifer has contributed to the following books: Amazing Grace for the Catholic Heart, Loving the Church in a Time of Scandal and America's Drug Deal: Vaccines, Abortion, Corruption. She and her husband are currently writing The Gift of Infertility: a guide for Catholic couples struggling with infertility.
Pope: Scientific Research Must Not Exploit Humans - South Korean Envoy Cautioned about Abuse of Embryos
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/pope-scientific-research-must-not-exploit-humans
Vatican City, October 11, 2007 

Benedict XVI says that South Korea's success in scientific research and development cannot come at the cost of manipulating human lives. The Pope said this today when he received the letters of credence of Francis Kim Ji-Young, South Korea's new ambassador to the Holy See. The Holy Father lauded "advances in biotechnology with the potential to treat and cure illnesses so as to improve the quality of life in your homeland and abroad." But he cautioned against the application of such technology that threatens human life. South Korea is known as a leader in stem cell research. The South Korean Ministry of Health and Welfare announced last month that it would allow scientists to conduct research on cloning human embryos to create embryonic stem cells. The announcement came after the country banned such research last year due to scandal surrounding Hwang Woo-Suk and colleagues from Seoul National University. They published fraudulent claims that they had created genetically matched embryonic stem cell lines.
"The use society hopes to make of biomedical science must constantly be measured against robust and firm ethical standards," the Holy Father said in his English-language address. "Foremost among these is the dignity of human life, for under no circumstances may a human being be manipulated or treated as a mere instrument for experimentation. 
"The destruction of human embryos, whether to acquire stem cells or for any other purpose, contradicts the purported intent of researchers, legislators and public health officials to promote human welfare. The Church does not hesitate to approve and encourage somatic stem-cell research -- not only because of the favorable results obtained through these alternative methods, but more importantly because they harmonize with the aforementioned intent by respecting the life of the human being at every stage of his or her existence." The Pope said he prays that "the inherent moral sensibility of the Korean people, as evidenced by their rejection of human cloning and related procedures, will help attune the international community to the deep ethical and social implications of scientific research and its utilization."
Also Pope says humans must never be exploited for scientific research (Catholic News Service, 11/10/07)
Stem-Cell Briefing Sent to Catholic Homes - Michigan Bishops Aim to Educate the Faithful
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/stem-cell-briefing-sent-to-catholic-homes  
Lansing, Michigan, October 3, 2007 

A packet of information about the Church's stance on stem cells is being delivered to every Catholic home in Michigan that's registered with a parish.
A letter signed by the state's diocesan bishops, a 12-minute DVD, and a brochure explaining the Church's support for adult stem cell research are being sent out as part of the Michigan Catholic Conference's "The Science of Stem Cells: Finding Cures and Protecting Life" campaign. The conference foresees reaching 500,000 homes and nearly 800 parishes.
The Michigan Catholic Conference campaign comes as proponents of embryonic stem cell research seek to overturn the state's ban on research that involves the destruction of human embryos, the Detroit Free Press reported. Paul Long, the vice president for public policy at the conference, said the central message of the statewide education program is the Church's support for adult stem cell research and opposition to research which involved destroying human embryos. 
Real hope Long told the Detroit Free Press that the campaign is intended to counter "the hype over embryonic stem cell research that has overshadowed the real hope" offered by adult stem cell research. 
Long explained: "Medical science, along with people from different faith and political backgrounds, have recognized that human cloning and the destruction of living embryos for research purposes may not be the most promising way to move forward with stem cell research. 
"Yet because of the great deal of attention given to unproven embryo destructive research, partly through misinformation and even deceit, necessary funding for and the promotion of adult stem cell research have been nearly nonexistent.
"Many people are unaware that adult stem cells are located throughout the human body and are providing treatments, even cures, without harming the donor person." 
The bishops' letter included in the mailing said: "Catholics have the right and duty to assist all who are suffering, and medical science, through adult stem cell research and its proven track record of success, has opened a door of hope."
In addition to the household mailing, all parishes in Michigan are being encouraged to address the issue of stem cell research on Respect Life Sunday, Oct. 7.

Stem Cell Breakthrough Hailed by Catholic Think Tank - Method Considered Better Than Cloning, Scientifically and Morally
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/stem-cell-breakthrough-hailed-by-catholic-think-tank  
Thornwood, New York, November 20, 2007

One cannot exaggerate the moral and scientific importance of a breakthrough that allows for research on stem-cell related cures to go forward without destroying human embryos, says the director of a Catholic think tank. Father Thomas Berg, executive director of the Westchester Institute, and member of the ethics committee of New York's Empire State Stem Cell Board, said this about two newly-released scientific papers published today that report how scientists generated pluripotent stem cells from human skin cells. The method thus avoids the ethical concerns raised by embryo-destructive research. Both studies used "direct reprogramming" of adult human cells to generate stem cells known as induced pluripotent state cells (iPSCs). These iPSCs have the properties of human embryonic stem cells. Scientists hope cells like these will eventually be able to treat diseases like diabetes and Parkinson's. 
And the cells were "patient-matched," meaning they genetically match the donor. If these types of cells are to be eventually transplanted into the donors, there should be less chance of the body rejecting them.
Father Berg explained: "This tremendous advance puts respect for embryonic human life and potentially life-saving biomedical research on the same plane. 
"Ever since the debate of embryo-destructive stem cell research began in earnest, we've known that the best answer to the ethical impasse would be one that allows the search for stem-cell related cures to go forward without harming or destroying embryonic human life in the process. We now have that solution." 


Superior advances 

Markus Grompe, professor of molecular and medical genetics at Oregon Health and Science University, said: "Not only are iPSCs as good as embryonic stem cells, they are actually superior in one critical aspect: They are patient-specific and hence will not be rejected by the immune system of the person from which they derived. 
"The ability to generate ESCs [embryonic stem cells] matched to a particular person was the main reason for efforts to clone human embryos."
Maureen Condic, associate professor of neurobiology and anatomy at the University of Utah, told ZENIT the breakthrough means the cells can be used for medical research into human genetic diseases, starting now. "Unlike human cloning, which has thus far not been accomplished and remains only a theoretical possibility, iPSCs have been generated by two independent laboratories, making patient-specific pluripotent stem cells a reality today. "Moreover, unlike cloning, no eggs are needed for the iPS [induced pluripotent state] procedure and no human embryos are produced or destroyed, thus resolving major ethical and practical difficulties associated with the cloning procedure. "Thus, on both ethical and practical grounds, direct programming is superior to cloning as a means of obtaining patient-specific pluripotent stem cells." 

Real potential 

Condic continued: "IPSCs can be used immediately for human drug testing in the laboratory and for important medical research into human genetic diseases by studying iPS lines derived from patients with such conditions. 
These kinds of applications will certainly be under way in the very near future, if they are not already in the works." 
"There are legitimate concerns regarding the safety of iPSCs for use in human patients," Condic continued, "due to the use of viral vectors that integrate into the DNA of the reprogrammed cell and the nature of the genes used to accomplish reprogramming. However, current techniques exist that should enable the production of iPSCs without the use of such vectors. It would not be unreasonable to expect this to be accomplished within one year." "Importantly, because direct reprogramming is so scientifically fascinating, so technically simple and so completely unrestricted for federal funding, many laboratories are likely to take up this approach immediately, greatly accelerating the refinement of this technique and enormously enhancing our understanding of the basic biology of stem cells," Condic added. 


Changed landscape

Father Berg explained: "This reprogramming-advance changes the entire landscape of stem cell research from one of controversy and unfulfilled promises for treatment, to a morally uncompromised field that may very well accelerate the development of patient-matched therapies. 
"We should all be deeply grateful to these scientists who -- whether they happened to agree or not -- nonetheless took seriously the ethical objections many people have to embryo-destructive research." "They have now shown us a way forward that we can all live with," Father Berg concluded. "That's a huge win-win, especially for those who can now hopefully benefit from therapies garnered through a technology which is exceedingly more efficient than cloning."

Stem Cell Breakthrough Seen as Providential - Church Only Opposes Anti-Human Research, Says Official
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/stem-cell-breakthrough-seen-as-providential
By Miriam Diez i Bosch, Rome, November 29, 2007

The president of a group of Catholic medical associations welcomed the news of a stem cell research method that doesn't destroy human embryos, saying divine providence is indicating a path to researches and doctors. Doctor Josep Simón, president of the International Federation of Catholic Medical Associations, told ZENIT that the breakthrough published Nov. 20 is particularly appealing to Western results-based societies. Two reports published last week showed how scientists generated pluripotent stem cells from human skin cells. The method avoids the ethical concerns raised by embryo-destructive research. 
"It appears that providence is indicating the path to doctors and other researchers," Simón told Zenit. "Catholic doctors still have some difficulties bringing many people to understand and accept that nascent human life is worthy of all respect. Nevertheless, only the research and treatments based on adult stem cells are giving results. "With [adult stem cells], embryos are not destroyed and besides we have results. And results are valued a lot in our Western developed and efficient societies." Simón said he is glad the breakthrough shows that a morally acceptable technique is also the medically best.
"I don't know how well we would have been able to communicate [our message] if the embryonic stem cells would have given results," he said. "Providence has saved us from the difficulty of having to say: 'You can offer cures with embryos buy you should follow this other path, since the destruction of embryos is immoral.'"
Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, told Vatican Radio he also welcomed the breakthrough.
"Now that there is no need for embryos nor therapeutic cloning -- professedly therapeutic -- a chapter of sharp polemics is closed," he said. "The Church had confronted this for ethical reasons, encouraging researchers to continue with adult stem cells and declaring it illicit to sacrifice the embryo. "The ethic that respects man is useful also for research and confirms that it is not true that the Church is against research: It is against bad research, which is harmful to man."

Vatican embryonic conference to address origins of life 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/711/45.php 

November 8, 2007
A conference on embryonic research has been organised by the Vatican saying current bioethical debates regarding stem cells, cloning and assisted fertility often overlook what it considers the crucial origin of organisms.
Part of the Vatican’s teaching and learning program, the conference will be held from 15-17 November and will involve six pontifical universities, Associated Press reported.
The program was created in 2003 to further explore the relationship between science and faith.
Philosophy dean Fr. Rafael Pascual of the Pontifical Regina Apostolorum University - who are hosting the event - said the study of human life from the point of view of its individual origin acquires a particular interest in today's world.
Fr. Pascual said issues such as assisted fertility, cloning, genetic manipulation and embryonic stem cell research will be covered at the conference. The project, which is under the auspices of the Vatican's Pontifical Council for Culture, was inspired by Pope John Paul II's 1992 declaration that the church's 17th century denunciation of Galileo was an error resulting from "tragic mutual incomprehension."
The head of the Pontifical Council for Culture Monsignor Gianfranco Ravasi was asked if the Vatican would entertain scientific views that differed from its own regarding the origin of life. He said that in research, there must always be respect paid between two sides but at the same time each side must compromise their beliefs.
Source: Vatican to study origin, development of embryo (USA Today, 07/11/07)
Pell awards grant to dental pulp cell researchers 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/712/111.php 

December 20, 2007
Cardinal George Pell has announced the winner of the Sydney Archdiocese $100,000 grant to support adult stem cell research. He named an Adelaide-based research team, led by Associate Professor Stan Gronthos and Dr. Simon Koblar.
The grant will enable them to investigate use of stem cells derived from human dental pulp tissue, in the search for new treatments for people who have had a stroke.
Source: Cardinal Pell announces winner of $100,000 adult stem cell research grant, (18/12/07)
"Embryo-Friendly" Stem Cell Technique Defended with Bogus Ethics
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/embryo-friendly-stem-cell-technique-defended-with-bogus-ethics
By Hilary White, Worcester, Massachusetts, January 14, 2008

Massachusetts based Advanced Cell Technology (ACT) has claimed to have created five batches of stem cells using a method it called "ethical" and has called on President Bush to endorse their method. ACT, however, has a history of making spurious claims of ethical embryo research; the new method itself has already been denounced by pro-life groups.
Dr. Robert Lanza, ACT’s scientific director, told the news agency Reuters that the method provides a way to create embryonic stem cells in quantity without harming a human embryo. Reuters ran the headline "Embryo-friendly technique produces stem cells".

"This is a working technology that exists here and now. It could be used to increase the number of stem cell lines available to federal researchers immediately," Lanza said by e-mail. "We could send these cells out to researchers tomorrow." As a private company, ACT stands to make millions by selling the products of its experiments to other labs.

But the method, called blastomere separation, is already well known and, because it can result in the death of the embryo, has been condemned by pro-life spokesmen.

Dr. Lanza has become a regular media spokesman in support of the use of embryos for research. In 2005, Lanza’s company first claimed that it had developed this method of creating "ethical" embryonic stem cells, in which a single cell is removed from an early stage embryo and cultured separately.

This method has long been a standard procedure in IVF facilities, being used to test embryos for possible genetic abnormalities.

In 2005, Dr. John Shea, medical advisor to Canada’s Campaign Life Coalition, said that while it is often possible to remove a cell from an embryo without harming it, this is not guaranteed. "The point is that to take the risk without benefiting the embryonic human being is unethical according to the standards established by the Nuremberg Code."

The pro-life position that prompted President Bush’s ban on the use of embryos for stem cell research is based on the scientifically supported fact that the embryo is a human being and therefore the inheritor of the full sovereign rights of every other human being. International agreements on using human beings for research, including the Nuremberg Code, agree that to use a human being without his consent for research that is of no direct benefit, to the subject, must be illegal.

Shea said after the first ACT announcement in 2005, "They just refuse to admit that the embryo is a human being and so all the rules regarding medical research on human beings have to be applied. You have to get consent, and no parent can consent to allowing medical research on a child that is not intended to benefit the child."

Shea pointed out that the entire process is unethical from the start, even without putting the embryos at risk. "The embryos should never have been created by this artificial process in the first place. The child has a fundamental right to be conceived naturally by two parents within marriage. That’s the basic starting point."

Men No Longer Needed? Scientists Use Female Adult Stem Cells to Create "Female Sperm" 
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/men-no-longer-needed-scientists-use-female-adult-stem-cells-to-create-femal 
By John Jalsevac, February 1, 2008
"‘Female sperm’, ‘male eggs’ and ‘same-sex reproduction’ - whether these terms fill you with hope or disgust, a reproductive revolution is already in progress," begins a recent New Scientist report on some of the most bizarre and disturbing scientific research being conducted by stem cell scientists.
"In a handful of labs across the world, biologists are trying to make genetically male cells develop into eggs, and female cells into sperm. If successful, their efforts might one day allow lesbian and gay couples to have children that are genetically their own," the report continues.

Scientists at Newcastle upon Tyne University in the U.K. claim to have already used adult stem cells to create primitive sperm, reports New Scientist. Karim Nayernia, a stem-cell biologist at Newcastle, made adult stem cells derived from male bone marrow develop into spermatogonia, and then coaxed the spermatogonia to undergo meisois, thereby becoming mature sperm with sufficient genetic information to impregnate a human egg.

According to the New Scientist report, Nayernia claims to have developed the spermatogonia from female bone marrow as well, but has not yet been able to make the female spermatogonia undergo meiosis. 
Theoretically, were Nayernia to be successful in his attempt to create "female sperm", a lesbian couple could give birth to a child that is a composite of both of the partner’s genetic material, with no man having contributed to the process of procreation.
Scientists are also working on developing a human egg from male stem cells. In such a scenario it would be possible that a human egg would be made using skin cells of one of the male partners in a homosexual relationship, which would then be impregnated with the sperm of the other partner. The fertilized embryo would then be implanted in the womb of a surrogate mother. 

In Brazil, stem-cell scientist Irina Kerkis claims to have already created sperm and eggs from male mouse embryonic stem cells. "We are starting experiments with human embryonic stem cells," Kerkis told New Scientist.

At the same time, in the U.S., patent analyst Greg Aharonian is attempting to obtain a patent for technologies that would allow scientists to create sperm or eggs, allowing same-sex couples thereby to have their own children.

In his patent application, Aharonian states, "The present invention includes methods for developing sperm containing a female’s chromosomes, or developing eggs containing a male’s chromosomes, and the sperm or eggs so produced."

In the "background to the invention" section of the application, Aharonian claims that this technology could overcome the "only" objection to allowing same-sex couples to "marry" - that is, their present inability to procreate.

"The main, if not only, objective reason for opposing same-sex marriage is that same sex procreation is impossible - two men cannot conceive a child that has genetic material only from both men, and similarly for two women," writes Aharonian.

"But is same sex procreation impossible, so that same-sex couples are forever denied equal protection under marriage laws? Or like brain surgery, face transplants and other ‘unnatural’ medical technologies, are there clinical techniques to achieve same-sex procreation?"

Aharonian told the New Scientist, "I’m a troublemaker."

As with most stem-cell technologies, however, there are safety concerns about the process. Reportedly Nayernia pioneered his "female sperm" techniques first on mice, impregnating female mouse eggs with sperm derived from female stem cells. The mice that were subsequently born, however, suffered severe health problems.

One other problem with creating "female sperm" is that such sperm would always lack the Y chromosome necessary to conceive a male child. Hence the process could only ever produce a female child.

There are also still a host of technological problems to be solved, which has led some scientists to conclude that useable "female sperm" and "male eggs" are still a long ways off. "I think it will take far more than 10 years," said Robin Lovell-Bade of the London-based National Institute for Medical Research.

Catholic Bishops of Brazil to ask Supreme Court to protect Human embryonic Life 

http://www.catholic.org/news/national/story.php?id=27071 

Brasilia, Catholic News Agency (www.catholicnewsagency.com) March 5, 2008

“The embryo is a human being, an individual who has the right to be born and has all of the necessary elements, according to science, to be an adult."

The National Conference of Bishops of Brazil has announced it will ask the country’s Supreme Court to declare part of a new law that allows research with human embryos to be unconstitutional. 
The president of the Bishops’ Committee on Life and the Family, Bishop Orlando Brandes, noted that embryonic stem cells are not necessary for research, as adult stem cells have been already proven to be an effective alternative. 
“The embryo is a human being, an individual who has the right to be born and has all of the necessary elements, according to science, to be an adult. It is a seed that is going to develop,” the bishop said. 
The announcement by the NCBB comes as former Attorney General Claudio Fonteles filed his own brief challenging the law’s constitutionality and warning that the use of embryos “damages the inviolability of the right to life” guaranteed by the Brazilian constitution. However, in a move to pressure the court, the Brazilian version of “Catholics for a Free Choice” commissioned a poll which alleges that 75% of Brazilians support research with human embryos.

Life at Four Cells Old - Authors Mount a Philosophical Defense of Human Life in Earliest Stages 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/life-at-four-cells-old 

By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, April 13, 2008 

Stem cell research using material taken from human embryos continues to be hotly debated. Advocates of using embryos maintain that at such early stages, the cells cannot be considered a human person. However, a recent book by two philosophers argues the contrary.

Robert P. George, who is also a member of the President's Council on Bioethics, and Christopher Tollefsen, avoid religious-based arguments and lay out a series of scientific and philosophical principles in favor of the human status of the embryo. In "Embryo: A Defense of Human Life" (Doubleday), they maintain that the status of a human being commences at the moment of conception.

The book starts by recounting the history of a boy named Noah, born in January 2007. He was rescued, along with other frozen embryos, from the disaster that struck New Orleans in 2005. It was Noah's life -- a human life -- that was saved, George and Tollefsen point out, the same life that was later implanted in a womb and was subsequently born.

A human embryo, they continue, is a living member of the human species even at the earliest stage of development. It is not some type of other animal organism, or some kind of a clump of cells that later undergoes a radical transformation. Barring some kind of tragic accident, a being in the embryonic stage will proceed to the fetal stage and continue to progress in this development.

The point at issue, according to the authors, is at what stage we can identify a single biological system that has started on the process to being a mature human being. This decisive moment, they argue, comes with conception. Some medical experts believe it happens slightly after, with the formation of the united chromosomes of the sperm and egg. In any case, continue George and Tollefsen, there is widespread agreement among embryologists that at the latest, a new human individual comes into existence once the chromosomal structure is formed.

They argue that there are three key points to keep in mind regarding the human status of the embryo.

-- From the start, it is distinct from any cell of the mother or the father.

-- It is human in its genetic makeup.
-- It is a complete organism, though immature, and unless prevented by disease or violence, will develop into the mature stage of a human being. 

Consequently, destroying human embryos, even at an early stage, in order to obtain stem cells for research or medical treatment is giving a license to kill a certain class of human beings in order to benefit others.

Not just science 

Faced with such a situation, George and Tollefsen reject the position that it should be scientists who alone determine what they do in their research activities. The problem with the embryonic stem cell issue is that the pace of technology has run ahead of a discussion about the nature and value of human embryos, the authors contend.

Opposing such research does not place us in a classic sort of science versus religion situation, they affirm. Opposing the destruction of human life in its initial stages does not have to rely on religious principles, or on believing that such a life has been endowed with a soul, the book adds. 

Purely philosophical reason is sufficient to guide us in determining what is ethically licit to do with human embryos. In this sense, defending the rights of an embryo is similar to defending people against unjust discrimination, argue George and Tollefsen. They admit there are differing moral philosophies. One theory to discard is that of consequentialism, which leads us to the position that there are some human beings who must be sacrificed for the greater good.
George and Tollefsen found their ethical position on natural law theory, which leads to the conclusion that it is morally wrong to damage or destroy a basic human good. If, therefore, a scientist were to seek a cure for some disease, but the method involved deliberately destroys human life, then it is not licit.

The one basic human right, in fact, that almost all natural law theorists agree upon is that of an innocent person not to be directly killed or maimed. The capacity of the human being to reason and choose freely sets us apart and gives us a dignity higher than other living beings. An assault on human life is, consequently, an assault on human dignity, no matter the victim's age or stage of development, the authors conclude.

Persons 

One of the book's chapters deals with the objection that while an embryo may be human it is, nonetheless, not a person and does not have the same dignity or rights. George and Tollefsen reply that such a view is mistaken, as it falls into the error of considering that some human beings are inferior to others on the basis of accidental characteristics.

In fact, they continue, denying the status of personhood based on a capacity for mental capacities or other parameters of functionality poses many problems. Are we to be allowed to kill newborn babies, given that they too are unable to carry out basic human functions? Rather, we should realize that a mere quantitative difference in capacity is not the correct criterion for determining rights, as it is only a difference of degree. The real difference is between human beings and all other non-human animals, which is a radical difference of kind. Thus, the embryo is a potential adult in the same way that infants, children and adolescents are potential adults.

Embryos are, they insist, already human beings, and are not merely potentially human. Moreover, the right to life of a human does not vary according to the stage of its development because it is the foundational right for persons. "It is the right on which all other rights are predicated, and marks whether a being is a being of moral standing at all," continue George and Tollefsen.

Fallacy

Another fallacious argument is that which maintains that embryos are not worthy of a full moral status because a high percentage of them fail to implant in the mother's womb or spontaneously abort. The authors point out that this is a naturalistic fallacy, supposing that what happens in nature must be morally acceptable when caused by human action.

The falsity of this reasoning is also evident, George and Tollefsen point out, when you consider that historically, infant mortality has been very high. In such a situation just because many young babies died does not make it ethically licit for them to be killed to benefit others.

Another line of reasoning used to defend research with embryonic cells is that there are many thousands of frozen embryos who remain unwanted following artificial fertilization treatments, and who will never have a chance to be implanted and grow to maturity. A scientist could use these cells for the good of research.

George and Tollefsen reply, saying that this it is manifestly unfair to demand that a person -- in this case the embryo -- sacrifice his life in this manner. "Human beings have a moral right not to be intentionally killed to benefit others," they declare. They also argue that it is an error to condemn hundreds of thousands of human lives to a sort of frozen limbo. Thus the process of creating and freezing such embryos needs to questioned, state the authors. 

We need to turn our attention to their fate, George and Tollefsen recommend, not by using embryos as if they were some kind of biological material, but by acknowledging their humanity. These and other persuasive arguments in the book make it valuable reading at a time when science is at danger of running ahead of our ethical reasoning.

UK Prelates Back Preaching With Pounds - Give Grant for Adult Stem Cell Research
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/uk-prelates-back-preaching-with-pounds 
London, May 19, 2008

Catholic leaders are doing more than preaching about the need to focus on adult stem cell research in lieu of destroying human embryos. They are offering a grant to a new research foundation.
The presidents of the episcopal conferences of England & Wales, Scotland and Ireland announced Sunday the award of a £25,000 ($48,945) grant, funded from a special Day for Life collection, as a sign of their support for adult stem cell research in the United Kingdom.
The donation has been made to Novussanguis, an international research consortium on cord blood and adult stem cells for therapeutic aims that was launched in Paris on Wednesday.
"We support scientific research that seeks to cure disease and suffering," said the council presidents. The statement was signed by Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor, archbishop of Westminster; Cardinal Keith O'Brien, archbishop of St Andrews and Edinburgh; and Cardinal Sean Brady, archbishop of Armagh.
Noting that there has been a focus on embryonic stem cell research, the cardinals explained that "much greater progress has already been made towards clinical therapies using adult stem cells. Other emerging techniques hold potential for good, without creating and destroying human embryos. We are making this donation as a sign of the Church's commitment to science and human good."
Mentioning ongoing debate about the issue in the United Kingdom, the prelates said there are "profound questions both about the scientific efficacy of proposed techniques and their ethical justification."
"In particular," they wrote, "we would ask what ethical considerations should limit bio-medical research; should the government be taking the dramatic step of legalizing research on cybrid or hybrid embryos just as new techniques are emerging which would make the use of such hybrids in research redundant; [and] to what extent is the U.K. in danger of neglecting more promising therapies by focusing too much on embryonic stem cell research?"
"Not nearly enough time has been given to discussing these issues," the prelates affirmed, "and these questions require answers before and not after legislation."
Novussanguis is an international research consortium on cord blood and adult stem cells for therapeutic aims
Colin McGuckin and the research group on cord blood at Newcastle University and the Foundation Jérôme Lejeune in Paris founded Novussanguis to promote responsible research on cord blood and adult stem cells.

US Bishops: Stem Cell Issue Not Science vs. Religion - Release Statement on Unethical Research
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/us-bishops-stem-cell-issue-not-science-vs-religion 

Washington, D.C., June 16, 2008  

U.S. bishops noted that stem cell research has captured the imagination of many in our society, but affirmed that the deliberate killing of innocent human beings is gravely immoral. The prelates addressed the controversy surrounding embryonic stem cell research in a statement approved at their spring meeting, which ended Saturday. The bishops first explained what stem cells are and why they have generated so much interest in the scientific community.
"Scientists hope these biological building blocks can be directed to produce many types of cells to repair the human body, cure disease, and alleviate suffering," they noted. "But some scientists are most intrigued by stem cells obtained by destroying an embryonic human being in the first week or so of development. Harvesting these 'embryonic stem cells' involves the deliberate killing of innocent human beings, a gravely immoral act."

3 false arguments
The prelates looked specifically at three arguments put forth to justify destroying human embryos to obtain stem cells: "1) any harm done in this case is outweighed by the potential benefits; 2) what is destroyed is not a human life, or at least not a human being with fundamental human rights; and 3) dissecting human embryos for their cells should not be seen as involving a loss of embryonic life."
After showing the fault in each argument, the bishops noted: "This is not only a teaching of the Catholic Church. Our nation’s Declaration of Independence took for granted that human beings are unequal in size, strength, and intelligence. Yet it declared that members of the human race who are unequal in all these respects are created equal in their fundamental rights, beginning with the right to life. 
"Tragically, this principle of equal human rights for all has not always been followed in practice, even by the Declaration’s signers. But in our nation’s proudest moments Americans have realized that we cannot dismiss or exclude any class of humanity -- that basic human rights must belong to all members of the human race without distinction."
Finally, the bishops looked at the assertion that embryos used for stem cell research are "spare," and thus "unwanted embryos who will die anyway." "This argument is simply invalid," they affirmed. "Ultimately each of us will die, but that gives no one a right to kill us." The statement also focuses on the issue of cloning and other related issues. 
"Human cloning is intrinsically evil because it reduces human procreation to a mere manufacturing process, producing new human beings in the laboratory to predetermined specifications as though they were commodities. […] This is especially clear when human embryos are produced by cloning for research purposes, because new human lives are generated solely in order to be destroyed," the bishops clarified.
They added: "Some researchers and lawmakers even propose developing cloned embryos in a woman’s womb for some weeks to harvest more useful tissues and organs -- a grotesque practice that Congress has acted against through the Fetus Farming Prohibition Act of 2006. 
"Some would solicit women as egg donors for human cloning research, even offering cash payments to overcome these women’s qualms about the risk to their own health from the egg harvesting procedure."
Referring to a proposal that has already been approved in the United Kingdom, the bishops continued, "Other researchers want to use animal eggs for human cloning experiments, creating 'hybrid' embryos that disturbingly blur the line between animal and human species."
"It now seems undeniable that once we cross the fundamental moral line that prevents us from treating any fellow human being as a mere object of research, there is no stopping point," the prelates stated. 
Referring to Pope John Paul II's "The Gospel of Life," they added: "The only moral stance that affirms the human dignity of all of us is to reject the first step down this path. We therefore urge Catholics and all people of good will to join us in reaffirming, precisely in this context of embryonic stem cell research, that 'the killing of innocent human creatures, even if carried out to help others, constitutes an absolutely unacceptable act.'"
"The issue of stem cell research does not force us to choose between science and ethics, much less between science and religion," the bishops concluded. "It presents a choice as to how our society will pursue scientific and medical progress. Will we ignore ethical norms and use some of the most vulnerable human beings as objects, undermining the respect for human life that is at the foundation of the healing arts? 
"Such a course, even if it led to rapid technical progress, would be a regress in our efforts to build a society that is fully human. Instead we must pursue progress in ethically responsible ways that respect the dignity of each human being. Only this will produce cures and treatments that everyone can live with."
US Bishops' Stem Cell Statement: http://www.usccb.org/prolife/issues/bioethic/bishopsESCRstmt.pdf
Dignified arguments

http://www.mercatornet.com/articles/dignified_arguments/
By Michael Cook, Editor, June 27, 2008 

Has the world's leading science journal abandoned the ideal of human dignity?

The human embryo is very small, far smaller than the head of a pin. It cannot feel. It cannot think. It has no autonomous existence. And products derived from it are potentially both profit-making and wonder-working. No wonder scientists in the United States and Britain are exasperated by government restrictions. They see no ethical problem whatsoever with dicing embryos up on a laboratory bench. 

But anyone who doubts the immense moral seriousness of the debate over the use of human embryos in stem cell research need only read a recent issue of Nature. Nature is the world’s leading scientific journal and its crisp editorials express the views of the world scientific establishment. For years it has been a fervent supporter of therapeutic cloning and embryo research, a harsh critic of President Bush’s restrictive stem cell policy and a cheerleader for the Labour government’s push to make the UK the world’s stem cell capital. 

So it was dismaying to discover that Nature has discarded the concept of "human dignity" as unworthy of mature, intelligent argument. According to an editorial published earlier this month, it is a contradictory, "notoriously subjective" and "slippery" concept. In four glib paragraphs, it jettisons 2,500 years of Western civilisation, the UN Declaration of Human Rights, and the constitutions of numerous countries. 

The trigger for this was the ludicrous news that Swiss scientists cannot experiment on chimpanzees because it is offensive to their dignity. According to their new constitution, the Swiss are required to take into account "the dignity of creation". This is being interpreted so broadly that research on animals and even on plants is at risk. This was certainly enough to question the sanity of Swiss bureaucrats. 

However, underlying Nature’s rejection of human dignity is something else. Human dignity is a mainstay of arguments against research on embryos. As it is commonly understood, human dignity is indivisible. You cannot affirm that a black African is a human being and then pass laws to make him a slave. You cannot affirm that the elderly are fully human and pass laws to euthanase everyone over 85. 

The problem for stem cell scientists and their boosters, is that the embryo is clearly human. It has the full human genome and barring any mishaps, it will someday become successively a foetus, a baby, a child, and an adult. It is a human being in an embryonic stage of development. In the words of Diana Schaub, a member of the President's Council on Bioethics, "It is recognizably one of us — recognizable not to the naked eye, but to the scientifically trained eye." 

So what has the scientifically trained eye of Nature done? It has followed Groucho Marx’s precept: "Those are my principles. If you don't like them I have others." Since human dignity leads inescapably to the conclusion that embryo experimentation is inadmissible, it has ditched human dignity. "Dignity as a concept cannot be a director of moral judgement," it insists. 
What is cringingly embarrassing about this argument is that it was cribbed from a controversial article by the Harvard neuroscientist Stephen Pinker in The New Republic. Nature has taken seriously Pinker’s bad-tempered and abusive attack on a report from the President’s Council on Bioethics. This strongly supported human dignity against a growing number of bioethicists and scientists who claim that it is too squishy to serve as a rationale for bioethical decisions. "[W]hat it reveals should alarm anyone concerned with American biomedicine and its promise to improve human welfare," sneered Pinker. "For this government-sponsored bioethics does not want medical practice to maximize health and flourishing; it considers that quest to be a bad thing, not a good thing." 

What was Pinker’s alternative to human dignity? The harder-edged concept of "autonomy", or a person's capacity for self-determination. This, he says, is safeguard enough for all the elements of what we normally regard as human dignity. "So, even when breaches of dignity lead to an identifiable harm, it's ultimately autonomy and respect for persons that gives us the grounds for condemning it." 

But has the editor of Nature never considered the consequences which accompany Pinker’s theory? Persons in permanent vegetative states are not autonomous; the unconscious elderly are not autonomous. What will be their fate if scientists, doctors and hospitals reject human dignity? Embryos are not autonomous either. Hence, they need only be treated only with whatever degree of respect that a stem cell scientist deems appropriate. Which is not much: the privilege of being diced up to further his quest for a Nobel Prize. 

Autonomy is a very dangerous foundation for ethics. As Peter Singer argues in his influential book Practical Ethics (don’t tell me that the editors of Nature are unfamiliar with it!), "a newborn baby is not an autonomous being, capable of making choices, and so to kill a newborn baby cannot violate the principle of respect for autonomy". 

Blinded by its obsession with justifying embryo research, Nature cannot see another obvious consequence of embracing autonomy. This helpfully shunts non-autonomous embryos into Petri dishes. But it also opens wide the cages of laboratory animals. Chimpanzees, monkeys, pigs and dogs all have more autonomy than embryos, newborn babies and comatose patients. Therefore, argue animal rights activists, they should not be used as fodder for scientists’ wicked experiments. There are few causes which Nature supports with more vigour than animal experimentation – but embracing autonomy as the foundation of ethics undermines their campaign. 

Pinker describes "human dignity" as "squishy" and hard to define. Of course he does. Sniffing at lack of logical rigour is the opening gambit in most academic debates in the humanities. In fact, human dignity can easily be defended, as the excellent essays in the report from the President’s Council on Bioethics readily demonstrate. In any case, it is naïve to assume that "autonomy" is beyond criticism as "squishy". In a recent issue of the Journal of Medical Ethics, for instance, a bioethicist complains that "The notion of personal autonomy is notoriously blurry and is used in many different ways." 

It’s hard to understand how the world’s leading science journal could ever have taken Pinker’s hissy-fit seriously. The consequences of rejecting centuries of human dignity and replacing it with a self-serving, gimcrack theory are momentous. Embryos may be small but upon them rests our dignity, too. 

UK Minister said to have resigned over conscience: Report

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=9187
September 25, 2008 
UK Transport Minister, Ruth Kelly, a Catholic linked to Opus Dei, will resign after informing Prime Minister Gordon Brown of her religious objections to Government plans to liberalise stem cell research, reports say. 

Ms. Kelly will step down at the next Cabinet reshuffle, which could come as soon as next week, the UK Telegraph reports. 

She is understood to have had serious doubts about Mr. Brown's leadership, and her decision to quit has reignited speculation about the Prime Minister's future. 

However a source close to Miss Kelly insisted her decision was made on purely personal grounds, telling reporters she "thought the time had come to spend more time with her four young children." 

But in an attempt to minimise damage from the move, the Prime Minister's office linked her departure to her religious objections to Government plans to liberalise stem cell research. 

It was said that Ms. Kelly, who is a Catholic, told Gordon Brown she could not reconcile her strict faith with the Government's Human Fertilisation and Embryology Bill. 

Cabinet colleagues were furious in July when the minister was given special permission to miss a key vote on the Bill. 

She was told that she would be expected to vote for the legislation when it next came to the Commons. 

It is due to return to the Commons next month - and Miss Kelly is thought to feel unable to abide by collective Cabinet responsibility and vote in favour. 

She is thought to have been particularly struggling with her conscience over the aspects of the legislation which include embryo research and a possible relaxation of the abortion laws. 

Source: Ruth Kelly tells Gordon Brown she is to resign (UK Telegraph, 25/9/08) 

Selected comment: Strange how this supposedly committed Catholic had no compunction about endorsing the about-to-be-Catholic PM Blair's whole raft of anti-Catholic, anti-life legislation; including when SHE was the minister responsible for introducing the horrific legislation forcing Catholic adoption agencies to give babies to homosexual same-sex "couples", steadfastly refusing all requests for exceptions to be allowed for conscientious objectors. –Ronk
Ruling on Europe Stem Cell Patent Called "Sensible"
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/ruling-on-europe-stem-cell-patent-called-sensible
Brussels, Belgium, November 27, 2008 

A spokesman for the European bishops says the decision to deny patents for embryonic stem cells is "sensible." Father Piotr Mazurkiewicz, secretary-general of the Commission of the Bishops' Conferences of the European Community, welcomed the decision made public today by the Enlarged Board of Appeal of the European Patent Office. With the decision, the patent office has determined that European patent law prohibits the patenting of human stem cell cultures whose preparation necessarily involves the destruction of human embryos.
The European bishops had already in 2006 prepared a brief to explain the objections to the proposed patent.
"Even if patent law is formally only designed to entitle one to prevent other people from using a given invention -- or to sell licenses enabling them to use it -- patents nevertheless imply a certain amount of support for the patented invention," a statement from the bishops explained. "[The prelates] emphasized that for patent applications that relate to human life, the granting of a patent was, in their view, utterly bound up with the ethical dimension." 

Vatican denounces embryo research

http://news.bbc.co.uk/go/pr/fr/-/1/hi/world/europe/7779559.stm, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/7779559.stm  December 12, 2008 

The Vatican has updated its opposition to embryonic stem-cell research, in-vitro fertilisation and human cloning in a sweeping new document. 
The Catholic Church also said the morning-after pill and drugs preventing the implantation of the embryo during pregnancy were "gravely immoral". 

The rulings came in a Vatican document released to respond to scientific advances made in the past two decades. 

Catholic doctrine says life begins at conception and must be respected. 

Dignitas Personae (The Dignity of a Person), an Instruction of Certain Bioethical Questions, was issued by the Vatican's doctrinal body, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, and approved by Pope Benedict XVI. 

Deserving respect 

The 32-page document condemned new forms of birth control that "fall within the sin of abortion". 

It also reiterated Catholic teaching that responsible human procreation should take place through an act of reciprocal love between a married couple. 

It said human life deserved respect "from the very first stages of its existence and can never be reduced merely to a group of cells". 

The instruction updated the Vatican's 1987 instruction, Donum Vitae (The Gift of Life), which enshrined the dignity of the human embryo. 

But while the updated document denounced embryonic stem-cell research - which it noted invariably resulted in the destruction of the embryo - it said adult stem cell research was allowed, as the subject was unharmed by the process.
Conference: Stem-Cell Debate Pits Life against Life - Robert George Warns of Embryo-Destroying Research
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/conference-stem-cell-debate-pits-life-against-life 
By Robert F. Conkling
Baltimore, Maryland, October 20, 2008 
The debate surrounding embryo-destroying stem-cell research is essentially one of the rightness of killing one person for the benefit of another, says Princeton professor Robert George.
George said this during the closing keynote address at the Catholic Medical Association's 77th Annual Education Conference on the applications of Pope John Paul II's theology of the body to the practice of medicine.
Some 306 physicians and 18 medical students gathered Oct. 9-12 in Baltimore, Maryland, to reflect on "Theology of the Body: Modern Challenges to Health, Conscience, and Human Dignity."
The annual conference, held under the patronage of wife, mother and Catholic physician St. Gianna Beretta Molla, opened with a Mass presided over by Cardinal William Keeler, the retired archbishop of Baltimore. Archbishop Edwin O'Brien, who currently leads the see of Baltimore, presided over the closing Mass.
George, who is the McCormick Professor of Jurisprudence and a member of the President's Council on Bioethics, said "science, specifically embryology, is on the side of those who are repelled by the idea of embryo-destructive stem-cell research."
He explained that science reveals that the human embryo, from its first manifestation as a one-cell zygote, is a self-governing being, fully directing its own growth and development. He underlined that from conception, the human being passes through stages of development, but cannot be considered another kind of being.
He argued that to justify killing infants with developmental disabilities to obtain transplantable organs, even in the face of illness and suffering by other persons, would be untenable and nobody would argue in favor of this practice on the basis of a "need for organs to be transplanted."

The professor, who is also the director of the James Madison Program in American Ideals and Institution, said the debate over the legality and ethics of harvesting stem cells from living human embryos -- which results in killing the embryos -- is essentially a debate over whether it is morally right to kill members of a certain class of human beings to benefit others.
"If the debate is informed by serious attention to the facts of embryogenesis and early human development, and to the profound, inherent and equal dignity of human beings," George stated, "then we, as a nation, will in the end reject the deliberate taking of human life, regardless of the promised benefits."
He continued: "Scientists have already made tremendous progress toward the goal of producing fully pluripotent stem cells by non-destructive methods of harvesting stem cells -- from adult tissues and fetal cord blood.
"Were such methods pursued with the vigor now shown by defenders of embryo-destructive research, the future might see the promise of stem cell science fulfilled, with no stain on our national conscience."

Country’s first public stem cell bank opens in city, poor to get free therapy: Chennai, India 

http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/city/chennai/Countrys-first-public-stem-cell-bank-opens-in-city-poor-to-get-free-therapy/articleshow/4083811.cms
February 6, 2009 

The country's first public stem cell bank, which would store stem cells extracted from a newborn's umbilical cord for common use, was inaugurated here on Thursday. The cells, which are collected from the blood from umbilical cord soon after childbirth, are preserved at -196 degrees Celsius in liquid nitrogen.
While mothers can store the blood for private use for a cost, they would be charged nothing if they donate it to the public bank. These cells are capable of developing into different kinds of cells and tissues, offering new treatment methods for serious disorders including blood cancer.
Member of parliament Kanimozhi inaugurate Jeevan Stem Cell Bank, a unit of Jeevan Blood Bank. "Stem cells have a shelf life of 21 years. As of now, there is 80% cure from stem cell therapy for diseases like blood cancer and Thalassemia. In the future, it may be possible to use these cells to grow damaged tissues or organs. It has a potential of curing more than 70 medical conditions," said Dr. P Srinivasan, managing trustee, Jeevan Blood Bank.
The Bank has assured that it would collect, test, process and store at least 30,000 units of stem cells from cord blood in five years. Under the scheme, 70% of the bank's capacity will be used for public storage and 30% for private storage to cross subsidise and make it viable. Parents would pay Rs 70,000 to cord blood for 21 years of exclusive use.
"Stem cells from the bank would be made available free of cost for people living below the poverty line. Others will be charged Rs 1 lakh per unit. We have adopted a working model after studying several ones abroad," said Jeevan Blood Bank medical director Saranya Narayan. The charge, she said, is less than one eighth of that of banks abroad.
Limit, Then End Embryonic Stem Cell Study 

http://www.faithstreet.com/onfaith/2009/03/07/limit-then-end-embryonic-stem/4787
By Thomas J. Reese S.J., March 7, 2009 This priest is a liberal
It is no surprise that the Obama administration is lifting the restrictions put on embryonic stem cell research by President George W. Bush in 2001 when he authorized the use of federal funds for such research. President Obama made clear during the campaign that he would do this. He has been convinced by those doing the research that it will lead to medical breakthroughs for dealing with Parkinson's, Alzheimer's and other diseases. The same belief led 59 percent of California voters to pass a $3 billion ballot initiative in 2004 to fund stem cell research over a 10-year period. 
Opponents of embryonic stem cell research argue that embryos are human beings and that they should no more be killed for research than adult humans should be killed to provide parts for transplants. The same question of the value and status of the embryo and fetus is at the heart of the debate over abortion. 
Opponents of embryonic stem cell research also point to significant breakthroughs in adult stem cell research, such as the recent development of induced pluripotent stem cells (iPS cells) that do not require the use of human embryos but can be made from skin tissue. Not only does such a process lack the ethical problems of using embryonic stem cells, it also has the medical advantage of producing cells that are less likely to be rejected since they come from the same body to which they will be returning. 
In the past, the process of developing iPS cells was questioned because of the use of viruses in the process. These viruses might cause the transplanted cells to become cancerous after the transplant. This problem may have been eliminated by recently announced procedures that do not require viruses to transform adult cells into these iPS cells. 
Granted that the administration is going to allow the use of embryonic stem cells, how can the decision be made less ethically repugnant to those who find their use objectionable? Are their limits that can be put on embryonic stem cell research that most people, even their supporters, would recognize as appropriate? Here are some suggestions. 
1. Embryos for research cannot be bought and sold. Embryos should not be created for the sole purpose of research. They should only come from excess embryos produced at fertility clinics that are scheduled to be destroyed anyway. 
2. Before using human embryonic stem cells, researchers should show that the research they are doing cannot be done with non-embryonic stem cells. 

3. Research using embryonic stem cells should aim at advancing toward the goal of using only non-embryonic stem cells in regenerative medicine. In other words, once the process of developing adult stem cells for treatments has been shown to be safe and reliable, any research in embryonic stem cells should be able to move seamlessly into the use of adult stem cells leaving the ethical problems behind. 
These rules will not satisfy those who find any use of embryos ethically objectionable, but it will indicate that the Obama administration is trying to find some middle ground that gives some respect to the many Americans who find such research repugnant. In short, if science shows a way out of this ethical dilemma, we should follow it. 
Thomas J. Reese, S.J., is Senior Fellow at Woodstock Theological Center at Georgetown University. 

Cardinal Denounces Obama's Stem Cell Ban Reversal - Calls It a Victory of Politics Over Science

http://www.zenit.org/article-25313?l=english
Washington, D.C., March 9, 2009 
The U.S. bishops' conference pro-life committee chairman is denouncing President Barack Obama's executive order that will allow federal funding for embryonic stem cell research. Cardinal Justin Rigali issued a response to the U.S. president's order today that will allow federal tax dollars to be used to fund scientists in the destruction of live human embryos to develop stem cells for research.
The cardinal said: "President Obama's new executive order on embryonic stem cell research is a sad victory of politics over science and ethics. This action is morally wrong because it encourages the destruction of innocent human life, treating vulnerable human beings as mere products to be harvested. It also disregards the values of millions of American taxpayers who oppose research that requires taking human life. Finally, it ignores the fact that ethically sound means for advancing stem cell science and medical treatments are readily available and in need of increased support."
The cardinal also cited a letter written Jan. 16 by Cardinal Francis George, president of the bishops' conference, to Obama, urging him not to allow funding for this research. Cardinal George stated three reasons why this research is "especially pointless at this time." "First," he wrote, "basic research in the capabilities of embryonic stem cells can be and is being pursued using the currently eligible cell lines as well as the hundreds of lines produced with nonfederal funds since 2001."
He continued: "Second, recent startling advances in reprogramming adult cells into embryonic-like stem cells -- hailed by the journal 'Science' as the scientific breakthrough of the year -- are said by many scientists to be making embryonic stem cells irrelevant to medical progress. Third, adult and cord blood stem cells are now known to have great versatility, and are increasingly being used to reverse serious illnesses and even help rebuild damaged organs. To divert scarce funds away from these promising avenues for research and treatment toward the avenue that is most morally controversial as well as most medically speculative would be a sad victory of politics over science."
President Obama's action reverses the ban on federal funding for this type of research enacted by former president George W. Bush, who limited the use of taxpayer money to the 21 stem cell lines already developed before his order.
Cardinal George stated, "If the government wants to invest in hope for cures and promote ethically sound science, it should use our tax monies for research that everyone, at every stage of human development, can live with."

Why Embryonic Stem Cells Are Obsolete

http://health.usnews.com/health-news/blogs/heart-to-heart/2009/03/04/why-embryonic-stem-cells-are-obsolete 

By Bernadine Healy, US News and World Report health editor, March 4, 2009
President Obama has been right to take his time lifting the ban on embryonic stem cell research.
Scientists may be growing impatient, but President Obama has been rightly taking his time in addressing a campaign promise to lift the ban on federal funding for research using new lines of stem cells to be taken from human embryos. Even for strong backers of embryonic stem cell research, the decision is no longer as self-evident as it was, because there is markedly diminished need for expanding these cell lines for either patient therapy or basic research. In fact, during the first six weeks of Obama's term, several events reinforced the notion that embryonic stem cells, once thought to hold the cure for Alzheimer's, Parkinson's, and diabetes, are obsolete. The most sobering: a report from Israel published in PLoS Medicine in late February that shows embryonic stem cells injected into patients can cause disabling if not deadly tumors.
The report describes a young boy with a fatal neuromuscular disease called ataxia telangiectasia, who was treated with embryonic stem cells. Within four years, he developed headaches and was found to have multiple tumors in his brain and spinal cord that genetically matched the female embryos used in his therapy.

 His experience is neither an anomaly nor a surprise, but one feared by many scientists. These still-mysterious cell creations have been removed from the highly ordered environment of a fast-growing embryo, after all. Though they are tamed in a petri dish to be disciplined, mature cells, research in animals has shown repeatedly that sometimes the injected cells run wildly out of control—dashing hopes of tiny, human embryos benignly spinning off stem cells to save grown-ups, without risk or concern.

That dream was still alive only a few weeks before this report. Within days of Obama's inauguration, the Food and Drug Administration approved its first-ever embryonic stem cell study in humans: the biotech company Geron's plan to inject highly purified human embryonic cells into eight to 10 patients with acute spinal cord injuries. (The cells are from a stem cell line approved by Bush because it predated his ban.) 
The FDA should now be compelled to take another look: Are eight to 10 patients enough, or one year of monitoring sufficient, to assess safety? And doctors who participate in the trial will have to ask what every doctor must ask before performing research on a human subject: Were I this patient, would I participate? Would I encourage my loved ones to do so?

Even as the future of embryonic stem cells has dimmed, adult stem cell research has scored major wins evident just in the past few months. These advances involve human stem cells that are not derived from human embryos. In fact, adult stem cells, which occur in small quantities in organs throughout the body for natural growth and repair, have become stars despite great skepticism early on. Though this is a more difficult task, scientists have learned to coax them to mature into many cell types, like brain and heart cells, in the laboratory. (Such stem cells can be removed almost as easily as drawing a unit of blood, and they have been used successfully for years in bone marrow transplants.)

To date, most of the stem cell triumphs that the public hears about involve the infusion of adult stem cells. We've just recently seen separate research reports of patients with spinal cord injury and multiple sclerosis benefiting from adult stem cell therapy. These cells have the advantage of being the patient's natural own, and the worst they seem to do after infusion is die off without bringing the hoped-for benefit. They do not have the awesome but dangerous quality of eternal life characteristic of embryonic stem cells.

A second kind of stem cell that has triumphed is an entirely new creation called iPS (short for induced pluripotent stem cell), a blockbuster discovery made in late 2007. These cells are created by reprogramming DNA from adult skin. The iPS cells are embryonic-like in that they can turn into any cell in the body—and so bypass the need for embryos or eggs. In late February, scientists reported on iPS cells that had been transformed into mature nerve cells. While these cells might become a choice for patient therapy in time, scientists are playing this down for now. Why? These embryonic-like cells also come with the risk of cancer.

James Thomson, the stem cell pioneer from the University of Wisconsin who was the first to grow human embryonic stem cells in 1998, is an independent co-discoverer of iPS cells along with Japanese scientists. Already these reprogrammed cells have eclipsed the value of those harvested from embryos, he has said, because of significantly lower cost, ease of production, and genetic identity with the patient. They also bring unique application to medical and pharmaceutical research, because cells cultivated from patients with certain diseases readily become laboratory models for developing and testing therapy. That iPS cells overcome ethical concerns about creating and sacrificing embryos is an added plus.

The importance of stem cells for medical research has never been greater, and the scientific and public clamor for unimpeded research is fully understandable. But it's important that Obama and everyone supporting a lifting of the ban be clear with the public on what is involved in this decision; it's more complex than advertised. The ban Bush became famous for restricted the use of federal research dollars just to adult stem cells and embryonic stem cells already in existence at the time of his executive order. Lifting this ban so that researchers can use frozen embryos that would otherwise be discarded—they've been donated by couples who have had in vitro fertilization treatments—has drawn wide and bipartisan support from Congress. It's an easy lift.

The more ethically charged decision—less understood by the public and one Congress has avoided—involves the ban on creating human embryos in the laboratory solely for research purposes. In fact, President Clinton is the one who balked at allowing scientists to use government money for embryo creation and research on stem cells harvested from such embryos; Bush only affirmed the Clinton ban. The scientific community has been able to attract nonfederal money for such work, and it is going on all the time in stem cell institutes. Scientists want relief from the inconvenience and expense of keeping that work and the money that supports it separate from federal dollars.

Reversing the executive orders of two prior presidents on embryo creation, which even the Congress has been unwilling to tackle, is a far bigger issue than lifting the ban on the use of IVF embryos slated for destruction. Obama stands for transparency, and it's important for him to make sure the public understands his decision, including that all stem cells are not the same or created equally.

US bishops denounce Obama stem cell decision
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=12298
March 11, 2009 
United States Catholic Bishops' Conference pro-life committee chairman, Cardinal Justin Rigali, has denounced President Barack Obama's executive order allowing federal funding for embryonic stem cell research. 

The Sydney Morning Herald reports the decision by the US President, Barack Obama, to end the ban on federal funding for embryonic stem cell research in the US has also drawn swift condemnation from the Vatican and has galvanised opposition from conservative Republicans.  

Honouring an election promise, President Obama announced on Monday that funds would be freed up for stem cell research, reversing a directive put into effect by his predecessor, George Bush, when he took office in 2001. 

President Obama signed the executive order before a group of scientists and doctors in a ceremony at the White House. 

Zenit quoted Cardinal Rigali as saying "President Obama's new executive order on embryonic stem cell research is a sad victory of politics over science and ethics." 

"This action is morally wrong because it encourages the destruction of innocent human life, treating vulnerable human beings as mere products to be harvested. 
"It also disregards the values of millions of American taxpayers who oppose research that requires taking human life. Finally, it ignores the fact that ethically sound means for advancing stem cell science and medical treatments are readily available and in need of increased support." 

The Vatican daily L'Osservatore Romano also criticised the decision, saying that "recognition of personal dignity must be extended to all phases of existence." 

One Republican Congressman, Christopher Smith of New Jersey, called Mr. Obama "the abortion president". 

The Southern Baptist leader Richard Land said President Obama had "declared open season on unborn babies." 

Source

Stem-cell decision outrages Vatican and religious conservatives (Sydney Morning Herald) 

Rigali denounces stem-cell reversal (CathNewsUSA)
Catholic Bishops Condemn Obama Admin's Embryonic Stem Cell Research Rules
http://www.lifenews.com/bio2830.htmlWashington
By Steven Ertelt, April 21, 2009
Cardinal Justin Rigali, the chairman of the pro-life outreach for the nation's Catholic bishops is condemning the new rules the Obama administration put in place allowing taxpayer funding of embryonic stem cell research.
The NIH guidelines come after President Barack Obama issued his executive order overturning the protections President Bush put in place.  The National Institutes of Health provided the guidelines for scientists using federal funds to obtain human embryos supposedly left over from fertility clinics and destroy them for scientific research.
Cardinal Rigali says the NIH guidelines "mark a new chapter in divorcing biomedical research from its necessary ethical foundation." "Without unconditional respect for the life of each and every member of the human race, research involving human subjects does not represent true progress. It becomes another way for some human beings to use and mistreat others for their own goals," he told LifeNews.com in a statement. "Suffering patients and their families deserve better, through increased support for promising and ethically sound stem cell research and treatments that harm no one."
Looking to practical concerns, Rigali is worried that the new guidelines are too broad in that they allow destruction of newly created embryos who were never frozen, thus increasing the prospects for a rushed and biased consent process.
Also, despite the claims of backers of the Obama decision that it would only involve human embryos who would otherwise be destroyed, Rigali says that, for the first time, "federal tax dollars will be used to encourage destruction of living embryonic human beings for stem cell research – including human beings who otherwise would have survived and been born."
Rigali joins the National Right to Life in its concerns that the new NIH guidelines represent a first step in a strategy to overturn an important bioethics law.
The pro-life group contends members of Congress, claiming they are only implementing the new guidelines into federal law, will overturn the Dickey-Wicker amendment that prohibits the federal funding of the purposeful creation and destruction of human embryos for scientific research.
"We can hope that the NIH and Congress will continue to respect this ethical norm, and will realize that the alleged 'need' for violating it is more implausible than ever due to advances in reprogramming adult cells to act like embryonic stem cells," the Catholic leader told LifeNews.com. "However, congressional supporters of destructive human embryo research have already said they will pursue a more extreme policy," he added.
Cardinal Rigali promised that the Catholic bishops "will be writing to Congress and the Administration about the need to restore and maintain barriers against the mistreatment of human life in the name of science, and we urge other concerned citizens to do the same."

Bishops Weigh in on US Stem Cell Proposal - Participate in Public Comment Period

http://www.zenit.org/article-25976?l=english
Washington, D.C., May 22, 2009 
As the National Institutes of Health is considering guidelines on federally funding embryonic stem cell research, the U.S. bishops say the proposal is not only "morally objectionable" but also increasingly "scientifically obsolete." Monsignor David Malloy, general secretary of the U.S. episcopal conference, submitted comments on the draft guidelines. The public comment period on the guidelines ends Tuesday.
The bishops' have provided citizens an easy way to submit comments at their Web site.
For his part, the monsignor affirmed the dignity of human life at every stage and the right to not be subjected to harmful experimentation without one's consent. The "central fact of science," he added, is that the embryo to be destroyed to obtain stem cells, "is a human being at a very early stage of his or her development."
Monsignor Malloy affirmed that the stem cell debate is not a matter of religious belief.
The priest recalled the conclusion of the National Bioethics Advisory Commission appointed by President Bill Clinton, that "because human embryos deserve 'respect' as a form of human life, destroying them for stem cells is 'justifiable only if no less morally problematic alternatives are available for advancing the research.'"

He went on to note that alternatives are not only available, but have been found to offer the only effective promise for stem cell cures. He said "science and ethics have been ignored" in President Barack Obama's March decision to rescind both the policy preventing researchers from destroying live human embryos for federally funded research and the executive order instructing the NIH to thoroughly explore new avenues for obtaining pluripotent stem cells without destroying human embryos.
"As the president noted," Monsignor Malloy said, "we must not make 'a false choice between sound science and moral values.' In fact, these sources of guidance both point in the same direction, away from destructive embryonic stem cell research. His executive order and these guidelines nonetheless insist on a course of action that is both morally objectionable and, increasingly, scientifically obsolete." 
On the Net: Site for submitting comments to NIH: www.usccb.org/stemcellcampaign
When Stem Cell Research Gets Personal (Part 1) - Interview with Bioethicist on Umbilical Cord Cell Banking
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/when-stem-cell-research-gets-personal-part-1 
By Kathleen Naab, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, June 8, 2009 

The debate surrounding embryonic stem cell research is portrayed as an exercise in discerning politics from science.
But there are undoubtedly some personal issues involved. The stem cell debate gets personal when citizens' tax dollars are used to fund the research, regardless of if the citizens are in agreement. 
As the U.S. government follows President Barack Obama's March 9 executive order to direct U.S. tax dollars to the funding of embryonic stem cell research, ZENIT spoke with Father Alfred Cioffi about stem cell research and the particular promise offered by these powerful cells found in umbilical cord blood.
Father Cioffi, a priest of the Archdiocese of Miami, is a research ethicist for the National Catholic Bioethics Center. He has done extensive study and work in bioethics and research, focusing his first doctoral thesis from Rome's Pontifical Gregorian University on "The Fetus as Medical Patient: Moral Dilemmas in Prenatal Diagnosis." He earned a second doctorate in genetics from Purdue University, with a thesis on "The VWG Hypothesis: Predicting Distinct Chromatin Structures from the DNA Sequence."
ZENIT: There is still a lot of public confusion about stem cell research and what it's all about -- oftentimes confusion amplified by false or misleading press reports. Could you explain the basics of the research?
Father Cioffi: The cell is the basic unit of life on this planet earth. All living creatures are made up of cells. Our bodies are made up of trillions of cells: bone cells, skin cells, liver cells, brain cells, etc. Stem cells are cells deep within our body that produce other cells; stem cells make other cells. So, when we are either developing, or when there is an injury or disease, stem cells are active making new cells -- either to form an organ or tissue, or to repair a damaged organ or tissue.
Stem cell research uses stem cells in the lab to try to heal injured organs and tissues of the human body. It does this by seeking to turn human stem cells into cell lines. Our bodies are made up of approximately 220 cell lines: bone cells, muscle cells, brain cells, liver cells, etc.
According to their origin, there are two types of stem cells: embryonic stem cells and adult stem cells. Embryonic stem cells come from embryos; adult stem cells come from "adults," that is, from people who are already born -- so, even babies have "adult" stem cells, because they are already born. So far, the only stem cells that have given results are the adult stem cells, and there's a fairly simple explanation for this. 
Embryonic stem cells actually have too much potential; why? Because all of the organs and tissues of the embryo come from embryonic stem cells -- the whole embryo is formed from embryonic stem cells. So, when embryonic stem cells are transplanted into an injured organ or tissue, they actually grow uncontrollably, too fast, too much. The end result is a tumor: cancer. Why? Because, essentially, the whole little embryo wants to grow there, where the embryonic stem cells have been placed.
To obtain embryonic stem cells, the embryo has to be killed, destroyed. That is why the Catholic Church, and many people of conscience, are opposed to embryonic stem cell research.
In contrast, adult stem cells, coming from the various organs and tissues of our bodies, are more tame, and do not grow as fast or as much. Why? Essentially, because all that is needed to heal, say, a skin cut, is for the adult skin stem cells to grow just enough skin to replace the damaged area. In other words: Adult stem cells are already pre-programmed to replace the various organs and tissues of our body, each according to its type.
No one has to be killed to obtain adult stem cells. In fact, an added advantage is that they can be obtained from the same patient, thus avoiding the problem of immune rejection of the embryonic stem cells. That is why the Catholic Church actually encourages adult stem cell research.
ZENIT: So when U.S. President Barack Obama spoke of the triumph of science a few weeks ago with his reversal of the Bush ban for federal funding on stem cell research, he missed the mark?
Father Cioffi: He missed the mark indeed. Sadly, that decision was entirely driven by an ideology that puts a particular agenda in front of whatever scientific evidence there is. The reader can go to www.stemcellresearch.org, and see for himself the dozens of cures that have already been obtained with adult stem cells, and the zero cures with embryonic -- all documented with research articles in scientific journals. 
ZENIT: So why is there interest in embryonic stem cells?
Father Cioffi: Three main reasons, I believe: finances, theoretical biology, and ideology.
Finances: Sadly, because of the money involved. It's all about the patents. It turns out that, since there have been so many successes in adult stem cell research, practically all of the patents are already taken up by biotechs and pharmaceuticals. However, due to the lack of results with embryonic stem cells, the slightest success in a particular biochemical pathway breakthrough is patentable, and the patent field here is wide open. Certainly, this is highly speculative research (using embryonic stem cells), which is what tends to give better returns when there is the tiniest hint of possible success. At a time when the economy is struggling, these speculative investments are a big temptation to provide the "quick fix" that everyone is desiring, so promises sell big during these times. To witness: In 2004, pro-embryonic stem cell ideologues convinced the people of California to devote $3 billion of their state taxes to this research, sold as the "cure-all" for the state's financial
bankruptcy.

Theoretical biology: Theoretically, embryonic stem cells should be able to regenerate and replace all of the 220 cell lines that make up the tissues and organs of our body. Why? Because they come from the Inner Cell Mass of the very early human embryo (the blastocyst: about one to two weeks old), and the entire embryo develops from the Inner Cell Mass. In practice, however, as I explained above, these cells have too much potential, and end up growing uncontrollably, causing tumors. Therefore, some scientists are saying: "Give us enough time and money, and we'll tame these 'wild' embryonic stem cells to grow into the various cell lines needed." And that's precisely what we, as pro-life people, don't want scientists to do, because using more time and more money means destroying many more human embryos in the process. And, of course, if they are successful eventually, that would only stimulate even more scientists to destroy more human embryos for their coveted stem cells. 

Ideology: Embryonic stem cell research has nothing to do with the legalization of abortion, and has everything to do with the legalization of abortion. It has nothing to do with the legalization of abortion because there is no pregnancy involved. That is, these early embryos (blastocysts) are typically frozen in liquid nitrogen (cryopreserved) in in vitro fertilization clinics, and are considered "excess" by their parents, since their parents already obtained the pregnancy and birth of the baby that they wanted. If there is no pregnancy, then there is no "conflict of interest" between the mother and her unborn. On the other hand, it has everything to do with the legalization of abortion. Why? Because, by giving some human status to these frozen human embryos, it begins to undermine the abortion mentality that says, "They are not really human beings." In other words, the pro-abortion (pro-choice) forces in our society are adamantly opposed to any suggestion of even the earliest human embryo being recognized as human. In the mind of these ideologues it is essential to continue to promote the perception that these early human embryos are "just a clump of cells" that should be used for advancing medical cures.

(Part 2) http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/when-stem-cell-research-gets-personal-part-2 
June 9, 2009 

The debate about stem cell research is under way in legislatures around the world, but there is an element to the research that is debated within the home.
This intimate level of the discussion happens every time a pregnant couple faces the possibility of storing their newborn's umbilical cord blood (or rather, the stem cells it contains) in hopes of future treatment or cures, should they be necessary.
ZENIT: Going to a more particular question, what is the difference between adult stem cells and stem cells taken from umbilical cord blood?
Father Cioffi: Regarding umbilical cord stem cells, bioethically, they represent a special category. It turns out that the blood inside the umbilical cord also contains stem cells. Since the umbilical cord comes from the human embryo (or fetus), then these are embryonic stem cells. The umbilical cord is normally discarded once the baby is born, but these embryonic stem cells can be extracted from that cord blood without having to do the least damage to the baby. In a sense, this is the best of both worlds because, on the one hand, umbilical cord stem cells have the plasticity and high-quality healing capacity of embryonic stem cells and, on the other, the baby certainly doesn't have to be killed in order to obtain them.
ZENIT: So then let's turn to another side of this issue: parents considering storing their newborn's stem cells. Some -- perhaps most -- pregnancy books, obstetricians and pediatricians are cautious about recommending umbilical cord banking and even somewhat discouraging. Would you say this is a justified attitude? Does it reflect a lack of information? Or perhaps the effects of an anti-life ideology?
Father Cioffi: The downside of umbilical cord stem cells is mostly financial. It is relatively expensive to extract them -- I've heard for the United States, perhaps about $1,000 -- and then there's a monthly fee -- of about $100 -- to store them. How long would they be stored? Essentially, for life, or until the newborn has an injury or disease sometime in his lifetime. And, hopefully, that injury or disease could be healed with the saved umbilical cord stem cells.
ZENIT: So what would you recommend for pregnant couples? Is umbilical cord banking worth the price tag?
Father Cioffi: You have to consider several factors: How much is it likely to cost; up front and in the long run? What cures could be expected realistically, and in what time frame? Since cord blood stem cell research is an industry that is just now beginning, perhaps for now the couples who would benefit the most from storing cord blood stem cells are the ones who have another child who was either born with some illness or acquired some illness or injury that could be cured with the stem cells of the sibling, since coming from the same parents the tissue match would likely be a good one.

In the long run, umbilical cord stem cells offer tremendous potential, so my bottom-line recommendation for couples considering their storage when giving birth is this: If the couple can afford it (perhaps even with some help from family and friends -- "baby-shower donations accepted!"), then they should do it. Why? Because, in addition to obvious advantages to their baby, siblings and close relatives, this would also further this fledging industry that is indeed very pro-life, and needs all the help it can get in getting started.
If the couple cannot afford it, they could consider putting some "friendly pressure" on their health insurance company to cover, at least, some of the cost. I think that it is important to get health insurance companies to understand that their investment in umbilical cord blood stem cell storage is to their financial advantage in the long run. Why? Because, as more and more cures come about in this field, on average, more and more of their clients would benefit from them -- say, for instance, an injured teenager whose cord cells were saved, and who will now heal better and faster because of them, thus reducing his hospital stay and treatment sessions, thus reducing health care insurance costs.
National Catholic Bioethics Center: www.ncbcenter.org Stem Cell Research: www.stemcellresearch.org
Prelate Encourages Umbilical Cord Blood Donations
http://www.zenit.org/article-26162?l=english
Cardiff, Wales, June 12, 2009 
The archbishop of Cardiff is encouraging people to donate the singularly useful umbilical cord blood after giving birth. Archbishop Peter Smith is issuing this appeal on the occasion of World Blood Donor Day, celebrated on Sunday, the bishops' conference of England and Wales reported.
The press release noted that "cord blood is rich in stem cells and is already being used to treat many different diseases including leukemia, sickle cell anemia and thalassemia."
Researchers are "now finding more uses for blood donations taken from the umbilical cord at birth," it added.
"Valuable cord blood can be extracted in a simple, safe procedure from the umbilical cord after birth, but currently most of this precious resource is discarded," the statement affirmed.
The archbishop stated, "I encourage people to learn more about cord blood donation and for expectant mothers to consider donating umbilical cord blood after the birth of their child."
He continued, "The birth of a child is a wonderful gift, and a donation of cord blood could help transform the lives of those who could benefit from the extracted stem cells."
The statement explained that the "therapeutic use of cord blood stem cells raises no ethical problems, unlike the use of embryonic stem cells derived from human embryos."  
NY Stem Cell Board Agrees to Pay State Money for Women's Eggs 
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/ny-stem-cell-board-agrees-to-pay-state-money-for-womens-eggs 

By John Jalsevac, Albany, NY, June 12, 2009 
New York's Empire State Stem Cell Board (ESSCB) yesterday agreed, during a meeting in Albany, NY, to commit state funds to pay women to undergo the risky process of ovarian stimulation in order to obtain human eggs for embryo research. 

There was no period of public comment on the matter. The funds will be drawn out of the $600 million that has been set aside by the state for stem cell research.

The plan was vigorously denounced by pro-life advocates, including one prominent member of the ESCCB.

Fr. Thomas Berg, member of the Ethics Committee of the ESSCB, and Executive Director of the Westchester Institute, said in a statement that, "Without any involvement from the public, who might like to know that state cash will be used as an inducement for underprivileged and cash-strapped women to undergo a risky and potentially dangerous procedure, this Board has set in place a plan to allow payments to women who undergo ovarian stimulation." 

"With full knowledge that the long-term effects of ovarian stimulation are unknown, and data suggesting a link with some forms of cancer, this Board - comprised of unelected appointees - has unconscionably, and on behalf of the taxpayers, set in place a plan that will put women at risk and lets the state pay them off with lots of money. Ovarian stimulation is a dangerous and sometimes fatal procedure. This plan is a gross exploitation of women for speculative research," said Fr. Berg. 

Kathleen M. Gallagher, director of pro-life activities for the New York State Catholic Conference, expressed the deep concerns of the state's Catholic bishops, calling the plan a "grossly unethical, dangerous and exploitative move that treats women's body parts as commodities."

"It must be rejected," she said. "If the Stem Cell Board itself moves forward with this proposal, then the state Legislature must act to prevent it."

Gallagher argued that with the potential for $10,000 in remuneration, and the current downturn in the economic climate, low-income women may be induced to sell their eggs despite the fact that the procedure is painful and dangerous. "Such women face serious health risks and loss of fertility," she said. "Vulnerable women should not be coerced into risking their health and their lives for speculative science with speculative benefits." 

She also pointed out that stem cell research has moved firmly away from embryo research, towards adult stem cell research, which has already proven itself to be far superior to embryo research in terms of yielding viable treatments - rendering the expensive and dangerous plan to buy women's eggs moot. 
"The science of stem cell research is moving in the opposite direction," she said, "toward research involving adult stem cells and the reprogramming of ordinary skin cells to act identical to embryonic cells. This type of research bears none of the ethical burdens of embryonic research.

"Payments to women for the extraction of their eggs crosses an ethical line that New Yorkers should not be forced to finance. Regardless of one's position on embryonic stem cell research, we can all agree that women should not be exploited by researchers, with state approval. The Legislature should step in now to ban payments for eggs."

Obama Abruptly Sacks Bio-ethics Panel Critical of Embryonic Stem-Cell Research 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/obama-abruptly-sacks-bio-ethics-panel-critical-of-embryonic-stem-cell-resea 
By Peter J. Smith, Washington, D.C., June 23, 2009 
The White House has dismissed the members of the President's US Council on Bioethics just a few months before their mandate expires, indicating their services are no longer required by the President and that he is looking for a more "practical" advisory board.

The New York Times reported that Reid Cherlin, a White House press officer, told the paper that President Barack Obama saw them as "a philosophically leaning advisory group" designed by the previous Bush administration, and he wanted to appoint a new bioethics commission which instead "offers practical policy options."

Dr. Alta Charo, an ethicist at the University of Wisconsin, told the Times that a new bioethics commission should form an ethically defensible public policy for the government instead of being what she said "seemed more like a public debating society."

The presidential council's mandate was set to expire in September. The group still had one last meeting and some reports to finish, including one on organ markets, before they were abruptly dissolved with one day's notice. The move has prompted speculation that the advisory committee's public dissent from the President's executive order to fund new lines of embryonic stem-cells and begin cloning human embryos for scientific research may have precipitated their dismissal.

Earlier in March, 10 out of 18 members of the council had issued a public letter to President Obama expressing their dismay, calling the decision to devote taxpayer dollars to such embryo-destroying research "a step backward," because it did not respect the moral and ethical reservations that still exist among the American public.

Obama's executive order overturned restrictions put in place by the Bush Administration, and instructed the National Institute of Health to develop new guidelines and put them in place by July 7.

Dr. David Prentice, a Senior Fellow for Life Sciences at the Family Research Council noted in an article on the FRC blog that Obama likely dismissed them before the expiration of their work since, "It would be embarrassing to have another round of criticism from an existing 'President's Council.'"

President Bush had created the President's Council on Bioethics in November 2001 as an advisory board on bio-ethical issues after he decided to allow federal funding for human embryonic stem-cell research, but limited the research to 21 stem-cell lines already in existence. That council replaced an earlier advisory bioethics committee to President Clinton, which had expired by then. "We have to ask why the President has disbanded this effective and well-regarded council," protested Daniel McConchie, Vice President of Government Affairs for the Americans United for Life (AUL). "Is this a move toward a council that is more of a rubber stamp of his administration's priorities, rather than a group that actively debates current issues with all perspectives having a seat at the table?"

Dr. Peter Lawler, a member of the terminated bio-ethics council, states that President Bush had convened a council not for the sake of giving his policies an imprimatur, but had given them "the additional mandate of public education, of developing a national dialogue on controversial bioethical issues."

"The truth is that the Kass Council was full of experts who disagreed on what the science says about who we are," writes Dr. Peter Lawler, a member of the disbanded council, in a reflection written for the Weekly Standard.

Lawler points out that the council's experts, such as Robert George of Princeton, leading neuroscientist Michael Gazzaniga, Francis Fukuyama, all had profoundly differing views on the status of human embryos.

"I want to emphasize that this was a scientific dispute on the moral implications of what the studies show conducted at the highest level," wrote Lawler. "Socratic dialogue illuminated the disagreement and allowed those involved to remain friends in common pursuit of the truth, but no expert consensus emerged.

"No Council member was ideological in the sense of having anything but the highest respect for and full openness to what we can learn from science. And if expert means being a genuine scientific authority, they were all clearly among our nation's most formidable experts," he said.

"There's no substitute, in a democracy, for thinking together about who we are before deciding what to do, and it's not 'anti-science' to sometimes conclude that science alone doesn't resolve every dilemma we face about human freedom and dignity."

A view of the reports by the US Bioethics Council and previous commissions can be obtained here.
General Electric to Use Embryonic Stem Cells for Testing, Phase Out Lab Rats 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/general-electric-to-use-embryonic-stem-cells-for-testing-phase-out-lab-rats 

By Alex Bush, Boston, Mass, July 1, 2009 
General Electric has announced that it will use embryonic stem cells provided by Geron Corporation for the purpose of testing toxic effects of drug treatments.

GE issued a statement, attempting to preempt criticism over the decision, saying, "We acknowledge the considerable debate and take very seriously the ethical and societal issues associated with research using stem cells derived from embryonic or fetal tissue."

"We conduct our research in an ethically and scientifically responsible manner," the statement said.

However, embryonic stem cells have been the center of heated controversy since harvesting the cells requires the destruction of embryonic human beings. 

But Geron Corporation indicates that in this case it believes that the ends justify the means.

"Up to three quarters of toxicity problems are not detected until preclinical or later stages of drug development and this significantly increases the cost of developing new drugs," Geron Corporation said in a press release, "Earlier detection of toxicity problems could reduce both overall drug development costs and potentially harmful patient exposure in clinical trials."

Konstantin Fielder, General Manager of Cell Technologies at GE Healthcare said that stem cells harvested from human embryos could even replace lab rats as the primary scientific testing method. 

"Once you have human cells and you can get them in a standardized way, like you get right now your lab rats in a standardized way, you can actually do those experiments on those cells," he said.

Both GE and Geron have said that the stem cells to be used are listed on a National Institutes of Health registry, making them eligible for use in the United States.

Contact Information for General Electric: https://www.ge.com/contact/contact_form.html?ref=http://www.ge.com/
Bishops Blast New Stem Cell Guidelines Some 30,000 Public Comments Ignored 

http://www.zenit.org/article-26399?l=english
By Kathleen Naab, Washington, D.C., July 7, 2009 
Cardinal Justin Rigali is decrying a decision made by the National Institutes of Health to broaden the guidelines for federal funding of embryonic stem cell research.
The chairman of the U.S. episcopal conference's Committee on Pro-Life Activities lamented today that the "comments of tens of thousands of Americans opposing the destruction of innocent human life for stem cell research were simply ignored in this process."
Jennifer Miller, executive director of Bioethics International, told ZENIT that indeed some 30,000 of the 49,000 comments received by the NIH during the public comment period were disregarded.
"We called the NIH for comment," Miller explained. "They stated that it is not uncommon to receive 49,000 comments regarding new guidelines. What is noteworthy is that the majority of comments were against the use of federal funding for embryonic stem cell research, however these comments were ignored because they did not answer the initial question, which wasn't whether to but how to fund the research. Approximately 30,000 comments were 'deemed not responsive to the question put forth,' according to the acting director of NIH."
The new guidelines, released Monday, were established upon the wish of U.S. President Barack Obama. Obama in March already lifted many, though not all, of the limits on federal funding for this research. He directed the NIH to determine the guidelines for this funding.
Among the restrictions still in place, Miller said, is that which prohibits the creation of embryos solely for their cells. Instead "only donated 'excess embryos'" may be used.
She explained: "These embryos are termed excess because they are created by in vitro fertilization for reproductive purposes, that is for the purpose of birthing a child, however they ended up 'un-needed' or 'unwanted' due to various circumstances. A common circumstance results from the fertilization of more embryos than needed to achieve the desired number of births by the parent, hence the term 'excess.' -- I don't mean to imply that these embryos have less value than those who are born nine months later, merely that they were labeled 'extra' by the donor."
In his statement today, Cardinal Rigali explained implications of the NIH decision: "Parents who are asked to consider having their embryonic children destroyed for research will not even have to be informed about all their other options -- only about the options that happen to be available at their particular fertility clinic.
"Moreover, under the final guidelines, stem cell lines that existed previously or that are produced in foreign countries may be made eligible for federally funded research even if they were obtained in ways that violate one or more of the NIH's own informed consent requirements. []
"[F]ederally funded researchers will be allowed to insert human embryonic stem cells into the embryos of animal species other than primates; federal grants will be available even to researchers who themselves destroyed human embryos to obtain the stem cells for their research."
The cardinal urged Americans to continue opposing the use of their tax dollars for this research.
"This debate now shifts to Congress," he noted, "where some members have said even this policy does not go far enough in treating some human beings as objects to be created, manipulated and destroyed for others' use. I hope Americans concerned about this issue will write to their elected representatives, urging them not to codify or further expand this unethical policy." 
Church Weighs In as Uruguay Debates Stem Cells Bioethicists Try to Educate Legislators

http://www.zenit.org/article-26517?l=english
Montevideo, Uruguay, July 21, 2009 
As Uruguayan Parliament considers going forward with embryonic stem cell research, the bishops of that nation are reiterating that an embryo is a human being with rights.
In a statement published Monday, the Pastoral Institute of Bioethics of the Archdiocese of Montevideo weighed in on a bill that was proposed last year and stands to be approved within the next two months. The bill was authored by the Uruguayan National Institute of Donations and Transplants and recently modified by the Ministry of Public Health. Last week, the Senate approved the measure and the Chamber of Deputies will vote on it Sept. 15.
Meanwhile, Church officials are seeking to inform the senators and deputies of the true implications of the bill. The communiqué from the archdiocese recalls that "in dealing with an embryo we are dealing with a human life." The statement explained that the Church offers its full support to stem cell research, but only that which does not imply the destruction of human persons (which incidentally is the only research that has given concrete medical fruits).
The statement went on to note that scientifically, "there is no doubt that the human embryo is an individual of the human species, a human being." Since research on embryonic stem cells requires the killing of the embryo, this bill "violates the first of human rights: the right to life," the statement affirmed.
"The end doesn't justify the means," the communiqué added. And it expressed confidence that "careful reflection on these ethical considerations will move legislators to rectify the bill during its upcoming debate in the House of Representatives."
Uruguay has recently moved toward measures in violation of the right to life, however its current president, Tabaré Vázquez, is a medical doctor who has affirmed the dignity of the unborn. Last November, he vetoed a measure to allow first-trimester abortions, which would have made Uruguay the most abortion-permissive country in South America. His term ends this October.  

Stem cell Successes go Unreported 

https://repairstemcell.wordpress.com/2009/09/07/stem-cell-successes-go-unreported/ 
By Charlie Butts and Marty Cooper, September 7, 2009
The Culture and Media Institute believes the media is biased in favor of research on human embryos, but that there is scant coverage of successful work with adult stem cells.

CMI’s Colleen Raezler says the media is playing upon emotions in its promotion of embryonic stem-cell research. “Reporter after reporter keeps touting the line that scientists believe that by turning embryonic stem cells into cells damaged by injury or disease, they can treat or even cure everything from spine cord injuries to Alzheimer’s disease to diabetes,” she notes.

She contends the media fails to mention that such research has proven nothing and has been scientifically ineffective.

“And they’re also ignoring the fact that adult stem-cell research has provided 73 different breakthroughs to help people with spinal cord injuries, with Alzheimer’s disease, with Parkinson’s, and with diabetes,” Raezler adds.

The CMI spokeswoman points out that adult stem cells can be taken from hair, skin, and fat and do not involve killing a tiny human being. Those successes, she laments, are not being reported in the media and should be.

Science proves adult stem cells more promising than embryonic, says Vatican official

http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/news/science_proves_adult_stem_cells_more_promising_than_embryonic_says_vatican_official/ 

Rome, Italy, November 22, 2009
The president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, Archbishop Rino Fisichella, said this week that the work by two scientists has shown adult stem cells to be much more promising for medical treatment than embryonic stem cells. The use of adult stem cells poses no ethical difficulties and has already contributed to advancing treatments for degenerative diseases.
In an article published by L’Osservatore Romano, the archbishop cited the work of two scientists, James Thomson of the United States and Shinya Yamanaka of Japan.  The Japanese scientist was able to create induced pluripotent stem cells (iPS) from adult cells, first doing so with cells from mice and then later using human skin cells.

Archbishop Fisichella underscored that “the technique for producing iPS cells has allowed something to happen that was unthinkable in the field of cellular biology: to convert differentiated adult stem cells into immature, undifferentiated cells of an embryonic type.” Currently, he underscored, “nearly 300 labs throughout the world are studying these cells and what is significant is that numerous research teams have moved from the study of embryonic cells to the study of iPS cells.” 
Adult stem cells outweigh embryonic stem cells in three ways, the archbishop continued.  “The first is in the area of ethics, as iPS cells are not obtained through the destruction of human embryos (as is the case with embryonic cells.)”  “With the development of iPS cells, the ethical debate that has raged in public opinion, parliaments and the scientific community can now be considered closed,” he said. 

The second aspect “has to do with therapeutic applications: iPS cells have the great advantage of having been obtained from cells taken directly from the patient. This means that when they are injected they are compatible with the patient’s own immune system, and thus they are perfectly accepted,” as has been shown in cases involving stem cells taken from the umbilical cord. 
The third aspect is that “iPS cells allow for the creation of pathological models,” Archbishop Fisichella said.  “Thanks to Yamanaka, we can speak about the immediate future of generations of cellular models of diseases, in vitro, as the first practical application of this technology.” 

The archbishop pointed to recent studies which have shown that iPS cells have been made from the cells of patients who carry the mutated genes that cause sclerosis, Parkinson’s, diabetes and other diseases, resulting in significant advances especially “in pharmacology.” 

Archbishop Fisichella also highlighted the international congress “Adult Stem Cells: New Perspectives,” which will be held November 26-28 in Monaco to promote respect for life and the new methods in the field of stem cell research and treatment.

New Site for Adult Stem Cell Resources
http://www.zenit.org/article-27581?l=english  
Kansas City, Kansas, November 17, 2009 

A new Web site is detailing success stories in adult stem cell research.
www.stemcellresearchfacts.org is part of a campaign to educate and spread awareness about the potentials and successes of adult stem cell therapies. It was created by the Family Research Council and SaintMax Worldwide. The site is just the first phase of the project, a statement from the Catholic Medical Association reported. It includes three videos that present the stories of people who have been saved or helped by adult stem cells.
Amy Daniels tells how she has survived systemic scleroderma. The parents of Joseph Davis tell how their second child was able to save Joseph from sickle cell anemia. And Laura Dominguez affirms that thanks to adult stem cells, she is going to walk again after a car accident that left her paralyzed.
The new site was launched Saturday in Kansas City.

Stem Cell Breakthrough Could Create Babies without Men, Women, or Sexual Relations 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/stem-cell-breakthrough-could-create-babies-without-men-women-or-sexual-rela 

By Hilary White, October 29, 2009
Researchers announced a scientific breakthrough yesterday in which the progenitor cells to human ova and sperm have been created out of embryonic stem cells. Pro-life commentators have responded to the news by highlighting the massive ethical pitfalls involved in the technology: not only does the process result in the death of embryos, but it potentially leaves both men and women, as well as natural sexual relations, out of the human reproductive picture. 

The report, published in the journal Nature by Stanford University researchers, says that the primary aims of the researchers were to unlock the secrets of genetic malformation of ova and sperm by creating germ cells and eventually to treat infertility and genetic defects that are common in in vitro fertilisation treatments. In the experiments, embryonic stem cells taken from "spare" IVF embryos were treated with proteins to stimulate the growth of germ cells. 

Germ cells are the progenitor cells of the gametes, ova and sperm, that combine in sexual reproduction to create an embryo. The report in Nature said that the research could be used to answer questions about genetic birth defects that start in the development of germ-cells and to "examine the unique developmental genetics of human germ-cell formation." 

The next phase, the report says, is to create the cells from human somatic or body cells, including possibly skin cells, bypassing the use of living embryos. 

Rita Reijo Pera of Stanford's Centre for Human Embryonic Stem Cell Research and the senior author of the new study, said, "Figuring out the genetic 'recipe' needed to develop human germ cells in the laboratory will give us the tools we need to trace what's going wrong" for infertile couples. 

But Anthony Ozimic, a bioethics expert and spokesman for the Society for the Protection of Unborn Children (SPUC), said that the new research, as with cloning, results in the death of human beings at the embryonic stage and is unjustifiable, even by secular ethics standards, because of the low success rate and the high risk of the creation of "defective embryos and birth defects." 

Further, he said, the creation of gametes for artificial reproduction, as with regular IVF, artificial insemination and the use of donor gametes, "distort and damage relations between family members."

Embryonic stem cell research, said Ozimic, is a "scientific dead end." The bottom line is that "human embryos - innocent, equal members of the human family - were killed to extract the embryonic stem cells used in the research." 

But even without this, the technique will lead to the creation of more embryos outside the human body "to be killed and abused." 

"The researchers are destroying life in a scientifically dubious quest to manufacture new lives," Ozimic added. 

Dr. Dianne Irving, a PhD in bioethics and former research scientist, told LifeSiteNews.com that in her opinion, the new report shows only that “science, the practice of medicine, and patient expectations have run dangerously amuck, and it's time that someone say so”.

“There is,” she said, “an inordinate degree of total moral bankruptcy connected to this ‘scientific inquiry’, as well as seriously misguided narcissism and selfishness involved, when both scientists/physicians and patients think they can justify doing absolutely anything in the lab or clinic in order to get what they want to appease their overblown egos.”
The announcement follows previous research at Newcastle upon Tyne University in the U.K., published in the New Scientist, that said similar work was being carried out in a "handful" of labs around the world.  

But the new report said that such cells created in previous research, "did not develop beyond the earliest stages" and were genetically damaged. The new technique, they said, has created germ cells that could differentiate into fully functioning ova or sperm and potentially be used in IVF treatments. 

Reports in the media have said that the breakthrough is step towards creating ova and sperm for IVF treatments without harvesting them directly from donors. This leads to the possibility of procedures to enable homosexuals to have children created from their own cells without the use of donated ova or sperm. 

The Daily Mail's Fiona Macrae wrote that the research "raises a number of moral and ethical concerns," including "the possibility of children being born through entirely artificial means, and men and women being sidelined from the process of making babies."

Obama Establishes New Bioethics Commission 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/obama-establishes-new-bioethics-commission
By James Tillman, Washington, December 2, 2009 
Just five months after disbanding the Bush-era President's Council on Bioethics, President Obama has established a new Presidential Commission for the Study of Bioethical Issues, which is expected to follow a decidedly different direction than its predecessor. In June of this year, the White House had dismissed the members of the existing President's Council for Bioethics on one day's notice.  According to the New York Times, the council was seen as "a philosophically leaning advisory group" favoring discussion over developing consensus; and President Obama instead desired a commission offering "practical policy options."  Perhaps more to the point, members of the council had criticized President Obama for lifting restrictions on federal funding of human embryonic stem-cell research.

The major difference between the two groups can be seen in the executive orders establishing them.  In the executive order establishing the previous council, President Bush commanded it to "strive to develop a deep and comprehensive understanding of the issues that it considers."

"In pursuit of this goal," the order continues, "the Council shall be guided by the need to articulate fully the complex and often competing moral positions on any given issue, rather than by an overriding concern to find consensus."  

Such a directive resulted in the council producing documents that have been praised as being of "high literary and philosophical quality," although others criticized them for being excessively speculative.

The executive order establishing President Obama's commission, on the other hand, calls upon it to serve more as a political body, and to "recommend any legal, regulatory, or policy actions it deems appropriate to address [bioethical] issues." The order furthermore mandates one to three members of the thirteen-member commission to be members of the executive branch of the government.  Members of the previous council had been explicitly prohibited from being "offices or employees of the federal government."

President Obama also announced that Dr. Amy Gutmann, president of the University of Pennsylvania, would be the chair of the commission and Dr. James W. Wagner, president of Emory University, would be the vice-chair. In keeping with the policy-oriented nature of the commission, neither Gutmann nor Wagner are bioethicists; Gutmann is a professor of political science and Wagner has his doctoral degree in materials science and engineering.

The previous council had featured well-known ethicists such as Dr. Leon R. Kass, Mary Ann Glendon, and Dr. Peter Augustine Lawler.

Dr. Amy Gutmann has, however, written extensively about ethical issues outside of bioethics. Her views on how government policy ought to be affected by the moral values of citizens can be found in the essay "Undemocratic Education." In that essay she discusses a court case in which parents wanted their children to be exempt from reading a text in school that the parents said contradicted their religious beliefs.

"The parents claimed that their children would be corrupted by exposure to beliefs and values that contradict their own religious views without a statement that the other views are incorrect and that their views are the correct ones," she summarized. However, she said, "Democratic education is surely incompatible with this fundamentalist view of knowledge and morality." She called it, therefore, a "serious misunderstanding" to say that "a policy is repressive simply because it prevents parents from teaching their sincerely held beliefs or requires the teaching of views inimical to, or undermining of, those beliefs within publicly funded or subsidized schools."

NIH Approves First Embryo Stem Cell Lines under Obama Executive Order 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/nih-approves-first-embryo-stem-cell-lines-under-obama-executive-order 

By James Tillman, Washington, DC, December 3, 2009 
Yesterday the federal U.S. National Institute of Health (NIH) approved the first new 13 human embryonic stem cell (hESC) lines for use in NIH-funded medical research.  The approval is the result of an executive order issued last March, when President Obama overturned President Bush's ban of the use of new hESC lines in federally-funded research.

"I am happy to say that we now have human embryonic stem cell lines eligible for use by our research community under our new stem cell policy," said Dr. Francis Collins, director of the NIH.  "In accordance with the guidelines, these stem cell lines were derived from embryos that were donated under ethically sound informed consent processes."
President Bush had banned the federal funding of any hESC lines produced after August 9, 2001, because of the ethical problems involved in creating and using such lines.  The hESC lines are created by destroying the "excess" embryos produced by fertility clinics; after the embryo is destroyed, stem cells reproduce by themselves to make a stable and reusable line.  

The NIH guidelines are meant to ensure that couples donating their embryos to researchers know that the embryos will be destroyed, are not offered any financial incentives to destroy them, and are given the option of donating their embryo to another couple.  The actual destruction of embryos and the creation of hESC lines is still performed with private money; taxpayer funding is for the research conducted with these lines.

The 13 hESC lines approved yesterday were harvested by scientists at Children's Hospital Boston and at Rockefeller University.  More than 20 additional stem cell lines may be approved on Friday; 96 lines are currently submitted to the NIH for consideration.  Over $20 million in over 30 NIH grants pertaining to embryonic stem cell research had been restricted from use before this announcement.

Many have heralded embryonic stem cells as a miracle cure that could someday heal everything from heart disease to Alzheimer’s.  Yet hESCs thus far have proved more apt to produce tertomas, tumors containing hair, teeth, and other tissues, than to produce any cure; human adult stem cells, which may be produced without destroying an embryo, have had far more success at curing a variety of diseases.

Dr. Collins said that one of the now-funded studies focuses "on the use of stem cells tor therapeutic regeneration of heart muscle cells damaged by heart." He continued: "Another will produce neural stem cells to learn to see whether they can be used for Parkinson's disease."

Interestingly, on same day that the NIH made its announcement, it was reported that another study has had great success using adult stem cells in treating those whose hearts were injured by a heart attack.  Furthermore, human adult stem cells have already successfully been used to treat Parkinson's disease.

Non-embryonic stem cells have also been used to treat multiple sclerosis, blindness, lupus, diabetes, spinal cord injuries, and even to re-grow bones.

On the other hand, the FDA recently delayed a bid by biotechnology company Geron to conduct the very first clinical human trials with embryonic stem cells. Professor Lord Winston of Imperial College, an advocate of embryonic stem cell research, said in a 2007 lecture that scientists "often go rather too far in promising what we might achieve" and that he was "not entirely convinced that embryonic stem cells will, in my lifetime, and possibly anybody's lifetime for that matter, be holding quite the promise that we desperately hope they will."

A former director of the National Institute of Health bluntly declared earlier this year that "embryonic stem cells are obsolete." Her pronouncement was spurred by the 2007 creation of "induced pluripotent stem cells" (iPS cells) from adult skin.  Such cells have the ability to turn into any other kind of cell, like embryonic stem cells, but do not require the destruction of an embryo.  "Already these reprogrammed cells have eclipsed the value of those harvested from embryos," she wrote, "because of significantly lower cost, ease of production, and genetic identity with the patient."

Richard Doerflinger of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops therefore said that the NIH's announcement was "a political event, but the science is all moving in the other direction," toward iPS cells.

Cardinal Gives Support to Adult Stem Cell Research - Explains Vatican's Investment in International Project 
http://www.zenit.org/article-29099?l=english 
Rome, April 30, 2010 
The Vatican wants to support scientists searching for cures to various illnesses, but not at the cost of human embryos who are killed for stem cells, says Cardinal Renato Martino.
The retired president of the Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace stated this on Vatican Radio in response to an announcement by the U.S. University of Maryland that the Holy See was agreeing to donate &euro;2 million ($2.7 million) to its research with adult stem cells. The university clarified Wednesday that the money for this type of research will be channeled through the Holy See's Bambino Gesù Pediatric Hospital in Rome, which will distribute the funds to various participants in an international project to study adult stem cells.
On April 23, an agreement was signed in Rome between various parties interested in this research, including the Holy See, the university, a children's hospital in Europe and Italy's national institute of health. Cardinal Martino stated, "The Church wishes to contribute to the progress of science and research but, of course, in defense of the life of the sick and avoiding the use of embryonic stem cells for this research." To date, much of this research has involved the use of embryonic stem
cells, and as the cardinal pointed out, "when an embryonic stem cell is used, what remains of the embryo is eliminated, a life is destroyed." "Instead, with adult stem cells, no living being is killed," he added. The prelate explained that this initiative "proposes the search for adult stem cells taken from the patient's intestine, to cure different illnesses such as Alzheimer's, among others." He noted that the Church's first contribution is "to have a place where this research can be carried out," for which reason the Bambino Gesù hospital is offerings its laboratories. Jesuit Father Federico Lombardi, director of the Vatican press office, also affirmed that "the permissibility of research and of the use of stem cells from adult tissues has always been recognized, as happens in this case." He added that "the distinction -- between this type of cells and those that come from embryos -- is fundamental from the ethical point of view."

Joint initiative: Council for Culture and NeoStem Inc.
http://visnews-en.blogspot.in/2010/05/joint-initiative-council-for-culture.html 
Vatican City, May 25, 2010 

The international biopharmaceutical company NeoStem Inc. and the Pontifical Council for Culture have announced a joint initiative between their charitable organisations to expand research and raise awareness of adult stem cell therapies, according to a communiqué made public today. 
NeoStem's Stem for Life Foundation, formed to create awareness about the promise of adult stem cells to treat disease, and the pontifical council's STOQ Foundation (Science Theology and the Ontological Quest), will work to advance research on adult stem cells, to explore their clinical applicability in the field of regenerative medicine, and the cultural relevance of such research especially with its impact on theological and ethical issues.
"As part of the collaboration, NeoStem and the pontifical council will make efforts to develop educational programs, publications and academic courses with an interdisciplinary approach for theological and philosophical faculties, including those of bioethics, around the world. One of the initiatives will be a three-day international conference at the Vatican on adult stem cell research, including VSEL technology (which uses very small embryonic-like stem cells) that will focus on medical research presentations
and theological and philosophical considerations and implications of scientific achievements", the communique says.


Church warns cell scientists not to play God
http://www.salon.com/2010/05/21/eu_catholic_church_synthetic_cell/
By Alessandra Rizzo, May 21, 2010
Catholic Church officials said Friday the recent creation by researchers of the first synthetic cell can be a positive development if correctly used, but warned scientists that only God can create life.
Vatican and Italian church officials were mostly cautious in their first reaction to the announcement from the United States that researchers had produced a living cell powered by manmade DNA. They warned scientists of the ethical responsibility of scientific progress and said that the manner in which the innovation is applied in the future will be crucial.

“If it is used toward the good, to treat pathologies, we can only be positive” in our assessment, Monsignor Rino Fisichella, the Vatican’s top bioethics official, told state-run TV. “If it turns out not to be … useful to respect the dignity of the person, then our judgment would change.” “We look at science with great interest. But we think above all about the meaning that must be given to life,” said Fisichella, who heads Vatican’s Pontifical Academy for Life. “We can only reach the conclusion that we need God, the origin of life.”

Catholic Church teaching holds that human life is God’s gift, created through natural procreation between a man and woman.

The inventors said the world’s first synthetic cell is more a re-creation of existing life — changing one simple type of bacterium into another — than a built-from-scratch kind. But genome-mapping pioneer J. Craig Venter said his team’s project paves the way for designing organisms that work differently from the way nature intended for a wide range of uses.

A top Italian cardinal, Angelo Bagnasco, said the invention is “further sign of intelligence, God’s gift to understand creation and be able to better govern it,” according to Apcom and ANSA news agencies.
“On the other hand, intelligence can never be without responsibility,” said Bagnasco, the head of the Italian bishops’ conference. “Any form of intelligence and any scientific acquisition … must always be measured against the ethical dimension, which has at its heart the true dignity of every person.”

Another official with the Italian bishops’ conference, Bishop Domenico Mogavero, expressed concern that scientists might be tempted to play God. “Pretending to be God and parroting his power of creation is an enormous risk that can plunge men into a barbarity,” Mogavero told newspaper La Stampa in an interview. Scientists “should never forget that there is only one creator: God.” “In the wrong hands, today’s development can lead tomorrow to a devastating leap in the dark,” said Mogavero, who heads the conference’s legal affairs department.

Also at 
Cautious welcome to synthetic cell from Vatican (Christian Today)

Vatican Paper: Courage, Caution on New Cell (Fox News)

Vatican Considering Ethics of "Synthetic Life" - Cardinal Hails another Sign of Man's Intelligence

http://www.zenit.org/article-29384?l=english 
By Jesús Colina, Vatican City, May 26, 2010 
As scientists are abuzz about the discovery of how to fashion a new type of life from existing life, the Vatican is awaiting more information before offering ethical guidance.
A group of 24 scientists led by Craig Venter, one of the fathers of the human genome project, published a discovery in Science magazine last week explaining how they started with a living cell and added a synthetic chromosome, which totally transforms that living cell to the new synthetic cell.
Jesuit Father Federico Lombardi, director of the Vatican press office, responded to the news with a call to "wait, to get to know more about this case."  

Archbishop Rino Fisichella, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, and his predecessor, Monsignor Elio Sgreccia, made statements echoing the position of Father Lombardi.
Cardinal Angelo Bagnasco, president of the Italian bishops' conference, highlighted another element of the discovery. "It is one more sign of man's great intelligence," he said. The cardinal clarified, however, that scientific achievements are valid if they follow the requirements of ethics, "which holds at heart the authentic dignity of every person."
The Saturday Italian edition of L'Osservatore Romano published an article by Dr. Carlo Bellieni, director of the Department of Neonatal Intensive Therapy of the University Polyclinic of Siena, Italy, and member of the Pontifical Academy for Life, in which he calls for "uniting courage with caution."
Bellieni lauded Venter's discovery as a landmark for bio-genetics; however, he clarifies, "life has not been created; one of the motors has been substituted." 
Citing geneticist David Baltimore of the California Institute of Technology, he explained that life has been copied, more than created. "Beyond the announcements and newspaper headlines an interesting result has been achieved, which could have applications and which must have rules, just like everything that touches the heart of life," explained Bellieni, a regular contributor to ZENIT. "Genetic engineering can do good: suffice it to think of the possibility of curing chromosomal illnesses. "Interventions on the genome can -- it is hoped -- cure, but they affect an extremely fragile terrain, in which the environment and manipulation play a role that must not be underestimated."
Venter himself told the Independent newspaper that he's proposed new regulations in the field of this "powerful technology" because he doesn't think existing regulations are sufficient.

Vatican condemns use of embryonic stem cells in tests on humans

http://www.catholicnews.com/services/englishnews/2010/vatican-condemns-use-of-embryonic-stem-cells-in-tests-on-humans.cfm
By Carol Glatz, Vatican City, August 2, 2010

The Vatican condemned the recent decision by U.S. regulators to begin using embryonic stem cells in clinical tests on human patients. The destruction of human embryos involved in such research amounts to "the sacrifice of human beings" and is to be condemned, said the president emeritus of the Pontifical Academy for Life, Bishop Elio Sgreccia.

The U.S. Food and Drug Administration gave final approval for a clinical trial of embryonic stem cells as a treatment for patients with spinal-cord injuries, making the United States the first country to allow the testing of such cells on human beings. Geron Corp., the U.S. company which won the FDA approval, plans to perform tests on a small group of patients paralyzed by a spinal cord injury.

The company had won FDA approval early last year, but after mice treated with the cells developed spinal cysts, the government put the clinical trials on hold amid concerns over the safety of the procedure. The new government-approved trials aim to test the therapy's safety on humans as well as its effectiveness.

In a July 31 interview with Vatican Radio, Bishop Sgreccia said science itself recognizes the human embryo "is a human being in the making." Destroying embryos "receives a completely negative judgment" from an ethical point of view, no matter what justifications are given for their use, he said.

The Italian bishop said embryonic stem cells have not been proven to be effective in therapies. He said embryonic stem cells are "totipotent," that is, they tend to reproduce a whole organism or individual, but not specialized cells.

However, even if there were positive results from the use of such cells, "morally it would still be a crime," he said.

The church supports research and therapies that utilize adult stem cells and stem cells derived from umbilical cord blood.

Also at Human trials for embryonic stem cell treatment a crime, says Bishop Sgreccia (Catholic News Agency) 

Calif. Quietly Shifts Fruitless Embryo Research Funds to Adult Stem Cells - Investors knock waste on useless research 
http://catholicexchange.com/calif-quietly-shifts-fruitless-embryo-research-funds-to-adult-stem-cells 
By Kathleen Gilbert, Los Angeles, California, January 29, 2010 
California's Institute for Regenerative Medicine came into being five years ago, fueled by a conviction that the Bush administration's restriction on embryo-destructive research in the National Institutes of Health was stifling the progress of science.  

But after years of fruitless work, the Institute has now quietly diverted funds from embryonic stem cell research (ESCR) to adult stem cell research - which has already produced dozens of treatments and all-out cures for maladies ranging from spinal cord injury, to Alzheimer's, to type I diabetes.

The California government - which is again teetering on the brink of bankruptcy - in 2004 passed the California Stem Cell Research and Cures Initiative, or Proposition 71.  The initiative pumped $3 billion into research seeking some medical use for stem cells harvested from human embryos, which are killed in the process.  

But an editorial in the Los Angeles-based Investor's Business Daily magazine January 12 pointed out the abysmal failure of the state's massive investment in research that has procured no effective treatments to date.  

"Five years after a budget-busting $3 billion was allocated to embryonic stem cell research, there have been no cures, no therapies and little progress," notes the IBD editors.  

"ESCR has failed to deliver and backers of Prop 71 are admitting failure."
The editors also called out the Institute for dissembling on the real source of progress among stem cell research.  "Over the years ... when funding was needed, the phrase 'embryonic stem cells' was used. When actual progress was discussed, the word 'embryonic' was dropped because ESCR never got out of the lab," they write. 

"This is a classic bait-and-switch, an attempt to snatch success from the jaws of failure and take credit for discoveries and advances achieved by research Proposition 71 supporters once cavalierly dismissed."

Although scientists and pro-life advocates have denounced the dead-end science of embryo research for years, the political and ethical furor surrounding embryonic research appears to have obscured the undeniable superiority of adult stem cells' track record.  Not only have adult cells already produced dozens of treatments, but embryonic stem cells have been found prone to multiply out of control, causing tumors, and are less easily cultivated into specific types of tissue than their adult counterparts.  

Meanwhile, due to advances in induced pluripotent stem cells, adult cells are now capable of transforming into various types of cells – an ability once thought to be held only by embryonic cells.

Dr. Bernadine Healy, the director of the National Institutes of Health under the Bush administration, wrote in a March 2009 U.S. News & World Report column that "embryonic stem cells, once thought to hold the cure for Alzheimer's, Parkinson's and diabetes, are obsolete."  The same month, however, President Obama reversed the Bush administration ban on taxpayer funding of embryo research, saying that "our government has forced what I believe is a false choice between sound science and moral values."  

The IBD editors concluded that "it is ESCR researchers who have politicized science and stood in the way of real progress. 

"We are pleased to see California researchers beginning to put science in its rightful place." 
Pentagon Invests $250 Million in Adult Stem Cell Research http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2008/sep/08091006. html 
Obama Unleashes Taxpayer Funds for Embryo-Destructive Research http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2009/mar/09030910 .html 

House to Consider Bill Incentivizing Embryo Destruction 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/house-to-consider-bill-incentivizing-embryo-destruction 

By Kathleen Gilbert, Washington, DC, March 16, 2010 
A bill has been introduced to the House of Representatives that would set in stone guidelines developed for the National Institute of Health's embryo-destructive stem cell research. Pro-life sources on Capitol Hill warn, however, that the bill's wording goes farther than the NIH guidelines, providing broad authorization for research on stem cells taken from cloned embryos, and embryos conceived solely to be destroyed in research.

The "Stem Cell Research Advancement Act," HR 4808, was introduced by Reps. Diana DeGette (D-CO) and Mike Castle (R-DE) on March 9, the anniversary of President Obama's signing of an executive order to unleash funds for the research.

While guidelines proposed by the NIH ostensibly restricted research to only "leftover" embryos created for in-vitro fertilization, the legislation calls for the Secretary to “conduct and support research that utilizes human stem cells, including human embryonic stem cells” without any limitation regarding the purpose behind the creation of the embryo.  

Another section of HR 4808 directs the Secretary to update stem cell guidelines “as scientifically warranted” - leaving open the possibility that future embryonic stem-cell projects could be carried out against embryos created solely to be killed in research.

In addition, while the bill appears to bar use of the funds "for the conduct or support of human cloning," the language actually allows for the creation of such embryos, as long as they are not permitted to survive. This is because the bill defines "human cloning" as "the implantation" of a cloned embryo - rather than the creation of one - in Sec. 498F (c). 

Last Wednesday, Rep. John Fleming (R-LA) commemorated the anniversary of Obama's executive order by denouncing the needless destruction of innocent human life.

"Our research and decisions must be life-affirming," said Fleming, who pointed out that research into adult stem cells - which do not take a human life - has already yielded scores of remedies for previously untreatable conditions.  

Meanwhile, embryo-destructive research, which Fleming called "out of date," has produced no reliable treatments to date.

Furious Embryo Researcher Clashes with Pro-Lifers Displaying His Portrait 

http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/2498996/posts
By Kathleen Gilbert (LifeSiteNews.com), Irvine, California, April 22, 2010 

The leader of the Center for Bio-Ethical Reform clashed with a prominent embryonic stem cell researcher after the group displayed the researcher's portrait alongside Nazi scientists who experimented on Jews, and images of aborted children, on his home campus.

Jill Stanek reported Thursday that Dr. Hans Keirstead, co-director of the Sue and Bill Gross Stem Cell Research Center, fumed at CBR's Gregg Cunningham over the display erected at his own University of California, Irvine. CBR visits college campuses across America with its Genocide Awareness Project, a large display featuring images of aborted children which compares the abortion massacre to the Nazi Holocaust and other genocides.

Keirstead, a world-renowned researcher and professor of anatomy and neurobiology at UC Irvine, is heading up a human trial involving injecting embryonic stem cells into patients with spinal cord injuries. 

For all his anger over the Nazi comparison, reports Cunningham, "Keirstead's main arguments were exactly the ones used by the Nazi doctors who were doing lethal experiments on Jews": "Their victims were subhuman, they were destined to die anyway, it was all legal, other countries were doing it and it would benefit all mankind to find cures for dread diseases." 
"He was standing in front of a sign with the covers of the books quoting those exact arguments and the irony was totally lost on him. He just stood there parroting propaganda like a programmed robot," said Cunningham.

When Keirstead referred to embryonic children as "fertilized eggs," Cunningham said he replied that "he was doing what racists do when they dehumanize blacks with the 'N' word or anti-Semites when they use the 'K' word to slur their Jewish victims. The fertilized egg reference wasn't even the biologically correct term for embryos at the stage at which he is killing them."

Cunningham says he also had a retort for Keirstead's anger that aborted children at later periods of gestation were shown next to his picture: "He said he worked only with 'blastocysts' and not fetuses. I told him I was a lawyer and invited him to sue me. We said that ages of his victims were irrelevant to his culpability for killing them."

The use of stem cells from aborted children has met with failure in past experiments, typically resulting in tumors and other complications. Meanwhile, adult stem cells have been credited with the treatment or cure of numerous ailments ranging from spinal cord injury, to Alzheimer's, to type I diabetes.

New Adult Stem-Cell Treatments for Head and Heart Advance 
http://dev.lifesitenews.com/news/new-adult-stem-cell-treatments-for-head-and-heart-advance 

By Peter J. Smith, United States, June 9, 2010 
New reports indicate that real hope for ‘miracle’ treatments using adult stem cells is on the way for those suffering from diseases afflicting both the brain and the heart.

In California, researchers at the University of California in Irvine say they have discovered the method and mechanisms by which adult stem-cells can repair and replace damaged tissue in the brain. The discovery could lead to treatments for individuals with multiple sclerosis and other brain inflammation diseases. 

“Previously, we’ve seen that adult neural stem cells injected into the spinal column knew, amazingly, exactly where to go,” said Tom Lane, a professor of molecular biology and biochemistry, and co-author with Kevin Carbajal of the new study. “We wanted to find what directed them to the right injury spots.”

Lane and Carbajal’s team experimented with mice whose central nervous systems were damaged by viruses in a way that imitated the effects of MS. The virus destroys myelin, a protective tissue that covers the nerves, resulting in chronic pain and loss of motor function.

They injected adult neural stem cells into the mice and observed that the inflamed cells activated receptors on the adult stem cells called CXCR-4 receptors. These receptors then gathered “chemokine proteins” (CXCL-12), which guided the adult stem cells to the damaged cells in need of repair.

As the adult stem cells made their journey through the brain, they transformed into precursor cells for oligodendrocytes, a key building block for myelin, that can both repair or replace the damaged tissues. Once latched onto the affected sites, the stem cells continued to differentiate, and after three weeks 90% of the cells had transformed into mature oligodendrocytes.

Lane stressed that not only did the work reaffirm the power of adult neural stem cells to improve the brain’s motor function, but also provided a crucial stem cell roadmap for researchers looking to develop therapies for those suffering with MS. 

“In this study, we’ve taken an important step by showing the navigational cues in an inflammatory environment like MS that guide stem cells,” explained Lane. “Hopefully, these cues can be incorporated into stem cell-based treatments to enhance their ability to repair injury.”

While advances have been made in treating the diseases of the head, a young girl is undergoing an experimental adult stem cell treatment that, if successful, would finally allow her to overcome a rare disease of the heart called Eisenmenger syndrome.

The News Tribune reports that Washington State resident Mailia Goforth, 16, has suffered from the disease since birth. The condition is caused by a structural defect in the heart, where blood flows through a hole in the heart wall. Additionally she suffers from secondary pulmonary hypertension because too much blood flows to her lungs; the blood vessels then constrict, putting even more strain on the heart. In Mailia’s case, doctors identified her condition too late for normal surgical repair or even the more drastic measure of a double lung and heart replacement. 

The teenager, however, is being treated in the Dominican Republic with stem cells derived from her own blood, which are injected into her lungs via a small catheter. If successful, the therapy – developed by Dr. Zannos Grekos, MD – would significantly reduce the pressure on Mailia’s heart, and enable her to breathe freely. It would also theoretically allow surgeons to repair her heart.

The treatment has so far cost Mailia’s parents $64,000. Forty-seven thousand of that amount was raised by the parents, with the rest being covered by a private charity. The family, however, expects that Mailia will need a second round of stem cell treatments in addition to the surgeries, which Grekos speculated to the Tribune could enable her to play sports one day.

The Tribune reports that the family has just $33 left, but they have set up a website http://mailiasmiracle.com/, which lets people know Mailia’s story and how they can help.

Overwhelming Support in Ireland for Law Protecting Human Embryos - As government gears up to allow embryonic stem cell research

http://www.christiantelegraph.com/issue10013.html  

By Hilary White (LifeSiteNews.com), Dublin, June 10, 2010 
An opinion poll published last Sunday shows overwhelming public support in Ireland for legal protections of embryonic human life. 

In the poll, commissioned by Pro-Life Campaign, 950 people were asked whether the government should legislate to protect human embryos from deliberate destruction, either by experimentation or by methods of assisted human reproduction that destroy embryos. 

59% responded that the government should legislate to include embryos in the country's constitutional protections for human life from conception. 12% were opposed and 29% did not know or had no opinion.

53% said Ireland should follow the example of countries such as Italy, Germany and Austria in banning experimentation on human embryos.

Pro-Life Campaign said the numbers actually show the country is over 80% opposed when the "Don't Knows" are excluded. 83% of those who expressed an opinion support introducing legislation to protect the human embryo while only 17% are outright opposed to such a law. 

Moreover, the support for legislation protecting human embryos has risen from 48% in a similar poll in 2005. The number of those with no opinion has shown a corresponding drop, from 39% to 29%.

The poll comes in response to a decision of the Irish Supreme Court that ruled in December last year that embryos created at in vitro fertilisation facilities were not protected by the country's constitutional guarantee for the right to life because they do not qualify as "unborn."

The ruling said that embryos were deserving of "respect" and said the government needed to legislate on the issue. 

Ireland's pro-abortion Health Minister, Mary Harney, quickly took the opportunity to announce that the government would begin to prepare legislation that would allow "left-over" embryos from IVF facilities to be used for destructive medical research. 

Dr. Ruth Cullen of the Pro-Life Campaign noted that the government appears to have decided ahead of time that using human embryos for research is morally acceptable, in opposition to broad public opinion. She noted that the government's own Commission on Assisted Human Reproduction, voted 24 to 1 in favour of destructive research on living human embryos. 
Dr. Cullen said, "The widely supported views of the pro-life side in this debate have been largely ignored to date, which is intolerable. 

"Before any proposed legislation is brought forward, the Government must address this glaringly obvious bias in the consultative process."

Mary Harney's announcement came after years of prompting from the research community. The Irish Stem Cell Foundation has launched a full scale media campaign to push the government to allow the use of living human embryos as test subjects in research. 

They have argued that the lack of a legal framework was hampering Ireland's ability to become a leader in the field. The Foundation also maintains that failure to legislate in this area means there is no legal impediment to human cloning. 

The Foundation's Dr. Stephen Sullivan told the Irish Examiner that currently, with in vitro fertilisation procedures going forward, embryos left over from IVF are "discarded as medical waste". 

This line of argument is only too familiar to pro-life advocates who have battled reproductive technologies bills elsewhere. In Canada, a human reproductive technology law was put in place in 2004, after years of wrangling in the House of Commons and Parliamentary commissions and committees. It was an omnibus bill that was described by pro-life ethicists as one of the most permissive of such laws in the world. 

During the Canadian consultation period many groups broadly opposed to the research, including the Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops, supported the bill on the grounds that "some law is better than none" and that at least the proposed legislation created a legal framework in which restrictions could later be proposed. Since the passage of the law, however, the public debate has died out and no further restrictions have been put in place in Canada. 
Pro-life groups in Ireland are broadly active in educational campaigns, but appear to have their work cut out for them on the early life issues surrounding embryo creation and research. The same poll by the Pro-Life Campaign showed that more than half of the respondents, 56%, did not know the difference between adult and embryonic stem cell research.

What Happened to (Our Only Hope) Embryonic Stem Cell Research? 
http://www.nationalreview.com/human-exceptionalism/326278/what-happened-our-only-hope-embryonic-stem-cell-research-wesley-j-smith
By Wesley J. Smith, June 17, 2010

"The scientists" used to say that embryonic stem cell research provided the primary, perhaps "only" hope for treatments of degenerative conditions like Parkinson's and spinal cord injury. This hype, willfully shoveled by Big Biotech and spread by its willing accomplices in the media, opened the spigots of billions of dollars in research during the Bush years--even as "the scientists" complained that the field was withering on the vine. Arguments that adult stem cell research or non-embryonic methods deriving pluripotent stem cells should be pursued instead of ESCR and cloning for ethical reasons were denigrated as "anti-science," even as celebrities milked the media with inaccurate assertions of coming miracle cures from ESCR--about which they were rarely challenged by fawning legislators and reporters. My how times change. The headline in today's San Francisco Chronicle paper edition: "Clinical Trials Excite Stem Cell Researchers," (a different headline online).  And guess what, not a word about ESCR in the entire story. The real buzz is about IPSCs.  
From the story:
The biggest stars of stem cell research are converging on San Francisco this week for a global conference focused on the latest science, but also on how the experts studying it should best go about applying that science to practical treatments for human patients...Scientists attending the conference said they're particularly eager to hear about work being done to create all kinds of cells - including those that resemble embryonic stem cells, which in theory can turn into any type of cell in the body - from a simple skin biopsy. Ultimately, scientists would like to use those stem cells to treat diseases in humans. For now, they are just excited at the prospect of being able to build human models of genetic diseases using stem cells. "This might allow us to take skin cells and turn them into nerve cells that we can use for very sophisticated experiments. You could do studies for heart cells or liver cells or other genetic diseases that affect other organs," said Dr. Arnold Kriegstein, director of the Eli and Edythe Broad Center of Regeneration Medicine and Stem Cell Research at UCSF. "We've never been able to take brain cells from patients with, say, Parkinson's disease and study them in the laboratory. 
IPSCs are not ready for human trials--tumors like ES cells, don't you know.  There are no embryonic stem cell trials ongoing--despite all the years of hype that it was coming, just you wait!  But there are abundant adult stem cell trials. 
For more information: 

The International Society for Stem Cell Research has recently developed a Web site for patients seeking more information about available treatments - both in the United States and abroad. The Web site is www.closerlookatstemcells.org/AM. 
Will the media ever apologize for their biased and skewed approach to the issue? Nope. It was all about being anti-Bush.  He's no longer POTUS so the media have moved on. And now, finally, we are seeing more accurate assessments by the stem cell sector and consequently, better reportage in the MSM.
National Catholic Reporter Seriously Misleads on Stem Cell Research
http://catholickey.blogspot.in/2010/07/ncr-seriously-misleads-on-stem-cell.html 

July 2, 2010
Bill Tammeus has written a column over at NCR titled “It’s easy to be misled on stem cell research,” and he proves the point pretty well himself. It’s hard to tell though whether he’s misled or intending to mislead. At any rate, certainly his editors know he’s factually incorrect.
Tammeus is a Presbyterian who is concerned that the Catholic Church has an imprecise understanding of Somatic Cell Nuclear Transfer (SCNT) or cloning as it is known throughout the entire world except for the Greater Kansas City media market. This imprecise understanding has led to an unjustified moral condemnation of SCNT by the Catholic Church, according to Tammeus. So he endeavors to explain the science for us poorly informed Catholics. This is so bad, I have to go line by line.

Tammeus explains that SCNT produces something he calls “early stem cells”. These are cells “which unfortunately, imprecisely and thus misleadingly are usually called embryonic stem cells,” he says. Let’s consult the National Institutes of Health stem cell information center:

Somatic cell nuclear transfer (SCNT)—A technique that combines an enucleated egg and the nucleus of a somatic cell to make an embryo.

Strike one.

Tammeus again:

I've been writing about stem cell research for much of the last decade, so I know that research using adult stem cells has been going on for more than 50 years. By contrast, the first report of early human stem cells produced by somatic cell nuclear transfer (SCNT) was not published until 2004.

That study would be "Evidence of a pluripotent human embryonic stem cell line derived from a cloned blastocyst" by Woo Suk Hwang, et al. Notice that the scientist does not think it imprecise or misleading to use the term “embryonic stem cells” to describe what he’s working on, nor does he flinch from saying such cells were derived from a cloned (SCNT) blastocyst, i.e., a “preimplantation embryo of about 150 cells,” again as defined by the National Institutes of Health’s stem cell page.

But now the irony of Tammeus’ referencing this study gets even deeper. That study and a subsequent study in which Hwang claimed to have derived stem cell lines from cloned blastocysts were both retracted by Science magazine and Hwang was dismissed from Seoul National University. Reviews of his work found that Hwang had not in fact derived any stem cell lines from cloned blastocysts.

Tammeus continues following immediately on the last quote:

So it's not surprising that some effective therapies that use adult stem cells exist while many therapies using early SCNT stem cells still are in development.

Let’s look at the words “some” and “many” – because the words to substitute if Tammeus’ quote were to be factual are “many” and “zero”. There are more than 70 treatments and therapies for diseases derived from adult stem cell research. There are absolutely ZERO therapies or treatments in development using stem cells derived from SCNT. That’s because to date there have been no stem cells lines derived from human SCNT for anybody to be working on.

Furthermore, SCNT for therapeutic purposes has been virtually abandoned as a research model because of newer discoveries like Induced Pluripotent Stem Cells which are derived from somatic cells without the need for an egg.

I could go on and on through the rest of Tammeus’ piece. Bill Tammeus is a fine writer in his field and I’ve enjoyed his work at the Kansas City Star over the years, but he doesn’t know the first thing about the science he’s trying to explain to us poor Catholics here.
The science of embryonic stem cell research is something that is extremely distorted specifically in the minds of Kansas Citians because of the political manipulation of the Stowers Institute of Medical Research which needed to create that confusion in order to get Missourians to allow them to try therapeutic cloning. It’s pretty clear Tammeus got his misinformation from them as he even quotes their CEO.

I think it’s fair for him and many other Kansas Citians to be confused. What’s not fair is for the National Catholic Reporter’s editors to give space for what they certainly know is false information.

Mainstream Media Recognizes Adult Stem Cell Research Far Ahead Of Embryonic 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/mainstream-media-recognizes-adult-stem-cell-research-far-ahead-of-embryonic  

By Thaddeus M. Baklinski, Washington, DC, August 3, 2010
Following an announcement on Friday by U.S. biotech firm Geron Corp. that it received clearance from the Food and Drug Administration to carry out clinical trials using stem cells derived from human embryos, the mainstream media has been awash in stories that acknowledge the success of adult stem cell treatments, and the absence of any positive results from embryonic stem cell research.

AP reported the fact that adult stem cells have the ability not only to differentiate into bone, cartilage and blood vessels, but have also been shown to stimulate tissue repair.

"That gives adult stem cells really a very interesting and potent quality that embryonic stem cells don't have," Rocky Tuan of the University of Pittsburgh told AP.

Harvard University’s Dr. David Scaden, on the other hand, told CBS News of adult stem cells: “That’s really one of the great success stories of stem cell biology that gives us all hope. If we can recreate that success in other tissues, what can we possibly imagine for other people?”

In one prominent case that is being cited by the mainstream press, a patient had a broken ankle that would not heal, despite multiple surgeries. Dr. Thomas Einhorn, Chairman of Orthopedic Surgery at Boston University Medical Centre, drew bone marrow from the man’s pelvic bone, and condensing it he then injected the four teaspoons of rich red liquid into his patient’s ankle.

Four months later, the man’s broken ankle had healed, which Einhorn credits to the adult stem cells in the marrow injection. Einhorn said he tried the procedure based on published research from France.

"Adult stem cells are being studied in people who suffer from multiple sclerosis, heart attacks and diabetes. Some early results suggest (adult) stem cells can help some patients avoid leg amputation. Recently, researchers reported that they restored vision to patients whose eyes were damaged by chemicals," AP reported, adding that adult stem cell treatments "have become a standard lifesaving therapy for perhaps hundreds of thousands of people with leukemia, lymphoma and other blood diseases."

According to CBS news, U.S. scientists at biotech companies and at the Pentagon are devising potential treatments that use adult stem cells rather than embryonic stem cells, news that is being welcomed by those who oppose the destruction of human embryos, both for moral reasons and based on the fact that embryo research has not resulted in a single positive outcome.

Stories of "catastrophic" results from the experimental use of fetal stem cells abound.

Last year a report by Israel's Public Library of Science journal said that a young Israeli boy suffering from a fatal genetic disease was injected with fetal stem cells that resulted in the development of brain and spinal cord tumors. Tests revealed that the tumor tissue was composed of fetal cells.

A study published in the March 2001 issue of the New England Journal of Medicine describing the use of fetal tissue to treat Parkinson's disease, said that the treatment resulted in what the researchers themselves described as "disastrous side effects."

The study said the treatment caused patients to "chew constantly" and "writhe and twist, jerk their heads, fling their arms about."

Dr. Paul Greene, a neurologist at the Columbia University College of Physicians and Surgeons, said that the results of the experiment were "absolutely devastating ... It was tragic, catastrophic. It's a real nightmare. And we can't selectively turn it off."

Earlier this year California's Institute for Regenerative Medicine quietly changed its focus, after years of fruitless work and the expenditure of billions of dollars, from embryonic stem cell research to adult stem cell research. The institute cited adult stem cell treatment as responsible for dozens of positive results and all-out cures for maladies ranging from spinal cord injury, to Alzheimer's, to type I diabetes.

Los Angeles-based Investor's Business Daily magazine commented that, "Five years after a budget-busting $3 billion was allocated to embryonic stem cell research, there have been no cures, no therapies and little progress. We are pleased to see California researchers beginning to put science in its rightful place."

The Vatican responded on Saturday to the U.S. Food and Drug Administration's approval of Geron Corp.'s clinical trials using embryonic stem cells.

Elio Sgreccia, emeritus head of the Pontifical Academy for Life, told Radio Vatican, "Despite the efforts that are made to deny it, science continues to show us that the embryo is a human being in the making" and condemned the move as "unacceptable."
FDA Gives Green Light to First Embryonic Stem Cell Trials in Humans 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/fda-gives-green-light-to-first-embryonic-stem-cell-trials-in-humans 

By Peter J. Smith, Washington, D.C., August 3, 2010 
The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) is giving the green light for California researchers to test the effectiveness of human embryonic stem cells (hESCs) on human patients, according to the New York Times.

The trial will be the first in the U.S. to involve hESCs being injected into human test patients. The hESCs were developed by Geron Corporation and the University of California, Irvine. Proponents of hESC research claim that embryonic cells can turn into any cell of the body; critics, however, point out that such research involves the morally problematic destruction of living human embryos for their stem-cells. 

Additionally, while embryonic stem cell research has failed to yield any practicable cures to date, adult stem-cell research has raced ahead, yielding many successful therapies and cures for illnesses, without having to cross any ethical boundaries.

Geron is attempting to develop hESCs into a therapy for individuals with very recent spinal cord injuries – within two weeks – that would repair the damaged insulation (myelin) of nerve cells and restore their ability to transmit signals.

The Times notes, however, that Geron was first cleared by the FDA to begin clinical trials in January 2009, and then stopped. The reason for the hold? Cysts were discovered in mice injected with embryonic stem-cells, prompting the FDA to put the kibosh on the trial until Geron came up with another mouse study. 

David Prentice, Senior Fellow for Life Sciences at Family Research Council (FRC) noted on FRC’s blog that “many pro-embryonic stem cell scientists have expressed concerns about Geron’s trial, that it is not proven even in rats, and could cause harm to the patients.”

The Times reports that only a small number of patients will be part of Geron’s “phase 1 study” to determine the safety of the therapy, or if it even works. 

Prentice also pointed out that Geron’s proposed hESC therapy is limited only to injuries sustained within two weeks of the trial, compared to the more expansive spinal injury therapies using adult stem cells that already exist. 

“In terms of real effectiveness, even for patients injured years previously, adult stem cells have already shown published scientific evidence not only for safety, but for the reality of successful repair of spinal cord injury in patients,” Prentice said.

The FDA’s approval of the Geron test has drawn fire from the Vatican.

"Despite the efforts that are made to deny it, science continues to show us that the embryo is a human being in the making," Elio Sgreccia, a former head of the Pontifical Academy for life, told Vatican Radio. 
Sgreccia said that human embryos are "sacrificed to extract the stem cells from them," and regardless of the cures being sought, such a process "from an ethical point of view can only receive a negative judgment."

Funding Blocked for Embryonic Stem Cell Research - Bishops Laud Victory of "Common Sense and Sound Medical Ethics" 
http://www.zenit.org/article-30164?l=english  
Washington, D.C., August 26, 2010 
The U.S. bishops are welcoming a Monday decision from a federal district court judge that blocked Barack Obama's executive order to expand federal funding for research on embryonic stem cells.

In a statement Wednesday, Cardinal Daniel DiNardo, chairman of the Committee on Pro-Life Activities of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, welcomed the decision as a "victory for common sense and sound medical ethics."

The cardinal said the injunction "vindicates a reading of Congress’s statutory language on embryo research" defended by the bishops for more than a decade.

The decision blocks Obama's 2009 order encouraging federal funds for research into any embryonic stem cell lines that either had been allowed by the Bush administration or had been created using embryos "left over" from fertility treatments and in which unpaid donors had provided written consent for the embryos to be used for research.

Guidelines were issued after a public consultation process in which many of the 50,000 comments noted ethical objections. 

The public also pointed out that the move violated a law passed since 1996 to preclude federal funding for research that destroys embryos, which Cardinal DiNardo mentioned in his statement.

The Bush and Obama administrations both had supported a position that makes a distinction between the actual destruction of the embryos -- not to be federally funded -- and research on cells derived from these destroyed embryos -- which could be federally funded.
Distorted and narrowed

The cardinal explained how national law has been abused since the Clinton administration: "Each year since 1996, Congress has approved the Dickey amendment to forbid funding any 'research in which' human embryos are harmed or destroyed. This should ensure that taxpayers are not forced to fund a research project when pursuing that project requires the destruction of human life at its earliest stage. However, beginning with a legal memo commissioned by the Clinton administration in January 1999, this law has been distorted and narrowed to allow federal funding of research that directly relies on such destruction. 

"As the bishops’ conference said in congressional testimony in 1999, 'a mere bookkeeping distinction between funds used to destroy the embryo and funds used to work with the resultant cells is not sufficient' to comply with the law."
The cardinal added that in the health care reform debate, the bishops have similarly affirmed "that an executive order by itself cannot change the meaning of a law passed by Congress, and that the longstanding policy against funding health plans that cover abortion is not satisfied, but circumvented, by a bookkeeping distinction that merely segregates accounts within such plans."

Reading the words

Monday's court decision backed the bishops' reading of the Dickey amendment, noting the sense of the language of the law shows the intent of Congress to "prohibit the expenditure of federal funds on ‘research in which a human embryo or embryos are destroyed.’”

According to a statement Wednesday from Father Tadeusz Pacholczyk, director of education for the National Catholic Bioethics Center, the "effects of the judge’s decision are likely to be significant."

"Dr. Francis Collins, agency director of the NIH [National Institutes of Health], noted in a news conference after the announcement of the federal district judge’s decision that 143 scientific grants worth $95 million, which are now up for annual renewal, will be frozen. In addition, 22 grants totaling $54 million, whose existing research is coming up for renewal in September, will also be frozen. Another 131 grants awarded this year already are out the door and will not be affected until they are up for renewal in a year," Father Pacholczyk reported.

Using what works

Cardinal DiNardo observed that a good government should use funds for serving human life, and not seek "new ways to evade this responsibility."

Moreover, alluding to the research successes with adult stem cells, his statement expressed hope that the court decision will encourage the government to "renew and expand its commitment to ethically sound avenues of stem cell research."

"These avenues," he affirmed, "are showing far more promise than destructive human embryo research in serving the needs of suffering patients."

Cardinal DiNardo's statement: www.usccb.org/comm/archives/2010/10-152.shtml
Father Pacholczyk's statement: www.ncbcenter.org/NetCommunity/Page.aspx?pid=482&storyid1277=122&ncs1277=3
Skin cells made 'virtually identical' to embryonic stem cells 

http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/5315-skin-cells-made-virtually-identical-to-embryonic-stem-cells 

October 4, 2010

Researchers from the Children's Hospital in Boston have pioneered work to convert ordinary skin cells into cells that appear virtually identical to embryonic stem cells - which can then be changed into specific tissues for patients requiring transplants. The Catholic News Agency cites a report in the Washington Post about the research led by Derrick J. Rossi, using laboratory-made versions of natural biological signals to convert the cells into those similar to stem cells.

Douglas A. Melton, co-director of the Harvard Stem Cell Institute, said the research produced a "major paper" in the field of regenerative medicine, according to the news report. The researchers have found that their method - using messenger RNA (mRNA) within cells to "reprogram" the cell's function - was surprisingly fast and efficient. The cells were converted in about 17 days, about half the time of previous methods. In other aspects the method proved up to 100 times more efficient than previous approaches. Tests indicated the cells had not experienced any disturbance to the DNA and were virtually identical to embryonic stem cells.
Source: Researchers pioneer new method to generate non-embryonic stem cells (Catholic News Agency)
Stem Cells and Parthenogenesis - Are Parthenotes Human Embryos?

http://www.zenit.org/rssenglish-31897
By E. Christian Brugger, Washington, D.C., March 2, 2011 
Here is a questions on bioethics asked by a ZENIT reader and answered by the fellows of the Culture of Life Foundation.
Q: What is the Catholic perspective on the ethics of parthenogenesis to produce stem cells from an ovum without fertilization by sperm? Thank you for your insights. Sincerely, R.P. Panama City Beach, Florida, USA 
A: The term "parthenogenesis" (from the Greek words parthenos, "virgin" + genesis, "birth") refers to a form of asexual reproduction, naturally occurring among some insects, birds and lizards, in which an unfertilized egg develops without being fertilized by a male gamete. 
In mammals -- and so humans -- parthenogenesis refers to a process in which an egg (oocyte) begins to divide without being fertilized by a male sperm. Since mammalian reproduction is sexual, parthenogenesis in humans is a profoundly abnormal process. Although we use the same term as we do with insects and lizards, we don’t know if true reproduction ever takes place in human parthenogenesis. By "reproduction" I mean embryogenesis, the coming into existence of an embryo, not full-term fetal development, which, because the developmental potential of an unfertilized human oocyte is very minimal, is probably not possible. 
Human parthenogenesis is interesting to scientists because in recent years studies suggest that pluripotent (embryonic-like) stem cells can be derived from parthenogenically activated human eggs. 
This seems to promise a way around the ethical controversy found in embryonic stem cell research by providing a supply of pluripotent stem cells without needing to create or destroy human embryos.
In the studies, female oocytes were activated with electrical and chemical stimulations and some began to parthenogenically divide. Among those that did, some developed into structures that looked like blastocysts with a visible inner cell mass. "Blastocyst" is the term used to refer to an embryo at approximately day five after fertilization when its body shape is spherical, with a fluid-filled cavity, and with a clump of cells on the inside called the inner cell mass (ICM), which will go on to form all the structures of the human body. In embryonic stem cell research, ICM cells are harvested by tearing open the embryo’s body, which is lethal to the embryo.
In the studies mentioned above, the activated eggs formed blastocyst-like structures with a visible ICM. When the ICM cells were extracted and analyzed, they were found to possess a similar type of pluripotency to embryonic stem cells.

The real thing?
The big question bearing upon ethical analysis is, of course, whether the "blastocyst-like" structures were in fact blastocytes, that is, living human embryos at day five of development, or were they simply biological tissue-structures that mimic the appearance of embryos and give rise to pluripotent stem cells? 
It is reasonable to conclude that an oocyte (an egg) as such is not an embryo. But parthenogenic activation induces the oocyte to divide, at least for a few days, in a way that appears characteristically human. Is it possible that in the process of activation the oocyte can transform into an embryo? The question presently is unsettled.
Although the empirical question of the status of a human parthenote is unsettled, the underlying moral principle is straightforward. Unless we have moral certainty that a dividing parthenogenetically activated human oocyte is not an embryo, we have an obligation to avoid research with human parthenotes.
This is what is taught in the Instruction on Certain Bioethical Questions, "Dignitas Personae," published in 2008 by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. The text says that certain "scientific and ethical" questions have been raised concerning the "ontological status" of the product of some "new techniques" claiming to be able to produce pluripotent stem cells without bringing into existence human embryos. Footnote 49, introduced at this precise point in the text, mentions three examples, one of which is "human parthenogenesis." The text goes on to say that until these questions are adequately resolved, if there is a "mere probability" that a human embryo is involved, this would "suffice to justify an absolutely clear prohibition" (no. 30).
Does there then exist a "mere probability" that a parthenogenically activated egg is or ever becomes an embryo? This is a point of debate among scientists and ethicists faithful to the magisterium.
Some Catholic thinkers, including Nicanor Austriaco, O.P., Joachim Huarte and Antoine Suarez, have argued that since human oocytes are not embryos, and that since the parthenogenic activation of oocytes does not seem capable of inducing the complex transition from a single cell gamete (an egg) to a whole human organism (an embryo), parthenotes should not be considered human embryos. 
Other ethicists, such as Mark Latkovic, have argued that because parthenogenically activated eggs develop in a characteristically human way, at least for several days, we should presume they are human embryos and act accordingly.
Their arguments are complex and I do not mean to reproduce them here. But I would like to say three things and then give my own opinion.

A question for science
First, the magisterium does not teach authoritatively on scientific questions. But it does teach on moral questions, some of which rely for their accuracy on scientific premises. So it is not for the pope or bishops to judge whether or not the sufficient biological conditions are present in a developing parthenote to constitute a human organism. But the magisterium can teach, and in fact, as I have shown, has taught that reasonable doubt must be ruled out before research on parthenotes can be legitimate. The question then of the status of parthenotes is only rightly answered by attending to the best scientific evidence.
Second, simply because parthenogenesis in humans is an anomalous process and cannot result in a healthy gestated baby, does not settle the question of the status of parthenotes, although it does give evidence as to whether or not nature might permit human organismic development to take place in the context of such an anomaly.
Third, simply because the behavior of an artificially activated parthenote mimics the behavior of an embryo at its very earliest stages also does not settle the question of identity. We know, for example, that an egg whose nucleus has been removed (so it’s no longer even a cell), when stimulated can begin to divide and proceed through several divisions. Or again, many cell clusters in a Petri dish will form blastocyst-like structures in vitro, but are not embryos. 
Having said this, the present evidence on whether parthenotes are ever embryos seems to me inconclusive. Some mammalian parthenotes in controlled studies (e.g., mice) have been found to form a fairly well developed nervous system, including considerable brain and organ formation. Analogous studies in humans have not been done, and indeed would be immoral to do in the absence of the moral certitude that the studies themselves would be seeking to obtain.
Observations of naturally occurring human parthenotes would seem to me to be the only legitimate way to gain the requisite knowledge necessary to settle the empirical question. In a recent essay treating such observation I wrote:
"Scientists believe that mature teratomas of the ovary result from parthenogenetically activated eggs. Some of these tumors form rudimentary neural tissue. 
Some even organize into a basic human body plan (the so-called "fetiform" tumors) with a recognizably differentiated brain and spinal nerve, with blood vessels, skin, hair, teeth, trachea, thyroid gland, bone, cartilage, bone marrow, and other differentiated features. But rigorous genetic analysis on these specimen has not been done, so we cannot be certain that the tumors really were parthenotes (they could be ectopic pregnancies or fetus-in fetu—a reabsorbed twin)."[1]
Given the evidence to date, at least with which I am familiar, I do not think it can be established with moral certitude that parthenotes are never human embryos.

Note
[1] E. Christian Brugger, "Parthenotes, iPS Cells, and the Product of Ant-Oar: A Moral Assessment Using the Principles of Hylomorphism," National Catholic Bioethics Quarterly, vol. 10, no. 1 (Spring 2010), 123-142
E. Christian Brugger is a Senior Fellow of Ethics at the Culture of Life Foundation and the J. Francis Cardinal Stafford Chair of Moral Theology at St. John Vianney Theological Seminary in Denver, Colorado.
Church opposes stem cell test 

http://www.ucanews.com/news/church-opposes-stem-cell-test/14308  

April 28, 2011

The Korean bishops’ Committee for Bioethics has strongly opposed a decision to approve a clinical test using embryonic stem cells for the first time.

The National Bioethics Committee said yesterday that it approved CHA Bio & Diostech’s request to conduct a clinical test using embryonic stem cells to treat macular degeneration which can lead to sight loss.

The test will be conducted to prove the stem cells’ effect on three patients with Stargardt’s Macular Dystrophy (SMD).

Some doctors are worried about the possibility of stem cells causing side effects such as tumors.

Nevertheless, the bioethics committee decided that it does not violate the bio-ethics law which prohibits using embryonic stem cells in the human body for a test.

Meanwhile, Father Paul Lee Chang-young, secretary of the Korean bishops’ Committee for Bioethics condemned the move. “It is a decision against humanity. The law that should protect an embryo’s right to life is violating human dignity and value,” he said.

The bishops’ committee has conducted a campaign to oppose using embryonic stem cells for treatments because it degrades human life. The approval is the second of its kind in the world following the US’s decision to allow tests to treat spinal cord injury in 2009. 

Catholic couple in pioneering cardiac stem cell research 

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=26165
May 3, 2011

A US Catholic couple is blazing a new trail in adult cardiac stem-cell research, said a Catholic News Service report in the Catholic Sentinel.

Dr. Eduardo Marban, director of the Cedars-Sinai Heart Institute in Los Angeles, and his wife Linda Marban, research manager for Cedars-Sinai's Board of Governors Heart Stem Cell Center, were involved in a first-ever clinical trial in which a small sample of a patient's own heart tissue is used to grow specialised heart stem cells.

The stem cells are then injected back into the patient's heart in an effort to repair and re-grow healthy muscle in a heart that has been injured by heart attack.

The trial could start a new era of treating heart disease, which is the number one killer of men and women in the United States. If cardiac regeneration is possible, then people who suffer heart attacks might be able to achieve greater post-heart-attack productivity and health and, for the most extreme cases, not require heart transplants.

No embryo is involved at any stage of the process.

"I come from a culture that's deeply Catholic," said Eduardo Marban, who came to the United States from Cuba with his parents when he was six years old. "For me, that we could develop a treatment that was not ethically problematic, that was consistent with the Hippocratic Oath and the tenets of Catholicism, was very gratifying. We not only get a unique chance to do good, but we do it without trampling on anyone's ethical principles."

Linda Marban's faith also threads throughout her life as a scientist.

"I am a strongly believing and practicing Catholic," she said. "When I believe in God the most is when I look at a chart of cell signaling. When you see all those millions and billions of processes that we don't even begin to really understand, there is no way some higher power didn't generate that."

Full story: Catholic couple blazes new trails in adult cardiac stem-cell research (Catholic Sentinel/Catholic News Service)

France to maintain limits on stem cell research

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=26602
May 26, 2011 

France looks set to maintain its curbs on human embryonic stem cell research after the conservative government fought off a parliamentary bid to liberalize the country's bioethics law, reports SBS.

The National Assembly has voted to uphold the curbs in the second reading of the new bioethics law. Conservative legislators and the Roman Catholic Church had protested after an initial Senate vote to authorise this research.

The Senate holds its second reading of the bill in early June. If it votes again to allow embryonic stem cell research, the bill will go to a parliamentary conference committee where the National Assembly version of the bill would take precedence.

France has one of the stricter laws on embryonic stem cell research in Europe, banning it except for research with imported embryos not used for in vitro fertilization in other countries.

Opponents of embryonic stem cell research argue it is morally wrong because it manipulates or destroys human embryos. Supporters see it as a possible avenue toward new treatments for many medical conditions.
Update on embryo-destructive research - Legislation Developments in the US and Abroad
http://www.zenit.org/article-32679?l=english 

By E. Christian Brugger, Washington, D.C., May 25, 2011 
You might recall that last summer a federal judge put a temporary hold on all government funding for human embryonic stem cell research (hESC) in the United States.

In August 2010, Judge Royce Lamberth of the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia made headlines for halting the research on the grounds that President Barack Obama's March 2009 executive order revoking the President George Bush restrictions on hESC research was illegal. The president's order, put into policy by the NIH, freed up money for research upon stem cells derived from spare IVF embryos; but the policy required that the actual destruction of the embryos be funded privately.

The judge said the Obama policy violated the Dickey-Wicker Amendment, which prohibits federal money for research in which human embryos are created or destroyed.

You see the point of the dispute? Dickey-Wicker prohibits funding for embryo destructive experimentation; the Obama policy says "no embryo destruction here, it's all been done elsewhere." The wily policy attempts to make an end run around the clear meaning of the congressional amendment. Judge Lamberth unsuccessfully went for the tackle. He issued a preliminary injunction, which dried up NIH funding for a whopping 17 days before his injunction was temporarily halted by a court of appeals on a request by the Obama Justice Department.

On April 29, 2011, Judge Lamberth's preliminary injunction was formally revoked by a 2-1 decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. The Court ruled that the injunction if implemented would impose unreasonable burdens upon hESC researchers. Since the injunction had already been temporarily halted, the practical effect of the appeal court's decision is nil. It simply makes permanent what was only temporary.

Both Lamberth's injunction and the appeals court's ruling have occurred in the backdrop of the case, Sherley v. Sebelius, brought by two researchers, James Sherley, formerly of MIT, and Theresa Deisher, founder of AVM Biotechnology, challenging the legality of the Obama policy on the grounds that it violates Dickey-Wicker.

Sherley v. Sebelius is still pending. An unbiased court would plainly rule in favor of the plaintiffs. As Wesley Smith notes in his recent First Things blog: "The Dickey-Wicker Amendment … reflects the unambiguous intent of Congress to enact a broad prohibition of funding research in which a human embryo is destroyed. This prohibition encompasses all "research in which" an embryo is destroyed, not just the "piece of research" in which the embryo is destroyed."

But when it comes to issues related to human embryos unbiased courts in the U.S. are hard to find.

Whichever way the court goes, we can be sure the decision will be appealed. In the meantime, the Obama order to fund embryo-destructive research is alive and well.

Meanwhile, the California biotech company Geron Corporation announced on May 11 it had begun clinical treatments on its second spinal cord injury patient using human embryonic stem cells (hESCs). The patient, recently paralyzed from the chest down in a car accident, received an injection of stem cells at Northwestern Memorial Hospital in Chicago.

The Geron cocktail was derived from "surplus" IVF embryos donated for research by the parental donors. The cells were manipulated to produce early nerve cells (called "oligodendrocyte progenitor cells") that Geron hopes will not be subject to the same tumor-forming tendencies as undifferentiated hESCs.

The trial is not aimed at curing the patient, but rather at determining whether the stem cell treatment is safe.

The first patient treated with hESCs in the United States, 21-year-old Tim Atchison, was injected only six months ago. Doctors say it's still too early to judge the effects of the treatment. David Prentice of the Family Research Council explains that because the patient was injected within the first two weeks after his accident, as required by the Geron protocol, we may never know with certitude whether the treatment was effective, even if improvements occur: "a significant number of such patients show some spontaneous improvement within the first year after injury."

Discouraged about the old USA? Perhaps a better day is dawning for embryos in Europe. On March 10, the European Court of Justice issued a preliminary opinion that procedures established using human embryonic stem cell lines are not patentable. The decision by Judge Yves Bot of the European Court followed upon a request for clarification by the German Supreme Court of the legal definition of human embryos in relation to patentability.

The request was precipitated by a German court case challenging the patent of a technique to generate nerve cells from established hESC lines. The case was filed by -- get ready for this -- the Amsterdam based activist organization, Greenpeace, which argued that patenting procedures derived from embryonic stem cell lines was unethical because the lines are derived from human embryos.
Judge Bot's preliminary opinion will now go before the 13 judges of the court's Grand Chamber. If the Grand Chamber agrees with the opinion, it could put a wrench in the works of European hESC research. Dare we hope?

E. Christian Brugger is a Senior Fellow of Ethics and director of the Fellows Program at the Culture of Life Foundation; and the J. Francis Cardinal Stafford Chair of Moral Theology at St. John Vianney Theological Seminary in Denver, Colorado.

Vatican partners with US adult stem company

http://www.ucanews.com/2011/06/17/vatican-partners-with-us-adult-stem-company/ 

Vatican City June 17, 2011 

The Vatican has signed its first ever commercial agreement with an outside company, a contract with US-based bio-pharmaceutical firm NeoStem to advance ethical research into stem cells.

“We would like to create a hotspot for scientists, benefactors, academics (and) Church leaders that will now join this group and would work together for the benefit of humanity,” Father Tomaz Trafny of the Vatican’s Council for Culture told CNA on June 16. We are a public company pioneering new medical research with adult stem cells,” explained Doctor Robin Smith, the CEO of NeoStem. “This research has the potential to alleviate human suffering by unlocking the healing power of the human body. Most importantly, we are able to do all this without destroying another human life,” she said.

NeoStem has pioneered adult stem cell research throughout their five years of existence. The company says that its advances are proving both ethical and very successful.

The relationship between the Vatican and NeoStem will involve three areas of cooperation.

The first venue for the venture will entail work on research, including issues of funding. The second avenue of cooperation will involve the study of the cultural consequences of regenerative medicine, beginning with a major conference in Rome later this year. And the final area of collaboration will involve educating people – particularly those within the Church – about the practicalities and ethics of this new field of medical research.

NeoStem also announced that it will host a conference on adult stem cell research as part of its partnership with the Pontifical Council for Culture.

In a press conference Thursday, both NeoStem and the PCC announced the event is scheduled for November 9 – 11, 2011, Proactive Investor reports. The biopharmaceutical company with a focus on adult stem cell research and regenerative and cell-based therapies, called its collaboration with the Vatican “historical.”

NeoStem CEO, Dr. Robin L. Smith said the company hopes to demonstrate “that faith and technology can work together to find ethical solutions to human kind’s most ancient problems.”

Since starting out as a provider of adult stem cell collection and storage services, New York-based NeoStem has since branched out into cell therapeutics, focused on using stem cells to help cure disease.

Source
Vatican launches stem cell venture with US company (Catholic News Agency)

Vatican, biotech firm host congress to promote adult stem-cell therapy (Catholic News Service)

NeoStem announces adult stem cell conference with the Vatican to take place in November (Proactive Investors)

Conference in the Vatican in November on adult stem cells
http://www.news.va/en/news/conference-in-the-vatican-in-november-on-adult-ste
Vatican City, June 16, 2011  
At midday today in the Holy See Press Office a forthcoming international conference on the theme "Adult Stem Cells: Science and the Future of Man and Culture" was presented. The conference, organised by the Science and Faith Department of the Pontifical Council for Culture, is due to be held in the Vatican from 9 to 11 November.
Participating in today's presentation were Cardinal Gianfranco Ravasi, president of the Pontifical Council for Culture; Fr. Tomasz Trafny, director of the Science and Faith Department of the same pontifical council, and Robin L. Smith, chairwoman and CEO of NeoStem Inc., U.S.A.
Fr. Trafny explained why his dicastery is participating in an initiative on adult stem cells, why it is collaborating with the biopharmaceutical company NeoStem and what projects have emerged from such collaboration.
"For some time", he said, "the Pontifical Council for Culture has been working to promote serious dialogue between the natural sciences and the humanities, especially philosophy and theology. One example of this is the STOQ Project (Science Theology and the Ontological Quest)".
"However", he went on, "our interest in this field of research is circumscribed. It aims to explore the cultural impact of adult stem cell research and of regenerative medicine in the medium and long term".
The pontifical council's collaboration with NeoStem arises from "the fact that we share the same sensitivity towards those ethical values that are centred on the protection of human life at all stages of its existence", said Fr. Trafny, noting that the two institutions also share "an interest in studying the possible cultural impact of scientific discoveries arising from
research on adult stem cells, and their application in the field of regenerative medicine".
"As concerns possible future projects", he concluded, "we wish to help students of Pontifical Universities and other Catholic educational institutions to investigate issues linked to the relationships between the natural sciences and the humanities, in a possible framework for interdisciplinary research".

The conference - which will also bring together people who do not have a background in the life sciences or in medicine - is being organised in association with the Pontifical Council for Health Pastoral Care and the Pontifical Academy for Life.
For her part, Robin Smith explained that her company is "pioneering new medical research with adult stem cells. This research has the potential to alleviate human suffering by unlocking the healing power of the human body", she said. "Most importantly, we are able to do all this without destroying another human life".
"No embryos are destroyed to collect adult stem cells. ... We believe that human life is unique and needs to be protected at every stage of its existence. Adult Stem Cell research allows us to advance scientific knowledge while protecting this ethical position. ... These cells are called very small embryonic-like stem cells or VSELs ... and have many of the beneficial characteristics of an embryonic stem cell, but without the moral and ethical obstacles because these cells are taken from adults, not embryos or foetuses". "Our partnership with the Vatican is focused on four things", Dr. Smith concluded: "advancing science, eliminating human suffering, educating today's society as well as future generations, and encouraging collaboration in the furtherance of these goals".


Culture Council on Stem Cell Research - Regenerative Medicine Will Play a Role in the Way the Human Being Is Perceived

http://www.zenit.org/article-32872?l=english
Vatican City, June 16, 2011 
Here is an address given today by Father Tomasz Trafny, director of the Science and Faith department of the Pontifical Council for Culture. The council announced collaboration with a U.S. company dedicated to research on adult stem cells, NeoStem.

Some of you would probably ask: 1) why the Pontifical Council for Culture is involved in an initiative on adult stem cells research; 2) why, then, there is a collaboration with the bio-pharmaceutical company

NeoStem and 3) which are the projects linked to this collaboration.

The answer to the first question has to be found in the mission of our dicastery, that has been called to open a dialogue with all the expressions of modern and contemporary culture, so strongly pervaded and moulded by science. As known, the Pontifical Council for Culture has been engaged for long time in the promotion of a sound dialogue between natural sciences and humanities, above all between philosophy and theology, as demonstrated by the STOQ Project. The choice for such investigation is, therefore, the natural consequence of a route we entered on some years ago.

However, the interest we have in this particular investigation is quiet circumscribing: it aims to explore the cultural impact of research on adult stem cells and of regenerative medicine in the long and medium terms. All this, has its roots in a two-fold belief: the first one concerns the fact that, according to the expectations, in the next decades, regenerative medicine will play an important role not only in facing the problem of degenerative disease, but also in thinking to medical science, to its potential and, what is more interesting for us, to the way human being is considered and perceived in such a wide cultural context, continuously subject to strong changes. The second one was theorized by Edmund D. Pellegrino, physician and philosopher of medicine, who considered medicine as the most scientific of the humanities and the most humane of sciences [1]. For this reason, we share a field of dialogue with this specific science that will influence the future of culture. But, if on one hand, medicine is of all sciences the nearest to human beings (we indeed meet the doctor before being delivered, not to mention how many times we need to go to the doctor in our life), on the other, modern medicine interact with all the other cultural contexts: social, legislative, philosophical and theological, or economical ones (suffice it to think about the greater longevity that pose ourselves important questions concerning care, pensions and others). We are talking of a science having several and best available technology instruments and that questions ourselves with existential insights, requiring a deeper reflection and understanding.

The unique collaboration with NeoStem must focus on two considerations. The first one relies on the fact that we share the same sensitivity towards those ethical values that are centred on the protection of human life at all stages of its existence. The second, concerns interest of investigation on cultural consequences that scientific discoveries in the field of adult stem cells research and their application in regenerative medicine will cause. Today, it is not in any way obvious that a pharmaceutical company would have a strong sensitivity towards the protection of human life in its whole, having at the same time an interest towards cultural investigation. For this reason, we have thought to formalize a collaboration and we have been working since more that one year in order to define potential paths of development. It is clear that our collaboration is open to other institutions sharing the same values.

The first significant step of this collaboration will be the International Conference on Adult Stem Cells: Science and the future of man and culture, which sees the collaboration and support of two other departments of the Holy See, the Pontifical Council for Health Care (for the Pastoral care of Health) and the Pontifical Academy for life. To the Presidents of these two dicasteries His Excellency Most Rev. Bishop Zimowski, His Excellency Most Rev. Archbishop Carrasco de Paula, and their representatives Monsignors Musivi Mpendawatu and Suaudeau we express our gratitude for their willingness, enthusiasm and competence with which they wanted to support this initiative.

The conference itself will have a popular but high profile character. This means that it will be addressed to those who do not have a real scientific background on life sciences or medicine. We would like to introduce participants to the state of the art on adult stem cells research, its clinical applications and, in some cases, clinical applications that have already brought considerable benefits to patients and explain and discuss some problems and challenges arising in the wide consideration of interactions between scientific research and culture, and that can have a significant impact human beings’ future. 
For this reason, we especially invite bishops and ambassadors accredited to the Holy See to participate in this conference, but also the health ministers of the countries that would like to participate in this initiative, opinion leaders, media, etc… We also hope that some of our supporters who share the same sensitivity towards ethical values and a desire to promote dialogue between science and faith will be present.

Finally, with regards to the future possible projects, we want to help students of the Pontifical Universities and the Pontifical Catholic Educational Institutes to investigate the issues linked to the relationships between natural sciences and humanities, in a possible framework for interdisciplinary research. We also wish to reach a wide audience, especially the faithful and their pastors, but also pastoral workers at various levels, who sometimes find difficult to understand some complex problems posed both by science, and by philosophy and theology, and which need a clear and understandable explication, also for those who do not have the appropriate scientific background, but who wish to have not only a right information on these issues, but also the possibility for attending e-learning courses or short courses to be offered in the diocesan pastoral center.

I would like to conclude with a quote from the famous letter that Pope John Paul II addressed to Father Gorge Coyne, where he underlined the importance of the dialogue between science and faith, and between the several fields of knowledge.

As dialogue and common searching continue, there will be grow towards mutual understanding and a gradual uncovering of common concerns which will provide the basis for further research and discussion. Exactly what form that will take must be left to the future. What is important, (…) is that the dialogue should continue and grow in depth and scope. In the process we must overcome every regressive tendency to a unilateral reductionism, to fear, and to self-imposed isolation. What is critically important is that each discipline should continue to enrich, nourish and challenge the other to be more fully what it can be and to contribute to our vision of who we are and who we are becoming.

We do believe in a dialogue carried on in this way, and we are open to all the possible paths of collaboration with several institutions, single researchers and philanthropists who want to share these initiatives, that we hope would have a global impact for the promotion of a culture of future, centered on deep values.

[1] Cfr. Humanism and the Physician, University of Tennessee Press, Knoxville 1979, 117-129.

Adult Stem cells: Avoiding ethical dilemmas
http://visnews-en.blogspot.in/2011/11/adult-stem-cells-avoiding-ethical.html
Vatican City, November 8, 2011  

An international conference entitled "Adult Stem Cells: Science and the Future of Man and Culture" is due to being tomorrow in the Vatican, lasting until 11 November. The event, which has been organised by the U.S. Stem for Life Foundation and by the Pontifical Council for Culture, has the aim of supporting research and increasing public awareness of treatment using adult stem cells. The conference will be attended by 350 scientists, religious figures, politicians, educators and industry representatives.
Today's press conference was presented by Cardinal Gianfranco Ravasi, president of the Pontifical Council for Culture; Fr. Tomasz Trafny, head of the Council's science department; Tommy G. Thompson, former U.S. Secretary of Health and Human Services, and Dr. Robin Smith, president of the Stem for Life Foundation and chief executive of NeoStem, the company which backs the Foundation.
Primary stem cells are of two kinds: embryonic and adult. When a stem cell divides, each new cell has the potential either to remain a stem cell or to become another type of cell with a more specialised function, such as a muscle cell or brain cell. Sources of adult stem cells have been found in the bone marrow, the blood and the liver. This offers the possibility of a renewable source of replacement cells and tissues to treat many diseases.
Dr. Smith explained how the use of adult stem cells avoids "the ethical dilemma posed by the use of embryonic stem cells. Adult stem cell research and therapy allows us to advance scientific knowledge while protecting every stage of existence".
In the world today, 12.7 million people suffer from cancer, 346 million from diabetes and 583 million from autoimmune diseases. New therapy using adult stem cells can give them hope of improvement and cure. Such treatment has been used successfully in cases of multiple sclerosis and leukaemia, and "in the not too distant future we will be able to use adult stem cells to rebuild damaged tissue and repair organs such as the heart", Dr. Smith said.
Fr. Trafny explained that the conference will seek both to publicise the achievements of medical science, and to reflect upon them from the perspective of the human sciences. "We wish to raise some important and sometimes provocative questions", he said, "such as whether the Hippocratic oath should be extended to all the life sciences, because today it is not only doctors but also laboratory scientists who have power to intervene in all phases of human life".
In closing, Fr. Trafny expressed his thanks for the support of the Pontifical Council for Health Pastoral Care and of the Pontifical Academy for Life. 

Saving one life cannot justify destroying another
http://www.news.va/en/news/saving-one-life-cannot-justify-destroying-another 
Vatican City, November 12, 2011
This morning in the Vatican, the Holy Father received a group of 250 participants in an international conference entitled "Adult Stem Cells: Science and the Future of Man and Culture", promoted by the Pontifical Council for Culture in collaboration with the U.S. Stem for Life Foundation. The three-day meeting examined the use of adult stem cells in medicine, both from the perspective of science, and from that of its cultural, ethical and anthropological implications.
Extracts of Benedict XVI's English-language remarks are given below:
"Since human beings are endowed with immortal souls and are created in the image and likeness of God, there are dimensions of human existence that lie beyond the limits of what the natural sciences are competent to determine. If these limits are transgressed, there is a serious risk that the unique dignity and inviolability of human life could be subordinated to purely utilitarian considerations. But if instead these limits are duly respected, science can make a truly remarkable contribution to promoting and safeguarding the dignity of man".
"In this sense, the potential benefits of adult stem cell research are very considerable, since it opens up possibilities for healing chronic degenerative illnesses by repairing damaged tissue. ... The improvement that such therapies promise would constitute a significant step forward in medical science, bringing fresh hope to sufferers and their families alike. For this reason, the Church naturally offers her encouragement to those who are engaged in conducting and supporting research of this kind, always with the proviso that it be carried out with due regard for the integral good of the human person and the common good of society.
"This proviso is most important. The pragmatic mentality that so often influences decision-making in the world today is all too ready to sanction whatever means are available in order to attain the desired end, despite ample evidence of the disastrous consequences of such thinking. When the end in view is one so eminently desirable as the discovery of a cure for degenerative illnesses, it is tempting for scientists and policy-makers to brush aside ethical objections and to press ahead with whatever research seems to offer the prospect of a breakthrough. Those who advocate research on embryonic stem cells in the hope of achieving such a result make the grave mistake of denying the inalienable right to life of all human beings from the moment of conception to natural death. The destruction of even one human life can never be justified in terms of the benefit that it might conceivably bring to another.
"Yet, in general, no such ethical problems arise when stem cells are taken from the tissues of an adult organism, from the blood of the umbilical cord at the moment of birth".
"Dialogue between science and ethics is of the greatest importance in order to ensure that medical advances are never made at unacceptable human cost. The Church contributes to this dialogue by helping to form consciences in accordance with right reason and in the light of revealed truth. In so doing she seeks, not to impede scientific progress, but on the contrary to guide it in a direction that is truly fruitful and beneficial to humanity ... with a particular regard for the weakest and most vulnerable.
"In drawing attention to the needs of the defenceless, the Church thinks not only of the unborn but also of those without easy access to expensive medical treatment. ... Justice demands that every effort be made to place the fruits of scientific research at the disposal of all who stand to benefit from them, irrespective of their means. ... Here the Church is able to offer concrete assistance through her extensive healthcare apostolate, active in so many countries across the globe and directed with particular solicitude to the needs of the world's poor".
"I pray that your commitment to adult stem cell research will bring great blessings for the future of man".

Biotech Promise Breakers
http://www.nationalreview.com/human-exceptionalism/428866/biotechnology-boosters-lie
By Wesley J. Smith, December 21, 2015

Back during the embryonic stem cell debate, boosters of using embryos that were “going to be discarded anyway” promised that no embryo would be experimented on after two weeks, known as the “14-Day Rule.” The justification for experimenting on such early embryos is that the cells at that stage have not yet differentiated, and thus, the embryo has little or no moral value, which theoretically increases as the embryo develops a neural system, etc. I didn’t believe these oft-made promises of time limits on embryos for one second. They were just an expedient to keep the great unwashed from getting too upset. Besides, as I have frequently noted, biotech boosters will agree to voluntarily refrain from–or even outlaw–that which can’t yet be done, in order to get an open license to do what they can with currently available methods.  But later, when the technology advances, their old firm red lines begin to blur and eventually disappear–or become launching pads for the next push toward Brave New World. Now with the gene editing process known as CRISPR coming on-line offering the prospect of human genetic engineering, the effort to shatter the 14-day rule may be beginning. From an article by Wendy Suffield in Bionews arguing to do away with the 14-day research limitation: 
It is illogical to protect the ’special status’ of embryos by destroying them at 14 days to prevent harm when using them for the greater good of medical research, while permitting much older fetuses to be terminated through abortion for the greater good of the pregnant woman. A minimal moral value can be trumped by considerations of existing people, and there are good reasons why this should and does happen. Provided that there is a greater good that may be derived from research on older embryos that may benefit a wider public, why keep the 14-day rule? The moral value of an embryo may be minimal, but should not be ignored. In arguing that extending the 14-day rule does not infringe its moral value until it can perceive pain (and opinions vary on whether that might occur a few days or a few weeks later), I would not advocate permitting the use of the embryo for any purpose other than important medical research. 
But not to worry, Suffield really cares about the embryo! 
Extending the timeframe over which research can take place does not infringe the idea that the embryo is a special entity, and may enable research such as embryo editing through CRISPR/Cas9 to bring enormous benefits to society. We must continue to ensure that the human embryo is used in research only if it is absolutely necessary, the research’s aims cannot be achieved any other way, and the purpose of the research is to alleviate suffering. 
Right. That’ and two bucks will buy you a cup of Starbuck’s coffee. In thinking about this, please realize that embryos can’t be maintained out of a woman’s body longer than 14 days. Thus, to experiment on these embryos would require gestation, or something akin to it. How would such “fetal farming” play out? 
-Hire women to use their wombs to gestate for a few months to see how engineered life developed? Some bioethicists have already argued we should pay women to gestate and abort.  Moreover, we already treat uteruses as if they were so many rooms for rent with the surrogacy industry. 
-Would we conduct live fetal experimentation in an artificial womb? Don’t say we would never do that, because we already have: In the late sixties, into the early seventies, scientists conducted experiments conducted on fetuses kept alive after abortion–until a public outcry shut off NIH funding.  (Given the ongoing and unremitting attacks on the intrinsic dignity of human life these days, would there be such a society-wide outcry today?) 
-How about using animals to gestate or cadaver uteruses kept viable after donation?   
I can’t say how such post-14-day embryo experimentation would be done. But if the argument is beginning to be mounted to do away with the 14-Day Rule, plans must be quietly being hatched.

Embryonic stem cell research
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=144 

September 4, 2004

I understand how and why embryonic research is morally wrong. But it is still legal for other companies to perform, although on their own money, currently the Government only gives money to research of morally acceptable sources.
But my question is this.
What if an independent company who with the research on embryonic research found a cure for cancer or diabetes, or Parkinson’s, etc, etc. Would it be morally ok to use that cure as a Catholic? 
We have a few everyday vaccines that were derived from aborted babies in the past. Some are still from the same genetic culture from the 1960s. The Church has never taught that we should not use these vaccines, but I have also never seen any acknowledgement from Her on the moral use of vaccines from immoral means. On the front of the issue I would have to say it is wrong, the ends does not negate the evil beginnings.
But to this point, we all have directly and non-directly benefited for the good from the death of innocents. Whether it be American Indians, slaves, those aborted babies who gave us those vaccines, sickness due to pollution, even the life of our own Lord has giving us all a better life.
So if we can use these cures that "may" come from embryonic stem cell research. Would this not acknowledge that the good outweighed the bad in this instance? 
Currently we should not support research in this area. The other sources of morally acceptable sources are currently the same. But what if they were not, what if embryonic was the only viable source? -Big Jon
At the moment I do not know if anything on this has been published by the Church, thus I can only answer according to what I personally believe.
I have taken an oath that I will not receive any medical treatment derived from stem cell research on babies. I have diabetes and I am at high risk for Alzheimer’s. Both of these diseases may benefit from stem cell research. But if that research is on babies, I will decline the medical treatment even if it means my health or even my life.
As for other research where knowledge came from the deaths of innocents, that is totally different than the stem cell issue. The stem cell research is not merely using babies in research, but in the medical treatment where stem cells are needed, those cells come from babies. Thus not only is the research exploiting babies, but the medical therapy that comes from the research will continue to exploit babies.
For example of this "benefit from an evil act" that is acceptable is the dropping of the Atomic Bomb on Japan. This act by the United States was a war-crime; it was morally reprehensible. But as an unintended benefit, we learned a great deal about nuclear medicine, radiation sickness, and a host of other benefits to multiple medical and psychological disciplines. Discovering these medical issues was not the reason for the bomb, but once the bomb was used, it became necessary to do the research to help the survivors of the bomb, if nothing else.
An example of a "benefit from an evil act" that is not acceptable is the Nazis’ medical research. This research was not a necessary result of an already completed act, but outright human experimentation that is evil and contrary to moral values. That research should not be used. Whatever the Nazis discovered in their experimentations can be discovered by other means that are ethical and moral. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Embryonic stem cell research
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=455
February 1, 2005

I find it completely inhumane and immoral that embryos are routinely made and "harvested" in the name of science. To me it's a genocide that saddens me deeply. 

Now, that being said, do you know of a list of "products" (drugs, treatments) that I should boycott? It would horrify me if I would receive anything from this backward science, even if I was infirmed or dying. -Raphael
I agree with you completely. Personally I have made a pledge that despite of illnesses and disabilities that allegedly could be helped by embryo stem research, I will refuse any medication developed by such research even if it cost my life.
As to which products or mediations have been developed from embryo stem cells research I have no idea.

To my knowledge the embryo stem cell research has not lead to any positive developments as yet to be marketed.

Other stem cell research is okay, by the way. It is only the research that harvest babies and kills them that is morally reprehensible. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
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"I've noticed that everybody that is for abortion has already been born." -Ronald Reagan, quoted in the New York Times, September 22, 1980
The Catholic Church and Abortion
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Catholic_Church_and_abortion EXTRACT (See also https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Abortion)
The Catholic Church opposes all forms of abortion procedures whose direct purpose is to destroy an embryo, blastocyst, zygote or foetus, since it holds that "human life must be respected and protected absolutely from the moment of conception. From the first moment of his existence, a human being must be recognized as having the rights of a person - among which is the inviolable right of every innocent being to life."[1] However, it does recognize as morally legitimate certain acts which indirectly result in the death of the fetus, as when the direct purpose is removal of a cancerous womb. Canon 1398 of the Code of Canon Law imposes automatic excommunication on Latin Rite Catholics who procure a completed abortion, [2] if they fulfil the conditions for being subject to such a sanction.[3] Eastern Catholics are not subject to automatic excommunication, but they are to be excommunicated by decree if found guilty of the same action, [4] and they may be absolved of the sin only by the eparchial bishop.[5] In addition to saying that abortion is immoral, the Catholic Church also makes statements and takes actions in opposition to its legality.
Many, or in some countries most, Catholics disagree with the official position of the Catholic Church, which opposes abortion and its legality; with views ranging from allowing exceptions in a generally pro-life position to acceptance of complete legality of abortion and the morality of abortion. There is a distinction between Catholics who attend church more and less often on the issue; the former are far more likely to be pro-life, while the latter are more likely to be pro-choice. 

According to the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops' "Pro-Life Activities" website, the Catholic Church has condemned procured abortion as immoral since the 1st century.[13] Some early Christian doctrinal documents rejecting abortion are the Didache and the Letter of Barnabas and the works of 2nd-century writers Tertullian and Athenagoras of Athens. In the 5th century, St. Augustine "vigorously condemned the practice of induced abortion" as a crime, in any stage of pregnancy,[15] although he accepted the distinction between "formed" and "unformed" fetuses mentioned in the Septuagint translation of Exodus 21:22-23, a text that, he observed, did not classify as murder the abortion of an "unformed" fetus, since it could not be said with certainty that it had already received a soul (see, e.g., De Origine Animae 4.4).[16]
In 1895 the Holy See excluded the inducing of non-viable premature birth and in 1889 established the principle that any direct killing of either fetus or mother is wrong; in 1902 it ruled out the direct removal of an ectopic embryo to save the mother's life, but did not forbid the removal of the infected fallopian tube, thus causing an indirect abortion.[40]
In 1930 Pope Pius XI ruled out what he called "the direct murder of the innocent" as a means of saving the mother. And the Second Vatican Council declared: "Life must be protected with the utmost care from the moment of conception: abortion and infanticide are abominable crimes."[42]
The principle of double effect is frequently cited in relation to abortion. A doctor who believes abortion is always morally wrong may nevertheless remove the uterus or fallopian tubes of a pregnant woman, knowing the procedure will cause the death of the embryo or fetus, in cases in which the woman is certain to die without the procedure (examples cited include aggressive uterine cancer and ectopic pregnancy). In these cases, the intended effect is to save the woman's life, not to terminate the pregnancy, and the death of the embryo or fetus is foreseen as a side effect, not intended even as a means to another end. That is, the death of the fetus is not the means to an end, but an undesirable but unavoidable consequence. Thus chemotherapy or removal of a cancerous organ does not abort the fetus in order to cure the cancer, but instead it cures the cancer while also having the foreseen indirect result of aborting the embryo or fetus.[43] [44] [45]
An ectopic pregnancy is one of a few cases where the foreseeable death of an embryo is allowed, since it is categorized as an indirect abortion. This view was also advocated by Pius XII in a 1953 address to the Italian Association of Urology.[46]
Using the Thomistic Principle of Totality (removal of a pathological part to preserve the life of the person) and the Doctrine of Double Effect, the only moral action in an ectopic pregnancy where a woman's life is directly threatened is the removal of the tube containing the human embryo (salpingectomy). The death of the human embryo is unintended although foreseen.[47]
In Catholic theology, it is never permissible to evacuate the fetus using methotrexate or to incise the Fallopian tube to extract the fetus (salpingostomy), as these procedures are considered to be direct abortions.[48]
The Church considers the destruction of any embryo to be equivalent to abortion, and thus opposes embryonic stem cell research. The Papal Encyclical Humanae Vitae states that "We are obliged once more to declare that the direct interruption of the generative process already begun and, above all, all direct abortion, even for therapeutic reasons, are to be absolutely excluded as lawful means of regulating the number of children."[49]
Catholics who procure a completed abortion are subject to a latae sententiae excommunication.[2] That means that the excommunication does not need to be imposed (as with a ferendae sententiae penalty); rather, being expressly established by law, it is incurred ipso facto when the delict is committed (a latae sententiae penalty).[50] Canon law states that in certain circumstances "the accused is not bound by a latae sententiae penalty"; among the ten circumstances listed are commission of a delict by someone not yet sixteen years old, or by someone who without negligence does not know of the existence of the penalty, or by someone "who was coerced by grave fear, even if only relatively grave, or due to necessity or grave inconvenience".[51] [52]
According to a 2004 memorandum by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, Catholic politicians who consistently campaign and vote for permissive abortion laws should be informed by their priest of the Church's teaching and warned to refrain from receiving communion or risk being denied the Eucharist until they end that activity.[53] This position is based on Canon 915 and has also been supported, in a personal capacity, by Archbishop Raymond Leo Burke, Prefect of the Apostolic Signatura, the highest judicial authority in the Catholic Church after the Pope himself.[54]
Apart from indicating in its canon law that automatic excommunication does not apply to women who abort because of grave fear or due to grave inconvenience, the Catholic Church, without making any such distinctions, assures the possibility of forgiveness for women who have had an abortion. Pope John Paul II wrote:
I would now like to say a special word to women who have had an abortion. The Church is aware of the many factors which may have influenced your decision, and she does not doubt that in many cases it was a painful and even shattering decision. The wound in your heart may not yet have healed. Certainly what happened was and remains terribly wrong. But do not give in to discouragement and do not lose hope. Try rather to understand what happened and face it honestly. If you have not already done so, give yourselves over with humility and trust to repentance. The Father of mercies is ready to give you his forgiveness and his peace in the Sacrament of Reconciliation.[55]
The Church teaches that "human life must be respected and protected absolutely from the moment of conception. From the first moment of his existence, a human being must be recognized as having the rights of a person - among which is the inviolable right of every innocent being to life."[1]
Since the 1st century, the Church has affirmed that every procured abortion is a moral evil, a teaching that the Catechism of the Catholic Church declares "has not changed and remains unchangeable".[56]
The Church teaches that the inalienable right to life of every innocent human individual is a constitutive element of a civil society and its legislation. In other words, it is beholden upon society to legally protect the life of the unborn.[57]
Catholic theologians trace Catholic thought on abortion to early Christian teachings such as the Didache, Barnabas and the Apocalypse of Peter.[58] In contrast, Catholic philosophers Daniel Dombrowski and Robert Deltete analyzed Church theological history in A Brief, Liberal, Catholic Defense of Abortion to argue that Catholic views on abortion have varied and changed throughout history, and that Catholic values supported a pro-choice position.[59]
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The Catechism of the Catholic Church on Abortion
http://www.vatican.va/archive/ccc_css/archive/catechism/p3s2c2a5.htm 
2270 Human life must be respected and protected absolutely from the moment of conception. From the first moment of his existence, a human being must be recognized as having the rights of a person - among which is the inviolable right of every innocent being to life.72
Before I formed you in the womb I knew you, and before you were born I consecrated you.73
My frame was not hidden from you, when I was being made in secret, intricately wrought in the depths of the earth.74
2271 Since the first century the Church has affirmed the moral evil of every procured abortion. This teaching has not changed and remains unchangeable. Direct abortion, that is to say, abortion willed either as an end or a means, is gravely contrary to the moral law:

You shall not kill the embryo by abortion and shall not cause the newborn to perish.75
God, the Lord of life, has entrusted to men the noble mission of safeguarding life, and men must carry it out in a manner worthy of themselves. Life must be protected with the utmost care from the moment of conception: abortion and infanticide are abominable crimes.76
2272 Formal cooperation in an abortion constitutes a grave offense. The Church attaches the canonical penalty of excommunication to this crime against human life. "A person who procures a completed abortion incurs excommunication latae sententiae,"77 "by the very commission of the offense,"78 and subject to the conditions provided by Canon Law.79 The Church does not thereby intend to restrict the scope of mercy. Rather, she makes clear the gravity of the crime committed, the irreparable harm done to the innocent who is put to death, as well as to the parents and the whole of society.

2273 The inalienable right to life of every innocent human individual is a constitutive element of a civil society and its legislation:

"The inalienable rights of the person must be recognized and respected by civil society and the political authority. These human rights depend neither on single individuals nor on parents; nor do they represent a concession made by society and the state; they belong to human nature and are inherent in the person by virtue of the creative act from which the person took his origin. Among such fundamental rights one should mention in this regard every human being's right to life and physical integrity from the moment of conception until death."80
"The moment a positive law deprives a category of human beings of the protection which civil legislation ought to accord them, the state is denying the equality of all before the law. 
When the state does not place its power at the service of the rights of each citizen, and in particular of the more vulnerable, the very foundations of a state based on law are undermined. . . . As a consequence of the respect and protection which must be ensured for the unborn child from the moment of conception, the law must provide appropriate penal sanctions for every deliberate violation of the child's rights."81
2274 Since it must be treated from conception as a person, the embryo must be defended in its integrity, cared for, and healed, as far as possible, like any other human being.

Prenatal diagnosis is morally licit, "if it respects the life and integrity of the embryo and the human fetus and is directed toward its safe guarding or healing as an individual. . . . It is gravely opposed to the moral law when this is done with the thought of possibly inducing an abortion, depending upon the results: a diagnosis must not be the equivalent of a death sentence."82
2275 "One must hold as licit procedures carried out on the human embryo which respect the life and integrity of the embryo and do not involve disproportionate risks for it, but are directed toward its healing the improvement of its condition of health, or its individual survival."83
"It is immoral to produce human embryos intended for exploitation as disposable biological material."84
"Certain attempts to influence chromosomic or genetic inheritance are not therapeutic but are aimed at producing human beings selected according to sex or other predetermined qualities. Such manipulations are contrary to the personal dignity of the human being and his integrity and identity"85 which are unique and unrepeatable.
Notes

72 Cf. CDF, Donum vitae I, 1.
73 Jer 1:5; cf. Job 10:8-12; Ps 22:10-11.
74 Ps 139:15.
75 Didache 2, 2: ÆCh 248,148; cf. Ep. Bárnabae 19, 5: PG 2 777; Ad Dognetum 5, 6: PG 2, 1173; Tertullian, Apol.¹9: PL 1,319-320.
76 GS 51 § 3.
77 CIC, can. 1398. 
78 CIC, can. 1314
79 Cf. CIC, cann. 1323-1324. 80 CDF, Donum vitae III.
81 CDF, Donum vitae III. IR 8 CDF, Donum vitae I, 2.
83 CDF, Donum vitae I, 3.
84 CDF, Donum vitae I, 5.
85 CDF, Donum vitae I, 6. 
History of Church Teaching on Abortion - US Bishops Issue Fact Sheet
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/history-of-church-teaching-on-abortion
Washington, D.C., September 4, 2008 
Here is a fact sheet issued by the U.S. episcopal conference's Committee on Pro-Life Activities, which clarifies the Church's constant teaching on abortion.
The fact sheet responds to a misrepresentation of Church teaching made in remarks by Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi during an Aug. 24 interview on national TV.
The Catechism of the Catholic Church states: "Since the first century the Church has affirmed the moral evil of every procured abortion. This teaching has not changed and remains unchangeable. Direct abortion, that is to say, abortion willed either as an end or a means, is gravely contrary to the moral law" (No. 2271).
In response to those who say this teaching has changed or is of recent origin, here are the facts:
-- From earliest times, Christians sharply distinguished themselves from surrounding pagan cultures by rejecting abortion and infanticide. The earliest widely used documents of Christian teaching and practice after the New Testament in the 1st and 2nd centuries, the Didache (Teaching of the Twelve Apostles) and Letter of Barnabas, condemned both practices, as did early regional and particular Church councils.
-- To be sure, knowledge of human embryology was very limited until recent times. Many Christian thinkers accepted the biological theories of their time, based on the writings of Aristotle (4th century BC) and other philosophers. Aristotle assumed a process was needed over time to turn the matter from a woman's womb into a being that could receive a specifically human form or soul. The active formative power for this process was thought to come entirely from the man -- the existence of the human ovum (egg), like so much of basic biology, was unknown.
-- However, such mistaken biological theories never changed the Church's common conviction that abortion is gravely wrong at every stage. At the very least, early abortion was seen as attacking a being with a human destiny, being prepared by God to receive an immortal soul (cf. Jeremiah 1:5: "Before I formed you in the womb, I knew you").
-- In the 5th century AD this rejection of abortion at every stage was affirmed by the great bishop-theologian St. Augustine. He knew of theories about the human soul not being present until some weeks into pregnancy. Because he used the Greek Septuagint translation of the Old Testament, he also thought the ancient Israelites had imposed a more severe penalty for accidentally causing a miscarriage if the fetus was "fully formed" (Exodus 21: 22-23), language not found in any known Hebrew version of this passage. But he also held that human knowledge of biology was very limited, and he wisely warned against misusing such theories to risk committing homicide. He added that God has the power to make up all human deficiencies or lack of development in the Resurrection, so we cannot assume that the earliest aborted children will be excluded from enjoying eternal life with God.
-- In the 13th century, St. Thomas Aquinas made extensive use of Aristotle's thought, including his theory that the rational human soul is not present in the first few weeks of pregnancy. But he also rejected abortion as gravely wrong at every stage, observing that it is a sin "against nature" to reject God's gift of a new life.

-- During these centuries, theories derived from Aristotle and others influenced the grading of penalties for abortion in Church law. Some canonical penalties were more severe for a direct abortion after the stage when the human soul was thought to be present. However, abortion at all stages continued to be seen as a grave moral evil.
-- From the 13th to 19th centuries, some theologians speculated about rare and difficult cases where they thought an abortion before "formation" or "ensoulment" might be morally justified. But these theories were discussed and then always rejected, as the Church refined and reaffirmed its understanding of abortion as an intrinsically evil act that can never be morally right.
-- In 1827, with the discovery of the human ovum, the mistaken biology of Aristotle was discredited. Scientists increasingly understood that the union of sperm and egg at conception produces a new living being that is distinct from both mother and father. Modern genetics demonstrated that this individual is, at the outset, distinctively human, with the inherent and active potential to mature into a human fetus, infant, child and adult. From 1869 onward the obsolete distinction between the "ensouled" and "unensouled" fetus was permanently removed from canon law on abortion.
-- Secular laws against abortion were being reformed at the same time and in the same way, based on secular medical experts' realization that "no other doctrine appears to be consonant with reason or physiology but that which admits the embryo to possess vitality from the very moment of conception" (American Medical Association, Report on Criminal Abortion, 1871).
-- Thus modern science has not changed the Church's constant teaching against abortion, but has underscored how important and reasonable it is, by confirming that the life of each individual of the human species begins with the earliest embryo.
-- Given the scientific fact that a human life begins at conception, the only moral norm needed to understand the Church's opposition to abortion is the principle that each and every human life has inherent dignity, and thus must be treated with the respect due to a human person. This is the foundation for the Church's social doctrine, including its teachings on war, the use of capital punishment, euthanasia, health care, poverty and immigration. Conversely, to claim that some live human beings do not deserve respect or should not be treated as "persons" (based on changeable factors such as age, condition, location, or lack of mental or physical abilities) is to deny the very idea of inherent human rights. Such a claim undermines respect for the lives of many vulnerable people before and after birth.
Statement in pdf format: www.usccb.org/prolife/constantchurchteaching.shtml
The Early Christians and Abortion
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/early-christians-and-abortion 

Commentary by David W. T. Brattston, June 15, 2009 
This article presents the Christian attitude toward abortion before the first ecumenical council, that is, until A.D. 325. Because the New Testament does not comment on the morality of abortion, this article considers the writings of the first generations of Christians after the apostles, for they indicate that opposition to abortion (1) was shared at a time when the writers — or Christians not many generations earlier — personally knew the apostles or their first disciples and thus benefited from their unwritten teachings and interpretations of Scripture, (2) comes from a date so early that there was no likelihood for the original gospel to have been corrupted, and (3) is not based on only one interpretation of the Bible among many but was the interpretation of Christians who were personally familiar with the New Testament writers or their early followers.

With the exception of one author who wrote at length on the subject, early Christian writings do not discuss abortion in depth but merely state in a few words or phrases that it was forbidden to Christians. Most of the authors of the period do not touch on the subject but those who did considered it among the worst of sins.

The earliest source is an anonymous church manual of the late first century called The Didache. It commands “thou shall not murder a child by abortion nor kill that which is begotten.” (at 2.2)

The Epistle of Barnabas contains a similar guide to Christian morality. It was composed sometime between A.D. 70 and 132 and was included in some early versions of the New Testament. In the midst of several chapters of instructions on ethics, it states: “Thou shall not slay the child by procuring abortion; nor, again, shalt thou destroy it after it is born.” (19.5) 
The latter phrase refers to the ancient Greek and Roman practice of abandoning newborns to die in unpopulated areas if the baby was the “wrong” sex or suspected of health problems. To the author of Barnabas, this practice and abortion were equal in sinfulness.

Dating from just before A.D. 150, the Revelation of Peter was still read in church services in fifth-century Palestine. It describes in detail the various punishments in hell according to different types of sin. The punishment for women who induced miscarriage was to sit up to their necks in blood and dirt while the aborted children shot sparks of fire into their eyes (Chapter 25). Clement of Alexandria, the principal of Christendom's foremost Christian educational institution at the end of the second century, accepted these statements as an accurate exposition of the Faith (Extracts from the Prophets 41; 48; 49).

In Paedagogus 2.10.96 Clement spoke negatively of women who “apply lethal drugs which directly lead to death, destroying all humane feeling simultaneously with the fetus.”

Clement and other early Christian writers often quoted from the Sibylline Oracles as the work of a pagan prophet who had predicted the coming Christ like the Jewish ones. 
Later, the Sibyllines were rewritten to increase the proportion of Christian ethical teaching. Oracle 2 describes abortion as contrary to God's law, while Oracle 3 commands people to raise their children instead of angering God by killing them.

A Plea for the Christians was written around A.D. 177 by “Athenagoras the Athenian, Philosopher and Christian”, partly to convince the Roman Emperor that there was no truth in the rumor that Christians ritually murdered and ate babies. In declaring that such a practice was contrary to Christian ethics, Athenagoras emphasized the sacredness of unborn life:

And when we say that those women who use drugs to bring on abortion commit murder, and will have to give an account to God for the abortion, on what principle should we commit murder? For it does not belong to the same person to regard the very foetus in the womb as a created being, and therefore an object of God's care, and when it has passed into life, to kill it; and not to expose an infant, because those who expose them are chargeable with child-murder. (Chapter 35)

To Athenagoras, abortion was the same as abandoning a newborn and other murder.

The Octavius of Minucius Felix was composed sometime between A.D. 166 and 210, in part to prove that Christians had a higher morality than pagans. In condemning pagan practices, Chapter 30 deplores the fact that “There are some women who, by drinking medical preparations, extinguish the source of the future man in their very bowels, and thus commit [murder] before they bring forth.”

Our next author is Tertullian, a lawyer who became a Christian and a theological writer. He wrote a large number of books on Christianity, three of which mention abortion: Apologeticum (A.D. 197), An Exhortation to Chastity (around A.D. 204) and On the Soul (between A.D. 210 and 213).  The Apologeticum was an introduction to Christianity for inquirers who wished to learn about it. Chapter 9 acquaints readers with the Christian position on abortion:

murder being once for all forbidden, we [Christians] may not destroy even the foetus in the womb, while as yet the human being derives blood from other parts of the body for its sustenance. To hinder a birth is merely a speedier man-killing; nor does it matter whether you take away a life that is born, or destroy one that is coming to the birth. 

On the Soul was the longest work related to abortion in the first three centuries of Christianity. According to Chapter 37, “The embryo therefore becomes a human being in the womb from the moment that its form is completed. The Law of Moses, indeed, punishes with due penalties the man who shall cause abortion, inasmuch as there exists already the rudiment of a human being.”

In An Exhortation to Chastity Tertullian mentioned that there were many difficulties in raising children but he asked: “Are you to dissolve the conception by aid of drugs?” and answers his own question with “I think to us [Christians] it is no more lawful to hurt a child in the process of birth, than one already born.” He recommended that life-long celibacy makes life freer because it relieves a Christian from the burdens of raising children; there is no alternative because, after a child is conceived, it is forbidden to kill it.

In the early decades of the third century, Hippolytus was a bishop in central Italy. Later, his followers purported to elect him bishop of Rome in opposition to another candidate, thus becoming the first “antipope.” For a few years Hippolytus and his rival operated competing church organizations. In his Refutation of All Heresies he made many accusations of lax morality against the opposing side in an attempt to maintain that it had departed from the standard of behavior commanded by the gospel. Among other practices, he charged that in the opposite camp,

women, reputed believers, began to resort to drugs for producing sterility, and to gird themselves round, so to expel what was being conceived on account of their not wishing to have a child either by a slave or by any paltry fellow, for the sake of their family and excessive wealth. (9.7) 

Whatever the truth in these allegations against Hippolytus’ opponents, this passage indicates common disapproval of abortion, sexual promiscuity and placing material considerations above the life of unborn children.

A generation after Tertullian, Cyprian, the bishop of his city, listed abortion among the sins of a Christian who was causing a deep rift in the universal Church (Letter 52.2). By including the reference, he indicated that it was impermissible among Christians.

The Apostolic Church Order or Ecclesiastical Canons of the Apostles were composed around A.D. 300 as a short law-book for Christians, ostensibly by eleven apostles. Its wide popularity is evidenced by the fact that it was translated into several languages. Included in Chapter 6 is a prohibition that Christians shall not kill a child, at birth or afterward.

After Christianity was legalized, congregations in various regions held conferences to regulate the affairs of the Church. One objective was to standardize the practices of excommunication. About time of Constantine’s conversion, or perhaps a few years before, the Council of Elvira in Spain decreed that anyone who committed abortion was to be given the Eucharist only when in danger of death (Canon 63). This was the same penalty as for repeated adultery and child-molesting (Canons 47 and 71). The more lenient Council of Ancyra in Turkey (A.D. 314) enacted a ten-year suspension for women who caused abortion and for makers of drugs that induced miscarriage (Canon 21). The first ecumenical council, held at Nicaea in A.D. 325, did not itself condemn abortion but the third ecumenical council (Chalcedon, A.D. 451) adopted the decrees of Ancyra, including those against abortion.

In short, in the first three centuries after Jesus all Christian authors who mentioned abortion considered it a grave sin. This opposition was not merely local: Christian sources in Spain, Italy, Tunisia, Greece, Egypt, Turkey and Syria recognized abortion as forbidden by God and in the same category as any other murder. The condemnation was universal and unanimous.

Sanctity of Life

http://daily.insight.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=13237 
By Charles R. Swindoll
Just how widespread is the practice of abortion? 
Are we making much ado about nothing, or do we have a full-scale issue deserving of our immediate attention?
To begin with, let’s understand that medical authorities determine a person to be “alive” if there is either a detectable heartbeat or brain-wave activity. With that in mind, it is eye-opening for some to realize that unborn children have detectable heartbeats at 18 days (two and one-half weeks) after conception and detectable brain-wave activity 40 days (a little over five and one-half weeks) after conception. What is so shocking is that essentially 100 percent of all abortions occur after the seventh week of pregnancy.
Why are children aborted? 
The Alan Guttmacher Institute (the research arm of Planned Parenthood) states:

1 percent are victims of incest or rape

1 percent had fetal abnormalities

4 percent had a doctor who said their health would worsen if they continued the pregnancy

50 percent said they didn’t want to be a single parent or they had problems in current relationships

66 percent stated they could not afford a child

75 percent said the child would interfere with their lives.

When are children aborted? 
Fifty percent of all abortions are performed at eight weeks; 25 percent at nine to ten weeks; 14 percent at eleven to twelve weeks; 5 percent at thirteen to fifteen weeks; 4 percent at sixteen to twenty weeks; and 2 percent after twenty weeks.
How many children are aborted? 
If you are an American citizen, no doubt your greatest interest is in your own nation. Let me break the abortions down to a national statistic: 1,600,000 babies are aborted in these United States every year. Per day, that’s 4,383; per hour, it’s 183; per minute, 3. That’s correct—in America alone 3 children are killed every minute.

I can hear a few passionate pro-life activists urging me to turn to the verse that says, “Thou shalt not get an abortion,” so everyone will understand that the issue, so far as the Bible goes, is a slam-dunk. There is no such verse. Since that is true, we must search for principles in God’s timeless Word that assist us in coming to correct conclusions. By thinking through the logic or, if I may, the syllogism of logic in the Scriptures, we are often able to arrive at positions that are virtually airtight.

The first chapter of Genesis is the account of God’s creative actions as He originated all things. In Genesis 1:26 we read the words of the Godhead, speaking together, “Let Us make man in Our image.” Never before has such a statement appeared in Scripture, nor will it ever appear related to animal, plant or any other life, including life that might be in the planetary spaces. This is limited to human life. Only human life—by God’s design—possesses the image of God.

It should not surprise us, then, when we turn to Exodus 20:13 and read, “You shall not murder.” Why? Because there is something distinctly precious and unique about human life. In God’s estimation, it is so precious and unique He commands that it must be protected and preserved. It alone represents “the image of God.” This precious human life is not to be treated violently by other human beings.

The psalmist states it clearly.

What is man that You take thought of him,
And the son of man that You care for him? 
Yet You have made him a little lower than God,
And You crown him with glory and majesty! (Psalm 8:4-5)

Elsewhere, the psalmist writes that the Lord has been his God forever, even from his mother’s womb:

Yet Thou art He who brought me forth from the womb; 
You made me trust when upon my mother’s breast. 
Upon You I was cast from birth; 
You have been my God from my mother’s womb. (Psalm 22:9-10)

Look closely at those words. David is seeing himself within the womb and coming forth from it as being answerable to the God who created him and developed him during the nine months he was within the womb.

Did you know that the sin nature within the heart of human beings is present even within the life of the child in the womb? In Psalm 51:5 David says, “Behold, I was brought forth in iniquity, / And in sin my mother conceived me.” Some would read that and think, Sounds to me like the act of sexual intercourse, the cause of his conception, was sinful. No, that is not what he meant. The Amplified Bible helps: “Behold, I was brought forth in [a state of] iniquity; my mother was sinful who conceived me [and I, too, am sinful].”

Even in an embryonic or fetal state there was this sense of God’s hand and God’s accountability in the psalmist’s life. This is vividly illustrated in the most eloquent passage supporting life in the womb in all the Old Testament: the central section of Psalm 139. I’m referring to verses 13-16. His word picture describes the internal network of tiny organs that were formed by the Creator while the psalmist was in the womb of his mother.

Moving into the New Testament, we come to the story of the Lord Jesus’ birth (Matthew 1:18-20). Luke later mentions that what was being formed in Mary, the mother of Jesus, was “the holy offspring” (Luke 1:35), not mere “fetal tissues.” 
And when Mary later stands before her relative Elizabeth and informs her that she is pregnant, do you remember what occurred within Elizabeth, who was also pregnant? “The baby leaped in her womb” (Luke 1:41). Blobs don’t leap, nor do tissues and tumors . . . only life leaps!

Whether or not the mother-to-be planned or expected to be pregnant (Mary certainly didn’t) she is carrying a life within her that has as much right to live before birth as the child does after birth.

Almost without exception today, the major part of the argument is that the woman’s rights take over or have precedence over the life within her, as though she were solely responsible for the conception of life within her. She is not . . . not really. How often couples will have sexual relations again and again with or without the use of contraceptives—but there is no conception. And then one day God sovereignly causes life to be conceived. The couple can no more say they had the creative powers to begin that life within the woman than they can say they have the final authority to end it.

Well, you may be thinking, what if her life is in danger? C. Everett Koop, M.D., formerly the Surgeon General, states that during his 35-plus years of practicing medicine, “Never once did a case come across my practice where abortion was necessary to save a mother’s life.” As we saw earlier in the statistics, the percentage of such cases is so small, it is of negligible concern for the use of argument.

I think the best way to communicate my passion for this whole issue of the sanctity of life is with this true story.

A couple married during the Great Depression. Long before their fourth anniversary, the mother conceived her third child, even though they were using contraceptives. The other two children were still in diapers. However the woman and her husband were convinced that they should accept whatever God sovereignly had planned for them. Sacrificially, they chose to have that baby—a boy.

I’m so grateful that they did, because I was that baby, my mother and father’s last child. Our family came to know a joy in family life that the five of us would otherwise never have known. Little did anyone realize back then what God’s plan for me would be. Today, all three of my parents’ children are engaged in vocational Christian service.

I am more grateful than I can describe that my mother and father, both now deceased, agreed: “We’ll have you, because we believe God is greater than our plans and our rights. We believe God’s plan, though mysterious, is far more magnificent and important than a few inconveniences.” Because they thought those thoughts many years ago, I am able to write these things today.

Adapted from Charles R. Swindoll, Sanctity of Life: The Inescapable Issue (Nashville: Word Publishing, 1990).

Would you consider abortion in the following four situations?

http://www.jesus-is-savior.com/Evils%20in%20America/Abortion%20is%20Murder/would_you.htm 

By David J. Stewart, April 2007
(1) There's a preacher and wife who are very, very, poor. They already have 14 kids. Now she finds out she's pregnant with number 15. They're living in tremendous poverty. Considering their poverty and the excessive world population, would you consider recommending she get an abortion? 
(2) The father is sick with sniffles, the mother has TB. They have four children. The first is blind, the second is dead, the third is deaf, and the fourth has TB. She finds she's pregnant again. Given the extreme situation, would you consider recommending abortion?

(3) A white man raped a 13-year-old black girl, and she got pregnant. If you were her parents, would you considering recommending abortion?
(4) A teenage girl is pregnant. She's not married. Her fiancé is not the father of the baby, and he's very upset. Would you consider recommending abortion?
In the first case, you have just killed John Wesley, one of the great evangelists in the 19th century.
In the second case, you have killed Beethoven.
In the third case, you have killed Ethel Waters, the great black gospel singer.
If you said yes to the fourth case, you have just declared the murder of Jesus Christ!!

With U. S. abortion deaths topping 30 million (48 million as of 2006), only God knows what we have sacrificed in lost human talent and creativity.
Can you provide an actual quote by Pope John Paul II that states that life begins at conception?

http://www.catholic.com/thisrock/quickquestions/?qid=134
Sure. Some people try to justify abortion by claiming that the result of conception, at least up to a certain number of days, cannot yet be considered a personal human life. But in fact, "from the time that the ovum is fertilized, a life is begun that is neither that of the father nor the mother; it is rather the life of a new human being with his own growth." (Evangelium Vitae 60, quoting Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Declaration on Procured Abortion 12 -Michelle Arnold
My friend contends that the Bible can't be used to argue against abortion because nowhere in the Bible does it state that abortion is wrong and that life begins at conception. How do I respond? 

http://www.catholic.com/thisrock/quickquestions/?qid=407
Though we don’t find the word abortion mentioned in any biblical text, we can deduce from Scripture, not to mention natural law, reason, Church teaching, and patristic witness that abortion is intrinsically evil. 
On abortion, consider these Scripture passages: Job 10:8, Psalms 22:9-10, Psalms 139:13-15, Isaiah 44:2, and Luke 1:41.
In addition:

Genesis 16:11: Behold, said he, thou art with child, and thou shalt bring forth a son: and thou shalt call his name Ismael, because the Lord hath heard thy affliction. 

Genesis 25:21-22: And Isaac besought the Lord for his wife, because she was barren: and he heard him, and made Rebecca to conceive. But the children struggled in her womb... 

Hosea 12:3: In the womb he supplanted his brother, and as a man he contended with God. 

Romans 9:10-11: But when Rebecca also had conceived at once of Isaac our father. For when the children were not yet born, nor had done any good or evil (that the purpose of God according to election might stand) . . . 

The truth that these verses tell is that life begins at conception. Rebekah conceived a child—not what would be or could be a child. Note James 2:26: ". . . a body apart from the spirit is dead. . ." Since the soul is the principle which gives life to the body, then a child carried in the womb of its mother has a soul because it is alive. To kill it is murder. -Peggy Frye
Abortion
http://www.whateverycatholicshouldknow.com/wecsk/sin_abortion.htm 
Because abortion is common today, it is almost sure that many practicing Roman Catholics have participated in this.  Though Scripture has not called out this particular sin by name, the Catechism of the Catholic Church has specifically identified this particular sin as most grievous.
Since the onset of legalized abortion, many Roman Catholic and Bible-believing Christian groups have stood arm and arm in opposition to this practice.  Catholics and Protestants agree that it is morally wrong and they both recognize the gravity of this sin.  There is, however, a major difference between how the Catechism deals with this particular sin and how the Bible deals with it.

If you have participated in the process of abortion and have felt the condemnation of the Roman Catholic Church, I plead with you to come to the Scriptures and drink from the fountain of truth that you may find peace and refreshment for your weary and remorseful soul.
Abortion is a grave sin

http://www.mycatholicsource.com/mcs/pc/catholic_life/abortion_is_a_grave_sin.htm 

Abortion is a grave sin that has been condemned since the earliest days of the Church:
"The woman who destroys voluntarily a fetus incurs the pain of murder." (St. Basil the Great, Doctor of the Church)
"Those who give drugs causing abortions are murderers themselves, as well as those who receive the poison which kills the fetus." (St. Basil the Great, Doctor of the Church, circa 369 A.D.)

"Women also who administer drugs to cause abortion, as well as those who take poisons to destroy unborn children, are murderesses." (St. Basil the Great, Doctor of the Church)

"Some go so far as to take potions, that they may insure barrenness, and thus murder human beings almost before their conception. Some, when they find themselves with child through their sin, use drugs to procure abortion, and when (as often happens) they die with their offspring, they enter the lower world laden with the guilt not only of adultery against Christ but also of suicide and child murder." (St. Jerome, Doctor of the Church)

"Why sow where the ground makes it its care to destroy the fruit? Where there are many efforts at abortion? Where there is murder before the birth? For even the harlot thou dost not let continue a mere harlot, but makest her a murderess also. You see how drunkenness leads to whoredom, whoredom to adultery, adultery to murder; or rather to a something even worse than murder. For I have no name to give it, since it does not take off the thing born, but prevent its being born. Why then dost thou abuse the gift of God, and fight with His laws, and follow after what is a curse as if a blessing, and make the chamber of procreation a chamber for murder, and arm the woman that was given for childbearing unto slaughter?" (St. John Chrysostom, Doctor of the Church)
"Nay, as it is forbidden in Genesis to take human life, because God created man to his own image and likeness, he who makes away with God's image offers great injury to God, and almost seems to lay violent hands on God Himself!" (Catechism of the Council of Trent)

"Therefore from the moment of its conception life must be guarded with the greatest care, while abortion and infanticide are unspeakable crimes." (Second Vatican Council)

"Can. 1398: A person who procures a completed abortion incurs a latae sententiae excommunication." (1983 Code of Canon Law)

"[T]o kill a human being, in whom the image of God is present, is a particularly serious sin. Only God is the master of life!" (Pope John Paul II)

"Among all the crimes which can be committed against life, procured abortion has characteristics making it particularly serious and deplorable." (Pope John Paul II)

"Christian Tradition - as the Declaration issued by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith points out so well - is clear and unanimous, from the beginning up to our own day, in describing abortion as a particularly grave moral disorder. 
From its first contacts with the Greco-Roman world, where abortion and infanticide were widely practiced, the first Christian community, by its teaching and practice, radically opposed the customs rampant in that society, as is clearly shown by the Didache...Among the Greek ecclesiastical writers, Athenagoras records that Christians consider as murderesses women who have recourse to abortifacient medicines, because children, even if they are still in their mother's womb, 'are already under the protection of Divine Providence'. Among the Latin authors, Tertullian affirms: 'It is anticipated murder to prevent someone from being born; it makes little difference whether one kills a soul already born or puts it to death at birth. He who will one day be a man is a man already'. Throughout Christianity's two thousand year history, this same doctrine has been constantly taught by the Fathers of the Church and by her Pastors and Doctors. Even scientific and philosophical discussions about the precise moment of the infusion of the spiritual soul have never given rise to any hesitation about the moral condemnation of abortion." (Pope John Paul II)

"The Church's canonical discipline, from the earliest centuries, has inflicted penal sanctions on those guilty of abortion. This practice, with more or less severe penalties, has been confirmed in various periods of history. 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. 
By this reiterated sanction, the Church makes clear that abortion is a most serious and dangerous crime, thereby encouraging those who commit it to seek without delay the path of conversion." (Pope John Paul II)

This constant teaching of the Church against the killing of the innocent can be traced back also to various passages in the Old Testament (e.g. Ex. 20:13 "Thou shalt shall not kill.", Ex. 23:7: "The innocent and just person thou shalt not put to death", etc.), as Tertullian indicates: "The law of Moses, indeed, punishes with due penalties the man who shall cause abortion". 
Note: Be advised that some "Catholic" theologians and even religious have tried to imply that abortion may be tolerable. This is untrue. The Catholic Church condemns abortion no matter what anyone says, regardless of how 'Catholic' they seem to be. Should you come across such falsities, you may counter with St. Thomas Aquinas' remark: "it is in no way lawful to slay the innocent" or the bumper sticker retort - "you can't be Catholic and 'pro-choice'". In no case should you be taken in by such false teachings. Keep in mind the admonition of our first pope, St. Peter: "Be sober and vigilant. Your opponent the devil is prowling around like a roaring lion looking for (someone) to devour." (1 Pt. 5:8). Don't be fooled: Abortion and promiscuity are serious sins that risk one's eternal soul.
"[The one who sat on the throne] said to me, "They are accomplished. I (am) the Alpha and the Omega, the beginning and the end. To the thirsty I will give a gift from the spring of life-giving water. The victor will inherit these gifts, and I shall be his God, and he will be my son. But as for cowards, the unfaithful, the depraved, murderers, the unchaste, sorcerers, idol-worshipers, and deceivers of every sort, their lot is in the burning pool of fire and sulfur, which is the second death." (Rv. 21:6-8, emphasis added)
"Do you not know that the unjust will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived; neither fornicators nor idolaters nor adulterers nor boy prostitutes nor practicing homosexuals nor thieves nor the greedy nor drunkards nor slanderers nor robbers will inherit the kingdom of God." (1 Cor. 6:9-10, emphasis added)
Note: The above apply to those who are unrepentant. Those who have had an abortion are encouraged to seek forgiveness through the Church.
His Holiness Pope John Paul II:
"Therefore, by the authority which Christ conferred upon Peter and his Successors, and in communion with the Bishops of the Catholic Church, I confirm that the direct and voluntary killing of an innocent human being is always gravely immoral. This doctrine, based upon that unwritten law which man, in the light of reason, finds in his own heart (cf. Romans 2:14-15), is reaffirmed by Sacred Scripture, transmitted by the Tradition of the Church and taught by the ordinary and universal Magisterium. The deliberate decision to deprive an innocent human being of his life is always morally evil and can never be licit either as an end in itself or as a means to a good end. It is in fact a grave act of disobedience to the moral law, and indeed to God himself, the author and guarantor of that law; it contradicts the fundamental virtues of justice and charity.

'Nothing and no one can in any way permit the killing of an innocent human being, whether a fetus or an embryo, an infant or an adult, an old person, or one suffering from an incurable disease, or a person who is dying. Furthermore, no one is permitted to ask for this act of killing, either for himself or herself or for another person entrusted to his or her care, nor can he or she consent to it, either explicitly or implicitly. Nor can any authority legitimately recommend or permit such an action'."

"Therefore, by the authority which Christ conferred upon Peter and his Successors, in communion with the Bishops - who on various occasions have condemned abortion and who in the aforementioned consultation, albeit dispersed throughout the world, have shown unanimous agreement concerning this doctrine - I declare that direct abortion, that is, abortion willed as an end or as a means, always constitutes a grave moral disorder, since it is the deliberate killing of an innocent human being. This doctrine is based upon the natural law and upon the written Word of God, is transmitted by the Church's Tradition and taught by the ordinary and universal Magisterium. No circumstance, no purpose, no law whatsoever can ever make licit an act which is intrinsically illicit, since it is contrary to the Law of God which is written in every human heart, knowable by reason itself, and proclaimed by the Church." 
Abortion and Excommunication
	http://www.catholicplanet.com/articles/article78.htm 
By Ronald L. Conte Jr, May 20, 2004
Any Catholic who obstinately denies that abortion is always gravely immoral, commits the sin of heresy and incurs an automatic sentence of excommunication. 

Canon Law and Church Teaching 
Canon 1398: “A person who procures a completed abortion incurs a latae sententiae excommunication.” 
Canon 751: “Heresy is the obstinate denial or obstinate doubt after the reception of baptism of some truth which is to be believed by divine and Catholic faith; apostasy is the total repudiation of the Christian faith; schism is the refusal of submission to the Supreme Pontiff or of communion with the members of the Church subject to him.” 
Canon 1364 §1: “an apostate from the faith, a heretic, or a schismatic incurs a latae sententiae excommunication.” 
The phrase “latae sententiae” means a judgment or sentence which is 'wide' (latae) or widely applied; it refers to a type of excommunication which is automatic. 
Such a sentence of excommunication is incurred “by the very commission of the offense,” (CCC 2272) and does not require the future particular judgment of a case by competent authority. 
Apostasy, heresy, and schism are all offences which incur a sentence of excommunication automatically. Heresy is the obstinate denial of any truth of the Catholic faith, on a matter of faith or morals, which has been definitively taught by the Magisterium. The Magisterium has repeatedly and definitively taught that abortion is always gravely immoral. (CCC 2270 to 2275) 
Pope John Paul II, Evangelium Vitae, n. 57: “Therefore, by the authority which Christ conferred upon Peter and his Successors, and in communion with the Bishops of the Catholic Church, I confirm that the direct and voluntary killing of an innocent human being is always gravely immoral. This doctrine, based upon that unwritten law which man, in the light of reason, finds in his own heart (cf. Romans 2:14-15), is reaffirmed by Sacred Scripture, transmitted by the Tradition of the Church and taught by the ordinary and universal Magisterium.” 

Obtaining an Abortion 
Any Catholic who deliberately and knowingly obtains a procured abortion commits a mortal sin and is also automatically excommunicated, under canon 1398. 
Under the laws of secular society, if one person commits a crime, then anyone who deliberately and knowingly provides essential or substantial means for that person to commit that crime is called an accessory to that crime and is also subject to the penalties of law. Similarly, any Catholic who deliberately and knowingly provides essential or substantial means for any woman to procure an abortion also commits a mortal sin and also incurs the same sentence of excommunication. 
Any Catholic who substantially assists another in the deliberate sin of abortion is also guilty of serious sin and also incurs a latae sententiae excommunication. 

Believing in Abortion 
Any Catholic who obstinately denies that abortion is always gravely immoral commits the sin of heresy. The sin of heresy also incurs a latae sententiae excommunication. 
Unfortunately, some Catholics obstinately deny that abortion is always immoral, and some Catholics claim that abortion can, at times, be a morally-acceptable choice, and some Catholics claim that a person can, in good conscience, choose abortion. Under the Code of Canon Law of the Roman Catholic Church, canons 751 and 1364, all such Catholics are automatically excommunicated for the sin of heresy. 
This sentence of latae sententiae excommunication applies to any Catholic who denies that abortion is gravely immoral, regardless of whether they keep this denial hidden or publicly reveal it. 
Promoting Abortion 
Those Catholics who publicly announce their denial that abortion is always gravely immoral, or who publicly promote abortion, or who publicly argue in favor of legalized abortion, also commit a mortal sin and also incur a sentence of automatic excommunication. 
This sentence of excommunication applies to Catholics who are politicians, as well as to those Catholics who are political commentators, or public speakers, or who write or otherwise publicly communicate their erroneous view that abortion can be morally-acceptable or that abortion should be legal. This sentence of excommunication also certainly applies to those Catholics who claim to be theologians or Biblical scholars, but who believe or teach that abortion is not always gravely immoral. 
Those Catholics who promote abortion are automatically excommunicated for two reasons. First, they have fallen into the sin of heresy by believing that abortion is not always gravely immoral (canons 751 and 1364). Second, these Catholics are providing substantial assistance for women to obtain abortions by influencing public policy to make abortions legal, and to keep abortions legal, and to broaden access to abortion. Those who provide such substantial assistance commit a mortal sin and incur a sentence of automatic excommunication (canon 1398). 

Voting for Abortion 
Any Catholic politician who casts a vote with the intention of legalizing abortion, or of protecting laws allowing abortion, or of widening access to abortion, commits a mortal sin. 
When such a vote indicates that the Catholic politician believes that abortion is not always gravely immoral, such a politician incurs a sentence of automatic excommunication, under canons 751 and 1364, because of heresy. 
When such a vote is intended to have the effect of making abortion legal, or more easily obtainable, or more widely available, such a politician incurs a sentence of automatic excommunication, under canon 1398, as someone who is attempting to provide substantial or essential means for women to obtain abortions. Catholic politicians who pass laws which legalize, protect, or widen access to abortion, are providing essential assistance to women who want to obtain abortions. 
It is not sufficient for Catholic politicians to claim that they are “personally opposed” to abortion. If any Catholic politician favors legalized abortion, despite a claim of personal opposition, such a politician commits a mortal sin by promoting abortion and by voting in favor of abortion. 
The same is true for any Catholic who casts any vote with the intention of legalizing abortion, or of protecting laws allowing abortion, or of widening access to abortion. Such a voter commits a mortal sin and incurs a sentence of automatic excommunication for two reasons. First, they are committing the sin of heresy by believing that abortion should be legal and available. Second, they are committing the grievous sin of providing women with substantial or essential assistance in obtaining abortions, by attempting to legalize or broaden access to abortion. 
However, if, for a period of time, Catholic politicians and voters are unable to enact a law prohibiting all abortion, then Catholic politicians and voters may in good conscience vote for whichever law offers the greatest restrictions and limits on abortion. Subsequently, Catholic politicians and voters are required by the moral law to continue to enact further restrictions and limits on abortion, to the greatest extent possible, and, at every possible opportunity, to vote for laws which completely outlaw abortion. 

Voting for Politicians 
In general, the moral law requires Catholic voters to vote for those candidates who oppose abortion over those who favor abortion. However, there are exceptions to this general principle. For example, if a political candidate favors abortion, but is a member of a party which generally opposes abortion, a Catholic voter may, in good conscience, vote for that candidate, with the intention of giving more political power to the party which opposes abortion. 
In another case, a Catholic voter might, in good conscience, vote for a pro-abortion candidate, if the political office would offer no opportunity for the elected candidate to vote for or against abortion. Even so, every Catholic voter should consider that anyone who supports abortion, as if it were a woman’s right, or as if it could ever be a moral choice, must necessarily be someone who has a seriously limited understanding of morality and justice. Such a person would not often be the better candidate for any office in place of one who understands that abortion is gravely immoral. 
In every case, a Catholic should vote in such a way as to obtain as many restrictions on abortion as possible, and so as to obtain the end to legalized abortion as soon as possible. 

Constitutional Amendment 
Within any constitutional form of government, it would be ideal to have a constitutional clause or amendment which permanently and completely outlaws all procured abortions. Such an amendment must ban all abortions, regardless of circumstance, so that the direct and voluntary killing of an innocent prenatal human being will be always contrary to human law, just as it is always contrary to the moral law. 
A constitutional amendment can permit certain medical procedures, which are absolutely necessary to save the life of the mother, and which indirectly result in the unintended and unsought death of the prenatal, only if there is no possible way to save the life of the prenatal. A prenatal is defined as any human being from conception to birth. 
Every reasonable effort should be made to save the lives of both mother and prenatal. If the life of the prenatal can be saved by no other possible option than by risking or allowing the death of the mother, then the prenatal must be saved. 
Catholic teaching clearly allows for certain medical procedures, which indirectly and involuntarily result in the death of the prenatal, to save the life of the mother, but only when all options to save the life of the prenatal have been exhausted. Such a procedure is not an abortion and is not an exception wherein abortion is allowed. 
On the other hand, a constitutional amendment which bans abortion with exceptions for various cases, such as rape, incest, or a risk to the mother’s life, would be worse than having no such amendment at all. 
Any woman who is willing to commit the sin of abortion, would also be willing to lie. If a constitutional amendment permitted abortion in cases of rape, then any woman willing to lie and to falsely claim that she was raped, would be able to also claim that she had a constitutional right to an abortion. The result would be that a constitutional amendment, which seems to ban abortion with some exceptions, would end up giving every woman who is willing to tell a lie, a purported constitutional right to abortion. This situation would be worse than having no such constitutional amendment at all. 
Therefore, the only acceptable pro-life constitutional amendment would be one that, in accordance with Catholic teaching, bans all procured abortions without exception. 
Here is an example of a just constitutional amendment protecting human life.


Abortion - Excommunication
https://www.ewtn.com/expert/answers/abortio2.htm 

By Colin B. Donovan, STL

The way the excommunication for abortion works is this.
Canon 1398 provides that, "a person who procures a successful abortion incurs an automatic (latae sententiae) excommunication." This means that at the very moment that the abortion is successfully accomplished, the woman and all formal conspirators are excommunicated.

An abortion is defined as "the killing of the foetus, in whatever way or at whatever time from the moment of conception" (Pontifical Council for the Interpretation of Legislative Texts, published in the "Acts of the Apostolic See" vol. 80 (1988), 1818). This definition applies to any means, including drugs, by which a human being present in the woman is killed. 
Thus, once a woman knows she is pregnant the intentional killing of the new life within her is not only murder but an excommunicable offense. A woman who only thinks she might be pregnant has a grave responsibility to find out and to protect the possible life within. Any action to end a "possible" pregnancy while probably not an excommunicable offense would be callous disregard for life and gravely sinful.

Conspirators who incur the excommunication can be defined as those who make access to the abortion possible. This certainly includes doctors and nurses who actually do it, husbands, family and others whose counsel and encouragement made it morally possible for the woman, and those whose direct practical support made it possible (financially, driving to the clinic etc.).

Clearly those who think the availability of chemical abortions will settle the abortion issue are deluded. It will only widen to drug manufacturers, pharmacists and family physicians those guilty of grave sin and subject to excommunication. [It should also be noted that many contraceptive pills are already abortifacient in operation. Theoretically, the knowing use of such a pill for its abortifacient purpose could also subject one to excommunication. Pill manufacturers have recently been touting this capability of their deadly wares.]

 

Note well: To actually incur the excommunication one must know that it is an excommunicable offense at the time of the abortion. Canon 1323 provides that the following do not incur a sanction, those who are not yet 16, are unaware of a law, do not advert to it or are in error about its scope, were forced or had an unforeseeable accident, acted out of grave fear, or who lacked the use of reason (except culpably, as by drunkenness). Thus a woman forced by an abusive husband to have an abortion would not incur an excommunication, for instance, whereas someone culpably under the influence of drugs or alcohol would (canon 1325).

In any case, whether one has been excommunicated or not, the sin of abortion must be confessed as the taking of innocent human life (5th Commandment). If the penitent did not know about this law at the time of the abortion then he or she was NOT excommunicated. If the person knew about the law but there were extenuating circumstances (such as mentioned above concerning c. 1323) then these factors should be mentioned to the confessor. He will say whether he has the faculty from the bishop to absolve from this excommunication or whether he even needs to. If he does not, he will privately and secretly obtain absolution from the bishop or send the person to a confessor who has that power.

A person who believes they have been excommunicated must refrain from Holy Communion until both absolution for the sin and absolution for the excommunication has been given.

One complicating factor for anyone in this situation is that intentionally withholding mortal sin (abortion) or knowledge of one's excommunication invalidates ALL the absolutions for other sins given since the time of the intentionally overlooked sin. Culpably withholding mortal sin or an excommunication means that even after the priest says the words of absolution because of dishonesty on the penitent's part, the sin has not been absolved. 
Absolution is not magic, it depends upon sincere repentance from all known mortal sins and a firm purpose of amendment. Such sins would need to be confessed again, as part of an integral (complete and honest) confession. This is not the case if the person did not know that what they did was sinful in the eyes of God and the Church, but only found out this out latter. Since they did not withhold from confession what they knew to be sinful their prior confessions are valid.

The Church makes every effort to make Penance available and obliges priests to make anonymity possible as well (c. 964). There is really no valid excuse for delaying one's full return to the sacraments. All those who have had abortions should come home to Christ and the Church.

Never to Reject, Never to Kill
http://www.priestsforlife.org/preaching/never.html
By Fr. Frank A. Pavone

We love them ... the women who have had abortions. We love them. The Church cares about them, forgives them, heals them, brings them peace with God, with their child, and with themselves. The Church promises any woman who has had an abortion that if she comes to us repenting of her sin, she will find welcome and forgiveness.

This, however, does not deny a basic fact: every abortion kills a child. Every abortion ends a tiny, defenseless human life. Every abortion stops a beating heart. We don't do ourselves any favors by denying the truth. It is, in fact, only when we recognize the enormity of our sins that we can really appreciate how great God's mercy is!
Together with the fact that abortion is a mortal sin, it should also be understood that an abortion brings an automatic excommunication upon those who procure it, perform it, or cooperate in it. The purpose of the excommunication is not to reject anyone, but precisely to HELP people understand how evil abortion is, and help them to turn away from it. We would not respect a doctor who did not tell us the seriousness of our disease; nor should we respect a Church that does not tell us the seriousness of our sin. But again, let us bear in mind that God's mercy is ready to forgive our sin in the Sacrament of Confession, and to reconcile us to the Church by removing the excommunication.

Many people know that abortion is wrong, but do not fully understand WHY. Many oppose it for very shallow reasons, such as, "I don't like it," or "It isn't nice." If we do not understand WHY it is wrong, we will begin to make exceptions in certain cases, and will not remain strong in our position.
Abortion is wrong because it is the killing of an innocent child. The killing of the innocent is NEVER justified. Our lives are so full of exceptions to rules that we find it hard nowadays to understand the word "never." But to understand the teaching on abortion, we must understand and ponder the word "NEVER." Killing an innocent baby in the womb is NEVER OK. This means that it is wrong no matter what the circumstances are. Even if we spent our whole life trying to think of situations where abortion might be OK, we could never come up with one.

Most people are against abortion, but many people would make a few exceptions, such as cases of rape. Let's consider this case just for a moment. We all agree that rape is a terrible injustice to the woman, and that she deserves our concern and care. She deserves the protection of society from this crime, and the assistance of society to find healing if rape should happen. Very few rapes, however, result in pregnancy, and very few abortions are for cases of rape. Far less than 1% of all the abortions done in this country are for rape cases.

The fact is, however, that even in these cases abortion is wrong, because abortion kills a baby. If abortion is wrong because it kills a baby, then the circumstances of HOW the baby was conceived do not change the evil of abortion: the baby is still killed. And that is why it may never be done. The abortion does not UNRAPE the woman. What it does is DESTROYS her child. Don't just ask, "How did the child get there?" First ask, "What is it?" Because it is a child, it may not be killed. Furthermore, it is an innocent child. He/she committed no crime. Why should the child die for the crime of the father? Rape is violence. Abortion is also violence. Abortion is in the same category as rape. We say "no" to both.

Sometimes people say, "Why should the child live if he or she will suffer?" This is a dangerous argument. First of all, it pretends to tell the future. Secondly, wouldn't the same argument justify killing the child after birth? After all, if the problem is future suffering (for the child or the mother), and you want to eliminate that suffering by killing the child, why do you think it's better to kill the child while she's in the womb than to kill her a day after birth? It's the same action, killing the same person! A woman once wrote in favor of abortion because she saw poor children fighting with seagulls on the beach for food. If she's willing to have them killed in the womb, isn't it strange that she doesn't propose that they be killed right there on the beach? It's the same deadly logic: eliminate human suffering by eliminating humans.

And it's the very fact that we are human that makes abortion a concern for all of us. It is not just a concern for women. It is a concern for every human being. Never let anyone tell you that you can't speak against abortion because you are a man. You may never be pregnant, but you know that killing is wrong! You are a human being, and every human being has the right to speak up for other human beings whose lives are in danger! Not everyone is a woman, but everyone was an unborn child at one time! Not everyone knows what it's like to be pregnant. But neither do we know what it's like for the unborn baby to be torn in pieces by the abortionist's knife.

Brothers and sisters, let us be strong against abortion! Let us defend life, not some of the time, but all the time! Let us oppose abortion not just in most cases but in ALL cases! Let us be 100% pro-life, not only in our actions but also in what we say. It is wrong not only to HAVE an abortion, but also to encourage or suggest it, or even to speak a favorable word about it. Would you ever speak a favorable word about child abuse? Nor should we speak favorably about the killing of unborn babies.
It may seem to us who are pro-life that the forces behind abortion are strong. Yes, they are strong, but they are wrong. The truth shall prevail in the end. The pro-life victory will be won, because Christ is risen, and He is more powerful that death, more powerful than abortion! Let us go forth fearlessly, standing with and loving both the children and their mothers, proclaiming and advancing the victory of life!

Amen!!!

Abortion without Limits 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-without-limits 
Modesto, California, January 15, 2005   
In spite of the popular image of tanned California teen-agers, new laws make it easier to have an abortion that to get a tan in the Golden State. A report Jan. 2 in the Modesto Bee newspaper explained that a new law prohibits tanning salons for those under 14, while those aged 14-18 will need parental permission. By contrast, a Jan. 3 report by LifeNews.com informed readers that California Attorney General Bill Lockyear defended a law saying parents cannot be told when their teen-age children absent themselves from school to have an abortion. Such contradictions are not limited to the United States. 

On Nov. 7 the London Daily Telegraph reported on an attempt, later rejected, by British parliamentarian David Hinchcliffe to introduce a total ban on smacking children. In 1990, Hinchcliffe opposed an amendment to a law that sought to reduce the legal limit for abortion from 24 weeks to 18 weeks, added the Telegraph. 
In fact, the newspaper commented that of the 75 members of Parliament who voted in favor a smacking ban, 14 were present in the 1990 debate, and every one of them had voted in favor of abortion up to 24 weeks. As well, most had voted in favor of provisions making it legal to kill an unborn handicapped child right up to the point of birth. 
British regulations also deny parental control over their children's abortions. The Times reported July 31 on new guidelines published by the Department of Health allowing doctors to provide abortions to adolescents under 16 without telling their parents. The article added that 1 in 5 abortions in Britain involves a teen-ager, and that about 3,500 girls under 16 abort every year. 
The guidelines recommend children be encouraged to inform parents of an abortion, but add: "Doctors and health professionals have a duty of care and a duty of confidentiality regardless of patient age." 
Another country to deny a parent's role over their children's abortion is South Africa. In a statement issued last May 31, the Southern African Catholic Bishops' Conference strongly criticized a High Court decision that extended the "right" to abort to those under age 18. Following the judgment, girls may now procure an abortion without their parent's knowledge. "This judgment will lead to the weakening of individual consciences, especially of those of young people whose conscience formation is at a critical stage," the bishops declared. … 
In a recent homily, Cardinal Joachim Meisner of Cologne, Germany, compared abortion and euthanasia to the Holocaust, according a Deutsche Welle report Jan. 7. His use of the Holocaust comparison was criticized, but current events show that abortion continues to be one of the great modern tragedies.
Breaking free from the Culture of Death - A Woman Speaks out Against the Lie of Abortion

http://www.cuf.org/2005/01/breaking-free-from-the-culture-of-death-a-woman-speaks-out-against-the-lie-of-abortion/ 

By Elizabeth Brown, From the January/February 2005 Issue of Lay Witness Magazine
It would be easier to remain silent than to relay the story of my abortion experience and how I was liberated from the culture of death. Easier because it is a difficult story to tell, struggling as I did with the shame involved with such a "choice" as well as the fear of what some may think. But my faith in Christ demands I move beyond these temporal concerns, with the truth as I have experienced it, so others can be set free. It is my hope that in sharing my journey from rebellion to repentance, anguish to absolution, and death to the knowledge of life-giving love that all will be released from the lie of "abortion without consequences" and that true healing from the ravages of this scourge may begin.

Steeped in Darkness 
Fifteen years ago I was a terribly broken woman without foundation, without true joy and so very lost. I hardly valued my own life, much less the life of another, and darkness surrounded me. For at 24 years of age I took the life of my child. My upbringing was rocky soil for holiness but fertile ground for the culture of death to grow and flourish. 
Of the many "seeds" that germinated into this catastrophic decision, the primary one was the tragic loss of my mother at an early age, as well as subjection to abuse and lack of consistent religious training. I am aware that many people experience these life events and do not sin in this terrible way. For me, however, the combination of these "seeds," reinforced by my own sinful choices, led to a deep separation from my Savior and my vocation as a godly woman. This disorder, in me and in my relationships, eventually culminated in the ultimate disorder: abortion. Unfortunately, this pattern is all too common in our world today. Of course, at the time, I felt perfectly justified in my actions. Most people around me didn't seem to have a problem with abortion. My politics supported my position and furthered my warped wisdom that this was my body and I had the right, even the responsibility, to choose abortion. The rationalizations echoed in my senseless and increasingly darkened mind: "You're not married. It's just tissue. You aren't financially secure. Your life will change forever with a baby. Your Dad and Stepmother must not know. You won't be able to finish your degree. If you have the abortion early enough it won’t be any big deal."
These are the words I told myself, but honestly, like an animal caught in a trap, I probably would have used any excuse to become free of being pregnant. There was no real love inside of me, nothing that could offer the gift of life through adoption, no part that could attract healthy and helpful friends to assist and no ability or desire to reach out to a Savior. After all, I had no sin to be saved from. I was totally out of it, cut off from my womanhood and a hater of God, exchanging truth for a life of lies. Filled with pain and enslaved to sin, little did I know that my abortion would change my life forever.

After My Abortion
Confusion, persistent thoughts of hell, depression, and dreadful suicidal impulses—why was I suddenly and intensely experiencing these things? Abortion was supposed to be the perfect solution. "It" wasn't a child and God wasn't a reality. So what was going on? I went to counseling, but we never addressed the deep scars that result from abortion and what happens when a woman denies her nature as nurturer and protector of the sacredness of life. I spent thousands of dollars and even took medication in an attempt to find love and wholeness but still wasn't any closer to understanding the truth.
Amidst all this destruction, though, Jesus was still at work. He was showing me mercy through my pain, yet it was something to which I was blind. He was drawing me, closing the escape routes and slowly tearing down the wall of my denial. It was that still, small voice that kept saying, "Why are you afraid of hell when you don't believe in me? Why do you feel anxiety every time someone mentions abortion or you see pro-life bumper stickers? Why does every relationship you enter into seem to go nowhere? What is that deep sadness you feel that has no name?"
A Clear Voice 
For three years I lived with these torments, trying to force them into the recesses of my mind. They emerged with stunning clarity when I met my husband Peter, a man strongly rediscovering his Catholic faith. When I shared my abortion experience his words pierced my heart, "Liz, abortion is wrong. You have sinned against God." No one ever talked to me this way. Pete did not back down when I discussed the usual litany of excuses and mitigating circumstances. All the emotions I tried tucking away came tumbling to the forefront. I instinctively knew I was at a crossroads. I could continue to walk to the death of my soul, or I could repent and walk toward life. I chose life.
God meets us where we are, but He loves us too much to keep us that way. One year later the crooked path I traveled was straightened as I began my journey of healing through Jesus Christ Our Lord and His Catholic Church. From experiencing the sacraments I was immersed into the ocean of His mercy and the fire of His consuming love. When confessing my sin of abortion I mustered the courage to look at my priest. He was crying—not only for the injustice done to my child but for my pain as well. Through this servant of God, I saw Jesus' true face and received his eternal forgiveness. In the Eucharist, life was given more abundantly. More than a sign of His faithfulness, Christ was offering me real and lasting participation in His heavenly banquet. Oh was I ever so humbled by my Lord's constant kindness toward me, a sinner!
Recovery from abortion and the wounds of the culture of death is a long process. The tentacles of evil reach deep. I experienced this reality struggling with infertility and a miscarriage. And five years ago, I was diagnosed with a rare form of ovarian cancer while on a pilgrimage in Europe. Facing a dire prognosis, however, was nothing compared to the renewed despair in my soul and the sadness of never bearing children as a reflection of love for my husband. Stark horror overwhelmed me as I thought about my "choice" long ago and its relationship to my present difficulties. Could I be sure the two weren’t related? No, I could not!

Life-giving Water 
It was at this point that I was introduced to Bethesda Healing Ministry, an unashamedly Catholic post-abortion apostolate in Columbus, Ohio. Following the model for healing and reconciliation as outlined by Pope John Paul II in Evangelium Vitae, its mission is to leave the 99 in search of the one. Assistance is administered through Masses of Comfort for the loss of pre-born children, a healing manual, and biweekly support groups in a community of lay volunteers, priests, and seminarians. More than a river in the desert of death and destruction, this ministry offers living and life-giving water and it is now being duplicated in dioceses throughout the United States. 
Both the sacramental life and the love and support that I received from Bethesda were the antidotes for my sick and troubled soul. My new life demanded that I arise and take responsibility for my actions; that I understand the impact of my sinful choices without falling into despair. This included examining clearly the toll that abortion is taking on our world and responding to His call to be part of the solution. Removing the scales from my eyes, Jesus freed me to become His servant for the cause of life.
With God's grace I've made the transition from being set free from personal guilt to working to liberate others from captivity to the culture of death. This includes comforting and being a light to those who are suffering from the abortion experience and training seminarians how to minister appropriately. I also speak publicly on the reality of post-abortion syndrome and the need for the pro-life movement to recognize post-abortion healing and reconciliation as a vital endeavor. As Catholics, we must all be concerned with liberating others from this scourge. Everything we do about abortion must be seen through the prism of salvation—salvation of all the victims of the culture of death. Why? Abortion concerns more than the little one dying the first death. The parents risk dying the second death as well.
From the pulpit to the podium, from the protest to the personal relationship, it is important that each and every time abortion is rightly condemned out of the same breath compassion and mercy also emanate. This Christian model of justice, woven together with love and mercy, fashions into whole cloth our ability to assist willingly those who have been affected by this dreadful plague, and for the affected to respond to our ministering. This synthesis of fidelity, justice, and mercy cannot be ignored. It is in this way that we can combat the culture of death by which our society is so besieged.
Elizabeth (Liz) Brown is a program director for the Columbiana County Board of Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities. She writes from Steubenville, OH, where she resides with her husband Peter, a graduate student at Franciscan University of Steubenville and an intern at CUF.

Read over 320 abortion-related testimonies at our web site (http://www.ephesians-511.net/testimonies.htm). 
A sampling:
TESTIMONY OF A FORMER ABORTION ACTIVIST-01 NORMA MCCORVEY [“Jane Roe” of Roe v. Wade]
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TESTIMONY_OF_A_FORMER_ABORTION_ACTIVIST-01.doc 
TESTIMONY OF A FORMER ACCESSORY TO ABORTION-300 ASHLI
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TESTIMONY_OF_A_FORMER_ACCESSORY_TO_ABORTION-300.doc
TESTIMONY OF AN ABORTION SURVIVOR-09 FATHERS FELIPE & PAULO LIZAMA
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TESTIMONY_OF_AN_ABORTION_SURVIVOR-09.doc 
New book hits Jewish sensitivities - Pope says world failed to learn lessons of 20th century 
http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/502/135.php 
February 22, 2005 
A new book by Pope John Paul II, in which he likens abortion to a new Holocaust, has outraged Jewish groups appalled by what they say is a lack of understanding on the part of the Church. 
The comparison is highlighted in a passage of the Holy Father's fifth book, "Memory and Identity", a volume of reflections on ideological conflicts of the 20th century released to Italian newspapers ahead of its publication in Italy on Wednesday. The president of the Central Council for Jews in Germany, Paul Spiegel, attacked the passage in which the Pope links abortion to the mass extermination of six million Jews by Adolf Hitler's Nazi regime. Alluding to a similar link made by German Cardinal Joachim Meisner in January, Spiegel said it was an unacceptable comparison". It showed that "the Catholic Church does not understand or does not want to understand that there is an enormous difference between mass genocide and what women do with their bodies".
In the passage which has so offended Jewish groups, the pope begins by saying that "anti-Gospel is the new form of totalitarianism" and that this new totalitarianism is "insidiously hidden behind the appearance of democracy".
"It was a legally elected parliament which allowed the election of Hitler in Germany in the 30s. The same Reichstag gave Hitler the power which opened the way for the political invasion of Europe, the creation of concentration camps, the introduction of the so-called 'final solution' to the Jewish question which led to the extermination of millions of sons and daughters of Israel." The pope adds that, just as in the past, there is a need to question the legislation of parliaments which are the product of contemporary democracy. "The most immediate association of ideas which comes to mind are the laws on abortion. Parliaments which create and promulgate such laws must be conscious that they are abusing their power and remain in open conflict with the law of God".
Source: Pope book riles Jews by comparing abortion to Holocaust (Yahoo/AFP 21/2/05)

"Day of the Unborn" a Growing Tradition - Latin America Making March 25 Extra Special 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/day-of-the-unborn-a-growing-tradition 
Lima, Peru, March 17, 2005 

Latin American nations are preparing to observe the "Day of the Unborn," some in the national realm, and others only in the ecclesial. The initiative is observed on March 25, feast of the Annunciation, when the angel announced Jesus' conception and birth to the Blessed Virgin Mary. 
El Salvador was the first country to decree this Day in 1993, naming it the "Day of the Right to Be Born." It was proclaimed by the legislative Assembly, thanks to the efforts of the pro-life movement. 
For its part, in December 1998, Argentina declared March 25 the "Day of the Unborn." The Pope sent a message for that occasion, which was attended by representatives of Orthodox and Christian Churches, as well as Jewish and Muslim leaders. The participants invited Spain, Portugal, the Philippines, and other countries of Latin America to follow this initiative. 
A campaign in Chile, backed by thousands of signatures and several mayors, led to the Senate's approval by unanimity in May 1999 of a project requesting the country's president to declare March 25 "Day of the Conceived and Unborn Child." In May 1999, the Guatemalan Congress declared March 25 "National Day of the Unborn," endeavoring to "promote a culture of life and defense of life from the moment of conception." 
In 1999, Costa Rican President Miguel Rodríguez proclaimed July 27 as the "National Day of Life before Birth." 
In Nicaragua, President Arnold Alemán promulgated a decree in 2000 declaring March 25 "Day of the Unborn." 
In 2001, the Dominican Republic approved the law that instituted the Day, to foster "reflection on the important role that a pregnant woman represents in humanity's destiny, and the value of human life that she bears in her womb." In 2002, the Peruvian Congress declared March 25 "Day of the Unborn." The Peruvian Episcopal Conference's Family Commission has just issued a message calling for more active commitment in defense of life and the dignity of the unborn. In 2003, Paraguay established March 25 as the official Day of the Unborn, with a decree by President Luis González Macchi. In other Spanish-speaking countries, the Day of the Unborn does not enjoy national recognition but is promoted by the Catholic Church. 
This year, because of the day's coincidence with Good Friday, the Colombian bishops' conference will observe the Day of the Unborn on April 4. The theme is "We are Expecting a Child."

Irish Archbishop Questions Pregnancy Center Policy - Cura Sends Clients to Pro-Choice Clinics 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/irish-archbishop-questions-pregnancy-center-policy 

Dublin, Ireland, May 12, 2005 

A policy of Ireland's Catholic pregnancy counseling center has the archbishop of Dublin asking questions. The controversial policy requires counselors to give interested clients information regarding organizations that can provide them with contact details of British abortion clinics. 
Archbishop Diarmuid Martin of Dublin asked in March, at a meeting of the Irish bishops, for more information on the policy in light of "the overall principles of moral theology on cooperation and of the particular mission of Cura to provide alternatives to abortion," reported the office of the archdiocese. 

The policy, in effect for over a year, maintains the non-directive status of the clinic in that "Cura cannot, does not and will not provide telephone numbers for abortion clinics," said Bishop John Fleming of Killala in a press statement Wednesday. 
The policy in question, he said, has been discussed by the national board "in the context of discerning what course of action is most likely to help a woman with a crisis pregnancy to come to a decision not to have an abortion." 
Those opposing the policy claim that it compromises the pro-life stance of the center. "Desperately trying to blur boundaries and position itself as simultaneously non-directive and pro-life, Cura has shown itself to be ethically muddled and intellectually vacuous," wrote Patricia Casey in the Irish Independent this week. Father Seamus Murphy, a lecturer in moral philosophy at Milltown Institute, explained that the word "cooperation" in the bishop's statement was significant, reported the Irish Independent. He said it was almost certainly a reference to the Church’s teaching against "cooperation with evil." 
The Jesuit priest explained: "There is no moral difference between telling somebody where they can obtain an abortion and telling somebody where she can find someone else who will tell her where to get an abortion. 
"If it is wrong to give somebody the telephone number of an abortion clinic, then it is just as wrong to give somebody the number of another agency which will give that person the clinic's number." 

Why Pro-life Groups Were Excluded From U.N. Meeting - Riccardo Cascioli, President of CESPAS, Explains 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/why-pro-life-groups-were-excluded-from-u-n-meeting 
Rome, June 29, 2005 

Nongovernmental organizations favoring life and the family were excluded from the hearing held recently at the United Nations in New York, on the occasion of the five-yearly review of the Millennium Development Goals. The objectives summarize the strategies that resulted from the extraordinary meeting in 2000 to eradicate poverty. To learn the reasons for this exclusion, ZENIT interviewed Riccardo Cascioli, president of the European Center of Studies on Population, the Environment and Development (CESPAS). 
Q: Why were pro-life organizations excluded? 
Cascioli: Obviously there is a plan, promoted for many years, to exclude NGOs from the decision-making process in the different agencies and commissions of the U.N. The reason is simple: there are powerful anti-birth, pro-abortion, ecology and homosexual lobbies, which are trying to present reproductive rights -- abortion and contraception -- as fundamental human rights, and to destroy the family by equating homosexual unions with any other kind of union. The strategy consists in creating international documents that point in this direction so that they can become instruments of pressure in the different countries that have the opposite legislation. From this point of view, NGOs that favor life and the family are "enemies" that must be excluded, so as to avoid obstacles. It is what happened on this occasion. It is no accident that on several occasions during the U.N. hearing, talk was heard of the need to introduce reproductive rights explicitly among the strategies against poverty. There were attacks on religions, obviously above all against the Catholic, as they would discriminate against homosexuals. 
Q: But how can these exclusions take place without any government or personality complaining about the problem? 
Cascioli: Let's say that at the level of government there is culpable indifference about what happens in the agencies and different commissions of the U.N. given the extremely well-organized strategy of these lobbies, which among other things have imposed the rhetoric of "civil society," a highly generic concept that serves as a cover for political operations that have nothing to do with civil society. 
Q: Does it mean that the NGOs who hold this line are nothing but a cover? 
Cascioli: Not the NGOs; it depends on the use that is made of them. Let me explain. Some 13,000 NGOs are accredited with different status in the United Nations. Some 200 were represented in last week's hearing. What was the criterion for the selection? There were no transparent procedures. A commission was established, by decision of the president of the General Assembly, made up of representatives of some 10 lobbies, obviously among the most powerful, radical feminist movements and neo-Malthusians. They chose 200 organizations -- what a coincidence, they excluded the NGOs favorable to life and the family -- to speak in the name of "civil society." Thus delegates of governments worldwide were able to hear that, in the context of the struggle against poverty, "civil society" calls for reproductive rights and the legalization of homosexual unions. And it calls for a limitation of religious freedom -- all this amid other more general addresses, which can be shared, on the struggle against poverty. But there is an important part of "civil society" that also works to eradicate poverty and that doesn't recognize itself in this platform. Where was it? Who heard it? One must have the courage to say that these sorts of maneuvers are vulgar manipulations. The truth is that the one who pays, controls. Certain initiatives have a price, and the governments and agencies that pay also decide who participates. For example, last week's hearing was financed by Canada, Norway and Finland. Was it accidental that there were no NGOs present that opposed the development policies of these governments?

Abortion-Supporters Shouldn't Receive Communion, Says Document - Synod Laments "Grave Personal Dishonesty"
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-supporters-shouldn-t-receive-communion-says-document 

Vatican City, July 8, 2005 
Catholics who openly support abortion need to understand that it is not right for them to receive Communion, says the working document of the next Synod of Bishops. The working document will serve as the basis for discussions of the assembly of the Synod of Bishops, to be held Oct. 2-23, on the theme: "The Eucharist: Source and Summit of the Life and Mission of the Church." "Some Catholics do not understand why it might be a sin to support a political candidate who is openly in favor of abortion or other serious acts against life, justice and peace," says the paper. "Such attitudes lead to, among other things, a crisis in the meaning of belonging to the Church and in a clouding of the distinction between venial and mortal sin." The text says that "some receive Communion while denying the teachings of the Church, or publicly supporting immoral choices in life, such as abortion, without thinking that they are committing an act of grave personal dishonesty and causing scandal." "Some Catholics don’t always act in a way which distinguishes them from other persons; they succumb to the temptation to corruption in various situations and levels of society," the document says. 
As a proposal, the working document suggests that "increasing emphasis needs to be given to the necessity of sanctification and personal conversion, and to the unity between Church teaching and the moral life." 
Catechesis "Furthermore, the faithful should be continually encouraged to see the Eucharist as the source of moral strength, holiness and spiritual advancement," the document states. It continues: "Finally, fundamental importance needs to be given in catechesis to the bond between the Eucharist and the construction of a just society through each one's personal responsibility actively to participate in the Church's mission in the world. "In this sense, Catholics who occupy significant positions in political life and various social activity have a particular obligation." 

Abortion's Varied States - U.S. Rates Down, Others Up 
http://www.catholic.org/featured/headline.php?ID=2514 

Washington, D.C., September 3, 2005 (Zenit) 

The level of abortions is dropping in the United States, but rising in Spain and England. A July 19 article in the Washington Post analyzed a report published by the Alan Guttmacher Institute. The report, "Estimates of U.S. Abortion Incidence in 2001 and 2002," was released May 19. According to the pro-abortion institute, U.S. abortion rates continued to fall in 2001 and 2002, although the rate of decline has slowed since the early 1990s. The report, which the institute cautions is based on provisional statistics, estimates that 1,303,000 abortions took place in the United States in 2001, a drop of 0.8% from 2000. In 2002 there was a further decline of 0.8%, to 1,293,000. 
The Guttmacher Institute's study also said that there are significant variations among states, and within population subgroups. For example, while the abortion rate declined among most groups between 1994 and 2000, it increased among poor women and women on Medicaid. In its article the Washington Post noted that black and Hispanic women have higher rates of abortion, accounting for 32% and 20%, respectively, of the total number. Higher abortion rates also exist among low-income women. No fewer than 60% of women who had abortions in 2000 had incomes of less than twice the poverty level -- below $28,000 per year for a family of three. 
Among age groups 56% of women who ended their pregnancies are in their 20s, while 15- to 19-year-olds account for 19%. 
An analysis of the report in the July 26 issue of the weekly publication Culture & Cosmos observed that 53% of women who had unintended pregnancies used a contraceptive method during the month they got pregnant. Another striking fact is that marriage plays an important role in reducing abortions. Married women accounted for only 17% of abortions, and even when they became pregnant unexpectedly, they are less likely to abort. Pro-life groups continue to make efforts to reduce the number of abortions. In recent times the center of activity has been at the state level, according to a June 13 report in the Christian Science Monitor. The article quoted a researcher from the Guttmacher Institute, Elizabeth Nash, who said that in the first five months of 2005 there had been 16 bills at state level regarding the activities of abortion clinics. Initiatives range from requiring parental notification for teen-agers who seek abortions, to attempts to obtain legal recognition for the personhood of a fetus. According to the Monitor, recent laws approved include: 
-- Texas Governor Rick Perry signing a law requiring minors wanting an abortion to get written parental consent. The law also places restrictions on abortion after 26 weeks of pregnancy. 
-- Florida Governor Jeb Bush signing legislation giving the state increased oversight of clinics that offer second-trimester abortions. 
-- A Georgia law requiring a 24-hour waiting period and parental notification for minors. It also specifies that the doctor must inform the woman of the fetus' age, alternatives to abortion, and the likelihood that the fetus will feel pain during the abortion. 
-- An Indiana law now requiring abortion doctors to notify patients that they can see an ultrasound image and listen to the fetus' heartbeat. 
Spanish scene In Spain, a country that has had legalized abortion for 20 years, a recent report analyzed the numbers involved. The report, published by the Institute of Family Policy, noted the number of abortions has greatly increased since the first years. In 1987 there were 17,180 abortions. By 1993 this had more than doubled, to 45,403. And by 2003 it had jumped to 79,788. The total number of abortions from 1985 to 2003 is 844,378, equivalent to the total number of births in Spain in 2002 and 2003. In 2003, one in every six pregnancies ended in abortion. In just five years, from 1998 to 2003, the number soared by 48.2%. Death by abortion is now the leading cause of mortality in Spain. 
Another development is the lowering of the average age of women who abort. In 1991 the great majority of abortions were carried out on women 25 years of age and over. But by 2003 the age group of 24 and under accounted for the largest age group of those aborting. One in every seven abortions was carried out on those under 19. 
The report noted that the constant increase in abortions has taken place in spite of numerous government "safe sex" campaigns that promote condom use. And it is precisely the younger age groups, who have been particularly targeted by the campaigns, where abortion has risen most notably. 
"Lifestyle choice" Abortion is on the rise in England and Wales also, the BBC reported July 27. Department of Health figures show there were 185,400 abortions in 2004, a rise of 2.1% from 181,600 in 2003 and about 5.3% from 176,000 in 2002. 
As in Spain abortion is most prevalent in the younger age groups. The abortion rate in 2004 was highest for women in the 18-19 and 20-24 age groups. It also increased by 6% in the under-14 age group, but decreased slightly in the under-16 and under-18 brackets. A common feature of the statistics in the United States, Spain and England and Wales is that only a minimal number of abortions are performed for reasons not related to the woman's physical or psychological state. In England and Wales, for example, only 1% of abortions, 1,900 in total, were carried out under ground E of the Abortion Act -- stating that the child would be born disabled -- down from 1,950 in 2003. 
According to a July 28 Times report on the data, some predict that the abortion rate will continue to rise, "as women increasingly regarded having a termination as a lifestyle choice." 
Ann Furedi, chief executive of the British Pregnancy Advisory Service, Britain's leading abortion provider, said that women, particularly those in the professional classes, were increasingly reluctant to take breaks that could hinder their careers. 
Britain has also had an intense debate over moves to lower the legal limit of how far into pregnancy abortions can be carried out. It is now at 24 weeks, with some allowances for abortions even later on. In 2003, 42 women had abortions at 28 weeks or more, compared with 49 women the year before. There were 18 cases that involved pregnancies of 32 weeks or more, compared with 22 in 2003. Another aspect of abortion that has caused controversy is carrying out abortions on schoolgirls, without informing parents. The BBC recently broadcast a documentary about one case, involving Melissa Smith. 
Melissa, who aborted with the help of school authorities at age 14 without her mother's knowledge, now regrets having the abortion, said an article published July 25 on the BBC Web site. In the program "Real Story," Melissa said she wished she had involved her mother in the decision. The article noted that Sue Axon, a mother from Manchester, is about to launch a High Court challenge seeking to put an end to secret schoolgirl abortions.

Question Raised on Communion and Abortion - Prefect of Doctrinal Congregation Presses the Issue 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/question-raised-on-communion-and-abortion  
Vatican City, October 4, 2005 

The new prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith is urging the Synod of Bishops to discuss whether voters who support pro-abortion candidates should be receiving Communion. 
Archbishop William Levada, who succeeded Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger as prefect of the dicastery, quoted No. 73 of the working document of the Synod on the Eucharist, in which reference is made to the relationship between the Eucharist, morality and public life. The archbishop today suggested that the experience of other countries be heard, after noting that the issue has divided the Church in his country, the United States. No. 73 states that "too many receive the sacrament without having sufficiently reflected on their moral state in life," and adds that "[s]ome receive Communion while denying the teachings of the Church or publicly supporting immoral choices in life, such as abortion, without thinking that they are committing an act of grave personal dishonesty and causing scandal." Archbishop Levada suggested that the synod, in its small-group discussions, debate the problem of Catholics "who do not understand why it might be a sin to support a political candidate who is openly in favor of abortion or other serious acts against life." 
Crisis in meaning No. 73 of the "instrumentum laboris," or working document, warns that "[s]uch attitudes lead to, among other things, a crisis in the meaning of belonging to the Church and in a clouding of the distinction between venial and mortal sin." According to Isidro Catela, the Spanish reporter on the Synod of Bishops, the synodal fathers are especially interested in reflecting further on the "horizontal dimension" of the Eucharist, which has been "neglected." 
This dimension is the one that links the Eucharist with social transformation. "One cannot come out of the Eucharist the same as one entered it," a phrase heard repeatedly in the Synod Hall, said Catela. "From the Eucharist must flow a certain style of communitarian life."

What the Unborn Sense in the Womb - Interview With Dr. Carlo Bellieni  
https://www.ewtn.com/library/PROLIFE/zunbrnsns.HTM 
Rome, October 4, 2005 (Zenit.org)
During its gestation the fetus is "already a member of the family and company for the mother even before being born," says neonatologist Carlo Bellieni. Dr. Bellieni of the Department of Neonatal Intensive Therapy of the University Polyclinic Santa Maria Le Scotte of Siena talked with ZENIT about his research on life-before-birth for his latest book "L'Alba dell'Io" (Dawn of the I), published by Società Editrice Fiorentina. 
Q: Until the 1980s it was thought that the maternal uterus was a sort of strongbox for the fetus. What has changed since then? 
Bellieni: Very much. Today we know that the fetus is a pluri-sensorial being whose senses enter into action with a pre-ordained sequence: first, tactility is manifested; then the chemical; the sense of balance; hearing; and finally sight. 
The early development of the senses in the uterus has a double function: that of forming the central nervous system, providing stimuli which interact with the growth of groups of neurons, directing it on a physiological path, and of introducing the unborn to the exterior world -- bringing about a kind of learning in the uterus. 
Q: Is it true that the senses enter into action precociously before birth? 
Bellieni: Already in the eighth week after conception the receivers of touch are present in the fetus in the area of the mouth, which later are extended throughout the whole surface of the body in a few months. But it is around the 22nd to 24th week when the connections will be ready with the cerebral cortex. The fetus responds to the stimuli that come through the mother's womb. 
Q: Tell us about the fetus' hearing and taste. 
Bellieni: Toward the 25th week of gestation, the fetus has developed hearing. Within the uterus the mother's voice comes with much greater intensity than another's voice -- or the father's! -- and the fetus gets used to this voice, so much so that several experiments have shown us that the newborn is able to distinguish the mother's voice from that of a strange voice, just as it is able to distinguish the mother's scents. This will serve to recognize the maternal milk, which has a taste and smell similar to the amniotic fluid which for nine months has soaked its tongue and lips. 
Q: Does the fetus have memory? 
Bellieni: Research was published in Pediatrics in 2001 which showed that at the moment of weaning the child prefers tastes that it perceived in the uterus in a certain period, although these tastes were not given to it during lactation. Therefore the fetus has memory. This, which seemed to be only the prerogative of psychiatrists, today is the patrimony of the pediatrician to explain several phenomena. We recently carried out a study on what happened to the children of ballerinas who during pregnancy did not stop dancing: They needed to be rocked to sleep more energetically than the others! 
Moreover, what is it to rock the newborn to sleep if not to reconstruct that serene environment he had in the uterus: rhythmic movements, the mother's perfume, an indistinct voice but present and humming, darkness -- but the presence of walls and limits that he would not find if left abruptly in a bed? 
Q: Have you carried out other studies on the fetus' memory? 
Bellieni: Yes, for example on short-term memory, demonstrating that the fetus gets used to external stimuli as a child that is already born. We have used sonorous stimuli sent through the wall of the uterus and have measured echo-graphically how the fetus reacts, ill-at-ease, blinking his eyes and then how it gets used to the noise. 
Q: Is it true that the fetus dreams? 
Bellieni: Studies on the premature newborn give increasing data on the characteristics of sleep in the uterus. In 2000, professor Rivkees of Yale University showed the presence of a day-night rhythm from the midpoint of gestation. Today we know that from the 28th week of gestation the phases of sleep can be differentiated. From the 30th week, active sleep is present, which is equivalent to an adult's REM sleep, when most dreams take place. Therefore nothing prevents us from saying that in the uterus the fetus has all the "instruments" to dream: an appropriate cerebral electrical activity and the presence of stimuli that will make their contents. Sleep is also most important in the uterus because the greatest proliferation of nervous cells occurs there, and the preferential production of certain hormones. 
Q: Does the fetus feel pain? 
Bellieni: It seems impossible, but the pain of the fetus and the newborn was acknowledged only at the end of the '80s. 
Nevertheless, it is clear that our premature babies born at 23-24 weeks feel pain. And the hormonal changes after the painful stimulus have been demonstrated in fetuses of 20 weeks or slightly more. On the very little ones born before their term, we have recently experimented with a system of analgesia based on non-pharmacological techniques of distraction. We were right. The premature newborn feels pain, cries, but is also able to interact with the one near him, accepting being consoled and distracted, so much so that he/she no longer feels pain! A video of three American scholars on the fetus' crying may be downloaded online [see (http://fn.bmjjournals.com/cgi/content/full/adc.2004.062257/DC1]. 
Q: How does a child spend the day before being born? 
Bellieni: The fetus has a world of sensations, but also of actions. The fetus responds in its own way to external stimuli. It is frightened if it hears noise; it responds to patting. But it exercises itself for life in the open air: It does breathing exercises constantly, even when immersed in the amniotic fluid, and attempts have been registered to emit sounds visualizing the vocal cords. It has hiccups and makes faces as though smiling or crying. Its movements respond to phases of calm or movement of the mother, and also of the amount of sugar the mother eats. 

Q: What would you say in conclusion? 
Bellieni: That the fetus is already a new member of the family and company for the mother even before being born.

Cardinal Would Ban Communion for Certain Lawmakers - Those Who Deny Christian Principles 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/cardinal-would-ban-communion-for-certain-lawmakers
Vatican City, October 9, 2005 
Cardinal Alfonso López Trujillo asked a blunt question when addressing the Synod of Bishops: "May access to Eucharistic Communion be allowed to those who deny human and Christian values and principles?" The president of the Pontifical Council for the Family raised the question in connection with politicians and lawmakers. He answered his own question with a "no." 
"So-called personal option cannot be separated from the sociopolitical duty," the cardinal said Friday. "It is not a 'private' problem. The acceptance of the Gospel, of the magisterium and of right reasoning are needed!" 
"Today, the projects for laws and the choices made or to be made seriously imperil 'the good news' that is the Gospel of the family and of life, which form an indivisible unity," he continued. "The future of man and society comes into play and, in many aspects, the genuine possibility for integral evangelization." 

"The social fabric is wounded in a serious way" as these laws attack the most fundamental rights, such as the right to life, "beginning with the abominable crime of abortion," the Vatican official warned. 
"As can be often heard, there is a spurious argument for a so-called free political choice, which would have the primacy over evangelical principles and also over the reference to correct reasoning," he observed. As a result, legislation has been introduced on de facto couples "which at least implicitly would constitute an alternative to marriage, even if these unions are simply a legal fiction," added Cardinal López Trujillo, 69. It is "worse yet, when dealing with couples of the same sex, something unknown in the cultural histories of people and in law." He concluded: "Politicians and legislators must know that, by proposing or defending projects for iniquitous laws, they have a serious responsibility for, and must find a remedy for the evil done and spread, in order to be allowed access to communion with the Lord."

EU Conference Says World is a Cruel Place because of Catholic Church

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/eu-conference-says-world-is-a-cruel-place-because-of-catholic-church 

New York, November 4, 2005 (C-Fam.org/LifeSiteNews.com) 
Finding ways to force countries like Ireland, Portugal and Malta to liberalize their abortion laws was the focus of a meeting of 17 members of the European Parliament and representatives of various NGOs who gathered in Brussels on October 18. At a conference entitled, “Abortion – Making it a right for all women in the EU,” attendees heard testimony from abortion advocates from countries with restrictive abortion laws.
Held at the European Parliament building, participants strategized about ways to make a right to abortion mandatory for all member states of the European Union. They discussed ways to argue that guaranteeing the right to abortion falls under the European Union’s mandate because it is a human rights and public health issue.

Participants were particularly concerned about the role of the Catholic Church in countries with a strong Catholic identity. Maria Elena Valenicano Martinez-Orozco, a member of the European Parliament from Spain, spoke on “How to deal with the Catholic Church and reproductive rights.” She also addressed why Spain had success “fighting conservative powers when it comes to homosexuality and abortion” and why “it is so much harder in Portugal”.

Dr. Emmanuel D. Bezzina of Malta said, “It is a cruel world that we live in. Cruel because the Catholic Church is enshrined in the Maltese Constitution. Hence the power of the Catholic Church in Malta is tremendous. See for yourself, we could not even send one Maltese woman to speak here because had anyone come they would be terrified should publicity be given in Malta and they be seen as promoting abortion. . . . And we have an arrogant Prime Minister and an arrogant party in government who flirts with the Catholic Church.”

Another parliament member, Sarah Ludford of London, wrote in a column prior to the meeting that abortion should not be left in the hands of individual nations. “The intention of the conference, to put the issue of women’s reproductive health firmly in a European dimension, is entirely legitimate. It is no longer good enough to say that the question of women being denied access to such abortion services is purely a matter for national governments and is nothing to do with Europe. . . . If Euro-silence prevails about the continuing tight restriction or even prohibition on abortion that persists in several member states, we are complicit in women’s lives being threatened or destroyed because of excessive deference to the notion of ‘subsidiarity’.”

How to overcome the principle of subsidiarity was among the topics addressed at the meeting. According to one observer present at the meeting, a representative of Catholics for a Free Choice said, “Well, subsidiarity can change just as did other things. But we keep putting forward our agenda.”

Anne van Lanker of Belgium admitted that, “the EU has no competence on abortion.” She noted that the “tendency in the European Parliament is now changing” because new member states have made the organization more pro-life “and so we are not sure if a good law will come out.” Rather than pursue a strategy of explicitly changing the laws, Van Lanker said, “We have to do what we did with Slovakia. Name and shame. Of course we cannot forbid a state [from criminalizing abortion] but we have to keep pointing out that it is an infringement of EU laws.”

"Spirit" of Abortion Law Being Violated, Says L'Osservatore - Family Consultation Centers Seen as Failing in Their Task 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/spirit-of-abortion-law-being-violated-says-l-osservatore
Vatican City, November 22, 2005 

The Vatican's semiofficial newspaper says that the implementation of a law allowing abortion hurts the very people the statute was purportedly designed to help: women. The Nov. 21-22 Italian edition of L'Osservatore Romano addressed the question amid the debate in Italy over a petition by Lorenzo Cesa, secretary of the Union of Democrats of the Center party, to establish a parliamentary investigation commission to ensure the application of the 1978 abortion law. "The law, born to legalize abortion, should have as its tendentious objective the preventing of abortion itself," the newspaper stated, as it recalled what promoters said of a 1981 referendum that confirmed the earlier law. "But the law as it has been applied in the main until now, in its totality, has violated the 'spirit,'" the newspaper said. "It has been thought that the only way to prevent the voluntary interruption of a pregnancy was contraception. Thus, family consultation centers, rather than being centers of life, in the main have become, unfortunately, distributors of abortion certificates." Health Minister Francesco Storace has proposed a plan to reform the family consultation centers so that pro-life volunteers could be present in them. 
The proposal was much criticized by the press and by political figures. L'Osservatore Romano found surprising "the criticism of the presence of Pro-Life Movement volunteers in the consultation centers," as it is "a possibility already provided by the law." Even more surprising are those opposed "to the examination of the application of a law," the newspaper said, referring to the criticisms against Lorenzo Cesa by political leaders. "The defense of life is the measure of civilization and democracy," the paper stated. "And it is the measure of genuine freedom."
Euro-parliamentarians going abroad to Push Abortion - Heading to Brazil and Peru in Order to Counter Church's Influence 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/euro-parliamentarians-going-abroad-to-push-abortion
Brussels, Belgium, November 22, 2005 

A select group of European parliamentarians received an invitation for a 10-day trip to Brazil and Peru to support the legal right to abortion. The purpose of the visit is to discover "the reality of sexual and reproductive rights in Latin America and the Catholic Church's influence on these policies." 
The trip was proposed by the Inter-European Parliamentary Forum on Population and Development and by Catholics for a Free Choice, both groups dedicated to the promotion of abortion. Riccardo Cascioli, director of the Center of Studies on Population, Environment and Development, told ZENIT that the trip will take place Dec. 1-10. The invitation reads that it will be an opportunity to meet with local groups that "promote reproductive health," which includes abortion and contraception, as well as with representatives of the government and parliamentarians. In discussions with these individuals, emphasis will be placed on rejecting "the impact of religion on this matter," the invitation says. It explains that the visit will begin in Brazil "where a rapid transition is taking place, both economic as well as political." Today, the Brazilian Chamber of Deputies' Commission for Social Security and the Family began hearings to discuss legislation that would legalize abortion. 
The main object The tour will continue in Peru, "one of the poorest countries of the region, which faces many challenges in regard to reproductive and sexual health rights," the invitation states. Cascioli explained that the parliamentarians' trip is part of an "extensive international campaign oriented to pressuring countries in which abortion is prohibited or limited. Latin America is the main object of this attack, as it is the only continent in which abortion continues to be largely prohibited." 
The director mentioned, for example, the appeal made in Colombia to the Constitutional Court with the support, among others, of the Swedish Association for Sexual Education, the Scandinavian branch of the International Planned Parenthood Federation (IPPF). "Fundamental in this strategy is the attack against the Catholic Church, accused of exerting an influence which prevents the approval" of pro-abortion laws, clarified Cascioli. The Inter-European Parliamentary Forum on Population and Development was established in 2000 to exert pressure on Euro-parliamentarians to favor the legal right to abortion at the international level. Among its main sources of funding are the IPPF, the U.N. Population Fund and the European Commission. "Unfortunately," added Cascioli, "the latter is not a surprise, as in these years the European Commission has tripled the funds allocated to reproductive health programs in Europe and the world, using funds destined for cooperation and development."

Abortions behind parents' backs - British court lets adolescents face a life-and-death decision alone 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortions-behind-parents-backs--2 

Manchester, England, January 28, 2006 

British parents have no right to know if their children are seeking an abortion. That is what the country's High Court decided on Monday in a case brought by a Manchester housewife. 
Sue Axon, 52, had sought to overturn the law that enables girls under 16 to get confidential advice on abortion. The move was not, she stressed, due to problems regarding her own teen-age daughters, reported the Observer newspaper on Nov. 6. Rather, it is due to a "bitterly regretted" abortion she had two decades ago, and a sense of outrage on hearing about cases involving teen-age girls who have aborted without their parents' knowledge. During the court proceedings in her testimony, Axon explained: "Family life depends upon relationships of trust and openness and respect and transparency between family members -- not on secrecy, or what might have to be lies on the part of the children in relation to what they are doing," the BBC reported Nov. 9. The High Court did not accept her arguments. According to Justice Stephen Silber, no parent has the right to know if their daughter is seeking an abortion, according to a BBC report Monday. 
Axon commented after the judgment: "Having endured the trauma of abortion, I brought the case to ensure that medical professionals would not carry out an abortion on one of my daughters without first informing me. I could then discuss such a life-changing event with her and provide the support she would need." 
Criticism of the decision was immediate. Julia Millington of the ProLife Alliance pointed out that without parental consent schoolchildren could not even be given a painkiller. 

Moreover, under-16s are not allowed to buy cigarettes, alcohol or fireworks. Parental consent is also required if children want to have their ears pierced. 
"Yet a young girl can make the decision to end the life of another human being without her parents knowing anything about it," Millington noted. "The contradictions are staggering." 
In a press release issued the same day as the court decision, Paul Tully, general secretary of the Society for the Protection of Unborn Children, reflected on the negative consequences of abortion. "Abortion, as well as killing an unborn child, can have long-term physical, social and psychological effects on young women," he said. 
U.S. case 
A similar case came up in the United States last week when the Supreme Court decided on a New Hampshire law. The judges, in a rare unanimous decision, determined that lower courts should not have struck down the entire law, which required teen-agers to notify parents before aborting, the Washington Post reported Jan. 19. 
The matter now returns to a lower court, with an order to come up with a solution that retains the notification requirement, but with a "protection" in cases of emergencies. The 2003 law does contain an exception if the pregnant girl's life is at risk. But it does not cover what should happen if there are other health emergencies. The Supreme Court decision did not go into the merits of the law, but it did state that notification laws are accepted as constitutional. According to the Washington Post, all but six states have some form of rule that requires minors to involve at least one parent or guardian in the decision to abort, generally with exceptions -- to be decided by a judge -- in cases of abuse or special circumstances. 
Deirdre McQuade, director of planning and information for the U.S. bishops' Pro-Life Secretariat, lamented that the Supreme Court did not address the more substantive questions of the New Hampshire law. In a reference to a companion case to the Roe v. Wade decision that legalized abortion in America, McQuade said: "We are left with more questions than answers -- especially with regard to the so-called health exception first established 33 years ago in Doe v. Bolton." 
Susan Wills, associate director for education at the pro-life office of the U.S. bishops' conference, weighed in on the decision Monday in an article written for National Review Online. Wills criticized what she considered the excessive burden placed by the courts on parental notification laws under the concept of protecting a teen-ager's health. In fact, she noted that the New Hampshire law was designed to protect health, by ensuring that, among other things, an adult familiar with the girl's health is present to spot complications and to provide emotional support. 
"If a pregnant minor were really faced with a health crisis, wouldn't that be all the more reason to notify her parents at once rather than performing a significant surgical procedure behind their backs?" asked Wills. There is more likelihood of health problems, Wills continued, from proceeding with an abortion than delaying it due to waiting while parents are notified. Citing specialists, she noted that problems with abortions can lead to infertility problems. "Even the slightest of regulations," she concluded, "can be declared unconstitutional for the sake of the most farfetched objections." 

The role of parents 
In the lead-up to the British and U.S. court decisions, a number of commentators weighed in on the need to involve parents in any abortion decision by a child. John Kass, columnist for the Chicago Tribune, noted Nov. 30 that what is at stake is a crucial issue for all families. The weight of going ahead with something as serious as an abortion is not something any child should be left alone with, Kass commented. And children afraid of disappointing parents by revealing their pregnancy should be more confident of their parents' love, he said. Dani Caravelli, writing in the newspaper Scotland on Sunday last Nov. 13, commented that parents are being stripped of the right to offer advice and support in the area of sexual activity. Parents can even be fined if their children skip school, but are kept in the dark if they seek an abortion, she noted. In fact, a keystone of the Blair government's campaign in the area of sexual health has been the theme of confidentiality. Yet, at the same time the government insists on keeping parents in the dark, and in spite of the millions spent on sexual health campaigns, teen-age pregnancies have risen. "Most tellingly, the increase was greatest in the parts of the country the government targeted most of its efforts," Caravelli observed. Parents aren't perfect, she admitted, but neither are health care workers, who don't know their patients and may be influenced by the government's enthusiasm for abortion as the solution for any "unplanned" pregnancy. Another defect is related to how courts consider teen-ager's capacities. In a commentary last March 13 in the Boston Globe, Christopher Shea noted that in the then recent case of Roper v. Simmons the Supreme Court ruled it was "cruel and unusual" to execute anyone under the age of 18. In arguments before the court, the American Psychological Association stated that "impulsiveness, susceptibility to peer pressure, and even physically underdeveloped brains made adolescents less culpable for their actions than legal adults," wrote Shea. Yet in a 1990 case, regarding parental consent for abortion, the same association defended the mental capacity of minors to decide for themselves the complex issues involved in procuring an abortion. Defending abortion, it seems, allows the normal standards of health and care for minors to be overridden.

Abortion's Maternal Victims - More Evidence Finds Negative Effects on Women 
https://www.catholic.org/featured/headline.php?ID=2996 

Christchurch, New Zealand, February 11, 2006 (Zenit.org)

New studies confirm that women suffer serious side effects after aborting. The first victim of abortion is the unborn child. And for years some women's groups and pro-life activists have drawn attention to the negative effects on the women involved. Recent research on the psychological impact of abortion shows that it raises the risk of mental health problems, the Sydney Morning Herald reported Jan. 3. A New Zealand study, carried out by David Fergusson of the Christchurch School of Medicine and Health Sciences, was described by the newspaper as "the most detailed long-term study to date into the divisive question." The findings were based on a study of 1,265 children, tracked since birth in the 1970s. Of these, 41% of the women become pregnant by age 25 and 14.6% had sought an abortion, for a total of 90 pregnancies that were terminated. The study was published in the Journal of Child Psychiatry and Psychology. 

By the age of 25, 42% of those who had aborted had also experienced major depression -- a full 35% higher than those who had chosen to continue a pregnancy. The risk of anxiety disorders rose by a similar degree. And women who had at least one abortion were twice as likely to drink alcohol at dangerous levels compared with those who had not terminated their pregnancies. Those who aborted were three times as likely to be dependent on illicit drugs. Fergusson said his research was motivated by a desire to improve the level of scientific knowledge in an area where there is little evidence. He described himself as "an atheist, a rationalist and pro-choice." The findings contradict the results of another study, published in the British Medical Journal last Oct. 28. In their paper entitled "Depression and Unwanted First Pregnancy: Longitudinal Cohort Study," Sarah Schmiege and Nancy Felipe Russo argued: "Terminating compared with delivering an unwanted first pregnancy was not directly related to risk of clinically significant depression." Schmiege and Russo, from the University of Colorado and Arizona State University, respectively, based their conclusions on a study of 1,247 women in the United States. 


Child abuse 

Their conclusions were challenged, however, by Julia Millington, political director of the United Kingdom organization ProLife Alliance. Millington noted that a number of other studies published in scientific journals had found evidence of problems stemming from abortion. She cited, for example, research carried out in Canada and published in 2003 in the Canadian Medical Association Journal. Just a few days after the British Medical Journal published the Schmiege and Russo study, the medical journal Acta Pediatrica published the results of research that showed women who have abortions are more likely to physically abuse their children than women who have not had abortions. Priscilla Coleman, a professor at Bowling Green State University, carried out the study on a group of 581 low-income Baltimore women, the Washington Times reported Nov. 3. Compared with mothers with no history of induced abortion, those who had aborted had a 144% greater risk of physically abusing their children. Coleman noted that "a good number of women who have abortions" experience problems of bereavement and guilt, feelings that can cause anger. She also observed that women who lost children due to natural causes may experience some of the same psychological effects as post-abortive mothers, but the effects usually are not so long-lasting. Then, on Dec. 12, the British newspaper Telegraph reported on a Norwegian study that also found mental distress and guilt among women who underwent abortions. A study carried out by the University of Oslo, and published in the journal BMC Medicine, looked at a group of 40 women who had suffered a miscarriage and 80 women who had an abortion. Researchers questioned the women 10 days, six months, two years and five years after the event. 
Women who had a miscarriage suffered more mental distress up to six months after losing their baby. But the women who had an abortion experienced more mental distress at the two- and five-year intervals. The negative effects of abortion are not limited to mental distress. A French study of 2,837 births found that women who previously had an abortion faced a higher risk of giving birth prematurely, the Telegraph newspaper reported May 15. Mothers who had previously had an abortion were 1.7 times more likely to give birth to a baby at less than 28 weeks' gestation. Many babies born this early die soon after birth, and a large number who survive suffer serious disability, the article noted. 


Little information 

Further data came from a report prepared by the South Dakota Task Force to Study Abortion, submitted to the state's governor and Legislature in December. Committees in both the House and Senate of the state heard testimony from a number of women who had undergone abortions. According to the report, they "testified how they became depressed and were haunted by suicidal ideation." Almost 2,000 women who have had abortions provided statements detailing their experiences. Many women reported that they were pressured into having an abortion, often by the father of their child, but by others as well. As well, many of them testified or reported to post-abortion counselors that if they had been given accurate information, they would not have submitted to the abortion. Evidence given also revealed deficiencies in the way abortions are carried out. Data provided by the South Dakota Department of Health revealed that in 2003, the latest statistics available, there were 819 abortions performed in the state. In 814 out of 819 procedures, the only information given to the pregnant mother about the unborn child was simply a gestational age. In 813 cases out of the 819, this was done by means of a recorded statement and the women had no way of asking the physician any questions. According to the procedures described by witnesses from a Planned Parenthood clinic, the abortion doctor sees the pregnant mother for the first time in the procedure room. And this is only after the consent form has been signed and the woman has made her commitment to undergo the abortion. 


Lack of support 

Another useful study on abortion, published last November, is "Women and Abortion: An Evidence Based Review," by Selena Ewing. The paper was published by the Women's Forum Australia. Ewing, a research officer at Southern Cross Bioethics Institute, Adelaide, reviewed and summarized a wide range of research on abortion. She found that many abortions occur due to a lack of support for pregnant women. Financial concerns are a major motivator for abortion, as many women believe that continuing with a pregnancy will jeopardize their plans for work and study. Women have concerns about becoming single mothers, suggesting, Ewing observes, a lack of support from men in many cases, and a lack of community support for single motherhood. The report also found that abortion is strongly associated with domestic violence and abuse of women. Given these factors, Ewing argues that talking about abortion being caused by "unintended" or "unwanted" pregnancies is the wrong way to approach matters. 
Studies have shown that pregnant women do not find these terms to be adequate in describing their situation, Ewing contends. Moreover, women's attitudes change over time during their pregnancy. The study also contains numerous references to published research on the physical and psychological effects of abortion. Regarding the latter, Ewing states that 10% to 20% of women suffer from severe negative psychological complications. Sobering evidence indeed.

UN Data Show Banning Abortion Doesn't Increase Maternal Mortality 

https://c-fam.org/friday_fax/un-data-show-banning-abortion-doesnt-increase-maternal-mortality/  

By Bradford Short, February 17, 2006
Nations with permissive abortion laws do not experience lower rates of maternal mortality compared to nations with restrictive abortion laws according to new data published by the United Nations Populations Division.  Pro-abortion radicals have long argued that the right to abortion should be guaranteed by international law because restricting abortion leads to high maternal mortality. But an examination and comparison of four countries of the developed world tells a far different story. The data are found in "The World Mortality Report: 2005" which was published by the UN Population Division at the start of this year. Completed over the course of 2005, it "is the first report of its kind produced by the" UN Population Division. It measures mortality, including maternal and infant mortality, for all the world's countries. 
According to the report, Russia, where abortion is legal, has a maternal mortality rate of 67 deaths for every 100,000 births. The United States, where there are almost no restrictions on abortion, has a rate of 17 deaths for every 100,000 births.   Both Ireland and Poland, favorite targets of the pro-abortion radicals for their strong restrictions on abortion, have better maternal mortality rates than Russia and the US. Ireland has the lowest rate of the four countries with only 5 deaths for every 100,000 births. In Poland, which like Russia was recently freed from communism, the maternal mortality rate is 13 deaths for every 100,000 births.  Liberal abortion laws do not seem to decrease infant mortality either even if one does not consider abortion to be an instance of infant mortality. Ireland also has the lowest rate in this category with 6 deaths for every 1,000 live births. Both Poland and the US have an infant mortality rate of 7 deaths for every 1,000 live babies born. Russia has a much higher infant mortality rate, of 12 deaths for every 1,000 live births.  Because the state of record keeping and the regularity of government censuses is not uniformly advanced throughout the world, the report warns that "it is important [for readers] to be cautious about the comparability of the mortality estimates presented [therein]… for different countries." All the above figures quoted from the report are from tabulations recorded from the beginning of 2000 to the end of 2004. In all cases, the report uses the most current data that the UN Population Division was able to obtain at the time.
Abortion and Depression - Interview with Theresa Burke of Rachel's Vineyard Ministries 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-and-depression-part-1--2 
King of Prussia, Pennsylvania, March 4, 2006 

A woman goes through psychological stages in her relation with her unborn child as a pregnancy progresses -- a factor often overlooked in the abortion debate. So says Theresa Burke, the founder of Rachel's Vineyard Ministries, a ministry of weekend retreats for healing after abortion. Burke discusses the relationship between a woman and her unborn child, and the link between abortion and depression. 
Q: What is the nature of the psychological relationship between a woman and the unborn child as it develops during the pregnancy? 
Burke: Pregnancy is not a disease or an illness. It is a natural event that has been going on for thousands of years, in every generation. Women's bodies are instinctually programmed to nurture and sustain life. The psychological relationship between the mother and her unborn child is triggered by physical and hormonal changes, but also by the woman's support system and culture. For most women the first trimester is a time of anticipation and excitement about the pregnancy, or anger and fear that an unplanned pregnancy has occurred. Ambivalent feelings are common: The mother marvels at the mysterious fact that her body is capable of producing life; yet she may also feel overwhelmed by the responsibilities of caring for another human being. As the pregnancy progresses, the mother may have both positive and negative feelings about the changes in the shape of her body. The third trimester may include anxiety about the birth; concerns about the health of her baby; worries about how her partner will adjust to the new member of the family as well as financial concerns. At the same time, the woman feels excitement and anticipation about the forthcoming birth of her baby and the beginning of a completely new phase in her life. By the moment of birth, when the child is placed in a mother's arms, the mystery, the wonder, the excitement all culminate in a powerful bonding process as the mother joyfully welcomes a precious new life into the world. We could say that women also require the full nine months of pregnancy to embark upon the emotional and psychological process that accompanies motherhood. Together, both mother and child are going through a dramatic and rapid developmental transformation. 
Q: What roles do other factors, particularly the pressures from family and boyfriends, plus economic problems, place on a woman's decision to abort? 
Burke: When we look behind the rhetoric of choice, we can more honestly ask, "Whose choice is it?" Recent research indicates that in 95% of all cases the male partner plays a central role in the abortion decision. Other studies, such as a July 2005 report in the Elliot Institute's Post Abortion Review, reveal that up to 80% of women would give birth if given support. 
A former abortion-clinic security guard testified in Massachusetts that women are routinely threatened or abused by the men who took them to clinics. Too often, abortion is the choice of someone else in her life and we hear most women say they had no choice but abortion. In fact, murder is the No. 1 cause of death among pregnant women. Men who have been convicted of the murder of their pregnant partners cite not wanting to pay child support as the primary motive. Such disturbing national statistics clearly indicate that there is a high level of coercion driving women into unwanted abortions. Without the consistent support of the baby's father or her own family, many mothers fear they will not have the resources to provide for the child. Given the poverty rates among single parents and the challenges they face, this is a real problem. In far too many cases, behind every woman having an abortion you will find a host of persons that are very much involved in her "choice" and often in manipulative in their persuasion. This can be a younger woman's parents who threaten her with a withdrawal of love or even eviction if she does not abort; the school/mental health or health care professional who use the power of their position to make abortion seem the rational, mature and only decision that makes sense given her circumstances. This is especially problematic when there is a hint of any health problems with the unborn child. In these cases the pressure is often quite strong to abort. For women who are faced with severe fetal deformities, 95% of women who are offered perinatal hospice will choose this form of support as the more humane and emotionally desirable event. This avoids the complicated grief brought on by late-term abortions, which is a horrific experience for both mother and baby. 
Q: What happens to the psychological relationship when a woman aborts? And is there a difference between the effects of a spontaneous miscarriage? 
Burke: When a mother is abruptly and violently disconnected from her child there is a natural trauma. She has undergone an unnatural death event. In many cases, she has violated her moral ethics and natural instincts. There has been a crushing blow to her image of "mother" who nurtures, protects and sustains life. I have counseled thousands of women whose lives have been shattered by the trauma of abortion, which they experience as a cruel and degrading procedure. There is grief, sadness, heartache, guilt, shame and anger. They have learned to numb themselves with alcohol and drugs, or master their trauma through repetitions of it. Some re-enact their abortion pain through promiscuity and repeat abortions, trapped in traumatic cycles of abandonment and rejection. Others stuff their feelings through eating disorders, panic attacks, mental depression, anxiety and thoughts of suicide. Some have suffered permanent physical and reproductive damage that rendered them unable to have children in the future. Abortion is a death experience. It is the demise of human potential, relationship, responsibility, maternal attachment, connectedness and innocence. Such a loss is rarely experienced without conflict and ambivalence. 
It would be simple-minded to think that getting over it could be free from complication. In my book "Forbidden Grief: The Unspoken Pain of Abortion," with David C. Reardon, we invite the reader into the intimate heart of human experiences, a place where the abortion debate infrequently penetrates. When the polemics, the marches, the politics of freedom and rights are over, there are emotional aspects of abortion which defy words. The psychological and spiritual agony of abortion is silenced by society, ignored by the media, rebuffed by mental health professionals, and scorned by the women's movement. Post-abortion trauma is a serious and devastating illness which has no celebrity spokeswoman, no made-for-television movie, and no platform for the talk show confessional. Abortion touches on three central issues of a woman's self-concept: her sexuality, morality and maternal identity. It also involves the loss of a child, or at least the loss of an opportunity to have a child. In either case, this loss must be confronted, processed and grieved. In a miscarriage, the mother has also suffered the loss of a child. The difference is in the level of guilt and shame that post-aborted women experience because of a deliberate and conscious decision to terminate life; versus a miscarriage, which occurs due to natural causes. With abortion, her loss is a secret. There is no social support or consolation from friends or family. It's important to note that there is also a high increase in miscarriages following abortion. When a woman loses a wanted child after an abortion experience, women frequently report complex grief and depression because they believe the miscarriage is "God's punishment." 
http://www.rachelsvineyard.org/PDF/Articles/Abortion%20and%20Depression%20II%20-%20Zenit.pdf 
Q: What are the risks of depression stemming from the guilt of an abortion? 
Burke: Because abortion is legal, it is presumed to be safe. Indeed, it is commonly identified as a woman's "right." 
This right, or privilege, is supposed to liberate women from the burden of unwanted pregnancies. It is supposed to provide them with relief -- not grief and depression. One of the big problems is that when women are assaulted by their own natural reactions to their loss, they don't understand what is wrong with them. Many women go into treatment for depression, anxiety, or addictions, but simply don't understand the roots of their illness. In many cases they are drugged and diagnosed but never led on a path to healing and recovery. Unresolved memories and feelings about the abortion become sources of pressure that may erupt years later in unexpected ways. Unresolved emotions will demand one's attention sooner or later, often through the development of subsequent emotional or behavioral disturbances. Professor David Fergusson, a researcher at Christchurch School of Medicine in New Zealand, wanted to prove that abortion doesn't have any psychological consequences. He was surprised to find that women who have had abortions were one-and-a-half times more likely to suffer mental illness, and two to three times more likely to abuse alcohol and/or drugs. Fergusson followed 500 women from birth to age 25. "Those having an abortion had elevated rates of subsequent mental health problems, including depression (46% increase), anxiety, suicidal behaviors and substance use disorders," reads the research published in the Journal of Child Psychiatry and Psychology. 
Abortion is in fact responsible for a profound array of problems: 
-- a 160% increase in rates of suicide in the U.S., according to the Archives of Women's Mental Health, in 2001; 

-- a 225% increase in rates of suicide in Britain, according to the British Medical Journal, in 1997; 
-- a 546% increase in rates of suicide in Finland, according to the Acta Obstetrica et Gynecologica Scandinavica, in 1997. 
In total, the average boosted suicide risk of these three studies is 310%! 
This high suicide rate following abortion clearly disproves the myth that termination of a pregnancy is safer than childbirth. 
The best record-based study linking psychiatric admission rates following abortion reveals that in the four years following pregnancy outcome, women who abort are two to four times more likely to be admitted for psychiatric hospitalization than women who carry to term. Another record-based study reveals that even four years after abortion the psychiatric admission rate remained 67% higher than for those women who did not have abortions. Aborting women were more likely to be diagnosed with adjustment reactions, depressive psychosis and neurotic and bipolar disorders, according to the Archives of Women's Mental Health, in 2001. The risk for postpartum depression and psychosis during later wanted births is also linked to previous abortion. An average of eight years after their abortions, married women were 138% more likely to be at high risk of clinical depression compared to similar women who carried their unintended first pregnancies to term. This is according to the British Medical Journal of January 19, 2002. In the category of drug and alcohol abuse, we see many women trying to cope with their inner conflict and grief through a 4.5 times higher risk of substance abuse following abortion. And this is only based on those who are reporting substance abuse. Think of all those who think that drinking eight glasses of wine each night is simply a way to "unwind." This aspect was reported in the American Journal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse, in 2000. The results of the first international long-term, follow-up study led by Dr. Vincent Rue reveals overwhelming evidence of post-traumatic stress disorder. 
Statistics collected in America reveal the following: 
-- 55% of those who had abortions report nightmares and preoccupation with abortion; 
-- 73% describe flashbacks; 
-- 58% of women report suicidal thoughts which they relate directly to their abortions; 
-- 68% reveal that they feel badly about themselves; 
-- 79% report guilt, with an inability to forgive themselves; 
-- 63% have fears regarding future pregnancies and parenting; 
-- 49% have problems being near babies; 
-- 67% describe themselves as "emotionally numb." 
An exhaustive review of many other studies and certainly clinical experience indicates that for many women, the onset of sexual dysfunctions and eating disorders, increased smoking, panic and anxiety disorders, and an addiction to abusive relationships became the souvenir coping styles which followed their experience with abortion. 
Q: Is there a scientific or political reason for not wanting to study a possible link abortion with depression, which has kept the research from taking place? 
Burke: As a society, we know how to debate about abortion as a political issue but we don't know how to talk about it on an intimate and personal level. There is no social norm for dealing with an abortion. Instead, we all try to ignore it. 
One of the reasons we don't want to talk about the grief of women and men who have had abortions is that we, as a society, are deeply troubled by the abortion issue. While the vast majority believes that abortion should be legally available in some circumstances, most are also morally troubled by it. According to one major poll, 77% of the public believes abortion is the taking of a human life, with 49% equating it with murder. Only 16% claimed to believe that abortion is only "a surgical procedure for removing human tissue." Even one-third of those who describe themselves as most strongly pro-choice will still admit to believing that abortion is the taking of a human life. This is reported by James Davison Hunter in his 1994 book "Before the Shooting Begins: Searching for Democracy in America's Cultural War." These findings suggest that most Americans put their own moral beliefs about abortion "on hold" for the sake of respecting a "woman's right to choose." As a society we have chosen to tolerate the deaths of unborn children for the purpose of improving the lives of women. This moral compromise, however, is disturbed when women complain about their broken hearts after an abortion. They make their listeners uncomfortable and confused. Depression over a past abortion forces us to look not only at the pain of an individual, but the angst of our society. It is a deeply complex and troubling issue. Most of us don't want to look too deeply. Pro-choice advocates are often hesitant to recognize the reality of post-abortion grief because they fear this may somehow undermine the political argument for legal abortion. Ignoring all evidence to the contrary, most abortion counselors will tell women that psychological reactions to abortion are rare or even nonexistent. Anything that might arouse discomfort or uneasiness is avoided. Such facts, they fear, might "persuade her to withhold her consent to the abortion." In essence, the choice is made for her as they protect her from any information that might dissuade her opinion. The collusion of ignorance and denial perpetrates abuse and negligence against women, facilitating the potential for deep and scarring trauma. 
Q: Do you think this will be a deterrent for women considering abortion to know the possibility of depression lies beyond the abortion? 
Burke: I hope so. Women have a right to know the risks they face when making an elective decision for abortion. 
Any drug or medical procedure we "choose" to take is required by law to have informed consent. This means that we know what is involved, what the procedure is, and what the short- and long-term risks are. This is critical information. 
In light of the disturbing statistics regarding mental health risks, the increased risk in breast cancer, etc., it is obvious that restraints and regulations are necessary for the protection of women's reproductive and psychological health. More importantly, I believe that women and men who have suffered the loss of a child through abortion need to know that there is hope and healing. 
They need to know that they are not alone. In 1989, a panel of experts assembled by the American Psychological Association concluded unanimously that legal abortion "does not create psychological hazards for most women undergoing the procedure." The panel noted that if severe emotional reactions were common there would be an epidemic of women seeking psychological treatment. The panel stated that there is no evidence of such an epidemic. Since 1989, there has been no significant change in this point of view. It seems obvious they have not been following the growth of Rachel's Vineyard Ministries! In 2006 our organization will provide 450 weekend retreats for healing after abortion. Each retreat will have between 12 and 25 participants. That means that between 5,400 and 11,250 people will be coming forward for treatment in the upcoming year. Our ministry is growing at a 40% rate each year. In just the past seven years, thousands of men and women have come for help as Rachel's Vineyard has spread to Africa, Taiwan, Russia, England, Ireland, Scotland, Spain, Portugal, South America, Canada and throughout the United States. There are hundreds of other post-abortion ministries popping up everywhere. So regardless of what the APA thinks, those of us who are in ministry know the truth. There is an epidemic that has gone disgracefully ignored, misdiagnosed and untreated.

Abortion and African-Americans - Interview With Alveda King, of Priests for Life 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-and-african-americans 
New York, March 3, 2006

Every aborted baby is like a slave in the womb, in that the mother decides the little one's fate, says the director of African-American outreach for Priests for Life. Alveda King, niece of slain civil-rights leader Martin Luther King Jr., advocates righteous living as the only way to solve the problem of abortion. 
ZENIT interviewed Alveda King about the effects of abortion particularly on the black population in the United States. 
Q: Statistics seem to show that abortion is aimed at specific groups such as African-Americans, immigrants and the poor. How do you see the situation? 
King: Abortion is a deadly genocide for all populations. Yet, evidence shows that groups such as Planned Parenthood have targeted African-American communities with a campaign to encourage young black parents to abort babies. 
Q: What is the stance of groups such as Planned Parenthood toward minorities? Do these groups do anything besides providing abortion? 
King: In the African-American communities, abortion is the primary agenda. They also offer birth control and some health services, but the emphasis is on abortion for black parents. 
Q: There is a high abortion rate among African-Americans and it reflects a problem with unwed mothers that needs to be solved. Abortion seems to deal with the "symptom" of children as if this were the solution. What is the proper solution? 
King: The proper solution is righteousness and holy living, including abstinence and marriage. This is the case for all people, regardless of nationality and socioeconomic status. 
Q: How has abortion affected the African-American family in the United States since 1973, the year abortion was legalized across the board? 
King: Of the estimated 45 million abortions performed in the U.S. since 1973, approximately 15 million are reported to have been in African-American families. 
Q: You said recently, "How can the dream survive if we murder the children?" Could you elaborate? 
King: In the ongoing travesty of the debate over whether abortion and infanticide should be condoned, a voice in the wilderness continues to cry out, "What about the children?" 
We have been fueled by the fire of "women's rights" [for] so long that we have become deaf to the outcry of the real victims whose rights are being trampled upon: the babies and the mothers. Of course a woman has a legal right to decide what to do with her own body. Yet, she also has a right to know the serious consequences and repercussions of making a decision to abort her child. Then too, what about the rights of each baby who is artificially breached before coming to term in his or her mother's womb, only to have her skull punctured, and feel -- yes, agonizingly feel -- the life run out of her before she takes her first breath of freedom. What about of the rights of these women who have been called to pioneer the new frontiers of the new millennium only to have their lives snuffed out before the calendar even turns? What terribly mixed signals we are sending to our society today? We allow and even encourage them to engage in promiscuous sex. Then when their sin conceives, we pretty much tell them, "Don't kill your babies, let our abortion facilities do it for you." My grandfather, Dr. Martin Luther King Sr., once said, "No one is going to kill a child of mine." Tragically, two of his grandchildren had already been aborted, when he saved the life of his next great-grandson with this statement. How can the "dream" survive if we murder the children? Every aborted baby is like a slave in the womb of his or her mother. The mother decides his or her fate. 
Q: What did you learn in your family about the dignity of human life? 
King: My uncle, Dr. King, said, "The Negro cannot win if he is willing to sacrifice the lives of his family for personal comfort and safety." My parents raised me as a Christian, and I believe the Bible. My grandfather, Daddy King, was very firm about the life of the unborn, and rejected the idea of abortion.

Why Abortion Bans May Not Be the Answer Now - Clarke Forsythe on Judicial Strategies 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/why-abortion-bans-may-not-be-the-answer-now 
Chicago, March 14, 2006
A pro-life legal expert who has long battled abortion is warning against sweeping bans prematurely. In fact, Clarke Forsythe believes such bans even might be counterproductive in prudently pursuing the pro-life agenda. Forsythe is an attorney, director of the Project in Law & Bioethics at Americans United for Life and co-author of "The Tragic Failure of Roe v. Wade: Why Abortion Should be Returned to the States," in the fall 2005 issue of Texas Review of Law & Politics. The evangelical Christian shared with ZENIT how he thinks a step-by-step strategy and incremental legislation will save the most unborn children now- and pave the way for an eventual overturning of Roe v. Wade. 
Q: Should pro-life political efforts focus on piecemeal legislation or sweeping bans such as the one in South Dakota? What sorts of laws can withstand constitutional scrutiny in the current landscape? 
Forsythe: Over the past 33 years, an incremental, step-by-step strategy has proven to be the most effective. Despite repeated attempts, sweeping bans haven't worked and can be counterproductive. Given the pro-abortion majority on the Supreme Court, abortion prohibitions before 2009 are premature. An incremental strategy has been most effective because it simply recognizes that that's how the American Framers made the legal and political system. The constitutional structure of federalism, separation of powers, and checks and balances means that change only comes incrementally. The Supreme Court is still dominated by a majority of at least five pro-Roe justices: Kennedy, Breyer, Ginsburg, Stevens and Souter. We know that only two -- Scalia and Thomas -- have publicly stated that Roe should be overturned, though even Scalia and Thomas are of the view that the abortion issue is a state matter because the Constitution is silent on the issue. We don't know about Roberts or Alito. And we don't know if President Bush will have another nomination before the 2008 elections. Given those obstacles and uncertainties, pro-life legislative efforts should focus on legislation that can put fences around Roe, reduce abortions, protect unborn children, protect women from the risks of abortion, encourage alternatives, and educate the public. Essentially, legislative strategy should ask three questions: What will effectively limit the number of abortions? What will raise public consciousness? What will help reverse Roe? Given current obstacles, state or federal abortion prohibitions at any point before the 2008 elections will be premature. A prohibition in the near future -- given the current composition of the court -- will have a virtually certain outcome: It will never go into effect, it will be struck down by the lower federal district courts, which will be affirmed on appeal, the Supreme Court will deny review, and the state will have to pay tens or hundreds of thousands of dollars in attorney fees to the abortion clinics' attorneys. There are several types of laws that can be enforced and make a positive difference now -- such as parental notice, informed consent and clinic regulations -- and states should focus on those types of laws, until the legal and political obstacles change. In addition, fetal homicide, or unborn-victims-of-violence, laws, like the Lacey Peterson law in California, can protect the unborn child from (the moment of )conception; they are enforced in 33 states today, and many of those protect the child from the time of conception. 
Q: Shouldn't anti-abortion statutes be repeatedly pursued and defended in the courts to keep the pressure on judges and win the public relations battle by demonstrating the radical nature of current abortion jurisprudence? 
Forsythe: The right kind of abortion legislation should be pursued -- legislation that seeks to achieve one of the goals outlined above and can actually be enforced and make a positive impact. Unless there is some compelling reason related to the three questions outlined above, legislation that has no chance of being upheld and no chance of going into effect should be discouraged at this time. The simple fact is that time and resources are limited. The notion that the court can be "forced" to re-examine Roe in a particular case is a myth. It is also a persistent myth that the justices simply haven't been "shown the right facts" and that "if they only saw the facts of fetal development, they'd see the light." In the 2000 Stenberg v. Carhart case, the justices were presented with graphic testimony about fetal development and about the impact of partial birth abortion on the unborn child, and the majority proceeded to strike down the partial-birth abortion laws of 30 states. To put it another way, the problem with the pro-abortion justices is not a defect in the intellect but a defect in the will. As for the "demonstrating the radical nature of current abortion jurisprudence," nothing has done that more clearly than the Nebraska partial-birth abortion case in 2000; and hopefully the new case that the court agreed to hear on Feb. 21, Gonzales v. Carhart, involving the federal partial-birth abortion law, will amplify that public education. 
Q: Has pro-life legislation actually saved lives -- or are the various, limited laws that have been passed by Congress and the states more symbolic? 
Forsythe: Incremental, prudential legislation definitely saves lives. Michael New's studies, published by the Heritage Foundation, provide specific evidence that the drop of 17% to 19% in abortions during the 1990s was largely attributable to state legislation establishing fences around the abortion license. As restricted as it has been by judicial obstacles, pro-life legislation has achieved both those goals and more. Within the very real and harsh and unconstitutional constraints imposed by the Supreme Court, pro-life laws have protected important principles to the extent possible, reduced abortions, kept the issue alive in the states, kept pro-life Americans energized and mobilized in the political and legislative arenas, recorded real votes of legislators on real bills, and demonstrated that the Court has made a mess of the issue, to say the least. We have seen significant reductions in the number of abortions since the high point of 1.6 million in the early 1990s. 
Q: Do you think that the presence of five Catholics on the Supreme Court will change the landscape of the abortion battle? 
Forsythe: Maybe, but Justice Brennan was a Catholic and he gave us both a constitutional right to contraception by minors and a constitutional right to abortion. Obviously, being Catholic doesn't guarantee that a justice will be competent or prudent in expounding the principles of the American constitution. Whether we're looking for a brain surgeon, a dentist or a judge, the first question we should ask is whether they are competent, not whether they have a certain religious label. 
As jurists expounding American constitutional principles, Catholic justices will base their legal judgments on principles based in the text and history of the U.S. Constitution, because that's what the American people ratified and preserved. 
As Princeton professor Robert George has said, "The questions of whether to vest courts with the power of constitutional review at all, and, if so, what the scope of that power should be, are in important ways underdetermined by reason. As such, [they] are matters to be resolved prudently by the type of authoritative choice among morally acceptable options -- what Aquinas called 'determinatio' and distinguished from matters that can be resolved 'by a process akin to deduction; from the natural law itself.'" 
Q: Given the current state of the Supreme Court on the question of abortion, would it be more prudent to shift pro-life resources into life-care centers and other such initiatives that directly aid women in crisis pregnancies and help foster a "culture of life"? 
Forsythe: No. It's not either/or. Crisis pregnancy centers save lives -- but so does policy. We must have both. For example, New York Attorney General Eliot Spitzer has tried to use law to shut down CPCs. We must have the legal and policy work to protect CPCs and build fences around the abortion license. Public policy and direct services to women considering abortion are crucial elements in a comprehensive cultural, educational, political and legal strategy. All those aspects contribute to the abortion problem, and all have to be addressed with creative solutions. 
Q: What sorts of changes are needed before federal courts will be more hospitable to abortion regulations and restrictions? 
Forsythe: We need to stop judicial activism. We need judges who will faithfully interpret the law instead of devising their own social policy. It's a legal, political and cultural problem within a mass democracy where political power is widely diffused by virtue of our constitutional system, our federal system, and the separation of powers. Since Roe, and perhaps before, the judicial class -- and the legal academy, which produces judges -- have been among the elements of American society most hostile to the humanity of the unborn child. Most legal progress over the past 30 years has come through legislatures, not the judiciary. State and federal judges have to be changed. More pro-life public officials -- who appoint judges -- need to be elected to office. Public opinion needs to be strengthened in respecting fetal life and realizing the negative impact of abortion on women. Again, it's not either/or. Every effort has to be done to move the entire democratic society.
Pro-Abortion Groups Seek to Create New U.N. Women’s Agency 

http://www.orthodoxytoday.org/blog/2006/04/pro-abortion-groups-seek-to-create-new-un-women%E2%80%99s-agency/ 

By Samantha Singson, April 14, 2006
Last week, a coalition of U.S.-based women’s groups sent a letter to the United Nations to demand that the world body "more powerfully represent women’s empowerment and gender issues" and specifically to ask for a new UN agency dedicated to feminist issues. 
In an open letter to Secretary-General Kofi Annan on International Women’s Day last month, the coalition of international women’s groups wrote, “We are disappointed and frankly outraged that gender equality and strengthening the women’s machineries within the U.N. system are barely noted, and are not addressed as a central part of the U.N. reform agenda.” There are already several U.N. bodies which focus on issues affecting women, including the U.N. Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM), the U.N. Population Fund (UNFPA), Division for the Advancement of Women (DAW), Office of the Special Adviser on Gender Issues (OSAGI) and the International Research and Training Institute for the Advancement of Women (INSTRAW). The women’s groups complain that none of them, with the exception of UNFPA, is a principal agency that could equate to the fully-resourced agencies such as UNICEF, the U.N. Development Program or the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees. Stephen Lewis, U.N. special envoy for HIV/AIDS in Africa and a former top official of UNICEF, has vociferously called for the creation of a new agency for women. Last month Lewis stressed that an international women’s agency, within the United Nations, was needed to advocate for women the way UNICEF does for children. Many may recall that it was during Mr. Lewis’ stint UNICEF that the Vatican decided to withdraw its annual symbolic donation because of mounting evidence that the agency was promoting abortion. In a March press release, Mr. Lewis stated, “What we now have in place – whether it’s UNFPA or UNIFEM or the Division for the Advancement of Women – cannot do the job that needs to be done. This is not to disparage their good work; this is only to say that it has to be combined and then enhanced a hundred-fold.”  Not all women's groups are supportive of the new initiative. 

Wendy Wright, president of Concerned Women for America, which is the largest women's public policy group in the United States said, “A UN women’s agency – particularly one created in response to radical feminists – would not advocate for women but for certain ideologies espoused by those in charge. They will claim to represent ‘all women of the world’ as they work for the abolishment of respect for motherhood, the killing of unborn babies, prostitution as a women’s right to economic empowerment, and sex-based quotas that disadvantage women who rely on their husband’s income.” We report today on the efforts of pro-abortion groups to set up a new UN agency dedicated to promoting radical feminist rights. Since most the UN has been taken over by this ideology, this new agency would be redundant many times over. 

Amnesty International Considering Promoting Abortion 'Rights' 

https://c-fam.org/friday_fax/amnesty-international-considering-promoting-abortion-rights/ 

By Samantha Singson, April 28, 2006
Amnesty International is considering changing its neutral policy on abortion to one that would declare legal abortion to be an international human right. 
The organization is currently asking members to submit commentary on proposed changes to their Sexual and Reproductive Rights Policy. Amnesty International hopes to decide by the end of 2006 whether to adopt a new position that would favor the "decriminalization of abortion," "access to quality services for the management of complications arising from abortion" and "legal, safe and accessible abortion in cases of rape, sexual assault, incest, and risk to a woman's life." Amnesty International's current policy on abortion states, "Amnesty International takes no position on whether or not women have a right to choose to terminate unwanted pregnancies; there is no generally accepted right to abortion in international human rights law." In 2005, Amnesty International began a world-wide consultative process to poll its members on the organization's current position on abortion.
According to a report by the UK-based Society for the Protection of Unborn Children (SPUC) consultations to date have been highly one-sided. In spite of asking "that all attendees come along with an open mind and a willingness to hear other people's views," the organizers of the seminar held by Amnesty International (UK) in July made no attempt at providing a balanced discussion. The speakers were exclusively pro-abortion and included a former Chair of International Planned Parenthood Federation and a representative from Marie Stopes International.
In its Sexual and Reproductive Rights Consultation Kit, Amnesty International includes a "Draft Policy statement on Sexual and Reproductive Rights." The policy includes the demand that "Governments must refrain from denying or limiting equal access to sexual and reproductive health services." It adds, "[Governments] must act with due diligence to punish abuses of sexual and reproductive rights by private persons, organizations and other non-state actors."
SPUC's report states that Amnesty International's neutral policy on abortion has not precluded the organization from supporting "sexual and reproductive rights." Examples of this include criticism of the US government's refusal to fund organizations which promote abortion overseas and criticism of the US delegation at the United Nations at a meeting in March, 2005 for attempting to clarify that there is no "right to abortion."
The SPUC report concluded with the following, "By adopting a pro-abortion policy, Amnesty would be turning its back on human rights, the very thing it has campaigned to protect for over forty years."

New Report from Guttmacher Adds Little to Abortion Debate 

http://www.cultureoflife.org/2006/05/03/new-report-from-guttmacher-adds-little-to-abortion-debate/
By Mark Adams, May 3, 2006
Officials from the Guttmacher Institute are claiming their new report on abortion uses the latest data to show how "three decades of legal abortion have brought broad benefits to women" but pro-life advocates who have reviewed the report say it is full of rehashed statistics and recycled arguments. According to Rebecca Wind, a spokesperson for the Guttmacher Institute, the report also "debunks false claims about the harmful effects of abortion on physical and psychological health." Yet the report contains no systematic debunking of any research and ignores notable studies.
The Guttmacher Institute is the research arm of Planned Parenthood, the nation's largest abortion provider. Cathy Cleaver Ruse, Senior Fellow for Legal Studies at the Family Research Council, says that the report contains the same claims that have been made by the pro-abortion side for years. The report, she said, is largely based on the same data and the same research they have long referenced. "The pro-life movement must be experiencing significant success for the Guttmacher Institute to create an entirely new document to spin its own old data," she said. "Clearly the voices of post-abortive women and campaigns like Women Deserve Better are having an effect on the debate." In its section on the long-term safety of abortion, the report aims to debunk all scientific claims that abortion harms the health of women. It cites studies that back up its claims that abortion does not impair infertility, cause breast cancer, or cause depression and other mental illnesses. Other studies that contradict those findings are all summarily dismissed in the report as methodologically flawed. 
In addressing whether or not a link between abortion and breast cancer exists the report asserts, "Abortion opponents seized upon a 1996 analysis, which combined the results of multiple studies and reported that women who had had an abortion had a significantly elevated risk of breast cancer. Other researchers and medical groups, however, found this study to be flawed, largely because the data were collected only after breast cancer had been diagnosed." But Dr. Joel Brind, the author of the 1996 study, told Culture & Cosmos that Guttmacher has it wrong. "In fact, the Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists in the UK, said, in their clinical guideline for abortion practitioners: 'The Brind paper had no major methodological shortcomings and could not be disregarded,'" Brind said.
The report also asserts, "Each time the question of the psychological impact of abortion has been extensively examined . . . leading experts have concluded that there is no evidence to support a connection" between abortion and mental illness. It further asserts that, "Well-designed studies . . . continue to find no causal relationship between abortion and mental health problems." But the report makes absolutely no mention of a recent study out of New Zealand that examined a group of 500 girls from birth to age 25. The study, authored by a pro-choice atheist, found a definitive link between abortion and depression even after accounting for previous mental illnesses and other environmental factors.

Medical Profession No Longer Dedicated To Protecting Life, Laments Bangalore Archbishop
Bangalore, India, June 3, 2006 (SAR NEWS) Courtesy: CBCI web site 
"There are new threats to human life today. Crimes like abortion and euthanasia are now protected by law and defended as new rights," lamented Archbishop Bernard Moras. 
The medical profession is no longer dedicated to protecting life and fostering health and the culture of death believes that killing humans is an acceptable solution to human problems, the archbishop said, delivering the inaugural address at a six-day national training workshop for pro-life resource persons organised in the City by Respect for Life India Movement (RFLI) May 30. Archbishop Moras, chairman of the CBCI Commission for Health, further stressed that "the sacredness of life gives rise to its inviolability, the Fifth Commandment 'You shall not kill' prohibits murder and all personal injury inflicted on one another. Only God is the Master of life".  He said the Church's tradition had consistently taught the absolute and unchanging value of this Commandment, much through education, especially the formation of conscience. "It is necessary to re-establish the connection between life and freedom, freedom and the truth," the prelate said. 
Pope John Paul II's encyclical letter Evangelium Vitae is the Magna Carta of the pro-life movement, he said. It contains all the major themes of the life issues endorsed by the Catholic Church. 
RFLI secretary Sister Annunciata told SAR News, "The greatest gift of God is the gift of Life; the greatest sin of human beings is to return that gift ungratefully and unopened." 
RFLI aims to promote, protect and foster human life at all stages and act against all that would lessen human dignity, the Catholic nun assured the 60 participants from all over India attending the 20th National Seminar that will conclude June 4. 
RFLI president Redemptorist Father Anthony P. Rajan said the national workshop had three modules dealing with 'Training and Advocacy', 'Peer-to-Peer Encounter', Stresses in the Family & Workplace and the ways to cope with it'. 
The training programme in conducted in association with Human Life International-Asia. Marlon Castillo Ramirez and Dr. Orestes Monzon, both from the Philippines, are the resource persons. 
Bernardine, a teacher from Mumbai, told SAR News, "Today's life poses lots of challenges. In a very young age, students develop attraction towards the opposite sex. I hope this seminar will help equip myself with facts and figures in order to provide proper guidelines," she said. 

Myths and Realities of the Abortion Pill - Neither Safe nor Sure, Argues a New Book 
https://www.catholic.org/featured/headline.php?ID=3391
Rome, June 10, 2006 (Zenit.org)
One of the first acts of Italy's new government was to announce the go-ahead for trials using abortion pills. The pills go under a variety of names, including mifespristone, Mifeprex and RU-486. Health Minister Livia Turco announced that a number of hospitals would be able to import the pills for experimentation, reported the daily Corriere della Sera on May 23. The decision reverses the previous government's prohibition of the trials, following a debate over the issue last year. The announcement drew immediate protests. Francesco D'Agostino, president of the National Bioethics Committee, while not going so far as to completely condemn the use of the abortion pill, noted that contrary to first appearances the pill is not all that safe for women and that its use involves objective risks.
A May 24 editorial in the Vatican's semiofficial newspaper, L'Osservatore Romano, declared that the decision adds another weapon to the anti-life arsenal. It also criticized the haste with which the decision was taken, and the lack of any effort to listen to contrasting opinions on such a contentious issue. Italy's decision comes as concerns over RU-486 are growing in the United States. The pill has been linked to four deaths in California and one in Canada. The deaths were the result of bacterial infections, facilitated, according to a number of experts, by the use of the pill.
On May 11 scientists gathered to discuss what role the abortion pill might have played in the deaths, reported the Associated Press that day. Opinions were divided, according to the report, with some holding that the use of RU-486 enabled the spread of the bacteria, and others calling for more research before being able to make a decision.

Higher risk of death 
James McGregor, an obstetrics professor at the University of Colorado Health Sciences Center, said the risk of death from medical abortions such as those caused by the pill is 1 in 80,000. This is significantly higher than the 1 in 1 million risk from surgical abortions. "I recommend we reduce or eliminate mifespristone, or at least consider that," McGregor was quoted as saying by the AP. In Congress, the House subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources also heard evidence regarding the dangers involved with the pill, the Washington Post reported May 17.
"Considering the evidence we have of deaths and serious side effects, the maker of this drug should have taken it off the market long ago," said Michelle Gress, counsel to the subcommittee and spokeswoman for its chairman, Mark Souder.
Souder is one of 83 co-sponsors of a bill that would force the drug off the market. The bill goes under the name of "Holly's Law," after Holly Patterson, an 18-year-old Californian who died of an infection after using the pill.
According to a briefing paper prepared by the House subcommittee's staff, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) "has acknowledged the deaths of eight women associated with the drug, nine life-threatening incidents, 232 hospitalizations, 116 blood transfusions, and 88 cases of infection." The briefing paper noted that these and other cases add up to a total of 950 adverse event reports as of March 31.
Concern over RU-486 even came from an unlikely source: a New York Times editorial. The reports of women's deaths, the April 10 editorial commented, "are making the regimen based on RU-486 look a lot less attractive than once thought."

Australia and UK approval 
In spite of mounting evidence of the pill's dangerous side effects, plans are under way for the importation of RU-486 into Australia. Earlier this year the federal Parliament took away the health minister's power to block imports of the pill, handing it over to the Therapeutic Goods Administration, the Australian equivalent of the FDA.

According to a report in Tuesday's Courier Mail, a newspaper in the state of Queensland, local women will be the first in the country to have access to RU-486. Caroline de Costa, an obstetrician based in the town of Cairns, declared she has received approval to make the pill available from next month. De Costa plans to import supplies of RU-486 from New Zealand.
Meanwhile, in Britain, figures revealed that the pills accounted for 10,000 abortions in 2005. The data came from BPAS (formerly the British Pregnancy Advisory Service), the country's largest abortion provider, the Times newspaper reported May 29. The pills accounted for nearly a third of the 32,000 abortions BPAS provided last year to women in the first nine weeks of pregnancy. BPAS Chief Executive Ann Furedi replied to criticisms over the widespread use of the abortion pill. Quoted in an article published Monday on the Web site "Spiked," Furedi declared the drug to be a "safe, reliable, effective method of medical abortion."

Fables 
Not so, says a book published this week in Italy: "La favola dell'aborto facile: Miti e realtà della pillola RU486" (The Fable of Easy Abortion: Myths and Realities of the RU-486 Pill). The well-documented book highlights an interesting phenomenon in Italy: a growing alliance between feminists and pro-lifers. Co-author Eugenia Roccella comes from a strongly left-wing, non-religious background. She was also a key figure in the women's liberation movement in Italy in the 1970s. The other co-author, Assuntina Morresi, is a pro-life Catholic. The two united forces to publish the book, which brings together the latest information on the dangers posed by use of the abortion pill, both physical and psychological. A key objective of the book is to dispel the notion that using the abortion pill is some sort of easy solution. Some pro-lifers fear that the pill makes abortion too convenient. And those in favor of abortion defend it as an easier alternative to a surgical procedure.
In fact, Roccella and Morresi explain, abortions procured by chemical means are more drawn out, difficult and uncertain than the surgical alternative. Using the abortion pill requires repeated visits to a clinic. And only in 3% of cases does the abortion take place within 48 hours of taking the first pill, according to FDA data.
The pill also normally causes symptoms such as abdominal pains and cramps, nausea, hemorrhages, headaches and vomiting. The most painful part of the process, when the fetus is finally expelled from the mother's body, can last for hours.
According to the authors, a conservative estimate of the number of deaths worldwide due to chemical abortions reached 13 (as of late March). The real number could be higher, the book notes, since in general the media have preferred to turn a blind eye to reporting the deaths and other problems due to the pill. The side effects of the pill are more than physical. Many women, 56% according to a study cited in the book, actually see the corpse of the aborted fetus. This traumatic experience can trigger nightmares and flashbacks in women. If the pill doesn't prove fatal first.

Reaping the Whirlwind of Abortion 

http://home.newadvent.org/2006/08/the_seven_sacra.html
By Bishop Thomas Doran, Diocese of Rockford, August 2006

I want to touch on this matter before we get too close to the November madness. As human beings, as citizens of a "first world country," as Americans, and as Catholics, most importantly, we have to take count of the circumstances in which we live. We know that the only creatures of God that outlast time are those created having intellect and will. All other things, with the passage of time, break up or break down. Many of the issues that confront us are serious, and we know by now that the political parties in our country are at loggerheads as to how to solve them. We know, for instance, that adherents of one political party would place us squarely on the road to suicide as a people.
The seven "sacraments" of their secular culture are abortion, buggery, contraception, divorce, euthanasia, feminism of the radical type, and genetic experimentation and mutilation. These things they unabashedly espouse, profess and promote. Their continuance in public office is a clear and present danger to our survival as a nation.  
Since the mid-1940s we have been accustomed to look askance at Germans. They were protagonists of the Second World War and so responsible for fifty million deaths. We say, "How awful," and yet in our country we have, for the most part, allowed the party of death and the court system it has produced to eliminate, since 1973, upwards of forty million of our fellow citizens without allowing them to see the light of day. They have done their best to make ours a true culture of death. No doubt, we shall soon outstrip the Nazis in doing human beings to death.  
I do not think that we should spend a great deal of time in lamentation over the children whose lives have been snuffed out by the barbaric practice of therapeutic abortion. They passed from their lives quickly in this world and have gone into the hands of the Lord of Life and Mercy for all eternity. We must make it clear too, that many who have sought to have practiced on themselves therapeutic abortion are in many instances driven to it by persons heedless of their welfare, or by well-meaning but inept parents or guardians who regard abortion as a solution and not as what it is - an immense problem. There are some, I think few, largely given over to immoral lives who regard abortion as a good, but their number is not great.  
What we have to remember is that violence breeds violence. When we tolerate unjust attacks upon the tiniest innocents among us, we habituate ourselves to violence. And so we have allowed these barbaric practices to corrupt our laws, our medical practice, and even our ordinary lives. How accustomed we have become to the immense loss of life in our wars throughout the world! Those who have killed millions under their mother's hearts cannot be expected to balk at a mere few thousand killed in Afghanistan, in Iraq, in Somalia, in Darfur, in Bosnia, in Madrid, in London, in Baghdad, in Beirut, in Washington, in New York. The violence of abortion coarsens the lives of all of us.  

Once it was said, "... for all who take the sword will perish by the sword." (Matthew 26:52) So we see the rise in the number of predations among youth, even among the youngest, the rise of domestic violence. 
We speak of road rage as a common thing. It is true what the theologians have said, that sin darkens the intellect, and weakens the will.
Having sown the wind of abortion we now reap the whirlwind. This appears in every quarter of our culture and on every day. And that just from the first of the "sacraments of death" of our secular human culture. 
The toleration of sexual perversions among inverts, widespread contraception, easy access to "no fault" divorce, the killing of the elderly, radical feminism, embryonic stem cell research - all of these things defile and debase our human nature and our human destiny. Should we cry out with the prophet "To the mountains, 'Cover us,' and to the hills, 'Fall on us'" (Hosea: 10:8), lest other peoples see and, God forbid, imitate us?
I ran across, in one parish, prayers of the faithful with the intention that "we pray for those who work and demonstrate for the cause of life and the unborn, the aged and the defected, that they may persevere in spite of the ridicule they receive sometimes, even from pastors and priests." I shudder to think that might be true. We know from the sad experience of recent years that some Catholics (even among priests) are so warped and perverted from their Catholic vocation, that they are capable of enormities. But, they should know that it was no prelate or bishop or pope that said, "Suffer the little children to come to me and do not hinder them" (Matthew 19:14). The Invisible Head of the Church will one day come to judge the living and the dead and the world by fire, particularly those who have either by acts of omission or commission, destroyed innocent human life.  
It is the duty of every Catholic to support the work of the parish Pro-Life directors and commissions and to work for the extirpation from our society of all those who in any way foster or promote these things. I wholeheartedly endorse the activities of our Pro-Life Office in the sure and certain knowledge that divine justice will not allow those who act against human life to prosper. These unholy sacraments of our secular culture are the seeds of the destruction of our nation.
Think for yourself: what nation that kills its young, perverts marriage, prevents new life, and destroys the family, kills those deemed useless, makes the war of the sexes into a real war, and manipulates the genetic basis of human nature, can long endure?

Abortion and Catholic Social Teaching - Interview with Father Thomas D. Williams
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-and-catholic-social-teaching  

Rome, September 15, 2006 

Abortion should occupy a key place in the social doctrine of the Church, even though it is explicitly mentioned few times in the "social encyclicals," says a theologian.
That is the view of Father Thomas D. Williams, dean of the theology school at Rome's Regina Apostolorum university.
Father Williams was invited to present a paper on the relationship between the abortion issue and Catholic social doctrine at an academic conference organized by the Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace, together with the International Association for Catholic Social Teaching. The two-day conference, entitled "The Defense of Life: A Mission for Catholic Social Teaching," opens today. ZENIT interviewed Father Williams on the subject.
Q: Why is this conference necessary?
Father Williams: In his invitation letter, Cardinal Renato Martino noted with great frankness that "the social doctrine of the Church, to date, has not placed due emphasis on the defense of life from conception to its natural end."
One of the most frequent questions I get, when people find out I teach Catholic social doctrine in Rome, is whether or not I include the question of abortion and specifically the encyclical "The Gospel of Life" in my course.
People want to know what Catholic social doctrine has to say about life issues, and especially about abortion.
Q: Does the abortion issue properly belong to the area of Catholic social teaching? Isn't it a question for bioethics?
Father Williams: Traditionally abortion has not been included in the sphere of Catholic social doctrine. Remember that this area of study -- Catholic social ethics -- takes as its fundamental point of reference a body of magisterial texts often called the "social encyclicals," formally beginning with Pope Leo XIII's 1891 encyclical "Rerum Novarum," and extending, for the moment, to Pope John Paul's 1991 encyclical "Centesimus Annus." In the informal canon of "social encyclicals," the word abortion appears a mere four times, and the topic is never addressed in any depth. For this reason, it is usually excluded from courses of social doctrine, and considered a topic for other disciplines.
Q: But being such an important social issue, why has abortion been neglected in the social encyclicals?
Father Williams: Historically, the social encyclicals, and Catholic social doctrine itself up to a point, grew out of a single encyclical letter: Leo's "Rerum Novarum." The other social encyclicals have sought explicitly to maintain a close link with "Rerum Novarum" and were often written to commemorate important anniversaries of Leo's text. Both Pope Pius XI and Pope John XXIII called "Rerum Novarum" the "Magna Charta" of the Church's social thought, and Pope John Paul II said that it "created a lasting paradigm for the Church." Because of the importance of "Rerum Novarum," later social encyclicals have updated the ethical analysis of the social question in the light of new realities, but generally following the categories set out by "Rerum Novarum." Therefore the initial focus on the economic question has never relinquished center stage in Catholic social thought. Whereas "Rerum Novarum" ably addressed the worker problem, analyzing the Socialist solution and reaffirming the Catholic belief in a natural right to private property, it did not deal with a host of other essential questions of social justice. Leo had no intention of penning a comprehensive treatise on Christian social ethics. "Rerum Novarum" was a thoughtful response to a pressing pastoral concern, but to expect to find in it the pattern for Church teaching on every social issue is to ask more from the document than it can possibly give.
Q: Have efforts been made to fill in this gap?

Father Williams: First of all I must hasten to mention that the papal magisterium has been anything but silent or neglectful of the abortion problem. On numerous occasions Pope John Paul II spoke out forcefully on the question and his 1995 encyclical "The Gospel of Life" addresses the matter of abortion in great length. In that very same encyclical Pope John Paul explicitly tied the abortion question to Catholic social thought. He draws a comparison between abortion as a matter of social injustice and the worker question, addressed by Leo in 1891. These are John Paul's words, in No. 5 of the encyclical: "Just as a century ago it was the working classes which were oppressed in their fundamental rights, and the Church very courageously came to their defense by proclaiming the sacrosanct rights of the worker as a person, so now, when another category of persons is being oppressed in the fundamental right to life, the Church feels in duty bound to speak out with the same courage on behalf of those who have no voice."
Q: So the Church does regard abortion as a matter of social justice?
Father Williams: Absolutely. The guiding principle for the entire field of Catholic social thought is the virtue of social justice, with its articulating principles of solidarity, subsidiarity and the common good. The common good requires a social organization that provides for and defends human rights, the first and most basic of which is the right to life. Or let's take the Church's preferential option for the poor, which enjoins Christians to pay special attention to those most in need.
Just as a mother or father dedicate a disproportionate amount of time and energy to a child who is sick, without for that reason loving the other children any less, Christians are called to focus their efforts preferentially toward the most needy and defenseless among us. Applying this principle to contemporary society, the social injustice that most cries out to Christian conscience is the deliberate and massive attack on the most vulnerable members of society, the unborn.
Q: But is abortion objectively any graver than other social injustices, to which the Church also pays attention? Doesn't a consistent ethic of life go beyond abortion?
Father Williams: The Church's defense of social justice embraces any number of key life issues, and attention to one does not lessen the importance of the others. Abortion, however, stands out among them as a unique case meriting singular attention. To quickly enumerate the reasons for this singularity, we must look first at the simple magnitude of the problem: some 46 million legal abortions performed every year in the world, which in and of itself makes abortion a social problem of staggering proportions. Second, it involves the killing of the most innocent and vulnerable members of society.
Third, it perpetrates this evil systemically and legally, thus giving abortion a veneer of moral legitimacy. Since the law informs people's consciences, the legality of abortion perpetuates an anti-life mentality and separates it from other crimes against life such as terrorism, serial killing, human trafficking, and so forth. Fourth, abortion repeats the historical error of taking an entire class of human beings and devaluing them to a second-class status, deprived of basic human dignity and the rights that flow from it. 
Q: What does Catholic social thought offer to the debate on abortion that bioethics doesn't? What is its specific contribution?
Father Williams: Since Catholic social teaching contributes so much to this discussion, it is impossible for me to do this question justice here. In its analysis of the socio-cultural, political, familial and economic dimensions of human action, the Church's social teaching offers invaluable points of reference for a public discussion of abortion. As I mentioned earlier, the Church's teaching on the content and requirements of the "common good" sheds important light on respect and reverence for human life as a pillar of the just society. Moreover, the principle of equality, based on the equal dignity of all human beings, not only grounds our democratic system but also demands that we deprive no one of this essential dignity.
Historically the greatest social evils perpetrated on humanity -- genocide, racism, abortion, slavery -- have always violated the principle of equality, relegating an entire sector of the human family to an inferior status, with a dignity lower than the rest. Since human rights flow from human dignity, once the latter is called into question, rights fall at the same time.
As a legal "right," abortion brings forth countless social issues requiring a reasoned response: questions of conscientious objection, the rule of law in a democracy, the pedagogical function of law, and the role of moral truth in a democratic system, to name but a few. And as regards politics, abortion again raises numerous moral questions: the correctness of single-issue politics versus a "seamless garment" approach, the possibility of being personally opposed while publicly supporting abortion legislation, the reception of the sacraments for publicly pro-abortion Catholic politicians, cooperation in evil by voters and politicians alike, support for "imperfect" laws regarding life, etc.
Q: Where do we go from here? How can abortion occupy its rightful place in Catholic social thought?
Father Williams: The first and simplest step to take is to treat Pope John Paul's great encyclical on life issues, "The Gospel of Life," as a social encyclical and to include it in courses and symposiums on Catholic social thought. John Paul practically invited us to do this by comparing abortion to the worker question of "Rerum Novarum." This single measure would be an enormous step in the right direction.

Abortion and Catholic Social Teaching
http://www.usccb.org/issues-and-action/human-life-and-dignity/abortion/upload/Abortion-and-Catholic-Social-Teaching.pdf 

By Father Thomas D. Williams
When the 2004 Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the Church first fell into my hands some months before its promulgation, one pleasant surprise was the text’s specific treatment and forthright condemnation of abortion in the context of human rights. The disconcerting fact is that, more commonly, the topic of abortion is seen as falling outside the discipline of Catholic Social Doctrine as it is taught in most seminaries and universities. In part, this silence stems from the relatively recent advent of abortion as a large-scale ethical problem. The number of abortions has risen alarmingly in the past four decades. 
Therefore the first mention of abortion in a social encyclical appears only in 1971, in Pope Paul VI’s Octogesima Adveniens. Here Paul mentions abortion in the context of Malthusian solutions to the unemployment problem (no. 18). It was Pope John Paul II who effectively turned the tide, forcefully introducing abortion into the realm of Catholic social teaching. In his 1995 encyclical Evangelium Vitae he addressed the issue at great length, placing it in the context of social justice. Why Abortion Deserves Special Attention in Catholic Social Teaching Pope John Paul saw that abortion is an emblematic and singular socio-ethical problem, deserving central attention in Catholic social thought. 
To illustrate the uniqueness of abortion as a matter of social justice, here are six characteristics distinguishing it from related social phenomena: 
1. Abortion deals specifically with the destruction of innocent life. This differentiates discussion of abortion from other related topics. This is why then Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger in June 2004 wrote: “There may be a legitimate diversity of opinion even among Catholics about waging war and applying the death penalty, but not however with regard to abortion and euthanasia.” Though all life is precious, moral theology has always differentiated the destruction of “innocent life” as particularly heinous and always and everywhere worthy of condemnation. 
2. Another factor distinguishing abortion as a social phenomenon is the sheer magnitude of the problem: an estimated 46 million abortions performed worldwide each year, a figure that alone makes abortion a social problem of staggering proportions. The volume of abortions underscores the social nature of the problem, and makes abortion one of the most serious social justice issues of all time. 
3. A third factor separating abortion from other justice issues is its legal status. Unlike other instances of massive killing of human life, like terrorism or serial killing, which stand clearly outside the law in advanced nations, abortion enjoys legal sanction. Pope John Paul wrote of the novelty of such “scientifically and systematically programmed threats” (Evangelium Vitae, no. 17). 
4. A fourth distinguishing aspect of abortion is its arbitrary division of human beings into those worthy of life and those unworthy. Abortion deals not with the random killing of unrelated individuals, but with the circumscription of an entire class of human beings (the unborn) as non-persons, excluded from the basic rights and protections accorded to all other human beings. If human dignity depends on anything other than simple membership in the human race—be it intelligence, athletic ability, social status, race, age, or health—we immediately find ourselves having to distinguish between persons who count and those who don’t. 
5. Abortion even distinguishes itself from related questions of medical ethics, such as euthanasia and assisted suicide, by the absence of any possibility of informed consent. The status of the unborn as voiceless and most vulnerable adds a further dimension to discussions of the morality and gravity of abortion. Here the bioethical category of “autonomy” cannot be applied, since unborn children have no way of speaking for themselves.

6. Finally, abortion differs from other major social ills such as unemployment and divorce because of its relative invisibility. Abortion takes place behind closed doors, and is hushed in public. As in the case of slavery, ending the social injustice of abortion relies mainly on the courage and willingness of persons and institutions not directly involved in abortion to speak out. Catholic Social Thought’s Specific Contribution to the Abortion Question Catholic social thought offers two distinctive elements to the abortion debate. First, it lays a bridge between moral theology and public discourse. Catholic Social Teaching often employs a natural-law vocabulary directed to all persons of good will, and frames its arguments using accessible concepts and constructions that can be brought to bear on moral discourse in a non-confessional environment. Second, perhaps more than any institution in the world, the Church in its social teaching has developed a series of principles to address the complex moral questions in the social order. As new situations have arisen from the rapidly changing socio-political landscape, the Church has shown admirable elasticity in accommodating new states of affairs while ever defending the essential dignity of the person and the family. Just as a mother or father dedicates a disproportionate amount of time and energy to a child who is sick, without for that reason loving their other children any less, Christians are called to focus their efforts preferentially toward the most needy and defenseless among us. Applying this principle to contemporary society, the social injustice that most cries out to Christian conscience, for the reasons we saw earlier, is the deliberate and massive attack on the most vulnerable members of society, the unborn. In its venerable tradition of standing up for society’s most defenseless members, the Catholic Church is uniquely qualified to speak out authoritatively on the abortion issue. This, as John Paul the Great so clearly taught, is the number one priority for Catholic social thought today—which must inevitably be expressed not only as social thought, but as social action. 

Father Thomas D. Williams L.C. is Dean of Theology and professor of Catholic Social Doctrine at Rome’s Regina Apostolorum University and author of, most recently, Spiritual Progress: Becoming the Christian You Want to Be (New York: Hachette, 2007). The full-length version of this article is posted at http://www.usccb.org/prolife/programs/rlp.williams.pdf.

Secretariat for Pro-Life Activities, United States Conference of Catholic Bishops

Cardinal Rigali: 'Reasons for rejoicing' exist despite legalized abortion

http://www.catholicnews.com/data/stories/cns/0700393.htm 

Washington, USA, January 23, 2007 
Despite the fact abortion has been legal throughout the United States for 34 years, there are "reasons for rejoicing," primarily because of lower abortion rates and increased public opposition to abortion, said Cardinal Justin Rigali of Philadelphia. Cardinal Rigali, chairman of the U.S. bishops' Committee on Pro-Life Activities, was principal celebrant and homilist at a Jan. 21 Mass on the eve of the annual March for Life. It was held at the Basilica of the National Shrine of the Immaculate Conception in Washington.
"The rate and number of abortions in the United States continue to decline, most notably among teens," he said to applause during the homily. He said many teens "are wisely choosing to abstain from sexual activity" because of religious and moral values and also to avoid sexually transmitted diseases. "To be free of disease, to be free of the fear of an ill-timed pregnancy, to be free of a broken heart -- this is the freedom that we want for our young people, and we rejoice that it is unfolding," he added to further applause. "Another reason to rejoice is that the American people are becoming more pro-life. According to a significant poll last year, general support for Roe v. Wade fell under 50 percent for the first time since 1973," Cardinal Rigali said, eliciting more clapping. "More and more citizens are coming to question abortion and to recognize -- as a starting point for deeper conversion -- that there is something radically wrong with abortion and the support given it by our laws," he added.

"In the midst of the enormous challenge posed by threats to life, there are new reasons to hope that the truth of God's law will prevail as a great light in our nation as our people move increasingly toward valuing human life from its earliest and most vulnerable stages onward. This indeed is cause for rejoicing in the Lord!"

The church's position on abortion is "one of profound concern for the unborn and deep compassion for all those affected by abortion," Cardinal Rigali said. "With utmost respect we express in the public debate our strong conviction that something terribly wrong has weakened our nation -- something that flagrantly violates human rights and human dignity, in addition to the law of God." The cardinal blasted "the so-called freedom of choice" that resulted from the Supreme Court's Roe v. Wade decision in 1973, which legalized abortion virtually on demand, saying that those who get abortions do not experience freedom.

"Freedom comes only when they are able to turn to God in their sadness and brokenness and accept his forgiveness, his mercy and his healing grace," Cardinal Rigali said. "They become truly free when they are able to acknowledge the truth of the wrong that they committed, and the greater truth that there are no limits to God's loving mercy or to his desire for our salvation. Jesus himself tells us: 'You will know the truth and the truth shall set you free.'"

Despite an afternoon snow that slickened Washington's streets, the shrine was again filled to capacity with worshippers who had set out from home in chartered buses long before winter's first snowfall in the nation's capital.

Worshippers, many of them students, also crammed the back vestibule and the side chapels of the shrine, and filled up its lower level as well. Many of them wore T-shirts or sweatshirts with pro-life slogans, although some wore replica jerseys bearing the name and uniform number of their favorite sports star.

With the crowds in the upper church and on the lower level, the shrine estimated the number at 10,000.

Cardinal Rigali told the young people, "You are called to fulfill a special role: to bring all your energy to promote the cause of life. The Lord is calling you and confirming you in strength. The church and the nation are asking you to rise up to this challenge." Sen. Sam Brownback, R-Kan., who had announced his candidacy for the Republican presidential nomination Jan. 20, drew cheers when he was spotted inside the shrine for the Mass. Outside, Brownback, who became a Catholic in 2002, talked with supporters, signed autographs and posed for photos.

At the March for Life in 2005, some in the crowd had held up "Brownback 2008" signs while he spoke.

Outside the shrine after the Mass, along with the requisite snowball throwing, some scattered cheering erupted once some had learned the Indianapolis Colts had beaten the New England Patriots for a berth in the Super Bowl. "Colts won!" some people shouted; the game had been played while they were inside the shrine for the Mass.

Abortion not just a choice, but an unjust choice 

http://wicatholicmusings.blogspot.in/2007/03/catholic-online-headline.html 

Baker, USA, March 3, 2007 

A Catholic cannot believe in what the church teaches and accept that the taking of a human life through abortion is just a choice, said an American bishop in a veiled, but clear reference to the speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives. 

“There are just and unjust choices – a church teaching helps,” Bishop Robert Vasa made a distinction between a choice, an unjust choice and a just choice, in challenging the view that abortion is unassailable as personal decision. The column appeared in that date’s issue of the Catholic Sentinel, the official newspaper of the Archdiocese of Portland, Ore., and the Diocese of Baker. “The direct, intentional taking of the life of an innocent human being is inhumane and unjust. It is not just a choice,” the bishop wrote.

While not identifying her by name, Bishop Vasa took aim at House Speaker Nancy Pelosi. He noted that “some months ago a prominent Catholic public person, described as faithful to the church, was asked if being pro-choice or pro-abortion was an issue which conflicted with the Catholic faith.” 

In an October 2006 Newsweek interview, reporter Eleanor Clift asked Pelosi whether with “a Catholic background … was embracing choice an issue with your family.” Her response, quoted by Bishop Vasa in his letter, was: “To me it isn’t even a question. God has given us a free will. We’re all responsible for our actions. If you don’t want an abortion, you don’t believe in it, [then] don’t have one. But don’t tell somebody else what they can do in terms of honoring their responsibilities.”

Yet, the bishop called “categorically impossible for the same person to state that he or she believes simultaneously both what the Catholic Church teaches and that abortion is just a choice.”

“What we believe must inform what we do,” he added.

The bishop also pointed to a comment by “a close relative” that “the choice to have an abortion or not to have an abortion had no moral component whatsoever. ‘They were just choices.’”

In a Jan. 17 San Francisco Chronicle article about the speaker’s daughter, 36-year-old Alexandra Pelosi was quoted as saying that in her 12 years in San Francisco, Calif., Catholic schools, "we were taught just to accept people, that was just a given. … I don't ever remember being told at Convent of the Sacred Heart that gay was wrong. They never even told us there was anything wrong with abortion. They were just choices.”

“It seems to me,” Bishop Vasa said, “there are just choices and there are unjust choices.”

“Choices would be the preference for chocolate ice cream over vanilla ice cream or sherbet instead of ice cream. That is just a choice,” he said. “A just choice would be to choose to pay a fair and living wage to employees as opposed to simply meeting the mandatory standard of minimum wage laws.”

Abortion “is not just a choice and it is not a just choice,” the bishop said. “It is an unjust choice which is diametrically opposed to the clear and consistent teaching of the Catholic Church as well as to the clear and consistent teaching of God himself in the Ten Commandments.” “If I truly believe,” Bishop Vasa said, “then my actions must be consistent with what I profess to believe.” “My action must also defend what I believe,” he added.

Mumbai judges: The foetus is a human being

http://www.asianews.it/index.php?l=en&art=8667&size=A 

By Nirmala Carvalho, Mumbai, India, March 7, 2007 

The Maharashtra State Commission recognises the case of a woman claiming compensation from her husband’s insurance company for her unborn grandchild, victim of a car accident
In a landmark judgment a consumer court of the western Maharashtra state has recognised the unborn child as a consumer and thus entitled to the same insurance coverage of any normal consumer. The judges made the decision in favour of the plaintiff in the case of Kanta Mohanlal Kotecha v/s Branch Manager, United India Insurance. The former is widow of Mohanlal, who had taken a comprehensive insurance policy with the multinational before his death. Kanta, the policy beneficiary, brought the case against the insurance company, who had agreed to pay the stipulated sum for the death of her husband, her son and his wife – who was seven months pregnant at the time – but not that of the unborn child. Before its arrival at the Commission the case had been heard by Yavatmal district judges, who pronounced themselves in favour of the insurance company.  However Kanta, out of respect for her unborn grandchild, decided to continue her legal battle.   

Once called into consider her appeal, the Maharashtra State Commission declared its intention to Consider US law under the Unborn Victims of Violence Act 2004 whereby personhood was granted to a human foetus. It observed that law “is not static but an instrument of socio-economic change”. Moreover the state judges decided to take on as a legal parameter the scientific belief that during the second trimester of pregnancy from the 13th to the 27th week, the embryo turns into a foetus and attains a recognisable human form. Hence in the case in point, the commission established that unborn child in the womb was living and therefore is considered a victim and the family entitled to compensation.   

For Dr. Pascoal, Member Mumbai, Diocesan Human Life Committee, “This landmark ruling is to be hail as a defence of life as it has recognised the value of human life whilst still in the womb of the mother and this is a great victory for life”.

From: Austin Ruse -- C-FAM To: michaelprabhu@vsnl.net Sent: Friday, March 09, 2007 2:03 AM

Subject: Friday Fax / China, India and Canada Kill UN Resolution Against Sex Selected Abortions
Dear Colleague, This is truly shocking. Various countries moved this week to block a UN resolution condemning the barbaric practice of sex selected abortions. Shame on China, India, Canada, the EU, and sadly Costa Rica. 
Austin Ruse, President, Friday Fax, C-FAM (Catholic Family & Human Rights Institute), Volume 10, Number 12. 
China, India and Canada Kill UN Resolution Against Sex Selected Abortions 

By Samantha Singson, New York, March 8, 2007 
Despite a groundswell of support from the NGO community and many country delegations at the Commission on the Status of Women (CSW) this week, the US-sponsored resolution calling on states to eliminate prenatal sex selection and female infanticide has been withdrawn due to pressure from China, India, Canada, Costa Rica, Mexico and others. China lobbied against the resolution at the highest levels of UN delegations. The Indian delegation likewise lobbied forcefully against it. It is likely that India and China objected because, even though the resolution focused on the global nature of the problem, they believed it would draw attention to the fact that theirs are the worst cases of female infanticide and sex selected abortion. Demographers estimate that about 100 million girls are already “missing”. 
Other delegations also worked to derail the resolution by maneuver, thus avoiding discussion about the rising trend of killing baby girls and the substance of the resolution. Canada worked against the resolution by loading up the draft document with language that the US could not support. Costa Rica did the same, although it is unclear why the pro-life country worked so hard to oppose the initiative, or why Mexico chose to oppose it.
The EU announced on Monday that it had reached a collective European decision to oppose the resolution. They argued that in order to streamline the CSW process, it would be better to simply add the language to the final outcome document. A European NGO told the Friday Fax that in their meetings with EU officials they were briefed that some European states objected to the sex selection resolution because they opposed condemning any abortions. But the EU said it would support the US language in the outcome document. Pro-life groups following the negotiations late into the night on Wednesday say that the EU has so far made good on its promise. 
South Korea, one of the countries that has experienced alarming demographic imbalance, has been the only country to successfully reverse the trend after launching “Love Your Daughter” awareness campaigns.  Of all the countries in which “son preference” is high, South Korea was the only country that stepped up to co-sponsor the resolution. 

In sharp contrast to the official delegations, NGOs from across the political spectrum discussed the problem at length during the two-week meeting, universally condemning it. Several scholars and practitioners showed evidence that sex selection is increasingly linked to organized crime, rape, kidnapping, and trafficking of women and girls. The Holy See circulated a non-paper noting that, “Despite its importance, the Commission on the Status of Women has remained silent on prenatal sex selection, infanticide and son preference.  The time has come for the Commission on the Status of Women to break the silence on these important issues.”
The CSW chairman announced last night that negotiations may go round the clock tonight. The meeting is scheduled to conclude on Friday evening. 
Despite Promises from the EU, Sex Selected Abortions Largely Ignored in Final UN Document

https://c-fam.org/despite-promises-from-the-eu-sexselected-abortions-largely-ignored-in-final-un-document/ 
By Samantha Singson, New York, March 16, 2007 (Friday Fax, C-FAM) (Catholic Family & Human Rights Institute)
Negotiations went down to the wire at the UN last week at the Commission on the Status of Women (CSW) as delegations struggled to come to consensus on the final outcome document.  Despite assurances from delegations such as the EU, the issue of sex-selection was largely ignored within the final text.
The United States initiated a formal resolution at the CSW that would condemn the now widespread practice of aborting baby girls because of their sex. The US took the position that the issue deserved to be highlighted in its own resolution, like the other four stand-alone CSW resolutions on issues such as female genital mutilation, HIV/AIDS, forced marriage and the plight of Palestinian women. This was especially relevant since the theme of the CSW this year was "discrimination and violence against the girl child."

When negotiations for the resolution on sex-selected abortion began, the US delegation had expected other like-minded countries to speak up in support of the initiative. Observers were not surprised by resistance to the resolution from the delegations of China, India, EU, Canada and others, but they were disappointed that many pro-life countries did not support the resolution, and suggested that the issue, while important, be relegated to the main conference document called the Agreed Conclusions.
Citing lack of support, the US chose to withdraw the resolution with the understanding that the content of it would be included in the final conference document called the Agreed Conclusions.  The US submitted four paragraphs to be inserted into the draft Agreed Conclusions calling on states to collect data on prenatal sex selection and female infanticide and to develop information and awareness campaigns to reinforce the “intrinsic value of girls to their families and societies.”
Much to the surprise of delegates, on the final morning of the CSW, the chairman of negotiations on the Agreed Conclusions, Tom Woodroffe of the United Kingdom, had cut the draft text in half and omitted the US proposed paragraphs on prenatal sex selection. In the final version of the Agreed Conclusions, only one reference to prenatal sex-selection appears.
At the close of the conference, Ambassador Patricia Brister delivered the US explanation of position. Commenting on the politicized nature of negotiations and the resistance of some delegations to address prenatal sex-selection, Ambassador Brister stated, “The United States is dismayed to see that much of the language in the Agreed Conclusions is more attentive to the political preoccupations of international conference goers than to the needs of women and particularly of girls.  For instance, the document mentions “sexual and reproductive health” several times and life-saving immunizations only once.  Some delegations insisted that the document could not contain an explicit reference to the violent and discriminatory practice of aborting unborn baby girls for the sole reason that they are girls – and yet they insisted on multiple references to programs and activities to help girls “understand their sexuality.

However, we are happy that the document condemns female infanticide and “harmful practices of prenatal sex-selection,” which is universally understood to include sex-selective abortion, even if some delegations insisted that this practice not be called by its real name.”
It is shocking that the UN Commission on the Status of Women could not see fit last week to endorse a US proposal to condemn sex selected abortions, a practice that has claimed an estimated 100 million girls. It is equally shocking that more pro-life countries did not support the resolution but instead supported vastly watered down language in a larger document. This was a conference on violence against girls yet these countries were more concerned with supporting "reproductive health" for girls than protecting them from sex selected abortions. Shame, shame, shame. –Austin Ruse, President
"Loyal opposition" a right: Kung 
http://cathnews.com/archives/cath-news-archive/13486-loyal-opposition-a-right-kung
March 19, 2007

Controversial Swiss theologian and papal critic, Fr. Hans Kung, says that he has a right to be part of what he describes as Pope Benedict's "loyal opposition". 
Canadian Catholic News reports that Fr Kung says that he has a "right to be in his holiness' loyal opposition", representing thousands of liberal-leaning Catholics who remain disappointed the Second Vatican Council renewal did not go far enough. Often a scathing critic of the papacy and church doctrine, Fr Kung has softened somewhat since his September 2005 meeting with Pope Benedict, the paper says. Many see the meeting as a gesture of reconciliation, on both sides.
"There are two ways to be a Catholic, aren't there?" Fr Kung told the paper in an interview during a visit to Canada to promote the publication of the French edition of part one of his memoirs entitled My Struggle for Freedom, which he jokingly described as "conflict studies". "I think [Pope Benedict)] went one way, I went another way, but we are both Catholics," he said. "I am not a lonely wolf. He knows that, that I am representative of another part of the church."
Fr. Kung's first brush with authority followed the publication of a 1971 book questioning papal infallibility while under Pope John Paul II he lost his licence to teach as a Catholic theologian though he remained a priest in good standing and continued to teach at the University of Tubingen.
According to Canadian Catholic News, Fr Kung opposes the church's teaching on birth control, women priests and celibacy. He objects to any monarchical exercise of power by the hierarchy. But he told the paper he sees an "essential difference" between the pontificate of Pope Benedict and that of his predecessor.
For 27 years, Fr Kung unsuccessfully sought a meeting with Pope John Paul II.
Undeterred he also wrote to Pope Benedict shortly after the latter's election. "I was not interested in an audience in the ordinary sense but in a real conversation," he said. To general surprise Benedict responded by inviting Fr Kung to dinner at Castelgondolfo resulting in a four-hour discussion with the pope.
"It was without any stress, without any clash," Fr Kung said. "I found him freer and again more as I had him in mind from his younger years in Tubingen. He did not make a dogmatic impression."
Now retired, Fr. Kung is president of the Global Ethic Foundation, and won the support of former UN Secretary General Kofi Annan and British Prime Minister Tony Blair, among others.
Source: Canadian Catholic News: Controversial theologian claims right to be in pope's 'loyal opposition'     


Bishops Note Errors in Daniel Maguire's Works - Publish Statement on Marquette University Professor 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/bishops-note-errors-in-daniel-maguire-s-works 
Washington, D.C., March 23, 2007 

The U.S. episcopal conference's Committee on Doctrine has published a statement declaring that the pamphlets published by a Marquette University professor "do not present authentic Catholic teaching."
The view presented in Daniel Maguire's two pamphlets on abortion, contraception and same-sex marriage "cross the legitimate lines of theological reflection and simply enter into the area of false teaching," the bishops' statement explained.
They added: "Since it is apparent that considerable efforts have been made to give these views the widest possible distribution as if they were a valid alternative to the teaching of the Catholic Church, the Committee on Doctrine … considers it important to offer a public correction of the erroneous views proposed in these pamphlets."
The committee explained that Maguire's fundamental error regards the nature of Church teaching. 
The professor declares that "there is no authentic Church teaching that is binding on all members of the Catholic Church," and says that within the Church there is both a pro-choice and pro-life tradition, and that "neither is more Catholic than the other." The committee notes that the archbishop of Milwaukee (where Marquette University is located) has also made public statements affirming that Maguire's pamphlets do not present Catholic teaching. The committee concurs that "despite his claims to authority as a Catholic theologian, the views of Professor Maguire on contraception, abortion, and same-sex 'marriage' are not those of the Catholic Church and indeed are contrary to the Church's faith."

Child's 1st Right Is to Be Born, Insists Holy See - Address Made at Council in Geneva

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/child-s-1st-right-is-to-be-born-insists-holy-see  
Geneva, March 29, 2007 

The Holy See has told the Human Rights Council in Geneva that "the first right of the child is to be born." Archbishop Silvano Tomasi, the Holy See's permanent observer to the U.N. offices and agencies in Geneva, made that point during a recent address to the watchdog council.
Speaking to the fourth session of the recently established council, the papal representative recalled that "The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child attributes to the child the fundamental rights of a person; it recognizes the child to have the same equality and dignity as any adult person." "In many cases, due to lack of will and of resources, good legal provisions and public policies are not implemented, with grave consequences for children," the prelate affirmed, according to the Vatican Information Service. "They often become the first victims of famines and wars."
On the other hand, the nuncio added, "To many children the right to life is denied; prenatal selection eliminates both babies suspected of having disabilities and female children simply because of their sex, and thus denies the equal and intrinsic value of disabled persons and of girls for their families and for society."
Archbishop Tomasi last Friday underlined that "the first right of children is that of being born and educated in a welcoming and secure family environment where their physical, psychological and spiritual growth is guaranteed, their potential is developed, and where the awareness of personal dignity becomes the base for relating to others and for confronting the future." The permanent observer recalled: "The Catholic Church's over 300,000 social, caring and educational institutions work daily to ensure both a peace-oriented and creative education for children, and the development of their talents, and to provide the reintegration of abused and neglected children into their families, if possible, and into society. 
"To pursue the defense of their rights and the elimination of all forms of violence against them remains an institutional challenge for the international community. "Success will be reached if priority is given to the natural role of the family and to the public culture that recognizes that children too are full human persons."

Finding Real Alternatives to Abortion - Interview With Official of Pro-life Government-Funded Agency 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/finding-real-alternatives-to-abortion 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, April 19, 2007 

In 1995, Pennsylvania started a bold, state-funded initiative to reduce the number of abortions by providing pregnant women the necessary resources to keep their children.
In this interview with ZENIT, Kevin Bagatta, president & chief executive officer of Real Alternatives, (www.realalternatives.org/aboutus), discusses the Pennsylvania Alternative to Abortion Services Program and how it has helped abortion rates in the state to fall steadily.
Q: How did you get involved in Real Alternatives?
Bagatta: My three brothers and I were born and raised on Long Island, New York. Both of our parents are handicapped. My Italian-American dad, a World War II veteran, walks with cane and a brace and my Irish-American mom became paralyzed with polio during the polio epidemic. They both taught us -- and still do -- the true value of life. Having watched the culture of death practiced by Nazi Germany, they immediately explained to my brothers and I how wrong the Roe vs. Wade decision was that legalized abortion in America and the ill effects it would have on our country.
Q: Real Alternatives seeks to encourage childbirth instead of abortion. How did it begin?
Bagatta: In 1994, Pennsylvania Governor Robert Casey placed alternative to abortion services program funding in the state budget. In 1995, I answered an advertisement in the local newspaper from a pro-life organization looking for a director to start a statewide government-funded program. Real Alternatives was established to be the statewide administrator of the Pennsylvania Alternative to Abortions Services Program [PAASP]. With a dedicated staff of 12 and nine board members, we contract with 120 service providers made up of pregnancy support centers, social service agencies like Catholic Charities, adoption agencies and maternity homes throughout the state to reach out to women in unplanned or crisis pregnancies.
The concept of government-funded social services is not new.
Well over 30 years ago, the state saw nonprofit charitable agencies that served women who were in a unique crisis either due to domestic violence or rape, and decided to fund them so they would provide more service and reach more women.
With PAASP, the state saw nonprofit charitable agencies serving women who uniquely experience another type of crisis -- an unplanned pregnancy. By funding these nonprofit charities, the centers would be able to have the necessary resources to reach more women. That is exactly what has happened. In fiscal year 1996, we served 6,715 women statewide with 72 centers. In fiscal year 2005, we served 16,600 women with 120 centers. With the necessary financial resources, centers opened more sites and hired more counselors and continue to serve more women in need. To date, over 123,000 women have been served under the program.
Q: Does Real Alternatives have appeal for abortion-advocates as well?
Bagatta: It ought to. Once there is a crisis pregnancy, this is the only program established to help a woman in need choose life. By providing a counselor to be with the woman in need from the moment she finds out she is pregnant to 12 months after the birth of the baby, this program empowers the mother to overcome her obstacles and crisis. She is not alone. She knows someone is with her to help her.
An alternative to abortion is not a pamphlet, it is another person; it is one woman seeing another woman in crisis and loving her and supporting her like she is her own daughter. This program represents the best in America.
Q: Recently you began working with faith-based organizations. How does that teamwork happen, practically speaking?
Bagatta: This has been a greatly welcomed change in our ability to use experienced service providers to serve women throughout the state. Again, due to interpretation of U.S. Supreme Court First Amendment cases, we were restricted in the type of faith-based organizations we were allowed to contract due to the program being funded with government money.
Thanks to President George Bush's Faith-Based Initiative Executive Order, all entities administering government funds are allowed to contract with faith-based organizations as long as the faith-based organization keeps their promotion of religion separate from the government-funded service. Now, women can receive our government-funded service from a faith-based organization like Catholic Charities and also receive religious services and support.
Q: Your program recommends abstinence for young people. What is the most difficult part of educating youth in this?
Bagatta: Remember, when we see young women in our centers they have already become sexually active.
Not all young women, however, who think they are pregnant when they come to our centers are indeed pregnant. For them, our goal is modify their risky lifestyle and behavior, not accommodate it.
We do not want them to come through our doors again. We not only want them to avoid a teen pregnancy but also a sexually transmitted disease. Abstinence is the only way to lower teen pregnancies and sexually transmitted diseases. Since this is the healthiest lifestyle for teens; this is what we recommend. Youth and parents are very ignorant or misinformed about the epidemic of sexually transmitted disease among our teenage population.
In America, one out of two youths will acquire an STD before the age of 25. The only contraceptive that attempts to prevent pregnancy and sexually transmitted diseases is the condom and it fails.

For example, in 2001, a U.S. governmental study revealed no proof that condoms prevented transmission of gonorrhea, chlamydia infection, trichomoniasis, genital herpes, syphilis, chancroid, and HPV-associated diseases.
We have known for years that certain strains of HPV cause deadly cervical cancer. Once we found out about these studies, we told the teenage girls this information so they could avoid these diseases -- which in some cases are incurable and cause death -- through abstinence. Teenagers are smart and want the facts.
Q: Your Web site explains that a main goal is providing information so that a client can make an educated and informed choice about her health and that of her baby. How much does a "typical" client know about abortion?
Bagatta: Many times a woman assumes that there is just this "blob of tissue" that is removed. This is why tasteful, medically accurate fetal development photos interest her and why we have them on our Web site. 
In addition, counselors provide information of the types of abortion performed and the risks associated with abortion. This information is provided to ensure that women who are considering abortion are fully informed about what is occurring in an abortion and of the ramifications of that decision. 
The primary purpose of the program is to provide pregnancy support services that promote childbirth instead of abortion. Women seeking alternatives to abortion appreciate as many facts as possible when they are undecided about what to do in a crisis pregnancy. Providing her with facts empowers her and ensures she is fully informed before she makes a decision.
Q: Real Alternatives continues to provide assistance to mothers and fathers even after babies are born. Why and how does this work?
Bagatta: The client arrives at the service provider and starts to receive counseling support that meets her needs.
If she is not sure she is pregnant, then a pregnancy self-test kit will be offered to her. If she is pregnant, the counselor will listen to the expressed concern she has about the pregnancy. If she is new to parenting, parenting classes or stress management counseling might be offered to ensure the crisis pregnancy does not become a crisis-parenting situation.
Each woman seeking the services comes as a unique individual. As such, her family, her education, her beliefs and her experiences shape her. This program provides a person to assist and mentor the woman to overcome her obstacles and meet her needs from the time she finds out she is pregnant until her baby is 12 months old.
Q: Explain how other states have looked to Pennsylvania with thoughts of implementing similar programs. Could this become a nationwide program?
Bagatta: Once we established the program and abortions started to decrease in Pennsylvania, other state pro-life organizations became interested in this first-of-its-kind program. Remember, using tax dollars to promote life was revolutionary. As a result of our educating these pro-life organization about the program, state governors and legislatures in Louisiana, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Florida and Texas placed funding of Alternative to Abortion Services programs in their budgets. Most of the states could not fund their programs at the $5.5 million a year level of Pennsylvania and now have much smaller programs. The state of Texas, however, proposed a large $2.5-million-a-year program and asked us to replicate our program there. Real Alternatives, through its government audits, has earned the reputation in Pennsylvania as a fiscally responsible and trusted custodian of public funds.
This is the program that works in America lowering abortions and is certainly the compassionate and caring approach that should be tried in the rest of the world and funded as an additional program through the United Nations.

Pope warns politicians who back abortion

http://www.theage.com.au/news/World/Pope-warns-politicians-who-back-abortion/2007/05/09/1178390394393.html 
May 9, 2007

Pope Benedict warned Catholic politicians they risked excommunication from the Church and should not receive communion if they support abortion.
It was the first time that the Pope, speaking to reporters aboard the plane taking him on a trip to Brazil, dealt in depth with a controversial topic that has come up in many countries, including the United States, Mexico, and Italy.

The Pope was asked whether he supported Mexican Church leaders threatening to excommunicate leftist parliamentarians who last month voted to legalise abortion in Mexico City.

"Yes, this excommunication was not an arbitrary one but is allowed by Canon (church) law which says that the killing of an innocent child is incompatible with receiving communion, which is receiving the body of Christ," he said.

"They (Mexican Church leaders) did nothing new, surprising or arbitrary. They simply announced publicly what is contained in the law of the Church... which expresses our appreciation for life and that human individuality, human personality is present from the first moment (of life)".

Under Church law, someone who knowingly does or backs something which the Church considers a grave sin, such as abortion, inflicts what is known as "automatic excommunication" on themselves.

The Pope said parliamentarians who vote in favour of abortion have "doubts about the value of life and the beauty of life and even a doubt about the future".

"Selfishness and fear are at the root of (pro-abortion) legislation," he said. "We in the Church have a great struggle to defend life...life is a gift not a threat."

The Pope's comments appear to raise the stakes in the debate over whether Catholic politicians can support abortion or gay marriage and still consider themselves proper Catholics.

In recent months, the Vatican has been accused of interference in Italy for telling Catholic MPs to oppose a draft law that would grant some rights to unwed and gay couples.
During the 2004 presidential election, the US Catholic community was split over whether to support Democratic candidate John Kerry, himself a Catholic who backed abortion rights.

Some Catholics say they personally would not have an abortion but feel obliged to support a woman's right to choose.

But the Church, which teaches that life begins at the moment of conception and that abortion is murder, says Catholics cannot have it both ways.

"The Church says life is beautiful, it is not something to doubt but it is a gift even when it is lived in difficult circumstances. It is always a gift," the Pope said.

Only Cuba, Guyana and US commonwealth Puerto Rico allow abortion on demand in Latin America. Many other countries in the region permit it in special cases, such as if the fetus has defects or if the mother's life is at risk.

Brazil, the world's most populous Catholic country, is mulling bringing the debate to a referendum.
Amnesty in call for decriminalisation of abortion 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/705/69.php
May 11, 2007 
As part of a campaign to stop violence against women, Amnesty International's board is calling for abortion to be decriminalised globally but US bishops say that the new policy will compromise its previously excellent human rights record.
Radio Australia reports that the human rights group's new approach overturns a previous neutral position on the debate over abortion and women's rights.
The new policy which forms part of Amnesty's global campaign to stop violence against women says that women who have been raped have the right to a safe abortion.
Widney Brown, Amnesty senior policy and campaigns director, told reporters that the organisation also viewed abortion as a right for women whose health was threatened by a pregnancy and that the group would call for the procedure to be decriminalised globally. But Ms. Brown said the policy stopped short of backing abortion as a "fundamental right" for women because that approach was not supported by international human rights laws.
She said the board of the London-based group agreed on the policy last month after two years of consultations involving experts and the organisations more than 2.2 million members.
The US Conference of Catholic Bishops also criticised the decision, saying Amnesty risked its "excellent record as a champion of human rights" if it abandoned its former neutral stance.
Amnesty also faces political opposition to the policy change as more than 70 members of a bipartisan US Congressional caucus against abortion urged Amnesty to oppose the surgical procedure.
Source: Amnesty International joins abortion debate (Radio Australia, 10/5/07) 
Archive
Canadian bishops warn Amnesty over abortion (CathNews, 21/7/06) 
Amnesty, Vic ALP moves on abortion provoke Catholic ire (CathNews, 8/5/06) 
Catholic Democrats Scold Pope on Abortion
http://www.lpca.us/Catholic%20Democrats%20Scold%20Pope%20on%20Abortion2007.htm 
By Deal W. Hudson, The Window, May 27, 2007
It all began May 9th on the plane flight from Rome to Brazil. Pope Benedict XVI was asked by a reporter what he thought of the warning of excommunication Mexican bishops gave to Catholic politicians who support legalized abortion.

The Pope was emphatic: “Yes, this excommunication was not an arbitrary one but is allowed by Canon law which says that the killing of an innocent child is incompatible with receiving communion, which is receiving the body of Christ… They (the bishops) simply announced publicly what is contained in the law of the Church.”

Such words should have come as a shock to no one. After all, it was Cardinal Ratzinger who as Prefect for the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith issued the famous 2002 “Doctrinal Note on Political Participation.” Ratzinger issued the same warning then that the Mexican bishops announced a few weeks ago.

It was Ratzinger’s “Doctrinal Note” that led to the 2004 furor over presidential candidate John Kerry receiving communion. It’s a controversy that will not fade away, as Mayor Giuliani will undoubtedly find out if he decides to run for the presidential nomination.

But it wasn’t Giuliani who scolded Pope Benedict XVI. America’s Mayor went out of his way to say, “I do not get into debates with the Pope. That is not a good idea….”

Some Catholic Democrats see things differently. 

On May 14, eighteen Catholic Democrats in the House issued a signed statement condemning the Pope for his comments. Excommunication, their statement reads, would “offend the very nature of the American experiment and do a great disservice to the centuries of good work the Church has done.”

The leader of the “Catholic 18” is Rep. Rosa DeLauro (D-CT) who was joined by well-known pro-aborts such as Patrick Kennedy (D-RI), and Linda Sanchez (D-CA.)

One interesting twist on this document is that a nearly identical document was signed by 55 House Democrats in February, 2006. Where did the other 41 signatures go?
Has open defiance of Church teaching become less fashionable?

Where is the signature of House Speaker Nancy Pelosi?

Of those eighteen who did sign, all but two, Reps. Tim Ryan (D-OH) and James Langevin (D-RI) have dismal voting records on Catholic issues where Church teaching is absolutely clear.

Here is a list of the 18 and their voting records on these issues:

1.  Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act--passage (110th)  

2.  Marriage Amendment Act (109th)  

3.  Terri Schiavo: Federal court review (109th)  

4.  Child Interstate Abortion Notification Act (109th)  

5.  Abortion in military medical facilities (109th)  

6.  Coercive abortion / United Nations Population Fund (109th)  

7.  Unborn Child Pain Awareness Act: passage (109th)  

8.  Human Cloning Ban: passage (108th)  

9.  Partial-Birth Abortion Ban: passage (108th)  

10.  Unborn Victims of Violence Act (108th)  

X  Voted in agreement Catholic position  

O  Voted against Catholic position  

NV Absent or not voting  

NA Not applicable/Not a member of Congress at this time  

I Not eligible on this vote  

State  Name  Party  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  X's  O's  Score  

CA  Baca, Joe  DEM  O  O  X  O  O  O  O  NV  O  O  1  8  11%  

CA  Eshoo, Anna  DEM  O  O  NV  O  O  O  O  O  NV  O  0  8  0%  

CA  Sanchez, Linda  DEM  O  O  NV  O  O  O  O  O  O  O  0  9  0%  

CA  Solis, Hilda  DEM  O  O  NV  O  O  O  O  O  O  O  0  9  0%  

CA  Thompson, Mike  DEM  O  O  NV  O  O  O  O  O  O  O  0  9  0%  

CT  DeLauro, Rosa  DEM  O  O  NV  O  O  O  O  O  O  O  0  9  0%  

CT  Courtney, Joseph  DEM  O  NA  NA  NA  NA  NA  NA  NA  NA  NA  0  1  0%  

CT  Larson, John  DEM  O  O  O  O  O  O  O  O  NV  O  0  9  0%  

MN  McCollum, Betty  DEM  O  O  NV  O  O  O  O  O  O  O  0  9  0%  

NJ  Pascrell, Bill  DEM  O  O  O  O  O  O  O  NA  NA  NA  0  7  0%  

NY  Hinchey, Maurice  DEM  O  O  NV  O  O  NV  O  O  O  O  0  8  0%  

NY  McCarthy, Carolyn  DEM  O  O  NV  O  O  O  O  NV  O  O  0  8  0%  

NY  Serrano, Jose  DEM  O  O  X  O  O  O  O  NV  O  O  1  8  11%  

NY  Bishop, Tim  DEM  O  O  O  O  O  O  O  NV  O  O  O  9  0%  

OH  Ryan, Tim  DEM  O  O  NV  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  7  2  78%  

RI  Langevin, James  DEM  O  O  X  X  X  O  X  X  X  X  7  3  70%  

RI  Kennedy, Patrick  DEM  O  O  O  O  NV  O  O  O  X  O  1  8  11%  

VA  Moran, James  DEM  O  O  O  O  O  O  O  O  O  O  0  10  0%  

It’s very difficult to square this type of voting record with the following sentence taken from the group’s statement: “Advancing respect for life and the dignity of every human being is, as our Church has taught us, our own life’s mission.”

The bad news is that 16 of these 18 Catholic House members don’t seem to recognize the contradiction between their voting records and the “mission” of “advancing respect for life.”

The good news is that 44 Catholic House members who signed a similar statement just over a year ago did not sign this one. What that really means is anybody’s guess. Perhaps they, just like Giuliani, don’t want to get into “debates with the Pope.” Or perhaps they are realizing that Catholics and all Americans have more respect for the Pope and Church teaching than Reps. DeLauro and Kennedy.

ARE YOU TIRED OF LIBERALS AND THE MEDIA ATTACKING FAITHFUL CATHOLIC VOTERS LIKE YOU?
The year 2006 saw an unprecedented assault on religious voters. Over a dozen books were released warning Americans about the "coming Christian Theocracy." And the media has been spinning the Republican's loss in November as America "saying no" to traditional values voters. The truth is, the Left and their allies in the media couldn't be more wrong.

More...http://www.the-real-religious-right.com/  

DAY ONE: TRANSCRIPT OF NEWS CONFERENCE ABOARD THE PAPAL PLANE
http://ncronline.org/news/day-one-transcript-news-conference-aboard-papal-plane 
By John Allen Jr. Posted on May 9, 2007
The Abortion Lie - Temperatures Rise in British Debate 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/the-abortion-lie  

By Father John Flynn, L.C., Rome, June 10, 2007 

The abortion debate was rekindled with a vengeance recently in Britain. In a sermon May 31, Edinburgh's archbishop, Cardinal Keith O'Brien, strongly criticized the assurances given when abortion was legalized in Britain. The cardinal described the claims given when the 1967 Abortion Act was approved as being "lies and misinformation masquerading as compassion and truth." People were told that abortion would be infrequent and only used in extreme cases, he explained. The sermon was delivered on the occasion of the Day for Life celebration of the Church in Scotland. The date was chosen to coincide with the feast of the Visitation, which Cardinal O'Brien described as "the affirmation of the immense value of life from its very conception." "With every life conceived God acts directly to create a new and unique human being, a person destined to life everlasting," stated the cardinal. 
He added that unfortunately in today's world, pregnancy is not always welcomed. In the almost 40 years since the introduction of legal abortion in Britain around 7 million lives have been ended, Cardinal O'Brien noted. 
Just prior to his homily, figures were published that showed an increase in abortions in Scotland. An all-time high of 13,081 pregnancies were terminated in 2006, compared with 12,603 the previous year, the BBC reported May 29. The number of abortions for teenagers under 16 also hit a new high, with 362 in 2006, up from 341 the year before. 
"The scale of the killing is beyond our grasp," Cardinal O'Brien declared in his sermon. "In Scotland we kill the equivalent of a classroom full of school children every day." Cardinal O'Brien also had strong words for politicians. He urged them to have nothing to do with "the evil trade of abortion," and to find means to overturn the legislation allowing it. For those politicians who "claim to be Catholic," the cardinal said, "I ask them to examine their consciences and discern if they are playing any part in sustaining this social evil." As well, he touched on a theme much debated in the United States when he also adverted that cooperating "in the unspeakable crime of abortion" implicates a barrier to receiving Communion. 


Life is sacred 

The very same day, the archbishop of Westminster, Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor, issued a statement on the sacredness of life. His comments were in preparation for the annual Day for Life, which the Catholic Church in England and Wales celebrates July 1. All life, from the moment of conception to the point of natural death, is sacred, declared Cardinal Murphy-O'Connor in the May 31 press statement. "I would urge all Catholics, especially those who hold positions of public responsibility, to educate themselves about the teaching of the Church, and to seek pastoral advice so that they can make informed decisions with consistency and integrity," he added. The cardinal also recalled the teaching of the Church that those who have freely and knowingly committed a serious wrong should not receive the Eucharist before having gone to confession. These words were backed up shortly afterward by Archbishop Peter Smith of Cardiff, Wales. Politicians who vote in favor of abortion should not receive Communion, he stated, according to a June 2 report by Reuters. 
Archbishop Smith said he would not actually bar such politicians from Communion, but he added that he would expect the politician involved not to seek it. 


Critical reactions 

The issue of Catholic politicians and abortion proved to be a sensitive point, as evidenced by a number of strong reactions by the press and commentators. A June 1 editorial in the Scotsman newspaper acknowledged Cardinal O'Brien's right to express his opposition to abortion. The newspaper was less approving of his words on politicians, saying he was "on dangerous ground by seeming to interfere in politics." 
A June 2 editorial in the Guardian newspaper intoned that on the issue of abortion the efforts of the Catholic Church "must be resisted." In a somewhat patronizing concession, however, the Guardian did add that it approved of the Church's interventions in public life when it comes to the issue of canceling the debt of the developing world. 
In a June 3 opinion article for the newspaper Scotland on Sunday, Dani Garavelli, who described herself as a practicing Catholic, dismissed Cardinal O'Briens' words as "emotional blackmail." Characterizing the cardinal's admonishment to Catholic politicians as "sinister," Garavelli derided Catholic leaders as "ideologues." A more favorable reaction came from Jemima Lewis, writing in the opinion columns of the Independent newspaper June 2. The freedom to voice one's beliefs is a central feature of any democracy, she said in defending Cardinal O'Brien's right to speak out on abortion. 
Describing herself as "a pro-choice lapsed Catholic," Lewis nevertheless acknowledged that "the pro-choice argument is riddled with dishonesty and evasion." She agreed with Cardinal O'Brien's argument that abortion has come to be far too freely available. Lewis also argued that not sufficient attention is paid to its side effects on women. 
This issue had, in fact, been raised in an article published in the Scotsman newspaper Feb. 26. It described the feelings of misery and guilt that a woman referred to as "Sarah" felt after she aborted her baby in the 22nd week of pregnancy. 


Soul-destroying 

The article was published shortly after a baby, Amillia Taylor, was born in the United States at just 22 weeks of pregnancy, and survived. "It was soul-destroying," said Sarah of her abortion experience. Public opinion in Britain was also shocked at the recent announcement that around 1 in 30 aborted babies survive the procedure. The survivors live for an average of 80 minutes, the Daily Mail newspaper reported April 20. 
Most of the babies who initially survive the abortion were between 20 and 24 weeks of pregnancy, although some had been in the womb for as little as 17 weeks. 
The figures, explained the Daily Mail, came from a study in the West Midlands region, where researchers looked at the outcome of 3,189 abortions performed on seriously handicapped fetuses at 20 hospitals between 1995 and 2004. 
The results showed that 102, mainly aborted for reasons such as Down syndrome and heart defects, were born alive. The study was published in the British Journal of Obstetrics. 

Abortion has also been a theme of debate in the U.K.'s Parliament, with three bills proposed by backbench members in the last eight months, the Guardian reported June 4. The bills, private initiatives without government support, never really had much chance of success. In spite of knowing this, pro-life parliamentarians nevertheless attempted to gain approval for their proposals. The bills contemplated measures ranging from the introduction of counseling for women seeking abortion, to obliging a cooling-off period before proceeding with abortion, and reducing the current 24-week period during which abortion is freely permitted. Attention will remain focused on the abortion issue, added the Guardian, because the British Medical Association's conference, to be held at the end of June, will debate a proposal to vote in favor of liberalizing abortion regulations. In his May 31 sermon, Cardinal O'Brien called for the building of a society, "which joyfully accepts new life," and to fight against the culture of death promoted by the abortion industry. "We must remain witnesses to the truth and be unambiguous in defending life in all that we do," he concluded. Challenging words in a battle that continues to divide opinions.

‘Abortion Rights Is an Evil Agenda’ 

http://www.ncregister.com/site/article/abortion_rights_is_an_evil_agenda/ 

Vatican City, June 12, 2007
In a June 1 e-mail interview with the Register, Cardinal Renato Martino, president of the Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace, forcefully denounced Amnesty International’s decision to promote abortion rights. 

Here is the complete text of Cardinal Martino’s remarks to the Register.

Your Eminence, what is your reaction to the recent decision by Amnesty International (AI) to promote abortion?
Needless to say, I am extremely disappointed with AI’s recent decision to promote abortion rights. I have always had great esteem for Amnesty International because when Peter Benenson founded the organization in 1961, the mission of AI was clear — to witness to the inalienable rights of all human beings. 

As a result of the recent decision of AI to support abortion rights worldwide, however, I believe Amnesty International has betrayed its mission to promote and protect human rights. By pushing for the decriminalization of abortion as part of their platform, Amnesty International has disqualified itself as a defender of human rights. 

If AI is no longer willing to stand up for the most basic human right — the right to life — then the very integrity of the organization is called into question.

Amnesty International says it is necessary to allow women access to abortion in cases when they are victims of rape, as well as in cases where pregnancy poses a risk to the mother’s life or health. What is your response to that argument?
The Church teaches that it is never justifiable to kill an innocent human life. Abortion is murder. To selectively justify abortion, even in the cases of rape, is to define the innocent child within the womb as an enemy, a “thing” that must be destroyed. How can we say that killing a child in some cases is “good” and in other cases it is evil? 

Such a distinction is incomprehensible for people of good will; and it is incompatible to the mission of Amnesty International, and, for that matter, to the common good of the human family.

Although there is no “internationally recognized human right” to abortion, many international non-governmental organizations, and now apparently Amnesty International, seek to promote such a right. In your view, and in light of your long experience as the Holy See’s permanent observer to the United Nations, why is this such a persistent question? 
Thanks be to God there is not an “internationally recognized right” to abortion. I was head of the Holy See delegation to the Cairo Conference on Population and Development when that issue was settled definitively. Paragraph 8.25 of the Cairo Declaration clearly states, “In no case should abortion be promoted as a method of family planning … and every attempt should be made to eliminate the need for abortion…” 

The fact that pro-abortion lobbyists continue to promote the right to abortion is a phenomenon associated with what the Servant of God called “the culture of death.” We cannot be naïve in our reflection on this issue. The pro-death agenda that promotes abortion rights is an evil agenda. It is cloaked in human rights language, but in reality it undermines the very human rights it portends to support. Its logical conclusion is the destruction of life and all of the life-giving values that we as a human family and as a society should be grateful for. 

De-sensitizing the culture to the evil of abortion is part and parcel of the pro-abortion lobby. It is hard to believe that Amnesty International has acquiesced to the pressures of this lobby.

What can Catholics in the United States, and in other countries, do to counteract such attitudes within the culture and promote instead a renewed respect for the rights of the unborn?
First of all, Catholics and all people of good will throughout the world ought to renew their understanding of the Gospel of Life. The Catholic community in particular must recall the guiding principles that give to the eyes of faith the courage and conviction to witness in word and in deed to all that is true and good, beginning with the dignity of the human person. A rediscovery of the social doctrine of the Church and its wisdom is needed to invigorate the faith of people in an age that has seen rapid changes in the ways of life. 

Likewise, an authentic appreciation for the common good and its relationship to true human fulfillment is necessary to put the question of abortion in its proper perspective. Notwithstanding the objective evil of abortion, it simply is not compatible with the common good of humanity to kill unborn children, or to make it easier to do so by promoting the right to abortion.

Should individual Catholics and Catholic organizations withdraw their financial support from Amnesty International because of its decision to promote abortion rights?
The very promotion of abortion opens the door to the slippery slope of evil and death, where human rights are taken away from the most innocent and vulnerable children of God. I believe that, if in fact Amnesty International persists in this course of action, individuals and Catholic organizations must withdraw their support; because, in deciding to promote abortion rights, AI has betrayed its mission. It has betrayed all of its faithful supporters throughout the years, both individuals and organizations, who have trusted AI for its integral mission of promoting and protecting human rights.

Prelate Decries India's Abortions of Females

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/prelate-decries-india-s-abortions-of-females 

Bombay, India, June 26, 2007 
Availing of modern medicine to determine the sex of babies and abort females is a crime against humanity, says the president of India's episcopal conference. Archbishop Oswald Gracias of Bombay spoke with Aid to the Church in Need about the widespread practice of aborting female babies in India, explaining that in that poverty torn country, parents want sons, and daughters are often not welcome. Archbishop Gracias told the aid organization that he is striving to raise political awareness among Catholics and trying to bring peoples of all faiths to value life. "We hope in this way to be able to contribute to creating a better society," the archbishop explained, saying there is widespread corruption at every level of politics. Archbishop Gracias described the Catholic Church in India as a "Church of great hope." The current difficulties will only "strengthen and purify" it, he believes. The 62-year-old prelate added: "The Indian Church is making a major contribution to the universal Church. We even send many priests into other parts of the world. "I am optimistic that in India too, we can exercise an influence on society."
South Korean Courts: Life Begins at Birth Ruling a "Social Defeat," Says Bioethicist

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/south-korean-courts-life-begins-at-birth 
Seoul, South Korea, July 16, 2007

The South Korean Supreme Court ruled that an unborn child will not be considered human until the mother goes into labor. This definition came in a court decision late last week that cleared a midwife of negligent homicide charges, AsiaNews reported. 
In 2001, the mother consulted a midwife at a facility in Seoul as the expected birth date approached, although she felt no labor pains. The midwife told the mother to wait two weeks, during which time the baby died of cerebral damage.
The Supreme Court upheld an acquittal of the midwife, ruling that the unborn baby was not a human being, and thus no homicide took place. 
The ruling stated that "even if a Caesarean section was possible, the mother did not have labor pains, which is the beginning of childbirth, thus the unborn baby cannot be recognized as a human being." 
"Every country has slightly different legal grounds on when to consider an unborn a human being, but no country has such a definitive ruling that an unborn baby is not a human being," said Father Lee Dong-ik, professor of medicine at the Catholic University of Korea and a member of the bioethics committee of the Korean bishops' conference. 
This sentence "is a social defeat," underlined Father Lee. "We are living in an era in which a 21-week unborn child can be saved with an incubator. It is unacceptable to see a verdict where a 42-week unborn is not considered a human being."

Abortion argument has a fatal flaw – no beginning

http://www.bordermail.com.au/news/bm/columns/873047.html
By Mick McGlone, July 24, 2007

Hands up all those who know the laws in relation to abortion in the state where they live?

If you do put your hand up I would think that you are in a distinct minority.

Abortion is a topic that it is usually accompanied by hysterical outpourings, red herrings — such as that if you disagree with abortion on demand you must be a devout Catholic — and a complete lack of logic due to the absence of a basic platform on which to build the debate; that is, when does life begin and why it begins at that time and not at some other time.

And then you have the distracting garbage that spews out of feminists such as “If abortion concerned men then it would be a sacrament”.

Victorian Upper House member Candy Broad is introducing a private member’s bill which seeks to decriminalise abortion in that state but which, she says, will not change current abortion practices, including regulation of late-term abortions.

Senior members of the Government say that they are in favour of decriminalising abortions by moving them from the Victorian Crimes Act to the Health Act but don’t want to give women unfettered access to abortion.

But if it is decriminalised then what would stop women from having just that?

Apparently, the current law is that an abortion can only be provided if it is to protect the life or physical or mental health of the woman.

And I, and I believe most people, have no trouble with that concept.

But who determines whether those parameters have been met according to law?

Is the real situation that a woman can simply walk in and see her GP and have him or her organise an abortion, virtually by choice?

Many of us would like to tackle ethical questions about abortion such as in situations of teenage pregnancy, rape victims and the mentally ill.

But there is the stumbling block in the inability to come up with a scientific definition “when does life begin”; and if a date is picked on a time line why is that date more deserving than another?

Surely, it cannot be argued that it is “a women’s choice” to have an abortion and end “a life” when the law does not allow her the right to take constructive measures to do the same in any other circumstances.

And what choices does the father of the “child” or “foetus” have.

Certainly none as to whether the “child” is conceived, no choice as to whether the “child” is aborted or not and then no choice as to whether or not to pay for the support of the “child”; some parties even claim that a man should continue to pay maintenance even after he discovers that he is not the biological father of the child and is no longer in a relationship with the mother.

In reality, men do not really get to have any say in the matter of abortion in any forum, unless they agree it should be freely available by choice or they are a medical practitioner, with both demographics pompously claiming the rest of us are ignorant and they know what is best for society.

The ultimate irony is the situation that arose in China a few years ago, where the government found it necessary to proscribe the practice of mothers having ultrasounds to be able to find out if they were carrying a female child, a hassle in some parts of China, so they could have an abortion if that was the case.

The topic of abortion is a complex one but until those who demand unfettered access to the right to have an abortion can logically justify their stance, then the subject will always cause bitter division within our society and prevent us moving forward on this and other questions of medical ethics.

Men and the Abortion Aftermath - Interview with Kevin Burke of Rachel’s Vineyard

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/men-and-the-abortion-aftermath 
King of Prussia, Pennsylvania, August 29, 2007 
One man's sharing gives other men permission to examine their own role in abortion and the impact it has had on their lives, said counselor Kevin Burke.
Burke, the associate director of Rachel's Vineyard Ministries, and pastoral associate at Priests For Life, has co-edited a new book, "Redeeming a Father's Heart," along with David Wemhoff and Marvin Stockwell, about healing the wounds of post-abortive men. In this interview with ZENIT, Burke discusses the type of wounds men experience when they have been involved in an abortion, avenues for healing, and how to help the women they love also find healing after an abortion.
Q: Your new book, "Redeeming a Father's Heart," addresses the suffering men experience from abortion. Why do you think this issue has gotten so little attention until now?
Burke: We have all heard the exhausted phrase repeated over the years that "abortion is a private personal decision between a woman, her health care provider and her God."
Men were seen to be peripheral figures in the process, detached and unaffected by the woman's "choice."
The reality is that men are involved in 95% of all abortion decisions, and they are profoundly impacted by their participation in the abortion of their child.
In our work as counseling professionals, my wife Theresa and I have worked with many individuals and couples who came to us for healing after abortion. In the last eight years we have seen a steady increase in men who attended our Rachel's Vineyard Retreats seeking healing. Many came with their wives or after their partner had attended. As they shared their experiences of abortion we quickly recognized the devastating impact it had on their lives. Similar to women, when men experience deep healing of post abortion pain, they are freed from the shame and guilt that feeds silence and isolation.
There is a willingness to share their experience with others because they finally recognize that their feelings are normal, they are not alone. Abortion hurts, and it impacts relationships in the home and workplace.
When one man shares his experience with close friends and family, it gives other men permission to examine their own role in abortion and the impact it has had on their lives and come forward to find healing.
Q: Aside from the absence of the physical suffering caused by the actual abortion, how does the psychological pain and healing process in post-abortive men differ from the experience of women?
Burke: The majority of men encourage, manipulate and even force their girlfriends, partners or wives to abort.
Many other men physically and/or emotionally abandon the mother of their child when they learn she is pregnant.
She is left alone to carry the full burden of the decision and the physical and emotional aftermath of the abortion.
Often the man may rationalize that abortion is in the best interest of the mother and deny her post-abortion grief.
An important part of healing for many men begins with an agonizing repentance of their role in the abortion procedure and the failure to protect mother and baby from harm.
This act of humility opens the door for them to acknowledge that they have also lost a son or a daughter. This recognition gives them permission to examine how this loss has impacted their lives, how it has injured their father's heart, and encourages them to reach out for reconciliation with God and their child on the journey to healing, peace and restoration in Christ. On the other end of the spectrum, there are those men who have an instinctive desire to prevent the mother of their child from having an abortion. They do everything they can to offer support to care for both mother and baby.

If they are powerless to prevent the death of their son or daughter, they typically experience serious depression, rage and grief following an unwanted abortion that can be turned inward in self destruction or acted out in numerous unhealthy ways including the abuse of drugs/alcohol/gambling addictions, anger management issues, pornography, etc.
Such men need immediate counseling and an effective emotional and spiritual healing process like the Rachel's Vineyard Retreat.
Keep in mind that men who participate in and support the abortion decision will also experience post abortion symptoms such as shame, guilt, complicated grief, anxiety, depression and relational problems.
Other men suffer from sexual dysfunctions, addictions to pornography and related problems.
The place of the wound is typically where symptoms emerge -- and those symptoms then are likely to occur in future relational difficulties or obsessions and compulsions surrounding sexuality.
Jonathan Flora's story in Redeeming A Father’s Heart reveals that symptoms can be hidden beneath a very successful businessman who is emotionally detached and involved in transitional physical relationships for many years ... yet whose heart is wounded, closed off from deeper intimacy and love that we all hunger for.
Men often do not connect these symptoms with an abortion loss unless they are guided to explore this with a counselor, clergy, friend, through a post-abortion Web site, or a book like "Redeeming a Father's Heart."
Q: One of the chapters, “I Married A Post Abortive Woman,” looks at a man who married a woman who had an abortion before they met. The woman, knowing her husband was not involved in the abortion, was reluctant to share with him her suffering. In what ways can men who find themselves in this situation help the women they love?
Burke: This is a powerful account of a husband growing in his marital promise to love his wife as Christ loves the Church.
However, you can see how tenuous the relationship is in the early stages of their marriage as she struggles with depression, feeling unworthy to embrace motherhood and thoughts of cutting herself -- a commonly diagnosed symptom of Borderline Personality Disorder which is not uncommon among those traumatized by abortion.
The wife exhibits another symptom of post-abortion trauma: marital infidelity. This symptom is rooted in the common experience after abortion of struggling to fully trust and bond with one's spouse.
She feels unworthy of her spouse's love and she is fearful of embracing motherhood. Sadly, she acts out by having an extramarital affair. Many other relationships would have ended by this point.
Fortunately, the couple attended a marriage encounter weekend and later a Rachel's Vineyard Retreat, which led this couple to embrace the healing journey together. What a blessing this was for their marriage! You see in this couple the redemption of their marriage as they grow to fully live the moral teachings of the Church, which are experienced not as a legalistic burden, but as a gift that offers healing, liberation and freedom.
This husband learned to grow in his role as Christ to his spouse. It is a beautiful example for all men.
It is important to note that this couple would likely have come to healing sooner if they had been gently introduced to a healing program like Rachel's Vineyard and had received information on how abortion might impact their relationship.
So many couples and families are wounded by misuse of the gift of sexuality and abortion loss.
They desperately need the healing found in the Church, and the gift of the Church's teachings on marriage and family life and the good news of abortion healing.
Q: In your book, most of the relationships involving abortions end in divorce, or breaking up. Is this common, and if so, how can couples who have had abortions save their relationships?
Burke: Yes, this is the most common outcome.
Tragically, a person will abort with the hope of salvaging their relationship, but the toxic aftereffects of abortion are like a radioactive seed planted in the heart of the relationship that will, at varying speeds, kill the relationship.
Keep in mind that the relational pain, the damage to trust and intimacy will continue to be present in future relationships and lead to further dysfunction and divorce.
That is why a trauma-sensitive healing process like Rachel's Vineyard is so important to treat the complicated grief, shame, guilt of abortion, so an individual is healed and free to fully trust and embrace the love of another.
Q: What resources are available to help men deal with post-abortion pain both at Project Rachel and elsewhere?
Burke: I am the co-founder with my wife Theresa of Rachel's Vineyard, an international post abortion healing ministry of Priests For Life. We are blessed to be partnered with Father Frank Pavone, who serves as the pastoral director of Rachel's Vineyard, as we work together to build a culture of life. Over 500 healing retreats were offered around the world in the last year alone. Men and couples do beautifully on the retreats and provide a special blessing to all participants. It is a special gift for many women to see a man grieving his role in an abortion decision, and the loss of his child.
It's also a great joy to see a man embrace his child with love as the weekend progresses. Project Rachel, or other diocesan ministries, such as family life offices, sponsor about one-third of our weekend retreats in the United States.
We provide training and treatment models and work cooperatively with Project Rachel, parish-based ministries, retreat houses and all the other groups who reach out with the compassion and mercy of Christ to those suffering after abortion.
Another resource for post-abortive men is The Fatherhood Forever Foundation, founded by Jason Baier, also a contributing author to "Redeeming a Father's Heart."
Abortion Is "Deep Wound," Says Pope Calls It the "Opposite" of a Human Right

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-is-deep-wound-says-pope 
Vienna, Austria, September 7, 2007 

Abortion is not only a "deep wound" in society, it is also the antithesis of a human right, says Benedict XVI. The Pope delivered this message today to the members of government and diplomatic corps in Austria, during an address in the reception hall of Vienna's Hofburg Palace, the seat of the Austrian presidency.
On the first day of the Holy Father's seventh international apostolic trip, he called for the defense of human rights: "The fundamental human right, the presupposition of every other right, is the right to life itself.
"This is true of life from the moment of conception until its natural end. Abortion, consequently, cannot be a human right -- it is the very opposite." "It is 'a deep wound in society,'" the Pontiff said, recalling a phrase often repeated by Cardinal Franz König, a former archbishop of Vienna who died in 2004.
Benedict XVI continued: "In stating this, I am not expressing a specifically ecclesial concern. Rather, I am acting as advocate for a profoundly human need, speaking out on behalf of those unborn children who have no voice.
"I do not close my eyes to the difficulties and the conflicts which many women are experiencing, and I realize that the credibility of what we say also depends on what the Church herself is doing to help women in trouble."
The Pope then appealed "to political leaders not to allow children to be considered as a form of illness, nor to abolish in practice your legal system's acknowledgment that abortion is wrong." "I say this out of a concern for humanity," he clarified.
The Holy Father also made reference to euthanasia, or "actively assisted death."
He warned, "It is to be feared that at some point the gravely ill or elderly will be subjected to tacit or even explicit pressure to request death or to administer it to themselves."
Silent Genocide Selective Abortions Take High Toll of Girls 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/silent-genocide  

By Father John Flynn, L.C. Rome, September 17, 2007 

Fears of a demographic crisis are mounting in India, where many years of female feticide have severely skewed the makeup of the population. Ironically, one of the latest warnings came from Ena Singh, a representative of the U.N. Population Fund -- itself responsible for promoting abortion. Singh told the news agency Reuters, in a report published Aug. 31, that the lack of women could lead to an increase in sexual violence and child abuse. According to the United Nations, an estimated 2,000 unborn girls are illegally aborted every day in India. 
A much higher estimate of the number of missing girls was given earlier, when the U.N. Children's Fund (UNICEF) presented its "State of the World's Children 2007" report in India. According to article published Dec. 12 by Reuters, UNICEF officials said that 7,000 fewer girls are born in India each day compared with global averages. 
In its Aug. 31 report, Reuters noted that a 2001 census showed regions such as Punjab, Gujarat and Himachal with fewer than 800 girls for every 1,000 boys. According to Singh, the situation is worsening, as sex-selective abortions are spreading to more regions. Statistics show that in 2001, there were 927 girls in India between the ages of 0-6 for every 1,000 boys of the same age, compared with 945 in 1991. 
The Indian government, reported Reuters, admits that some 10 million girls have been killed by their parents -- either before or immediately after birth -- over the past 20 years. 
An earlier report from Reuters, on Aug. 21, looked at the use of techniques such as ultrasounds and amniocentesis to find out the sex of a fetus, thus facilitating abortion of girls. The use of these techniques for sex selection is illegal, but is nonetheless widely practiced. 
Legislation prohibiting the use of tests to determine the sex of a fetus has been in force since 1996. So far, out of 400 cases lodged with authorities there have been only two convictions, resulting in one fine of 300 rupees ($7) and another fine of 4,000 rupees ($98). 


Fetuses dumped 

Further evidence of the enormity of the problem came with the discovery of the bodies of more than 40 female fetuses in a field by the town of Nayagarh, in eastern India, reported the British newspaper the Guardian on July 28. Santish Mishra, a health official, estimated that the fetuses were aborted at about five months of age. The article also reported that in June a doctor in New Delhi was arrested after remains of aborted babies were found in a septic tank at his practice. Another case came in February this year, when police found the remains of 15 infants buried in the back yard of a hospital in the central state of Madhya Pradesh. Also in February nearly 400 bones from fetuses and newborn babies were discovered in a pit behind a hospital in the city of Bhopal, the Associated Press reported Feb. 18. In reaction to this, and other discoveries, the Indian government announced it would establish orphanages to accept unwanted baby girls, according to the Associated Press. The agency quoted a declaration by Renuka Chowdhury, the minister of state for women and child development, who said the government planned to set up a center in each regional district. 


Lucrative business 

The Wall Street Journal examined the problem in a front-page article on April 21. It reported that companies such as General Electric have sold so many ultrasound machines in India that tests are now available even in small towns that don't have clean drinking water or decent roads. Scans are available for around $8, the equivalent of a week's wages. V. Raja, chief executive of General Electric's health care division for South Asia, was quoted by the Wall Street Journal as saying that the company stresses the machines are not to be used for sex determination. 
Nonetheless, the article also cited an obstetrician from New Delhi, Puneet Bedi, who accused companies of exploiting the demand for boys by selling the ultrasound machines. General Electric sells about 15 different models, from machines costing $100,000 that offer sophisticated color images to basic black-and-white scanners that retail for about $7,500. It has also teamed-up with banks to help doctors finance the purchase of their machines. The article cited data on annual ultrasound sales in India from all companies, revealing that it reached $77 million in 2006, up about 10% from the year before. There are more than 30,000 ultrasound clinics registered with the government in India. 


China concerns 

China is another country where the sex ratios are grossly unbalanced due to the selective abortion of female fetuses. The government recently announced it would draft new laws to increase the penalties for parents and doctors responsible for killing girls, the BBC reported Aug. 25. 
China's Family Planning Association admitted that the imbalance has reached the point where in one city there are eight young boys for every five girls, according to the BBC. Among children under 4 in the eastern city of Lianyungang there are 163.5 boys for every 100 girls. In the rest of China 99 cities had gender ratios higher than 125 boys for every 100 girls.
The problem was commented on by Robin Dunbar, professor of evolutionary psychology at Liverpool University, in an article published Sept. 8 in the Scotsman newspaper. He said that current estimates put at around 18 million the excess number of men over women of marriageable age in China. This is forecast to reach 37 million by 2020. 
"Boys without girls are, to be blunt, a menace," said Dunbar, referring to the social problems it causes. These range from abuse of women, to rape, to increased crime levels. 
Sex-selective abortions are not limited to China and India. Earlier this year the marketing in Britain of a new test that enables parents to determine the sex of an unborn baby as early as the sixth week of pregnancy raised worries. 
A May 5 report by the British Telegraph newspaper said that the "Pink or Blue" test works by testing a drop of a pregnant woman's blood. According to the company selling it, DNA Worldwide, part of the American group Consumer Genetics, the test is 98% accurate. 


Casual attitude 

"With our casual attitudes to early abortion in the United Kingdom, we feel it is inevitable that abortion numbers will rise," Julia Millington, of the Prolife Alliance, told the Telegraph. In Britain, according to the newspaper, the sex of an unborn baby is usually determined during a scan in the 20th week of pregnancy. Some health authorities have stopped telling parents the sex of their child for fear of "wrong-sex" terminations, the article noted. 
The millions of deaths already due to sex-selective abortions, with many more still to come, have gone largely ignored by family planning groups and U.N. agencies. Even though the matter was raised by UNICEF, the launch of its report on the "State of the World's Children 2007" received little media coverage.
While the UNICEF report, at 160 pages, was dedicated to the theme of the "gender divide" suffered by women and children, a bare 102 words was spent on the issue of feticide and infanticide. Amazingly, even then the problem was minimized, with UNICEF alleging that "there is no conclusive evidence" of the misuse of diagnostic tools to determine the sex of a fetus. The deaths of millions of girls give the lie to such willful distortions.

Bishops Want Catholic Baby Boom to Halt Slide In Kerala Christian Community
http://www.ucanews.com/story-archive/?post_name=/2007/09/14/bishops-want-catholic-baby-boom-to-halt-slide-in-kerala-christian-community&post_id=6428 
Thiruvananthapuram, India, September 14, 2007 

Worried over a dwindling Christian population in Kerala, a Catholic prelate in the southern Indian state has encouraged families to have more babies. Archbishop Andrews Thazhath of Trichur, who has called for a parish poster campaign against birth control, says Kerala Christians recorded zero growth in terms of percentage of the population during the decade between the last two national censuses.
In 1991, Christians accounted for 19.5 percent of Kerala's 29.09 million people. The state's population increased to 31.84 million in 2001, but the percentage of Christians dropped to 19 percent.
"It's a dangerous trend. Our community is shrinking day by day," Archbishop Thazhath told UCA News Sept 10. Other communities are "growing steadily" and the "trend should open our eyes," he added.
In a pastoral letter read out the previous day in all parishes in his archdiocese, the prelate asked his people to uphold Christian morality. He also urged parishes to start poster campaigns to sensitize people about the sanctity of life and the threat abortion and contraception pose to this.
Catholics account for most of the state's Christians. The Syro-Malabar Church, an Oriental rite, has around 3.5 million members in 15 dioceses. It and the other Oriental rite in the state, the Syro-Malankara Church, which has about 500,000 members, trace their origins to Saint Thomas the Apostle and follow Syrian Church traditions. Another 1.5 million Catholics belong to the Latin rite, which uses the Roman liturgy introduced by Portuguese missioners in the 15th century. The three rites form the Indian Catholic Church.
According to Archbishop Thazhath, his Syro-Malabar Church is growing the slowest, since young parents opt for small families. "The only way to overcome this crisis is to have more babies and honor the sanctity of life," he said.
All the archdiocese's parishes observed the feast of the Nativity of the Blessed Mother on Sept. 8 as Pro-life Day. 
The Kerala Catholic Bishops' Council (KCBC), the common forum of all the state's bishops, declared 2007 the Year of Life and Family. 
The decline in Christian population has worried the Church for some time. In an August 2006 pastoral letter, Syro-Malabar Major Archbishop Cardinal Varkey Vithayathil of Ernakulam-Angamaly urged his people to have more babies.
Father Jose Kottayil, secretary of the KCBC Commission for Family, says large-scale migration and the "micro-family" syndrome have kept Kerala Catholics from increasing relative to other communities.
Thousands of families migrate annually to Australia, Canada, Europe, the Persian Gulf and the United States. "Our community is well educated and economically better off. Many young parents are having only one child to ensure social security," even if they have the means to afford to raise more children, the priest said.
The Church has devised various ways to educate young parents about responsible parenthood, Father Kottayil continued. "We are going to educate our community to raise children in a socially and spiritually responsible environment."
The Catholic Church plans to give educational scholarships to children from big families, the priest revealed.
"We will also educate (Catholics) to share their resources and provide job opportunities" when the children grow and enter the labor force, he said. "We have to change the mindset of the people. It may take some more time." 

August 2006 Pastoral Letter of Cardinal Varkey on Family
http://konkanicatholics.blogspot.com/2006/08/cardinal-varkey-vithayathil-pastoral.html
Journey of healing after abortion loss

A conversation with Dr. Theresa Burke, founder of Rachel’s Vineyard Ministries

By Sharyn Marchant, October 14, 2007
http://www.catholicweekly.com.au/article.php?classID=3&subclassID=9&articleID=3639&class=Features&subclass=A%20conversation%20with  

Q. What motivated you to create Rachel’s Vineyard? 
Burke: I had an experience while doing an internship in graduate school where the subject of abortion came up. When I began one of the first therapeutic support groups for healing after abortion, I recognised very quickly that abortion not only caused emotional and sometimes physical trauma, but also a spiritual wounding to the soul. I started Rachel’s Vineyard to provide an integrated spiritual and psychological journey towards healing that would allow individuals to grieve the loss of their child, recognise the impact that event had on their lives and reconcile the experience within themselves, with God, and with their lost child. As Rachel’s Vineyard grew, we began incorporating men, couples, and even grandparents and siblings into the healing process. Seeing the need for such a program and the complete lack of any resources to assist someone struggling with the pain, shame, heartache and grief of abortion motivated me to dedicate my life to this ministry, and to equip people all over the world with the tools to do the same. 
Q. What role has faith played in your work? 
Burke: Faith is at the cornerstone of what keeps me going in this work. My faith assures me that God loves us, no matter what we have done. That’s exactly why God came to earth. He desperately wants to free us from anything that makes us believe that we are less than all he intends for us: abundant life, joy, peace and hope. These are the gifts of faith that frequently become completely lost after abortion. The grief keeps women low, feeling unworthy, bitter, hurt, broken, ashamed and silent. God wants to heal us. He longs to forgive us, console us, redeem us and give us new life. I believe that. I have witnessed it again and again in the ministry of Rachel’s Vineyard. It’s a beautiful grace and a privilege to lead others into that reality. 
Q. Rachel’s Vineyard is about to launch in Korea and China. What cultural challenges have you had implementing the program around the world? 
Burke: A grief reaction to the death of one’s child is universal. It transcends all religious, political and cultural differences. A mother’s heart is governed by her human and biological natures; and so we find traumatic reactions to abortion throughout the world. Everything within a woman is biologically and hormonally programmed to nurture and protect her offspring. When she can’t, a fundamental human instinctual boundary is violated – and she will experience pain and grief. China is quietly re-thinking its attitude toward the one-child policy; it has resulted in a tremendous amount of trauma for women, a disproportionate number of men to women in the country, and an observable collapse of any intended benefits. Abortion is hardly “a woman’s right” in places like China when it has served so well as a form of terrorism and tyranny, one in which the US has played a vital role by encouraging and blindly endorsing such aggressive “population control.” I don’t think we can look at this issue or discuss the insidious nature of trauma without taking into account the amount of coercion involved. From financial, social, societal, and relational pressures that leave a woman feeling that she has no choice but abortion. We can also be starkly reminded by some cold hard facts. In the US, for example, the No 1 cause of death during pregnancy is murder. That’s quite a diagnostic indicator of the degree women are exercising what we call in the US as a “fundamental right to choose.” 
Q. Portugal, a traditionally Catholic country and one where Rachel’s Vineyard operates, has now legalised abortion. How are you expecting this to influence abortion statistics? 
Burke: Rachel’s Vineyard began in Portugal before abortion was legalised. Despite the fact that abortion was illegal, women simply travelled to neighbouring countries or to clandestine providers to obtain abortions. When abortion is legal, abortion rates will likely increase because the legality itself endorses the procedure as safe and therefore women and men reason that it must be good for us because the government has endorsed it as “medical care.” 
What people fail to realise is that abortion is not without physical, emotional, psychological and spiritual complications. Surely, if the underlying issues which made women feel there was no choice were examined and addressed, we could create a welcoming society for pregnant women and their children who could help make abortion unthinkable. 
Q. Prenatal testing can now detect over 450 conditions, and many of them come with a societal expectation to abort. Are you seeing more victims of medical eugenics (selective breeding through the elimination of ‘undesirables’) than in the past? 
Burke: We certainly are seeing a dramatic increase in this type of abortion done for “therapeutic” reasons. The grief is actually more complicated and harder to access because everyone in the environment is assuring them that abortion is the answer. In fact, if they were to choose to give life, many in the medical establishment would consider it cruel and unusual punishment to bring a child into the world that had challenges. This contradiction strikes at the heart of a mother – so the grief becomes even more deeply dissociated – but all the symptoms are there. 
Q. How important is it to teach people that they are forgiven? 
Burke: I think forgiveness is a grace that they receive after they grieve the loss of the child they are missing and seek to reconcile that experience. As a result, many women were going to confession over and over, not feeling forgiven. Forgiveness and love is what Rachel’s Vineyard helps people to “experience.” We don’t teach it, but we lead people to a place where they can feel it, to taste and see the goodness of the Lord, and then to digest it and allow it to transform their souls. 
Q. Often those impacted by abortion turn to diversions such as drugs and alcohol. What is the largest obstacle to overcome in treating women who have undergone an abortion? 
Burke: I don’t think most women connect the symptoms and addictions they suffer with the trauma of abortion. The greatest obstacle is the lack of education on this issue, and the unwillingness of public policy makers, the mental health community, and abortion providers in acknowledging the damage being caused by abortion. It’s sad to see people struggling with addictions, suicidal feelings and treatment for mental ailments which never allow them to address the root cause of their anxiety, depression, sadness, and grief. By addressing the root cause, the symptoms which can cause so much suffering can be eliminated and people can get on with their lives and exercise the gifts and love that we are created to share. The other obstacle is the fear of judgments by others, or that their suffering would be minimised by others, that create mistrust and fear, making it impossible for safe disclosure in order to be supported through the healing journey. 
Q. Are abortion providers and medical professionals overlooking the side effects? 
Burke: Yes, without a doubt. Acknowledging the risks would be bad for business, and undermine the very delicate deceptions, which have allowed abortion to flourish and become the main solution to unwanted pregnancies. I think there is an ethical obligation to invest public policy and law into protection for women and their unborn children, rather than the destruction of both mother and her baby. 
Q. Men are often left out of the decision-making process, and are rarely offered post-abortion counselling. What are the consequences of this detachment? 
Burke: My husband Kevin’s new book, Redeeming a Father’s Heart, addresses the suffering men experience from abortion. Many believe that men are peripheral figures in the decision making process, detached and unaffected by the woman’s “choice.” The reality is that men are involved in 95 per cent of all abortion decisions, and they are profoundly impacted by their participation in the abortion of their child. In the last eight years we have seen a steady increase in men who attended our Rachel’s Vineyard Retreats seeking healing. Many have come with their wives or after their partner had attended. As they shared their experiences of abortion we quickly recognised the devastating impact it had on their lives. This recognition gives them permission to examine how this loss has impacted their lives, how it has injured their father’s heart, and encourages them to reach out for reconciliation with God and their child on the journey to healing, peace and restoration in Christ. 
Q. How do you remain committed to this work and maintain a strong faith in light of all the tragedy you witness? 
Burke: Indeed, there is tremendous suffering. But we have been blessed to continue growing our ministry through the generous support provided by Priests for Life. I have the profound privilege of witnessing the dramatic work of God in the very crucible of people’s suffering and pain. I witness healing; I know lives are transformed. As far as I am concerned, there is nothing else I would be so willing to do in this world than to play a very small part in helping this happen. We lose a part of ourselves when we lose a child, a child that holds so much promise and potential. Sometimes we don’t recognise the gift that God tried to give us – but no one understands that better than God and that’s why he was willing to sacrifice his son to forgive sin in the world. Mary is a good model and inspiration to me with her strength and courage – her “yes” to God to endure whatever, so that God’s plan can be fulfilled. I truly believe that all of us in this ministry are given a grace from Mary who says: “Do whatever he tells you.” That’s all I’m trying to do, nothing more, nothing less. If I have something that helps soothe this profound hurt, it’s my honour and joy to share it. 
Q. What’s next for you and your husband, and Rachel’s Vineyard Ministries? 
Burke: We have composed a new retreat for the healing of sexual abuse entitled Grief to grace – Reclaiming the gift of sexual dignity. Those who have attended the new four day retreat say this new model will spread faster than Rachel’s Vineyard. I’ll be finishing the final pilot this November and after that (my husband and I frequently joke about buckling our seatbelts) God’s will be done! I know a number of people from Australia have attended in the US and are eager to help launch this program in your country as soon as it is released. This is another problem that there is little help for – especially spiritual help for. It’s another secret for so many people and the cause of shame and grief. This program is another beautiful work of God who seeks to liberate and heal and free our gifts to be used in His service. Aside from that, we’re raising five beautiful children; so they will always be first and next in whatever God wants from us. 
For more information visit www.rachelsvineyard.org
Life and Family Stands of the New Cardinals Appointed by Pope Benedict
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/life-and-family-stands-of-the-new-cardinals-appointed-by-pope-benedict EXTRACT
By Meg Jalsevac, Rome, October 18, 2007

Archbishop Oswald Gracias of Bombay, India: As a retired canon lawyer, Archbishop Gracias has been outspoken against Amnesty International's new policy advocating for abortion 'rights'. 
When asked to clarify the Church's teaching on abortion in the case of rape or incest or to save the life of the mother, the Archbishop said, "The Catholic Church believes that in the case of a rape and the incest, no doubt that human rights of the victim is violated but it does not take away the right of the unborn child.' He continued, "In the case of mother's life being in danger, the Church's position is that both the mother and the child have equal rights to live. Efforts should be made to save both the lives." (Source: http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2006/aug/06081003.html)
In 2006, Archbishop Gracias condemned the abortion industry in India that specifically targets baby girls. He called on India to "creat[e] a culture not only of life, but also of respect for women and the vital role they play in the family, society and world." (Source: http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2006/aug/06081003.html)

Abortion in Croatia is Down 90% Since 1989 Thanks to Strong Catholic Bishops 
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/abortion-in-croatia-is-down-90-since-1989-thanks-to-strong-catholic-bishops
By John-Henry Westen, Zagreb, December 17, 2007

Croatia has experienced a very dramatic drop in the abortion rate from 1989 when the nation’s 51,289 abortions were nearly equal to the number of live births. The latest statistics, from 2005, indicate there were 4,563 abortions - a drop of nearly 90% since 1989. Significantly the law on abortion has not changed. 
The main reason for the change of hearts and minds on abortion in the country has been the strength of the leadership of the Catholic hierarchy according to pro-life activists and others familiar with Croatia.
Dr. Antun Lisec the director of Human Life International in Croatia attests that his many successes in saving the lives of unborn children in the country comes thanks to the superb support and cooperation of Catholic bishops and priests in the nation which is over 80% Catholic.
Canadian Catholic novelist and painter Michael D. O’Brien, who won the Croatian national Buvina award for achievement in faith and culture, has travelled to Croatia three times in order to do research for his latest novel just released by Ignatius Press.  (To order O’Brien’s latest novel Island of the World click here: http://studiobrien.com/site/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=15…)
During his trips O’Brien had frequent contact with the nation’s Catholic hierarchy and told LifeSiteNews.com that their success in fighting the culture of death is not surprising given their outstanding courage.  "The culture of death in its many forms has assaulted that nation relentlessly, has crucified that church relentlessly," said O’Brien. "They have maintained a dynamic orthodoxy in their seminaries, in their clergy, in their religious orders. There is no vocation crisis in Croatia. And they are united totally with the Holy Father."
"The fruits of this are more than evident," continued O’Brien.  "They are a sign for the West."
O’Brien observed: "When you have been bombed, when you have been imprisoned, when you have seen your own lay people and priests tortured and exterminated you do not let yourself be intimidated by the subtle nuances of dissident theologians.  The corrupt moral theology, so dominant in Western Europe and the Americas has little or no influence."
"The people have tasted death in many forms and they recognize it when it comes in theological disguises," concluded O’Brien.
While many bishops, and bishops conferences in the West and Europe have, when dealing with the issue of embryonic stem cell research, refused to touch the underlining issue of in vitro fertilization (IVF), the Croatian bishops conference did just that.  Going straight to the core of the debate on embryonic stem cell research, the bishops in 2005 noted that IVF, the source of most of the world’s embryos for embryonic stem cell research, is "a serious crime against conceived human lives and their dignity".
Jim Hughes, Vice President of International Right to Life Federation, commented to LifeSiteNews.com on the work of the Catholic bishops in Croatia saying, "Thank God for their leadership. Hopefully their efforts will resonate throughout the world to give courage to other bishops and faithful to speak up in defense of human life."

"Let No One Touch the Child." The Church Blesses the Worldwide Moratorium on Abortion

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/185015?eng=y
By Sandro Magister, Rome, January 7, 2008
The initiative was born in the secular camp, but the Catholic hierarchy has immediately supported it. The Church's new politics for life and the family has a successful precedent: the 2005 Italian referendum in defense of embryos*. 

A preview of an analysis by Luca Diotallevi. *See pages 236, 237
– The birth of the child Jesus, the feast of the Holy Innocents, the Sunday of the Holy Family, the feast of the Mother of God... In Rome, in Italy, and in Spain the recent Christmas festivities have found an unexpected, spectacular echo not only in the Church but also in society as a whole, even its most secularized sectors. 
Family and birth. These are the two words that have resounded the loudest, among both Christians and secularists. 

Benedict XVI made the family the focus of his message to the world for the Day of Peace celebrated on January 1, on the family as the "primary agency of peace." 
The Catholics of Spain also dedicated a day to the support of the family, with a grandiose Sunday gathering in Madrid on December 30. A similar mass Family Day was held in Italy, in Rome, last May 12. The next appointment will perhaps be in Berlin, in the heart of de-Christianized Europe. 
The Madrid gathering was strongly marked by the Church. It unfolded as an immense outdoor liturgy, presided over by bishops and cardinals, and offered for the observation and reflection of all. The central moment was a television linkup with the pope, who at the Angelus, from Rome, spoke directly to the crowd in Spanish. 
On May 12, 2007, in Rome, the square outside of Saint John Lateran was also filled mainly with Catholics. But it was not the hierarchy of the Church that called and presided over that Family Day. It was, instead, a citizens' committee headed by Savino Pezzotta, a Catholic, and Eugenia Roccella, a feminist of radical secularist formation. Also speaking from the stage were Giorgio Israel, a Jew, and Souad Sbai, a Muslim. The form of family presented for the attention and care of all was not primarily the one celebrated by the Christian sacrament, but the "natural union between man and woman" inscribed in the civil constitution. 
An initiative that goes against the grain even more emerged in Italy, during the recent Christmas festivities: the promotion of a worldwide moratorium on abortion, after the moratorium on the death penalty approved by the United Nations on December 18. 
It goes against the grain because it was conceived and launched by a non-Christian intellectual, Giuliano Ferrara, founder and director of the opinion newspaper "Il Foglio." And because it was immediately supported by the newspaper of the Italian bishops' conference, "Avvenire," but also by personalities of other beliefs, including Roger Scruton of England, "the most influential philosopher in the world" according to "The New Yorker." 
The chronicle of this moratorium on abortion throws light on the manner in which the Church of Benedict XVI, of his cardinal vicar Camillo Ruini and the Italian bishops' conference, is acting on the political terrain. 

* * *
This Church does not demand that only what can be accepted and understood by faith be made law. But it is fighting resolutely in defense of those norms that it knows are written in the hearts of all men. 
Respect for the life of every human being, from the very first instant of its conception, is one of these universal norms that the Church views as non-negotiable. The fact that there are non-Catholics standing up in defense of all unborn life is for the Church a happy confirmation of the universality of this commandment. 
The Church of Benedict XVI, Ruini, and cardinal Angelo Bagnasco, the current president of the Italian bishops' conference, has thus looked very favorably on the fact that a non-Catholic like Ferrara has taken the initiative of launching the moratorium on abortion. 
Because in effect, this is what has happened. Ferrara launched his first appeal in favor of the moratorium on abortion on the television program "Otto e mezzo," the same evening as the UN's approval of the moratorium on the death penalty, December 18. 
The following day, December 19, this appeal appeared in print in "Il Foglio." The afternoon of that same day, "L'Osservatore Romano" published on the front page an interview with Cardinal Renato Martino, president of the pontifical council for justice and peace: 
"Catholics do not consider the right to life as something that can be negotiated on a case-by-case basis, or partitioned. [...] The clearest example is that of the millions and millions of killings of certainly innocent human beings, unborn babies." 
On December 20, "Avvenire," the newspaper of the Italian bishops' conference, gave its full support to the moratorium on abortion, with a front-page editorial by Marina Corradi and an interview with Ferrara. 
On December 21, Ferrara announced that he would be fasting from Christmas Eve to the first day of the new year, in support of public financing for the Life Assistance Centers (CAV's) that help mothers who are tempted to have abortions. 
In effect, during the following days the Lombardy Region and the municipal government of Milan supplied 700,000 euro to the CAV at Mangiagalli, the Milanese clinic that performs the greatest number of abortions. Last year at this clinic, the CAV was responsible for 833 births, by helping mothers in difficulty. In total, it is calculated that all of the CAV's operating in Italy have saved about 85,000 babies from abortion from 1975 until today. 
Meanwhile, pages and pages of "Il Foglio" have been filled with letters in support of the moratorium. A growing, unstoppable torrent of letters. Some are simple expressions of agreement, but most of them include sophisticated reflection, stories, experiences of fathers and mothers, painful accounts, and enthusiastic endorsements. Hundreds, thousands of letters in which the absolute protagonist was the tiny little being formed from conception – welcomed, loved, exalted. It is difficult to imagine a Christmas celebrated with music more appropriate than this concert of letters. 
Most of the letter writers are ordinary people. Many are Catholics, but they do not belong to the élite of the associations that come running as soon as there is an appeal to be endorsed. The few organizational names that appear here and there are those of the CAV's, or of the Family Forum, or of Science & Life: the associations directly involved in this arena. It seems that most of the writers are "Sunday" Catholics, those who go to Mass but are otherwise invisible. Or they are the audience of the popular Radio Maria. But there are also a number of others who are not Catholics. It is an Italy that is hardly present in the major media, but that the moratorium on abortion has unexpectedly brought to light. It is an Italy that may practice its faith very little, but in which the Catholic imprint is deep and difficult to remove, even among the non-baptized. 
But what does the moratorium on abortion propose in practical terms? Ferrara dreams of "five million pilgrims of life and love, all in Rome next summer." To ask for two things from governments all over the world: first, to "suspend every policy that provides an incentive for the practice of eugenics"; second, to "write into the universal declaration of human rights the right to be born." With a manifesto prepared by personalities of various perspectives, like Didier Sicard of France, Italy's Carlo Casini, Roger Scruton, from England, the American bioethicist Leon Kass, and the new U.S. ambassador to the Holy See, Mary Ann Glendon, "naturally excluding any form of blame, and far more any legal persecution of women who may decide to have an abortion" as permitted by the laws in effect in the various countries. 
On the evening of December 31, interviewed on a widely popular television news program, cardinal Ruini summarized the Church's position as follows: 
"I believe that after the good result obtained in regard to the death penalty, it is very logical to recall the topic of abortion and ask for a moratorium, at least to stimulate and awaken the consciences of all, to help people to realize that the baby in the mother's womb is truly a human being, and that its suppression is inevitably the suppression of a human being. 
"In the second place, it may be hoped that this moratorium will also provide a stimulus for Italy, at least for the complete application of the law on abortion, which claims to be a law intended for the defense of life, and then to apply this law in those areas that can truly be in defense of life, and perhaps, thirty years after the passage of this law, to update it in keeping with the scientific progress that, for example, has made great steps forward in regard to the survival of premature babies. It becomes truly inadmissible to proceed with abortion at a point where the fetus could survive outside of the womb." 
"L'Osservatore Romano" gave emphasis to these words from Ruini, and cardinal Bagnasco restated the same concepts in the most widely circulated secular Italian newspaper, "Corriere della Sera," on January 4. 
And these words were followed with actions. During the same days, five hospitals in Milan were given new "guidelines" for the application of the national law on abortion, prohibiting abortion after the twenty-first week following conception (the previous limit was at the twenty-fourth week) and prohibiting selective abortion in a twin pregnancy in absence of real physical or psychological difficulties on the part of the pregnant woman. These "guidelines" will soon be adopted by the entire Lombardy region. 
This last is another sign that the appeal for a moratorium on abortion falls on more fertile soil today than in the past. Secular thought is no longer so unified in denying human dignity to the fetus and giving significance only to the woman's self-determination. And the Church is no longer so timid and directionless as it was in Italy after the catastrophic defeat of 1981, when a Catholic-sponsored referendum for the repeal of the law on abortion obtained just 18 percent of the vote. 
The Italian Church is today, instead, fresh from a victory in another referendum in defense of the life of the embryo, held on June 12, 2005. It is a referendum whose success – according to a very recent study – was noticeably influenced by the Catholic self-identification of the Italian people. 
Reviewing this study is of great interest for understanding better the Church's current modes of operating in Italian society: a society that – unique in the world, in these terms – keeps alive the characteristics of a mass Catholicism in a context of advanced modernization. 

* * *

The study will appear in the next issue of "Polis," the scholarly journal of the Istituto Cattaneo in Bologna. The author is Luca Diotallevi, professor of the sociology of religion at Roma Tre university and author of studies of the Italian religious "anomaly" that have been published, among other places, in the United States. 
The referendum of June 12, 2005 was promoted in Italy by secular groups and parties in order to remove important points from law 40 of 2004 on assisted procreation, in practice to liberalize the selection, use, and elimination of artificially produced embryos. 
To defeat the referendum, the Catholic hierarchy asked the faithful and all citizens not to go vote. And in effect, this is what happened. 74.1 percent of voters abstained. The "yes" votes reached only 22 percent, and did not attain a majority even in the most secular and leftist Italian provinces. 
To evaluate the influence of the religious factor on this result, Diotallevi cross-referenced four pieces of data: the "yes" votes for the referendum, Catholic self-identification, civic consciousness, and social modernization. 
As the main measure of Catholic self-identification, Diotallevi took the names of the participants in the "eight per thousand" in favor of the Church. In Italy, taxpaying citizens are able to indicate each year, in their income statements, who should receive eight thousandths of the tax revenue claimed by the state: if this should be given to the state, or to the Catholic Church, or to the Jewish community, or to the Protestant Churches, etcetera. Almost all of the selections go to the Catholic Church, in growing numbers that have recently reached 90 percent. 
For the level of civic consciousness and social modernization, Diotallevi again took as his measure qualitative data, which he specifies in his study. The fact is that one thing above all emerges from all the data: the extremely strong inverse correlation between Catholic self-identification expressed by the participants in the eight per thousand, and the "yes" votes for the referendum. 
In the provinces with the lowest numbers of tax contributions for the Catholic Church – Bologna, Livorno, Florence, Ravenna, Siena, Reggio Emilia... – the "yes" votes for the referendum showed higher percentages, at around 40 percent. 
The opposite took place in the provinces with almost total participation in the eight per thousand for the Church. Here the "yes" votes were very few, at 10 percent or even less. 
These last provinces are in the south, and are also the least "civic" and modernized. But be careful: for most of the Italian provinces, in particular those of Lombardy and Veneto, high levels of Catholic self-identification do not at all coincide with backwardness, but with highly advanced levels of social modernization and civic sensibility. 

In other words, the religious element in Italy does not appear as a relic of the past, destined to disappear with the advance of modernization, but remains alive in a context of strong modernity. And moreover –Diotallevi maintains in the last part of his study – it, too, is modernizing itself. 
Catholic self-identification, he writes, would not have been enough by itself to produce the result of the 2005 referendum. It had to be activated. And this is what the Church's hierarchy did, with cardinal Ruini in the lead, with maneuvers that were absolutely novel in respect to the past. For example: by opting for abstention instead of for "no" votes; setting the strategy in advance instead of waiting for Catholic organizations to align themselves in ragtag order; favoring alliance with secular personalities in harmony with the Church on the defense of unborn life. 
Even before this, when the law on assisted procreation that would later become the object of the referendum was still being developed, the Church hierarchy had taken another unprecedented step: through the Family Forum, it had lobbied parliament, successfully here as well, in support of a text that did not at all coincide with the moral doctrine of the Church, but which it held to be acceptable as a "lesser evil." 
So then, the Italian Church won the 2005 referendum in defense of the embryo, thanks to a campaign that was also an impressive mass education effort on questions relating to unborn human life. An effective campaign. From advance surveys, the result emerged that the "yes" vote remained blocked, while the numbers grew of those who opted for "strategic" abstention suggested by the Church: in the last month, this went from 17 to 25 percent of the electorate. 
Diotallevi concludes his study in "Polis": 
"The reality has emerged of an ecclesiastical politics aware of and expert in the values and functioning of the political, cultural, and communicative mechanisms proper to a society of advanced modernization and mature democracy. [...] Success depended on having emphasized the role that could be played by religious self-identification – a dimension of religiosity that is very different from participation – with which the ecclesiastical authorities demonstrated not to have lost familiarity. In order to call this forward they did not limit themselves to rhetorical appeals, but prepared the most favorable conditions." 
The moratorium on abortion is the new great stage of this modernization of the Church's politics in defense of life and the family. 
The magazine of the Istituto Cattaneo of Bologna in which Luca Diotallevi's essay was published: Polis 
The newspaper that launched the idea of a worldwide moratorium on abortion: Il Foglio 
The message of Benedict XVI for the Day of Peace celebrated on January 1: The human family, a community of peace 
And the words addressed by the pope to the Spanish Catholics gathered in Madrid on Sunday, December 30, feast of the Holy Family: "I greet the participants..." 

Vatican urges end to Amnesty aid, describes abortion as "murder"
http://www.vaticans.org/index.php?/archives/160-Vatican-urges-end-to-Amnesty-aid,describes-abortion-as-murder.html 

Vatican City, June 14, 2007 (CINS/BBC)

The Vatican has urged all Catholics to stop donating money to Amnesty International, accusing the human rights group of promoting abortion. The Vatican, which regards life as sacred from the moment of conception, said it was an "inevitable consequence" of the group's policy change.

Amnesty said it was not promoting abortion as a universal right.

But the group said that women had a right to choose, particularly in cases of rape or incest. "No more financing of Amnesty International after the organisation's pro-abortion about-turn," said a statement from the Roman Catholic Church's Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace. The Church's request covers funding from Catholic groups, non-governmental organisations, parishes, schools and individuals.

The council's president, Cardinal Renato Martino, described abortion as "murder". "And to justify it selectively, in the event of rape, that is to define an innocent child in the belly of its mother as an enemy, as 'something one can destroy'," the cardinal said. According to Roman Catholic doctrine, life - which begins with conception - must be respected. Amnesty says it does not take any position on whether abortion is right or wrong.

But it defended its new position in support of abortion for women when their health is in danger or human rights are violated, especially in cases of rape or incest. "We are saying broadly that to criminalise women's management of their sexual reproductive right is the wrong answer," Amnesty's deputy Secretary General Kate Gilmore told Reuters news agency. "The Catholic Church, through a misrepresented account of our position on selective aspects of abortion, is placing in peril work on human rights," Ms. Gilmore said.

Some 45 million unintended pregnancies are terminated around the world every year, the World Health Organisation says.

Nearly 70,000 women die annually from unsafe abortions, it says.

Call to give embryos legal status 

https://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/11830-call-to-give-embryos-legal-status 

February 18, 2008

The call for embryos to be given a clear legal status has been sounded by the Church in France following a court decision allowing parents to enter miscarried fetuses in the official register. 
However abortion rights supporters have vehemently opposed the idea. Reuters reports French Bishop Conference president Cardinal Andre Vingt-Trois said that establishing this status would not undermine legal abortion in France because of the way the law allowing the termination of pregnancies was constructed. 

The Cour de Cassation, France's highest appeals court, ruled on February 6 that a miscarried fetus could be entered into the civil registry if a couple wished to commemorate it that way. "This means that a fetus has a status," said Cardinal Vingt-Trois said. "What has happened in the past 50 years is that the legal status of the embryo and fetus has been rapidly changed. They have been turned into things. The Church's position is that we must act as if the embryo were a person. We protect endangered animals so we should protect people too," he said. 

Abortion rights campaigner Marie-Francoise Colombani, columnist for the women's magazine Elle, said the court had opened a Pandora's box by trying to accommodate grieving parents. 

"Why don't we give legal status to what develops in a test tube during in vitro fertilization?" Ms. Colombani said. 

"The law is supposed to be a safeguard, but it has produced sheer folly," she said. 

In France, a miscarried fetus or stillborn child can be registered if it was once viable, defined as being older than 22 weeks of pregnancy or weighing more than 500 grams. Any below that are usually treated as hospital waste and incinerated. 

Three couples whose miscarried fetuses fell below those limits sued to register and bury them. The court agreed the limits were not legally binding and permitted registration. 

Cardinal Vingt-Trois said a legal status for a fetus would not necessarily undermine France's current abortion law. 

"To this day, abortion has never been legalised, it was just decriminalised," he said. "That's not the same thing." 

Source: French Catholics seek legal status for embryos
Abortion Debate Intensifies - Evidence Mounts About Negative Consequences 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-debate-intensifies  

By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, March 3, 2008 

Abortion is at the center of political debates in both Spain and Italy, as the two countries are in the midst of campaigning for national elections. Concern over the issue is, however, not limited to these two countries.

On Jan. 28, Canada marked the 20th anniversary of abortion's decriminalization by the nation's Supreme Court. The case leading to abortion involved a clinic run by Henry Morgentaler, who since then has become one of the country's best-known abortion providers. "The struggle gave meaning to my life," said Morgentaler in comments quoted in a Jan. 26 article published in the Canadian newspaper National Post. The article also mentioned that out of approximately half-a-million pregnancies a year there is currently one abortion for every three live births.

This isn't enough, however, for some activists. The article cited Sanda Rodgers, a University of Ottawa law professor, as declaring that too many barriers to abortion remain and that, "Canada still has shockingly far to go."

In a separate commentary published the same day by the National Post, Michael Coren drew attention to the fact that in the last two decades almost two million babies have been killed by abortion. He also commented that this has involved spending around $1 billion of public money, at a time when many medical procedures have been de-funded by the government.
Meanwhile, in Britain the matter of lowering the time limit for abortions continues to be discussed. Currently abortion is allowed up to 24 weeks of pregnancy, although it is permitted beyond this in the case of babies with medical problems.

On Feb. 1 the Telegraph newspaper published from the University College London Hospital, showing that survival rates for premature babies have risen notably. One-third of babies born between 22 and 25 weeks' gestation survived in the early 1980s, but this rose to 71% by the late 1990s.

Then, on Feb. 4, the Daily Mail newspaper reported that a significant number of babies survive abortions. The article was based on statistics in an official report by the Confidential Enquiry into Maternal and Child Health.

In one year alone a total of 66 infants survived abortion procedures in National Health Service installations. They were able to breathe unaided, and about half were alive for an hour, the newspaper reported.

"The fact that babies are being aborted so late in pregnancy that they are capable of survival will make many support the notion that the upper time limit should be reduced," Julia Millington, of the Pro-Life Alliance, told the Daily Mail.

Apart from causing the death of the unborn, abortion also damages women's health. The question of whether abortion increases the risk of breast cancer for women has long been disputed. A recent analysis from an independent observer indicates that there is a real risk.

Patrick Carroll, director of research at the UK's Pension and Population Research Institute, published an article on the issue in last November's issue of "The Actuary," the official publication of the actuarial profession in the United Kingdom.

Carroll first pointed out that the increase in the incidence of breast cancer is undeniable, averaging over 80% across all ages since the 1970s.

Most of the known risk factors, Carroll explained, are reproductive, pregnancy related or hormonal. "Induced abortion has a carcinogenic effect that is greater when the woman is nulliparous -- no previous full-term pregnancy -- by leaving the breast cells in a state of interrupted hormonal development where they are more susceptible to cancer," he said.

Just over half -- 53% -- of abortions in Britain involve nulliparous women, noted Carroll. As well, giving birth also brings with it an increased protection from breast cancer. He then looked at the evidence of the recent decades and concluded that the rates of abortion and fertility, "are the best predictors of breast cancer trends."

The media, however, tend to silence the evidence about dangers to women resulting from abortion, commented Dennis Byrne, writing in the opinion pages of the Chicago Tribune, Oct. 22.

Byrne observed that a recent study reporting the danger of breast cancer for women who drink more than the recommended amount was given ample publicity. "Coincidentally, a new study reported that abortion is an important breast cancer risk factor, yet I couldn't find a word describing the research in mainstream media," he added.

The study, he explained, was published in the Journal of American Physicians and Surgeons. Based on data from eight European countries, researchers found that the incidence of breast cancer increases with the incidence of earlier abortions. 

Concern over abortion's consequences for women led Missouri Governor Matt Blunt to create a task force to investigate the matter, reported the Washington Times on Dec.19.

Georgette Forney, cofounder of Silent No More, a network for people who have suffered because of abortion, told the Washington Times, "The evidence for the devastation wrought by abortion is everywhere."

A view supported in a study carried out by doctors from Virginia Commonwealth University. After studying more than 45,000 births they concluded that a single miscarriage or abortion almost triples the risk of a subsequent baby being born premature or underweight, reported the Times newspaper of London on Dec. 18.

According to the study, published in Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health, two miscarriages or abortions increased the risk about fivefold and three increased the risk nine-fold. The results hold true even after adjusting for other factors, such as smoking, high blood pressure and heavy drinking, the Times reported.

Abortion's after-effects are also psychological. In England a young woman, Emma Beck, recently committed suicide, tormented by the guilt of aborting, the Daily Mail reported Feb. 22. 

In September, 2006, she aborted the twins she was carrying. The suicide dates back to February 2007, but the facts of her situation only just became public, during an inquest held into her death. "Living is hell for me. I should never have had an abortion," she wrote in a note before taking her life.

The inquest was told that Beck's boyfriend "reacted badly" to the news of her pregnancy and did not support her. Beck's mother also told the inquiry that she felt her daughter did not receive more counseling from the hospital where the abortion was performed.

Benedict XVI has spoken out a number of times against abortion. "The fundamental human right, the presupposition of every other right, is the right to life itself," he affirmed in his Sept. 7 address to the diplomatic corps in Vienna during his visit last year.

"This is true of life from the moment of conception until its natural end. Abortion, consequently, cannot be a human right -- it is the very opposite," the Pope warned.

Then, on Nov. 19, addressing the bishops of Kenya in Rome for their five-yearly visit, he referred to pressure by the "globalized secular culture" to promote abortion. "This direct destruction of an innocent human life can never be justified, however difficult the circumstances that may lead some to consider taking such a grave step," the Pontiff declared.

"When you preach the Gospel of Life, remind your people that the right to life of every innocent human being, born or unborn, is absolute and applies equally to all people with no exception whatsoever," the Pope told the Kenyan bishops. A Gospel that still needs to be preached to many people around the world.

Wilberforce would have fought abortion says religious relative 
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=6465
April 1, 2008

Plymouth priest, Fr Gerard Wilberforce says that if his famous anti-slavery ancestor, William Wilberforce, were alive today he would certainly be fighting human trafficking and drugs but the issue of abortion would be at the top of his list. 

Total Catholic reports that Fr Wilberforce who is the great, great-grandson of the renowned human rights champion, was commenting on the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Bill now before the British Parliament. He said the bill also presented an opportunity to amend the UK Abortion Act. With the number of abortions having reached 200,000 per year in the UK, the priest said the "time is right" to tighten up a law that was designed to protect women by ending illegal abortion but never meant to allow such a high degree of deprived life. 
"There are great similarities between the status of the foetus and that of the slaves," he said. "Slaves were considered a commodity to do with whatever the masters wished," Fr. Wilberforce said. "Today, in our desire to play God in our embryology experimentation, with all its unfulfilled promises of miracle cures, and our decision to abort unwanted children, we are no better than those slave traders who put their interests above the sanctity and value of human life. 
"Most people at the time didn't believe the evil of slavery could ever be defeated, as the economy was dependent on the trade. It's easy for us to think that is the case today with abortion, but I believe William Wilberforce would not take such a view." Fr. Wilberforce said that while hearts should go out to all those who had chosen abortion, there should be a much greater emphasis on the alternatives which exist.  
"Many of us would like to see more support for those who have made such a difficult decision," he said. "But while we recognise the trauma many women have gone through, we also have a duty to speak up for those who cannot speak for themselves." Abortions in the UK now number 600 a day. Fr. Wilberforce said there was “something deeply depressing about a society in which abortion is so easy, yet alternatives such as adoption are made to appear so difficult”. 
He added: “As with my great ancestor, the battle took many years, even decades. But now, with the passage of time we look back in horror at how we devalued human life. 
"I truly believe we will look back in years to come, repent and ask forgiveness for what we let happen to the unborn child." 

William Wilberforce campaigned vigorously for the ending of the transatlantic slave trade in 1807, which ultimately paved the way for the abolition of slavery itself throughout the entire British Empire in 1833. His descendant said he was often asked what campaigns Wilberforce would be fighting if he were alive in today’s Britain.
Source: Wilberforce would join the anti-abortion fight (Total Catholic, 31/3/08) 

Divorce and Abortion: Roadblocks to Faith? Conference Considers Church's Role in Healing 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/divorce-and-abortion-roadblocks-to-faith
By Carrie Gress, Rome, April 7, 2008 

The pain and suffering caused by abortion and divorce keep many from pursuing a full life of faith, concluded a conference seeking pastoral situations for children of divorce and parents of aborted children.
The two-day congress, titled “Oil on the Wounds: A Response to the Aftermath of Abortion and Divorce,” was organized by the Pontifical John Paul II Institute for Studies on Marriage and the Family and the Knights of Columbus. It ended Friday.
Victoria Thorn, founder of Project Rachel, told those in attendance that "[t]he brokenness caused by abortion keeps millions of people from fully entering into their faith journey, from fully experiencing the God-life within." 
"The wound of abortion" Thorn explained, "is both spiritual and human and must be resolved in both realms to be healed." The woman who has had an abortion "believes that she has committed the unforgivable sin. That is the core of the spiritual wound. She is a mother who knows she is responsible for the death of her child; a child she never got to birth, to see and to hold. That is the core of the human wound." 
Mother Mary Agnes Donovan of the Sisters of Life in New York said, "The trouble with every abortion is that it profoundly and inescapably works havoc on an individual, a unique person, who fits no mold, falls into no organized category. If she has ever had a scintilla of faith, or religious conviction, or moral education, she is crushed with guilt -- a guilt that may be driven deep into the unconsciousness by whatever forces are at work -- but which is then a cancer in the very soul."

Division of divorce 
On the topic of faith and children of divorce, Elizabeth Marquardt, the vice president of the Center for Marriage and Families at the Institute of American Values in New York, explained that research shows that "the grown children of divorce say there's no such thing as a 'good' divorce. Even amicable or 'good' divorces require children to grow up between two worlds, focused alone to make sense of their parents' often dramatically different beliefs, values and ways of living." "When parents divorce," she continued, "the tough job of dealing with the conflict between their worlds does not go away. Instead, divorce hands the job of making sense of the two worlds to the child alone. The result is that divorce sows lasting inner conflict in children's lives. This inner conflict burdens children, making them grow up too soon."
Children of divorce, Marquardt added, "feel like the divided selves, torn between their parents' worlds. They feel much more alone. They become guarded and often secretive. They don't know where they belong. They feel like they have to figure out the big questions in life alone. They struggle with huge losses that impact their spiritual lives. And they do all this in isolation and silence, because no one ever talks about the job they've been given, to make sense alone of their parents' two different worlds." As a result of their two worlds, "children of divorce are much less likely to have had consistent involvement in a religious faith when growing up," and that as a group they "are much less religious than their peers from intact families," Marquardt explained.
Marquardt also found in her research that many children of divorce have a difficult time understanding God as a parent because of their own estranged parental relationships. For those who do have faith, Marquardt said, they "are more likely to say that their relationship with God is an outgrowth of lacking a loving father or parent when they were growing up." Their relationship with God fills a void, Marquardt explained. "They turn to God for love and guidance in place of an absent father or parent, or a lonely home life." "Yet it is clear," concluded Marquardt, "whether they become more or less religious, the spiritual journeys of children of divorce consistently reflect stories of loss, pain and loneliness."
Healing steps Marquardt says churches can be a tremendous help to children and families affected by divorce, not by avoiding the topic because it makes some uncomfortable, but by discussing it from the pulpit. "It is fully possible to be compassionate to children of divorce and emphasize the importance of marriage while, at the same time, affirming and supporting single and divorced parents."
As for abortion, Thorn underlined that "the sin of abortion has become so pervasive, so overwhelming today that it is imperative that the Church not only continue its prophetic stance in protecting unborn human lives, but also call to healing the millions who have been drawn into the evil of abortion, willingly or under duress, knowledgeable or ignorant of the reality, extending to them God's forgiveness and healing."
"Women who experience healing through God's mercy and love do not have more abortions. Men who are restored after abortion, work diligently to end abortion as do the women. Indeed," Thorn concluded, "these people become the cornerstones of the Culture of Life."

Three hot disputes on the Papal visit 

http://marymagdalen.blogspot.in/2008/04/three-hot-disputes-on-papal-visit.html EXTRACT

By Phil Lawler, April 17, 2008 
Since it is virtually impossible to keep ahead of the avalanche of stories about Pope Benedict's trip to the US, let me just pick out three particular debates for comment: 
1. FALLOUT FROM THE SEX-ABUSE SCANDAL…
2. Pro-choice politicians
Pope Benedict has made it clear that Catholic politicians who support legal abortion should not receive Communion, since their public posture is grossly at odds with Catholic moral teaching, and their reception of the Eucharist would constitute a scandal. 
Everyone knew the Pope's thought on this issue. But everyone also knew that prominent Catholic politicians like Senator John Kerry and Speaker Nancy Pelosi-- both ardent proponents of legal abortion-- would receive Communion at the papal Mass in Nationals Park today. Everyone knew, because the politicians announced their intentions in advance. 
This is no small matter, because these politicians were not only creating scandal but also endangering their own souls. So how did the US hierarchy react? Were their warnings issued? Admonitions to avoid grave sin and scandal? I saw none. Only this quote from Sister Mary Ann Walsh, an official voice of the US bishops' conference: "People go to church and people go to Communion if they feel in their heart they are prepared to receive Communion.” 
Judie Brown, the valiant head of the American Life League, begged the US bishops "to be extraordinarily vigilant in defending the Eucharist" during the papal visit. But her efforts could not compete with the assurances offered by the official mouthpiece of the US hierarchy, who was placidly assuring reporters that everything would be all right "if they feel in their heart they are prepared to receive Communion." Not a word about objective moral standards, the proper formation of conscience, the duty to avoid scandal, or-- most important of all-- the salvation of souls. 
3. CATHOLIC COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES…

Australian Bishops: Lawful Abortion Is Still Wrong - Oppose Removing Procedure from Crimes Act
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/australian-bishops-lawful-abortion-is-still-wrong/shares/new  
Melbourne, Australia, April 24, 2008 

Bishops in the state of Victoria are urging Australians to keep abortion as part of the Crimes Act, even though the state already has abortion on demand in practice.
In a pastoral letter signed by six prelates and an apostolic administrator, Church leaders urged Victoria to adopt laws that maintain abortion as a crime, and to restrict and rein in provisions for the killing of the unborn.
Abortion in Victoria has been practically available upon demand since a 1969 court decision made it permissible whenever there was perceived sufficient danger to the mother's physical or mental health.
"Thus, the judge introduced notions of 'necessity' and 'proportionality' into the interpretation of the provisions," the pastoral letter explained. "Since 1969, in practice 'necessity' and 'proportionality' have been stretched to include almost any reason to procure an abortion. The need even to offer a justification for an abortion is seldom recognized."
So then why the push to "decriminalize" abortion -- a measure Parliament is expected to consider in the coming months -- the bishops asked. "The motivation seems to be to remove the 'unlawful' stigma currently attached to 'medical' abortion in virtue of the fact that it is named as an offense in the Crimes Act," the pastoral letter proposed. "But the law is a great educator and if the law approves something then people gradually accept a new understanding of what is right and what is wrong. People begin to think: 'Abortion is lawful now, so it’s right.' "Taking abortion out of the Crimes Act would undoubtedly be a victory for the pro-abortion forces. But moving the regulation of abortion from the Crimes Act to the Health Act would also give strength to the fallacy that abortion is just an ordinary medical procedure."
Justice The pastoral letter went on to call for justice for women and the unborn, and particularly the unborn who have mental or physical handicaps. "When a state does not place its power at the service of the rights of each citizen, and in particular of the more vulnerable, the very foundations of the state based on law are undermined," it said.
And the letter added: "Over the last 40 years, the pervasive influence of relativism and materialism have combined to expose the unborn to the new culture of death. Yet, while this has been happening, science and technology -- such as discovery of DNA and the advent of ultrasound imaging -- have made it clear beyond argument that the unborn child is a fully human individual in the womb. Moreover, medical practice continues to perfect its techniques for caring not only for the mother but also for her unborn infant." The bishops further called for protection for women.
They noted a study from the United Kingdom-based Royal College of Psychiatrists asserting "that abortion in various cases can lead to mental health issues, that women contemplating abortion should be advised of mental health risks and that better research is needed on this phenomenon."
The pastoral letter called for help for women facing difficult pregnancies: "The Church does not condemn women who have had abortions. Together with their children, they are the principal victims of this new culture of death. Often women resort to abortion for complex reasons, abandoned or under pressure, or led on by false information."

Eugenics 

The Victorian bishops also mention the phenomenon of eugenics.
"Striving to breed a perfect human race is known as Eugenics," the letter explained. "Modern pre-natal technology shows human life in the womb in vivid detail. Myths that the unborn is just 'a mass of cells' or 'part of a woman’s body' collapse when we actually see human life in the womb. While this technology can be put to therapeutic use, it can also be misused, to seek out imperfect human beings and then destroy them before birth, even in the last phases of pregnancy. 

"How grossly unfair it is to impose a death sentence on an innocent human being just for the 'crime' of being imperfect physically or mentally."
The pastoral letter concludes by calling on Victorians to write their Members of Parliament, clearly expressing their views against decriminalization.
The authors asked "Members of Parliament to listen calmly and rationally to the voice of conscience, to weigh carefully the harm involved in this legislation" and "all men and women of good will to reject abortion and choose life." 

The Unborn's Silent Suffering They Are No Strangers to Pain, Says Book 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/the-unborn-s-silent-suffering
By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, May 25, 2008 

A topic receiving more attention recently in debates on abortion is the question as to whether a fetus can suffer and feel pain. A book just published brings together a variety of evidence by experts, mainly Italian, on the subject.

"Neonatal Pain: Suffering, Pain and the Risk of Brain Damage in the Fetus and Unborn" (Springer) is edited by Giuseppe Buonocore and Carlo Bellieni, who are both members of the department of pediatrics, obstetrics and reproductive medicine at the University of Siena. 

The contributions from the large number of experts who contribute to the book agree in affirming that a fetus can feel pain before birth, the two editors explain in their introductory essay. "Recognizing human dignity and human suffering from life in the womb is a clinical duty in the service of better treatment," they declare.

One of the contributions, a joint effort by nine experts, looks at the evidence obtained from ultrasound techniques. The introduction of three-dimensional and four-dimensional ultrasonography has enabled a far more detailed evaluation of the fetus, thus allowing the observation of how it reacts to specific stimuli, they observe.

The uterus is a protected, but not an isolated, environment and touch is the first sense that the fetus develops. By week 10 of pregnancy an unborn child can be observed bringing hands to its head, opening and closing the mouth, and swallowing.

As well, recent experiments show that newborns have functional memory, development of which began in the period before birth. The authors note that, in fact, newborns remember tastes and odors perceived in the uterus and these perceptions might have an influence on future preferences. Sounds, also, are heard by the unborn, including the mother's voice. Newborns have even been shown to recognize music that the mother listened to during pregnancy.

Protagonist

Another joint article examines the specific question of fetal pain. The team of medical experts who authored the piece starts by noting that the unborn child is a protagonist, promoting cellular traffic with the mother, and so the fetus needs to be considered a patient, whose well-being is taken into consideration by doctors.

There is evidence, they observe, that acute or chronic pain, or even prolonged stress, can be dangerous for the fetus, especially if it happens during a critical period of brain development. Possible negative effects range from a lower pain threshold to an increase in age-related memory impairments.

Based on experiments with primates, the article hypothesizes that fetal pain can even impair the functioning of the body's immune system, with long-term implications for infections and autoimmune diseases.

Regarding stress, the authors cite a study on a group of mothers who suffered stress and compared them to a control group. The babies of the stressed mothers were characterized by a lower birth weight, smaller head circumference and a lower gestational age at birth when compared with the babies of the control group.

The authors observe that some medical experts don't consider the fetus can feel pain because it is not conscious, and also because it is normally asleep in the womb. The article on neonatal pain in Buonocore and Bellieni's book reply to this by saying there is considerable scientific evidence showing that fetuses are sensitive to a variety of sensation in the uterus: sound, changes in light, touch and pressure, and changes in balance.

Moreover, even if a fetus were not to recognize pain consciously as we do, it still remains an unpleasant experience for the unborn, they add.

Stress effects 

Another chapter of the book looked at other effects of stress on the fetus. Two members of the Institute of Reproductive and Developmental Biology at Imperial College London, Kieran O'Donnell and Vivette Glover, explain that maternal stress is very much related to the development of the fetus.

In addition, in cases of medical intervention carried out on fetuses there is evidence showing a response to an invasive stimulus from the age of 16 weeks gestation. Even at the age of 12 weeks a fetus will move away if touched. Nevertheless, O'Donnell and Glover admit that we still do not know exactly when the fetus starts to feel pain or when it becomes conscious. 

In a concluding chapter, Marina Enrichi urges readers to value prenatal life. A better knowledge about prenatal conditions and the development of the fetus will bring with it a perception of fetal life as something precious, resulting in greater respect for the developing embryo and the woman bearing it, she argues.

One of the consequences of this, Enrichi augurs, is that all of us and society itself will begin to wish to create a more protective environment for the unborn baby and the mother.

Nervous system 

The Italian medical experts are not the only ones convinced of the need to pay more attention to the pain suffered by the unborn. On Feb. 10 the New York Times ran a major feature article reporting on the findings of other doctors on this topic.

The article started by citing the experience of Kanwaljeet Anand, who while a medical resident in a British hospital saw the significant harm caused to premature babies when they were operated on without anesthetic. At the time, 25 years ago, doctors thought the nervous systems of the babies were too underdeveloped to sense pain.

Through trials, Anand clearly showed this was not at all the case and that once the babies received anesthesia the mortality rate dropped from 25% to 10%. Pain relief for premature babies soon came to be standard, the article said. Anand continued his observations in this area and noted that babies as young as 22 weeks of gestation demonstrated a reaction to pain even when pricked by a needle.

The consequence of this observation was the consideration that the fetus might feel pain. This became an important question with the development of fetal surgery, since whether the unborn feels pain is an important consideration for the surgeon. 

Anand, now a professor at the University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences and a pediatrician at the Arkansas Children's Hospital in Little Rock, told the New York Times that he believes fetuses can feel pain by the 20th week of pregnancy, and possibly even earlier.

The article also cited Nicholas Fisk, a fetal-medicine specialist and director of the University of Queensland Center for Clinical Research in Australia. Fisk has carried out research showing that fetuses as young as 18 weeks react to an invasive procedure with a spike in stress hormones and a shunting of blood flow toward the brain. This is a reaction also present in infants and adults and is designed to protect a vital organ from threat. 

The New York Times article acknowledged that the question of whether the fetus does feel pain has obvious implications for the abortion debate. In fact, medical evidence is showing they do feel pain, and as time goes by researchers are pushing back more and more their estimation of the age at which the fetus is affected by pain. 

Admitting that a fetus does feel pain, however, is difficult for abortion advocates, as it is just one more bit of evidence proving how wrong they are about denying the unborn a chance to live.

"Since it must be treated from conception as a person, the embryo must be defended in its integrity, cared for, and healed, as far as possible, like any other human being," states No. 2274 of the Catechism of the Catholic Church. Recognizing that a fetus can indeed feel pain is one step on the path to acknowledging it is a person.

Abortion: The silence of life

http://www.misyononline.com/misyonforum/forums/topic/abortion-the-silence-of-life/
By Rev. Nicola Bux and Rev Salvatore Vitiello, Vatican City, May 29, 2008 
This year 2008, is the fortieth anniversary, only a few days ago to be exact, of the approval of the famous Law 194 which de-penalised abortion in Italy. An anniversary on which there is little to celebrate. Direct abortion, whatever the case, is always suppression of life. A fragile, defenceless life in need of care and protection is suppressed by those who are expected most effectively to defend it.
To de-penalise an action means to lift the legal punishment it deserves. On no account does it mean recognition of that act as something legitimate or good. From this point of view a high level philosophical and juridical debate as to whether or not the law has the power to declare an intrinsically evil action, 'de-penalised' would be interesting.
Abortion will always be evil. An existential drama for millions of women who are never, not even after decades, completely healed of the trauma of ending a human life. Because to end a life, especially a life which is growing inside one's own womb, is contrary to nature. A destructive act against the life of 'another' and against one's own life, psychological balance, and moral and spiritual existence.
With Law 194, too often society has saddled women with the grave burden of abortion. As often happens in certain ideological and feminist circles, in actual fact conservative themselves, on the grounds that the woman is being left totally free to decide about herself and about her body, (remember the slogan: "this is my body, and I manage it"), in actual fact she is being left totally alone.
If it is obvious that on no account can the life growing in the mother's womb be considered "part of the mother's body", this is amply demonstrated by modern genetic science which, never more than in the case of abortion, has reached a point in recent years where it can potentially confirm the classical thesis on life and the genetic irreducibility of the embryo. The latter has its own genetic code and is therefore another person, different from both mother and father. A person, whom no one may take the liberty of killing.
If we refuse with conviction any sort of drift in government ethics, with equal realism it is necessary to recognise the limits of government power, which cannot go against reality and justice, not even when it is democratically supported, and, at the same time, it is necessary to assess with great prudence the "pedagogical effects" of this law, which can determine first and foremost a mentality and successive behaviour. The point of departure is not the revision of Law 194, but a re-thinking of it would be a point of arrival, unless there exists some "legislative dogma" of which we know nothing.
What is truly urgent then, is the education of a people, a united and convinced response from all of society's best forces which must go back once again to educating and in this perspective, to educating to life. In a devastating prophecy, Blessed Teresa of Calcutta warned that the world will never be rid of wars long as abortion is practised. If this is really the only way to stop wars, what better opportunity for all the pacifists to demonstrate their love of peace?

Indian couple requests abortion for fetal heart defect 

http://www.asianews.it/news-en/Indian-couple-requests-abortion-for-fetal-heart-defect-12891.html
By Nirmala Carvalho, New Delhi, July 30, 2008 
The country's law bans abortion after the 20th week. The fetus, now in the 25th week, has heart problems that would require the insertion of a pacemaker after birth, followed by regular operations to replace it.
A firm "no" from the Church, which defends the absolute principle of the "right to life".
An Indian couple, with the support of their attending physician, have submitted a petition to proceed with the abortion of a fetus in its 25th week, even though the law of the country - the Medical Termination of Pregnancy Act - does not allow the interruption of pregnancy after the 20th week, unless "the life of the mother is in serious danger".
The parents, whose identity is being kept secret, appealed to the Indian supreme court after discovering that their child suffers from congenital heart problems. They are supported by a legal medical consultant, Dr. Nikhil Datar, who opened the petition citing article 21 of the Constitution, in regard to the "fundamental right to life".
According to the opinion of the doctors, the heart problems would require an immediate emergency operation to insert a pacemaker, which lasts from four to five years. The child would therefore have to face at least five surgical operations, a prospect that seems to compromise his "normal existence". The doctors are also afraid of the risk of a spontaneous abortion. The woman, who was supported in her decision by her mother and her husband, says that she wants to abort because she "cannot afford the extraordinarily expensive treatment, which may or may not give results''.
"This case was referred to me only after diagnosis of the heart problem", Dr. Datar tells AsiaNews. "At 20 weeks a sonogram was done, their gynecologist realized there was something wrong with the heart sounds, and raised a suspicion and further investigations were carried out. By this time, the lady was already into 23 weeks of pregnancy. The couple was determined that they did not want to continue with the pregnancy so the gynecologist referred the couple to me, since I am a legal gynecologist professional and the law of the land states that a pregnancy cannot be terminated after 20 weeks of the formation of a fetus". According to the doctor, the couple intends to abort, and sought him out for his "professional expertise". Finally, he said he hopes the law that regulates the interruption of pregnancy will be changed to "take into consideration the needs and respect of every person". The position seems to admit, implicitly, that the decision
whether to keep the child or not ultimately rests with the woman.
The Indian Catholic Church has immediately spoken out, restating its opposition to abortion and defense of life in all its forms. "The right to life of the individual human being is a moral absolute", emphasizes Dr. Pascoal Carvalho, a member of the pontifical academy for life. "This deep-seated relativism between the 'right to choose' and the 'right to life' has come to mean that moral questions will be settled in the spirit of consumer choice or personal whim". He quotes Pope John Paul II, according to whom "life is always good", and he foresees negative consequences for civil society if a practice is extended that permits "[killing] infants with congenital defects before they are born. History will compel us to regret this choice",
Dr. Carvalho concludes.
Kerala, Sanctions against those who have a third child. The Church’s opposition 

http://www.asianews.it/news-en/Kerala,-sanctions-against-those-who-have-a-third-child.-The-Church's-opposition-12899.html  

By Nirmala Carvalho, New Delhi, July 31, 2008
The Law Reforms Commission of Kerala in India has "recommended" the adoption of sanctions against families that have a third child. Cardinal Varkey Vithayathil, president of the Indian Catholic bishops' conference, has taken a tough stance against "the state dictatorship of the Marxist government" of Kerala, which "the Catholic Church will oppose to the end".
"In 1958", he recalls, "after the fall of the communist government of Kerala, Jawaharlal Nehru, the first prime minister of India, said in the Indian Parliament, 'The Catholic Church in Kerala is a force to reckon with'".
The commission, headed by the judge V R Krishna Iyer of the federal supreme court, has recommended a sanction of 10,000 rupees (about 150 euros) and the exclusion of free education and health care for families that have a third child, as well as other state aid regarding housing and work. It is a significant sum of money for Indian families, which in general do not have enough money to pay for schooling or health care.
Article 7 of the new proposed law states that "No person or institution shall use religion, region, sect, caste, cult or other inducements for production of more children than permitted". "Any person or a public organization or institution associated with or carrying on the work of family planning and birth control" can take to court those who violate the law.
"Who has the right to decide the number of children?" Cardinal Vithayathil asks in an interview with AsiaNews. "Human beings are born for the world, and the Indian government has tried before and this was opposed by everyone; even the poorest person knows intrinsically that a child is a gift of God. The government is proposing such draconian measures to limit the number of children for demographic reasons.
"In Kerala, there are two different ideologies, the ideology of supremacy of the state, and the other ideology being freedom, respect, and the dignity of the human person".
In 1991, Christians were 19.5% of the 29 million people in Kerala. In 2001, the population reached 32 million, of which 19% are Christian.
The Church's stance is not only one of opposition, but is above all positive. "We want to promote and encourage a pro-life policy, as we are celebrating 40 years of the encyclical Humane Vitae. We need to reaffirm the importance of life in the face of such a proposed law. "No legislation can stop or even hinder the faithful from being generous in having more children and open to life".
Abortion's Aftershocks - Interview with Author Michaelene Fredenburg 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-s-aftershocks 

By Karna Swanson, San Diego, California, July 24, 2008 

When a woman decides to abort, she mistakenly believes the procedure will erase the pregnancy and that life will return to normal, says the founder of a forum for those affected by abortion.

Michaelene Fredenburg is the author of "Changed: Making Sense of Your Own or a Loved One's Abortion Experience," and founder of AbortionChangesYou.com, an Internet site that seeks to help those who have been affected by abortion to face the tragic truth of their actions.
In this interview with ZENIT, Fredenburg talks about why the effects of abortion are often unexpected, and how she is working to help others begin the process of healing.
Q: The first part of your book consists of testimonies from people whose lives were changed by an abortion. Why is it that abortion is normally seen as an answer, and that the negative consequences of the procedure are unexpected? 
Fredenburg: Any number of reasons can contribute to a sense of urgency to “erase” a pregnancy including the desire to keep the pregnancy a secret, the abandonment of a partner, or the lack of economic resources.
Although one out of three women of childbearing years have had an abortion in the United States by age 45, we rarely talk about our abortion experiences with even our closest friends and family members. Because we don’t talk about our experiences, most couples have no working knowledge about how an abortion may impact them in the future. 
Q: Many women wrote that even though they were sure the decision to abort was the right one, they immediately regretted it. How should we interpret that immediate regret?
Fredenburg: There is often the expectation that life will go back to the way it was before the pregnancy. However, when a man or woman realizes that this isn’t possible, he or she may experience powerful feelings of regret. The reasons for choosing abortion that were compelling before the procedure may appear weak or very different after the procedure. 
Of course, not all women will experience immediate regret. In fact, men and women have a variety of reactions after an abortion ranging from relief to paralyzing guilt and grief. Many individuals experience conflicted emotions that are both positive and negative. While I had an immediate reaction after my abortion, there are others that will experience a delay of months, years, or even decades. 
I spoke with a man recently who told me he pressured his girlfriend into an abortion 35 years ago. He didn’t think about the abortion at all until 5 years ago. For some reason, he began to think about the fact that he would have an adult child that might possibly be married with children, making him a grandfather. The more he thought about this, the more concerned he grew about his ex-girlfriend. The concern turned into guilt -- something that has become a bigger and bigger burden for him.
Q: In the second section of the book you give those affected by abortion the opportunity to tell their story, which you say is an important part of beginning the healing process. Can you take us through that process?
Fredenburg: An important part of beginning the healing process is to validate your experience -- to acknowledge that your experience is real and that it’s significant. Documenting the events that led up to and took place during and after the abortion will help you to start making sense of your own abortion or the abortion of someone close to you. I recommend completing this activity privately as this will give you the freedom to express the truth of your experience without worrying about what other people think about you or how your words may impact those involved. However, if you begin to feel overwhelmed, please reach out to a trusted family member, friend, or spiritual leader for support.
There isn’t a right or wrong way to tell your story. The important thing is to start and, over time, finish telling it. If you’ve experienced or been touched by more than one abortion, it’s helpful to explore the story of each one separately. 
You may find the process of documenting your experience to be extremely painful, or you may feel relieved as you express thoughts and memories that have been buried deep inside. Although your story will be unique, it is important to remember that you are not alone. I have included questions in "Changed" that can help you to tell your story. 
Q: There is also a Web site that goes along with the book. What do you hope through the book and the Web site? What services do you offer those affected by abortion?
Fredenburg: The book "Changed" is a gentle invitation for men, women, family members and friends to begin the healing process. Individuals who haven’t been personally touched by abortion, but who wish to gain a better understanding of what others are experiencing, can also utilize the book. I know from personal experience how difficult it is to face the loss and pain that my abortion created. That is why I wrote the book in a friendly informal manner -- just like we’re sitting with each other having a conversation. I included space to write or draw as you move through the “Healing Pathways.” The Afterword by Dr. Gary Strauss paints a picture of what the healing process looks like and includes special notes for men.
AbortionChangesYou.com is a safe confidential place that can be visited any time of the day or night. The interactive content allows visitors to anonymously explore at their own pace while still feeling a sense of community. The “Find Help” locator -- at the top right hand on each page -- allows visitors to enter their ZIP code and find after abortion healing resources in their area.
Q: You also speak frankly of your own abortion. What was the key for you to begin healing from an abortion? Does one ever fully heal from an abortion?
Fredenburg: My healing process began when I reached out for help and learned that I wasn’t alone. Just knowing that my reaction was “normal” and that what I was experiencing after my abortion had a name -- reproductive grief -- gave me hope that I could heal. Finding compassion and understanding, instead of the judgment and condemnation that I feared, also gave me the courage to continue my journey to wholeness. Knowing that I didn’t have to make the journey alone kept me going when I felt discouraged.

You can find a place of peace and wholeness after an abortion. As Dr. Gary Strauss says in the Afterword of "Changed," “It is not a matter of ‘if’ we can find healing, but ‘when’ we will begin the healing journey.” 
Healing doesn’t mean forgetting, rather it is a process that allows us to let go of the pain and keep moving forward. 
Q: What one piece of advice would you give to a young woman, or someone involved in some way in an abortion, who is just beginning to heal?
Fredenburg: Healing is an unpredictable process -- each person’s timeline for healing is unique and varied. Be patient with yourself and know that you are not alone.
Abortion Changes You: www.abortionchangesyou.com
US Bishops: Doctors Have Right to Say No to Abortion - Support Protection for Conscientious Objectors

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/us-bishops-doctors-have-right-to-say-no-to-abortion 
Washington, D.C. August 22, 2008 

A U.S. bishops' aide welcomed a draft of federal regulations aimed to beef up existing legislation protecting health care providers' right to conscientiously object to participating in abortions.
Secretary Michael Leavitt of the Department of Health and Human Services released the regulations Thursday for a 30-day public comment period.
Deirdre McQuade, a spokeswoman for the bishops on life issues, welcomed the proposed regulations as a way to protect medical personnel from being coerced to violate their consciences in federally funded programs.
"Doctors, nurses and other medical personnel face pressure to participate in abortion -- a practice that many find abhorrent in good conscience," McQuade said. "The enforcement of federal laws designed to protect their freedom of conscience is long overdue."
The regulations would make federal funding dependent on an organization's willingness not to discriminate against health care professionals who object to participating in abortions.
"This is not just about Catholic health care," McQuade continued. "Catholics do not stand alone in opposition to the deliberate destruction of nascent human life. All health care providers should be free to serve their patients without violating their most deeply held moral and religious convictions on the value of life."
"Organizations calling themselves 'pro-choice' are actually pro-coercion in seeking to deny the freedom of doctors and nurses," the spokeswoman affirmed. "Don't doctors have the right to choose not to participate?
"Over the coming 30 days of public comment, the bishops urge the pro-life American public to thank Secretary Leavitt and encourage HHS to implement the strongest possible regulations."
The proposed regulations were leaked to the press earlier this summer, prompting Cardinal Justin Rigali, chair of the bishops' Committee for Pro-Life Activities, to write members of Congress urging them to support the measures.

Women, Abortion and Mental Health - Reactions to Study of American Psychological Association 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/women-abortion-and-mental-health 

By Karna Swanson, Boston, August 25, 2008 

The bottom line regarding abortion and mental health is that women have been hurt and they need help, says the founder of Project Rachel.
"I have met women from every continent," Victoria Thorn told ZENIT. "I have heard many experiences and reasons for abortions -- and the sadness in a woman's heart is universal."
Thorn's statement is in response to the American Psychological Association's study released this month that found there is "no credible evidence that a single elective abortion of an unwanted pregnancy in and of itself causes mental health problems for adult women."
The draft report of the APA Task Force on Mental Health and Abortion was released Aug. 12 and the conclusions presented at the association's annual convention in Boston.
The task force concluded the "prevalence of mental health problems observed among women in the United States who had a single, legal, first-trimester abortion for non-therapeutic reasons appeared to be consistent with normative rates of comparable mental health problems in the general population of women in the United States."

Factors 
Although the research found that some women do experience sadness, grief and feelings of loss following an abortion, even "clinically significant disorders, including depression and anxiety," the study did not find sufficient evidence "to support the claim that an observed association between abortion history and a mental health problem was caused by the abortion per se, as opposed to other factors."
The task force report cited considerations such as poverty, abuse, outside pressure to terminate their pregnancy, and the stigma associated with abortion, to be contributing factors that could lead to negative psychological reactions.
Thorn, who founded Project Rachel to help women heal in the aftermath of an abortion, acknowledged these factors to be "significant" in the lives of the women she has spoken to who have experienced an abortion.

"I deal with the very feelings they describe, and perhaps they are exacerbated by the [factors] they site," she said. "But the bottom line is that women are hurting and they need help. They [the women] identify the root problem as the abortion."
"And in terms of the global statements about psychological impact of abortion being misleading, this is pure folly," she said.

Evidence 
Tony Perkins, president of the Family Research Council, criticized the report for "minimizing the psychological harms of abortion to women."
"This conclusion does not follow from the literature reviewed," he said in a statement. "Consensus exists among many social and medical science scholars that a minimum of 10%-30% percent of women who abort suffer from serious, prolonged, negative psychological consequences."
"A number of studies have shown abortion in women to be associated with increased risks of major depression, anxiety disorders, substance abuse and suicidal behaviors," added Perkins.
"The report also ignores a substantial and growing body of evidence consisting of testimonies based on women's real-life experiences," he said, "as cited by the Supreme Court in the Gonzales v. Carhart decision last year, which upheld the federal ban on partial-birth abortion."

Changed 
Michaelene Fredenburg, author of "Changed: Making Sense of Your Own or a Loved One's Abortion Experience," testified last year before the U.S. House Energy and Commerce Subcommittee on Health that her abortion at 18 left her feeling "violated and betrayed," and that she was not prepared for the "emotional fallout" that ensued.
The founder of AbortionChangesYou.com, an Internet site that seeks to help those who have been affected by abortion to face the tragic truth of their actions, told ZENIT that the APA report confirms what she has found in her personal life and from what others have told her: "Unintended pregnancy and abortion don't happen in a vacuum."
"Abortion is an extremely complex decision," she said. "There are many factors that influence a woman's decision to abort and subsequent behavioral and psychological outcomes in the woman and other family members."
"The report also acknowledges what many women and men realize," Fredenburg added. "Abortion can be a significant life event and that more research is needed to understand and mitigate negative psychological and behavioral outcomes."
The author said she looks forward to more long-term scientific research "that looks at all reproductive outcomes and losses, including multiple abortions."
"Such studies would be a very large undertaking," she said, "but they are imperative to provide health professionals, women and families with accurate information and appropriate treatment for women suffering from clinical disorders, negative behaviors, and/or reproductive grief."
"I am concerned," continued Fredenburg, "that the report's call for further study will be overshadowed by the global conclusion that dismisses an increased risk factor for mental health problems. I also fear that few will realize that the APA report chose to define mental health problems as clinically significant disorders only."
"Negative behaviors such as eating disorders or substance use and negative emotions such as guilt, regret, and sadness were not considered mental health problems in the report," she added.

Men 
Fredenburg noted that the APA report did not consider the implications of abortion for the mental health of fathers. While the report acknowledged it to be an "important" question worthy of study, it stated it to be "beyond the scope of this report."
"The need is great for studies involving men, other children, family members, and clinic workers," she said. "A need that is emphasized in an e-mail recently submitted by a 26-year-old man to AbortionChangesYou.com."
"My fiancé had an abortion just a little over a month ago," he wrote. "When she told me I literally collapsed on the floor sobbing. There is not a single day where I don't think about my little baby. I have all of this pain and I don't know where to put it."
Thorn of Project Rachel also mentioned the need to consider the impact of abortion on men.
"It is interesting to me that the issue of men and abortion is never discussed," she continued. "We tend to forget that in every abortion not only is the woman changed but so is the man."
"I have heard from men who had been involved in abortions and were struggling," she added.
Thorn said the work of helping men to deal with the consequences of abortion is one they are only beginning to explore.
Project Rachel held its first conference to address the topic last November in San Francisco with 170 participants from 9 countries. The second conference entitled "Reclaiming Fatherhood: A Multifaceted Examination of Men Dealing With Abortion" will be held Sept. 8-9 in Chicago, Illinois.
The issue of helping men to heal is critical," she added. "If we want to build the Culture of Life, we must reach out with compassion and help to the men as well as the women."

Health Care Without a Conscience - Imposing Abortion At All Costs

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/health-care-without-a-conscience 
By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, October 12, 2008 

A heated debate over changes to the laws regulating abortion has divided opinion in the Australian state of Victoria over the past weeks. The bill was introduced into the lower house in August and reached the final stages of voting last week.
In spite of strong opposition from Church and pro-life groups the bill succeeded in passing through the state's lower house. In the upper house a vote on October 10 saw the bill passed in its second reading by 23 votes to 17, reported the Herald Sun newspaper the same day.
Debate continued on a number of amendments proposed to the bill, with a final vote taking place late that night, approving the bill by the same margin as the previous vote, reported the Age newspaper the following day.
The bill decriminalized abortion up to the 24th week of pregnancy and permitted later-term abortions with the approval of two doctors. Apart from making abortion easier, one of the major innovations is the elimination of the right of conscientious objection by doctors and other health care workers.
"The bill is an unprecedented attack on the freedom to hold and exercise fundamental religious beliefs," exclaimed Archbishop Denis Hart of Melbourne, in his Sept. 19 pastoral letter concerning the bill. He pointed out that it is in contradiction to the state's charter of human rights, in that it requires health care professionals with a conscientious objection to abortion to refer patients seeking an abortion to other places where they can procure an abortion.
Moreover, it also requires health care workers with a conscientious objection to abortion to perform an abortion in whatever is deemed an emergency.
"The bill is clearly intended to require Catholic hospitals to permit the referral of women for abortions," he warned.

Hospital threat
Archbishop Hart pointed out that the bill poses a real threat to the continued existence of Catholic hospitals. "Under these circumstances, it is difficult to foresee how Catholic hospitals could continue to operate maternity or emergency departments in this state in their current form," he said.
The Catholic Church operates 15 not-for-profit hospitals in this state and handles about a third of all births in Victoria, according to Martin Laverty, the CEO of Catholic Health Australia. Laverty wrote an article on the abortion law debate, published Sept. 24 in the Herald Sun.
One of Melbourne's auxiliary bishops, Christopher Prowse, pointed out that the new law would place nurses in a particularly vulnerable position. In an article published by the Herald Sun on Sept. 9, he explained that many would be under a duty to assist in an abortion if a doctor requests, and determines that it is an emergency. "I do not believe that our community wants to force nurses, many of whom have a conscientious objection, to assist in late term abortions," stated Bishop Prowse.
Archbishop Hart's pastoral letter also highlighted a number of other defects with the legislation, such as the failure to safeguard the health of women by permitting abortions to be performed by doctors who have no qualifications or training in obstetrics.
As well, the bill fails to include any safeguards in terms of giving women information about possible side effects of abortion, and it also fails to put safeguards in place to protect women who may be pressured into seeking an abortion.

Constraining
Nevertheless, defenders of the new law were vociferous in their support. The head of Pro-Choice Victoria, Leslie Cannold, dismissed as "hysterical scaremongering" the protests by doctors who defended their right to conscientiously object to performing an abortion or referring a patient to another doctor, reported the Australian newspaper, Oct. 7.
Ray Cassin, an opinion-writer for the Age newspaper, in a Sept. 12 article pointed out, however, that other Australian jurisdictions that have decriminalized abortion have not gone so far as the Victorian law in constraining conscience rights.
"What an insidious irony it is that this coercion of conscience is being carried out in the name of choice," he concluded.
Lawyers Timothy Ginnane and Greg Craven pointed out another irony, in an opinion article published Oct. 6 by the Herald Sun newspaper. The Members of Parliament voting on the bill were given the right to a conscience vote by their parties, but the new law denies that very same right.
They also argued that the bill contradicts the intent of Victoria's own Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities. The charter, however, in a subterfuge, has a savings clause saying it has no effect on laws applicable to abortion.
The bill is also contrary to international law, according to the group "Doctors in Conscience Against Abortion Bill," reported the Australian newspaper, Oct. 7. The group argues that the new law contradicts the U.N. International Covenant of Civil and Political Rights.
"The bill is unprecedented in the Western world, in imposing laws that would force doctors to act in violation of their conscientious beliefs by actively assisting patients to obtain an abortion, stated Mary Lewis, on behalf of the group.

Religious freedom
The United States, too, is debating the conscience rights of health care workers. The Department of Health and Human Services is reviewing a draft regulation that would deny federal funding to any hospital, clinic, health plan or other entity that does not allow employees to opt out of participating in care that runs counter to their personal convictions, reported the Washington Post, July 31.
This would include duties such as providing birth control pills, IUDs and the "morning after" emergency contraceptives.
''Women's ability to manage their own health care is at risk of being compromised by politics and ideology,'' said Cecile Richards, president of the Planned Parenthood Federation of America, the largest abortion provider in the United States, reported the Associated Press, Aug. 21.

Cardinal Justin Rigali, by contrast, wrote to all members of Congress recommending "the freedom of health care providers to serve the public without violating their most deeply held moral and religious convictions on the sanctity of human life."
In the letter, Cardinal Rigali, who is chairman of the U.S. bishops' Committee on Pro-Life Activities, said that the proposed regulation "provides self-described 'pro-choice' advocates with an opportunity to demonstrate their true convictions. [...] [I]s the 'pro-choice' label a misleading mask for an agenda of actively promoting and even imposing morally controversial procedures on those who conscientiously hold different views?"

Canada
In Canada, meanwhile, conscience rights came under threat in a proposal from the College of Physicians and Surgeons of Ontario, reported the National Post newspaper, Aug. 15.
Currently doctors in Canada are allowed to opt out of prescribing birth control or morning-after pills or doing abortions when it goes against their conscience. The proposals sought to change that, saying that doctors should be prepared to set aside their personal beliefs.
Following a storm of criticism, the Ontario college amended the proposed norms, but the end document is still unsatisfactory, according to an article published Sept. 19 by the Catholic Register newspaper.
The policy now states that doctors should be aware that a decision to not offer some medical services may be contrary to the province's human rights code.
Extreme violence
Benedict XVI warned Oct. 5 in his homily during the opening Mass for the synod of bishops that when man rids himself of God and fails to expect salvation from Him, he then "believes he can do as he pleases and that he can make himself the sole judge of himself and his actions."
"When men proclaim themselves the absolute proprietors of themselves and the sole masters of creation, can they truly build a society where freedom, justice and peace prevail?" he asked. "Does it not happen instead -- as the daily news amply illustrates -- that arbitrary power, selfish interests, injustice and exploitation and violence in all its forms are extended?" Injustices that continue to happen, as the new abortion law in Victoria demonstrates.

Life and the Elections - Interview with Legal Expert Clarke Forsythe 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/life-and-the-elections 

By Karna Swanson, Chicago, Illinois, November 20, 2008 

While the economic crisis and war in Iraq were top priorities for voters in November's elections, there is nothing to indicate that Americans are less pro-life than before, says a legal expert for Americans United for Life.
Clarke Forsythe, Senior Counsel with Americans United for Life (AUL), spoke with ZENIT to put the 2008 election results in the context of 35 years of progress for the pro-life movement.
He also discusses the possible challenges life issues will face during the presidency of Barack Obama.
Q: Pro-life issues and candidates took a beating at the ballot box on Nov. 4? How extensive were the losses, and to what do you attribute the lack of success?
Forsythe: It is very difficult to keep pro-life and other issues of justice at the center of public life in the midst of war and economic crisis. William Wilberforce's campaign against the slave trade in Great Britain during the 1790s -- which was derailed by the French Revolution, war with France, economic crises and terrible harvests -- is a good example. But Wilberforce (and his allies) persevered and things turned around over considerable time.
I haven't seen any data which would indicate that Americans voted "against pro-life" nationally, and I have seen references to data that tend to indicate that President-elect Obama's win was more personal than partisan or Democratic. The size of his victory was not large, and there is data suggesting that his "coat-tails" were not long.
The ballot initiatives that lost were local issues, fought out on the local level, and they depended on factors particular to each state -- political background, public opinion, grassroots strength and organizing, financial resources, the impact of last-minute advertising.
The primary national issue was the economy, and the presidential race turned in the last 6-8 weeks after the housing and credit collapse. I haven't seen any data that would indicate that any significant number of Congressional candidates or state candidates lost because they were pro-life or identified with pro-life.
Q: The pro-life position on two measures concerning the embryo failed: Colorado rejected the Human Life Amendment, which would have given the embryo the status of a "person," and Michigan approved destructive research on human embryos. Going forward, what steps must now be taken to seek the protection of human embryos?
Forsythe: While the "embryo" had a connection to both, the two measures were completely different, and the reasons why they lost in Colorado and Michigan were local to each state, and the margin of loss was dramatically different in the two states. The particular reasons for the loss in each state have to be thoroughly evaluated.
The Colorado Human Life Amendment was offered by pro-lifers and was broad and abstract and lost by a huge margin. The Michigan embryonic stem initiative was offered by proponents of embryonic research and won by a narrow margin. Colorado did not have a record of political success or pro-life success that would have supported the idea to propose a Human Life Amendment.

The basic question, whether state ballot initiatives are a viable means to successfully promote pro-life issues and successfully secure legal protection for human life, needs to be asked and thoroughly evaluated. The basic prudential factors -- using wise judgment as to what's possible in the circumstances and effectively connecting means and ends -- must be asked and evaluated.
There can and will be legislative and legal efforts in 2009 to secure legal protection for embryonic human beings in the states. In the drive to prevent embryonic research, it will be essential to effectively educate on the success of adult stem-cell research -- and research with induced pluripotent cells (IPCs) -- and the relative failure of embryonic research. That will take time.

Q: Voters in South Dakota rejected a ban that would have made abortion, with few exceptions, unconstitutional, and California voters rejected a parental notification act. Are states having a harder time passing limits on abortion?
Forsythe: Let me briefly summarize what has been achieved. Despite tremendous obstacles -- including adverse decisions from the U.S. Supreme Court -- the cause for life in the United States has made significant progress over the past 35 years in limiting abortion, narrowing the scope of the Supreme Court's 1973 decision in Roe v. Wade legally, increasing legal protection for the unborn (outside the context of abortion), and raising doubts about abortion.
Roe is threatened in 2008 because of the make-up of the Supreme Court and because of momentum created over the past 35 years. There has been a 25% drop in abortions since 1992. Abortion is understood to be the taking of human life. Legislative fences have been erected that significantly reduce abortions. These include:
-- Approximately 40 states have physician-only laws (limiting abortion practice to physicians);
-- 32 states follow the funding limitations of the federal Hyde Amendment, while 17 states provide broader funding for abortion;
-- 36 states have passed informed consent laws;
-- 36 states have passed parental involvement laws;
-- 47 states have passed laws to protect rights of conscience;
-- 22 states have passed abortion clinic regulations;
-- 16 states have passed ultrasound laws.
In addition, legal protection for developing human life outside the context of abortion has grown since 1970: There are now fetal homicide laws in 36 states that treat the killing of an unborn child as a homicide and there are wrongful death laws in at least 38 states that allow a civil suit for killing an unborn child at some point of gestation. These laws have limited abortion and serve to marginalize abortion as the outstanding (if not the sole) area in which unborn children are not legally protected.
In addition, as the Supreme Court's 2007 decision in the Gonzales v. Carhart case (upholding the federal partial birth abortion law) demonstrates, the majority of the Roberts Court is skeptical about abortion (if still not "pro-life"). The public is skeptical about most abortions. Legal, social, and economic pressure on abortion providers has grown. A much stronger national network of pregnancy care centers exists in 2008 than existed in 1973. A growing body of medical studies shows the medical risks of abortion for women.
In 2008, 45 states considered nearly 450 measures related to abortion alone. Among 2008 pro-life victories are:
-- An omnibus measure in Oklahoma, requiring that a woman undergo an ultrasound prior to an abortion, regulating the provision of RU-486, and prohibiting coerced abortions;
-- New laws in Ohio, South Carolina, and South Dakota requiring that abortion providers offer a woman the opportunity to view an ultrasound prior to an abortion;
-- Legislatures in Colorado, Maryland, and Michigan limiting the use of taxpayer funding for abortions and abortion counseling;
-- Idaho lawmakers strengthening the state's informed consent law and prohibiting coerced abortions;
-- Meaningful funding of abortion alternatives in Louisiana, Missouri, Oklahoma, and Pennsylvania.
These are means and ends questions. Given state legislative progress, the question has to be addressed, state by state, whether ballot initiatives are the most promising means. The prospects for success in each state need to be carefully analyzed before launching a ballot initiative, including public opinion, financial resources, organizational resources, grassroots organization and networking, financial resources for advertising, and the prospect of success via alternative means.
Q: On the national scene, the American people elected as President Barack Obama, who is a supporter of Roe v. Wade and abortion rights. Does this, along with the other losses on the state level, indicate a shift in the United States away from being pro-life?
Forsythe: The election of Barak Obama alone does not, and the state ballot initiatives were decided on issues unique to each state. As mentioned above, the driving issue was the economy, and the election turned in the last 6-8 weeks due to fear surrounding the housing and credit collapse.
The real surprise is that, with public anxiety over the Iraq war and the economy, President-elect Obama didn't win by 15 or 20 points.
It will take more than this one presidential election to indicate any "shift." It will be important to look at what Congress and the states do legislatively in 2009-2010 and what happens in the national elections in 2010. States will be moving ahead with pro-life legislation in January 2009. Let's see in June 2009 what the Congress has done and what the states have done.

Q: Obama told Planned Parenthood in 2007 that if he were elected president, he would sign into law the Freedom of Choice Act, which would invalidate restrictions on abortions in nearly every state. How likely is it that the president-elect will follow through on this election promise? What would be the impact of FOCA?
Forsythe: Based on his statement in 2007 that FOCA would be the "first thing" that he would sign, we have to presume that President-elect Obama will make it a priority in 2009, while working intensely to see that it does not pass Congress and does not get to his desk for him to sign.
As a federal statute under the Supremacy Clause of the U.S. Constitution, the so-called Freedom of Choice Act (FOCA) would declare abortion to be a "fundamental right" at every stage of pregnancy and would, thereby, specifically invalidate any "statute, ordinance, regulation, administrative order, decision, policy, practice, or other action" of any federal, state, or local government that would "deny or interfere with a woman's right to choose" abortion, or that would "discriminate against the exercise of the right [...] in the regulation or provision of benefits, facilities, services, or information."
The language of FOCA is clear and absolute. FOCA would compel state and federal public funding of abortion on demand and invalidate every state, federal and local regulation on abortion and abortion practice enacted over the past 35 years, including all limits on partial birth abortion, all parental involvement laws, and all laws protecting rights of conscience relating to abortion.
So, we're extremely concerned about FOCA, though encouraged by the 200,000 who have so far signed our Fight FOCA petition at www.fightFOCA.com.
Q: Many Christians who voted for Obama said they support him because he is the "real pro-life president," citing his stance against the war in Iraq, and his commitment to reduce poverty and help those struggling in a tough economy. Do you think President-elect Obama could be considered a pro-life president?
Forsythe: President-elect Obama ran on an explicit pro-abortion platform and had a very strong pro-abortion record as a state senator in Illinois, and then as a U.S. senator. His promise to Planned Parenthood in 2007 that "the first thing" he'd like to do as president is "sign the Freedom of Choice Act" speaks volumes.
He has also committed (a litmus test) to appoint justices to the U.S. Supreme Court who will read the principles of FOCA into the U.S. Constitution and thereby impose FOCA, permanently, on the entire country as federal constitutional law. Whether he can be considered a pro-life president will have to await his record as president and whether he follows through on these pro-abortion promises and commitments. I'd be surprised if he doesn't.
Abortion is an intentional act and an intrinsic evil and therefore dramatically different from the prudential options regarding just wars, social welfare and economic policies. Data suggest that state regulations on abortion have produced the 25% drop in abortions since 1992 and would seem to be more valuable than simply increasing governmental spending to reduce abortions in the future.
We hope that President-elect Obama will focus on really essential priorities and leave the pro-abortion commitments and promises behind, but we will have to work extremely hard to see that such pro-abortion policies do not become law.

UN Gives Awards to Promoters of Abortion and Homosexual Agenda 
https://c-fam.org/un-gives-awards-to-promoters-of-abortion-and-homosexual-agenda/
By Samantha Singson, New York, Friday Fax, Volume 11, Number 51, December 4, 2008


Last week, United Nations (UN) General Assembly president Miguel d’Escoto Brockmann announced the 2008 winners of the UN Prize in the Field of Human Rights, an award for “outstanding contribution to the promotion and protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms.” This year’s winners include former UN High Commissioner for Human Rights Louise Arbour and Human Rights Watch (HRW), both staunch global advocates for abortion and homosexual rights.

Brockmann characterized the recipients as “an inspiration to all of us who seek and believe another type of society, another type of political system, another economic model, another world is possible where all persons will be treated as brothers and sisters, without discrimination, exclusion or destruction of life in all its forms.”

Arguably the most prominent of the award recipients, Louise Arbour is a long-time proponent of sweeping abortion and homosexual rights.  During her time as High Commissioner, she encouraged human rights treaty monitoring bodies to promote this agenda. Under her leadership, the UN committees responsible for monitoring state compliance with international treaty obligations have becoming increasingly vocal over national abortion laws – even though no human rights treaty mentions abortion.  During Arbor’s four year term, over 60 countries have been pressured to legalize or liberalize abortion access.

A supporter of homosexual rights since her days as a Canadian Supreme Court Justice, Arbour also pledged her office’s support for the highly controversial Yogyakarta Principles, which seek to make “sexual orientation” a protected non-discrimination category on par with established categories like race and religion even though the term “sexual orientation” has never been accepted in any binding negotiated UN document.  Moreover, the Principles seek to reinterpret existing human rights to include homosexual marriage and adoption.

Human Rights Watch is another recipient of this year’s UN prize.  In recent years, HRW has been a leader in promoting abortion rights, particularly in Latin America. In 2005, HRW released a report on Argentina that recommended liberalized abortion laws. That same year, HRW filed a legal brief in support of a Colombian case challenging the country’s once-strict abortion ban. In 2007, HRW also mounted a legal challenge to Nicaragua’s abortion law, claiming that Nicaragua’s ban is contrary to international law.

Human Rights Watch said that it “believes that decisions about abortion belong to a pregnant woman without interference by the state or others. The denial of a pregnant woman's right to make an independent decision regarding abortion violates or poses a threat to a wide range of human rights."

Other winners of the 2008 Human Rights Prize are radical lawyer and former United States Attorney General Ramsey Clark, Dr. Carolyn Gomes, and Dr. Denis Mukwege. Pakistan’s Benazir Bhutto and Catholic nun Sister Dorothy Stang were awarded the Prize posthumously.

The UN Human Rights Prize is awarded every five years. The 2008 awardees were selected from among 189 nominations. The Prize will be awarded in the General Assembly on December 10, the sixtieth anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

Abortion's Aftermath - Dangerous Side Effects amid a Heated Debate 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-s-aftermath
By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, December 7, 2008 

Abortion and life issues in general were one of the hot topics in the recent elections in the United States. If the latest news is any indication the topic will continue to be at the forefront of attention. According to a study published in the December issue of the British Journal of Psychiatry, women who have an abortion have a higher risk of developing mental health problems.
On Nov. 30, Medical News Today published a summary of the study, carried out by researchers from the University of Otago, New Zealand. The study was based on research with a group of over 500 women born in the city of Christchurch, located in the south island of the country. The women were interviewed six times between the ages of 15 and 30. In addition to questions about any pregnancies and abortions they were also given a mental health assessment each time.
Out of the group there was a total of 686 pregnancies, to 284 women, before they reached 30 years of age. Out of this total there were 153 abortions, involving 117 women.
The researchers found that the women who had abortions suffered rates of mental health problems that were about 30% higher than other women.
Nevertheless, the study concluded that the effects of abortion were only responsible for a moderate effect on the mental health of women. According to the researchers the study did not support a conclusion that abortion has a "devastating" effect on women's mental health, but it did clearly reject the pro-abortion position that abortion is without any adverse effects.
"Abortion is likely to be a stressful and traumatic life event which places those exposed to it at a modestly increased risk of a range of common mental health problems," the authors concluded.
Conflicting studies
The issue of abortion and mental health is one that has been at the center of debate for some time. Earlier this year the American Psychological Association (APA) declared that it found no credible evidence that abortion causes mental health problems, reported the London-based Telegraph newspaper Aug. 18.
Brenda Major, chairman of the APA's task force on the issue, did acknowledge, however that the evidence of mental health risks associated with women who have multiple abortions is more uncertain.
According to the Telegraph the task force did find that some studies found women who have abortions experience feelings of sadness, grief and loss, and some may even suffer depression. At the same time they said there was no evidence that this was caused by the abortion in itself.
The conclusions of the American Psychological Association did not go unchallenged. The conclusions of the task force did not follow from the literature reviewed, declared the Family Research Council (FRC), in a press release dated Aug. 14.
"Other experts have noted that the selection criteria for including studies in the review was enormously biased, and that the report did not quantify the numbers of women likely to be affected by abortion," commented FRC president, Tony Perkins.
"Consensus exists among many social and medical science scholars that a minimum of 10% - 30% of women who abort suffer from serious, prolonged, negative psychological consequences," he said.
Psychologist Vincent Rue also disagreed with the American Psychological Association, according to a Sept. 9 report published by LifeNews.com.
Rue said that the APA position is at odds with a statement by the Royal College of Psychiatrists in Britain released earlier this year. The British group warned that the issue "remains to be fully resolved," that additional study was needed and that women should have access to counseling about possible consequences.
Rue also made reference to an Aug. 23 article in the British medical journal the Lancet, which cautioned that, despite the APA pronouncements of abortion being psychologically safe for women, there are risks involved.

Not trivial

The Lancet, Rue explained, said that while there is no causal link between abortion and mental ill-health, the fact is that some women do experience psychological problems after an abortion and this problem should not be trivialized. The declaration by the Royal College of Psychiatrists referred to by Rue was even more explicit about the risks of abortion. According to an article published March 16 by the London-based Times newspaper, women may be at risk of mental health breakdowns if they have abortions.

The Royal College of Psychiatrists recommended updating abortion information leaflets to include details of the risks of depression. "Consent cannot be informed without the provision of adequate and appropriate information," it said. It's not only women who can suffer following an abortion. At the beginning of the year a conference of pro-life activists in San Francisco heard about the effects of abortion on men, reported the Los Angeles Times on Jan. 7. The most striking session, the article said, featured the testimony of men whose partners aborted. Jason Baier told the crowd he suffered years of depression and addiction. "I couldn't get the thought out of my head about what I had lost." "The lived truth of peoples' experience is very hard to dismiss," said Vicki Thorn, who runs post-abortion counseling programs for the Catholic Church. "It's time we ... affirm the pain that fathers feel," she said, according to the Los Angeles Times.
Side effect myths
Depression isn't the only controversial issue regarding the side effects of abortion. Anti-life pressure groups often argue in favor of allowing abortion in order to prevent women from the risk of dying as a result of illegal abortions. This is a false myth according to Father Thomas J. Euteneuer. In an article he published June 6 by LifeNews.com, he recounted the experience of Nicaragua, where abortion was made illegal in 2006.
At the time pro-abortion activists argued this would mean more women dying due to back-street abortions, but in fact data from Nicaragua's Ministry of Health show a decline in maternal mortality.
In 2007 there were just 21 maternal deaths, compared to 50 maternal deaths the year before.
Father Euteneuer explained that along with prohibiting abortion authorities increased prenatal services for pregnant women, along with greater medical attention during childbirth.
Wounded
Benedict XVI addressed the topic of abortion when on May 12 he spoke to members of Italy's pro-life movement. The three decades of legalized abortion in Italy has led to a decrease in respect for the human person, he declared.
The Pontiff acknowledged that there are many complex causes that can lead to the painful decision of proceeding with an abortion. At the same time, he continued, the Church continues to proclaim that every human life is sacred. Allowing abortion has not solved the problems women face, the Pope argued, instead it has only added another wound to an already suffering society. 
Benedict XVI called for increased support of mothers and families, along with continued efforts to defend human life. "For Christians, in this fundamental context of society, an urgent and indispensable field for the apostolate and for Gospel witness is always open: to protect life with courage and love in all its stages," he stated.
Every person is known, loved, and wanted by God, the Pope noted.
"Whoever profanes man, profanes the property of God," he added. A sobering thought indeed, given the millions of abortions that have taken place in recent years.  

Screening Life - Tests Lead to Elimination of the "Unfit" 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/screening-life  

By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, February 1, 2009
Not long after the nativity scenes were dismantled after the Christmas holidays, debate broke out in England over selective abortions of children with genetic problems.
Research carried out by the autism research center at Cambridge University raised the possibility of being able to detect unborn babies likely to suffer from autism, reported the Guardian newspaper Jan. 12.
The researchers found a link between high levels of testosterone in the amniotic fluid of pregnant women with autistic traits in a group of 235 children they studied.
"If there was a prenatal test for autism, would this be desirable?" Professor Simon Baron-Cohen, director of the research team, told the Guardian. What would we lose if children with autistic spectrum disorder were eliminated from the population?" he asked.
Tests for autism before birth could have some positive results, the article noted. According to the National Autistic Society it would assist parents to prepare and get support for their child.
Accompanying the article announcing the research findings the Guardian published a testimony by Charlotte Moore, who brought up two autistic sons, George and Sam.
Charlotte acknowledged the burdens bringing up an autistic child places on parents, and she expressed a fear that many mothers would abort such a child if tests were available, as currently happens with Down syndrome children.
She would not, however, contemplate aborting an autistic child, Charlotte argued. "Our family life is as rich and as meaningful as any other; my sons' lives are not tragic, and nor is mine," she argued. "A society that aims to remove all the variables that make human life so fascinatingly complex is not a society I want to live in," Charlotte concluded.
Cancer free
The news about autism came just after the announcement of the birth of the first child in Britain that was genetically selected to be free of a gene linked to breast cancer. 
According to a Jan. 10 report in the Scotsman newspaper a couple went through fertility treatment at University College London and the embryos went through the process of pre-implantation genetic diagnosis (PGD) to ensure it did not contain the BRCA1 gene.
Women with this genetic variation have an 80% risk of developing breast cancer the article commented.
The Scotsman also reported concerns expressed by Michaela Aston, from the Life charity. "Life celebrates all new life and welcomes this child into the world," she said.
"However, we are greatly concerned for the loss of those embryos discarded as not being considered worthy of life," Aston continued. "We need to remember that we are more than the sum of our genes."
The news also attracted the attention of William Saletan, writing in the American online Slate magazine. In his Jan. 14 commentary Saletan pointed out the verbal dishonesty of the press release from University College London.
"First baby tested for breast cancer form BRCA1 before conception born in UK," it said. Saletan explained that the tests took place, however, at the embryonic state and that the baby was one of 11 tested, of which 9 were discarded. Two were then implanted, with one baby resulting.
Word games
"We now call such tests 'preconception.' This is the next step in our gradual devaluation of embryos," Saletan reflected. Early embryos were termed "pre-embryos" to make it more acceptable to use them in scientific experiments, and now we change the meaning of the word conception.
"Don't fret about the six eggs we fertilized, rejected, and flushed in selecting this baby. They were never really conceived. In fact, they weren't embryos," Saletan continued.
He then went on to point out that if the child had been conceived naturally she would have had a 50% chance of inheriting the defective gene. Then, if she did inherit the gene there would be a risk of breast cancer of 50% - 85%, and even then it could be detected and cured.
"Embryo screening is advancing from guaranteed, fatal childhood disease to potential, survivable adult diseases," Saletan lamented.
Screening of this sort seems set to rapidly expand. Just a few days later, on Jan. 18, the Scotland on Sunday newspaper announced that hundreds of Scottish couples will soon be offered screening in order to create "designer babies" free from genetic diseases.
A Scottish testing service will be launched later this year by the Glasgow Center for Reproductive Medicine (GCRM). Embryos will be tested for one of 200 genes behind inherited conditions including cancers and cystic fibrosis.
The center will then implant only embryos guaranteed free of a specific genetic fault, charging 5,500 pounds for each round of treatment. Up until now such services were available in England, but not north of the border.
"This is not a cure for any disease, but a way of destroying those afflicted at the earliest stage of life. It is completely unethical and shouldn't be supported," an un-named spokesman for the Catholic Church in Scotland told the newspaper.
Slippery slope
A subsequent article on tests carried out on the unborn raised fears about further destruction of unborn life. On Jan. 25 the Sunday Times reported that paternity tests are now being carried out on unborn children by some DNA laboratories.
Such tests, the article explained, enables mothers to abort the children if it turns out they are the result of an extramarital affair.
According to the article DNA Solutions, the biggest provider of genetic tests in the United Kingdom, currently performs up to 500 prenatal paternity tests each year. The Sunday Times also noted that the company acknowledges that some of the women using its test will probably go on to abort the baby if it turns out it has the "wrong" father.
Josephine Quintavalle, founder of Comment on Reproductive Ethics, said: "This is very worrying indeed. It is obvious that those taking the test may then want an abortion. Those offering this test are encouraging 'solutions' of that kind."
Women undergoing tests to detect genetic or paternal problems may want to reflect on the testimony of Victoria Lambert, who wrote an article on her experience of having aborted a handicapped baby in the Jan. 3 edition of the Daily Mail newspaper.
Her child had Patau's syndrome, also known as trisomy 13, and while many of them die at birth or shortly after some can survive into early adulthood.
Aborting her child was an experience that left her with deep scars, Lambert wrote. "Put simply: my decision and its consequences have tortured me for the past nine years."
Lambert then went on to describe how after subsequent miscarriages some years later she conceived again, when she was nearly 40 years old. When she was offered a scan at a hospital she refused.
"It dawned on me that once we had decided not to go ahead with tests for Down's or anything else, I had stopped worrying about how our child would turn out," she said. "She was going to be our baby; and as long as she was born alive, everything else could be dealt with," Lambert commented.
While more antenatal tests may thrill scientists there is a grave danger, she concluded, "that the very ease and simplicity of the tests make life-and-death decisions too easy to take -- and to regret."
"Concern for eugenics or public health cannot justify any murder, even if commanded by public authority," notes the Catechism of the Catholic Church (No. 2268). Ironically, while public opinion is increasingly against the death penalty for guilty criminals, it sanctions death for the innocent unborn.  

A Question of Life or Death - Church-State Conflicts in the United States 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/a-question-of-life-or-death 

By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, March 22, 2009

The election of President Barack Obama in the United States was preceded by an acrimonious debate over whether Catholics could support who some regarded as an anti-life candidate, but whom others defended as being essentially pro-life.
Political campaigns aside, the first weeks of the new administration are revealing a worrying anti-life pattern. Shortly after taking office, Obama repealed an executive order that denied federal government funds to organizations that promote abortion overseas, reported the New York Times on Jan. 24.
The so-called Mexico City policy came into force in 1984 when President Ronald Reagan imposed the ban. President Bill Clinton lifted it a couple of days after taking office in 1993, and then President George W. Bush restored it after he took office in 2001.
Subsequently the nomination of Governor Kathleen Sebelius as head the Department of Health and Human Services raised a storm of controversy. Sebelius, a Catholic, was requested to abstain from presenting herself from receiving Communion last year by Archbishop Joseph Naumann of Kansas City due to her support for abortion, reported the KansasCity.com site on May 9, last year.
In his March 6 column for the weekly Catholic newspaper, the Leaven, Archbishop Naumann said that, while recognizing the positive contributions of Sebelius, she "has been an outspoken advocate for legalized abortion."
This was followed by the decision to allow federal funding of research involving embryonic stem cells. Cardinal Justin Rigali, chairman of the U.S. episcopal conference's Committee on Pro-Life Activities, called Obama's executive order on embryonic stem cell research "a sad victory of politics over science and ethics," noted a press release March 9.
Then, on March 18, the news service LifeNews.com reported that the Obama administration is set to send a $50 million check to the United Nations Population Fund. The U.N. body has been accused in the past of supporting the repressive measures of Chinese family planning officials.

Consistent

Often perplexity is expressed at the Catholic Church's supposed stubbornness when it comes to life issues. Critics would not surprised, however, if they bothered to study a bit of Church history.
This is what Dennis Di Mauro points out in his recent book, "A Love for Life: Christianity's Consistent Protection of the Unborn," (Wipf and Stock).
In the book's introduction Di Mauro, secretary of the National Pro-Life Religious Council and president of Northern Virginia Lutherans for Life, asserts that Christianity has been, is now, and will be in the future, a pro-life religion.
The first chapters of the book examine the Biblical passages that reveal a pro-life message. Di Mauro then turns to the testimony of the early Fathers of the Church. From the very start of the Church, in writings such as the late first-century Didache, abortion was regarded as immoral.
Apologists, such as the second-century Athenagorus, or the author of the second or third-century Epistle to Diogenetus, also clearly regarded the life in the womb as human, Di Mauro explains.
The Epistle states: "They [Christians] marry as do all others; they beget children, but they do not destroy their offspring."
At the end of the second century Tertullian, in defending Christianity against accusations of infant sacrifice, replied saying that for Christians homicide has been forbidden and that it is not permitted to destroy what has been conceived in the womb. Tertullian also believed that a child received its soul at the moment of conception, Di Mauro notes.
By the fourth century, the book explains, the councils of the Church began to proscribe punishments for those who procured abortions. In fact, transgressors were only re-admitted to the Church on their deathbeds.
In 305 the Synod of Elvira, in Spain, condemned abortion and proscribed excommunication for those who procured abortions.

Culture of Life

Coming forward to the contemporary world the importance of these matters for the Church was well-explained in a book recently published by William Brennan, a professor at the St. Louis University School of Social Science.
In "John Paul II: Confronting the Language Empowering the Culture of Death," (Sapientia Press) he summarized the response of the Pontiff in confronting the frequent attacks on human life.
John Paul II, observed Brennan, placed a great deal of importance on culture, as opposed to politics or economics, as the driving force of history. He also rejected the idea of cultural relativism, and instead anchored culture in human nature.
Brennan noted that the escalating culture of death is the antithesis of what John Paul II considered to be a central ingredient of culture, that is the flourishing of a life of a people.
"According to the mindset intrinsic to the death culture, death itself becomes a way of life imposed on an expanding number of individuals and groups considered expendable," Brennan added.
The Catholic Church regards acts against life as so serious because they are considered intrinsically evil, Brennan explained, citing John Paul II's encyclical, the Gospel of Life.
Another problem highlighted by John Paul II in analyzing the dangers of the culture of death is the consequent damage to the formation of our conscience. Through the use of euphemisms and the obfuscation of the moral reality of the acts committed our moral sensibilities are dulled and the conscience becomes blind or indifferent to the evil being carried out.

This observation led Brennan to comment on the importance John Paul II placed on language in a culture. The success of the culture of death in no small part depends on corrupting language to dehumanize the victims.

Euphemisms

Brennan cited John Paul II who in the encyclical the Gospel of Life said that we need to call things by their proper name and have the courage to look the truth in the eye, not yielding to the temptation of self-deceit.
Therefore, John Paul II insisted that we need to know the truth about the human person and to proclaim that truth without tiring.
A large part of the book by Brennan is dedicated to describing the manipulation of language by the culture of death, and to then looking at how John Paul II in his writings and speeches provided an alternative vision, based on a truthful vision of the human person. Those defending abortion often employ such terms as the "removal of tissue or cell masses." Or phrases such as "embryonic reduction."
Abortionists, Brennan said citing a variety of documents, even go so far as to portray pregnancy as an illness or defend abortion as the removal of a sort of parasite.
The manipulation of language is particularly prevalent when it comes to the debate over embryonic stem cells, Brennan observed. A combination of dehumanizing the human lives is involved, plus a rhetoric of unbounded hope is used to justify the destruction of human embryos.
Another tactic of the culture of death is to hide behind an appeal to compassion, or to the need to respect the conscience of the person involved. This requires, however, Brennan noted, detaching conscience from God and objective morality.
"No medical solution could be truly compassionate which would violate the natural law and stand in opposition to the revealed truth of the word of God," said John Paul II in an address to anaesthesiologists on Oct. 10, 1988, in a passage cited by Brennan.
In a nihilistic climate that places relative values on human life John Paul II responded with a message that insisted on the value of every human being, concluded Brennan. That challenge of proclaiming the truth about the human person remains a pressing task in the face of current pressures to dehumanize innocent lives.

America’s “oldest” abortion centre closes forever during Holy week
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/americas-oldest-abortion-centre-closes-forever-during-holy-week 

By Kathleen Gilbert, Oakland, California, April 15, 2009 
What is believed to be America's longest-running abortion facility, the Women's Choice Clinic of Oakland, Cal., announced last Wednesday it was forced to close thanks to shortages in taxpayer funds from the financially strapped state.
The centre ended 36 years of abortion procedures after delayed reimbursements from Medi-Cal, California's Medicaid program, made rent payment impossible. Medi-Cal funds comprised 90% of the clinic's income.
The abortion facility first opened in 1972, and had seen over 64,000 customers, according to the Oakland Tribune. It was known for catering to teen, low-income, homosexual, and Spanish-speaking customers in the Bay Area.
"The state had been bailing out this abortion mill for years. Finally, when the economic crisis hit, there just was no more bail-out money and they were forced into financial ruin, something that should have happened naturally long ago," said Operation Rescue President Troy Newman last week. 
"This Good Friday, we thank God for the good news that another abortion mill is out of business," said Newman. "It looks like the financial crisis has forced California to do the right thing in halting payments for abortions, even if it is for the wrong reasons. We pray that California will learn its lesson and terminate all future funding for abortions in that state."
UK Bishops Protest Proposed Abortion Ads - Warn Against Danger of Sexualizing Children
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/uk-bishops-protest-proposed-abortion-ads 

London, June 22, 2009 
The bishops' conference of England and Wales is opposing a proposal that would allow for the advertising of abortion and contraceptives in the country's broadcast media.
A conference communiqué reported today that the bishops submitted their views to a committee gathering public opinion on the proposed Broadcast Advertising Standards code.
The conference statement, prepared by the Linacre Center for Healthcare Ethics, affirmed, "We do not believe that services which offer or refer for abortion should be allowed to advertise on broadcast media."
It explained: "Abortion is neither medicine nor a consumer product. "Presenting it as either of these erodes respect for life, and is highly misleading and damaging to women, who may feel pressured into making a quick decision which can never be revoked." The bishops also asserted that "allowing broadcast advertising of abortion services would contribute to a further 'normalization' of abortion and its assimilation to a consumer service."
The statement added that "to allow the advertising of abortion-referral services is, in effect, to allow the exploitative promotion of these services and is not in the interests of the health or psychological well-being of women."
The conference next raised concerns over the proposed promotion of condoms and other contraceptives, even to children under 16.
"It is profoundly inappropriate to advertise condoms to children," the bishops affirmed, "and around programs that appeal particularly to children from the age of 10."
They continued, "Promoting use of condoms cannot be separated from promoting sex, and the sexualizing of the target audience, which will be extended in this case to children from 10-16 years old."
The statement noted: "The age of consent is 16 in England, Scotland and Wales. The [proposed code] should not encourage the sexualizing of children by promoting condom use, because such use does not in any way remove the moral or legal objections to sex involving children."
"Our society is already failing young people by presenting an impoverished view of sex, too often entirely separated from any context of committed love and readiness for parenthood," the conference stated.
The bishops underlined the importance of not encouraging this process by advertising "services which have already done enormous damage to perceptions of sex in our society."
The statement continued: "In the many cases where respect for life, as well as sex and marriage, is at issue, the situation is still more serious, since not only the rights of young people are at stake, but those of any child they conceive.
"Respect for life, sex and parenthood are central to a healthy society, and advertising standards should reflect this."
Bishops' statement: www.catholicchurch.org.uk/ccb/catholic_church/media_centre2/press_releases/press_releases_2009
http://www.zenit.org/article-26247?l=english
Vatican: Church teaching on abortion unchanged - Responds to Concerns Regarding Brazil Case
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/vatican-church-teaching-on-abortion-unchanged
Vatican City, July 12, 2009 
The doctrine of the Church regarding abortion has not changed, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith affirmed in a "clarification" that answered questions concerning an article appearing in L'Osservatore Romano regarding a high-profile abortion case in Brazil. In an article published in March in the Vatican newspaper, Archbishop Rino Fisichella, the president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, spoke about the case of a young Brazilian girl who was repeatedly raped by her stepfather, and was expecting twins. In early March, an abortion was performed on the girl, who is just over 52 inches tall and weighs 79 pounds. The case drew even more controversy when Archbishop José Cardoso Sobrinho of Olinda and Recife excommunicated the mother and all the members of the medical team, generating criticisms against the Church in Brazil.
Archbishop Fisichella lamented the precipitous condemnation in such a morally delicate case. Referring to the excommunication "latae sententiae" [automatically incurred at the moment of the act], he said that "such urgency and publicity was not necessary."
What is most needed at this time, he explained, "is the sign of a testimony of closeness with the one suffering, an act of mercy that, even while firmly maintaining the principle, is able to look beyond the juridical sphere."
He stated that Archbishop Sobrinho's "hasty" reaction has caused resentment and has undermined the credibility of the Church's teaching, "which in the eyes of many seems insensitive, incomprehensible and lacking in mercy."
The "clarification" of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, published in the July 11 Italian edition of L'Osservatore Romano, answers "a number of letters have been sent to the Holy See, some of them from prominent figures in political and ecclesiastical life, reporting the confusion that has been created in various countries, above all in Latin America."
The congregation affirms "that the Church's teaching on procured abortion has not changed, nor can it change." It noted the doctrine is explained in the Catechism of the Catholic Church (Nos. 2270-2273).
The Vatican document affirmed that in the March article "the doctrine of the Church was presented, but bearing in mind the dramatic situation of the above mentioned girl, who -- as was able to be shown afterward -- had been accompanied with all pastoral delicacy, in particular by the archbishop of Olinda and Recife at the time, His Excellency Monsignor José Cardoso Sobrinho."
Benedict XVI accepted the resignation for reasons of age of Archbishop Cardoso Sobrinho, 76, on July 1.
The text of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, which is led by Cardinal William Levada, did not address specific details of the Brazilian case, but did cite various texts of the magisterium illustrating the Church's position on abortion.
"In regard to procured abortion in certain difficult and complex situations," the text continued, "the clear and precise teaching of Pope John Paul II is valid: 'It is true that the decision to have an abortion is often tragic and painful for the mother, insofar as the decision to rid herself of the fruit of conception is not made for purely selfish reasons or out of convenience, but out of a desire to protect certain important values such as her own health or a decent standard of living for the other members of the family. Sometimes it is feared that the child to be born would live in such conditions that it would be better if the birth did not take place. Nevertheless, these reasons and others like them, however serious and tragic, can never justify the deliberate killing of an innocent human being' ("Evangelium Vitae," No. 58)."
Regarding "specific medical treatments that have the purpose of preserving the health of the mother," the "clarification" noted that "it is necessary to clearly distinguish between two different cases: On the one hand there is the intervention that directly brings about the death of the fetus, sometimes inappropriately called a 'therapeutic abortion,' which can never be legitimate inasmuch as it is the indirect killing of an innocent human being; on the other hand, there is the intervention that is not abortive in itself that can have the death of the child as a collateral consequence."
The text concluded with a consideration of the responsibility of the health care workers. It quoted Pope John Paul's words in "Evangelium Vitae" which called those in the medical profession to be "guardians and servants of human life."
Full text: www.zenit.org/article-26441?l=english
Doctrine Congregation's Clarification on Abortion - Answers Questions Regarding Case of 9-Year-Old Brazilian Girl
http://truegate.org/news/view_long_top_news.php?id=12099
Vatican City, July 12, 2009 (Zenit.org)
Here is a translation of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith's clarification, published in the July 11 edition of the Holy See's daily newspaper, L'Osservatore Romano, in regard to the article by Archbishop Rino Fisichella, published by the same paper, on the young Brazilian girl, pregnant with twins, who was subjected to an abortion.
Recently a number of letters have been sent to the Holy See, some of them from prominent figures in political and ecclesiastical life, reporting the confusion that has been created in various countries, above all in Latin America, following the manipulation and exploitation of an article by His Excellency Monsignor Rino Fisichella, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, on the sad affair of the "Brazilian girl." In this article, which appeared in L'Osservatore Romano on March 15, 2009, the doctrine of the Church was presented, but bearing in mind the dramatic situation of the above mentioned girl, who -- as was able to be shown afterward -- had been accompanied with all pastoral delicacy, in particular by the archbishop of Olinda and Recife at the time, His Excellency Monsignor José Cardoso Sobrinho.
In this regard, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith once again stresses that the Church's teaching on procured abortion has not changed, nor can it change. This teaching has been presented in sections 2270-2273 of the "Catechism of the Catholic Church," in these terms: "Human life must be respected and protected absolutely from the moment of conception. From the first moment of his existence, a human being must be recognized as having the rights of a person -- among which is the inviolable right of every innocent being to life. 'Before I formed you in the womb I knew you, and before you were born I consecrated you' (Jeremiah 1:5). 'My frame was not hidden from you, when I was being made in secret, intricately wrought in the depths of the earth' (Psalm 139:15)."
"Since the first century the Church has affirmed the moral evil of every procured abortion. This teaching has not changed and remains unchangeable. Direct abortion, that is to say, abortion willed either as an end or a means, is gravely contrary to the moral law: 'You shall not kill the embryo by abortion and shall not cause the newborn to perish' ("Didache," 2, 2). 'God, the Lord of life, has entrusted to men the noble mission of safeguarding life, and men must carry it out in a manner worthy of themselves. Life must be protected with the utmost care from the moment of conception: abortion and infanticide are abominable crimes' ("Gaudium et Spes," 51).
"Formal cooperation in an abortion constitutes a grave offense. The Church attaches the canonical penalty of excommunication to this crime against human life. 'A person who procures a completed abortion incurs excommunication latae sententiae,' ("Code of Canon Law," 1398) 'by the very commission of the offense' ("Code of Canon Law," 1314) and subject to the conditions provided by Canon Law. The Church does not thereby intend to restrict the scope of mercy. Rather, she makes clear the gravity of the crime committed, the irreparable harm done to the innocent who is put to death, as well as to the parents and the whole of society."
"The inalienable right to life of every innocent human individual is a constitutive element of a civil society and its legislation: 'The inalienable rights of the person must be recognized and respected by civil society and the political authority. These human rights depend neither on single individuals nor on parents; nor do they represent a concession made by society and the state; they belong to human nature and are inherent in the person by virtue of the creative act from which the person took his origin. Among such fundamental rights one should mention in this regard every human being's right to life and physical integrity from the moment of conception until death' ("Donum Vitae," III). 'The moment a positive law deprives a category of human beings of the protection which civil legislation ought to accord them, the state is denying the equality of all before the law. When the state does not place its power at the service of the rights of each citizen, and in particular of the more vulnerable, the very foundations of a state based on law are undermined. [...] As a consequence of the respect and protection which must be ensured for the unborn child from the moment of conception, the law must provide appropriate penal sanctions for every deliberate violation of the child's rights' ("Donum Vitae," III)."
In the encyclical "Evangelium Vitae," Pope John Paul II reaffirmed this doctrine with his authority as supreme pastor of the Church: "by the authority which Christ conferred upon Peter and his Successors, in communion with the Bishops-who on various occasions have condemned abortion and who in the aforementioned consultation, albeit dispersed throughout the world, have shown unanimous agreement concerning this doctrine-I declare that direct abortion, that is, abortion willed as an end or as a means, always constitutes a grave moral disorder, since it is the deliberate killing of an innocent human being. This doctrine is based upon the natural law and upon the written Word of God, is transmitted by the Church's Tradition and taught by the ordinary and universal Magisterium" (No. 62).
In regard to procured abortion in certain difficult and complex situations, the clear and precise teaching of Pope John Paul II is valid: "It is true that the decision to have an abortion is often tragic and painful for the mother, insofar as the decision to rid herself of the fruit of conception is not made for purely selfish reasons or out of convenience, but out of a desire to protect certain important values such as her own health or a decent standard of living for the other members of the family. Sometimes it is feared that the child to be born would live in such conditions that it would be better if the birth did not take place. Nevertheless, these reasons and others like them, however serious and tragic, can never justify the deliberate killing of an innocent human being" ("Evangelium Vitae," n. 58).
As for the subject of specific medical treatments that have the purpose of preserving the health of the mother it is necessary to clearly distinguish between two different cases: 
On the one hand there is the intervention that directly brings about the death of the fetus, sometimes inappropriately called a "therapeutic abortion," which can never be legitimate inasmuch as it is the indirect killing of an innocent human being; on the other hand, there is the intervention that is not abortive in itself that can have the death of the child as a collateral consequence: "If, for example, the saving of the life of the future mother urgently requires -- independently of her pregnancy -- a surgical intervention, or another therapeutic procedure, that would have as an accessory consequence, that is in no way desired or intended, but inevitable, the death of the fetus, such an action could no longer be called a direct attack on the innocent life. In these conditions such an operation could be considered licit, like other similar medical interventions, when it has to do with a good of great value, which life is, and so long as it cannot be postponed until after the child's birth, nor helped by some other effective means" (Pius XII, Address to the "Fronte della Famiglia" and the Associazione Famiglie Numerose, November 27, 1951).
As for the responsibility of the health workers, it is necessary to recall the words of Pope John Paul II: "Their profession calls for them to be guardians and servants of human life. In today's cultural and social context, in which science and the practice of medicine risk losing sight of their inherent ethical dimension, health-care professionals can be strongly tempted at times to become manipulators of life, or even agents of death. In the face of this temptation their responsibility today is greatly increased. Its deepest inspiration and strongest support lie in the intrinsic and undeniable ethical dimension of the health-care profession, something already recognized by the ancient and still relevant Hippocratic Oath, which requires every doctor to commit himself to absolute respect for human life and its sacredness" ("Evangelium Vitae," No. 89). 
Beggars versus Giants: More Quotes to Consider
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/beggars-versus-giants-more-quotes-to-consider 

October 30, 2009 
The following are additional quotes from prominent individuals emphasizing why abortion and its related anti-life evils must be given a very high priority: 
"Abraham Lincoln recognized that we could not survive as a free land when some men could decide that others were not fit to be free and should therefore be slaves. Likewise, we cannot survive as a free nation when some men decide that others are not fit to live and should be abandoned to abortion or infanticide." 
Ronald Reagan Abortion and the Conscience of the Nation  

"Everything collapses without respect for life." 
Cardinal Alfonso López Trujillo, the head of the Pontifical Council for the Family, Vatican City, Oct. 3, 2000
"The abortion law has a common denominator with the spirit of the Nazis and of communism: We may kill..." 
Auxiliary Bishop of Salzburg Andreas Laun in an interview with the Austrian magazine News 
"Some will say that the defense of innocent life is only one issue among many, that it is important but not fundamental. They are wrong. In the natural moral law, the good of life is the most fundamental good and the condition for the enjoyment of all other goods." 
Archbishop Raymond Burke January 2004  
"Defense of human life is the only foundation on which all else must be built, or else, all else is eventually going to collapse..." 
Bishop William Murphy, Archdiocese of Boston in Pilot Column 
"The taking of innocent human life is so heinous, so horribly evil, and so absolutely opposite to the law of Almighty God that abortion must take precedence over every other issue." 
Bishop James Timlin, D.D., Bishop of Scranton, "The Ballot and the Right to Life" Fall 2000 
"...we have a most grave obligation to defend all human life from the moment of conception until natural death. God help us if we fail in this most fundamental obligation." 
Archbishop John Myers of Newark, New Jersey - May 4, 2004 

"A new 'ideology of evil' is threatening society and it includes gay 'marriage,' and abortion" 
Pope John Paul II in his book, "Memory and Identity." about his experiences with 20th-century totalitarianism 

[T]he failure to protect and defend life in its most vulnerable stages renders suspect any claims to the 'rightness' of positions in other matters affecting the poorest and least powerful of the human community. 
United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, "Living the Gospel of Life: A Challenge to American Catholics" (1998), 

"Never, never, never, never, never, never, never, never, never give up."  
Winston Churchill's shortest and most memorable commencement speech of all time at his alma mater during World War I as quoted by Peter Kreeft in his book How to Win the Culture War
The Hypocritic Oath? Abortion Has Consequences for Mental Health

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/the-hypocritic-oath 

By Michael Pakaluk, Virginia, November 19, 2009 
Imagine that in a certain country there was a pain-killing drug that patients really wanted to take because it improved their mood.   

The legislature of this country had passed a law, however, saying that, in view of this drug's power, physicians could prescribe it only if a dose of the drug would stave off some serious threat to a patient's health. In fact, for someone to get this drug at all, two physicians had to sign a certificate averring that, if the patient did not receive it, then his health would be seriously at risk.  

Now imagine that since the time the drug was discovered, and the law passed, various studies had been carried out suggesting that the drug was actually harmful to someone's health. There was evidence that even one dose seemed to increase substantially a person's risk of developing various kinds of serious health problems. 

Nonetheless, the doctors in this country still continued to prescribe the drug to their patients, certifying that it was necessary for health reasons, while pocketing handsome consulting fees in the process.
Sounds pretty corrupt, don't you think? A situation ripe for a class-action lawsuit, you might suppose. 

Maybe it would even seem unbelievable that professionals, who profess a code of ethics, could act in this way: Certify something as healthy, when they had good reason to think that it was actually bad for their patient's health.

Yet a recent study suggests that this is exactly how doctors in some countries behave regarding abortion.
Conflicted 
The study, "Reactions to Abortion and Subsequent Mental Health" (British Journal of Psychiatry, November 2009), by David Fergusson and colleagues, analyzes data collected as part of the Christchurch Health and Development Study (Christchurch, New Zealand), which has tracked and measured on a regular basis 1,265 persons from birth through age 30.

Fergusson found that women in this cohort who have had a single abortion and report feeling conflicted about it (i.e. most of these women) are roughly 80% more likely to develop a diagnosable mental illness than women who in similar circumstances carry their pregnancy to term. 

In fact, extrapolating from the data, the authors suggest that at least 5% of the mental illness of women under 30 is ascribable to abortion.
To put this finding in perspective, consider that patients who smoke likewise have roughly an 80% increased risk of a heart attack. That is, abortion seems to be as bad for a woman's mental health as smoking is for her heart.

Fergusson's study does not stand on its own; rather, it confirms earlier findings based on the Christchurch research, as well as other studies. Reviewing the total body of evidence, Fergusson comments that, although there is good evidence that abortion increases the risk of mental illness, "there is no evidence […] that would suggest that unwanted pregnancies that come to term were associated with increased risks of mental health problems."

Justification
And yet in New Zealand -- as well as England and Wales -- abortion is typically justified on mental health grounds.  
In New Zealand, for example, two doctors must certify that, in the language of the statute, "continuance of the pregnancy would result in serious danger to mental health." Over 98% of abortions are approved on these grounds. 

According to the country's Abortion Supervisory Committee, for certifying these abortions, doctors in New Zealand received over $5 million in consulting fees last year alone.
What is going on here? It is tempting to say that in this practice one sees at work a principle that can be observed in other kinds of fraud and corruption -- namely, one corrupt practice tends to engender increasingly brazen corruption.   

Abortion itself is, strictly, a corruption of the art of medicine, since it represents the use of medical skill for no genuine medical end (In this respect it is on a par with a doctor administering a lethal injection to a prisoner.) 

As a direct attack on the life of an immature human being, it has no genuine medical justification, only a utilitarian rationale. Thus it admits of continued practice for utilitarian reasons -- as in New Zealand -- even when medical reasons are not merely absent for it, but actually countervailing.  

Doctors in England show signs of being uncomfortable with the current practice. Back in 1993 the Royal College of Psychiatrists stated that "the risks to psychological health from the termination of pregnancy in the first trimester are much less than the risks associated with proceeding with a pregnancy which is clearly harming the mother's mental health."

However, last year that position was rejected and replaced by a new statement which read: "The specific issue of whether or not induced abortion has harmful effects on women's mental health remains to be fully resolved. The current research evidence base is inconclusive -- some studies indicate no evidence of harm, whilst other studies identify a range of mental disorders following abortion."

The change looks like movement from recommending abortions for mental health reasons, to a position of neutrality; yet it isn't that, because note how the Royal College now frames the question: What is at issue, they say, is whether abortion, as suspected, leads to mental disorder. 

Conclusive evidence
Whether, in contrast, abortion is actually beneficial to a woman's mental health is not an open question for them: The evidence is conclusive that it is not.

Fergusson's findings, and the other evidence, have ramifications beyond those jurisdictions in which abortion is typically justified on mental health grounds -- since any woman contemplating abortion should at least be given the information that allows her to make a genuinely informed consent. Indeed, the mental health consequences of abortion are potentially far worse than Fergusson's study would indicate, for two reasons.  
First, Fergusson so far has studied women only up to the age of 30. Yet there is much anecdotal evidence to suggest that a woman's distress over abortion can actually be triggered by events later in life, such as pregnancy and birth, or the death of family members.   

Second, Fergusson followed a practice set down by earlier studies and looked at only a limited class of mental illnesses from the standard diagnostic manual (DSM-IV): "major depression; anxiety disorders (including generalized anxiety, panic disorder, agoraphobia, social phobia and specific phobia); alcohol dependence; and illicit drug dependence."

But seasoned clinicians have pointed out that for women procuring abortion one might expect additionally to see "adjustment disorders" and Post Traumatic Stress Syndrome (PTSD), not to mention sub-clinical pain and distress, which would be very real for affected women yet not necessarily captured in a diagnostic category.  

So, true informed consent would require women telling a woman who is contemplating an abortion something like: "Studies have suggested that a single abortion increases by as much as 80% your risk of developing certain serious mental illnesses before you reach age 30, and it potentially implies a much higher risk of mental illness in general over a lifespan." Needless to say, women are not told anything like this.

An incidental fact about Fergusson's study tends to confirm the suspicion that the research has revealed only the tip of the iceberg. Fergusson determined whether a woman had procured an abortion by accepting that woman's own reports. Women were asked at roughly three-year intervals whether, in that interval, they had become pregnant, and, if so, what happened with the pregnancy -- whether it ended in miscarriage, birth, or abortion. They were also asked the same question retrospectively, about their lifespan as a whole, at 30 years of age.  

Note that the replies were given privately and also anonymously, in the sense that the data were collected in such a way that answers could not be mapped to any particular individual.
Yet, curiously, Fergusson found that 32% of the women in his cohort declined to report an abortion -- that is, either they did not report, in some interval, an abortion that they later reported retrospectively (at age 30), or they did not report retrospectively (at age 30) an abortion that they had reported in an earlier interval.  

Moreover, the women in the study as a whole under-reported the abortions that they had. Through comparisons with data for the general population, it became apparent that women in the study reported (whether prospectively or retrospectively) only 85% of the abortions that they actually procured.  

Denial 
To translate this point into plain language: In an anonymous study, in which answers are given privately and can cause no embarrassment or public humiliation, nearly half of the women who are asked declined to say that they had an abortion -- even though they were asked directly about their pregnancies and the outcomes, and whether one has had an abortion is not something that can be forgotten or easily overlooked.

Another fact about Fergusson's study appears strange when compared with this curious fact of under-reporting. He also asked women at the 30-year point to give their judgment on the rightness of their choice to have an abortion. Was it "definitely the right decision," "definitely the wrong decision," or was the woman unsure? Fergusson found that 90% of women replied that their abortion was "definitely the right decision."

These two curious facts -- massive under-reporting (which is a form of denial), together with an apparent dogmatism in affirming the rightness of one's choice of an abortion -- would seem to indicate severe interior conflict on the part of these women.  

Such conflict, even if it does not lead eventually to outright, clinically diagnosable mental illness, would seem at very least incompatible with mental peace and ordinary happiness.  
With fear and trembling one is reminded of Blessed Mother Teresa's statement that in an abortion two things die: the unborn child, and the mother's conscience.    

As for the medical integrity of the physician who recommends or performs the surgery -- that has presumably been dead for a long time.
Michael Pakaluk is a professor of philosophy and the director of Integrative Research at the Institute for the Psychological Sciences in Arlington, Virginia.

New Zealand Study Finds Abortion Increases Risk of Mental Health Problems 
http://catholicexchange.com/new-zealand-study-finds-abortion-increases-risk-of-mental-health-problems 

By Thaddeus M. Baklinski, Wellington, NZ, November 5, 2009 
A study conducted by Professor David Fergusson and a research team at New Zealand's University of Otago has found that having an abortion will likely increase a woman's chance of developing mental health problems such as anxiety and depression. 

The study appeared in the most recent issue of the British Journal of Psychiatry and examined data from a sampling of 500 women who were interviewed six times between the ages of 15 and 30, each time being asked whether they had been pregnant and, if so, what the outcome of that pregnancy had been.
The study revealed that unwanted pregnancy leading to abortion is likely to be a risk factor for mental-health problems that include depression, anxiety, suicidal ideation, alcohol dependence, and illicit drug dependence, while unwanted pregnancy that ends in the birth of the baby does not carry the same risk factor. 
Dr. Fergusson observed, "those having an abortion and reporting negative reactions had rates of mental health disorders that were approximately 1.4 to 1.8 times higher than those not having an abortion."

Of those women who had undergone an abortion, more than 85 percent reported a least one negative emotional reaction, including sorrow, sadness, guilt, regret, grief and disappointment.

A similar number reported at least one positive reaction, including relief, happiness and satisfaction. The findings suggest that many women experienced a mixture of both positive and negative emotions about having an abortion.

Earlier reports from the same study, released in 2006, found that more than 40 percent of those who had an abortion suffered major depression within four years prior to the study, nearly double the rate of those who had never been pregnant. The 2006 report also found that the risk of developing an anxiety disorder also doubled in women who had abortions. The report concluded: "Collectively, this evidence raises important questions about the practice of justifying termination of pregnancy on the grounds that this procedure will reduce risks of mental health problems in women having unwanted pregnancy. Currently there is no evidence to support the assumptions underlying this practice, and the findings of the present study suggest that abortion may, in fact, increase mental health risks among those women who find seeking and obtaining an abortion a distressing experience."

The report further stated that the study showed no evidence to "support strong pro-choice positions that claim unwanted pregnancy terminated by abortion is without mental health risks."

Brendan Malone, from Family Life International New Zealand, said the report was just one of several new studies which highlighted the fact that women are not receiving all of the facts when they seek out an abortion.

Citing a Canadian study published in September in the International Journal of Obstetrics and Gynaecology, which showed women who had an abortion in the first or second trimester had a 36 percent increased risk of later having a premature baby, and women who had undergone more than one abortion had a 93 percent risk of later having a premature baby, Malone said, "Counselling provided to women seeking out abortions is so woefully inadequate that it is practically non-existent. In the vast majority of cases, abortion 'counseling' in New Zealand (and elsewhere) merely consists of ticking a series of boxes, and women are very rarely, if ever, informed of the scientifically established risks that they will be exposing themselves to, and the support that is available to them to pursue alternatives to abortion."

Malone said one of the consistent themes his group's post-abortion counselling team hears is that women were never informed of all the risks and alternatives available to them before opting for an abortion.

"Tragically, these same women also state that they probably would have chosen not to abort their babies had they received proper counseling about the risk factors, and the other options that were open to them."

Malone said pro-abortion lobbyists "like to throw the word 'choice' around."

"But how can we honestly claim that women choosing abortion are making a free and informed decision when they haven't been properly advised about the risks of having an abortion, and the alternatives available to them."

The full text of Professor David Fergusson's research paper "Reactions to abortion and subsequent mental health" is available here.
National Cancer Institute Researcher Admits Abortion Breast Cancer Link 
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/national-cancer-institute-researcher-admits-abortion-breast-cancer-link
By Thaddeus M. Baklinski, Washington, DC, January 7, 2010 
U.S. National Cancer Institute researcher Dr. Louise Brinton, who was the chief organizer of the National Cancer Institute (NCI) workshop in 2003 that persuaded women that it was "well established" that "abortion is not associated with increased breast cancer risk," has reversed her position and now admits that abortion and oral contraceptives raise breast cancer risks.

An April 2009 study by Jessica Dolle et al. of the Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center examining the relationship between oral contraceptives (OCs) and triple-negative breast cancer (TNBC), an aggressive form of breast cancer associated with high mortality, in women under age 45, contained an admission from Dr. Brinton and her colleagues that abortion raises breast cancer risk by 40%.

The study found that "a statistically significant 40% increased risk for women who have abortions" exists, and that a " 270% increased risk of triple negative breast cancer (an aggressive form of breast cancer associated with high mortality) among those who used oral contraceptives while under age 18 and a 320% increased risk of triple negative breast cancer among recent users (within 1-5 years) of oral contraceptives," also exists.

This means that women who start using OCs before age 18 multiply their risk of TNBC by 3.7 times and recent users of OCs within the last one to five years multiply their risk by 4.2 times.

"Although the study was published nine months ago," stated Karen Malec, president of the Coalition on Abortion/Breast Cancer, in a press release, "the NCI, the American Cancer Society, Susan G. Komen for the Cure and other cancer fundraising businesses have made no efforts to reduce breast cancer rates by issuing nationwide warnings to women."

"Obviously, more women will die of breast cancer if the NCI fails in its duty to warn about the risks of OCs and abortion and if government funds are used to pay for both as a part of any healthcare bill," said Mrs. Malec.

Last year, studies from Turkey and China also reported statistically significant risk increases for women who had abortions.
The Turkish study reported a 66% increased risk of breast cancer for women with abortions while the Chinese study found a statistically significant 17% increased breast cancer risk among Chinese women who had induced abortions.

Mrs. Malec said, "The Chinese and the Turkish studies are relevant considering the debate over government-funded abortion through healthcare reform" in the US. "Government-funded abortion means more dead American women from breast cancer."

An abstract of the Jessica Dolle study is available here.

For more information on the medical connection between abortion and breast cancer please visit the Coalition on Abortion/Breast Cancer website here.

Breast Cancer Link with Abortion and Hormonal Contraceptives Featured in You Tube Videos  
Chinese Women with Abortion Experience 17% Increased Breast Cancer Risk 
Study: Breast Cancer Risk 66% Higher in Turkish Women with Abortions 
New Study Shows Abortion is 'Best Predictor of Breast Cancer' 
Chinese Breast Cancer Deaths Jump 40% since One Child Abortion Policy  

Why is National Cancer Institute Covering up Link? Abortion Breast Cancer Coalition Letter to Congress

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/why-is-national-cancer-institute-covering-up-link-abortion-breast-cancer-co 

By Hilary White, Washington, DC, January 21, 2010
The US National Cancer Institute (NIC) has again denied the link between abortion and breast cancer to a Globe and Mail reporter, despite one of their leading researchers being named as co-author on a study that admitted up to a 40 per cent increased risk of breast cancer associated with induced abortion. 

In 2003, Louise Brinton, NCI’s chief of the Hormonal and Reproductive Epidemiology branch, was an organizer of the NCI workshop in 2003 that told women it is “well established” that “abortion is not associated with increased breast cancer risk.” Then, in 2009, Brinton was co-author of study, published in April last year by the Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center in Seattle, in which she admitted that abortion raises breast cancer risk. 

The study listed abortion among the “known or suspected risk factors” found to be associated with a 40 per cent increased risk of breast cancer in women under age 45 in the Seattle region. The observed risk elevation found was matter-of-factly reported to be “consistent with the effects observed in previous studies on younger women.” 

Despite the admission by one of their leading researchers, the NCI website continues to carry the “well established” claim that there is no connection between abortion and breast cancer. 

On January 8 the Globe and Mail’s Gloria Galloway wrote that she received another denial from the NCI when she attempted to receive confirmation on the study. The NCI’s Michael Miller told Galloway in an email, “NCI has no comment on this study.” Instead, Miller forwarded a link to the NCI’s official statement denying the breast cancer link that refers back to the 2003 workshop. Further requests for information, Galloway said, went unanswered. 

At the same time, the Washington-based Coalition for Abortion/Breast Cancer has issued a letter to Congress asking that the NCI be called to the carpet for what the coalition says is NCI’s ongoing efforts to ignore or cover up the evidence supporting the link. 

“We ask Congress to exercise its proper oversight authority and investigate the US National Cancer Institute’s failure to protect American women by issuing timely warnings about breast cancer risks,” the letter said. 

The letter is signed by Karen Malec, the group’s president, Dr. Joel Brind, a professor of endocrinology and deputy chair of Biology and Environmental Sciences at City University of New York, and Dr. Angela Lanfranchi, Clinical Assistant Professor of Surgery at Robert Wood Johnson Medical School. It says that thousands of women’s lives are put at risk “in part due to confusing and conflicting messages from our own National Cancer Institute.”

The letter states that researchers invited to participate in NCI’s 2003 workshop, despite the claim that it would comprise a “comprehensive review” of the existing data, were explicitly prohibited from reviewing current data demonstrating a link between abortion and breast cancer. 

“Women need to be aware that abortion can affect both her breast cancer risk and health of future children,” the letter said. It notes that the NCI website was updated on January 12 this year, after news about the recent study broke, and now includes the claim that “the evidence overall still does not support early termination of pregnancy as a cause of breast cancer.” 

“In the face of recent publication of results to the contrary ... reported by an NCI Branch Chief Dr. Brinton, this appears disingenuous,” says the coalition’s letter.

“The evidence is overwhelming that the NCI is in direct conflict with its own mission. The NCI is not providing accurate information that would permit women making choices about contraception and abortion to avoid the dangers of the increased risk posed by these exposures, even though they are reported by one of NCI’s top scientists in the field.” 

Vancouver Archbishop Compares Abortion to Slaughter of the Innocents 

http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2010/jan/10011209.html 

By John-Henry Westen, Vancouver, January 12, 2010 
In his homily for the annual pro-life Mass on December 28, Vancouver Archbishop Michael Miller began by expressing his gratitude to pro-lifers “for your willingness not just to affirm the sacrosanct value of every human life but to work and pray that this value be recognized as absolutely necessary to the common good of society.”

The Mass was celebrated on December 28 – the feast of the Holy Innocents – which commemorates the babies slain in Bethlehem as King Herod sought to kill the Christ child. 

“Herod distinguished himself by the cold-blooded murder of innocent babies, in a vain effort to secure his throne against any rivals,” said Archbishop Miller.  “We do not know their number, but they are venerated as martyrs because they died in the place of Christ.  In a similar way we can consider all the unborn who die in the womb as silent witnesses to Christ and his infinite power to save.”

The Vancouver Archbishop said: “All too often in our country crimes against life are supported by government, certain professions and public opinion.”  He noted the irony that while Canada is such a great promoter of human rights, “the most basic human right, ‘the right to life, is being denied or trampled upon, especially at the more significant moments of existence: the moment of birth and the moment of death.’”

While the archbishop admitted that the pro-life struggle in Canada “is an enormous task, one fraught with difficulties and setbacks,” he stressed, “we dare not lose hope.”  

“The innocents slaughtered in our day should not occasion despair in us.  We are part of a struggle that goes back to the murder of Cain – but we also have the palm of victory in our hands … If there are bloody Herods in our day, there are also joyful angel choirs, singing for the birth of each child destined for eternal life.”

“With the coming of Christ new value is placed on human life,” Archbishop Miller explained. “In Christ we are made even more aware that each and every human being is made in the image and likeness of God; that each and every human being is unique, precious and unrepeatable.”

Pro-lifers he said, “have an irreplaceable role to play: we need – the Church needs, society needs – evangelists, heralds, of life, people willing to confront the weakness of a culture which has trivialized the gift of life.”

The Archbishop cautioned, however, that “we do not approach those who are straying with feelings of arrogance or self-righteousness.”  He explained: “The fact that we know that we are right about the sacred value of human life should make us humble and more determined to spread this message by the love shown in our lives and our willingness to be servants of life.”

Concluding his message, Archbishop Miller prayed “that our efforts will be sustained so that we may have the courage to bring about a renewed respect for human life in Canada, build a culture of life, protect the innocents of our day and comfort those who mourn.”

Majority of Americans, and Nearly 6 in 10 Young Adults, View Abortion as Morally Wrong: Poll
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/majority-of-americans-and-nearly-6-in-10-young-adults-view-abortion-as-mora  
Poll finds 56% of all Americans and 58% of those 18-29 years old say abortion 'morally wrong'

New Haven, Conn., January 22, 2010 
On the eve of the 37th anniversary of the Supreme Court's decision in Roe v. Wade, which legalized abortion throughout the United States, a new survey was released that shows a strong majority of Americans believe abortion to be "morally wrong."

The poll found that 58% of "Millennials" (or those 18-29) consider abortion to be "morally wrong," compared to 51% of Baby Boomers (those 45-64).

The numbers for Generation X, or those between the ages of 30 and 44, are similar to Millennials (60% see abortion as "morally wrong"). More than 6 in 10 of the s-called Greatest Generation (those 65+) feel the same.

The most recent Knights of Columbus/Marist survey, which was conducted in late December and early January, is the latest in a series of such surveys commissioned by the Knights of Columbus and conducted by Marist Institute for Public Opinion. In October of 2008 and July of 2009, the survey has been tracking an increasing trend toward the pro-life position – a trend confirmed by Gallup and Pew surveys in mid-2009.  

"Americans of all ages – and younger people in even greater numbers than their parents – see abortion as something morally wrong," said Supreme Knight Carl Anderson. "America has turned a corner and is embracing life – and in doing so is embracing a future they – and all of us – can be proud of."

He added: "Advances in technology show clearly … that an unborn child is completely a human being. That, coupled with the large number of Americans who know one of the many people who has been negatively affected by abortion are certainly two of the reasons that Americans are increasingly uncomfortable with Roe v. Wade's legacy of abortion, and with abortion generally. 

“The majority of Americans now understand that abortion has consequences, and that those consequences are not good."

The question on abortion was part of a larger survey, which will be released in the next several days.

This report presents the findings from a survey of 2,243 Americans. Reports for Americans have a margin of error of +/-2% and for Millennials it is +/-3%. Data were collected from December 23, 2009 through January 4, 2010 using an online, probability-based panel from Knowledge Networks, Inc. Additional information is available here. 

Data on the polls commissioned by the Knights of Columbus are available here.

Future of Pontifical Academy for Life at Stake as Members Meet in Closed Door Session 
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/future-of-pontifical-academy-for-life-at-stake-as-members-meet-in-closed-do 
By Hilary White, Rome Correspondent, Rome, February 8, 2010 
Some members of the Pontifical Academy for Life are expressing fears for the future of the organization under its current head, Archbishop Salvatore Fisichella.  Their concerns come after a scandal last year in which the archbishop appeared to condone the abortion of Brazilian twins.

LifeSiteNews.com (LSN) has been informed by the Academy that their annual congress, normally open to the public, has been cancelled this year in favor of a closed meeting of members. The PAV told LSN that the public will be welcomed back to the public congress next year, but this year’s session is restricted to members only for “study.”

In its early history, the PAV normally held meetings of the permanent and corresponding members only, but under the leader-ship of Archbishop Elio Sgreccia, now retired, the Academy held large congresses open to interested members of the public.

Some members of the Pontifical Academy for Life (PAV) have told LSN that they fear the so-called “Recife Affair” has irretrievably damaged the reputation of the Academy.

A year ago, Archbishop Fisichella published an article in the Vatican’s newspaper, L’Osservatore Romano, harshly criticizing the actions of his fellow archbishop, Jose Cardoso Sobrinho of Olinda and Recife, Brazil. Cardoso had warned those who planned to procure the abortion of unborn twins that they faced the automatic penalty of excommunication – an action for which the archbishop was blasted in the international media. Much of the same media subsequently reported, based upon Archbishop Fisichella’s remarks, that the Vatican was softening its stance on abortion.

The scandal, say sources, is causing “a climate of unease” among PAV members who say that Fisichella’s article, “based on erroneous and partial information,” clearly supported the doctors who aborted the unborn twins of a nine year-old rape victim whom the local church had been attempting to help. 

The affair, said one member, a respected academic philosopher who has asked not to be identified, is exposing deep ideological problems in the PAV, a split that is causing a “loss of confidence.” Fisichella’s article, he said, created a “twist, doctrinal, moral and canonical” in the Academy.

The majority of the PAV members kept silent in the affair but, he said, some outright supported Fisichella, including some in the Roman Curia. Only a minority of PAV members “also protested against the support given [by Fisichella] to abortionists and against the attack on archbishop Cardoso.”

“The future of the academy is at stake,” he concluded.

The case was a cause célèbre for the abortion movement who used the plight of the mother, a nine year-old girl who had been raped by her stepfather, as a weapon to attack the Catholic Church, claiming, against the statement of her doctors, that the girl’s life was threatened by the pregnancy. Pro-life leaders around the world condemned the abortion and praised Archbishop Cardoso, who later received an award for his defense of both the girl and her twin children. But the same leaders were shocked when Archbishop Fisichella’s article appeared in L’Osservatore Romano, in which he appeared to condemn, from the heart of the Vatican, not the abortionists but the pro-life action of Archbishop Cardoso.

Archbishop Fisichella, who wrote that his brother bishop had been “hasty” in his declaration of excommunication, implied that the doctors and the pro-abortion organization who conspired to kill the twin children did so in conscience. Despite repeated appeals from prominent pro-life leaders and PAV members, Fisichella has steadfastly refused to retract or clarify his article.

“Others deserve excommunication and our forgiveness, not those who enabled you to live and who will help you to recover your hope and trust - despite the presence of evil and the wickedness of many,” Fisichella wrote, addressing the 9-year-old girl.

When confronted by members of the PAV, he is reported to have disclaimed all responsibility by saying that the article had been written “on request.” Some in the pro-life movement speculated at the time that the article was part of a larger effort by the Vatican’s Secretariat of State, which controls L’Osservatore Romano, to soften relations between the Vatican and the pro-abortion Obama administration.

Archbishop Fisichella has admitted that he had never contacted Archbishop Cardoso for information or details on the case. Even after the world’s secular press took up the story and the Recife diocese published a detailed correction to Fisichella’s article, Archbishop Cardoso was refused space by L’Osservatore Romano to answer Fisichella’s accusations.

The uproar did not die down until the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith issued a clarification that strongly reiterated the Church’s teaching on the sanctity of life and the complete inadmissibility of abortion.

Monsignor Michel Schooyans, the Belgian professor emeritus of the Catholic University of Louvain, a member of the PAV and a respected specialist in anthropology, political philosophy, and bioethics, strongly criticized Fisichella in an article, saying that the affair is one of “utmost gravity” for the Church. Schooyans said the Fisichella article had provided fuel to enemies both of the Church and the pro-life movement.

“In objective terms, ... [the] article provides formidable backing to all who, in Latin America (Brazil, Santo Domingo, etc.) and elsewhere, are waging a campaign to legalise abortion, with the support of President Obama, the European Union, the IPPF and other NGOs,” he wrote.
Indian Court Rules Born and Unborn Are Equal

http://www.catholic.org/news/hf/faith/story.php?id=35403, http://www.ifrl.org/ifrl/news/100209_5.htm 
By Thaddeus M. Baklinski, New Delhi, February 9, 2010 
"The foetus is another life in a woman and loss of the foetus is actually loss of a child"
The Delhi High Court has ruled that an unborn child can be considered equivalent to a minor child and has directed an insurance company to pay compensation of 250,000 rupees (about $5750 Canadian) to a man who lost his pregnant wife in a road accident a year and half ago.

Justice J R Midha allowed an appeal filed by a Mr. Prakash seeking compensation for the death of his unborn child when his plea was ignored by the Motor Accident Claim Tribunal (MACT), which rules on insurance claim disputes in India. "This court holds that an unborn child — aged five months onwards in the mother’s womb till its birth — is treated as equal to a child. The fetus is another life in a woman and loss of the fetus is actually loss of a child in the offing," Justice Midha stated.

The Delhi High Court ruling followed a precedent set by the Kerala High Court’s verdict of October 2008 involving an identical issue, when it had ordered the payment of separate compensation for the death of an unborn child to the husband of a pregnant woman, who died in a road accident.

Prior to the Kerala High Court’s verdict, courts in India generally held that compensation for the death of an unborn child could only be paid in case of a miscarriage by the mother who survived an accident - but no separate claim was allowed for an unborn child if the mother had died. 

The Delhi court heard that the MACT had already awarded 611,000 rupees to Mr. Prakash for the accident in which his wife died with their seven-month-old child in her womb, but refused to take into account the death of the child.

Counsel for MACT said that the "post-mortem report did not mention anything about the presence of a fetus."

Clarifying that the unborn child was absent at the time of the victim’s death, counsel for Mr. Prakash explained to the court that as a result of the accident that took place on June 8, 2008, the child Mrs. Prakash was carrying died and was removed from her womb by Caesarean section on June 17. Following this Mrs. Prakash died from her injuries on August 14.

"The appeal is allowed and the compensation of 250,000 rupees along with interest at 7.5 per annum...is awarded to the appellant (Prakash) towards the death of a seven month-old foetus on June 17,2008," the Court judgment said.

Pope Decries "Scourges" of Abortion and Contraception 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/pope-decries-scourges-of-abortion-and-contraception  

By Hilary White, Rome, February 17, 2010 
Pope Benedict XVI told a group of visiting Romanian bishops on Friday to resist the “scourges” of abortion and artificial birth control. The pontiff said the Church should set up “parish consultancy services” for young people to help them combat the “scourges of abortion, corruption, alcoholism and drugs, as well as birth control by methods contrary to the dignity of the human person.”

Opening his address, the pope commended the bishops, priests, religious and faithful Catholics who, “in the period of persecution, showed dauntless attachment to Christ and His Church, and maintained their faith intact.” The suppression of Romanian Catholicism by the communist dictatorships was known to be among the most brutal in the Soviet Bloc. 

In addition, Benedict emphasized a theme that has been prominent in his messages to the English and Scottish bishops, saying that they needed to promote “the presence of Christian values in society.” 

He called for them to create “centres of formation where young people can learn authentic values, enriched by your countries' cultural gifts, in order to enable them to bear witness to those values in the environments in which they live.”
Abortion and Race: A Complicated Problem - Black Women Found to Account for 40% of US Abortions
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-and-race-a-complicated-problem 
By Carl Anderson, New Haven, Connecticut, March 1, 2010 
Having served for nearly a decade as a member of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, I know that there are few subjects as controversial in American society as those issues touching race relations. Nonetheless, an article appearing this weekend in the New York Times -- titled "To Court Blacks, Foes of Abortion Make Racial Case" -- is worth considering. Without getting into the controversy concerning the well-documented eugenic philosophy of Margaret Sanger (founder of Planned Parenthood), or the debate over whether or not African Americans are actually deliberately targeted by abortion providers today, several disturbing facts remain. For one, as the New York Times pointed out, black women account for almost 40% of the abortions in the United States, though they make up only 13% of the population.
Regardless of the cause for that high rate, abortion is an especially large-scale tragedy for African Americans. There are no winners in abortion. There are only the dead and the wounded. And all involved need to be embraced with compassion and love. Those in the black community who are most at risk for abortion must be offered concrete alternatives. Those who have experienced an abortion must be offered the message of healing and hope.
As we try to build a support of compassion, we should also remember Benedict XVI's last encyclical, "Charity in Truth." And as part of our charity, we must come to terms with the falsehoods which led millions to accept injustices as social necessities -- and resolve to let the truth guide our charity, and let our charity be the spokesman of truth.
Last month, the United States celebrated Black History Month. Sadly, there are legal parallels between the horrible legacy in the United States of denial of the rights of black people -- and their treatment as less than human -- and the current legal rights limbo of the unborn in this country.

For one thing, both the unborn and black community have been the victims of terrible jurisprudence. In fact, the Supreme Court decisions that enabled unrestricted access to abortion (Roe v. Wade) and established the segregationist principle of "separate but equal" (Plessy v. Ferguson) were both, as it happens, based on falsehood.
In Plessy v. Ferguson, the majority opinion asserted that segregation could in fact allow for equal treatment of black and white Americans. In the Court's opinion, black Americans who saw this separation as "a badge of inferior," created their own reality, not the reality assigned by the law. The Court insisted that any semblance of inferiority was "not by reason of
anything found in the act, but solely because the colored race chooses to put that construction upon it."
But as Justice John Marshal Harlan noted in his dissent in Plessy: "Everyone knows that the statute in question had its origin in the purpose, not so much to exclude white persons from railroad cars occupied by blacks, as to exclude colored people from coaches occupied or assigned to white persons."
In Roe v. Wade too, a fiction was allowed to become the law of the land. In Roe, the court argued that it could not decide when human life begins. Everyone, nonetheless knew at the time, and science has only made increasingly clear since then, that the unborn child before birth is precisely that -- a child. What is notable about both Plessy and Roe, is that the majority in each found it necessary to ignore the obvious to rule the way they did. At best, they bought into a lie. And sadly, whatever the motivations of individual judges, the black community targeted by Plessy, has also been affected
disproportionately by Roe.
The majority's decision in Roe could not have had a good outcome under any circumstances, but the current controversy is yet another example of how poorly adjudicated decisions tend to have unintended -- and often terrible -- consequences beyond those readily realized.
Of course, in the 1950s, many legal experts, law professors and politicians insisted that the segregation allowed by Plessy was "settled law." Today, "experts" and politicians say the same about the abortion legacy of Roe.
But Plessy was unhinged from reality, and the courage of brave men and women such as Martin Luther King, Jr., and Rosa Parks unsettled this "settled law" and earned the respect of the judgment of history. 
Roe too is unhinged from the truth that everyone knows. Needed are more brave men and women willing to stand up and demand that a nation's law on abortion will never be settled until it is brought into conformity with the truth.
Carl Anderson is the supreme knight of the Knights of Columbus and a New York Times bestselling author.
Pope denounces abortion and gay marriage 

http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/6277-pope-denounces-abortion-and-gay-marriage
May 14, 2010 

Abortion and gay marriage were "among some of the most insidious and dangerous challenges facing the common good today," the Pope said in an address to Catholic charity and social workers in Portugal.

Speaking at Fatima, Pope Benedict praised initiatives to defend "essential and primary values of life". Among these values, he said, was "the family, founded on indissoluble marriage between a man and a woman," which is Vatican-speak for its opposition to gay marriage, Reuters reports.

The audience applauded when the pope spoke about the challenges posed by abortion and gay marriage.

Gay marriage legislation was recently passed by the Portuguese parliament and is due to be signed into law next week by President Anibal Cavaco Silva, a conservative Catholic, reports Times Online.
The pontiff also criticised Catholics who are ashamed of their faith and too willing to "lend a hand to secularism", the report adds.

The report cites Peter Tatchell, of the gay rights group Outrage, saying: "The Pope is fast losing all his sense of moral priorities. Compared to war, poverty and racism, gay marriage is a minor issue. It is not worthy of the Pope's moral outrage. In a world filled with hate and violence, he should be encouraging love and commitment, not denouncing it."

Full story
Gay marriage and abortion are 'insidious challenge to society' says Pope (Times Online)

Pope urges Portuguese to oppose gay marriage law (Reuters)

Persistent myths about abortion - Interview with Bioethicist Doctor Rosario Laris

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/persistent-myths-about-abortion 

By Omar Arcega, Queretaro, Mexico, May 17, 2010 
In the public debate about abortion, some still believe in the myths about its goodness for women, says a bioethicist. In this interview with ZENIT, Doctor Rosario Laris, a surgeon and teacher of public health and bioethics, spoke about the beliefs that contribute to the perpetuation of abortion, and the risks that it implies for women and society.  
ZENIT: In your opinion, what are the principal myths on abortion that still exist in the world and in Mexico? 
Laris: I would say [the myths are]: that legalizing abortion reduces maternal mortality -- there is a very high number of women in Mexico who die as a result of having an abortion; that if legalized, abortion diminishes; and that abortion does not have any repercussion on the physical and psychological health of women.  
ZENIT: Why would they say that abortion reduces maternal mortality?  
Laris: That's what they say, but the reality is otherwise. At present 25% of maternal deaths in the world happens in India, a country that since 1972 has legalized abortion. Other examples are Russia and Ireland. 

In the first country the proportion of maternal deaths is six times higher than in Ireland. Russia has legalized abortion and Ireland has not. Now let's compare this country with the United States. There are in the United States 16 deaths of women for every 100,000 [mothers with babies] born alive; in Ireland there are only five. But let's move to countries that are closer. Chile has a smaller proportion of maternal deaths than Cuba, where abortion is permitted. 
With this we can establish that there is no direct connection between the percentage of maternal deaths and legalized abortion. What does reduce the number of maternal deaths is quality health services.  
ZENIT: They say that many women die in Mexico due to the clandestine nature of abortion. 
Laris: It is thought that in Mexico there is a very high number of women who die because of abortion. 
The reality is different. Data of the National Institute of Statistics, Geography and Informatics or of the Health Secretariat says that, in the whole country, the cases of death resulting from problems related to abortion are very low. 
The mortality of pregnant women is due primarily to problems of hypertension, not of illegal abortions.  
ZENIT: And what is your opinion about the theory that legalization decreases the cases of abortion?  
Laris: That by legalizing it, it is not promoted? That is a lie. We see the cases of the United Kingdom and Spain. In Spain, abortion was legalized 20 years ago and it has increased by 200%; today one out of six pregnancies in Spain ends in abortion. Another case to highlight is Poland. For decades abortion was permitted there and the number was very high. When it was outlawed, [the number of abortions] decreased to at least one out of 100 of the total number of pregnancies. 
That's why we must be clear: to legalize abortion is to promote it.  
ZENIT: And the repercussions on women's health? 
Laris: There is proof that women who abort increase their propensity to suffer depression, anxiety and ideas of suicide versus women who go through with the pregnancy in the same conditions.
A study was made in New Zealand where 630 patients were followed from their birth to 25 years of age. Some became pregnant and of those some aborted. Of the latter 50% showed the propensity to depression, as opposed to 25% of those who had not [had abortions]. 
There are several studies in different parts of the world and the results are the same: ideas of suicide and the consumption of drugs increase in women who have aborted. 
The mistreatment of children also increases in women who have aborted.  
ZENIT: What would be the ideal public policies to help a woman avoid having to resort to abortion?  
Laris: There should be legislation that gives greater support to pregnant women, economic support by the state, care in quality health services, so that a woman would see a future for her child, as many times a mother is anguished on realizing that her child will not have a real future. Longer maternal leave is necessary for the better care of offspring.
However, the support must not only come from the government, but also from society. 
ZENIT: There are those who approve of abortion of younger fetuses that lack neural connections. What is your opinion in this respect?  
Laris: To consider this implies that a person with Alzheimer's stops being a person. One would have to ask the relatives of a patient with Alzheimer's if they do or do not consider him a person. 
It has served, for families with this problem, to fortify their unity. The characteristics of a sickness do not take away from us the rank of persons, nor do physical damages. This was an argument used by the Nazis. 
When we do not consider a child of less than 28 weeks or a patient with Alzheimer's as persons, we are discriminating.

UK Bishops Decry Abortion TV Ads - Encourage Women to Make Informed Choices
http://www.zenit.org/article-29369?l=english
London, May 25, 2010 
On Monday, advertisements for an abortion service provider started airing for the first time on U.K. television, reflecting relaxed broadcasting standards. The bishops of England and Wales are protesting.
The commercial, produced by Marie Stopes International, one of the biggest abortion providers in the United Kingdom, asks women, "Are you late?" "If you're late for your period, you could be pregnant," the advertisement states. "If you're pregnant and don't know what to do, Marie Stopes International can help."
The bishops' conference of England and Wales released a statement in which it affirmed, "We believe that services which offer or refer for abortion -- whether commercial or not-for-profit organizations -- should not be allowed to advertise on broadcast media." "Abortion is not a consumer service," it asserted.
"To present it as such erodes respect for life and is highly misleading and damaging to women, who may feel pressured into making a quick decision, which can never be revoked," the prelates stated.
"Moreover," they added, "to allow the broadcasting advertising of abortion-referral services is, in effect, to allow the exploitative promotion of these services and is not in the interests of the health or psychological well-being of women."
The conference emphasized that for this reason it has "consistently opposed any relaxation of the BCAP [Broadcast Advertising Clearance Centre] Guidance on broadcast advertising to allow this."
In fact, last June, the conference submitted its views to a committee gathering public opinion on proposed Broadcast Advertising Standards code changes.
At that time, the prelates publicly opposed not only the advertising of abortion services, but also the proposed relaxation of rules regarding the promotion of condoms and other contraceptives, even to children under 16.

The bishops spoke out again with a statement publicized Thursday, in response to the decision of the broadcast advertising center to allow the commercial that aired this week. They encouraged and expressed support for women to "make informed choices about their emotional, psychological and physical well-being."
The statement affirmed that the prelates "support a number of charities which do this, in particular the organization called 'LIFE' which offers confidential information, counseling and practical help and support for women contemplating abortion, suffering after pregnancy loss or struggling to cope after abortion."
Sydney Joins UK Bishops in Denouncing Abortion Ads - Says Society Needs to Offer Women Better Options

http://www.zenit.org/article-29393?l=english, http://www.catholic.net/index.php?option=zenit&id=29393 
Sydney, Australia, May 27, 2010 
The Sydney Archdiocese is backing U.K. bishops in denouncing a television advertisement from an abortion service provider that aired in the United Kingdom this week.
The commercial, produced by Marie Stopes International, one of the biggest abortion providers in the United Kingdom, asks women, "Are you late?" "If you're late for your period, you could be pregnant," the advertisement states. "If you're pregnant and don't know what to do, Marie Stopes International can help." The bishops' conference of England and Wales released a statement denouncing the broadcasting of "services which offer or refer for abortion."
Today, the Sydney Archdiocese published an article backing the U.K. bishops, affirming that "there is no real public interest involved in the advertising of abortion services."
Chris Meney, director of the Life, Marriage and Family Center, asserted that "it is a corruption of the proper role of broadcasting and communication agencies to employ them in a manner" that promotes the services of those organizations making money from the harm that comes to a mother and child through abortion.
Meney added, "A truly caring society needs to offer a vulnerable pregnant mother something better than the deliberate destruction of her unborn baby." "Many women who experience an unplanned pregnancy sadly opt for abortion,"
he noted. "Their reasons for doing so are rarely about 'health.'" "Rather," Meney explained, "they often feel unprepared for parenting or want to avoid being a single mother. Such concerns are essentially social and community ones."
The archdiocesan communiqué noted that Marie Stopes International, a non-governmental organization with 42 centers worldwide, also has a presence in Australia. However, the Australian division of the organization stated that there are
no plans to air the U.K. commercial or a similar one in that country "because it would probably cause too much of an uproar." The archdiocesan article highlighted the statement of the bishops of England and Wales, which expressed concern that "to allow the broadcasting advertising of abortion-referral services is, in effect, to allow the exploitative promotion of these services and is not in the interests of the health or psychological well-being of women."

Abortion May Increase Risk of Autoimmune Disease 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/abortion-may-increase-risk-of-autoimmune-disease 

By James Tillman, Providence, Rhode Island, June 17, 2010 
Surgical abortion may increase the likelihood of certain autoimmune diseases, according to a new report by Dr. Ralph P. Miech of Brown University.

Fetal microchimerism - the transfer of fetal cells into the bloodstream of the mother, whence they may be grafted on to bone marrow or other tissues - is the key link between abortion and autoimmune disease, says Miech.  

The researcher pointed out that as the placenta is destroyed during a surgical abortion, there is an increased "fetal-to-maternal transfer of fetal ... cells." These fetal cells may persist in the mother’s body for decades.

"Activation of hibernating fetal microchimeric cells," Dr. Miech writes, has "been postulated to result in the initiation of an autoimmune disease."

Autoimmune diseases occur when the body's immune system mistakenly attacks its own tissues and cells as if they were foreign.  Certain triggers, Dr. Miech states, may activate the "fetal microchimeric immune cells to attack the maternal host cells, resulting in an autoimmune disease," although these triggers "have not yet been definitely identified." 

This would explain why women during their reproductive and post-reproductive years are more likely than men to develop many chronic autoimmune diseases.  According to Dr. Miech, such diseases have "had for decades an unexplainable increasing incidence."

"The consistently rising incidence of auto-immune diseases in women over the past four decades may be attributed to the increase in the utilization of abortion," he says.

Dr. Miech has also performed research linking the abortion drug RU 486 to a rare bacterial infection.

In that research, Dr. Miech showed that the anti-progesterone effects of Mifepristone cause changes in the cervix that allow C. sordellii, a common vaginal bacteria, to enter the cervical canal. C. sordellii thrives in this low-oxygen environment and derives nutrition from the decaying fetal tissue, leading to infection.

Leading Researcher Proves RU-486 Causes Septic Shock Deaths http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2005/jul/05072802.html
US Bishops Clarify Abortion "for" Mother's Health
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/us-bishops-clarify-abortion-for-mother-s-health 

Washington, D.C., June 25, 2010 

Direct abortion is never morally permissible, but there are some medical procedures that are legitimate to protect the life of a pregnant mother, even if they might result in the death of her child. 
This clarification was made in a statement Wednesday by the U.S. bishops' Committee on Doctrine.
The committee statement comes in response to a Nov. 5, 2009, abortion at a Catholic hospital in Arizona, which was later publicly judged as morally wrong by the city's bishop, Thomas Olmstead.
The case brought national media attention, particularly because a nun working at the hospital supported the decision to perform the abortion. According to reports, the mother of the child was suffering from pulmonary hypertension, and the pregnancy was thus judged dangerous for her life.

Setting it straight
The bishops' committee noted "confusion among the faithful" regarding the principles to be used to evaluate the case, and thus offered observations on the "distinction between medical procedures that cause direct abortions and those that may indirectly result in the death of an unborn child."
The statement quoted the "Ethical and Religious Directive for Catholic Health Care Services" in No. 45, which condemns abortion, including abortions carried out in the first stage after the child is conceived.
The directive states: "Abortion -- that is, the directly intended termination of pregnancy before viability or the directly intended destruction of a viable fetus -- is never permitted. Every procedure whose sole immediate effect is the termination of pregnancy before viability is an abortion, which, in its moral context, includes the interval between conception and implantation of the embryo." 
Thus, the committee statement affirms, "Direct abortion is never morally permissible. One may never directly kill an innocent human being, no matter what the reason."

Different case
The committee added that a contrasting case arises in some situations where it might be permissible to perform a "medical procedure on a pregnant woman that directly treats a serious health problem but that also has a secondary effect that leads to the death of the developing child."
The statement again cites the ERD, No. 47: "Operations, treatments, and medications that have as their direct purpose the cure of a proportionately serious pathological condition of a pregnant woman are permitted when they cannot be safely postponed until the unborn child is viable, even if they will result in the death of the unborn child."

Examples
The bishops' committee went on to offer two contrasting examples: a pregnant woman experiencing problems with one or more of her organs, apparently as a result of the added burden of pregnancy; and a pregnant woman with cancer in her uterus.
In the first case, a doctor might recommend abortion, but this scenario describes an immoral direct abortion. 
They explained: "The surgery directly targets the life of the unborn child. It is the surgical instrument in the hands of the doctor that causes the child's death. The surgery does not directly address the health problem of the woman, for example, by repairing the organ that is malfunctioning. The surgery is likely to improve the functioning of the organ or organs, but only in an indirect way, i.e., by lessening the overall demands placed upon the organ or organs, since the burden posed by the pregnancy will be removed. The abortion is the means by which a reduced strain upon the organ or organs is achieved. As the Church has said many times, direct abortion is never permissible because a good end cannot justify an evil means."
In the second case -- that of the cancerous uterus -- "an urgently-needed medical procedure indirectly and unintentionally -- although foreseeably -- results in the death of an unborn child," the committee explained. "In this case the surgery directly addresses the health problem of the woman, i.e., the organ that is malfunctioning -- the cancerous uterus. The woman's health benefits directly from the surgery, because of the removal of the cancerous organ. The surgery does not directly target the life of the unborn child. The child will not be able to live long after the uterus is removed from the woman's body, but the death of the child is an unintended and unavoidable side effect and not the aim of the surgery."
The committee reiterated: "There is nothing intrinsically wrong with surgery to remove a malfunctioning organ. It is morally justified when the continued presence of the organ causes problems for the rest of the body. Surgery to terminate the life of an innocent person, however, is intrinsically wrong. There are no situations in which it can be justified."
Complete statement: www.usccb.org/doctrine/direct-abortion-statement2010-06-23.pdf 

Expendable Babies - Human Life as a Consumer Product

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/expendable-babies 

By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, December 19, 2010 
Abortion advocates have long argued for a woman's right to control her body and to be able to dispose of the unborn child if she wishes. In a bizarre decision, a Belgian court has extended that reasoning to say that a child has a right to be aborted.

A Belgian journal, "Revue Générale des Assurances et Responsabilités," has just published the decision handed down by the Brussels Court of Appeal on Sept. 21 regarding the case of a child born disabled after an erroneous prenatal diagnosis, according to the Gènéthique press review for Nov. 29-Dec. 3.
The court ruled that the child's parents could claim damages from the doctors who failed to detect the disability. They said that by making therapeutic abortion legal, the legislators intended to allow women to avoid giving birth to seriously handicapped children, "having regard not only to the interests of the mother, but also to those of the unborn child itself."
Thus, the judges considered that the child would have had the "right" to an abortion if his disability had been correctly diagnosed. 
The report on the decision did not explain how the court could consider an unborn child to be able to be the subject of rights, and why that right was only one to be killed and not to live.
Good mother?
The increasingly common acceptance of the view that it is better to abort handicapped babies was taken a step further by British writer Virginia Ironside when she declared that she would be prepared to suffocate a child to end its suffering, the Daily Mail newspaper reported Oct. 5. 
Her comments came during a BBC1 radio program "Sunday Morning Live." Ironside also said that aborting an unwanted or disabled baby, "is the act of a loving mother."
Her statements provoked widespread criticism. Peter Evans, speaking on behalf of the Christian Medical Fellowship, said: "For us to make judgments that people are not worth life, not worth the opportunity to live, is a very dangerous thing," the Daily Mail reported.
An accompanying article authored by Ian Birrell, the father of a disabled 16-year-old daughter, acknowledged the difficulties of caring for a handicapped child but also said that it was an intensely rewarding experience. He accused Ironside of revealing a mind-set all too common, namely that people with disabilities are inferior to others.
"Imagine the outcry if Ms. Ironside had said black children or gay teenagers should be exterminated," Birrell commented. 
Others, however, defended her. Guardian newspaper columnist Zoe Williams argued that she had a "valid point and was brave to make it," in an Oct. 5 article.
Williams declared that Ironside's argument was a crucial move because she had asserted the moral dimension of being pro-choice. This was a blow to what Williams describes as "the self-proclaimed moral superiority of the anti-abortionists." 
The Sunday Times gave Virginia Ironside a chance to further explain her reasoning in an opinion piece published Oct. 10. She argued that mercy killings of elderly and sick people do occur and that judges usually take a lenient view of this. Extending this practice to the unborn or newly born is simply what a good mother would do, she said.
New test
The attitude of eliminating those considered unfit will be aided by new tests that make it easier to detect abnormalities. A blood test for pregnant women capable of detecting almost all genetic disorders has been developed, London's Time newspaper reported Dec. 9. 
If more extensive trials confirm the preliminary results, the test could eventually replace more invasive and riskier techniques such as amniocentesis, that involves inserting a needle in the womb to take a sample of fetal tissue.
As well, the test can be used as early as the eighth week of pregnancy, well before procedures currently used, giving women longer to decide whether to have an abortion, the Times added.
Alasdair Palmer, commenting on the news in the Dec. 11 edition of the London-based Telegraph newspaper, said that tests such as this could have prevented people like him being born. Palmer, who suffers from multiple sclerosis, raised the concern of a possible increase in abortions of babies with genetic defects, including minor ones such as a cleft palate.
Down Syndrome babies are routinely aborted, he noted, and once you accept the mentality of this being an acceptable practice, it becomes difficult to draw a line. Should we abort those suffering from dyslexia, autism, or being exceptionally short, he asked.
"I cannot see any basis that would enable the law to specify, never mind enforce, a principle which says: this genetic defect is bad enough to mean that it would be better if the foetus was never born -- but this one isn’t," Palmer reflected.
Even without the new test there has been a significant decline in the birth of children with genetic disorders, due to selective abortion. A lengthy report by the Associated Press, published Feb. 17, quoted Dr. Wendy Chung, clinical genetics chief at Columbia University, as saying that due to screening there are decreased rates of disorders such as Tay-sachs.
In recent years, testing for cystic fibrosis has increased, and in Massachusetts, for example, births of babies with the condition dropped from 29 in 2000 to only 10 in 2003.
In California, the Associated Press reported, Kaiser Permanente, a large health organization, offered prenatal screening. From 2006 to 2008, 87 couples with cystic fibrosis mutations agreed to have fetuses tested, and 23 were found to have the disease. Sixteen of the 17 fetuses projected to have the severest type of disease were aborted, as were four of the six fetuses projected to have less severe disease.
Sometimes couples opt for abortion even when there is no genetic problem, as the Canadian National Post newspaper reported Dec. 10.  
When the wife of an un-named couple in Toronto was found to be expecting twins, they felt they could not cope with an extra two children in addition to the young child they already had. So they decided upon what is termed "selective reduction," and one of the twins was aborted.
The article quoted a New York obstetrician, Mark Evans, who is a specialist in this technique, and he said that many cases involve a couple on their second marriage who already have children and want just one more additional child. 
Unique
"God loves each human being uniquely and profoundly," Benedict XVI declared in Feb. 13 speech to members of the Pontifical Academy For Life. 
The Pope observed that bioethics is a crucial battleground in the struggle between the supremacy of technology and human moral responsibility. In this conflict it is vital to maintain the principle of human dignity as a source for the rights of persons.
"When respect for the dignity of the person is invoked, it is fundamental that it should be full, total and without restrictions other than those entailed in the recognition that it is always human life that is involved," he affirmed.
The Pontiff warned that history shows how dangerous the state can be when it claims to be the source and principle of ethics and legislates on matters affecting the person and society.
The slide from a right to abortion to the right to be aborted amply demonstrates the perils of abandoning fundamental ethical principles.
Abortion's Ethics - An Appeal to Reason

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-s-ethics 

By Fr. John Flynn, LC, Rome March 20, 2011 
Defenders of the right to abortion often criticize pro-lifers for trying to impose their religious beliefs on others. While religion does provide cogent arguments in this debate it's far from the whole story, as a recent book establishes.

Christopher Kaczor, in "The Ethics of Abortion: Women's Rights, Human Life and the Question of Justice," (Routledge), takes a philosophical look at abortion and explains why it is not ethically justifiable.

One of the key points Kaczor addresses is when personhood begins. Some advocates of abortion argue that you can distinguish humans from persons. An example he gives is that of Mary Anne Warren, who offers a number of criteria needed before we can say someone is a person.

She proposes that persons have consciousness of objects and events and the capacity to feel pain. They also have the power of reason and the capacity for self-motivated activity, along with the capacity to communicate.

In replying to such an argument Kaczor pointed out that, using such criteria, it would be hard to argue against infanticide, as a newborn baby doesn't fulfill these criteria any more than an unborn fetus. Moreover, we do not cease to be persons when we are asleep or under sedation for surgery, even though at that time we are not conscious or in movement. As well, those with dementia or the disabled don't satisfy Warren's criteria for personhood.

Another approach to justifying abortion it that based on location, that is, whether you are within or outside the uterus. Kaczor contended that personhood is more than a matter of location. If we were to admit this argument then it follows that when there is artificial fertilization outside the womb, the new being has the status of personhood, but then loses it when implanted in the womb, only to regain it again when it has left the womb.

Location

Then there are also instances of open fetal surgery, during which the human fetus is sometimes brought outside the uterus. If we determine personhood by existence outside the womb then it commits us to the implausible view that in such cases the fetus is a non-person who then becomes a person, and then becomes a non-person again when returned to the uterus, only to become a person again at birth.

Excluding location as a criteria for being considered a person, Kaczor then debated the question of whether personhood is established at some point between conception and birth. Viability, that is if the fetus in utero is potentially capable of living outside the mother's womb, was referred to by the U.S. Supreme Court in Roe v. Wade as one way to determine if human fetuses deserve some legal protection, he noted. Yet, there are problems with such a position, according to Kaczor. For example, conjoined twins sometimes depend on each other for life and nevertheless both are considered to be persons.

Viability also poses a problem because fetuses in wealthy countries with advanced health care become viable before fetuses in poor countries. And female fetuses become viable before male fetuses. Should differences of sex and affluence have a bearing on personhood?

Another approach is to consider that the capacity to suffer pain or enjoy pleasure is when we could mark the beginning of a right to life, Kaczor continued. This isn't sufficient either, he responded. It excludes those who are under anesthesia or in coma. Moreover, he said, some animals have this capacity but we do not consider that they have a right to life.

A possible fallback position in this argument is saying that not all beings have the capacity to feel pleasure or pain, so that only those with a higher degree of sentience and a more developed capacity to pursue interests are to be considered persons, Kaczor explained.

The problem with this, he pointed out, is that persons differ greatly in their capacity for pain or pleasure and we can hardly conclude that this provides a ground to consider that they differ radically in terms of personhood or rights.

Gradualism

A pro-choice response to the above critiques takes the form of the gradualist view. Kaczor said that this consists in arguing that the right to life gradually increases in strength as the pregnancy develops, and the more similar a fetus is to persons like ourselves the greater protection it should have.
Nevertheless, Kaczor noted that there is a difference in the right to life and other rights. There are age restrictions on voting, driving, or being elected to public office. This happens because the right involved implicates an ability to discharge the responsibilities that comes with it.

The right to life, however, does not implicitly contain any corresponding responsibilities and so can be enjoyed regardless of age or mental capacities.

Another problem with the gradualist approach is that human development hardly ends with birth. If moral status were linked to physiological development then killing a 14-year-old requires a greater justification than killing a 6-year-old.

The failure of such arguments, Kaczor affirmed, leads us to the conclusion that, if there are no ethically relevant differences between human beings of various stages of development that render some as non-persons, then the dignity and value of the human person does not begin after birth, nor at some point during gestation. Thus, all human beings are also human persons.

History provides us the many examples of the need to respect all human beings as persons having dignity. Virtually no one today, at least in the West, Kaczor argued, would defend slavery, misogyny, or anti-Semitism. Are we really justified in treating some human beings as less than persons, or will we be judged by history as just one more episode in the long line of exploitation of the powerful over the weak?

Conception

This gives rise to the question of whether human beings begin to exist at conception. This is not primarily a moral question, but a scientific one, according to Kaczor.

He went on to quote from a number of scientific and medical texts, all of which affirm that with conception there is the start of a new human life and that there is a fundamental change with the creation of a being with 46 chromosomes.

After fertilization no outside agency is present that changes the newly conceived organism into something else. Rather, the human embryo is self-developing towards its future state.

"Speaking analogously, the human embryo is therefore not merely a detailed blueprint of the house that will be built but a tiny house that constructs itself larger and more complex through its active self-development towards maturity," Kaczor elucidated.

After this the later chapters of the book look at a number of arguments used by defenders of abortion. One by one he examines them and points out their weaknesses.

For example, it has been argued that because in the early stages it is possible for twinning to occur, the embryo is not an individual human being. Kaczor replied to this by arguing that even if one being can be divided into two beings this does not mean that it was never an individual being.

After all, he added, most plants can give rise to further individual plants, but this does not mean a plant cannot be an individual, distinct plant.

He also examined the hard cases, such as pregnancy as a result of rape or incest. The personhood of the fetus, Kaczor insisted, does not depend on the way in which it was conceived. "You are who you are regardless of the circumstances of your conception and birth," he said.

Kaczor's densely-reasoned book contains many more carefully thought-out arguments, making it a valuable resource for all those concerned about protecting human life.

Abortion Warns of Something Worse? Ethics Professor at Rome's Holy Cross University Discusses Humanity's Loss

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/abortion-warns-of-something-worse 

Rome, June 27, 2011 
Abortion is a warning of something pervasive and deeply rooted in our society -- the loss of human identity, so that men and women no longer see themselves as called to participate in God's creative power.

This is the observation made by Father Robert Gahl, an associate professor of ethics at the Pontifical University of the Holy Cross. Fr. Gahl spoke with the television program "Where God Weeps" of the Catholic Radio and Television Network (CRTN) in cooperation with Aid to the Church in Need, about the history of abortion and what it means for the future.

Q: Abortion is a universal suffering: More than 53 million abortions are carried out every year worldwide. In some countries, more than 70% of women have had an abortion. Why are these questions suddenly so prevalent today: abortion, euthanasia? 

Father Gahl: Well, it is a sad paradox, which is evocative ultimately of Original Sin. With Original Sin, Adam and Eve really tried to supplant God by being gods in his place. When humans today try to take divine power -- the power over the origin of life -- and supplant him so that they can control the beginning of life in a way that is contrary to God's design and therefore contrary to the design of love, they feel powerful for a moment. They may even see themselves as successful in the product they have achieved. Yet shortly thereafter, they experience frustration and even a denial of their own identity because their identity is one of love, because we are made for love. 

Our hearts are made for love. So, rather than people who are in love, instead of our family bonds, we become simply makers -- people who are in control of products. It becomes a denial of our own dignity because if our power to give life is simply that of producing elements that entail that "I've been produced" and "I'm simply the end line of a mechanized production system," this will be a denial of my own dignity as a child of God -- as the son of my parents. 
Q: If we were to look back in history, what was the moment, the trigger if you will, that allowed us to take a step where, for example, abortion and stem cell research has become accepted and euthanasia is on the horizon? 

Father Gahl: Abortion is sadly all over the place to the extent that many today, and documents of the U.N. even, see it as a reproductive right. The origin of this is the sexual revolution, which was not a revolution of liberation but a revolution of narcissism, of demise, of cutting bonds, affection, friendship, and of love with others. And central to the sexual revolution, which acted as a kind of a catalyst -- like pouring gasoline onto a wild fire -- was the development of chemical contraceptives, which allowed people to have sex without having babies so people could enjoy sexuality as simply a selfish pursuit. They were able to disconnect that intrinsic ordering toward the gift of life, and in doing so, they disconnected sexuality from serious commitments of love, from forming a family, and of course from becoming a father and a mother -- a diminishing of human dignity really. 

I think the problem of abortion is like a warning light. It is a very severe warning light in which lives are being taken, but it's indicative of something even more pervasive and deeply rooted in our society which is deeper that one might think. 

Q: And what is that? 

Father Gahl: That is this loss of the identity of one's self as participating in God's creative power and being called to being Mother and Father. 

Q: Abortion has often been justified as the right to choose but it has also been justified as an appeal to love. For example, I would prefer to abort my child than to raise it unloved. How is it that we have come to this inverse situation where death is justified by love? 

Father Gahl: True human love is unconditional. It is when you love someone no matter what. No matter what happens to them you will take care of them. If they get sick, even if they are in a car accident and paralyzed, you take care of them the rest of their lives. Another kind of love -- maybe a selfish kind of love -- is where you give yourself to someone only for as long as you like it. Abortion becomes this instrumentalized kind of love -- as a means for a way out. We need to turn the whole issue around and say that we need to accept everyone, all human life, the way Mother Teresa said, there are no unwanted children. If there is a child that someone said is unwanted, bring that child to me and I will take care of that child because I love that child.

And this is the truth of the matter. So if one were to make a claim that abortion allows us to act out some kind of altruistic care for other people by avoiding hardship, that logic leads tragically, I'd say murderously, to claiming that handicapped people shouldn't exist. Once you do that, it's the denial of all human dignity. 

Q: We have moved from life as inherently important to an emphasis on a quality of life. The shift to a quality of life then begs the question: What is my quality of life? Am I enjoying my quality of life? This then points to the handicapped: Are they enjoying the quality of life they should be enjoying, which in fact places their very life in question?

Father Gahl: Exactly. Part of the abhorrent logic that is inherent in what you just described also leads to judgments of each of us according to our performance; my worth is based on what I can do in society. If, at some point, my results would disappoint due to sickness, mistake, or being in a sector of the industrial economy that is no longer desired by the consumer, I would feel no longer desired and therefore I am no longer important. This structure of judgment also comes up with mothers who give birth to babies who, for instance, have Down's syndrome. These mothers are judged severely and negatively; this is horrible, as though it was a bad choice to bring into this world their baby, which is a beautiful human being. This is eugenics, which has been substantiated in Western societies where nearly 90% of Down syndrome babies are aborted before they are born because of this perverse logic.

Q: God's greatest gift to humanity has been this gift to co-create life with him. What is abortion doing in the breaking down of this relationship between man and God?

Father Gahl: Sometimes we forget because of "scientism" -- which reduces everything to scientific fact -- that a beginning of new human life doesn't just come from man or woman, it also comes from God. It requires three people to be involved because the human soul is immaterial. It is a spiritual soul that is created directly and immediately by God. So when a man and women come together to have a child it's also -- and as much or even more -- God's child. Therefore, if we can recover this respect for life it will be on account of our being aware anew of God's role in the giving of life and therefore this power that we have within us, which is actually a divine power and is transcended. It is a creative power whereby we almost have God in the palm of our hands because we can, in a sense, tell him when to create a new human soul. So if we renew that respect for God's intervention it will also help us to respect one another as images of God, even as another Christ. 

Q: In countries like Russia, more than 70% of women have had an abortion. Abortion rates in some of the Russian provinces can be as high as eight or 10 per woman because it is used as a means of birth control. In China the one-child policy has obliged women to abort. What spiritual and psychological impact does this have on a society?

Father Gahl: In Eastern Europe where we see these high rates of abortion, which is often associated with high rates of suicide, alcoholism and severe depression, there is a sense of nihilism, of total loss as to what life is all about. That occurs in a society that is not built upon love for their children. That needs to be renewed. Thank God that some of these countries have, in fact indicated a tendency in a positive direction. In the Russian Federation, in particular, there has been a recent increase in their birth rate. The abortion rate is still very high but let's hope that this increase in the birth rate will continue in such a way that the abortion rate will be reduced. 

Q: What more can and should the Church do with these issues? 

Father Gahl: First of all, when we think of "The Church" we tend to think of the hierarchy -- we priests, bishops, the Pope -- but really, the Church is the whole of baptized Christians. The Church is a family, so we need everyone -- all baptized Christians -- to accept life with love. We also need to help in crisis pregnancy centers. Of course the magisterial Church, the hierarchical Church also needs to be coherent with the principles of Catholic moral theology in this matter. 
The Church needs to continue in following the example of Karol Wojtyła, who as the archbishop of Krakow, opened centers to help women in situations of crises. But what it really comes down to is this: God is love. I'm a child of God. I'm made in the image of God, so I too need to make present among other human beings the face of God, which is the face of love. If we do that in all of our human interaction, if we really show respect for human dignity, if we show respect and love for people who are suffering then we can begin to recover these principles that are needed so that all of human life will be accepted. Life will then never be seen just as a product, like designer babies to be made in a test tube according to the desires of some manufacturer. 

If I can just step back, I'd like to also add that our own sexuality needs to be recovered as well as our awareness that sexuality is sacred and therefore our patterns of modesty and respect regarding our sexuality and sexual desires need to be lived with chastity and fortitude in a way that is preparing to give life within a structure of the family. 

This interview was conducted by Mark Riedemann for "Where God Weeps," a weekly television and radio show produced by Catholic Radio and Television Network in conjunction with the international Catholic charity Aid to the Church in Need.

Choosing Boys over Girls - New Book Details Terrible Toll
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/choosing-boys-over-girls 
By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, July 3, 2011 
Sexual discrimination isn't limited to the workplace. In many countries around the world unborn baby girls are being singled out for elimination.

Journalist Mara Hvistendahl chronicles the origins and extent of this in "Unnatural Selection: Choosing Boys Over Girls, And the Consequences of a World Full of Men," (Public Affairs).

Worldwide, on average 105 boys are born for every 100 girls. Males are more likely to die young so this slight imbalance at birth ensures that equilibrium is maintained. The dramatic situation in China and India was revealed in data cited in the book that puts the current level of male births at 121 and 112 respectively.

In 2005, French demographer Christophe Guilmoto calculated that if Asia's birth ratio had remained at its natural level the continent should have an additional 163 million females. This is more than the entire female population of the United States, Hvistendahl noted.

It's not just an Asian problem. The same tendency is present in the Caucasus -- Azerbaijan, Georgia and Armenia -- and also in the Balkans, according to the book.

This is happening at a decisive demographic moment, Hvistendahl argued. The reduction in the number of females is taking place in a time of significantly reduced population growth. The current generation is the largest that many developing countries will have in the coming decades.

It is also a generation being born at a time many of the countries experiencing this artificial gender imbalance have significantly improved their standard of living. Social scientists have long assumed that the prospects for women will improve as countries get richer, and instead, the reverse has occurred.

Ultrasound

In fact, this assumption blinded demographers to what was happening, Hvistendahl observed. Even as cheap ultrasound machines were being introduced many assumed that sex selective abortion would soon disappear. Even today the United Nations population projections assume that couples will very soon have equal numbers of boys and girls.

One of the main themes of the book is Hvistendahl's attempt to trace the causes of this imbalance. In contrast to others who stress the traditional cultural preference for boys as being the driving factor she points to other, additional factors, such as the push for population control.

After all, she pointed out, people in nearly all cultures express a preference for boys and yet sex selection does not take place everywhere.

The link with population control is also evident in the fact that there is a strong correlation between countries that have recently moved to low fertility and significant numbers of missing girls.

Over the last few decades the population control movement turned people into numbers, and parents in developing countries were encouraged to have small families. The idea that reproduction should be controlled led to the mentality of children as some sort of manufactured good, she explained.

Starting in the 60s, the U.S. business and cultural elites began pressuring for population control, which they considered necessary to ensure economic success in developing countries. Western economic aid was often linked to the adoption of population control.

This wasn't the first time Western pressure was applied. In India the British documented the practice of female infanticide, and put it down to primitive cultural traditions.  Later studies, Hvistendahl explained, examined the land and tax policies of the East India Company in the nineteenth century and concluded that they had increased the pressure to kill females.

It was true that in some castes girls were being killed before the British arrived, but as the reforms brought in by them were extended infanticide spread to other groups.

In more recent times in 1967 Disney produced a movie for the Population Council called "Family Planning." Translated into 24 languages it portrayed Donald Duck as a responsible father of small and wealthy family. Without family planning viewers were told, "the children will be sickly and unhappy, with little hope for the future."
Well-educated

The assumption that sex selection is mainly due to traditional culture is also contradicted by the finding that sex selection typically starts with the urban, well-educated level of society. These are the first to gain access to new technology such as ultrasound machines.

The 2001 census in India showed that women with high school diplomas or above had 114 boys for every 100 girls. Among illiterate women the ratio was just over 108/100.

Another example is the situation in China's county of Suining, halfway between Shanghai and Beijing. Starting in the 90s the county has enjoyed strong economic growth, enabling parents to afford the bribe to ultrasound technicians for an illegal sex determination.

At the time Hvistendahl visited the going rate was $150 for a report on a baby's gender. In 2007 government statistics put Suining's birth ratio at 152 boys for every 100 girls.

The same pattern holds true in Albania. From 2004 to 2009 the economy has grown by an average of 6% a year. Fertility has dropped from 3.2 children per woman in 1990 to 1.5 in 2010. And United Nations figures put the ratio at 115 boys to 100 girls or higher.

The book also considered the accusation that it is men who see daughters as inferior and oblige their wives to abort if the child is female. This does happen in some cases, but Hvistendahl affirmed that the decision to abort is most often made by a woman, either the wife herself or her mother-in-law. She cited research that shows women often undergo sex-selective abortion to fulfill their "duty" to have a male child and in this sense it is described as "empowering."

Fertility

This preference for boys is an attitude that persists even in Asian populations in Western countries. In the United States a study of couples of Chinese, Korean and Indian descent revealed that for the first child there is a normal sex ratio. But for couples who already had a girl the sex ratio for the second birth was 117/100 and if they already had two girls the chance that the third would be a boy jumped to 151/100.

Why this occurs amongst couples living in very difference circumstances in the U.S. compared to their country of origin is poorly understood, said Hvistendahl. One clue, however, is that the fertility rate among Asian Americans is among the lowest of any minority group, at 1.9 children per woman.

Hvistendahl also considered what will be some of the consequences of a skewed sex ratio in the future. Clearly, there will be tens of millions of men unable to find a bride. Already, as the first generation of affected by this imbalance is growing up there has been an increase in sex trafficking, bride buying and forced marriages.

In South Korea and Taiwan men go on a "marriage tour" of Vietnam to obtain a wife. Men from the wealthier regions of China and India buy women from the poorer regions.

As well, a surplus of single males could well mean societies that are more unstable and violent.

Sex-selective abortion is not so common in Western countries, but some fertility clinics offer the possibility of preimplantation sex selection as part of IVF treatment. Many countries do prohibit this, 36 according to information cited by the book, but in the United States there are no such restrictions.

As IVF spreads throughout the world developing countries are also turning to it for sex selection. "In China and California alike, mothers have become their own eugenicists," said Hvistendahl. A tragedy that will have serious consequences in coming decades.
Choosing Boys Over Girls and the Consequences of a World Full of Men
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/choosing-boys-over-girls-and-the-consequences-of-a-world-full-of-men 

August 11, 2011
One night in 1978 a student in Delhi’s most prestigious obstetrics program reported for his first delivery. Just then he saw a cat bound from the hospital room with a “thing…wet with blood, mangled” in its mouth. Unfazed, the doctors and nurses went on to perform more abortions than births, several at six or seven months of pregnancy. When the student finally asked a nurse why the aborted child was not treated with more care she replied flatly: “Because it was a girl.”

Such descriptions permeate journalist Mara Hvistendahl’s first book, Unnatural Selection: Choosing Boys Over Girls and the Consequences of a World Full of Men.

More than 160 million women are missing in Asia alone due to sex selective abortion, a number greater than all the females now living in the United States. The ratio of boys to girls born in Asia has risen to ever more unthinkable highs and Hvistendahl seeks to understand why.

Her findings buck conventional wisdom. She starts by refuting the idea that sex selection is about poverty. It is the wealthy—like Delhi’s most prestigious hospitals and clientele—who initiate the practice, while the general population sadly follows suit. Los Angeles’ boutique in-vitro fertilization trade is the latest episode in the crisis.  

Despite the common narrative, son preference, per se, is not the main cause. Rather, the rise of abortion and fertility control—in countries of diverse cultural practices from Azerbaijan to China—are the common thread.

Hvistendahl draws from Matthew Connelly’s 2008 history of population control to show how population advocates saw compound benefits of culling the number of potential mothers. In one example, she painstakingly tracks money, medical technology, and Malthusian ideas from the West to India, where the Army and elite government-backed physicians inculcated the rest of the nation’s doctors. The Rockefeller Foundation, International Planned Parenthood Federation, Population Council, and most of all the Ford Foundation, invested in spreading sex selection.
While such liberal institutions garner most of the blame, Hvistendahl indicts the Republican establishment as well. US Army general William Draper, who merits a whole chapter, saw widespread abortion as a way to keep Japan and China from reemerging militarily after the Second World War.  Draper saw too little time for a “sustained educational effort” about family planning and found abortion more practical anyway: it was easier for operatives to spot a pregnant woman than one considering conception. Draper later founded Population Action International, an international abortion research and advocacy organization.

The paucity of marriageable females has diminished, not enhanced, women’s status:  bride buying, with little or no consent, abounds. Hvistendahl includes heartrending interviews with girls abducted in their early teens and forced to have sex with 17 men a day for three months in order to initiate them into prostitution. 

The last myth Hvistendahl shatters is the feminists’ claim that they defend women against such abuse. To the contrary, she finds a conspiracy of silence.

Pope Francis asks priests to forgive the sin of abortion
http://www.religionnews.com/2015/09/01/pope-francis-asks-priests-to-forgive-the-sin-of-abortion/
By Rosie Scammell, Vatican City, September 1, 2015 
Pope Francis on Tuesday (Sept. 1) told priests to forgive repentant women who have had an abortion.
In a letter to the president of the Pontifical Council for Promoting New Evangelization, the pontiff urges priests to express “words of genuine welcome” to repentant women who have undergone abortions, “combined with a reflection that explains the gravity of the sin committed.” He tied his decision to the yearlong jubilee celebration of Catholic faith, which begins in December.

“I have decided, notwithstanding anything to the contrary, to concede to all priests for the Jubilee Year the discretion to absolve of the sin of abortion those who have procured it and who, with contrite heart, seek forgiveness for it,” the pope said in a letter  addressed to Archbishop Rino Fisichella, president of the Pontifical Council.

The Catholic Church deems abortion a “moral evil” and “gravely contrary to the moral law.” A person who cooperates in an abortion should be excommunicated under canon law, although that person can be welcomed back into the church if the person is truly repentant and asks for forgiveness.

While the papal letter does not change church doctrine, it brings to the fore an issue Francis has talked little about during his papacy. In writing to Fisichella, the pope addressed “the tragedy of abortion” and said some people do not realize the “extreme harm” caused by terminating a pregnancy.

Francis also turned at length to women who believe they have no other option but to go through with an abortion.

“I am well aware of the pressure that has led them to this decision. I know that it is an existential and moral ordeal,” the pope wrote. “I have met so many women who bear in their heart the scar of this agonizing and painful decision.”

A person who has confessed “with a sincere heart” and is repentant cannot be denied forgiveness, the pope said.

The Rev. Thomas Rosica, assistant to the Vatican press office, said the pope’s statement showed a pastoral approach to abortion.

“Many bishops have granted priests permission to forgive the sin,” he said. “The fact that this statement is coming from the pope and in such a moving, pastoral way is more evidence of the great pastoral approach and concern of Pope Francis.”

The letter is the latest effort from the pope to change the culture of the church to make it more merciful. In August, Francis issued a powerful call for the church to embrace Catholics who have divorced and remarried, telling a gathering at the Vatican that such couples “are not excommunicated, and they absolutely must not be treated that way!”
Abortion still a mortal sin even with pardon during Jubilee year—CBCP
http://www.gmanetwork.com/news/story/535534/news/nation/abortion-still-a-mortal-sin-even-with-pardon-during-jubilee-year-cbcp
September 3, 2015

Abortion remains a "grave offense" even with Pope Francis' move to allow all priests to forgive those who commit what the Catholic Church considers a mortal sin during the Jubilee year that will start in December, the Catholic Bishops Conference of the Philippines has said.
Lingayen-Dagupan Archbishop Socrates Villegas said that Pope Francis' decision to allow all priests to absolve the sin of abortion does not make it less deadly. “This does not make the sin less grievous. What it does is make the mercy of God more tangible through the ministry of the Church,” Villegas said. Villegas said abortion is seriously wrong because killing the unborn “trespasses the sacred ground that human life is.” “In the traditional language of older catechisms, it is a moral sin, a deadly sin,” Villegas said. “Not only does it bring death on another; it brings about the spiritual death of one who commits it with full knowledge of its malice and the consequences of this absolutely abhorrent act," he added. He added that abortion is a grave offense under canon law and anyone who has had a successful abortion is automatically excommunicated. This does not include unintentional abortions or miscarriages. The sanction can only then be lifted if the woman confesses the abortion, also known as “reserved sin” under the present discipline of the Church, to a bishop who can grant absolution himself or authorize a priest to absolve her. “None of this has changed. The CBCP wishes to make this absolutely clear,” Villegas said. “The proper, Catholic response to the Holy Father’s gesture is for all of us, sinners, to approach the mercy of God that constantly reaches out to us, that seeks out the lost," he added.
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The Need for the Abortion Non-Discrimination Act

Questions and Answers
http://wwwmigrate.usccb.org/issues-and-action/religious-liberty/conscience-protection/upload/The-Need-for-The-Abortion-Non-Discrimination-Act.pdf 

October 23, 2015
The “Abortion Non-Discrimination Act” (ANDA) was approved by the House in 2002 but was not considered by the Senate. Since 2013 an updated version of the Act has been included each year in the House of Representatives’ draft Labor/HHS appropriations bills; it is now part of the pending bill for Fiscal Year 2016 (Secs. 530 (d) and (e) of H.R. 3020). ANDA would make more effective and permanent the protections of the Weldon conscience amendment, approved by Congress as part of this appropriations act every year since 2004. It would also ensure that victims of discrimination under that policy, and under the Church amendment of 1973, have a right of action to protect their rights in court. The Obama administration has said it supports the Weldon and Church amendments (76 Fed. Reg. 9968, 9974 (Feb. 23, 2011)). Answers to possible questions follow.
1. Is this a solution in search of a problem? Has anyone actually been discriminated against for refusing to do abortions? 

There are many such cases of discrimination. Cathy DeCarlo, a nurse at Mt. Sinai Hospital in New York, was forced to take part in the gruesome dismemberment of a 22-week-old unborn child in 2009, and saw no resolution of her complaint to the HHS Office of Civil Rights until 2013. Nurses have been told by Vanderbilt University and by a state-run medical center in New York that they must assist in abortions against their consciences. In August 2014, Catholic and other religious organizations in California were told by the state department of managed health care that they must include unlimited elective abortions in their health plans for employees. And in 2011, a major Catholic organization providing exemplary service for victims of human trafficking was denied a federal grant to continue its work, in large part because it would not pledge to send these victims only to health care providers willing to help provide abortions. 

2. Why isn't the Weldon conscience clause sufficient? 

Efforts to invoke this clause to protect conscience rights have uncovered limitations and loopholes that must be addressed. The clause has no “right of action” allowing victims to go to court, leaving their protection entirely in the hands of the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) – which in some cases has been the perpetrator of the discrimination, and in other cases has given this issue a low priority. Nurse DeCarlo, for example, had to wait almost four years for a response after being forced to take part in a late-term abortion under threat of losing her job. Moreover, the agency in the California case cited above claims that Weldon does not affect a subunit of state government that does not itself directly receive federal funds. And because Weldon is written as a “limitation of funds” rider, its only stated remedy for violations is a cutoff of all federal Labor/HHS/Education funds to an entire federal agency or state government. Some say such a massive penalty will never be applied in practice, and at least two lawsuits (dismissed at present for lack of a specific controversy) have claimed that it is unconstitutionally overbroad. 

3. Why does the legislation’s “right of action” mention the Church amendment of 1973? Doesn't this make this bill much more expansive than current law? 

No, it only states explicitly that victims of discrimination can go to court to defend their rights – which supporters of the Church amendment had assumed to be true until November 2010. Then a federal appeals court found against Cathy DeCarlo, saying that the Church amendment has no such “right of action” because it does not state it outright. See http://blogs.findlaw.com/second_circuit/2010/11/cenzon-decarlo-v-mt-sinai-hosp-no-10-0556-1.html. Absent this clarification, doctors and nurses discriminated against by private hospitals, medical schools, etc. have nowhere to turn except HHS, with the problems noted above. In the Weldon and Church amendments, Congress has already prohibited such discrimination. This measure ensures that victims really have a remedy. 

4. Shouldn't there be an exception for “emergencies”? Won't this provision cause women to die? 

No. Since 1973, all federal laws and almost all state laws protecting conscience rights on abortion have had no exceptions. The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) in recent years has lobbied for an “emergency” exception (which ACLU would define as any abortion that serves a woman’s physical or emotional “health”), but it has never been able to show that current laws led to any harm to a woman in four decades. The Obama administration has said that these conscience laws operate side-by-side with the federal Emergency Medical Treatment and Active Labor Act (EMTALA), which rightly requires treatment to stabilize the condition of pregnant women and their babies in emergencies, and the two areas of law have never been in conflict (see 76 Fed. Reg., supra, at 9973-4). 
There is no reported case in which EMTALA was invoked to require an abortion. In 2011, when the Protect Life Act (HR 358) was debated and approved by the House, four experts with many years of experience in high-risk obstetrics and emergency medicine provided testimonials that they have never encountered a case in which an abortion was needed to save the mother’s life (Cong. Record, Oct. 13, 2011, H6877-8). 

5. Shouldn't ANDA be "double-sided"? What if a pro-abortion doctor is discriminated against for his pro-abortion stance? 

ANDA protects against discrimination by governmental entities. Any attempt by government to place an “undue burden” on performance of abortions has long been forbidden by the Supreme Court’s abortion decisions. It is the right to decline involvement in abortion that now cries out for Congress’s protection.

In any case the situations are not parallel. If a doctor is told he may not perform abortions in one government program or on patients whose care is federally funded, his conscience is not violated – he is only inconvenienced, and he can perform such abortions elsewhere. If a doctor is told he must perform abortions, he is being ordered to violate his deepest convictions in order to keep practicing medicine – even though the Hippocratic oath that has formed the basis for medical ethics for many centuries rejects abortion. If these medical professionals are forced out of medicine, millions of pro-life Americans will lose their right to receive care from healers who respect and share their moral convictions about the life-affirming purpose of medicine. 

Time to Speak Up for Conscience Rights

http://wwwmigrate.usccb.org/issues-and-action/religious-liberty/conscience-protection/time-to-speak-up-for-conscience-rights.cfm
By Richard Doerflinger, October 30, 2015
What if you spent years training to help the sick as a nurse – only to find that to keep your job, you must take part in the killing of a defenseless five-month-old unborn child?
What if a church in your town lived up to its teaching on healing the sick by providing its employees with excellent health coverage – but was told that is illegal, unless it pays for abortions that violate its teaching on life itself?
What if your local Catholic charitable agency were providing excellent service for some of the most marginalized people in our society – victims of human trafficking – but lost its federal grant to secular agencies that are less qualified, because it couldn't comply with a new government mandate to do abortion referrals?
Projections of a nightmare future, where respect for human life and religious freedom are a thing of the past? No, each of these things happened recently in our country – and will keep happening, unless we stand up as citizens and demand a change in the law.
The nurse is Cathy DeCarlo, who was forced to assist in an elective late-term abortion at Mount Sinai Hospital in New York on threat of being fired. The experience gave her nightmares and emotional trauma, so she filed suit to keep it from happening to others. But the court dismissed her case: The federal law protecting her rights could only be enforced by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). That agency sat on the case for three years, then declared it resolved after the hospital changed its policy. Cathy never had her day in court, and she and other health care providers remain vulnerable. You can see her story here.
It is the California department of managed health care that has ordered almost all health coverage statewide – even coverage provided by churches and other religious organizations – to include unlimited abortion coverage. California's mandate violates a federal law known as the Weldon amendment, but the federal agency assigned to enforce it has taken no action since complaints were filed over a year ago. Other states may follow California's lead.
And the federal grant to serve human trafficking victims was taken away from the U.S. bishops' Migration and Refugee Services agency and its nationwide network of Catholic sub-grantees in 2011. Despite a congressional investigation, and calls for the government to obey its own conscience laws, government pressure on pro-life social service providers continues.
How can these things happen, if there are laws on the books to protect conscientious objection to abortion? The fact is, current laws have loopholes and legal weaknesses that opponents of conscience rights have learned to exploit. The biggest loophole is that none of these laws includes a "private right of action," allowing victims of discrimination to go to court to defend their rights. When the only enforcer against a government body's coercive actions is that same government body, the law can become a paper tiger.
A solution is available and we should be part of it. Congress has long been considering a remedy called the Abortion Non-Discrimination Act, to close these loopholes and provide a private right of action. Introduced in the past as a free-standing bill, it is now part of the House of Representatives' appropriations bill for funding HHS. By December, Congress needs to pass a law funding government programs in Fiscal Year 2016 – and this urgently needed reform should be part of that final bill. We must speak up now to protect our cherished right of conscience.
In a partisan and divisive political climate, this is one issue that should bring Congress together. Conscience laws on abortion have been approved by Congresses and Presidents of both major parties for decades. President Obama has said he supports current federal conscience laws – and he should not object to letting them work effectively. Many "pro-choice" people realize that freedom of choice is meaningless unless it protects a choice not to be involved in taking unborn human life.

The U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops, with the help of its partner organization the National Committee for a Human Life Amendment (NCHLA), is working to see the Abortion Non-Discrimination Act over the finish line this year. We can urge Congress to support this modest but essential law. NCHLA has made it easy to do so. Simply click here . . . to send a message to your elected representatives. Together we can make a difference!


Mr. Doerflinger is Associate Director of the Secretariat of Pro-Life Activities, U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops. For more on conscience rights see www.usccb.org/conscience.
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CONTRACEPTION Pages 425-487   
Most oral contraceptives have an abortifacient effect so that, in the case where conception occurs, the fetus will be aborted in any event.
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Christian views on contraception
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christian_views_on_contraception EXTRACT 
Prior to the 20th century, contraception was generally condemned by all three major branches of Christianity (Orthodoxy, Roman Catholicism, and Protestantism),[1] including the leading Protestant reformers Martin Luther and John Calvin.[2] Among Christian denominations today, however, there is a large variety of positions towards contraception.
The Roman Catholic Church has been opposed to contraception since at least the second century.[3]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christian_views_on_contraception" \l "cite_note-4" [4] Many early Church Fathers made statements condemning the use of contraception including John Chrysostom, Jerome, Clement of Alexandria, Hippolytus of Rome, Augustine of Hippo and various others.[5]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christian_views_on_contraception" \l "cite_note-6" [6]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christian_views_on_contraception" \l "cite_note-7" [7] Among the condemnations is one by Jerome which refers to an apparent oral form of contraception: "Some go so far as to take potions, that they may insure barrenness, and thus murder human beings almost before their conception."[8] The Catechism of the Catholic Church specifies that all sex acts must be both unitive and procreative.[9] In addition to condemning use of artificial birth control as intrinsically evil,[10] non-procreative sex acts such as mutual masturbation and anal sex are ruled out as ways to avoid pregnancy.[11]
However this is encyclical acknowledged for the first time a secondary, unitive, purpose of intercourse.[12] Because of this secondary purpose, married couples have a right to engage in intercourse even when pregnancy is not a possible result:

Nor are those considered as acting against nature who in the married state use their right in the proper manner although on account of natural reasons either of time or of certain defects, new life cannot be brought forth. For in matrimony as well as in the use of the matrimonial rights there are also secondary ends, such as mutual aid, the cultivating of mutual love, and the quieting of concupiscence which husband and wife are not forbidden to consider so long as they are subordinated to the primary end and so long as the intrinsic nature of the act is preserved.[13]
Some interpreted this statement as not only permitting sex between married couples during pregnancy and menopause, but also during the infertile times of the menstrual cycle.[14] The mathematical formula for the rhythm method had been formalized in 1930,[15] and in 1932 a Catholic physician published a book titled The Rhythm of Sterility and Fertility in Women promoting the method to Catholics.[12] The 1930s also saw the first U.S. Rhythm Clinic (founded by John Rock) to teach the method to Catholic couples.[16] However, use of the Rhythm Method in certain circumstances was not formally accepted until 1951, in two speeches by Pope Pius XII.[12] [17]
The Roman Catholic position on contraception was formally explained and expressed by Pope Paul VI's Humanae vitae in 1968. Artificial contraception is considered intrinsically evil,[18] but methods of natural family planning are morally permissible in some circumstances, as they do not usurp the natural way of conception.[19]
In justification of this position, Pope Paul VI said

"Responsible men can become more deeply convinced of the truth of the doctrine laid down by the Church on this issue if they reflect on the consequences of methods and plans for artificial birth control. Let them first consider how easily this course of action could open wide the way for marital infidelity and a general lowering of moral standards. Not much experience is needed to be fully aware of human weakness and to understand that human beings—and especially the young, who are so exposed to temptation—need incentives to keep the moral law, and it is an evil thing to make it easy for them to break that law. Another effect that gives cause for alarm is that a man who grows accustomed to the use of contraceptive methods may forget the reverence due to a woman, and, disregarding her physical and emotional equilibrium, reduce her to being a mere instrument for the satisfaction of his own desires, no longer considering her as his partner whom he should surround with care and affection."[19]
In issuing Humanae vitae, Pope Paul VI relied on the Minority Papal Commission Report of the Pontifical Commission on Birth Control. The Minority report argued that:
"One can find no period of history, no document of the church, no theological school, scarcely one Catholic theologian, whoever denied that contraception was always seriously evil. The teaching of the Church in this matter is absolutely constant. Until the present century this teaching was peacefully possessed by all other Christians, whether Orthodox or Anglican or Protestant. The Orthodox retain this as common teaching today."

On July 17, 1994, John Paul II clarified the Church's position during a meditation said prior to an angelus recitation.

Unfortunately, Catholic thought is often misunderstood ... as if the Church supported an ideology of fertility at all costs, urging married couples to procreate indiscriminately and without thought for the future. But one need only study the pronouncements of the Magisterium to know that this is not so. Truly, in begetting life the spouses fulfill one of the highest dimensions of their calling: they are God's co-workers. Precisely for this reason they must have an extremely responsible attitude. In deciding whether or not to have a child, they must not be motivated by selfishness or carelessness, but by a prudent, conscious generosity that weighs the possibilities and circumstances, and especially gives priority to the welfare of the unborn child. Therefore, when there is a reason not to procreate, this choice is permissible and may even be necessary. However, there remains the duty of carrying it out with criteria and methods that respect the total truth of the marital act in its unitive and procreative dimension, as wisely regulated by nature itself in its biological rhythms. One can comply with them and use them to advantage, but they cannot be "violated" by artificial interference.[20]
In 1997, the Vatican's Pontifical Council for the Family stated:

"The Church has always taught the intrinsic evil of contraception, that is, of every marital act intentionally rendered unfruitful. This teaching is to be held as definitive and irreformable. Contraception is gravely opposed to marital chastity; it is contrary to the good of the transmission of life (the procreative aspect of matrimony), and to the reciprocal self-giving of the spouses (the unitive aspect of matrimony); it harms true love and denies the sovereign role of God in the transmission of human life."[21]
A summary of the Scriptural support used by Roman Catholics against contraception can be found in Rome Sweet Home, an autobiography by the Catholic apologetics Scott and Kimberly Hahn, both of whom are converts to Roman Catholicism from Protestantism.[22] They illustrate the results of the research on contraception conducted by Kimberly Hahn as having a pivotal effect on their lives, notably the fact that the Roman Catholic Church is one of the last few Christian groups to take a clear stance on the issue. Among the Scripture included in the book are the following lines from Psalm 127:
"Sons are indeed a heritage from the Lord, the fruit of the womb a reward. Like arrows in the hand of a warrior are the sons of one's youth. Happy is the man who has his quiver full of them. He shall not be put to shame when he speaks with his enemies at the gate."

Roman Catholic scholar Cormac Burke has written an anthropological (non-religious) evaluation of the effect of contraception on marital love: "Married Love and Contraception."[23]
The 2008 instruction Dignitas Personae reiterates Church opposition to contraception, mentioning new methods of interception and contragestion, notably female condoms and morning-after pills.

In 2009, Pope Benedict XVI asserted that handing out condoms is not the solution to combating AIDS and might make the problem worse.[24] Some senior Catholic authorities, such as Belgian Cardinal Emeritus Godfried Danneels, believe the Catholic Church should support condoms used to prevent serious diseases such as AIDS, because non-use is tantamount to murder.[25]
In 2003 the BBC's Panorama stated that Vatican is intentionally spreading lies that HIV can pass through the membrane of the condom.[26]
In 2010, Pope Benedict XVI in an interview in Light of the World, when asked whether the Roman Catholic Church were not opposed in principle to the use of condoms, stated:

"She [the Catholic Church] of course does not regard it as a real or moral solution, but, in this or that case, there can be nonetheless, in the intention of reducing the risk of infection, a first step in a movement toward a different way, a more human way, of living sexuality."

Benedict cited the example of the use of condoms by male prostitutes as "a first step towards moralisation", even though condoms are "not really the way to deal with the evil of HIV infection". Reaffirming that the Church considered prostitution "gravely immoral", the statement continued:

"However, those involved in prostitution who are HIV positive and who seek to diminish the risk of contagion by the use of a condom may be taking the first step in respecting the life of another even if the evil of prostitution remains in all its gravity."[27]
An official document of the Russian Orthodox Church states that while abortifacient methods of contraception are completely unacceptable, other methods can be used with spiritual counsel, taking into account "the concrete living conditions of the couple, their age, health, degree of spiritual maturity and many other circumstances". However, if a couple does not want to have a child (on a side note, only "non-egoistic" grounds are a valid reason for it), abstaining from sexual relation is to be preferred.[38]
Eastern Orthodox believers, on all sides of the issue, tend to believe this particular perspective on contraception is not adequately examined, and that any examination has too often become tied up in identity politics, the more affirming group accusing the categorically opposed group of Thomistic Latin influence. Still, the "new consensus" has not gone unchallenged.[39] [40]
Many Orthodox hierarchs and theologians from around the world lauded Humanae vitae when it was issued. Among these Orthodox leaders, some teach that marital intercourse should be for procreation only, while others do not go as far and hold a view similar to the Roman Catholic position, which allows Natural Family Planning on principle while at the same time opposing artificial contraception.[39] [40]
Other Orthodox Church leaders maintain this interpretation is too narrowly focused on the procreative function of sex, not enough on its unitive function, and thus allow more freedom for contraceptive use among married couples.[39] [40]
Some Orthodox Christians, like Roman Catholics, do not only consider using contraceptives a sin, but also a "mortal sin"[41] in the manner of "unnatural carnal sins," along with homosexuality, bestiality, masturbation, etc.[42] [43]
Until about 1970, the Orthodox Church generally opposed the use of contraception. Since that time a "new consensus" was said to have emerged. This new view holds that contraception is acceptable within a Christian marriage if 1), the means of contraception is not abortifacient, 2) it is used with the blessing of one's spiritual father and 3), children are not completely excluded from the marriage,[44]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christian_views_on_contraception" \l "cite_note-meyendorff-45" [45]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christian_views_on_contraception" \l "cite_note-web-orth-46" [46]which is found in a chapter called "The foundation of chastity", by Germogenos of Shimanovo.
The Anglican Communion gave approval for birth control in some circumstances at the 1930 Lambeth Conference. At the 1958 Lambeth Conference it was stated that the responsibility for deciding upon the number and frequency of children was laid by God upon the consciences of parents "in such ways as are acceptable to husband and wife".[47] [48]
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Beginning of pregnancy controversy
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Beginning_of_pregnancy_controversy EXTRACT
Controversy over the beginning of pregnancy occurs in different contexts, particularly being discussed within the abortion debate in the United States according to groups such as the Guttmacher Institute. Depending on when pregnancy is considered to begin, some methods of birth control as well as some methods of infertility treatment might be considered to work as an abortifacient. The controversy is not primarily a scientific issue since knowledge of human reproduction and development has become very refined; linguistic questions remain debated for other reasons. The issue poses larger social, legal, medical, and political ramifications should one equate the 'beginning of pregnancy' with the 'beginning of an individual human being's life', a position that has been taken by groups such as Concerned Women for America.[1]
A major complication is that ideological and religious concepts such as "ensoulment" (whether or not a human being is said to have gone from mere matter to having a spiritual entity inside) and "personhood" (whether or not a human being is said to be a distinct individual with innate human rights versus otherwise) exist outside of scientific analysis, and thus many individuals have argued that the beginning of pregnancy cannot be determined strictly through physical evidence alone. No experiment exists (or can exist) to measure the spirituality of an object or living thing the way that height, temperature, weight, etc. can be studied. Generally speaking, ideological and religious commentaries have argued that pregnancy should be stated as beginning at the first, exact moment of conception in which a human sperm makes full contact with an egg cell (this is easily visualized by picturing the outside of the egg as a single sperm hits it), many of these arguments being related to the anti-abortion movement. That doctrine has not found acceptance scientifically.
In contrast, scientific and/or otherwise non-ideological commentaries have argued that the duration of pregnancy begins at some other point such as when the fertilization process ends (when a new, independent cell genetically distinct from the prior egg and sperm exists) and when implantation occurs (when the new set of cells lodges itself against the uterine wall, allowing it to grow rapidly). The ambiguity's implications mean that, outside of the scientific community, the definitions of what is "abortion" and what is "contraception" are not agreed upon.[1]
Traditionally, doctors have measured pregnancy from a number of convenient points, including the day of last menstruation, ovulation, fertilization, implantation and chemical detection. This has led to some confusion about the precise length of human pregnancy, as each measuring point yields a different figure.
At its 2004 Annual Meeting, The American Medical Association passed a resolution in favor of making "Plan B" emergency contraception available over-the-counter, and one of the claims in the resolution was that hormonal contraception that may affect implantation "cannot terminate an established pregnancy."[2] Similarly, the British Medical Association has defined an "established pregnancy" as beginning at implantation.[3] The legal definition in the United Kingdom is not clear.[4]
Other definitions exist. The American Heritage Stedman's Medical Dictionary defines "pregnancy" as "from conception until birth."[5] Definitions like this may add to a lay person's confusion, as "conception" in a scientific context may be defined as fertilization,[6]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Beginning_of_pregnancy_controversy" \l "cite_note-7" [7] in a medical context can mean either fertilization[8]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Beginning_of_pregnancy_controversy" \l "cite_note-9" [9] or implantation[10] but in lay terms may mean both.[11]
Whether conception refers to fertilization or implantation would seemingly even impact "established pregnancies" such as an ectopic pregnancy. If conception is defined as at implantation, ectopic pregnancies could not be called pregnancies. However, some medical professionals who oppose birth control,[12] including prominent member of Focus on the Family Walter Larimore, have argued that the medical definition of conception should include fertilization.[13]
Finally, the standard historical method of counting the duration of pregnancy begins from the last menstruation and this remains common with doctors, hospitals, and medical companies.[14] This system is convenient because it is easy to determine when the last menstrual period was, while both fertilization and implantation occur out of sight. An interesting consequence is that the dating of pregnancy measured this way begins two weeks before ovulation.

Although many individuals who have identified as 'anti-abortion' and/or 'pro-life', have argued that both pregnancy and status of a separate human life beginning happen at fertilization, several examples also exist of people within those movements taking alternate views. For example doctor and social activist Bernard Nathanson* wrote in his 1979 work Aborting America that a confirmed moment of implantation should be considered the point at which a distinct human being exists. He specifically stated (note that 'alpha' is his shorthand for an organized group of cells), "Biochemically, this is when alpha announces its presence as part of the human community by means of its hormonal messages, which we now have the technology to receive... knowing biochemically that it is an independent organism distinct from the mother."[15]
*See http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TESTIMONY_OF_A_FORMER_ABORTION_ACTIVIST-02.doc
Birth control methods usually prevent fertilization. This cannot be seen as abortifacient because, by any of the above definitions, pregnancy has not started. However, some methods might have a secondary effect of preventing implantation, thus allowing the embryo to die. Those who define pregnancy from fertilization subsequently may conclude that the agents should be considered abortifacients.
Speculation about post-fertilization mechanisms is widespread, even appearing on patient information inserts for hormonal contraception, but there is no clinical support. One small study, using fourteen women, might be considered as providing evidence of such an effect for IUDs[26] and a study of the combined oral contraceptive pill has been proposed.[27]
Hormonal contraception, including emergency contraception, are known to be effective at preventing ovulation. Some scientists believe hormonal methods may have a secondary effect of interfering with implantation of embryos.
Intrauterine devices (IUDs) have been proven to have strong spermicidal and ovicidal effects; [28] [29] the current medical consensus is that this is the only way in which they work.[30] Still, a few physicians have suggested they may have a secondary effect of interfering with the development of pre-implanted embryos; [26] this secondary effect is considered more plausible when the IUD is used as emergency contraception.[31]
The lactational amenorrhea method works primarily by preventing ovulation, but is also known to cause luteal phase defect (LPD). LPD is believed to interfere with the implantation of embryos.[32]
Natural Family Planning (NFP) methods are intended to prevent fertilization through avoiding intercourse during fertile periods. Luc Bovens argues that, under an assumption that the age of gametes has an effect on embryo viability, errors in NFP method result in the occurrence of lower-viability embryos. This is intended to be an ethical thought experiment; Bovens states that his assumption "is not backed up by empirical evidence, but does have a certain plausibility."[33] His argument is controversial.[34] The age of gametes at the time of fertilization has been shown to have no effect on miscarriage rates in most cases, but is a significant risk factor where there is history of miscarriage.[35] Age of gametes at the time of fertilization has been shown to have no effect on low birth weight or preterm delivery.[36]
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See ENSOULMENT-WHEN DOES IT OCCUR?-RON SMITH 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ENSOULMENT-WHEN_DOES_IT_OCCUR-RON_SMITH.doc 

Some people feel that because the Church has no definitive statement on when ensoulment takes place, it is okay to allow abortion and to use early embryos for research. What does the Church say about this?

http://www.catholic.com/thisrock/quickquestions/?qid=415 

The Declaration on Procured Abortion states the following:

In the course of history, the Fathers of the Church, her pastors, and her Doctors have taught the same doctrine—the various opinions on the infusion of the spiritual soul did not introduce any doubt about the illicitness of abortion. It is true that in the Middle Ages, when the opinion was generally held that the spiritual soul was not present until after the first few weeks, a distinction was made in the evaluation of the sin and the gravity of penal sanctions. Excellent authors allowed for this first period more lenient case solutions which they rejected for following periods. But it was never denied at that time that procured abortion, even during the first days, was objectively grave fault. This condemnation was in fact unanimous … Most recently, the Second Vatican Council, presided over by Paul VI, has most severely condemned abortion: "Life must be safeguarded with extreme care from conception; abortion and infanticide are abominable crimes." The same Paul VI, speaking on this subject on many occasions, has not been afraid to declare that this teaching of the Church "has not changed and is unchangeable." (7)

Concerning the issue of ensoulment and embryonic stem cell research, Evangelium Vitae teaches that

Even if the presence of a spiritual soul cannot be ascertained by empirical data, the results themselves of scientific research on the human embryo provide a valuable indication for discerning by the use of reason a personal presence at the moment of the first appearance of a human life: How could a human individual not be a human person? (EV 60)

Furthermore, what is at stake is so important that, from the standpoint of moral obligation, the mere probability that a human person is involved would suffice to justify an absolutely clear prohibition of any intervention aimed at killing a human embryo. Precisely for this reason, over and above all scientific debates and those philosophical affirmations to which the Magisterium has not expressly committed itself, the Church has always taught and continues to teach that the result of human procreation, from the first moment of its existence, must be guaranteed that unconditional respect which is morally due to the human being in his or her totality and unity as body and spirit:

The human being is to be respected and treated as a person from the moment of conception; and therefore from that same moment his rights as a person must be recognized, among which in the first place is the inviolable right of every innocent human being to life. (EV 60) -Peggy Frye
When Did You Begin? (Or the Status of the Embryo?)
http://www.lifeissues.net/writers/edi/edi_18lifebegin.html All bold emphases theirs
There are three ways of approaching the question of the beginning of human life:
When does a human being, a member of the species homo sapiens, begin? This is a scientific question

When does a human person begin? This is a philosophical (and for some, theological) question.

When is a human being/person to be valued? This is a moral, political and legal question.

For most the answer to the last question will depend upon answers to at least one of the first two questions. However for some (perhaps more than we think) the third question is to be answered independent of the first two.

These three questions or categories should not be confused.

The Scientific Question:

When does the life of a human being begin?

This question is a scientific question. It is the same kind of question as "when does the life of a new mouse begin?" or "when does the life of a new monkey begin?" The same kind of criteria that a scientist would use to answer the latter two questions should be used to answer the first question. It is a question which is typically answered by people who make a study of biology, especially developmental biology or the more specialised human embryology.

The weight of scientific opinion is overwhelming.

"Individual life begins with conception by the union of gametes or sex cells. A spermatozoon (paternal) fuses with an oocyte (maternal) to form a zygote. Growth and development continue thereafter until a sexually mature adult is formed." (M. Brookes and A. Zietman, Clinical Embryology, Florida, CRC Press, 1998 p.2)
"For each of us life begins at an unfelt, unhonored instant when a minute, wriggling sperm plunges headlong into a mature egg. The quiet egg, destined to die and rot unless it fuses with the sperm, reacts with vigorous activity and a spurt of energy.
At this moment, known as fertilization, not only does a separate entity come into being, but also its unique individuality. This entity has been endowed with a mysterious but important quality that is called viability, or the ability to live, able to survive the trials and adversities of life before birth, as well as life after birth in nine months hence." (Dr. Tony Lipson, From Conception to Birth, Our most important journey, Millennium Books, 1994. Dr. Lipson is, or was at the time of writing, a Paediatrician, Foetal Developmentalist and Geneticist at the Children’s Hospital, Sydney).

"The term conception refers to the union of the male and female pronuclear elements of procreation from which a new living being develops. It is synonymous with the terms fecundation, impregnation, and fertilization É The zygote thus formed represents the beginning of new life." (J.P. Greenhill and E.A. Freidman, Biological Principles and Modern Practice of Obstetrics, Philadelphia, WB Saunders Publishers)
"It is the penetration of the ovum by a spermatozoa and the resulting mingling of the chromosomal material each brings to the union that culminates the process of fertilization and initiates the life of a new individual. Every one of the high animals starts life as a single cell - the fertilized ovum. The union of two such sex cells to form a zygote constitutes the process of fertilization and initiates the life a new individual." (Bradely M Patten, Foundations of Embryology, M.D., 3rd ed. NY, McGraw Hill, 1968)

"After three billion years of evolution, we have before us the instruction set that carries each of us from the one-cell egg through adulthood to the grave," Dr. Robert Waterston, of the International Human Genome Sequencing Consortium, told a crowd at the National Institutes of Health.

The "pre-embryo"?

Some years back some scientists sought to introduce the term "pre-embryo" into the scientific lexicon. However under the weight of scientific criticism they withdrew the use of the term. (For references see: Dr. Dianne N. Irving, "The Immediate Product of Human Cloning is a Human Being: claims to the contrary are scientifically wrong", presented to the subcommittee on Health and Environment of the Committee on Commerce, U.S. House of Representatives, Feb 12, 1998, http://lifeissues.net/writers/irv/irv_09cloninghuman1.html
The Philosophical Question:

This question is much more difficult to address in a short space. However the position is summed up by Dr Dianne N. Irving in her Testimony to the Subcommittee on Health and Environment of the Committee on Commerce U.S. House of Representatives, February 12, 1998:
"As with public policy, any philosophical analysis of personhood must begin with and be based on the correct scientific facts."

This is required for philosophical realism. Further a thing acts or functions according to the kind of nature it has - or what it is. If a "human being" is a "rational animal"; if the term "rational" must include virtually the vegetative and sensitive powers; if all of its powers must be present simultaneously with the body, with no splits - then personhood must begin when the human being begins - at fertilisation or cloning - when the "matter " is already "appropriately organized".

This actually matches the correct science: immediately at fertilization or cloning, specifically human enzymes and proteins are produced and specifically human tissues and organs are continuously developed from fertilization or cloning on. Personhood, then, should be based on what something is, not on how one actually thinks of feels (merely functional definitions of a human person).

Yet other philosophical answers have been offered ... The question must be, do those arguments for "delayed" personhood square with or match the correct scientific facts; are they based on historically correct philosophical claims, or even philosophical claims which are theoretically or practically defensible, or logically valid and sound? Where does this bioethics logic take us? I and many others have demonstrated that these arguments have consistently and extensively used incorrect science, do not match the correct scientific facts and are often historically inaccurate and philosophically indefensible (e.g. contain a mind/body split)."

The various markers given as for when personhood is "present" are arbitrary when one considers the condition of the embryo itself. The embryo (or foetus, when the marker is later in the life journey) is not substantially different before or after any of the supposed marker events.

Is the human embryo to be valued?

This question can be a moral question, a legal question and/or a political question.

Generally speaking it is usually assumed that one’s answer to this third question depends upon one’s answer to at least one of the first two questions if not both. The question "when does a human person begin" is usually understood as "value laden", i.e. once a person begins, he or she is to be valued.

However this does not always seem to be the case. There would appear to be some who seek to answer this third question independent of the first two. Whether the embryo is a human being or a human person is deemed irrelevant.

According to this stance it is up to us (where "us" might be society, parents, a particular group or a particular individual) to decide when another being is to be valued.
Invariably these judgments are arbitrary and serve the person(s) making the judgment in some way. One scientist based valuing the other upon how you feel about what you are looking at!

Such subjective judgments cannot be the basis for public policy. Our great legal and moral tradition is built upon the recognition of the inherent value of every human life. To accept any other standard would be to introduce arbitrariness and hence injustice into our public policy. Unfortunately such arbitrariness has been introduced into our legal system by virtue of a few court cases which have never been tested in a higher court.

Church Teaching

In her official teaching the Catholic Church has made several statements the beginning of life and respect for human life from its earliest stages:

"In reality, respect for human life is called for from the time that the process of generation begins. From the time that the ovum is fertilized, a life is begun which is neither that of the father nor of the mother, it is rather the life of a new human being with his own growth. It would never be made human if it were not human already."

To this perpetual evidence - perfectly independent of the discussions on the moment of animation - modern genetic science brings valuable confirmation. It has demonstrated that, from the first instant, there is established the program of what this living being will be: a man, this individual man with his characteristic aspects already well determined. Right from fertilization is begun the adventure of a human life, and each of its capacities requires time- a rather lengthy time- to find its place and to be in a position to act. .. From a moral point of view this is certain: even if a doubt existed concerning whether the fruit of conception is already a human person, it is objectively a grave sin to dare to risk murder. "The one who will be a man is already one." (Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Declaration on Abortion, 1974)

"Certainly no experimental datum can be in itself sufficient to bring us to the recognition of a spiritual soul; nevertheless, the conclusions of science regarding the human embryo provide a valuable indication for discerning by the use of reason a personal presence at the moment of this first appearance of a human life: how could a human individual not be a human person?" (Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, The Gift of Life, 1987).

"Zygote: This cell results from fertilization of an oocyte by a sperm and is the beginning of a human being. Development begins at fertilization, when a sperm unites with an oocyte to form a zygote. Each of us started life as a cell called a zygote." (K.L. Moore, The Developing Human: Clinically Oriented Embryology, 2nd ed., WB Saunders Publishers, 1977)
“From the time of fertilization onwards the embryo has the capacity for further development as an individual human being provided this is not interrupted. Therefore it would seem logical to infer that another human life begins at the time of fertilisation. If this proposition is accepted then the next point of consideration relates to the rights and status of the human embryo from the point of fertilisation." (Dr. John Kerin, then Head of Reproductive Medicine Unit of Queen Elizabeth Hospital, Adelaide, giving evidence to the Senate Inquiry into Human Embryo Experimentation Bill, 1985)
The Facts of When Human Life Begins - Interview With Maureen Condic of the Westchester Institute
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/the-facts-of-when-human-life-begins
By Karna Swanson, Salt Lake City, Utah, November 7, 2008 
The conclusion of scientist Maureen Condic that human life begins at a defined moment of conception isn't an opinion based on a belief, but rather a "reflection of the way the world is." Condic, a senior fellow of the Westchester Institute for Ethics and the Human Person, published her conclusions in a white paper titled "When Does Human Life Begin?" In the report she addresses the topic using current scientific data in human embryology. An associate professor of neurobiology and anatomy at the University of Utah School of Medicine, Condic received her doctorate in neurobiology from the University of California, Berkeley. Her teaching focuses primarily on embryonic development, and she directs the University of Utah School of Medicine's course in human embryology. 
In the interview with ZENIT, Condic explains why the question of when human life begins is important to address, and what scientific criteria she used to define a "moment of conception."
Q: This is the first white paper for the Westchester Institute. Why this topic? Why now?
Condic: This is an important question, with significant biological, ethical and philosophical dimensions. As I note in the paper, resolving when human life begins has important implications for a number of controversial political topics, including abortion and human embryonic stem cell research.
As a scientist and as director of a medical school course in human embryology, I have been considering the general question of when human life begins for quite a few years. The argument put forward in the white paper has grown out of discussions with philosophers, scientists and ethicists, as well as out of my own research in this area.
Yet this topic has come to the fore in the lead-up to the presidential election. While the topic of when life begins has generally been avoided by politicians and government officials, recently a number of prominent figures have offered their interpretations, making this a timely subject to consider with scientific rigor and neutrality.
Q: You define the moment of conception as the second it takes for the sperm and egg to fuse and form a zygote. What were the scientific principles you used to arrive at this conclusion?

Condic: The central question of "when does human life begin" can be stated in a somewhat different way: When do sperm and egg cease to be, and what kind of thing takes their place once they cease to be?
To address this question scientifically, we need to rely on sound scientific argument and on the factual evidence. Scientists make distinctions between different cell types (for example, sperm, egg and the cell they produce at fertilization) based on two simple criteria: Cells are known to be different because they are made of different components and because they behave in distinct ways.
These two criteria are used throughout the scientific enterprise to distinguish one cell type from another, and they are the basis of all scientific (as opposed to arbitrary, faith-based or political) distinctions. I have applied these two criteria to the scientific data concerning fertilization, and they are the basis for the conclusion that a new human organism comes into existence at the moment of sperm-egg fusion.
Q: Many in the scientific world would say that fertilization doesn't happen in a moment, but rather that it is a process that comes to an end at the end of the first cell cycle, which is 24 hours later. Why is it important to define a "moment of conception," as opposed to a "process of fertilization"?
Condic: It is not important to somehow define a "moment" or a "process" of fertilization in the abstract. It is important to base conclusions and judgments about human embryos on sound scientific reasoning and on the best available scientific evidence. Had this analysis led to a different conclusion -- for example, that fertilization is a "process" -- I would have accepted this conclusion as scientifically valid. However, a scientific analysis of the best available data does not support the conclusion that fertilization is a "process"; it supports the conclusion that fertilization is an event that takes less than a second to complete. The events of the first 24 hours following sperm-egg fusion are clearly unique, but they are also clearly acts of a human organism, not acts of a mere human cell.
Q: Do opinion, belief and politics have a place in defining the beginning of a new life? How is it that the topic has become an issue of debate?
Condic: The topic of when human life begins is an issue of debate because it has strong implications for public policy on matters that concern many people; abortion, in-vitro fertilization and human embryo research. How "opinion, belief and politics" have assumed such a large role in deciding when life begins is a question for a sociologist or a psychologist, not a biologist! It is important to appreciate that the scientific facts are themselves entirely neutral; they are simply a reflection of the way the world is, as opposed to how we may wish or imagine it to be. That is not to say that the scientific facts lend equal support to any and all views of when human life begins. While people are free to formulate their opinion on when human life begins in any manner they choose (including belief and politics), not all opinions are equally consistent with factual reality. Those who choose to ignore the facts cannot expect their opinions to garner as much respect or to be given as much credibility as those who base their opinions in sound scientific observation and analysis.
The opinions of members of the flat-Earth society should not carry as much weight as those of astrophysicists in formulating national aerospace policy. The opinions of those who reject the scientific evidence concerning when life begins should not be the basis of public policy on embryo-related topics, either.
Q: Who needs to read this paper and why?
Condic: I think every person who is concerned about the important "life-issues" of health care, abortion, assisted reproduction and stem-cell research should read this article, because understanding when life begins is the basis of a sound political, ethical and moral debate on these complex and difficult topics. Certainly, all those charged with the formation of public policy on these matters should read this argument and think seriously about its implications. If we cannot know what a human embryo is and when it comes into existence, we cannot make sound judgments regarding any of the issues surrounding the human embryo.
Q: What reactions have you received to the conclusions of your paper? What do you hope will result from its publication?
Condic: Thus far, reactions have been thoughtful and considered. I hope this will continue and that a clear understanding of the relevant scientific evidence will help ground future public policy debates over embryo-related issues in sound scientific fact -- rather than in mere "opinion, belief and politics."
"When Does Human Life Begin?":  http://www.westchesterinstitute.net/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=351:white-paper&catid=64:white-papers&Itemid=113
Birth Control

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Birth_control EXTRACT
Birth control, also known as contraception and fertility control, are methods or devices used to prevent pregnancy.[1] Planning, provision and use of birth control is called family planning.[2] [3] Birth control methods have been used since ancient times, but effective and safe methods only became available in the 20th century.[4] Some cultures limit or discourage access to birth control because they consider it to be morally, religiously, or politically undesirable.[4]
The most effective methods of birth control are sterilization by means of vasectomy in males and tubal ligation in females, intrauterine devices (IUDs) and implantable contraceptives. This is followed by a number of hormonal contraceptives including oral pills, patches, vaginal rings, and injections. Less effective methods include barriers such as condoms, diaphragms and contraceptive sponge and fertility awareness methods. The least effective methods are spermicides and withdrawal by the male before ejaculation. Sterilization, while highly effective, is not usually reversible; all other methods are reversible, most immediately upon stopping them.[5] 
Safe sex, such as the use of male or female condoms, can also help prevent sexually transmitted infections.[6] [7] Emergency contraceptives can prevent pregnancy in the few days after unprotected sex. Some regard sexual abstinence as birth control, but abstinence-only sex education may increase teen pregnancies when offered without contraceptive education, due to non-compliance.[8] [9]
In teenagers, pregnancies are at greater risk of poor outcomes. Comprehensive sex education and access to birth control decreases the rate of unwanted pregnancies in this age group.[10]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Birth_control" \l "cite_note-pmid22764557-11" [11] While all forms of birth control may be used by young people,[12] long-acting reversible birth control such as implants, IUDs, or vaginal rings are of particular benefit in reducing rates of teenage pregnancy.[11] After the delivery of a child, a woman who is not exclusively breastfeeding may become pregnant again after as few as four to six weeks. Some methods of birth control can be started immediately following the birth, while others require a delay of up to six months. In women who are breastfeeding, progestin-only methods are preferred over combined oral contraceptives. In women who have reached menopause, it is recommended that birth control be continued for one year after the last period.[12]
About 222 million women who want to avoid pregnancy in developing countries are not using a modern birth control method. [13]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Birth_control" \l "cite_note-pmid22784540-14" [14] Birth control use in developing countries has decreased the number of maternal deaths by 40% (about 270,000 deaths prevented in 2008) and could prevent 70% if the full demand for birth control were met.[15] [16] By lengthening the time between pregnancies, birth control can improve adult women's delivery outcomes and the survival of their children.[15] In the developing world women's earnings, assets, weight, and their children's schooling and health all improve with greater access to birth control.[17] Birth control increases economic growth because of fewer dependent children, more women participating in the workforce, and less consumption of scarce resources.[17] [18]
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The Catechism of the Catholic Church on Contraception 

http://www.vatican.va/archive/ccc_css/archive/catechism/p3s2c2a6.htm 

The fecundity of marriage
2366 Fecundity is a gift, an end of marriage, for conjugal love naturally tends to be fruitful. A child does not come from outside as something added on to the mutual love of the spouses, but springs from the very heart of that mutual giving, as its fruit and fulfillment. So the Church, which is "on the side of life,"151 teaches that "it is necessary that each and every marriage act remain ordered per se to the procreation of human life."152 
"This particular doctrine, expounded on numerous occasions by the Magisterium, is based on the inseparable connection, established by God, which man on his own initiative may not break, between the unitive significance and the procreative significance which are both inherent to the marriage act."153
2367 Called to give life, spouses share in the creative power and fatherhood of God.154 
"Married couples should regard it as their proper mission to transmit human life and to educate their children; they should realize that they are thereby cooperating with the love of God the Creator and are, in a certain sense, its interpreters. They will fulfill this duty with a sense of human and Christian responsibility."155
2368 A particular aspect of this responsibility concerns the regulation of procreation. For just reasons, spouses may wish to space the births of their children. It is their duty to make certain that their desire is not motivated by selfishness but is in conformity with the generosity appropriate to responsible parenthood. Moreover, they should conform their behavior to the objective criteria of morality:

When it is a question of harmonizing married love with the responsible transmission of life, the morality of the behavior does not depend on sincere intention and evaluation of motives alone; but it must be determined by objective criteria, criteria drawn from the nature of the person and his acts criteria that respect the total meaning of mutual self-giving and human procreation in the context of true love; this is possible only if the virtue of married chastity is practiced with sincerity of heart.156
2369 "By safeguarding both these essential aspects, the unitive and the procreative, the conjugal act preserves in its fullness the sense of true mutual love and its orientation toward man's exalted vocation to parenthood."157
2370 Periodic continence, that is, the methods of birth regulation based on self-observation and the use of infertile periods, is in conformity with the objective criteria of morality.158 
These methods respect the bodies of the spouses, encourage tenderness between them, and favor the education of an authentic freedom. In contrast, "every action which, whether in anticipation of the conjugal act, or in its accomplishment, or in the development of its natural consequences, proposes, whether as an end or as a means, to render procreation impossible" is intrinsically evil: 159
Thus the innate language that expresses the total reciprocal self-giving of husband and wife is overlaid, through contraception, by an objectively contradictory language, namely, that of not giving oneself totally to the other. This leads not only to a positive refusal to be open to life but also to a falsification of the inner truth of conjugal love, which is called upon to give itself in personal totality … The difference, both anthropological and moral, between contraception and recourse to the rhythm of the cycle … involves in the final analysis two irreconcilable concepts of the human person and of human sexuality.160
2371 "Let all be convinced that human life and the duty of transmitting it are not limited by the horizons of this life only: their true evaluation and full significance can be understood only in reference to man's eternal destiny."161
2372 The state has a responsibility for its citizens' well-being. In this capacity it is legitimate for it to intervene to orient the demography of the population. This can be done by means of objective and respectful information, but certainly not by authoritarian, coercive measures. The state may not legitimately usurp the initiative of spouses, who have the primary responsibility for the procreation and education of their children.162 
In this area, it is not authorized to employ means contrary to the moral law.
2399 The regulation of births represents one of the aspects of responsible fatherhood and motherhood. Legitimate intentions on the part of the spouses do not justify recourse to morally unacceptable means (for example, direct sterilization or contraception).
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Condoms: Little-Known Scientific Facts
http://www.hli.org/resources/condoms-little-known-scientific-facts/488/?task=view 
1. Condoms fail for regular users
The condom is the most commonly used barrier method of contraception in the world. Yet according to mainstream scientific sources, its efficacy has been grossly overstated by its promoters. After the use of just 10 condoms, the probability of at least one failure is 52%, according to the authoritative Contraceptive Technology and other sources.  22 major studies of more than 40,000 condoms used during heterosexual intercourse in five different countries have found that 4.6% of all the condoms broke and 2.5% of them partially or completely slipped off, for a total failure rate of 7.1%.  That means that about 1 in 14 condom uses results in failure.  Failure results in exposure to all the sexually-transmitted diseases that a partner has and may result in pregnancy. Even the highest-quality condoms used in the most effective manner possible by educated, monogamous, adult couples fail at a high rate under real-world conditions.
2. Condoms mean exposure to disease
Because of high failure rate of condoms, sexually active youths and adults who rely on them are, practically speaking, certain to be exposed to disease on a regular basis unless their partners are disease-free. And if their partners are disease-free, there is no need to use condoms for disease protection. Studies have found that condom use can decrease the chance of transmitting HIV are monogamous, still leaving a substantial risk. Condoms are less effective in preventing the spread of HIV when used by those who engage in high-risk behaviors such as promiscuity or sodomy. Condoms cannot protect against diseases spread by skin-to-skin contact such as herpes and HPV. Even other diseases against which condoms are most effective still present significant risks. The infection rate of syphilis drops from 1.86% to 0.65% with condom use, and that of gonorrhea drops from 15% to 8%. Condoms are even less effective against most other STDs.

3. Condoms mean pregnancy over time
Within a year, 15% of sexually active women whose partners use condoms for contraception become pregnant, according to Contraceptive Technology and other top scientific sources. After two years, this means 28% have a pregnancy. After three years, it’s 39%. After four years, it’s 48%. After five years, it’s 56%. These figures are derived from studies of committed adult couples using new and properly-stored condoms which have not been allowed to degrade; the numbers for youth, for women with multiple partners, and for poor and Third World people using expired or improperly-stored condoms are likely worse. The high failure rate of condoms means consistent leakage over time, inevitably making many episodes of sexual intercourse with condoms equivalent to sex without condoms.

4. Condom promoters employ irrelevant evidence
The United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) and other global condom promoters claim that condoms have a 98% success rate instead of the 85% success rate documented in real-world studies. The 98% success rate is based on the ideal use of condoms every time by well-trained and highly disciplined adults under-monitoring by scientists. What is relevant is the success rate of condoms by average people, who sometimes fail to put on condoms properly or replace them immediately when they break in the heat of the moment, in the real world over time. Even studies of trained, committed adult couples using new and properly-stored condoms find a real-world pregnancy prevention success rate of 85% over a 12-month period. Unmarried teenagers, often the targets of condom promoters, almost certainly have a far worse record.

5. Condoms haven’t stopped AIDS epidemics
In Third World countries that have made condom use their primary AIDS prevention strategy, HIV infection rates have continued to rise or, at best, have not dropped significantly. In 2004, the journal Studies in Family Planning concluded that “No clear examples have emerged yet of a country that has turned back a generalized epidemic primarily by means of condom promotion.” This still holds true today. Yet the United Nations, the European Union and its member countries, some U.S. agencies, and international organizations continue to promote condom use as the primary method of combating the spread of HIV and other STDs. Not only do condoms fail regularly even when used consistently and properly, people do not like them. According to the March 2004 “Bulletin of the World Health Organization,” 44% of married couples who start using condoms for birth control stop using them within a year. Despite this, and despite its own admission that the failure rate of condoms for pregnancy-prevention is 50% higher than that of the Pill, the bulletin recommended that birth control promoters attempt to convince married couples to switch to condoms from the Pill. The bulletin did not cite the many health problems caused by the Pill, including increased risk of STDs, as reasons for switching, but HIV prevention.

6. Abstinence and monogamy stop AIDS
Uganda, whose president and first lady chose to highlight abstinence and monogamy instead of condoms in their nation’s AIDS prevention efforts, has by far the best record in combating HIV in the Third World. Uganda’s ABC program—Abstinence first, Be faithful in a relationship, and use Condoms if you’re not—reduced the adult HIV infection rate from 18% to 7%. The Philippines has chosen to emphasize abstinence and monogamy while de-emphasizing condoms, and her HIV rate remains a low 308 per million adults, according to the Joint United Nations Program on HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS), although this number is beginning to increase since the introduction of massive quantities of birth control into the nation.  Thailand, a country with a similar adult population in the same region of the world, has strongly emphasized condom use and has an adult HIV infection rate thirty times higher than the Philippines.
7. It’s not working
Almost everyone is aware of the massive campaign to promote condom use that has gone on for decades, including the free distribution of condoms by the millions through schools and health clinics. Obviously, it’s not working. Teen pregnancy in the U.S.is still at sky-high levels (750,000 annually) despite a drop in recent years due to a rise in chastity; over 1 million abortions are performed each year in the United States; and STD rates have reached record levels. Half of the 19 million new STD infections each year in America are among 15-to-24-yearolds, according to the Centers for Disease Control (CDC). The CDC says that 25% of teen girls now have an STD, including 40% of those who say they have had sex.1
1http://www.guttmacher.org/pubs/FB-ATSRH.html 
Life-Giving Love in an Age of Technology

http://www.usccb.org/upload/lifegiving-love-age-technology-2009.pdf 
United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, November 17, 2009
“I want to have children with you.” 
So much meaning is packed into these words, when a man or woman says them to a spouse. Especially in the light of faith, they mean: I entrust myself to you and to you alone— including my ability to join you in cooperating with God to create a son or daughter. I have faith in your ability to be a loving and committed spouse and parent. I want the kind of person you are and the kind of upbringing you can provide to influence the way our children live and grow. I promise to work side by side with you through the years of challenge and adventure we may face as parents, and I trust that you will always be there for me and for our children. In short, it means: I love you so much that I want our married love to be open to children we can love and care for together. 
This openness to new life, this willingness to beget and raise children together, is essential to married love. It is sad, then, that so many couples hoping to have children find it difficult to do so. It is estimated today that one out of six couples will experience infertility.1 
The suffering of unanticipated childlessness is real. Spouses may feel they have somehow failed, that they are inadequate in a basic aspect of their marital life. Their pain may even be aggravated by regret or guilt over past contraceptive use, sterilization, abortion, or other factors that can contribute to infertility. The sight of other couples’ children may make them yearn for a child all the more and add to their distress. Infertility can affect a couple’s sexual relationship and the stability of their marriage. It may even affect relationships with parents and in-laws who express disappointment at the absence of grandchildren. Catholic couples may feel this pain even more deeply as they hear the Church praise family life and teach that children are “the supreme gift of marriage” (Second Vatican Council, Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World [Gaudium et Spes], no. 50). 
“We had tried to have kids for the eight years we’ve been married. Over the years it has been bittersweet to watch the growing families of our friends while we struggled with infertility.” —Jenny Campbell, Bremerton, Washington 
In an age of advances in reproductive medicine, many solutions are offered to couples going through this distress. Some solutions offer real hope for restoring a couple’s natural, healthy ability to have children. Others pose serious moral problems by failing to respect the dignity of the couple’s marital relationship, of their sexuality, or of the child. The Church has compassion for couples suffering from infertility and wants to be of real help to them. At the same time, some “reproductive technologies” are not morally legitimate ways to solve those problems. We bishops of the United States offer this reflection to explain why. We also offer it to provide hope—real hope that couples can “accept children lovingly from God”2 and build a family while fully respecting God’s design for their marriage and for the gift of children. 
Questions and Answers 
How are sex and procreation related? 
In Scripture, the Book of Genesis offers two accounts of God’s creation of human beings as male and female. These passages reveal essential truths about the nature of marriage and married love. One passage shows God blessing Adam and Eve and giving them his first command, to “be fertile and multiply” (Genesis 1:28). This shows the procreative aspect of married love. The second passage shows the uniquely intimate relationship between man and woman as embodied creatures who belong together as one flesh, the unitive aspect of married love. Woman is made from man as the only companion who can truly be his equal partner; united together, the two make up “one body” (Genesis 2:24). Procreation and the unity of the couple are therefore seen as intrinsic blessings or aspects of marriage. The Church’s teaching on sexual morality is a reflection on these two goods and on how, in the unfolding of God’s plan for marriage, they should not be separated. In marriage, man and woman are united to each other, body and soul, through a loving physical union. As embodied persons, they were created to complete and fulfill one another in love and also to unite together in bringing about a new human being as the fruit of that love. These two aspects of sexuality are essentially intertwined. The loving and permanent union of husband and wife, accepted among Catholics as a sacrament, creates the fitting environment for nurturing and protecting a new, defenseless, and dependent human being; and parents’ love for their child, and the cooperation needed to give that child a home, strengthen and enrich their love for one another.  
How does this vision differ from the dominant view of our contemporary culture? 
Our modern secular culture tends to separate the unitive and procreative aspects of conjugal love from each other, to the detriment of both. This separation weakens marriage. 
Many once thought that modern contraception would improve the unitive side of marriage, by allowing husbands and wives to pursue sexual union without worrying about unintended pregnancy. Instead, many couples have found something missing from their marital love, and marital infidelity and divorce have increased. In society as a whole, the effect of a contraceptive mentality has been to sever sexual relations from permanent commitment, allowing the pursuit of pleasure to become an overriding goal. The meaning of procreation also suffers when the unitive and procreative aspects of married love are intentionally separated. A couple’s openness to cooperating with God in generating a new human being is then no longer accepted as an integral aspect of married sexual love. Rather, fulfilling the desire for a child can come to be seen as a separate goal in itself, and the body’s “reproductive system” seen as merely an instrument for reaching that goal. In a technological age, if an instrument is damaged or malfunctioning, we may assume we can have someone repair or replace it by whatever technical means seems most efficient in reaching the goal. Because couples have tried without success to experience the gift of new life arising from their union in one flesh, some are tempted to have a child “produced” or “made” as the work of human hands. Then children themselves may come to be seen as products of our technology, even as consumer goods that parents have paid for and have a “right” to expect—not as fellow persons, equal in dignity to their parents and destined to eternal happiness with God. In reality, a child “produced” this way is still in every way a full human person, whom God loves and 5 endows with his or her own immortal soul. The question is whether each means chosen as a way to reproduce does justice to the full human dignity of the child. Our ability to cooperate with God in generating a new human being is not just a bodily function. It is a personal gift from God—exclusively shared by husband and wife, who thereby share responsibility for bringing this new child into the world in a uniquely personal way. So while the desire to share that gift with each other and have a child is positive and natural, some means used to have a child revere and respect this great gift while others do not. Many couples are tempted to resort to reproductive technologies because they do love each other and want to share this love with their own biological child. However, here, as in other areas of life, a good end does not justify every possible means. 
How does the use of donors and surrogates in trying to have a child raise a moral problem? 
Some approaches to infertility clearly violate the integrity of the marital relationship. These introduce third parties to fulfill essential aspects of parenthood, by using eggs or sperm or even embryos from “donors” (who are often paid, and therefore more accurately described as vendors), or even by making use of another woman’s womb to carry the couple’s child. The latter practice is sometimes known as surrogate motherhood, though this woman acts the way any mother would throughout pregnancy and then must relinquish the child to the couple who hired her. The child resulting from these arrangements is not the fruit of the spouses’ commitment to procreate only with and through one another. In an important sense, the spouses have decided not to be fully the mother and father of their child, because they have delegated part of their role to others. The procreative aspect of their marital relationship is violated, just as its unitive aspect would be violated by sexual relations with a person outside the marriage. These arrangements may harm people other than the married couple. Fertility clinics show disrespect for young men and women when they treat them as commodities, by offering large sums of money for sperm or egg donors with specific intellectual, physical, or personality traits. The cash incentives persuade these men and women to mistreat the gift of their own fertility, and—for women—even to jeopardize their own health in the egg extraction process, in the effort to help others obtain a child outside the context of their own marital relationship. 
What about reproductive technology that does not involve such third parties? 
Some methods that attempt to provide a couple with a child do not introduce donors or “surrogates” into the couple’s relationship. However, they still use artificial insemination, most often using sperm that is immorally obtained. In an attempt to conceive a child, the husband’s sperm is transferred with a syringe into the wife’s uterus. Substituting this technological procedure for the couple’s loving sexual union as a way of bringing a new human being into existence is immoral. Often it is not the couple’s act at all, but an impersonal act performed by a technician. This procedure can be performed even if the husband is no longer alive, using frozen and stored sperm. The husband and wife may love each other very much and look forward to having a child to love, but in artificial insemination the acts by which the child is brought into being do not reflect this reality. Children have a right to be conceived by the act that expresses and embodies their parents’ self-giving love; morally responsible medicine can assist this act but should never substitute for it. 
What is wrong with in vitro fertilization (IVF)? 
IVF is a reproductive technology in which a new human being is conceived by joining egg and sperm in a glass dish, not in the mother’s body (“in vitro” is Latin for “in glass”). It further depersonalizes the act of generating a child, turning it into a technical process in a laboratory. This procedure is so far from a loving act of the spouses that it can even be used to conceive a child if neither of them is alive, for the body of neither one is involved in the act of generating this life once sperm and egg are obtained and stored. Because these embryos are deliberately created not in the nurturing environment of the mother’s body but in the poor substitute of a culture in a glass dish, the great majority of them die. Many couples have exhausted their savings and ultimately abandoned their efforts without ever having a live-born child from IVF. 
“When we realized there was a problem conceiving, we made the decision to try a more natural approach rather than IVF. We found the experience to be positive with a successful outcome, and we are now trying for our second child.” —Carol and Len Preston, Cinnaminson, New Jersey 
Does IVF lead to further risks and abuses? 
Yes. By “producing” new human beings in the laboratory, IVF divides the decision to welcome a new child into two separate decisions: whether to conceive this new human being, and whether to transfer him or her to the mother’s womb. This has tempted fertility doctors and couples to exercise various forms of so-called “quality control” through genetic screening, so that only the embryos who seem most viable or have the most desired traits are given an opportunity to implant in their mother’s womb. The embryos not selected are destroyed. Occasionally couples have discovered that doctors transferred the “wrong” embryo, conceived by another couple, causing distress for two families. The death rate of embryos conceived by IVF is so high that clinics routinely produce many of them and transfer several at once to the mother’s womb, hoping that one will survive. If more embryos than are wanted continue developing in the womb, many clinics offer “selective reduction” (targeted abortion) to eliminate the unwanted “extra” children. This can exact a terrible psychological toll on the couple, whose desire for a child has led them to a gravely immoral decision about taking the life of one or more children in the mother’s womb. Often embryos not used in a first attempt at pregnancy are frozen and stored for future attempts. This also poses a serious risk to their lives. When their parents have as many live-born children as they want, or abandon their efforts to have a child through IVF, the remaining embryos are considered “excess” or “spare.” Some are thrown away as laboratory waste, while others are abandoned indefinitely in a frozen state or slated for experimental purposes. The current debate about killing embryonic human beings on a large scale to “harvest” their embryonic stem cells arose partly because IVF clinics produced so many “spare” embryos, creating a terrible temptation for researchers to find a “use” for these human beings no longer wanted by their parents. Broader abuse is in the realm of science fiction at this point, although many scientists say it is possible and even should be welcomed: a “brave new world” in which human beings are tailored for genetic perfection, developed outside their mothers’ bodies, and pre-selected for given roles in society. This would be the ultimate step toward a very efficient society in which the idea of human dignity may seem obsolete. Each of these abuses is a natural outgrowth of the original decision to turn the begetting of a child into a manufacturing process. This threatens to turn what should be the unconditional love and acceptance of parents for their sons and daughters into something more tentative and conditional. In this situation a new life may be highly valued—as a way of meeting parents’ goals for family size, or of achieving other goals such as scientific knowledge—but this human life is not respected as human persons deserve to be respected. 
What is wrong with human cloning? 
Human cloning is the most extreme reduction of human procreation to a manufacturing process. It begins with the nucleus of a somatic (body) cell, or at least the complete genetic material of that nucleus, taken from a living or deceased human being. This is transferred into an egg cell to give rise to a new human being who is genetically identical to the donor of the body cell: a sort of delayed identical twin. This is truly asexual reproduction: it does not involve sperm; and because the egg cell is used without its nuclear DNA or genetic material, it may even be attempted using an egg from an animal rather than a human being. The goal is to produce—or even mass-produce—new embryonic human beings who are valued not for their own unique identities, but for the particular traits they may share with the donor of the body cell. The cloned human embryo is a living human being who deserves to be treated with full moral respect; yet in the act of being created not for his or her own sake but as a “copy” of someone else, he or she is treated as a thing or even a commodity, not as a person. This is a gross violation of human dignity. 
Do these technologies pose risks to women and to children who are born? 
Yes. IVF and cloning require surgically extracting eggs from women’s bodies, a process that generally begins with the use of powerful fertility drugs to make their ovaries produce many eggs at a time instead of one. Some women develop a condition called ovarian hyper-stimulation syndrome, which can further damage their fertility and lead to serious medical complications and even death. Children conceived by IVF, if they do survive to birth, have been found by some studies to have an increased risk of some serious birth defects. The cloning process is so unnatural and wasteful that it magnifies these risks further. Hundreds of eggs may be needed to produce even one live human embryo; animal trials have produced live-born offspring only very rarely, usually with serious health problems; and any attempt to bring a human child to birth from this procedure would pose grave risks to mother and child. 
Must couples with fertility problems abandon their hope of conceiving a child? 
Not necessarily. The male and female bodies are made to be able to procreate together. The challenge is to diagnose and address problems so these bodies can function as they should— and there is no moral problem in doing this, any more than there is in other medical treatments to restore health. Hormonal treatment and other medications, conventional or laser surgery to repair damaged or blocked fallopian tubes, means for alleviating male infertility factors, and other restorative treatments are available. The techniques of natural family planning (NFP) can also be used to locate the most fertile time of a woman’s cycle in order to maximize the chances of conceiving. These and other methods do not substitute for the married couple’s act of loving union; rather, they assist this act in reaching its potential to conceive a new human life.3 “Natural methods took the focus of conception away from the wonders of technology and back to the love between me and my husband, and I didn’t have any of the awful side effects from medication or treatments.” —Amy Cagliola Smith, Norristown, Pennsylvania 
If a couple cannot have children, can their marriage still have its full Christian purpose and meaning? 
Yes, of course. Spouses are called to be open to accepting a child from God. Despite the exaggerated promises of some fertility clinics, no one can guarantee that each couple will receive this gift. This can be a painful truth for couples who have longed to conceive and raise a child together. Their suffering should call forth the sympathy and support of others and of the whole Church. Yet, as Pope John Paul II has said, husband and wife in their love for each other can also learn to redirect their openness to children to become open to life in many other ways that are badly needed today: “to couples who cannot have children of their own I say: you are no less loved by God; your love for each other is complete and fruitful when it is open to others, to the needs of the apostolate, to the needs of the poor, to the needs of orphans, to the needs of the world” (Homily at Mass for families, Onitsha, Nigeria, February 13, 1982). 
What is the Church’s view of having a family through adoption? 
What about “embryo adoption”? The Church strongly supports adoption as a wonderful way to build a family. As Christians we should especially appreciate this, as we are all sons and daughters of God by adoption (Gal 4:5). Those who cannot conceive or bear a child who want to consider adoption should receive every assistance and support so this process can be successfully completed in ways that respect the dignity of everyone involved. Adoption is a gift to the child who receives a new family, to the new parents who receive a child to love and to raise, and to the biological parents who, in self-sacrificing love, have done all they can to provide their son or daughter with a good home and a bright future. Adoption also benefits society by contributing to a culture of life in which the inherent dignity of every child is recognized. 
“After three years of marriage and many doctor visits, we had to come to terms with the fact that we were infertile. Adoption then surfaced as the best way for us to open our hearts and home to welcome a child (or in our case, six children!) as a gift from God.” —Rob and Robin Laird, Omaha, Nebraska 
“Embryo adoption” refers to having an abandoned embryo transferred to the uterus of a woman willing to gestate this child to save his or her life. Many have asked whether this might be a legitimate way for conscientious couples to respond, in a potentially life-affirming way, to the terrible problem of thousands of abandoned embryos at IVF clinics in the United States. However, serious moral concerns have been raised about embryo adoption, particularly as it requires the wife in the adopting couple to receive into her womb an embryonic child who was not conceived through her bodily union with her husband. The Church’s teaching authority has acknowledged the moral concerns associated with this practice. The terrible plight of abandoned frozen embryos underscores the need for our society to end practices such as IVF that regularly produce so many “spare” or unwanted human beings. 
Conclusion 
The ability to cooperate with God to conceive and raise a child is one of the most inspiring and profound gifts that a man and a woman can receive. It stands to reason that some ways of responding to this gift respect the goods of married love and new life while others do not. Some solutions offered to infertile couples do justice to their dignity as individuals and as a couple, and to the full human dignity of their child, by helping their marital act to be life-giving. Others are morally flawed efforts to replace the marital act and are not worthy of the tremendous gift God offers to husband and wife by calling them together as spouses and parents. In short, procedures that assist the marital act in being procreative are morally acceptable, while those that substitute for it are not. 
“As I became more educated on what IVF entails, I realized the wisdom and beauty of the Church’s teaching in upholding my dignity as a woman and in safeguarding my personal health.” —Mary Louise Kurey, Chicago, Illinois God is love. Made in God’s image and likeness, we human beings are created by love and for love, called to share God’s unconditional love with each other and the world. Because marriage is the first and most basic human community of love, Pope John Paul II has called it “the primordial sacrament” (General Audience, October 6, 1982). This community, through its power of procreation, serves to continue God’s loving work of creation. Keeping this vision in mind, we can understand that some aspects of the vocation of marriage and parenthood cannot be delegated to others or replaced with technology. Because we are made in God’s image, we are called to imitate him by letting new life arise from the loving union that makes two persons “one flesh.” Children are not parents’ possessions to manufacture, manipulate, or design; rather, they are fellow persons with full human dignity, and parents are called to accept, care for, and raise them to be new members of God’s family and his Kingdom. Children deserve to be “begotten, not made.” In love, hope, and prayer, then, let us be open to God’s gift of life and love in marriage, with profound respect for the dignity of all God’s children. 
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Notes

1. Physicians define infertility as an inability to conceive after a year of regular intercourse without contraception. 
2. Rite of Marriage, no. 24, in The Rites of the Catholic Church, vol. 1 (New York: Pueblo Publishing, 1976). 
3. On methods that try to assist the couple’s marital act in conceiving instead of substituting for it, see “Reproductive Technology (Evaluation and Treatment of Infertility) Guidelines for Catholic Couples,” www.usccb.org/prolife/issues/nfp/treatment.shtml. 
Hand of hope
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A picture began circulating in November. It should be "The Picture of the Year," or perhaps, "Picture of the Decade." It won't be. In fact, unless you obtained a copy of the US paper which published it, you probably will never see it. The picture is that of a 21-week-old unborn baby named Samuel Alexander Armas, who is being operated on by a surgeon named Joseph Bruner. The baby was diagnosed with spina bifida and would not survive if removed from his mother's womb. Little Samuel's mother, Julie Armas, is an obstetrics nurse in Atlanta. She knew of Dr. Bruner's remarkable surgical procedure. Practising at Vanderbilt University Medical Center in Nashville, he performs these special operations while the baby is still in the womb. During the procedure, the doctor removes the uterus via C-section and makes a small incision to operate on the baby. As Dr. Bruner completed the surgery on little Samuel, the little guy reached his tiny, but fully developed, hand through the incision and firmly grasped the surgeon's finger. In a Time Europe article highlighting new pregnancy imagery that show the formation of major organs and other significant evidence of the formation of human life but a few days after conception, Dr. Bruner was reported as saying that when his finger was grasped, it was the most emotional moment of his life, and that for an instant during the procedure he was just frozen, totally immobile. The photograph captures this amazing event with perfect clarity. The editors titled the picture, "Hand of Hope". The text explaining the picture begins, "The tiny hand of 21-week-old fetus Samuel Alexander Armas emerges from the mother's uterus to grasp the finger of Dr. Joseph Bruner as if thanking the doctor for the gift of life." Little Samuel's mother said they "wept for days" when they saw the picture. She said, "The photo reminds us my pregnancy isn't about disability or an illness, it's about a little person". Samuel was born in perfect health, the operation 100 per cent successful. 

See http://www.snopes.com/photos/medical/thehand.asp 

The image accompanying the text quoted above is real in the sense that it is indeed a photograph taken during a revolutionary fetal procedure undertaken on 19 August 1999 to fix the spina bifida lesion of a 21-week-old fetus in the womb. The operation was performed by a surgical team at Vanderbilt University in Nashville which developed a technique for correcting fetal problems in mid-pregnancy by temporarily removing the uterus, draining the amniotic fluid, performing surgery on the tiny fetus, then restoring the uterus back inside the mother. The patient shown above, Samuel Armas, was the 54th fetus operated on by the surgical team; Dr. Joseph Bruner, the surgeon whose hands are pictured above, alleviated the effects of the opening in Samuel's spine caused by the spina bifida, a congenital disease that often leads to paralysis and other problems. Pictures from the surgery were printed in a number of newspapers in the U.S. and around the world, including USA Today, and thanks to the remarkable surgical procedure performed by the Nashville team little Samuel was born healthy on2 December 1999. 
[U.S.] Bishops Take a Stand  
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By Deal Hudson, CRISIS Magazine - e-Letter, May 7, 2004
With John Kerry and so many other pro-abortion "Catholic" politicians in the news these days, it's easy for us to get discouraged with our Church's leaders when we don't see them responding to the challenge these politicians represent. That's why it's so important for us to acknowledge those priests and bishops who DO stand up to defend the Faith. They need to hear how much we appreciate their witness to the Truth. And if they were assured of our public support, perhaps some of our more timid leaders would follow suit and stand up as well.

But even more than that, we laity need encouragement, too. All too often we let ourselves get bogged down in the bad news that surrounds us -- and I know there's plenty of it -- instead of stopping for a minute to acknowledge the many positive developments that go unnoticed.
So to that end, let me take the opportunity today to bring you some very encouraging words from a few bishops who have recently stood up to defend the Church's teaching on life issues... and the Catholic voter's responsibility to act accordingly. I think you'll enjoy the good news...
First, Archbishop John J. Myers of Newark released a wonderful pastoral statement on Wednesday titled "A Time for Honesty." In it, the archbishop does a fantastic job of explaining the Church's uncompromising support of life and what that means for the laity. He takes great care to emphasize our responsibility to form our consciences in light of the Truth and to be in full communion with the Church and Her teachings before presenting ourselves to receive the Eucharist. But I'll let Archbishop Myers speak for himself...
"There is no right more fundamental than the right to be born and reared with all the dignity the human person deserves. On this grave issue, public officials cannot hold themselves excused from their duties, especially if they claim to be Catholic. Every faithful Catholic must be not only 'personally opposed' to abortion, but also must live that opposition in his or her actions."
"Catholics who publicly dissent from the Church's teaching on the right to life of all unborn children should recognize that they have freely chosen by their own actions to separate themselves from what the Church believes and teaches." "To receive communion when one has, through public or private action, separated oneself from unity with Christ and His Church, is objectively dishonest. ...Because the Eucharist is the source and summit of our faith, the most sacred action of our Church, to misuse the Eucharistic symbol by reducing it to one's private 'feeling' of communion with Christ and His Church while objectively not being in such union is gravely disordered." And here's the section that has pro-abortion "Catholic" politicians in a panic...
"As voters, Catholics are under an obligation to avoid implicating themselves in abortion, which is one of the gravest of injustices. Certainly, there are other injustices, which must be addressed, but the unjust killing of the innocent is foremost among them." I don't think anyone could have said it better! 
I've always been impressed by Archbishop Myers' strong leadership, and this pastoral letter makes me grateful for his clear voice of reason in our Church. I encourage you to read the rest of the letter for yourself: You can find it here:  http://www.rcan.org/archbish/jjm_letters/ATimeforHonesty.htm. 
As you can tell, we at CRISIS are big fans of the Archbishop. In fact, he has an article in our current issue on the war between our Church and our culture. If you haven't read it yet, you'll definitely want to take a look. 
But Archbishop Myers isn't the only prelate who has recently defended Church teaching on this point. Just last Sunday, Bishop Samuel J. Aquila of Fargo, North Dakota gave a stirring homily on these same issues. Again, it's best just to let him do the talking:
"The Council Fathers [of Vatican II] went on to teach, 'Therefore, let there be no false opposition between professional and social activities on the one part, and religious life on the other. The Christian who neglects his temporal duties, neglects his duties towards his neighbor and even God, and jeopardizes his eternal salvation' (Gaudium et Spes, 43).  My sisters and brothers, 'pro-choice' Catholics, 'Catholics for a free choice,' must listen to 
those words, for they are the truth rooted in the Gospel of Jesus Christ.  Jesus Christ has taught us that we are to be the salt of the earth and the light of the world. We are to proclaim His Gospel, the Gospel of Life, to the world."
"As Jesus Christ posed the question to Peter, so, too, does He pose the question to each one of us, 'Do you love Me?'  If we respond with yes, then we must live that out no matter what the cost.  We cannot separate our professional life from our faith life.  We must always put the law of God above the law of man, especially as it concerns the dignity of the human person and the life of the unborn."
Even Theodore Cardinal McCarrick, who has been criticized lately, just wrote a letter to journalist Robert Novak, encouraging him to clarify the Cardinal's words in a recent Catholic News Service interview. The quote in that interview, which received a lot of publicity, made it sound as if the Cardinal thought the pro-life issue was merely one of many issues that Catholics should be worried about. 
But in his letter to Novak, he clarifies his position, saying, "The defense of human life, especially the life of the unborn child, comes first because 'without life you cannot have any other human values.' 
This position in favor of life and of the obligation to defend it is essential according to the constant teaching of the Church, and has always been my own constant teaching." He went on to explain that while we can't neglect other important social justice issues, human life "is the first principle on which all other rights depend."
I'm glad the Cardinal took the chance to clarify his position. I hope this e-letter picked up your spirits a bit. It's nice to have some good news now and again. 
One final thing: I'm going to send you a very important e-letter early next week. It'll address an issue in the Catholic world that has been at the root of a fiery debate recently. You may already know what I'm talking about... But if not, I'll explain fully next week. (I love cliffhangers.)  

Benedict XVI: The Pope and His Agenda

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/28889?eng=y EXTRACT

By Sandro Magister, Rome, April 20, 2005
Joseph Ratzinger re-proposed it in his last homily before the conclave: “being adults in the faith,” and not “children in a state of guardianship, tossed about by the waves and carried here and there by every wind of doctrine.” … 

HUMANAE VITAE

The encyclical of Paul VI forbidding artificial contraception produced one of the most serious ruptures between the papal magisterium and the practice of the faithful in recent decades. But today the focal point of the Church’s preaching has shifted: more than the pill and the condom, the Church’s attention is concentrated on the defense of every life from the moment of conception. The result is that even at the summit of the Church’s leadership calm discussions have begun again about the prohibition of “Humanae Vitae” as not definitive or rigid, but open to future corrections. Cardinal Georges Cottier, official theologian of the papal household, gave an authoritative first sign of a shift one month before John Paul II died: he admitted the use of the condom as a defense against AIDS, under accurately described special conditions. It is possible that the new pope will take further steps in the same direction.

New Study Shows Access to Contraceptives Doesn't Stop Unplanned Pregnancies

http://www.cultureoflife.org/2005/08/03/new-study-shows-access-to-contraceptives-doesnt-stop-unplanned-pregnancies-2/ 

August 3, 2005

A new report form the Alan Guttmacher Institute provides wide ranging statistics and demographic information on women who had abortions. In addition to reporting that abortion numbers continued to drop in 2001 and 2002, the report contains findings that may bolster arguments made by social conservatives on several different issues, including one finding that would indicate contraceptive use may not stop unplanned pregnancies. July 26, 2005
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A new report form the Alan Guttmacher Institute provides wide ranging statistics and demographic information on women who had abortions. In addition to reporting that abortion numbers continued to drop in 2001 and 2002, the report contains findings that may bolster arguments made by social conservatives on several different issues, including one finding that would indicate contraceptive use may not stop unplanned pregnancies.

The Alan Guttmacher Institute is the research arm of Planned Parenthood and openly supports abortion and widespread access to contraceptives. The report placed great emphasis on the fact that 48 percent of pregnancies in the US are unplanned. Of those unplanned pregnancies, 47 percent end in abortion, 40 percent are carried to full term and 13 percent end in miscarriage. Advocates of abortion often argue that to decrease abortions, unintended pregnancies must be reduced through increased access to contraceptives. But the Guttmacher Institute’s research indicates that 53 percent of women who have unintended pregnancies used a contraceptive method during the month they got pregnant.

The data also indicates that marriage plays a unique role as a protector of the unborn. According to the report, “Married women account for a lower proportion of abortions (17%), in part because they have low rates of unintended pregnancy,” but even in cases of unintended pregnancies, married women “are more likely than unmarried women to continue the pregnancy.” And cohabitation is not an adequate substitute for marriage. “About 25% of abortions occur among women living with a male partner to whom they are not married, although such women make up only about 10% of all women aged 15-44.”

The report also reveals that women choose abortion overwhelmingly for reasons other than health, or for extreme reasons. Only four percent of abortions are obtained as a result of rape, incest or for the health of the mother. Twenty-one percent of women said inadequate finances were the chief reason for their abortion; 21 percent said they were not ready for the responsibility; 16 percent said life would change too much; 12 percent said either they had problems with their relationship or were unmarried; 11 percent said they were too young; and eight percent said they already had all the children they wanted.

The numbers also confirm that abortion disproportionately affects minorities, especially blacks. In 2002, black women had 409,000 abortions accounting for 32 percent of all abortions. African-Americans make up 12 percent of the population. According to the report, black women “are more likely to resolve an unintended pregnancy through abortion.” Hispanics accounted for 20 percent of all abortions in 2002 though they make up 13 percent of the US population.

Analysis by the Guttmacher Institute “estimates that 1,303,000 abortions took place in the United States in 2001 – 0.8% fewer than the 1,313,000 in 2000. In 2002, the number of abortions declined again, to 1,293,000, or another 0.8%. The rate of abortion also declined, from 21.3 procedures per 1,000 women aged 15-44 in 2000 to 21.1 in 2001 and 20.9 in 2002.”

Billings method pioneer dead at 89 

http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/704/14.php 

April 3, 2007
Natural family pioneer and co-inventor of the method that bears his name, Dr. John Billings, died in Melbourne yesterday following a short illness. The Herald-Sun reports that Dr. Billings with his wife Dr. Evelyn Billings pioneered the Billings Ovulation Method in the 1950s, a system that helps women to identify their fertile and non-fertile states based on their menstrual cycle. Dr. Billings, a neurologist who served with the Australian Imperial Force as a doctor in New Guinea during World War II, studied in London following the war but returned to practice in Melbourne.

He later became the head of the neurology department of St Vincent's Hospital, the clinical dean of its clinical school at the University of Melbourne and, from the late 1960s until recent years, the hospital's consulting neurologist.
But the work for which he was most famous began in 1953, when he was approached by the Catholic Church's Catholic Marriage Guidance Bureau to devise a method for couples to regulate their fertility.
Dr. Billings and his wife have since spent more than 50 years researching fertility, and establishing WOOMB (The World Organisation Ovulation Method Billings International) in Melbourne as the centre for research and teaching the method around the world.
WOOMB director Marian Corkill said the Billings Method was taught in more than 100 countries including China, where it was the only natural fertility method accepted by the Government. "His work was incredibly important, it has had a global effect. "Australia has given people around the world a much greater understanding of fertility and it has given couples the opportunity to use that knowledge in a natural way to achieve or avoid pregnancy."
Dr. Billings travelled the world to establish teaching centres and train teachers to educate women and couples about the method. He was made a member of the Order of Australia (AM) in 1991 and also won a Papal knighthood for his work.
He is survived by his wife Evelyn, eight of his nine children and a growing family of grandchildren and great-grandchildren.

Better NFP promotion needed: Filipino lay leader says
Meanwhile, in the Philippines, Juliet Rivera, a lay leader of the Committee on Family Life Apostolate for Kalookan diocese, which includes Malabon city, has said that the Church must be more pro-active in promoting natural family planning methods. Speaking at a public family planning event, Ms. Rivera regretted a "cafeteria approach" to family planning promoted by NGOs which suggested "that artificial contraception is better because it's easier and more practical."
Rivera told UCA News that "activities like (the family planning event) must be a wake-up call for all members of the Church, to be proactive." She submitted a proposal paper in late 2006 to Bishop Deogracias Iniguez of Kalookan indicating the committee's plans for "family and life centres in every parish," she said.
The diocese has 26 parishes. According to Ms. Rivera, the bishop welcomed the suggestion. She hopes that "through our commission's new priest-coordinator, we can creatively propagate NFP."

Popping Balloons: Ten Reasons Not To Contracept
http://www.catholic-legate.com/popping-balloons-ten-reasons-not-to-contracept/ 

May 18, 2007 

1) Oral contraceptives are linked to breast cancer. 

In an NCI-sponsored study published in 2003, researchers examined risk factors for breast cancer among women ages 20 to 34 compared with women ages 35 to 54. Researchers analyzed data from 2,202 women who were diagnosed with breast cancer between 1990 and 1992, and 2,209 women who did not have breast cancer. The results indicated that the risk of breast cancer was significantly increased for women ages 20 to 34 who had used OCs for at least 6 months. The risk associated with OC use was strongest for women who had used OCs within 5 years of breast cancer diagnosis. Although also elevated, the risk was weaker for women over age 35 and those who used OCs for longer periods of time. (Source: (Source: National Cancer Institute). To read more evidence of this oral contraceptive-breast cancer link, click here.

2) It leads to other adverse health consequences. 

Hormonal contraceptives, besides being abortifacient, have horrific side effects for the women who use them. From high blood pressure to blood clots [Demulen 1993). Physicians Desk Reference, 2254], to heart attacks [Thorogood M, Mann J, Murphy M, Vessey M (1991)]. Is oral contraceptive use still associated with an increased risk of fatal myocardial infarction? Report of a case control study. [Br J Ob Gyn 98, 1245-1253], to migraine headaches, to menstrual problems after you quit taking the drug, hormonal contraceptives (the pill, Norplant, and Depo-Provera etc) can wreak havoc on a woman’s body. It is no coincidence that the rise in breast cancer followed ten to fifteen years after hormonal contraceptives first became readily available [RCGP Breast Cancer and oral contraceptives: Findings in Royal College of General Practitioners’ study.’ BMJ 1981; 282:2089-93]. It is also no coincidence that many women who have been on the pill for years and now want children, find they are now infertile [Rowland, R. Living Laboratories. Lime Tree, London 1992]. Infertility has become a national epidemic, with couples spending hundreds of thousands of dollars trying desperately to conceive. Unethical doctors continue to become wealthy prescribing contraceptives and then treating the side effects. [Source]. For further reading on other health complications: for women, click here and for men, click here and here.
3) It leads to the acceptance of pornography. 

According to New York Times Magazine’s cover story on May 18 called “Naked Capitalists: There’s No Business Like Porn Business”, pornography rakes in big bucks–with $10 billion to $14 billion in annual sales. The author of the article, Frank Rich, suggests that pornography is bigger than any of the major league sports, perhaps bigger than Hollywood. Porn is “no longer a sideshow to the mainstream…it is the mainstream,” he says. Which is why, disregarding for the moment the billions of dollars the pharmaceutical companies earn on contraceptives, the porn business has a lot to lose if contraception falls out of favour among the American public. The effects of pornography, of course, are well known as being a primary destroyer of family, marriages, and children, among many other adverse and tragic social consequences. 
Without contraception, there would be no pornography and no multi-billion dollar pornography industry. The laws recognized the connection between the two. The “actors” in the porn industry would not be able to function without contraceptive devices to ensure – or at least considerably minimize – the chances of pregnancy. This fact reveals much about the relationship between contraception and pornography. The fact that such an industry would rely so heavily on these devices for its very survival says more about how Westerners view sex than it does about the pornography industry itself. In other words, contraception is the sacramental of porn. Pornography could never exist without recourse to contraception.

4) It is a degradation of the sexual act and destroyer of mutual respect. 
By introducing foreign elements into the conjugal act, spouses frustrate God’s design by altering the whole unitive and procreative meaning of the sexual act. As a man continues to engage in such disordered acts, he begins to treat his wife as a means of self-gratification which, in turn, causes him to objectify her. She becomes an object to him instead of the subject of his devotion. Failing to understand her as a human person, he therefore becomes less and less patient with her failings and refuses to pardon them. He does this because his whole sexual relationship with her has become one of utility and function. Their relationship becomes one of mutual objectivization of their persons. He refuses to respect her created and natural image which too is created in the image and likeness of God. He sees one of the fundamental aspects of her person, her fertility, as something to be conquered and rendered harmless to him in order to abandon his duty to sacrifice for her and his offspring. He becomes an agent of masturbation and his wife is his instrument for doing so. His relationship to his wife, like his relationship to God, becomes sterile and eventually dies. Without the sacrificial component of the sexual act where both men and women give themselves up for the other, indeed completely abandon themselves in the other’s very person as he or she has been created, the sexual act becomes empty of its intended significance. And the fruit of this empty sex life is divorce, broken lives, and ruined families. Therefore, if the woman gets pregnant, the very act which was saying “no” is now faced with the biological reality of “yes”. And so there is disunity and strife between the act and will of the couple during sex on the one hand and the result on the other. There is no unity between the act (contra-life) and the fruit of that act (life). Creation is superseded and the results are usually disastrous. While not always true, abortion is the logical answer to failed contraception. The “no” in sex does not usually give way nine months later to the “yes” in birth. Within the contraceptive act, the couple is lying to one another about who they are. Instead of communicating themselves to one another as they were created, they are communicating to each other in a way they are NOT. 
In other words, the man is not giving himself over to his wife the way God had intended. He is giving himself over to his wife the way he wants to i.e. without his fertility. And just as few marriages can survive with one spouse continually telling the other spouse lies, neither can a man continually lie about who he is within the sexual act with no adverse consequences resulting within the relationship with his wife. Is it any wonder that divorce rates in Canada ballooned shortly after contraception was legalized? That is no mere coincidence, but rather an acknowledgement that few relationships can survive without respecting the truth of the human body as God has created it. Opposed to this, the Church teaches that we must respect the natural sexual order of fertility because She believes that God created us in His image which includes the power to pro-create; that is, to participate in His creation. As long as one respects the human body and its fertility as it was created by God, then one can choose to have sex when and how one wills, provided, of course, an openness to human life is present. Because contraception strikes at the heart of the conjugal act as God created it and because it strikes at the Trinitarian conception of who God is, the recourse to contraception is, in fact, an attack on the very image of God Himself and has therefore been rightly condemned as a grievous sin since the very beginning of Creation itself.

5) It increases pre-marital sex and ends up destroying marriage. 
In the 1950s, less than 25 percent of Americans thought premarital sex was acceptable; by the 1970s, more than 75 percent found it acceptable. Between 1960 and 1980, the marriage rate dropped by about 25 percent; the average age of marriage for both men and women rose steadily; and the number of divorced men and women jumped by 200 percent. All told, according to a study by Adweek magazine, single people as a percentage of the total American adult population rose from 28 percent in 1970 to 41 percent in 1993. (Source) Says Alex McKay, research coordinator at the Sex Information and Education Council of Canada, “The long-term trend since the 1970s is a gradual increase in the number of adolescents engaging in sexual activity.”…What’s more, an international sex survey conducted in 1999 by the condom manufacturer Durex revealed that the age at which Canadian youths become sexually active is among the lowest in the world: an average of 15, down from 16.6 in 1998. By the end of Grade 11, about half of all teenagers have had sex at least once, says Ruth Miller, a sexual-health educator with the public health department in Toronto. (Source)Only four years after contraceptives were first tested, researchers found that marriages in which contraceptives were used were twice as likely to end in divorce than marriages in which there was no contraceptive use[Grant, Ellen MD, “Sexual Chemistry: Understanding Our Hormones, The Pill, and HRT” Mandarin Paperbacks, London, 1994].In his letter to families in Familiaris Consortio, the late John Paul the Great explains the reason for this marital breakdown: “When couples, by means of recourse to contraception, separate [the unitive meaning and the procreative meaning] that God the Creator has inscribed in the being of man and woman and in the dynamism of their sexual communion, they act as “arbiters” of the divine plan and they “manipulate” and degrade human sexuality — and with it themselves and their married partner — by altering its value of “total” self-giving. Thus the innate language that expresses the total reciprocal self-giving of husband and wife is overlaid, through contraception, by an objectively contradictory language, namely, that of not giving oneself totally to the other (32).
6) It is inherently linked to abortion. 
Despite what the pro-abortion ideologues at the U.N.P.F.A and Planned Parenthood say, widespread availability of contraceptives leads to more abortions and not less. The statistics do not lie although they have been suppressed and ignored by the main stream liberal media. The reason for this connection between contraception and abortion is quite simple.

* Common mentality: When a couple engage in sexual intercourse and they use unnatural means to prevent pregnancy, they have consciously decided to act outside of nature and therefore outside of God’s created order and His will for them. In effect, they have arrogated the ultimate transmission of life to themselves. In doing so, they have fostered a mentality of no to human life. This mentality, being ingrained in their act and psyche throughout the sexual act, remains with them even when they discover that, despite their use of contraceptives, a pregnancy results. When a couple consciously chooses to reject life in the sexual act, it becomes easier for the mentality of no to take root afterwards. In more extreme cases, this destructive mentality follows its logical conclusion towards the destruction of their child through abortion. In other words, the mentality of no is consummated through abortion.

* Sociologically Similar: The Alan Guttmacher Institute, a research division of Planned Parenthood, indicates the following as the main reasons women offer for their abortions. “On average, women give at least 3 reasons for choosing abortion: 3/4 say that having a baby would interfere with work, school or other responsibilities; about 2/3 say they cannot afford a child; and 1/2 say they do not want to be a single parent or are having problems with their husband or partner” (Source). These are the same reasons given for the use of contraception.

* Same Legal Foundation: Both in the U.S. and in Canada, contraception was either legalized before or at the same time as abortion. In other words, they are ideologically inseparable and that inseparability plays out in law and jurisprudence. In the U.S., the so-called “right to privacy theory” which helped form the basis of the Supreme Court’s Roe vs. Wade decision legalizing abortion was itself first established by the repeal of the Comstock law ban on contraception. Although court opinions began to undermine this aspect of the Comstock Act in the 1930s, Congress did not actually delete references to contraception until 1971, two years before the Roe vs. Wade decision legalizing abortion. 
In 1992, the Supreme Court reaffirmed Roe in its Planned Parenthood vs. Casey decision, and explained that they could not remove the “right” to abortion from “people who, for two decades of economic and social developments, have organized intimate relationships and made choices that define their views of themselves and their places in society, in reliance on the availability of abortion in the event that contraception should fail” (505 U.S. 833, 835). 
In Canada, the association between contraception and abortion could not have been any more apparent. On May 14, 1969, Omnibus Bill C-150, the legislation decriminalizing contraception, abortion, and homosexuality, passed as law in Canadian Parliament (Votes: 149-55).

* Identical Results (in some cases): In some cases, oral contraceptives act as abortifacients. Several oral contraceptives are, in fact, abortifacients. The Pill as an abortifacient…

http://www.pfli.org/faq_oc.html 
http://www.spuc.org.uk/documents/papers/contraceptive-abortifacient.pdf 
http://www.quiverfull.com/birth_control/pill_abortifacient.html 
http://www.prolifephysicians.org/abortifacient.htm 
http://www.pregnantpause.org/abort/untold.htm 
http://www.freepregnancyhelp.com/ecp.html 
All oral contraceptives, Norplant, Depo-Provera, and IUDs can cause abortions before a woman even knows she’s pregnant.

7) It leads to the legitimization of homosexual acts and same-sex “marriage”. 
Contraception is the foundation for all of the social ills and problems our culture is experiencing since it ends up providing the beachhead for the war on the family. Along with abortion and pornography, same-sex “marriage” did not mysteriously appear. It found its footing in contraception since homosexual acts are also contraceptive in nature. Once the culture accepted the principle that heterosexual contraception was licit, it was only a matter of time before homosexual acts which are the logical extension of heterosexual contraception would also be accepted. Man cannot live in a contradiction for long. Either he will accept further evil to remain consistent with the first evil or he will revert back to his original view. But there cannot be two opposing rules for too long. If a heterosexual can have contraceptive sex, well, then, so can homosexuals. Both acts are unnatural and both acts are closed to life. It took same-sex “marriage” nearly forty years to enter Canadian society after contraception was legalized, but it happened. Indeed, if there has been a coherent and direct explanation of how same-sex “marriage” appeared virtually overnight, it has not been explained very much or very convincingly to the Canadian public by those who believe contraception is benign. How can we say that contraception has led to the recognition of homo-erotic sex? Contraception removes what makes a woman who she is – her fertility. And when one removes fertility from a woman during sex, one makes her – in a certain sense – another man. That is how, psychologically and morally, our culture has been able to slide into accepting same-sex “marriage”, as its collective attitude and consciousness toward homosexuality was weakened by its acceptance of contraception. 
A male sex partner is basically a sterilized woman. Contraception and sodomy are essentially the same thing since they both involve ejaculation in an environment that is CLOSED TO LIFE. And that is the reason that God condemns both acts. For the great majority of couples who contracept, of course, they do not consider it sodomy. But that does not change the fact that it is sodomy. A man having anal sex with a woman is not all that different from a man having anal sex with a man. The receptacle is an anus. Both acts are sodomy. And if the vagina is made a de facto place not all that different from her anus? What then? Is this not sodomy which goes by another name? A man having sex with a sterilized woman is, in fact, not having sex with a woman as God created her. He is having sex with a woman who has manipulated her fertility, or more to the point, had her fertility manipulated by a man – and created something else. And so, just as the devil apes God’s miracles, so does contraceptive sex ape real sex. It looks like real sex, but it’s not real. It is a lie with our bodies, just like pornography looks real but is a lie as well.

8) It is environmentally irresponsible. 
Widespread use of birth control pills are harming the environment through estrogen overload. Millions of women in the United States ingest excess estrogen every day in the form of birth control pills. Within 24 hours, the effluent from those 12 million doses ends up in our sewage systems. And then? The April 17 Scientific American reported results of a study warning that “many streams, rivers and lakes already bear warning signs that the fish caught within them may also be carrying enough chemicals that mimic the female hormone estrogen to cause breast cancer cells to grow.” “Fish are really a sentinel, just like canaries in the coal mine 100 years ago,” says Conrad Volz, co-director of exposure assessment at the University of Pittsburgh Cancer Institute’s Center for Environmental Ecology. “We need to pay attention to chemicals that are estrogenic in nature, because they find their way back into the water we all use.” According to the Freshwater Institute’s Fisheries and Oceans section, “The potent synthetic estrogens excreted by women taking hormone replacement therapy or birth control pills are not completely broken down in the sewage treatment process and are discharged into waterways.” While cautioning that the exact process of hormonal confusion is not yet clear, the Scientific American article continued, “But the [estrogenic] effects on the fish themselves were clear: the gender of nine of the fish [tested] could not be determined.” “Increased estrogenic active substances in the water are changing males so that they are indistinguishable from females,” Volz found. “There are eggs in male gonads as well as males are secreting a yolk sac protein. Males aren’t supposed to be making egg stuff.” (Source)

BOULDER, Colorado — When EPA-funded scientists at the University of Colorado studied fish in a pristine mountain stream known as Boulder Creek two years ago, they were shocked. Randomly netting 123 trout and other fish downstream from the city’s sewer plant, they found that 101 were female, 12 were male, and 10 were strange “intersex” fish with male and female features. It’s “the first thing that I’ve seen as a scientist that really scared me,” said then 59-year-old University of Colorado biologist John Woodling, speaking to the Denver Post in 2005. They studied the fish and decided the main culprits were estrogens and other steroid hormones from birth control pills and patches, excreted in urine into the city’s sewage system and then into the creek….Since their findings, stories have been emerging everywhere. Scientists in western Washington found that synthetic estrogen — a common ingredient in oral contraceptives — drastically reduces the fertility of male rainbow trout….“It’s going to start looking funny,” Harden said. “The radical environmentalist won’t eat a corn chip if the corn contacted a pesticide. But they view it a sacred right and obligation to consume synthetic chemicals that alter a woman’s natural biological functions, even if this practice threatens innocent aquatic life downstream.” (Source)

9) It is responsible for the demographic collapse of the West. 
As widely reported in the international media and even admitted to by certain organs of that oooba-liberal organization known as the U.N., much of the world is going into demographic shock. With the exception of the United States, most of the Western nations except Malta and a good part of the rest of the world is opting for senility rather than fertility. “And the hard data on babies around the Western world is that they’re running out a lot faster than the oil is. “Replacement” fertility rate–i.e., the number you need for merely a stable population, not getting any bigger, not getting any smaller–is 2.1 babies per woman. Some countries are well above that: the global fertility leader, Somalia, is 6.91, Niger 6.83, Afghanistan 6.78, Yemen 6.75. Notice what those nations have in common? Scroll way down to the bottom of the Hot One Hundred top breeders and you’ll eventually find the United States, hovering just at replacement rate with 2.07 births per woman. Ireland is 1.87, New Zealand 1.79, Australia 1.76. But Canada’s fertility rate is down to 1.5, well below replacement rate; Germany and Austria are at 1.3, the brink of the death spiral; Russia and Italy are at 1.2; Spain 1.1, about half replacement rate. That’s to say, Spain’s population is halving every generation. By 2050, Italy’s population will have fallen by 22%, Bulgaria’s by 36%, Estonia’s by 52%. In America, demographic trends suggest that the blue states ought to apply for honorary membership of the EU: In the 2004 election, John Kerry won the 16 with the lowest birthrates; George W. Bush took 25 of the 26 states with the highest. By 2050, there will be 100 million fewer Europeans, 100 million more Americans–and mostly red-state Americans. As fertility shrivels, societies get older–and Japan and much of Europe are set to get older than any functioning societies have ever been. And we know what comes after old age. These countries are going out of business–unless they can find the will to change their ways. Is that likely? I don’t think so. (Source: It’s the Demography, Stupid The real reason the West is in danger of extinction by Mark Steyn, Wall Street Journal, Jan. 4, 2006)

Other news reports on the demographic bust are reported below.

http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2006/jan/06013103.html 
http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2006/sep/06092706.html 
http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2006/nov/06110903.html 
http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2005/oct/05102501.html 
http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2006/jul/06070503.html 
The Left prefers not to deal with this uncomfortable reality since they are, by and large, not the ones reproducing anyhow. Cramps the lifestyle, don’t you know. So the job of acknowledging reality and taking responsibility for it falls on conservatives, as it always does. Somebody has to take responsibility and rarely is that a liberal.

But, while the talking heads in so-called conservative circles are admitting the problem, they just can’t bring themselves to acknowledge the elephant in the room. How many popular conservative commentators have fingered the problem? The frank answer is that not one of them have. None of them have the guts because they themselves practice it. It’s hard to point the finger at the REAL problem when a change in your own sexual proclivities are in order.

Find out when contraception was introduced. Track the number of births over the last 40 years. See a correlation?

Contraception -> fewer kids

Contraception -> abortion -> fewer kids

Contraception -> pornography -> fewer kids

Contraception -> divorce -> fewer kids

Contraception -> homosexual “marriage” -> fewer kids

Fewer kids under replacement level? -> End of civilization.

Any questions?
10) It leads to child abuse though so-called “sex education programs”. 
Exhibit A: New Brunswick Parents Incensed with Sex Ed for Kids

Marysville, New Brunswick, November 10, 2004 (LifeSiteNews.com) – Parents of grade 6 to 8 schoolchildren being subjected to explicit sexual education curricula attended a church hall meeting Monday night to express their concerns over the program. According to a Daily Gleaner report, seventy-five parents attended the forum, upset that the curriculum will arguably stimulate greater interest in sex among their children, rather than the intended consequence of reducing teen pregnancy and sexually transmitted diseases through so-called safe-sex education. 
Christian Action Federation of New Brunswick executive director Mary Thurrott made a presentation, emphasizing that the curriculum needs to discuss abstinence. “There is no idea of restraint taught to children,” Thurrott said, as reported by The Daily Gleaner. “It creates unhealthy curiosity. It is over-exposure. Too much too soon.” Thurrott described how sex education for young children was an idea that sprung from notorious sex researcher Alfred Kinsey’s 1940s and 50s substandard research, in which he claimed that “children are sexual beings.” She also blamed Planned Parenthood founder Margaret Sanger’s ideas, who promoted so-called sexual health by advocating for abortion and contraception among schoolchildren. “We are concerned about the safety of children,” Thurrott said. She said the new sex ed. program aims to recreate the child’s belief structure around sexual intercourse, rather than simply presenting the facts of life. The province claims the program resulted from a survey of 4,000 parents who said they wanted expanded sexual education for their children. Thurrott said the survey’s definitions of abstinence and sexual education were vague and misleading. “We question the bias of that survey,” she said.
Christians in India facing Major Decline because of Low Birthrate 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/christians-in-india-facing-major-decline-because-of-low-birthrate 

By Steve Jalsevac in Kerala, India, June 13, 2006 

In North America and Europe the two and now even one child family has been rapidly becoming the norm. This is not surprising considering the gross materialism, weak or corrupted churches and widespread rejection of Christian beliefs in the West. It has therefore been easy to convince the public to swallow population control propaganda. It is, however, much harder to understand how a still fervent, unified Christian minority in India with a high level of religious practice and thousands of young, faithful priests and sisters to serve them, is now also experiencing a rapidly plummeting, below replacement level birthrate.    
The lush southwestern Indian province of Kerala is relatively small by Indian standards. Its population of 31 million almost equals the entire population of Canada, but is only a small part of India's total population of over 1 billion. However, this state has a positive influence on the education and health care systems of the rest of India, far out of proportion to its size.
What is noticeably different about Kerala is the highly visible presence of Christians, especially Catholics, in the state, the exceptional friendliness and courtesy of its people and Kerala's strong family life culture. The still fervent Christians of Kerala, however, are facing a real danger that they will become practically extinct in a few generations because of their two-or-less child birthrate; this will certainly become an even lower rate later, as is happening elsewhere.


Startling Number of Christian Institutions
Traveling through Kerala one cannot help but be startled by the many Catholic churches, huge church halls, hospitals and many large schools and colleges in almost every town and city. They normally stand out as the cleanest, most well maintained and impressive buildings in their communities. 
These institutions serve all the people of Kerala, regardless of faith. Confident, cheerful religious sisters, often young and dressed in a variety of always crisp and clean traditional habits are frequently encountered going to and from their activities. In fact, the Syro Malabar Major Archbishop, Cardinal Varkey, told LifeSiteNews.com, there are over 70,000 very active sisters in this small Indian state. 253 priests were ordained last year in Kerala and Sunday mass attendance is over 90%. The Cardinal also stated that about 70% of the Catholic missionary personnel in the whole of India come from the Kerala Syro Malabar community. All this is an astonishing contrast to almost all developed nations, where Catholic vocations and the general practice of Christian faith have practically collapsed. Although Kerala has the highest number of Christians of any Indian state they are still an approximately 20-25% minority compared to Kerala's Hindus and Muslims, but an influential minority. This is because they have long been the most educated of Kerala's and India's citizens. Thanks to Church mass education efforts this was the first Indian state to achieve near 100% literacy. Everyone goes to school here.
The Church has existed here since A.D. 52 when the apostle St. Thomas landed on its shores. That is something the Syro Malabar eastern rite Catholics and the Orthodox Christians, who both date themselves back to St. Thomas, hold very dear. There are approximately 3.5 million Syro Malabar Catholics, 2 million Latin Catholics (300 years in Kerala) and perhaps 1 1/2 million non-Catholic Christians in the state. All appear to be fervent and active. 

Disturbing Contradiction
Despite the above, one cannot help note a disturbing contradiction: fervent Christians, but only one or two child families, and most commonly a boy and a girl in each family. Christian couples here, along with the Hindus, now clearly exclude God and their Church from having any role in determining the number or even sex of their children. New life has strict conditions attached to it. They are practicing not only contraception and sterilization but, in order to achieve the one boy, one girl norm among Hindus and Christians, abortion must be widely practiced. Catholic Church leaders are alarmed and practically resigned to what they see as the inevitable near disappearance of their flocks in India as a result of this demographic trend. They worry about the rapid rise of Islam because of the far higher Muslim birthrate. Kerala's priests and bishops do not know what to do. They say they have preached from the pulpits on this but it has not had any effect.

No Education Organizations, Programs or Media to Counter Propaganda
LifeSiteNews.com's interviews with several leaders provided more insight into the causes of this dilemma. We learned that there do not appear to be any education programs or lay or secular organizations to effectively counter population control and pro-abortion propaganda. The spiritual and moral is preached, but the practical and factual are not taught and do not appear to be understood by the leaders, let alone the general population. As in the West, government and media in India are overwhelmingly pro-population control and pro-abortion. However, there is no effective alternative media as now exists in the West. Internet access exists but its availability is extremely limited and of far poorer quality than in the West. So the public receives only the government (International Planned Parenthood) and media line. There is no choice whatever. Pro-life groups appear to be very sparse if they exist at all.

Implementing Education Programs Key to Reversing Situation 
There is hope therefore that the current trend can be at least partially reversed. Indians, both Christian and Hindu, who co-exist remarkably well with each other in Kerala and with the Muslims, could benefit greatly from the formation and implementation of well-developed education programs about the real purposes, flawed arguments and enormous harm of international de-population programs. Education about the realities and harm of abortion are also crucial. The schools especially would be the place to present such factual programs to inform the new generations who would convey that information to their parents and to the wider community. Because of the genuine fervor and internal unity of the Christian Churches and close cooperation among all faiths, such programs could have far more success here in Kerala than in the West. This writer believes that India's Christians and their fellow citizens of like mind still have a window of perhaps 5 to 10 years before their way of life and all its enormous benefits to India will begin its inevitable wrenching collapse if current trends continue. Follow up reports will provide further insight on this issue as well as report the in-person interviews with Major Archbishop Cardinal Varkey, a small city parish priest, and a protestant pastor in another small community.
Note:  It is difficult to obtain an accurate estimate of the total number of Christians in all of India. Government, church and media estimates that we have seen vary from 1.8% to a high of 4% as reported in The Hindu newspaper this week. 
 

Priest Says Kerala Catholics Use “Whatever Savage Method They Can” to Limit Children

http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2006/jun/06061303.html
Part II of special report from Kerala, India by Steve Jalsevac, Thodupuzha, India, June 13, 2006  

Fr. Matthew is an assistant pastor at St. Sebastian’s Syro Malabar Catholic Church in Thodupuzha, South Kerala. It is a small, but typically very active South Indian city with a population of 25,000. 1200 families belong to the parish, which has large schools associated with it as well as a huge parish hall for frequent parish functions. Many parishioners and at least several sisters attend daily mass at 6:30 every weekday morning. The four Sunday Masses are filled to overflowing and parishioners fully participate in the Mass, men on the left, women on the right. 

Fr. Matthew told LifeSiteNews that the faith is fervent here and local Catholics overwhelmingly have a strong affiliation with their Church community. Family bonds are also strong as they arrive two to four members riding on one motorcycle or by bus, walking or by motor rickshaw or a few by car. But not all is as well as it seems.

Christians Swallowed Government Line That Population Control Is a Virtue
A government act of 1972 allowed unborn children to be killed for any reason whatever and established financial and other incentives for Indians who accepted sterilization. Families of more than two children were actively discouraged and often penalized. Population control was promoted as a virtue and, contrary to their faith teaching, says Fr. Matthew, most Catholics bought into the falsehood and actually see it as a virtue. The two child family is the norm, the trend towards one-child families is beginning, and the young curate and his vicar (pastor) are very concerned about the future of the Church in Kerala. The assistant pastor is bright, young, enthusiastic and seemingly well-liked by his parishioners as he in turn loves them. He says that from the pulpit the priest has considerable influence – except when it comes to moral matters. “In our homilies we tell them that children are from God, they are a gift to the family, to the nation,” he says.

However, on moral matters, he says, “there is a deep-rooted connection within the minds of the lay people that the church is always ultraconservative… No matter what the church says, teaches, proclaims, whatever the Pope proclaims, whatever the Pope teaches it is always ultraconservative. So if birth control is practiced we will always be branded as ultraconservative.” St. Sebastian parishioners and Catholics throughout Kerala do not want to be seen as odd or rebellious or out of step with the wider population. The curate explained “In a multi-cultural society people do not like to be branded as ultraconservative. You want to be branded as modern. When we follow the Catholic moral doctrines we will be branded as ultraconservative.” As well, Fr. Matthew explains that in Kerala society, sex is considered a very private matter. So the crucial issues of abortion, sterilization, contraception and natural family planning are not discussed. It is considered especially inappropriate for a priest to preach about them. 

No Movement in India to Expose the Harm of Population Control
The two priests of the parish understand that there never really was a population explosion in India. There was poverty, injustice, corruption, lack of infrastructure and so on. Fr. Matthew told LifeSiteNews “How will the population explode. It will never explode because it is a human resource. It will multiply and whenever they multiply they will produce something.”

We asked him why his parishioners don’t understand that. He responded “There is no movement in India to expose the harm of population control. Our social activists don’t give their attention to this field.” 

When asked what methods his parishioners use to limit their families to two children, and usually a boy and a girl, he responded, “whatever savage method they can”.

The young curate said he feared the Catholics of India will repeat the Parsi syndrome. The Parsis were a small but highly educated, influential and relatively wealthy sect in India in the past. But they stopped having children and eventually became extinct in India. All Christians currently compose only 2 to 4 per cent of the Indian population.

Kerala Will Have to Start Importing Workers in 10 to 15 Years
A large percentage of Kerala’s citizens emigrate to other countries after they have completed their education. In fact, as reported in Indian news on June 10, the small state of Kerala currently has the highest number of people emigrating of all Indian states. Fr. Matthew explains, “Western countries have a shortage of population to do jobs and look after their old people so they import people from India to do those jobs. Many Kerala people emigrate to those countries to do that work. The same problem will be faced in Kerala in 10 or 15 years. The people who are in their 50s now will not be looked after by their children.” Actually, 10 to 15 years may be too optimistic. In another town LifeSiteNews was invited to the rural home of the owner of an Internet café. He showed that already there are too few people around his home to plant and till the fields and plantations. Many fields are being let go.

Fears Pan Islamic Trend Will Lead to Muslim Domination
There are concerns about the growth of the Muslim community which has recently surpassed the Kerala Christians in population and which ignores government efforts to decrease population. 

Fr. Matthew explained that today “The Muslim community of India has their Pan Islamic slogan, ‘We will overpower you by outgrowing you’. Within 20 years they will overpower all other communities. They will not respond to the call of the national edicts. There was a time in India when we were taught that population control was a virtue, but even then the Muslim community did not respond positively. I would say that the response of the Christians was more positive. We should co-operate with the national agenda of course but we should not obstruct the plan of God.” As for Kerala’s Catholic Church leaders and institutions, there appear to be very few, if any, rebellious priests, religious or bishops supporting the sexual revolution as is so very common in the West. Fr. Matthew and others explained that “The Catholic Church in Kerala is unified on this (opposition to population control, support for moral teachings). It has only one voice.” 

And so it seems that indeed is the case. And that’s why there is real hope that India’s Catholics and other Christians can still be convinced, given serious new efforts by Church leadership and lay groups, that it is in their own personal best interest and their survival as a people to reject the culture of death and its lies.

Kerala Cardinal Says “Loose Catholic Doctrine” From West Has Influenced Indian Catholics to Accept Contraception
http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2006/jun/06061507.html, http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2006/jun/060615a.html 
By Steve Jalsevac, Cochin, Kerala, June 15, 2006
Part III in this series will report the LifeSiteNews in-person interview with Syro Malabar Major Archbishop Cardinal Varkey Vithayathil at the Archbishop’s House in Kochi.

In the southern Indian state of Kerala, Cardinal Varkey Vithayathil is the leader of the state’s largest Christian denomination, the Syro Malabar Catholic Church. On May 30 LifeSiteNews visited the Cardinal in the official Archbishop’s House in the city of Cochin, the commercial capital of Kerala. 
Following are excerpts from the interview which focused on life and family:

LifeSiteNews: We have seen that there is a very strong Catholic presence in Kerala, unusually strong.

Cardinal Varkey: The strongest in India

LifeSiteNews: Yes, and very fervent Catholics also. We went to mass and the masses were full and the people participated fully. 

Cardinal Varkey: That is very true

LifeSiteNews: But, one thing we noticed is that every family seems to have only two children and it seems be frequently a boy and a girl and naturally the question is, “How do these two reconcile themselves”- fervent Catholics, yet only two children and where is this leading to since it is a below replacement level birthrate? With our experience on these issues it seems that it is going to lead to the disappearance of the Christians and the rise of the Muslims.

Cardinal Varkey: That’s very true but we are aware of that, we cannot do anything about it. The Muslims are 6, 8 children. They can even have more than one wife. So, they are a minority in India but in Kerala they are becoming almost the second biggest number and in another 20 years Kerala will be, at this rate of children, becoming an Islamic state because the Hindus are also not prolific. Kerala is a very educated state. Where there is high education the number of children go down.

LifeSiteNews: The other thing we noticed in discussions with people is there does not appear to be information to balance the influence to have these very small families. It’s not only economics, we are told that many of the Catholics have accepted the direction of the state that India must reduce its population in order to be successful.

Cardinal Varkey: I don’t think so. Our Catholic families, they are very Catholic, many have houses like a monastery. Up to about 50 years ago, and myself I am from a family of 8 children, 12 children was very normal. There is an erosion first of all, in that kind of faith. In those days they had more joint families so they would support one another, different brothers would stay in the same house as the family, they prayed together and so on like that. Now we have these atomic families, single families, and also under the influence of the media and so on there is an erosion of faith. But they go to church and in Kerala attendance at mass is practically 90% at Sunday mass. I don’t think anybody would miss Sunday Mass, they go to communion and all that but regarding after Humanae Vitae (Pope Paul VI’s encyclical affirming the Church’s traditional ban on birth control), you know, there were protests from Catholics, even Bishops in different countries, because Kerala people are aware of what is happening in the rest of the world. We learned that even many Catholic priests in the West are unhappy about Humanae Vitae and it was being said that it is a matter to be left to the conscience of the couple, that they can use contraceptives. Abortion, of course not. Some do that but very few. 

But contraception became common because of the influence of loose Catholic doctrine coming from Western countries. So that thing has influenced the people and they won’t say it in confession because they say it’s ok because each one decides it in conscience. Nobody openly challenges Humanae Vitae but no priest also talks about it. So, it is not being discussed, but Pope John Paul said you must form your conscience according to the teaching of the church.

LifeSiteNews: How is natural family planning used here, if at all?

Cardinal Varkey: I don’t think many have any faith in that. Some say they don’t want to risk having a child through natural family planning. They want to be sure. There are many following natural family planning and probably a lot of them are successful in limiting their family. 

Now to educate more than two children an average person has a difficult time and then also our new, younger ladies are not like the older women of great faith and so on. And our older women and mothers, they work for their family. They live for their children. They will go to pray in the church, morning mass, if possible, every day and go back and do the chores for the family. ….So, that kind of life is gradually going away. 

LifeSiteNews: They have gone from the past way to the present much more liberal one. Is it possible that they could come back to some balance between the two?

Cardinal Varkey: It depends. We are trying. We have declared that this will be a year of the family. And now there is an all-out effort to save the family, which is the basic unit of the Church and of society, so this year is the year of the family for us in Kerala. We are trying. Whether they will have more children, I have my doubts because now often husband and wife are working. Before the wife never took any work away from the household duties and family.

LifeSiteNews: The type of life they want to maintain now has a much higher standard than it had before.

Cardinal Varkey: Yes, there is a little craze for becoming rich, for all the comforts that the modern life has to offer them they must have money.

LifeSiteNews: We have pro-life organizations in North America. Do you have pro-life organizations here?

Cardinal Varkey: Yes, in India we have it but still in India even Catholics are aborting children.

LifeSiteNews: In the schools, you have so many schools, do they teach on these issues in the schools?

Cardinal Varkey: No.

LifeSiteNews: Why not?

Cardinal Varkey: See, talking about sex, sex education is rather poor in India. This is something very private, you know. Nobody talks about sex, you know even among the Hindus we do not talk about the plain truths about sex and the sex life. Now there is a bit of an improvement, sometimes. So children pick up their knowledge of sex from other sources, from the government and something like that. Parents never say a word to their children about sex.

LifeSiteNews: But in high school and beyond high school, at that age, it would be more appropriate to discuss at least the issues of population control and abortion and the real reasons why these are being pushed, the serious flaws in the arguments and the harm they cause. That is not so much sex education as very interesting and useful information and facts that most people would be interested to learn. The students would then tell their parents and then the wider community, Hindus and others. Everyone could benefit (at this point LifeSiteNews gave the Cardinal copy of the 54 page LifeSiteNews Special Report, The Inherent Racism of Population Control https://www.lifesitenews.com/waronfamily/Population_Control/Inherentracism.pdf). This useful report covers one issue, population control, and the real reasons it is being pushed in the world and the poor foundation of arguments favouring it. There is much more information on other issues as well that you could obtain from LifeSiteNews.

Cardinal Varkey: In India, the Hindus and so on, they hate this idea of limiting population. They regard each human being as a gift of God - Hindus more than Catholics. So Indira Gandhi lost elections because of that. Her son was promoting sterilization. She was very popular but when they heard this sterilization was being encouraged they voted against her. That was the main reason. I don’t know if the world knows it. She lost the election. Then she came back again afterwards. Can you imagine, throwing out a lady just because of sterilization? That was 1977.

Today Sonia Gandhi doesn’t speak much about it. She won’t openly speak about it. She’s Italian and a Catholic and so on

LifeSiteNews: In Kerala, what is the percentage of Catholics? 

Cardinal Varkey: Now, it is fast decreasing. Now I think it is maybe 16%. The total Catholic population of India is only 1.8% but in Kerala we are maybe 5 or 6 million. In spite of this erosion of faith under the influence of media, Western influence, there is still strong Catholic living, there may be many practicing contraception, abortion, maybe some, but still we are ordaining about 253 priests per year this small church, and we have about 70,000 sisters. Half of them are working in the Latin rite. About 70% of the missionary personnel in the whole of India comes from the Syro Malabar community. In Kerala the Syro Malabars number 3.5 million. The Latin Church is of recent origin, only three centuries or so. There are about 2 million Latin Catholics in Kerala. We have a traditional Indian philosophy which we inherited because we are Hindu converts from long ago. But how long it will last I don’t know. There is a big onslaught of TV, media, making it so worldly attractive. But in spite of that the Church is very vigorous because we have about 4500 catechism teachers in my diocese, lay people and sisters. So in each diocese a good catechesis is going on. As for a pro-life movement, we will try our best, we will try our best. I am told that Muslim girls, from an early age are told you must have 8 children. More than 8 children, it’s a special blessing of Allah. We don’t do anything like that. But there is such a deep peace from having a larger family.

Yesterday, was my birthday, 79th birthday. In my family there were 8 children. Every day we would go for mass, that was a must, but we were not forced. And the love among the children, some are in England, some in America, some here, it is something wonderful when we come together. We have such strong family bonds of love. The world cannot understand this. 
Part IV:
Indian Church Leaders Respond to Anti-Christian Violence and “Forced Conversion Laws”
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/indian-church-leaders-respond-to-anti-christian-violence-and-forced-convers
June 20, 2006 
Indian Cardinal Says Forced Conversion Laws Really about Stopping All Conversions
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/cardinal-varkey-says-forced-conversion-laws-really-about-stopping-all-conve 
June 20, 2006 
India Pro-Life Leader Explains How West Hurts India with Imposed Population Control 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/india-pro-life-leader-explains-how-west-hurts-india-with-imposed-population  

By John-Henry Westen, Muringoor, India, August 17, 2006 

Earlier this month LifeSiteNews.com sat down with Sunny Kattukaran, the leader of a pro-life group in India known as Trust God (Pro-Life) Ministry.  

Firstly, Kattukaran explained the group's evolution from anti-abortion to pro-life, from a focus on opposing abortion to a focus on promoting openness to God's gift of life. He explained that even in his own family, that struggle was present.  After a few years of marriage he and his wife were blessed with two children. But then, recalls Kattukaran, his wife was pressured by her family not to have more children, even to use sterilization.  

Although he wanted to have more children he did not insist, but also encouraged his wife to refrain from sterilization. He explained that after a few years the children were attending school and his wife began to have nightmares and she felt she may need psychological counselling. Kattukaran however encouraged her to be open to life. Despite family pressures she consented and with her third child came an understanding of the beauty of life and God's providence in taking care of His little ones. The family is now blessed with four children and prays to be blessed with another child even though his wife is already in her mid-forties. Beyond the first recorded command of God to man "Be fruitful and multiply" (Gen. 1:28) there are many practical reasons for being open to life, says Kattukaran. 
He explains how the economy in the southern state of Kerala is now suffering due to an ageing population and a lack of population growth which has farmers left with surplus crops in their fields. To those who suggest overpopulation of India, Kattukaran replies that the most recent statistics show India with a population density of 313 people per square km.  

"Whereas in Singapore it is 6926 per square km, and in Hong Kong it is 6901 - and for them it is good," he said.  "But for India we are at ground zero. They say that we are poor, no, we are rich."
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Kattukaran says that Western ideology on population control has affected Indian families but they have also been coerced to keep their population down. He explained, "the Americans, the UN and other funding agents, when they release some funds as loans they ask our statistics on birth control, and insist on family planning criteria, only then do they pump money." "Our politicians," he says, "take that money and promise" to carry out the population control agenda, some believing falsely that it is for the benefit of the people.  

Kattukaran and his group point to contradictions even in textbooks regarding the so-called 'need' for population control.  One school text referred to by one of Kattukaran's colleagues records in one chapter that India produces three times as many grains and six times as many fruits as can be consumed by its population. Yet, another chapter says population control is necessary for sustainability in terms of food production. 

The researchers at Trust God Ministry note that corruption both at the local and international level are artificially keeping India economically unstable and dependent. Kattukaran explained that from 2002-2004 India exported 41 million tons of food as cattle feed at a meagre cost. But under the UN's GATT (General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs) they were compelled to import the same amount of food. However it was imported at seven times the cost. 

Trust God Ministry is looking to break the negative cycle of depopulation. They are bringing families which have been open to life into public view, demonstrating how God has blessed them and provided for their large families. 

Published in the Konkani Catholics yahoo group digest no. 288/3. 

Re: Pro-Lifer on How West Hurts India with Imposed Population Control
Posted by: "prabhu" konkanicatholics@gmail.com  Date: Sat Aug 19, 2006 11:33 pm (PDT)
Dear friends, We were privileged to have Sunny and his mum as our guests about a couple of months ago. 
I was greatly impressed by him & TrustGod Ministries. We talked for hours about it, and Catholic ignorance of genuine Biblical family "planning" by TrustingGod.
He and his wife and 4 kids live by faith. They could have chosen a much more "comfortable" life had they so wished. 
Few Catholics however will stand by their ministry. TrustGod do not even accept the Billings method or 'natural' family planning and explain from the CCC to defend their position. I was obliged to agree with them that if one TRULY TRUSTED GOD, couples would not even use the "safe" period etc. to "plan" their children.  
(Since someone on this forum had once ridiculed the name) now you know why their ministry is called TRUSTGOD. If anyone wants to know about them, they can write back to the forum. -Michael Prabhu
Mission India: LifeSiteNews.com’s journey to India
http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2006/aug/06081803.html 

By John-Henry Westen Editor, LifeSiteNews.com, August 18, 2006

LifeSiteNews.com director Steve Jalsevac found himself in India seeking health treatments a couple of months ago, but the trip was more of a learning experience of the Indian state of Kerala’s strong Christian culture. However, not long after being there, Steve noted with dismay the lack of children even among strongly Christian families. The numbers of children being born to Christian families, which in all India represent a mere 2-4% of the population and in the southern province of Kerala represent about 19%, was discovered to be not even close to replacement rate. The trend of families having only one child was quickly replacing the already below replacement rate of only two.
After discussions with Christian leaders in India regarding these matters he wrote several articles about what he realized would be the impending inevitable collapse of Indian Christian society if the situation did not change drastically. 
Shortly thereafter I was asked if I’d be open to going to India to speak at the Divine Retreat Centre, the world’s largest Catholic retreat centre which runs conferences and retreats for hundreds of thousands of people each and every year. Pro-life, with a strong emphasis on openness to life was the topic I was requested to speak on.

I was scheduled to speak to a couples’ conference, and a youth conference being held at the centre and then another couple of conferences and meetings being held in surrounding areas. A total of nearly 10,000 would hear this message of openness to life.
My wife Dianne travelled with me with our baby Lucas, the youngest of seven children, accompanying us. The remainder of the Westen clan were evenly divided between grandparents.

The trip was an adventure from just before we left until we returned a few weeks later. The week prior to our departure was a very lively one with all of the children coming down with flu, and baby Lucas taking a frightening tumble down the stairs on the day of our departure.

We flew from Toronto to London England, and from there to Dubai, in the United Arab Emirates, and finally to Cochin in Kerala - a journey of about 26 hours. The adventure began in earnest in Toronto as we were informed we had to repack our luggage due to overweight baggage. Our baby-food had to be repacked into boxes. 
In London we were informed that our bookings on our connecting flight had somehow been cancelled, and we would have to wait for over three days in the airport for the next available flight -a rather upsetting prospect especially since most of our baby supplies were now in boxes which were checked luggage. Although all the other passengers for the flight had arrived at the airport and checked their luggage, somehow one family did not turn up at the gate. After delaying the flight over half an hour, airport officials took the family’s luggage off the plane and allowed us to board in their stead. Providentially this afforded us extra seating so that the baby could sleep peacefully on the 7+ hour flight.

In Dubai we had another adventure getting separated and having a hard time finding each other in the massive airport. Our mission there had been to ensure that our luggage was still with us given the booking mishap we’d experienced in London. With the assurance that all was fine we continued onto the next flight to Cochin where we found our luggage had not made the trip. It arrived the following day and we began our journey.

The first thing that startled us about India was the driving. Beyond driving on the left side of the road, traffic seems to know no boundaries as what would normally pass for a one lane road here is often used as if it were a four lane highway in Kerala. The horn seems to be a method of incessant communication with drivers, not in a menacing or threatening way as it is used in Canada, but as a means of letting others know your whereabouts.

Striking too was the preponderance of cattle seemingly pegged to every bit of available grassland, even the small grassy divisions between roads. Some were not tethered and roamed freely and unaccompanied along roadways.

The condition of many of the roads was deplorable with potholes filled with murky water, sometimes so large as to make a pond out of the road. The side-walks with gaping holes made our efforts in lugging our stroller from Canada an exercise in futility.

The heat, an average 35 Celsius, was aggravated considerably by high humidity, but helped by frequent rains which offered a temporary cool-down.

However, the beauty was truly breathtaking. The lush green everywhere, with coconut, mango and rubber trees covering the landscape was a welcome sight. The mountains and hills topped, not with white caps as in Canada, but deep, tropical green, were simply stunning.
The beauty and friendliness of the people was also fascinating. This was especially true regarding their great love for babies. We could hardly get two blocks with our ten month old without being approached by several women and also men cooing over and some asking to hold the baby. A situation the baby took a fancy to more quickly than his parents.

Visits and interviews with pro-life and religious leaders took up the first few days after adjustment to the time change was complete.

See articles based on those meetings and interviews:
Indian Cardinal Warns Catholics it is Sinful to Refuse God’s Gift of Children Without Grave Reasons
http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2006/aug/06081502.html
Indian Catholic Prelate Sees Faith in India Drying Up Within 20 Years
http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2006/aug/06081601.html
Stay tuned for parts 2 and 3 of LifeSiteNews.com’s Mission to India coming up next week.

Mission India: A New Openness to Life 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/lifesitenewscoms-mission-india-a-new-openness-to-life  

By John-Henry Westen Editor, LifeSiteNews.com, August 18, 2006
This a continued report of the travels and experiences of myself and my wife Dianne on our recent journey to India. 
Our arrival at the Divine Retreat Centre in Muringoor - Potta, Kerala was awe-inspiring. The many buildings and facilities, enough to house and feed tens of thousands at a time, have all been afforded solely by free-will donations. And that was only the English section. Across the road was another, even larger, centre serving the people in the native tongue of Malayalam. Over 10 million people have attended retreats at the centre since 1990. Every week, year round, anywhere from 15,000 to 40,000 people attend a retreat and are all housed and fed by the centre. The schedule for the participants was, by Western standards, grueling. A 5:30 am wake-up call left an hour to arrive at the first prayer and praise and worship session. At 7:30 am the first talk began with a breakfast from 8:30 – 10 am. Another praise and worship session followed and then from 10:30 am - 11:15 another talk. A short 15 minute break was followed by another praise and worship session, which immediately preceded another 45 minute talk bringing us to 12:30 and lunch. At 2:30 pm we were at another praise and worship session for half an hour followed by a panel discussion lasting till 4:15 pm. Tea and snacks were available till 5:45 pm. Another 15 minutes of praise and worship got things rolling again with an hour and a quarter devoted to a Mass thereafter. Immediately following Mass was an adoration session with guided meditations lasting an hour. And an 8:15 pm dinner was available in the eating halls. 
After dinner, musical entertainment brought us to 10 pm, after which there was a silent prayer session for half an hour lasting till 10:30 pm.   
Such were the daily schedules at the retreat centre. The praise and worship sessions were accompanied by very professional and entertaining musicians, some of whom had been international rock stars prior to their conversions to this exclusive service to Christ. The speakers too were professional and motivating. They were full of energy and able to keep the youth spell-bound. The prayer sessions were markedly charismatic with much raising of hands and many Hallelujahs. There was however no perceptible showmanship in all this, but a sincerity of faith and love for God which was striking. Watching many young people weep in silent prayer sessions out of love for God and repentance of their sins was a sight I will cherish for many years to come.
Needless to say sleep came easily after the busy day.   
I was to deliver three talks at the centre and two at other locations in Kerala. My main subject, openness to life, was one that struck to the heart of most of my listeners since, despite being very faithful, the vast majority had only one or two children, or came from families where they were an only child or had only one sibling. The talk I was to give to the youth, some 5000 of them, was on a Thursday- the day of fasting. The fast takes place on Thursday in remembrance of the attempt to poison the attendees at the retreat centre some eight years ago. Anti-Catholic radicals had stolen into the retreat centre posing as pilgrims, and poisoned the food. However one of the centre’s founders, a Fr. Matthew Naickomparambil, who was in another city at the time, had a vision that the food was poisoned. He called the retreat centre before the meal was served and asked them to feed some of the food to the dogs first. The dogs all died some short time later. The centre dumped all the prepared food and all the attendees had to go without food that Thursday. The lives of 16,000 pilgrims were spared that day. My talk was scheduled for 3-4 pm, the last hour before the fast was ended with the serving of tea and snacks. The youth were nevertheless very attentive and incredibly respectful. 
I asked them who could tell me God’s first command to man. After many began to answer the first of the Ten Commandments, I informed them that this command predated the Ten Commandments; it was in fact given immediately after God created Adam and Eve according to the Biblical account. In the first chapter of the Scriptures in Genesis 1:28 God tells Adam and Eve after their creation: “Be fruitful and multiply”. 
I noted the abortifacient nature of the birth control pill, the morning after pill and the IUD, which came as news to many. I also brought up condoms and sterilization and the fact that they close off God’s action in lives. Even natural family planning, when practiced with a contraceptive mentality, was problematic in this regard. Being the father of seven children, I shared with them the decision my wife and I had come to - that of being open to God’s design on our fertility. We practiced “Super-natural family planning”. The thousands of young people and couples in attendance had been asked by all the speakers, and priests to abandon themselves to God. That same abandonment could be practiced regarding sexuality as well.   
These short remarks stirred the crowds at all of the talks, and the pregnant sense of questioning was in the air. They knew and understood that in certain extreme cases of medical necessity or psychological and emotional necessity natural family planning was perfectly fine, but they understood too, that beyond that most were called to be open to life. However, how were they to educate their children properly, to afford them life’s good things, while having many children? 
Our own example and that of the many large families I am blessed to be associated with provided some answers and examples. However, those cases were from relatively affluent Canada, and this was India where poverty still existed, where health care and education, wages, and opportunity were not nearly as abundant. How can we feed a large family here? The only answer is trusting in Providence. The large families in Canada experienced similar questions and concerns, even in the more affluent country.   
One clear example of such providence was right before our eyes. Sitting in the huge outdoor pavilion, the thousands of pilgrims were at this centre being fed, housed and entertained having only paid about four dollars to attend. The ridiculously low fee could not possibly cover the massive amount of food, the entertainment, and the lodgings the centre provided. And yet, the same centre runs similar conferences and retreats for thousands each and every week of the year. It is a standing miracle of providence in poverty-stricken India. No retreat centre in the world compares with its abundance. So, I told my listeners, if God can provide food and shelter for the hundreds of thousands who come here every year, because of the faithfulness of the priests and volunteers that trust in Him here at the centre, surely He can provide for the children He blesses you with as well. 
These simple thoughts stirred the crowds. And after my talks were over, crowds of women surrounded my good wife asking her the more practical questions they had about living a life of openness to God’s designs on fertility. My wife was suddenly aware that she was not in India merely tagging along for the ride, she was the example of my remarks, the real-life proof of the possibility of openness to life.  She was given the opportunity to share with many, many Indian women on a one-to-one basis about the joys and struggles of large family life. One couple stands out in my mind, who approached me after a talk. They were both in tears and informed me that they already had two children, one 15 and one 9. They said they felt inspired to be open to life and hoped now that God would bless them with another child. 
At one of the talks a woman stood up in the back during question period and stated in very sophisticated English that there was a need for population control in India and that NFP was therefore a responsibility to be practiced by Catholics to keep their numbers down. In response, I explained about the inherent racism of population control (see https://www.lifesitenews.com/waronfamily/Population_Control/Inherentracism.pdf)  
I added, after a sudden inspiration, the fact that in Canada, where most couples have only had one or two children for many years, our number of priests has suffered terribly. 
I explained that while India is still booming with priests and religious, in Canada many parishes are forced to close for lack of priests. Some priests, particularly those in rural areas, are required to serve as many as three different parishes. I added that the situation was also likely to become worse with some dioceses having only a couple of new seminarians per year. I noted also what I learned from the Vice Chancellor of the Cochin diocese in Kerala, namely that the numbers of seminarians in the diocese had decreased by two thirds in the last 15 years. However since the numbers went from 900 to a still considerable 300, the effect of the massive decrease could not yet be felt. 
As people were milling out and extending very cordial greetings, the noble-looking elderly woman who had disagreed with me approached. She said to me, “You’ve changed my mind.” She added that had they had more children, Keralans could have sent more priests abroad, even to Canada to help with the massive shortage of priests. Immediately afterward, I was approached by a surgeon in his early forties who spoke with me at length about the problems with in vitro fertilization, about NFP and sterilization, asking very hard and pointed questions. I enjoyed the vigorous back and forth of the argument and it was apparent that my questioner was similarly enjoying the debate. He ended off by thanking me for my talk, telling me, “We’ve never had such clarity on these issues.” He added that it was good that I had convinced the elderly woman.  She was his mother, he explained, a highly regarded professor who is also engaged in a major role in the diocese teaching Natural Family Planning. 
[John-Henry Westen, the Editor of the excellent LifeSiteNews.com website was at Divine Retreat Centre in Kerala along with his wife, during the week of the POWER 2006 conference, where he had been invited to give a few talks on openness to Life.]

Make babies not just love
http://zeenews.india.com/home/make-babies-not-just-love-the-hindustan-times_313420.html 
Thiruvananthapuram, India, August 4, 2006

Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth. The Catholic Church in Kerala, concerned about the declining population of the community, will now ask the believers to embrace the Christian concept of sexuality that blends love and procreation. In other words, to have more children.
During the Mass next Sunday, a pastoral letter will be read out in all 26 dioceses in the state.
In the letter, Syro-Malabar Archbishop Cardinal Mar Varkey Vithayathil will remind the faithful of the need to lead a life rooted in Christian values and beliefs.
Also, to consider sex not only as an "instrument of pleasure" but also as "a tool to procreate".
Father Paul Thelakkat, spokesman of the Syro-Malabar Church, told the Hindustan Times: "There is a drastic fall in Christian population. The recently concluded synod of bishops had expressed serious concerns over the drastic fall in Christian population. So there will be some serious efforts to address this."
The letter says, "There has been a growing feeling that children are a nuisance to pleasurable life. Even those who have the resources do not beget for selfish reasons."
Blaming modern lifestyle for small families, the letter tells the congregation that if the situation continues, half the population will be grey by 2050.
The census figures and the falling attendance on Sundays have forced men of God to press the panic button. According to the 2001 census, the Christian growth rate came down to 19 per cent from 22 per cent.
During the Mass next Sunday, a pastoral letter will be read out in all 26 dioceses in the state.
In the letter, Syro-Malabar Archbishop Cardinal Mar Varkey Vithayathil will remind the faithful of the need to lead a life rooted in Christian values and beliefs.
Also, to consider sex not only as an "instrument of pleasure" but also as "a tool to procreate".
Father Paul Thelakkat, spokesman of the Syro-Malabar Church, told the Hindustan Times: "There is a drastic fall in Christian population. The recently concluded synod of bishops had expressed serious concerns over the drastic fall in Christian population. So there will be some serious efforts to address this."
The letter says, "There has been a growing feeling that children are a nuisance to pleasurable life. Even those who have the resources do not beget for selfish reasons."
Blaming modern lifestyle for small families, the letter tells the congregation that if the situation continues, half the population will be grey by 2050.
The census figures and the falling attendance on Sundays have forced men of God to press the panic button. According to the 2001 census, the Christian growth rate came down to 19 per cent from 22 per cent.

Also: Make love and babies, says Kerala Cardinal http://www.cathnews.com/news/608/96.php
A pastoral letter to India's Kerala Catholics from Syro-Malabar Cardinal Mar Varkey Vithayathil calls on Catholic couples to give birth to as many children as possible but critics say the Church is mainly concerned with diminishing numbers.
"There has been a growing feeling that children are a nuisance to pleasurable life. Even those who have the resources do not beget for selfish reasons," the special pastoral letter read out in Kerala parishes says, according to a Times Now report. According to the report, a parish priest reading out from Archbishop Vithayathil's pastoral letter told his Sunday congregation that, "People who can give birth to children should give birth to as many children as possible."
"The real love between partners is diminishing and there is sex without love. It is fatal to the real family life of the future and also to the children," said Fr. Mani Pudhiydom. 
Critics, however, point to Kerala census figures which indicate that while 19 per cent of the state's population is Christian, 20 per cent of them are above the age of 60 years, a proportion that is expected to double by the year 2050. "It's really bad that the Church is doing something like this. They are being very selfish and they are thinking only about themselves," Bobby, a Catholic from Kerala told Times Now.

A Culture of Life - Catholic Church: Willingness to take a stand
http://www.madisoncatholicherald.org/2006-09-07/columns.html 
By Kimberley Hahn, September 7, 2006, Diocese of Madison info@madisoncatholicherald.org, The Catholic Herald
Editor's note: This column continues from Kimberly Hahn's previous columns. It discusses her and her husband's discovery of church teachings while they were in Protestant seminary, before becoming Catholic.
Scott and I were impressed that the Roman Catholic Church alone, with more than one billion members, took such a courageous (and, dare I say, biblical) stand against our culture in proclaiming the truth about openness to life.

We were impressed but not moved toward the Church at that time. Nevertheless, I believe that the seeds planted through studying this issue and living the truth opened our hearts years later to the fullness of the Christian faith in the Church.

The reasonableness of the Catholic position on openness to life and the Scriptures that supported it amazed us. Perhaps that was why Protestants unanimously affirmed the same view as the Catholic Church until 1930. What a revelation!

God's plan

Scores of Protestant church leaders and theologians since the Reformation can be quoted to demonstrate their strong convictions against the use of birth control. Did Protestants simply fail to eradicate the last vestiges of "Romanism" in the area of sexual ethics until 1930? Or did Protestants through the centuries affirm basic truths that must govern all Christian marriages, Catholic or otherwise, for each of us to reflect the vision of the life-giving love of the Trinity in our families? After all, marriage is not a man-made institution. It is God's work according to God's plan. Fundamentally, this is not a Catholic-versus-Protestant issue but a Christian-versus-non-Christian issue. That is why so many more non-Catholics are returning to the once nearly universal Christian understanding of the power, beauty, and truth of living marital love God's way.

Serious consequences- In 1930, the Anglican's Lambeth Conference in England became the first official Christian body to approve use of contraception in the most severe cases. In response, a Jesuit, Fr. Daniel Lord, wrote the following analysis.

• Birth control destroys the difference between prostitutes and respectable women by eliminating the ideal of motherhood and substituting the ideal of personal pleasure and self-gratification.

• Birth control leads to infidelity by destroying self-restraint and self-discipline. For unmarried folk it banishes fear of consequences.

• Birth control prevents noble faculty by refusal to co-operate with God in creation of children and substitutes for it, pleasure.

• Birth control affects the future. Substituting self-gratification for children, [those using it] strike at the very source of human life.

Standing alone

Since 1930, every major Protestant denomination has relinquished its stand against contraception, and today most even allow abortion. There is a demonstrable connection between the contraceptive mentality promoted in the 1930s and the abortion and death industry mentality of the present day. The Catholic Church alone stands in continuity with Christian teaching throughout the centuries on the sanctity of the act of marriage.

Initially, to Scott and me, the Church's authority and magisterial teachings were nothing more than helpful input, since we had no interest in becoming Catholic. (In fact, Scott did not think that an intelligent Christian would remain in the Catholic Church!) However, the Church intrigued us with her willingness to take a stand obviously unpopular in today's culture and to proclaim it to the world, whether or not the world wanted to hear the message, simply because she believed it to be true. The Scriptures, on the other hand, compelled us to take a second look at the prevailing Protestant acceptance of contraception. Could it be that most Protestant denominations had capitulated to our culture on abortion because they had first failed to understand why all Christians had affirmed what now only the Catholic Church was declaring on contraception?

Kimberly Hahn, mother of six, is co-author of the bestseller Rome, Sweet Home, Our Journey to Catholicism, with her husband Scott Hahn. This column is syndicated by http://www.onemoresoul.com/ and is reprinted from Kimberly Hahn's book, Life-Giving Love (St. Anthony Messenger Press).

Interview - 'Church Hardly Promotes Natural Family Planning'
http://www.ucanews.com/story-archive/?post_name=/2007/08/06/church-hardly-promotes-natural-family-planning&post_id=2145
August 6, 2007, Chennai, India 
The Catholic Church does little to promote natural family planning in India, says Sister Catherine Bernard, a medical doctor. The Cross of Chavanod nun is based in Chennai, capital of the southern Indian state of Tamil Nadu, 2,100 kilometers south of New Delhi.
She started and directs Service and Research Foundation of Asia on Family and Culture (SERFAC). For 34 years, she has been associated with John Billings of Australia, who pioneered the natural-family-planning method, popularly called Billings Ovulation Method. Billings died in April, at the age of 89.
In the following interview, she shares her views on her association with the late Australian and the impact of his work on marriage and family, especially among Indian Catholics. She also speaks of how the Church can popularize natural family planning in the country.
UCA NEWS: How did your association with Doctor Billings begin?
SISTER CATHERINE BERNARD: When I graduated from St. John's Medical College and Hospital (in southern Bangalore) 43 years ago, I began working with its family-planning department as an intern. I knew the Church does not approve contraceptive methods and I started teaching natural-planning methods.
The Billings couple came to know about my work. When they came to India to present their findings, they met me and I began working with Billings' family.
In those days, I used to work in rural areas to teach women natural planning. One day, a poor woman who was pregnant for a fifth time told me about her struggles with her drunkard husband, who was forcing her to abort.
After giving birth to the child, she began using the natural-family-planning method. She would tie a thermometer from the roof of her hut and monitored her body temperature every day (to identify her fertility cycle).
Slowly, her husband also changed and became understanding. Then I told myself, "If poor people have this type of motivation and love for life, then there must be something to it." That something is what I have been discovering day after day for the past 34 years.
UCA NEWS: How did Billings influence you?
SISTER CATHERINE BERNARD: Doctor Billings and his wife influenced me tremendously and profoundly. As a couple, they themselves were witnesses to the truth. They were an example of genuine family love and love for humanity. Their life motivated me. In them, I found concrete expressions of God's love for people. I said, "There has to be some good about it," and I continue to discover that good.
UCA NEWS: What was their contribution to the Church?
SISTER CATHERINE BERNARD: The Billings' greatest contribution to the Church, especially in the field of health, is the natural-family-planning method they introduced. The Billings method went through research for 25-30 years. They faced opposition, lack of funds and criticism from the medical fraternity, but they withstood the test of time. As the research continued, they met another researcher in the filed, Doctor Eric Odablade from Sweden. They found their findings complemented each other. They tested findings simultaneously in different parts of the world. That further strengthened the scientific basis of the Billings method, which is 100 percent scientific, reliable and natural in planning families.
UCA NEWS: What are its benefits and drawbacks?
SISTER CATHERINE BERNARD: People don't 'use' the Billings method. They simply understand their fertility patterns and apply rules. No technology is involved. But with contraceptives, you allow technology and chemicals to dominate your life. In the Billings method, women identify fertile days by monitoring bodily changes such as temperature and by interpreting cervical mucus. In contrast, the rhythm method is based on calculation of the calendar. The Billings method is scientifically proven effective for family planning.
When one wants to follow the Billings method, it must be followed in its entirety. Some doctors, even in India, made modifications, but then you can't call it the Billings method. So when your modified method fails, do not call it a failure of the Billings method.
The most important advantage of this method is that it keeps a marriage together. Husband and wife learn to respect each other and their fertility. They begin to respect their combined fertility. Periodic abstinence makes their marriage stronger. Children become gifts of marriage. They begin to be life-givers in society.
As far as I am aware, it has no drawbacks, but there are two difficulties. One is that people have to maintain a chart. Some people find it cumbersome. The second is that its promotion is slow. We have to move from person to person, couple to couple, and follow it up.
UCA NEWS: How has the Church responded?
SISTER CATHERINE BERNARD: The Vatican officially accepts it. But how many bishops' conferences accept it as a viable, positive alternative to artificial family-planning methods? As a group, they all would support promoting it, but they have differences.
In India, my experience has been varied from excitement to extreme sadness. I am excited when I hear stories of couples who have benefited and enrich their marriage using the method.
I am also sad because the Church in India has done so little to really promote the Billings method. The Catholic Bishops' Conference of India, as far as I am aware, theoretically promotes it, but not officially. There is no visible, tangible effort in terms of investment of time, money and people to promote it. But we all agree natural family planning helps promote the wellbeing of the Church, couples and society. This for me is the saddest part.
Individuals within the Church fail to see it as something that builds up families and helps couples have pregnancy according to their decisions. Many see it merely as a method of contraception.

A few of us who promote the method struggle without any moral and financial support. We continue against odds and criticism from our priests and nuns. But we've stood the test of time.
UCA NEWS: How does this method impact pro-life Church activities?
SISTER CATHERINE BERNARD: People see pro-life as anti-abortion. The anti-abortion people don't promote natural family planning. That's true the world over, including India. They oppose abortion but won't promote natural family planning. They have a myopic understanding of pro-life. Pro-life doesn't only mean saving life or not killing. It means nurturing life.
UCA NEWS: What is India's experience in using the Billings Method?
SISTER CATHERINE BERNARD: At least 73 percent of Indians do not use any contraceptives, according to researched and proven data. Many do not use contraceptives simply because they do not like it. Some use herbs or the rhythm method. Most don't use the Billings method because no one has taught them about it. A larger number of people would use it if they knew about it.
UCA NEWS: What must the Church do to promote it?
SISTER CATHERINE BERNARD: Everyone along the ladder, from highest official to seminarian, needs to be educated about the truth of natural family planning, and the Billings method. They should become convinced about it. You can't teach something you're not convinced of. Then we need to invest money, time and resources. Get as much manpower, including laypeople, train them and send out like apostles. But you also have to see to their maintenance.
What do you say to those who find it strange to see a Catholic nun promoting family planning?
Initially, people thought I was crazy. I no longer think of how people think about me. Honestly, I've grown beyond the stage where I need approval and affirmation. Today, I don't really care for recognition. The only thing I say is, "Don't stop me."
For me, this is a vocation within a vocation, a call within a call. I have never, not even for a split second, regretted what I'm doing. I've felt lonely but never regret. It's the fulfillment of my vocation.
UCA NEWS: Any message for married couples?
SISTER CATHERINE BERNARD: Marriage is a beautiful vocation. Appreciate it, love it and live it. This is the most sublime vocation. Marriage is definitely much more beautiful than priesthood. Neither the priest nor the nun co-creates with God, but here the man and the woman directly participate in God's creative plan. They can stop, or block, or they can co-operate.
UCA NEWS: How can the Church strengthen marriages?
SISTER CATHERINE BERNARD: One has to recognize a worldwide trend in the weakening of marriage and family life. The trend is to marry late. When people marry late, there's less ability for adjustments and willingness to make sacrifices. Many also opt not to have children. All these weaken relations.
Research data indicate that most men aged 24-40 watch pornography. It is more addictive than drugs and alcohol, and creates problem in married life. The Internet and television are also major causes for behavioral disturbances in marriage.
Family is the first line of defense for children, and the Church should make all efforts to support marriage and family life. Open your eyes. Look, see, hear and listen. The Church throughout the world has to become a listening Church, not a talking Church.
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By Thomas Storck
What are the conditions according to which one may use NFP without offending Almighty God?
When is it licit for a married couple to use natural family planning (NFP)? What are the conditions according to which we may use this method without offending Almighty God? This will be my subject in this article both with reference to what the Church’s Magisterium has said and with some theological reflections on its place in married life. For without doubt in some circles NFP has acquired a dubious reputation, a reputation which I consider largely undeserved and which I hope this article can do something to improve. [1]
Very often it is said that natural family planning is restricted to hard cases, that for its legitimate use a serious reason is required. But such a judgment is based upon no magisterial text that I am aware of; in fact, the chief texts do not say this at all. [2] Let us look at these texts, but before doing so it would be well to consider the place of children with regard to sexuality and marriage.
Just as the human race would have no capacity or need for eating unless we needed eating to nourish our bodies, so we would have no capacity for sexual activity if that activity were not oriented toward the procreation of children. Although both eating and sexuality have other goods connected with them, such as legitimate pleasure, fellowship, strengthening of the bonds between spouses, the allaying of concupiscence, nevertheless neither would exist unless it had the obvious function that it has, providing either for the good of the individual or of the human race. In fact, the obvious connection of sexuality with procreation is one of the best means of demonstrating to modern pagans and secularists that a hedonistic ethic is contrary to human nature itself. Sex is not simply there; it has a built-in purpose.
Now marriage is the context within which both nature and the revealed law of God command that sexual activity take place. Since sexual activity left to itself usually results, sooner or later, in children, these children clearly need parents to protect and raise them. Marriage and the family exist chiefly to provide the proper context for child raising. 
Thus the Church formulated the entirely commonsense teaching that the principal end of marriage was children, both their procreation and their education. “Finis principalis Matrimonii est generatio et educatio prolis,” [3] or, “the principal end of marriage is the procreation and education of children.” This is not to devalue the other ends of either marriage or sex, [4] but simply to point out the obvious fact that we have the capacity and desire for sex because it is our means for passing on the gift of life. Otherwise we would not even have such a capacity and desire.
Anyone then who deliberately engages in sexual activity while, at the same time, blocking in some way the natural consequences of such acts obviously acts against nature, against the very nature of man. It is not good to extol the naturalness and beauty of sex and at the same time render the sex act unnatural by a use of perverse human technology.
In natural family planning, of course, one does not seek to render the sex act artificially sterile or block its natural consequences. Whatever consequences God and our created human nature have placed in the act are retained. To be sure, the intention is to restrict such activity to times when the wife is likely to be infertile. But is there anything wrong with this, and, if not, what conditions, if any, must be fulfilled for its licit use?
I should point out first of all, that our intention does not constitute the only criterion of morality. Act, motive, and circumstances: these are the three traditional criteria for judging moral acts. If I need fifty dollars for some legitimate purpose, it makes a big difference whether I get a job and earn that money or whether I steal it from someone. The motive may be the same in each case, but the means differ and render the one act morally good and the other evil. The same is true with regard to sexual morality.
Although since the middle of the nineteenth century several decisions of the Sacred Penitentiary had made it clear that NFP use was not illicit, the first papal statement on it was in Pius XI’s magnificent encyclical, Casti Connubii (1930). After a condemnation of anything that may interfere with the conjugal act to prevent conception, the Pontiff went on to say,
Nor are those considered as acting against nature who in the married state use their right in the proper manner, although on account of natural reasons either of time or of certain defects, new life cannot be brought forth. For in matrimony as well as in the use of matrimonial rights, there are also secondary ends, such as mutual aid, the cultivating of mutual love, and the quieting of concupiscence which husband and wife are not forbidden to consider so long as they are subordinated to the primary end and so long as the intrinsic nature of the act is preserved. [5]
The medical knowledge for the use of NFP was just beginning to be known at the time Pius XI wrote this encyclical, but within a few years that knowledge had become better understood and had begun to be distilled into popular works and set out as systems for use by married couples, known at the time, of course, as rhythm or calendar rhythm. As a result of this increasing knowledge, Pius XI’s successor, Pius XII, specified more clearly what was licit or illicit in the use of NFP. Let us look at two of his addresses on the subject.
The first of these is his famous “Allocution to Midwives” of October 29, 1951. [6] Curiously this document is sometimes cited by those who seem to want to restrict unduly the licit use of NFP. But in fact, in this address Pius XII hardly even deals with the ordinary use of natural family planning. Rather he speaks primarily of those who would “embrace the matrimonial state” and “use continually the faculty proper to such a state” but at the same time avoid children entirely. And for this he rightly requires a serious reason. Why is this?
The Pontiff points out the commonsense truth that the human race depends on married couples for much of its temporal welfare. “The individual and society, the people and the State, the Church itself, depend for their existence, in the order established by God, on fruitful marriages.” Thus to embrace a state established by God for the procreation and formation of children, and without a sufficient reason to forgo altogether having children, is obviously an injustice.
It is the kind of action that causes children to cry out, “It’s not fair!” Such couples enjoy all the benefits and pleasures of marriage and deliberately reject the whole purpose for which such benefits and pleasures were instituted. But even so, Pope Pius does not forbid couples that have some important reason for entirely avoiding pregnancy to marry. For he states: “Serious motives, such as those which not rarely arise from medical, eugenic, economic and social so-called ‘indications,’ may exempt husband and wife from the obligatory, positive debt [i.e., debt to society by having children] for a long period or even for the entire period of matrimonial life.” [7]
The “Allocution to Midwives” sets forth the basic principles that are needed to address moral questions arising from the use of natural family planning, but it does not work these out in detail. Based on Pius’s teaching we can see that the essential moral question of the use of NFP is a question of balance, the balance of its use, and the frequency of its use, against the seriousness of the reason for that use. To make use of NFP throughout an entire marriage indeed requires serious justifying reason or to use it “for a long period” likewise. But what of other circumstances?
About a month after his earlier address, on November 26, 1951, Pius XII spoke to the Association of Large Families. After praising the generosity of husbands and wives “who, for the love of God and trusting in Him, courageously raise a numerous family” the Pontiff says the following,
The Church, on the other hand, can understand, with sympathy and comprehension, the real difficulties of matrimonial life in these our days. For this reason, in Our last address on conjugal morality, We affirmed the legitimacy and at the same time the limits—truly very wide—of that controlling of births which, unlike the so-called “birth control,” is compatible with God’s law. It can be hoped . . . that for such a lawful method a sufficiently certain [scientific] basis can be found, and recent research seems to confirm this hope. [8]
This second address by Pius XII, though not treating of the specifics of the moral use of NFP, certainly indicates—“limits—truly very wide”—that that Pontiff had a favorable attitude toward the use of natural family planning and did not desire to restrict it to the most narrow of circumstances. Such an attitude continued throughout his reign until the Church entered the turbulent period of the Council and its aftermath.

As everyone knows, after the Second Vatican Council it was widely expected that, despite the authoritative teachings of Pius XI and Pius XII, somehow the Church would and could change her teachings on contraception. [9] But Pope Paul VI, in an action that was little short of heroic, issued his encyclical Humanae Vitae on July 25, 1968. Although, as we will see, Humanae Vitae continues the same approach to natural family planning use as found in the teaching of Pius XII, we are met with an initial difficulty, based however on an error. In the pamphlet edition of Humanae Vitae published by the Daughters of St. Paul, which features the “NC News Service Translation,” the section that deals with the licit use of NFP, section 16 of the encyclical, reads (in part) as follows:
If, then, there are serious motives to space out births, which derive from the physical or psychological conditions of husband and wife, or from external conditions, the Church teaches that it is then licit to take into account the natural rhythms immanent in the generative functions....”
This text would seem to teach that any licit use of natural family planning is confined to situations in which “serious motives” are present, so that the same conditions apply to use of NFP simply to space out births as to its use “for a long period or even for the entire period of matrimonial life,” as Pius XII had earlier taught. But this is not the case. For in this instance it is simply a case of a faulty translation. The Latin of the beginning of the above quotation runs, “Si igitur iustae adsint causae generationes subsequentes intervallandi, quae a coniugum corporis vel animi condicionibus...” (my emphasis). The word erroneously translated as serious is the Latin world iustae. Paul VI thus speaks of just causes or just reasons, and there is no mention of serious at all. Fortunately more accurate translations followed, so that in the volume of post-Vatican II documents edited by Austin Flannery, iustae is translated as “reasonable.” [10] But for reasons unknown to me, “serious motives” has acquired a life of its own and one sees it repeated again and again. Paul VI did not specify exactly what he meant by “just reasons,” and we will look at that more closely below. But here we should simply note that any use of Humanae Vitae to try to show that serious reasons are required for the licit use of NFP is simply based on an error.
Let us look at just two more documents of the Magisterium in our survey of Church teaching, and first the apostolic exhortation Familiaris Consortio of John Paul II (November 22, 1981). In this document John Paul not only reaffirms the licitness of “recourse to periods of infertility” but he praises this practice as likely to lead to “dialogue, reciprocal respect, shared responsibility and self-control.” He continues, “In this context the couple comes to experience how conjugal communion is enriched with those values of tenderness and affection which constitute the inner soul of human sexuality, in its physical dimension also.” [11] As he frequently did, John Paul in this passage attempts to discover the inner meaning and value of things and not simply to teach about their proper use and morality, essential though these are. And thus he discerned value in the use of NFP, value more than simply for the spacing of pregnancies.
Finally, let us look at the Catechism of the Catholic Church. In no. 2368 we find again the word “just” used by Paul VI in Humanae Vitae, and we read, “For just reasons, spouses may wish to space the births of their children.” [12] This sums up what we have seen above in the teaching of Pius XI, Pius XII, Paul VI and John Paul II and may be taken as indicating the Church’s judgment on this matter.
From these documents of the Magisterium we can see that the Church does not look on natural family planning with a jaundiced eye. To be sure excusing reasons are necessary for its use. But Pius XII mentions the “very wide” limits for its licit use, John Paul II speaks of its value in the development of marital love. We have also seen that except for its use over the entire lifetime of a marriage or for “a long period” the Magisterium has never required serious or grave reasons for its use. Let us look at the issue more generally and examine the question of what might be just reasons for its use. We should keep in mind what seems to be the basic line of papal thought, namely, that the longer the use, generally speaking, the more serious the reason that will be required. Thus for example, it would seem that for a couple with only one or two children to voluntarily cease having children would indeed require some serious and extraordinary cause. Or to space children six years apart would require a more serious reason than three years. And so on.
I wish to approach the remainder of this discussion from two points of view. The first involves the question of the primary end of marriage which I mentioned above, namely, “the procreation and education of children.” Now the important thing to note about this is that the primary end of marriage is the procreation and education of children. If we forget the words “and education” we are apt to see the value of marriage only in how many children a couple can have, and even to reduce a wife’s value to that of how many children she bears. But if we consider the phrase as a whole, “procreation and education” we will reach a different conclusion. For as Pius XII noted, “The work of education exceeds by far, in its importance and its consequences, that of generation.” [13] And surely here education means much more than schooling. Perhaps it could be rendered best as formation, the entire spiritual, moral, intellectual, social and physical shaping of a child, so that he can serve God in this world and attain eternal life in the next. Certainly in order to be educated a child must first be generated and born. But, as we see all too evidently around us, not all children who are procreated are educated. And if parents are indeed the first and primary educators of their children, [14] then the state of the parents’ health, both physical and psychological, has a great impact on their ability to educate their children. Thus if parents are stressed or constantly tired or overworked, they are not apt to be the best educators of their children. I am not speaking of their ability to ferry their children around for the latest in art or music lessons or sports camps. Rather, I am thinking of the daily interaction of parents and children and the strength needed by parents for the sometimes arduous task of rearing their children. It does not conduce to forming children psychologically if their parents are frequently irritable or overly critical. Yet, as is obvious, fatigue and stress tend to bring out such negative qualities in human beings.
While it is true that the lesson of generous sacrifice is one of the best that parents can give their children, not everyone is capable of heroic virtue. Everyone knows mothers who bear eight, ten or twelve children and who manage such large households with little difficulty. But not everyone has the requisite emotional and physical resources to do this, so that what for some might be done without difficulty, for others might require a heroic virtue that the Church has generally not insisted on. [15]
Some have questioned why, suddenly in this age, Catholic married couples need to make use of NFP when for centuries such knowledge did not even exist. [16] Fr. Ripperger, for example, in the article cited in note 6, states, “For centuries people have been getting married and leading perfectly Catholic married lives without knowledge of NFP” (p. 49). This of course is true. But the answer to that is found in the words of Pius XII to the Association of Large Families quoted above: “The Church, on the other hand, can understand, with sympathy and comprehension, the real difficulties of matrimonial life in these our days” (emphasis mine). With the absence of extended families, with denatured food, [17] with often stressful commutes and even the evil (sometimes necessary) of both parents working outside the home, married life has difficulties that were largely unknown in earlier times. It seems as if God provided for the knowledge of female fertility at exactly the right time in the history of mankind, at the time when the increasing complexities of modern life would make such knowledge helpful and even in a sense necessary for modern families. Thus I would argue that the just causes stipulated by Paul VI for the licit use of NFP would include such reasons as stress, both physical and emotional, and considerations of general bodily health, housing conditions and income. For we must remember that the “limits—truly very wide” about which Pius XII spoke were based on his earlier assessment that it is “medical, eugenic, economic and social” causes which render NFP use legitimate.
Another line of argument I want to pursue involves a discussion of the purpose of procreation in conjunction with God’s original command to Adam and Eve, “Increase and multiply” (Genesis 1:28). One of the chief insights of the Aristotelian/Thomistic philosophic tradition is that every action has an end. Things exist for a purpose. God’s command to Adam and Eve was to bring about the peopling of the earth. While certainly the birth of every human being is a good, the duty of married couples to have children is rationally related to the population needs of the world and the Church. As Pius XII taught, “The individual and society, the people and the State, the Church itself, depend for their existence, in the order established by God, on fruitful marriages.”
A very interesting discussion of this question took place in the 1950s and early 1960s by moral theologians entirely orthodox and loyal to the Church’s Magisterium. In particular, let us look at a work written by Jesuit Fathers John C. Ford and Gerald Kelly, volume 2, Marriage Questions, of their Contemporary Moral Theology, published in 1964. [18] Frs. Ford and Kelly opine that, even with absolutely no excusing cause based on health, economics, etc., no married couple is bound by the law of God to have more children than is necessary for the general conservation and gradual increase of the human race. They state, “There may be difficulty in determining the exact limit for various countries; but certainly today in the United States a family of four children would be sufficient to satisfy the duty.” [19] Such an approach to the question of use of natural family planning was not limited to these two authors. As they state, “Verbal acceptance of the theory was expressed by a great majority of some thirty moral theologians who discussed it at Notre Dame in June, 1952, on the occasion of the annual meeting of the Catholic Theological Society of America.” [20] I am not insisting on four children as necessarily the correct number. In Europe at least, with its falling population and huge influx of Moslems, a higher number would seem to be called for. I only wish to argue that the general approach of these authors and of the pre-conciliar moralists was correct. Agreement on the exact number of children which fulfills one’s duty is less important than acceptance of the principle involved.
In no way do I intend to disparage large families or those heroic spouses who do not wish to use periodic abstinence to space their children. My only purpose in writing is to show that the Church, always a loving Mother, speaking through her Sovereign Pontiffs, has indicated a generous attitude toward NFP use, an attitude, as Pius XII stated it, of “sympathy and comprehension” for the struggles of married couples. These couples should not have burdens put upon them greater than God requires, and to know what the requirements of God’s law are we simply turn to his Church, the Catholic Church, the ark of salvation for all of mankind. [21]
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21. I have said nothing in this article about the teaching of natural family planning and about certain abuses which, it is sometimes said, may arise in this connection. These may well be true and where they exist obviously should be corrected. But they should be corrected in the light of the fundamental theological and moral principles which we have seen in the teaching of the Church, and with the aim of making knowledge of NFP available to all who can use it legitimately.
Mr. Thomas Storck is the author of The Catholic Milieu (1987), Foundations of a Catholic Political Order (1998), Christendom and the West (2000), and of numerous articles and reviews on Catholic culture and social teaching. He is a member of the editorial board of The Chesterton Review and a contributing editor of New Oxford Review and TCRNews.com. He has an M.A. from St. John’s College, Santa Fe. His last article in HPR appeared in July 2005.

Why do we as Catholics believe that using artificial contraception is wrong?
The constant teaching of the Catholic Church has been to prohibit artificial contraception. This prohibition was taught by all major Christian groups until 1930. The biblical basis for this belief is seen most clearly in the sin of Onan: whenever he had relations with his brother's widow, he wasted his seed on the ground, to avoid contributing offspring for his brother. What he did greatly offended the Lord, and the Lord took his life too. (Gen 38:9-10)

To contracept is to willfully exclude the possibility of a conception and to "tie God's hands," so to speak. It is a violation of natural law. Natural Family Planning (NFP), on the other hand, respects the natural order of things, especially when couples abstain during fertile periods for various reasons. Spacing of children or limiting of children for serious reasons are permitted, according to Pope Paul VI's 1968 encyclical 'Humanae Vitae' and Catholic moral teaching. Every marital sexual act must be open to possible conception. The frequent biblical allusion to the blessings of many children mitigates against the "contraceptive mentality". One might draw an analogy to eating, which involves both nutrition (its primary function and purpose) and pleasure. If a person eats for one reason only, and not both, it is considered strange and unnatural.
Related Scripture: 

Gen 1:27-28, Gen 9:1, Gen 17:6,20, Gen 28:3, Gen 38:8-10 (cf. Dt. 25:5-10), Ex 23:26, Lev 15:19, Lev 26:9, Det7:14,1 Chronicles 25;5, Ps 127:3-5, Ps 128:3, Proverbs 17:6, Proverbs 30:16, 1 Cor. 7:5
CCC: Catechism of the Catholic Church : 1652-1654, 2249, 2349, 2352, 2366-2378, 2398-2399 

Source: The Catholic Answer Bible 

Rejecting Humanae Vitae is a sin
http://www.catholic-pages.com/morality/hv-angelini.asp  

By Paul Likoudis

In a dramatic, impassioned address to Catholic physicians and health care workers in Toledo, O., Fiorenzo Cardinal Angelini declared that "Humanae Vitae" "is a doctrine of the Church expressed in a very solemn form," and if people do "not believe that, they are committing a sin."

Cardinal Angelini, president of the Pontifical Council for Pastoral Assistance to Health Care Workers, spoke here April 6th for nearly an hour and one-half to approximately 150 area health workers at St. Vincent's Hospital, reading first in English from a prepared text, and then speaking from the heart, in Italian, with a translator at his side.

"I didn't come here to agitate you," the cardinal said repeatedly during his uncommonly blunt appeal to doctors to embrace the principles of "Humanae Vitae" and make it the inspiration of their work. It was clear, however, from his dramatic inflections and gestures that he was not in Toledo to affirm any lukewarmness toward Pope Paul VI's encyclical or to encourage Catholic doctors who treat the encyclical with benign neglect.

"Humanae Vitae", said Angelini, "is the message of Christ, and we must admire it. It is a magisterial teaching of the Church and we are obliged to observe it and make sure it is observed by others."

Cardinal Angelini, who was asked by Pope John Paul II to establish the council ten years ago in order to disseminate, explain and defend the Church's teachings in the field of health care and to promote their introduction into 30,000 Catholic health institutions worldwide, reminded the doctors of the moral obligation they have to promote "Humanae Vitae" in their work. If they fail to do so, he warned, it is tantamount to denying Christ as St. Peter did, or betraying Him as Judas did.

He exhorted doctors to examine their consciences in this matter. He revealed that for the past two decades, he has gone to Confession every week, and he reminded doctors that they will find the fortitude they need to promote "Humanae Vitae" in their work if they make use of that sacrament often.

"I talk to you as a priest," the cardinal said. "There is a need for intellectual obedience to the Magisterium. When one is a member of the Church, one chooses to obey.

"In "Humanae Vitae" Pope Paul VI invited physicians and health care workers to study and find ways to facilitate the Church's law, and he reminded them that they are able to give great 'peace of mind to married couples who have the duty to propagate human life.

"Human life should be conducted with feelings of sacredness and responsibility. You must be ready to make sacrifices to make sure that it is," he stated.

He offered the doctors the analogy of a stoplight. "What would you say if President Clinton passed a law getting rid of all the red lights, because they are an inconvenience? What if he got rid of every public service?

"One cannot live life without law. There are advantages and disadvantages with the law. We do not like to stop at a red light when we are in a hurry."

"What the Magisterium of the Church is trying to do," the cardinal said, "is to maintain life the way God lovingly gave it."

In these extemporaneous remarks, the cardinal also appealed to the doctors to read and study the messages of Pope Pius XII, which, he said, provide ethical and moral principles still relevant today and are read by many intelligent priests and doctors, both Catholic and Protestant.

In the section of his address he delivered in English, because it was "so important," the cardinal insisted that doctors have a responsibility to constantly update their moral training.

"This is a field in which deficiencies and gaps in both individuals and professional associations are often worrisome. The prejudice persists that the teaching of the Church on morals and bioethics is constituted by a series of 'No's,' whereas it is extremely positive and stimulates ever more careful, rigorous research to the point of scrupulousness.
"Every 'no' by the Church is accompanied by a motivation which, in the final analysis, is a 'yes' to life and its inviolability."

The cardinal then enumerated the "inalienable rights" which doctors should affirm "firmly and courageously":

("Fertilized eggs, embryos, and fetuses must not be donated or sold, must not be denied progressive development in their mother's womb, and must not be subject to any kind of exploitation."

("No authority, not even the father or mother, can make an attempt on their life."

("The manipulation and dissection of embryos and fetuses, abortion, and euthanasia must not be carried out by those engaged in serving life."

("The seeds of human life must always be protected."

("The human genome, of which each generation is only the guardian, must not be the object of speculation for ideological or commercial purposes."

("The composition of the human genome is the patrimony of all humanity and, therefore, must not be patented."

("In keeping with the Hippocratic tradition and the tradition of the Church, the health care workers must reject all deliberate deterioration of the genome, all exploitation of gametes, and any induced alteration of reproductive functions."

("The alleviation of suffering, the healing of illness, the safeguarding of health, and the correction of hereditary defects are the essential aims of the Catholic health care worker, while preserving all due respect for the dignity and sacredness of life."

Natural Family Planning - Serious Motives 
http://www.ewtn.com/expert/answers/nfp_serious_motives.htm
By Fr. Richard Hogan, NFP Outreach

If, then, there are serious motives to space out births, which derive from the physical or psychological conditions of husband and wife, or from external conditions, the Church teaches that it is then licit to take into account the natural rhythms immanent in the generative functions… [Pope Paul VI, Humanae Vitae 16]  

For just reasons, spouses may wish to space the births of their children. It is their duty to make certain that their desire is not motivated by selfishness but is in conformity with the generosity appropriate to responsible parenthood. Moreover, they should conform their behavior to the objective criteria of morality. [Catechism of the Catholic Church 2368]  

However, profoundly different from any contraceptive practice is the behavior of married couples, who, always remaining fundamentally open to the gift of life, live their intimacy only in the unfruitful periods, when they are led to this course by serious motives of responsible parenthood. This is true both from the anthropological and moral points of view, because it is rooted in a different conception of the person and of sexuality. The witness of couples who for years have lived in harmony with the plan of the Creator, and who, for proportionately serious reasons, licitly use the methods rightly called "natural," confirms that it is possible for spouses to live the demands of chastity and of married life with common accord and full self-giving. [Pontifical Council for the Family, Vademecum for Confessors Concerning Some Aspects of the Morality of Conjugal Life, 2.6] 
Serious motives, just reasons, proportionately serious reasons. The Church teaches the necessity of just or serious motives or reasons for couples to use the infertile periods of a woman's cycle for the purpose of spacing births. In doing so she is trying to insure that the natural methods of spacing children are used in a virtuous and loving way, i.e., unselfishly. Serious reasons mean important, or non-trivial, reasons, deriving "from the physical or psychological conditions of husband and wife, or from external conditions" (HV 16). Just reasons are, likewise, reasons which correspond to the truth of marriage and the situation of the couple. It is the nature of justice to correspond to the truth. Both terms, serious and just, presumes there can be selfish, trivial or unjust reasons for using NFP, reasons not in keeping with the nature of marriage as a community of life and love.  

With the increased use of NFP in recent decades the Church has discovered that the informed practice of NFP actually builds virtue. In other words, couples who have used NFP become unselfish by using NFP properly. Thus, the Church has learned that if authentic virtue is weak or absent at the beginning, using NFP properly instils it! Love is a choice in one's will to give oneself to another. But that choice is founded on the recognition of the dignity of the other as well as the dignity of oneself (who would give oneself to another if one thought the gift worthless?). Therefore, anything which leads to a greater appreciation of the dignity and value of human beings fosters love.  

The human body is the expression or manifestation of the human person. John Paul II speaks of the body as revealing the person and when we express God-like acts through the body, the body is actually a physical image of God. Pope John Paul II goes so far as to say that the human body speaks a language. (Theology of the Body series, as well as Familiaris Consortio.) Since we are created to act as God acts, and He LOVES, we are created to love as He does. Since we have bodies, and we express our acts in and through our bodies, God gave us a means of expressing love physically. Since true, authentic love is THE most God-like act possible for human beings (because it is the most God-like act), and since the body has the possibility of expressing this love, the study of those powers of the body through which we can express an intimate self-giving love will reveal more about the person and even about God than the study of other aspects of the human body.  

NFP is the study and knowledge of the bodily powers through which we bodily express conjugal love. NFP, therefore, reveals the dignity of both spouses to one another. 
In revealing this awesome dignity, it fosters love as well as a deep and abiding respect in each spouse for himself or herself and for the other. It also builds an unbelievable longing to share the infinite goods of human life with others, i.e., with children. NFP then builds a respect for human life. With this respect in place through the use of NFP, any decision by a couple to try to achieve a pregnancy or to avoid will be made for a good reason. It is not that serious reasons are not necessary—they are. But, a couple practicing NFP after taking the classes and knowing the method, practicing their faith attending Church and receiving the sacraments, with an active prayer life, and conscientious about the religious education of their children, will, if they decide to avoid a pregnancy, have serious reasons. This is what was meant by saying that virtue results from using NFP. It should also be noted that NFP couples generally discuss whether or not to try to achieve a pregnancy every single month. This re-examination also builds a respect for life.  
Pastors routinely try to persuade engaged couples to use NFP after they are married. Most engaged couples, however, will tell the priest that they want to avoid a pregnancy, at least for a while. Pastors are very pleased if they are able to convince the couple to use NFP. As the experience of the last twenty or thirty years shows, NFP helps build marriages with authentic love. What happens is that the general attitude of these couples to avoid a pregnancy is contradicted by the specific attitude of each marital act which is open to life. Eventually the specific attitude changes the general attitude and couples often surprise themselves by giving life to more children than they ever thought possible.

Is Contraception a gravely sinful natter?

https://www.ewtn.com/library/Theology/CONTRCPT.HTM 

By Fr Lino Ciccone, C.M., Professor of Moral Theology, Lugano, Switzerland

Taken from: L'Osservatore Romano, Weekly Edition in English, 4 December 1996, page 9

The problem dealt with here is not a new question. Vigorously debated in the years immediately following the publication of the Encyclical Humanae vitae (25 July 1968), it is still raised occasionally by some theologians, and in current pastoral practice it has not been resolved in a way everyone accepts. There is significant confusion even with regard to the Magisterium. It is precisely on this point that the present study wishes to shed some light, limiting itself to a question which could be formulated in this way: In the Church's universal Magisterium, is the sinfulness of contraception considered grave or light matter? It might be unnecessary but still helpful to recall that "universal Magisterium" means only that of the Supreme Pontiff and of an Ecumenical Council. I will refer only to this Magisterium.

According to many scholars, the judgement that contraception is gravely sinful matter goes back to the Encyclical Casti connubii, where we find it’s most solemn and clear-cut formulation. The essentials of this teaching are expressed in these words: "No reason, however grave, can make what is intrinsically contrary to nature to be in conformity with nature and morally right. And since the conjugal act by its very nature is destined for the begetting of children, those who in exercising it deliberately frustrate its natural power and purpose are acting against nature, and are doing something that is base and intrinsically immoral". Up to this point we are dealing with the "intrinsic immorality" of contraception. A little further on its seriousness is discussed: "The Catholic Church ... raises her voice as a sign of her divine mission, and through Our mouth proclaims anew any use of marriage exercised in such a way that through human effort the act is deprived of its natural power to procreate human life violates the law of God and of nature, and those who commit such an action are stained with the guilt of grave sin".1
Many maintain that in its later documents the Magisterium clearly kept the first part of that doctrine, i.e., the intrinsic immorality of contraception, but did not retain the second, i.e., the gravity of the sin. In this "silence" of the Magisterium, these same scholars see a sufficient reason for asserting that the moral gravity of contraception is no longer part of the Church's teaching on the matter. As a result, the use of contraception is not to be considered gravely sinful matter and, therefore, using contraceptives is not a mortal sin.

In my opinion, however, the problem should be dealt with more carefully. It must be determined whether the Magisterium has really dropped the substance of that teaching, or whether it has merely given it a different formulation. In other words: it is a question of determining whether or not the gravity of the immorality constituted by contraception is still asserted by the Magisterium in different but substantially equivalent terms.

The first thing to be noted is that the Magisterium's alleged "shelving" of the Encyclical Casti connubii on this point is anything but obvious. On the contrary, it was explicitly confirmed by the Second Vatican Council. In n. 51 of Gaudium et spes the statement that "In questions of birth regulation the sons of the Church ... are forbidden to use methods disapproved by the Magisterium" refers, in its famous note 14, to the documents containing this condemnation. The first one mentioned is "Pius XI, Litt. Encycl. Casti connubii: AAS 22 (1930), pp. 559-561; Denz. 2239-2241 (3716-3718)", i.e., the passage quoted above in its essentials, where contraception is declared a grave sin. It is hard to imagine a more authoritative and solemn confirmation. It is hardly "silence" or the abandoning of this teaching of Casti connubii by the later Magisterium! The point of departure for the theory proposed by these scholars, however few or many, is anything but solid.                      

                                                                                                                                                                                    Pope Paul VI

Let us go further, however, in the examination we have proposed. In this study, great weight must be put on the Encyclical Humanae vitae (25 July 1968) and its author, Paul VI. This document is constantly referred to, in fact, by later documents, including the most authoritative one, the Post-Synodal Apostolic Exhortation Familiaris consortio (22 November 1981 ).2 Obviously, no one knows better than Paul VI what he meant to teach with the Encyclical he published.
For the problem we are concerned with there are several helpful statements that he made a few years prior with regard to the problem that would be the theme of the Encyclical, whose title is De propagatione humanae prolis recte ordinanda, or "The correct regulation of human birth".                                                                                                                                           On 23 June 1964, using the opportunity presented to him by the offering of name-day wishes by the Cardinals and the Roman Curia, Paul VI announced that a pontifical study commission had been set up by his predecessor John XXIII and he made a few clarifications about the problem of birth regulation. Our interest here is how the Pope described the problem, which clearly concerned the moral evaluation of the ways or means for properly regulating births: "an extremely serious problem: it concerns the sources of human life; ... It is an extremely complex and delicate problem ".3
Scarcely had the Encyclical been published on 29-30 July 1968 in L'Osservatore Romano, when the Pope devoted his General Audience of 31 July to it, offering valuable interpretive keys to reading the document.4 
For our problem several passages are of particular interest; there we can clearly see the importance that the Pope puts on the problem and on the solution given to it: "It clarifies a fundamental chapter in the personal, married, family and social life of man". He says this at the beginning of the address, and towards the end he insists: "it is a question that deals with an extremely delicate and important aspect of human existence". Thus the same idea expressed in the address of 23 June 1964 is stated again in other words.

A preliminary conclusion is clear: one of the most important issues is this problem and the solution given to it by the. Magisterium, an essential part of which includes the moral condemnation of contraception.

A significant confirmation of this judgement, also contained in the address of 31 July 1968, is the Pope's dramatic and painful seriousness in confiding that he spent four years of reflection, study, consultation and prayer to reach the certitude of giving the Church and the entire human race the confirmation of a moral truth guaranteed by its conformity with "God's plan for human life". Extended passages of the address should be quoted here. But I have to restrict myself to a few sentences. "The first feeling was that of a very grave responsibility... We confide to you that this feeling caused us much spiritual suffering. Never before have We felt so heavily, as in this situation, the burden of Our office". And further on: "How often have We felt almost overwhelmed.... How -many times, humanly speaking, have We felt the inadequacy of Our poor person to cope with the formidable apostolic obligation of having to make a pronouncement on this matter! How many times We trembled before the alternatives of an easy condescension to current opinions, or of a decision that modern society would find difficult to accept, or that might be arbitrarily too burdensome for married life!"

Nothing could be clearer than the fact that for Paul VI the problem and its solution had such weight and importance that one cannot accept the hypothesis that a slight moral disorder, on the lines of "venial sin", is at stake. It is clear then, merely on the basis of these few points, that for the Magisterium contraception is such a morally disordered form of behaviour that it constitutes gravely sinful matter.

We must ask, however, what grounds does the Magisterium offer for this sort of position. But before moving in this direction, I think it would be helpful to clarify a few things about "grave matter". In every form of human behaviour, one or more values are at stake, for example, life, love, fidelity, solidarity, etc. When important values are at stake, and a given way of acting seriously compromises them, this serious compromise of an important value is what constitutes gravely sinful matter. Therefore, we will find an answer to the question we raised, if we gather from the teaching of the Magisterium an indication of the important values at stake in the conjugal act and the serious way they are compromised by the use of contraceptives.

                                                                                                                                                                         Pope John Paul II

It is inevitable in this research that more attention should be focused on the Magisterium of John Paul II, without disregarding, of course, that of Paul VI. It is actually the current Pope, who, thanks to the developments gradually made by anthropology and the human sciences regarding the meanings and values of human sexuality, has been able to give a broad, systematic development to the anthropological and theological foundations of the Church's moral doctrine in this area. He has done so in many addresses, and more extensively and systematically in the last part of his well-known Wednesday catechesis on Human Love in the Divine Plan.

A detailed analysis of all this material is simply unthinkable in this essay. I will have to limit myself to a few essential elements, with some quotations among the many that could be adduced, but which I hope will be sufficient for our purpose.

I would first like to stress that Paul VI, the Council, but even more John Paul II have clearly shown that they have accepted and utilized the recent advances in the conception of human sexuality as language, i.e., as the sensible expression of the person's interior realities in an interpersonal relationship. In this perspective, the discovery and presentation of the ethical demands inherent in the exercise of sexuality becomes clearer and more persuasive, when its genital component is also involved in this exercise, as occurs in the conjugal act. These demands, in fact, follow the pattern of those required for interpersonal communication that corresponds to the dignity of each of the two partners.

In Gaudium et spes, the conjugal act is seen as the privileged and characteristic expression of conjugal love (n. 49), and in its turn, conjugal love is said to be constitutionally ordered to the transmission of life, or procreation (n. 50). "Love" and "Life" are thus the two essential values at stake in the conjugal act - values obviously of primary importance.

Paul VI says basically the same thing when he makes the "meanings" of the conjugal act the focal point and bases its ethical demands on the principle of the inseparability of the two meanings contained structurally in the act, the unitive meaning and the procreative: 
"This particular doctrine ... is based on the inseparable connection ... between the unitive significance and the procreative significance.... The marriage act, because of its fundamental structure, while it unites husband and wife in the closest intimacy, also brings into operation laws written into the actual nature of man and of woman for the generation of new life. And if each of these essential qualities, the unitive and the procreative, is preserved, the use of marriage fully retains its sense of true mutual love and its ordination to the supreme responsibility of parenthood to which man is called" (Humanae vitae, n. 12).                                                                                                                             

The Pope had already stressed the profound link between love and life by including "totality" and "fruitfulness" among the essential, undeniable qualities that love must have if it is to be authentically conjugal. Totality, in fact, does not allow exceptions or reservations of any sort; fruitfulness is directed to transmitting life (cf. Humanae vitae, n. 9).
Following this line in Familiaris consortio, John Paul II goes on to state: "'The total physical self-giving would be a lie if it were not the sign and fruit of a total personal self-giving, in which the whole person ... is present if the person were to withhold something..., by this very fact he or she would not be giving totally" (n. 11). Then with compelling logic, when he goes on in the same document to discuss the subject of contraception, the Pope offers in a complex paragraph an illuminating panorama of the values destroyed by contraception. It bears repeating here in its entirety: "When couples, by means of recourse to contraception, separate these two meanings that God the Creator has inscribed in the being of man and woman and in the dynamism of their sexual communion, they act as 'arbiters' of the divine plan and they 'manipulate' and degrade human sexuality - and with it themselves and their married partner - by altering its value of 'total' self-giving. Thus the innate language that expresses the total reciprocal self-giving of husband and wife is overlaid, through contraception, by an objectively contradictory language, namely, that of not giving oneself totally to the other. This leads not only to a positive refusal to be open to life but also to a falsification of the inner truth of conjugal love, which is called upon to give itself in personal totality" (n. 32).

For greater clarity it would help to outline the series of values objectively destroyed by contraception:

1) the refusal to be recognized as God's "ministers" and "collaborators" in the transmission of life;

2) the claim to be the "arbiters" of the divine plan; 5
3) the degradation of human sexuality and, thus, of one's own person and of one's spouse;

4) falsification of sexual language to the point of making it objectively contradictory;

5) elimination of any reference to the value of life;

6) a mortal wound ("falsification of the inner truth") of conjugal love itself.

The "no" to life, which the use of contraceptives cries out by its very name, can thus be seen first and foremost as a "no to God". This had already been forcefully stressed by Paul VI in Humanae vitae. This passage also bears repeating in its entirety: "... a reciprocal act of love, which jeopardizes the capacity to transmit life which God the Creator, according to particular laws, inserted therein, is in contradiction with the design constitutive of marriage, and with the will of the Author of Life., To use this divine gift while destroying, even if only partially, its meaning and its purpose is to contradict the nature both of man and of woman and of their most intimate relationship, and therefore it is to contradict also the plan of God and his will" (n. 13).
To return to John Paul II, in the final part of the catechesis mentioned above on Human Love in the Divine Plan, when the Pope "rereads" the doctrine of Humanae vitae on contraception, he magisterially develops its individual points. Thus, regarding the offence to the dignity of the person, the Pope does not hesitate to say that this dignity is radically compromised by contraceptive behaviour: the model proper to one's relationship with things, i.e., a relationship of dominion, is transferred to the person, who has self-mastery as his "basic constitution", thus depriving man "of his proper subjectivity" and making him "an object of manipulation".6
John Paul II then goes on to develop his reflections, focusing his attention on the conjugal act: as "the authentic language of persons" in which "man and woman reciprocally express themselves in the fullest and deepest way" in their "masculinity and femininity", the conjugal act "is subject to the demands of truth". This occurs at two interconnected levels, the personalistic and the theological. 
- At the personalistic level, the connection between the two structural meanings of the conjugal act is such that "the one is achieved together with the other and, in a certain sense, through the other". Therefore, "lacking its inner truth, because artificially deprived of its procreative capacity, it also ceases to be an act of love", and consequently, the "bodily union ... does not correspond to the inner truth and dignity of personal communion". Falsification thus becomes total, because there is no more truth "of self-mastery ... of reciprocal giving and of reciprocal self-acceptance on the part of the person."

- At the theological level, the demands of truth are trampled upon inasmuch as the conjugal union must give expression both to "the truth of the sacrament" understood as the divine plan of which the spouses are ministers and "which 'from the beginning' has been established in the sign of the 'union of flesh' ", and to the truth of the sacrament in the stricter sense which "is perfected through the conjugal union", in which therefore "man and woman are called to express that mysterious 'language' of their bodies in all the truth proper to it".

'Persona humana'

As the final element, I think it is wholly correct to apply to the moral disorder in the sexual field represented by contraception a general principle recalled in another document of the Magisterium, the Declaration Persona humana: On Certain Questions Concerning Sexual Ethics, issued by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith on 29 December 1975. 
An entire paragraph, n. 10, is devoted to how one should evaluate forms of behaviour which represent a moral disorder in the field of sexuality. The principle is formulated in this way: "the moral order of sexuality involves such high values of human life that every direct violation of this order is objectively serious".

That contraception is a direct violation of the moral order of sexuality is unequivocally a constant teaching of the Magisterium, given the fact that it is described as "intrinsically immoral". The teaching recalled in the Declaration Persona humana fully applies to contraception.

Limits of space do not allow for additional references. But those quoted here are more than sufficient to demonstrate that in the Church's doctrine the conjugal act involves values of enormous moral importance, some of which are even fundamental, and that contraception compromises them so seriously as to destroy them. 
It is evident then that in the doctrine taught by the Magisterium the use of contraceptives in performing the conjugal act constitutes gravely sinful matter, in addition to being an "intrinsically immoral" action, and thus is never permissible for any reason or purpose whatever.

Some concluding reflections

Further confirmation of the objective moral gravity of contraception can be seen by looking at some of the aspects that this behaviour has taken on in our time - something the Magisterium itself has not failed to do.

Preventing the conjugal act from initiating the generative process has been, until the most recent past, a problem for couples, individual couples, for particular reasons and situations. In the society and culture produced by industrialization, through a complex series of factors which cannot even be noted here, a marked reduction in the birth rate has become the expectation and practice of almost all couples. While still being a marital problem, it has also become a social problem. Lastly, it is apolitical problem, both of internal politics within individual States and of international politics, especially in relations between developed and developing countries. At this level the real dimensions of the problem then were cleverly extended, by raising the spectre of a global catastrophe caused by overpopulation (the so-called "P-bomb", i.e., population bomb) and the death of all from hunger. A drastic reduction in the birth rate has assumed the features of crucial Urgency, beginning with the developed countries and then with the others, which are soon blamed for the "population explosion", another emotionally charged term.

With the complicity of governments, international bodies, beginning with the UN and the WHO, and well-financed private organizations, there grew that "conspiracy against life" denounced by John Paul II.7 A conspiracy, the Pope says, "involving even international institutions, engaged in encouraging and carrying out actual campaigns to make contraception, sterilization and abortion widely available. Nor can it be denied that the mass media are often implicated in this conspiracy, by lending credit to that culture which presents recourse to contraception, sterilization, abortion and even euthanasia as a mark of progress and a victory of freedom, while depicting as enemies of freedom and progress those positions which are unreservedly pro-life".8
The mass availability of contraception was the first step on a path of death. This quickly led to a broad "contraceptive mentality", i.e., a widespread attitude of rejecting any unwanted child, thus paving the way to broad social acceptance of sterilization and abortion. The latter, in turn, is becoming the premise for the social acceptance of euthanasia and its legalization.

This immensely tragic destruction of paramount human values in the relations between rich and poor countries does not shrink from cynically abusive policies imposed on poor countries as a condition for receiving financial aid, food and medicine, or from requiring the adoption of measures for quickly achieving zero population growth by every means from contraception to mandatory abortion after the first or second child. A true and very grave crime, all of whose revolting brutality can be seen when one discovers that in many poor countries people have free contraceptives and abortifacients of every sort in abundance, but there are no medicines to save the lives of millions of human beings mowed down, for example, by malaria or other easily curable diseases. The Magisterium's condemnation has been constant and severe. I merely quote the one stated in Familiaris consortio: "Likewise to be denounced as gravely unjust are cases where, in international relations, economic help given for the advancement of peoples is made conditional on programmes of contraception, sterilization and procured abortion."9
In our contemporary world, therefore, contraception has played and continues to play a primary role in furthering that rampant "culture of death" whose victims number in the tens of millions every year. This culture also debases human sexuality and perverts love even in its most sublime form of maternal love, when it grants a mother the absurd right to kill the child she is carrying in her womb. A culture moreover which is devastating and seeking to destroy those same values among economically poor and politically defenceless people, who are nevertheless rich in so many human values that have been widely disregarded for a long time in our wealthy countries.

Couples who choose contraception, whether consciously or not, are helping to consolidate and strengthen the roots of this culture. And this choice can only entail responsibilities whose seriousness and weight are difficult to assess but certainly enormous.

________________________________________

Notes

1. Pius XI, Encyclical Letter Casti connubii (30 December 1930), in Acta Apostolicae Sedis 22 (1930), pp. 559-561.

2 See especially n. 29, where the Pope quotes in inverted commas Proposition 21, formulated by the Synod Fathers themselves.
3 Insegnamenti di Paolo VI, vol. 11, 1964, Libreria Editrice Vaticana, Vatican City, p. 420.

4 The text of the address is in Insegnamenti di Paolo VI, vol. VI, 1968, pp. 869-873.

5 On this point, and on several others emphasized here, see the particularly enlightening developments in the Pope's address to priests attending a seminar on "responsible procreation" (17 September 1983), in Insegnamenti di Giovanni Paolo II, vol. VI/2, Libreria Editrice Vaticana, Vatican City 1984, pp. 561-564.

6 For this and the subsequent quotations, see John Paul II, Uomo e donna lo creo, pp. 467-469.

7 John Paul II, Encyclical Letter Evangelium vitae, nn. 12, 17, etc.

8 Ibid., n. 17.

9 John Paul II, Post-Synodal Apostolic Exhortation Familiaris consortio, n.30
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By Fr. John Hardon

This must seem like a strange title, "Contraception: Fatal to the faith." What does the title mean? Does it mean that to believe in contraception is contrary to the faith? Or does it mean that-Christian believers may not practice contraception? Or does it mean that those who practice contraception are in danger of losing their faith?

Please be more clear on just what we mean when we say, "contraception, fatal to the faith?"

What do we mean by the title and what is the thesis of this presentation? We mean that professed Catholics who practice contraception either give up the practice of contraception or they give up their Catholic faith.

Needless to say, this is a startling statement that many would violently disagree with. They will point out the widespread practice of contraception among many--some would say the majority of professed Catholics in a country like the United States. They will quote from numerous professedly Catholic moral theologians openly defending contraception. They will give you the pronouncements of whole conferences of bishops who claim that contraception is really a matter of conscience. Those who sincerely believe that contraception is morally permissible may not be told they are doing wrong; they may not be debarred from receiving Holy Communion; in fact, they need not even have to confess the practice of contraception when they go to confession.

We return to where we began, to make clear what we are saying. We affirm in this conference that the deliberate practice of contraception between husband and wife is objectively a mortal sin. Those who persist in its practice are acting contrary to the explicit teaching of the Roman Catholic Church. They may protest that they are Catholic. They may profess to be Catholics. But their conduct belies their profession.

Someone may object that we are living in a contraceptive society.

Moreover, the silence of so many bishops and the overt teaching of so many nominally Catholic moralists defending contraception forbids our saying that contraception and the Catholic faith are incompatible.

In the light of all the foregoing, let me address myself to the following topics which collectively prove the underlying thesis of this lecture.

+ The Catholic Church teaches infallible doctrine, both in faith and morals.

+ This infallible teaching is done by the Church's extraordinary and by her ordinary universal authority or magisterium.

+ The grave sinfulness of contraception is taught infallibly by the Church's ordinary universal teaching authority.

+ Therefore, those who defend contraception forfeit their claim to being professed Catholics.

+ Consequently, those who persist in their defense of contraception, deprive themselves of the divine graces which are reserved to bona fide members of the Roman Catholic Church.

THE CHURCH TEACHES INFALLIBLY ON FAITH AND MORALS
There is some value in explaining that the Church's infallibility covers not only doctrines that are to be believed, like Christ's divinity or His Real Presence in the Eucharist. No, the Church also, and with emphasis, also teaches infallibly what the followers of Christ are to do.

In His final commission to the Apostles, Jesus told them to teach all nations, "to observe all that I have commanded you."

To mention just one infallible teaching in the moral order: the permanence of the marriage bond. Emphatically, the Church's irreversible doctrines include truths that we are obliged to believe. But they also include precepts that we are universally bound to obey.

This deserves to be emphasized. Why? Because there are nominally Catholic writers who are claiming that the Church's gift of infallibility extends only to her teaching of the faith. It does not, so the claim goes, include grave moral obligations like the prohibition of adultery, sodomy or contraception. That is not true.

TWO FORMS OF INFALLIBLE TEACHING

What are the two ways in which the Church teaches infallibly? She does so whenever the Pope solemnly defines a dogma of the faith, as when in 1950 Pope Pius XII declared that Our Lady was assumed body and soul into heavenly glory.

But the Church also teaches infallibly whenever her bishops, united with the Pope, proclaim that something is to be accepted by all the faithful. Thus abortion was condemned as murder by the Catholic hierarchy, under the Pope, already in the first century of the Christian era—and ever since.

It is therefore infallibly true that abortion is a crime of willful homicide. So, too, the grave sinfulness of homosexuality is infallible Catholic teaching.

INFALLIBLY TRUE THAT CONTRACEPTION IS A MORTAL SIN

We return to where we began, to the subject of contraception. It is infallible Catholic doctrine that contraception is a mortal sin? Yes!

How do we know? We know this from the twenty centuries of the Catholic Church's teaching. Already in the first century, those who professed the Catholic Faith did not practice either contraception or abortion, which were commonly linked together.

The people of the pagan Roman Empire into which they were born universally practiced

+ Abortion
+ Contraception

+ Infanticide

+ Cohabitation of one man with either several legal wives, or with a plurality of concubines

In contrast with this moral promiscuity, Christians practiced monogamy, one man with one woman; they did not use drugs to prevent conception; they did not kill the newborn children whom they did not want to live; they did not practice sodomy or prostitution; and for the Christian, adultery and fornication were grave sins that might require several years of penitential expiation.

What do we call the Church's unbroken tradition in forbidding contraception? We call it her ordinary universal magisterium or teaching authority. This has always been considered a proof of infallibility, or from another perspective, irreversibility.

What do these two terms mean?

+ Infallibility means that God protects the Church from error in her 2000 years of teaching that contraception is a grave sin against God.

+ Irreversibility means that this teaching will never be reversed. Contraception will remain a grave sin until the end of time.

TO DEFEND CONTRACEPTION FORFEITS THE CATHOLIC FAITH

As Christianity expanded, the inevitable happened. Once professed Christians lapsed into their former paganism.

We read in the first three centuries about the thousands of Christians who chose to be thrown to the lions, or beheaded, or crucified--rather than conform to the pagan immorality that was so prevalent in the culture in which they lived.

It is possible to misunderstand the Age of Martyrs of the first three centuries of the Christian era. We are liable to associate professing the Christian faith by refusing to drop a grain of incense before a statue of one of the pagan gods. No, the issue was much deeper and more serious. To be a Christian meant to refuse to conform to the pagan morality of those who did not believe in Christ. To be a Christian meant to reject the pagan immorality of the contemporary world--at the heart of which was the practice of contraception.

THE SITUATION IN THE MODERN WORLD

Contraception as a general practice is a recent innovation in the western nominally Christian world.

Its rise is partly explained by the medical discovery of drugs which either prevent conception, or which destroy the unborn child in its mother's womb.

But the rise of contraception is mainly the result of a widespread propaganda by women like Margaret Sanger and the powerful forces of population control.

What have been the consequences of this return to pre-Christian paganism which is now "the law of the land" in once Christian nations like the United States? The consequences are inevitable.

The once solitary defender of the sanctity of marital relations is now on trial for the profession of its Catholic faith.

In 1968, when Pope Paul VI published <Humanae Vitae>, the episcopal conferences of one country after another met in solemn session to pass judgment on the teachings of the Vicar of Christ.

Bishops in what we call the "Third World Countries" stood firmly behind the Pope's teaching. But the bishops of so-called developed countries, like the United States, or Canada, or France, or Germany, or Austria, or Scandinavia issued long documents that, to put it mildly, compromised the teachings of the Vicar of Christ.

What followed was as inevitable as night follows day. Once firmly believing Catholics became confused, or bewildered, or simply uncertain about the grave moral evil of contraception.

The spectacle of broken families, broken homes, divorce and annulments, abortion and the mania of homosexuality--all of this has its roots in the acceptance of contraception on a wide scale in what only two generations ago was a professed Catholic population.

CONTRACEPTION FATAL TO THE FAITH

We come back to where we started--by claiming that contraception is fatal to the Catholic Faith.

By divine ordinance, those who call themselves Catholic must subscribe to the moral teachings of the Catholic Church of which the Bishop of Rome is the visible head.

This Catholic Church now stands alone in the world as the one universal authority which condemns contraception as contrary to the will of God.

Within the Catholic ranks has arisen an army of dissidents who speak and write in defense of contraception. The sex-preoccupied Andrew Greeley of Chicago recently devoted a whole chapter of a book entitled, "That damned encyclical," referring to <Humanae Vitae>. This priest remains in good standing in ecclesiastical circles.
When the present Holy Father made his first pilgrimage as Pope to the United States, he pleaded in Chicago with the American bishops to do something over the scandal of so many Catholics on Sundays going to Holy Communion and so few going to confession.

All the evidence indicates that the core issue at stake is contraception. If contraception is not a grave sin, well then what is? And why go to confession if I am still in God's friendship although practicing contraception.

What is the new conclusion? That the single, principal cause for the breakdown of the Catholic faith in materially overdeveloped countries like ours has been contraception.

St. James tells us that faith without good works is dead. What good is it to give verbal profession of the Catholic faith, and then behave like a pagan in marital morality?
RECOMMENDATIONS

The single most crucial need to stem this hemorrhage from the Catholic faith is for the Church's leaders to stand behind the Vicar of Christ in proclaiming the Church's two millennia of teaching that no marital act can be separated from its God-given purpose to conceive and procreate a child.

I make bold to say that the Catholic Church, the real Roman Catholic Church, will survive only where its bishops are courageous enough to proclaim what the followers of Christ have believed since apostolic times.

But the bishops are frail human beings. They need, Lord how they need the backing and support of the faithful under their care. So I would like to close with a prayer:

"Lord Jesus, you ordained your Apostles as Bishops at the Last Supper on Holy Thursday night. We beg You to give our bishops the wisdom to see that contraception is fatal to Catholic Christians. Above all, give them the courage of Thomas a Becket and John Fisher, to stand firm against the demonic pressure to destroy the human family by contraception. Amen."

More from EWTN on Contraception at

http://www.ewtn.com/library/ANSWERS/PRACTNFP.HTM
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Birth Control

http://www.catholic.com/tracts/birth-control, http://www.catholic.com/library/Birth_Control.asp 
In 1968, Pope Paul VI issued his landmark encyclical letter Humanae Vitae (Latin, "Human Life"), which reemphasized the Church's constant teaching that it is always intrinsically wrong to use contraception to prevent new human beings from coming into existence. Contraception is "any action which, either in anticipation of the conjugal act [sexual intercourse], or in its accomplishment, or in the development of its natural consequences, proposes, whether as an end or as a means, to render procreation impossible" (Humanae Vitae 14). This includes sterilization, condoms and other barrier methods, spermicides, coitus interruptus (withdrawal method), the Pill, and all other such methods.

The Historic Christian Teaching 

Few realize that up until 1930, all Protestant denominations agreed with the Catholic Church's teaching condemning contraception as sinful. At its 1930 Lambeth Conference, the Anglican church, swayed by growing social pressure, announced that contraception would be allowed in some circumstances. Soon the Anglican church completely caved in, allowing contraception across the board. Since then, all other Protestant denominations have followed suit. Today, the Catholic Church alone proclaims the historic Christian position on contraception.
Evidence that contraception is in conflict with God's laws comes from a variety of sources that will be examined in this tract.

Nature 

Contraception is wrong because it's a deliberate violation of the design God built into the human race, often referred to as "natural law." The natural law purpose of sex is procreation. The pleasure that sexual intercourse provides is an additional blessing from God, intended to offer the possibility of new life while strengthening the bond of intimacy, respect, and love between husband and wife.
The loving environment this bond creates is the perfect setting for nurturing children.
But sexual pleasure within marriage becomes unnatural, and even harmful to the spouses, when it is used in a way that deliberately excludes the basic purpose of sex, which is procreation. God's gift of the sex act, along with its pleasure and intimacy, must not be abused by deliberately frustrating its natural end—procreation.

Scripture 

Is contraception a modern invention? Hardly! Birth control has been around for millennia. Scrolls found in Egypt, dating to 1900 B.C., describe ancient methods of birth control that were later practiced in the Roman empire during the apostolic age. Wool that absorbed sperm, poisons that fumigated the uterus, potions, and other methods were used to prevent conception. In some centuries, even condoms were used (though made out of animal skin rather than latex).
The Bible mentions at least one form of contraception specifically and condemns it. Coitus interruptus, was used by Onan to avoid fulfilling his duty according to the ancient Jewish law of fathering children for one's dead brother. 
"Judah said to Onan, `Go in to your brother's wife, and perform the duty of a brother-in-law to her, and raise up offspring for your brother.' But Onan knew that the offspring would not be his; so when he went in to his brother's wife he spilled the semen on the ground, lest he should give offspring to his brother. And what he did was displeasing in the sight of the Lord, and he slew him also" (Gen. 38:8–10).
The biblical penalty for not giving your brother's widow children was public humiliation, not death (Deut. 25:7–10). But Onan received death as punishment for his crime. This means his crime was more than simply not fulfilling the duty of a brother-in-law. He lost his life because he violated natural law, as Jewish and Christian commentators have always understood. For this reason, certain forms of contraception have historically been known as "Onanism," after the man who practiced it, just as homosexuality has historically been known as "Sodomy," after the men of Sodom, who practiced that
vice (cf. Gen. 19). Contraception was so far outside the biblical mindset and so obviously wrong that it did not need the frequent condemnations other sins did. Scripture condemns the practice when it mentions it. 
Once a moral principle has been established in the Bible, every possible application of it need not be mentioned. For example, the general principle that theft is wrong was clearly established in Scripture; but there's no need to provide an exhaustive list of every kind of theft. Similarly, since the principle that contraception is wrong has been established by being condemned when it's mentioned in the Bible, every particular form of contraception does not need to be dealt with in Scripture in order for us to see that it is condemned.

Apostolic Tradition 

The biblical teaching that birth control is wrong is found even more explicitly among the Church Fathers, who recognized the biblical and natural law principles underlying the condemnation. In A.D. 195, Clement of Alexandria wrote, "Because of its divine institution for the propagation of man, the seed is not to be vainly ejaculated, nor is it to be damaged, nor is it to be wasted" (The Instructor of Children 2:10:91:2). Hippolytus of Rome wrote in 255 that "on account of their prominent ancestry and great property, the so-called faithful [certain Christian women who had affairs with male servants] want no children from slaves or lowborn commoners, [so] they use drugs of sterility or bind themselves tightly in order to expel a fetus which has already been engendered" (Refutation of All Heresies 9:12).
Around 307 Lactantius explained that some "complain of the scantiness of their means, and allege that they have not enough for bringing up more children, as though, in truth, their means were in [their] power . . . or God did not daily make the rich poor and the poor rich. Wherefore, if any one on any account of poverty shall be unable to bring up children, it is better to abstain from relations with his wife" (Divine Institutes 6:20).
The First Council of Nicaea, the first ecumenical council and the one that defined Christ's divinity, declared in 325, "If anyone in sound health has castrated himself, it behooves that such a one, if enrolled among the clergy, should cease [from his ministry], and that from henceforth no such person should be promoted. But, as it is evident that this is said of those who willfully do the thing and presume to castrate themselves, so if any have been made eunuchs by barbarians, or by their masters, and should otherwise be found worthy, such men this canon admits to the clergy" (Canon 1).
Augustine wrote in 419, "I am supposing, then, although you are not lying [with your wife] for the sake of procreating offspring, you are not for the sake of lust obstructing their procreation by an evil prayer or an evil deed. Those who do this, although they are called husband and wife, are not; nor do they retain any reality of marriage, but with a respectable name cover a shame. Sometimes this lustful cruelty, or cruel lust, comes to this, that they even procure poisons of sterility [oral contraceptives]" (Marriage and Concupiscence 1:15:17).
The apostolic tradition's condemnation of contraception is so great that it was followed by Protestants until 1930 and was upheld by all key Protestant Reformers. Martin Luther said, "[T]he exceedingly foul deed of Onan, the basest of wretches … is a most disgraceful sin. It is far more atrocious than incest and adultery. We call it unchastity, yes, a sodomitic sin. For Onan goes in to her; that is, he lies with her and copulates, and when it comes to the point of insemination, spills the semen, lest the woman conceive. Surely at such a time the order of nature established by God in procreation should be followed. Accordingly, it was a most disgraceful crime. . . . Consequently, he deserved to be killed by God. He committed an evil deed. Therefore, God punished him."

John Calvin said, "The voluntary spilling of semen outside of intercourse between man and woman is a monstrous thing. Deliberately to withdraw from coitus in order that semen may fall on the ground is doubly monstrous. For this is to extinguish the hope of the race and to kill before he is born the hoped-for offspring."
John Wesley warned, "Those sins that dishonor the body are very displeasing to God, and the evidence of vile affections. Observe, the thing which he [Onan] did displeased the Lord—and it is to be feared; thousands, especially of single persons, by this very thing, still displease the Lord, and destroy their own souls." (These passages are quoted in Charles D. Provan, The Bible and Birth Control, which contains many quotes by historic Protestant figures who recognize contraception's evils.)

The Magisterium 

The Church also, fulfilling the role given it by Christ as the identifier and interpreter of apostolic Scripture and apostolic tradition, has constantly condemned contraception as gravely sinful.
In Humanae Vitae, Pope Paul VI stated, "[W]e must once again declare that the direct interruption of the generative process already begun, and, above all, directly willed and procured abortion, even if for therapeutic reasons, are to be absolutely excluded as licit means of regulating birth. Equally to be excluded, as the teaching authority of the Church has frequently declared, is direct sterilization, whether perpetual or temporary, whether of the man or of the woman. 
Similarly excluded is every action which, either in anticipation of the conjugal act, or in its accomplishment, or in the development of its natural consequences, proposes, whether as an end or as a means, to render procreation impossible" (HV 14).
This was reiterated in the Catechism of the Catholic Church: "[E]very action which, whether in anticipation of the conjugal act, or in its accomplishment, or in the development of its natural consequences, proposes, whether as an end or as a means, to render procreation impossible is intrinsically evil" (CCC 2370). "Legitimate intentions on the part of the spouses do not justify recourse to morally unacceptable means . . . for example, direct sterilization or contraception" (CCC 2399).
The Church also has affirmed that the illicitness of contraception is an infallible doctrine: "The Church has always taught the
intrinsic evil of contraception, that is, of every marital act intentionally rendered unfruitful. This teaching is to be held as
definitive and irreformable. Contraception is gravely opposed to marital chastity, it is contrary to the good of the transmission of life (the procreative aspect of matrimony), and to the reciprocal self-giving of the spouses (the unitive aspect of matrimony); it harms true love and denies the sovereign role of God in the transmission of human life" (Vademecum for Confessors 2:4, Feb. 12, 1997).
Human Experience 
Pope Paul VI predicted grave consequences that would arise from the widespread and unrestrained use of contraception. He warned, "Upright men can even better convince themselves of the solid grounds on which the teaching of the Church in this field is based if they care to reflect upon the consequences of methods of artificially limiting the increase of children. Let them consider, first of all, how wide and easy a road would thus be opened up towards conjugal infidelity and the general lowering of morality. Not much experience is needed in order to know human weakness, and to understand that men—especially the young, who are so vulnerable on this point—have need of encouragement to be faithful to the moral law, so that they must not be offered some easy means of eluding its observance. It is also to be feared that the man, growing used to the employment of anti-conceptive practices, may finally lose respect for the woman and, no longer caring for her physical and psychological equilibrium, may come to the point of considering her as a mere instrument of selfish enjoyment, and no longer as his respected and beloved companion" (HV 17).
No one can doubt the fulfillment of these prophetic words. They have all been more than fulfilled in this country as a result of the widespread availability of contraceptives, the "free love" movement that started in the 1960s, and the loose sexual morality that it spawned and that continues to pervade Western culture.
Indeed, recent studies reveal a far greater divorce rate in marriages in which contraception is regularly practiced than in
those marriages where it is not. Experience, natural law, Scripture, Tradition, and the magisterium, all testify to the moral evil of contraception.

Wishful Thinking 
Ignoring the mountain of evidence, some maintain that the Church considers the use of contraception a matter for each married couple to decide according to their "individual conscience." Yet, nothing could be further from the truth. The Church has always maintained the historic Christian teaching that deliberate acts of contraception are always gravely sinful, which means that it is mortally sinful if done with full knowledge and deliberate consent (CCC 1857). This teaching cannot be changed and has been taught by the Church infallibly.
There is no way to deny the fact that the Church has always and everywhere condemned artificial contraception. The matter has already been infallibly decided. The so-called "individual conscience" argument amounts to "individual disobedience." 
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Voluntary Sterilization Severs God's Perfect Creative Plan for Our Lives
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By Fr. Denis St. Marie and Fr. Paul Marx
After twenty years of worldwide travel and teaching the benefits of natural family planning (NFP) and the harmful effects of abortion, sterilization and contraception, we have concluded that deliberate human sterilization to avoid conception poses an enormous threat to the Church; indeed to the entire world.
Sterilization literally severs the neutered person's relationship with God. Through sterilization, God's precious gift of life and its transmission mankind's most special sharing in the creative aspect of God's character -- is being rejected; in most instances irrevocably.
There are three types of sterility. Some people are born sterile. These people constitute about 20 percent of the world's couples. Many more unfortunate couples are sterile due to secondary effects of medical treatments or other causes. These couples are guilty of no wrong, but they suffer all the same; far more than we can imagine. Our hearts go out to them.
The third group of sterile partners consists of those who voluntarily have opted for some procedure to make them sterile. Their sterility may be temporary or permanent. It may be the husband or the wife who has been sterilized. It may have been done by surgery, medication, radiation or by some other method.
It is this third group that we are dealing with in this article.
Most of these men and women were badly advised by their doctors that they should be sterilized. They were told that another pregnancy could jeopardize the wife's health and maybe even her life. After explaining the situation to their pastor, the couple may have been told that he didn't understand these things, but if a good doctor said it was necessary, then they should follow their conscience. In such cases, they probably committed no sin, and have no need of confession. This seldom is the case, however. Most couples who choose voluntary sterilization choose something that is morally wrong.
There is nothing inherently wrong with following the doctor's advice to avoid another pregnancy when the health of the mother, or even that of the father, is at serious risk. It is up to the couple to decide when they will conceive and how many children they will have. It is the means that they use to accomplish this that is subject to question.

WHAT THE CHURCH TEACHES
This is what the Church teaches: "Equally to be avoided is direct sterilization, whether permanent or temporary, whether of the man or of the woman" (Humanae Vitae #14). 
Direct sterilization is the only surgical procedure performed solely to destroy the sound functioning of a healthy organ. This is neither good medicine nor good morals. The end never justifies the means; so here we are faced with a question of immorality. Every medical operation involves some risk, and that certainly includes direct sterilization. It is probably a far less dangerous procedure for men than it is for women, but the man who undergoes sterilization is subject to some harmful secondary effects.
Since, on a worldwide basis, women are sterilized with five times greater frequency than men, let's briefly consider some of the secondary effects that we can substantiate with medical studies.
The sterilized woman is seven times more likely to suffer an ectopic pregnancy than the woman who has not been sterilized. This number is so small that, even multiplied seven times, it is still perhaps statistically insignificant unless that number happens to include you. The sperm sometimes find their way to the ovum by circumventing the serrated portion of the fallopian tubes. But since the fertilized ovum is considerably larger, it cannot come down the fallopian tube, and so an ectopic pregnancy results. When the symptoms appear, the woman may be advised that she has a cyst or a tumor. The doctor probably will insist that the trapped, growing embryo constitutes an emergency threat to the mother's life. He will claim he needs to operate at once.
Another more common, but less understood, effect of sterilization on young women is their accelerated entry into pre-menopause. It depends upon how much of the fallopian tube has been destroyed, reducing the blood supply to the ovaries. They begin to function less efficiently, reducing the production of estrogen and progesterone, the feminizing hormones.

MANY COMPLICATIONS
When the sterilized woman is in her twenties or early thirties, her chances of having difficult periods in her forties or sooner are all too common. She may have painful, prolonged, irregular or copious bleeding as the years progress. This often leads her to the fourth most common effect: hysterectomy, the removal of her uterus, with or without her ovaries.
Women who have been sterilized are at least twenty times more likely to need a hysterectomy than women who have not been sterilized, according to Dr. Patricio Mena of the University of Chile.
A highly competent obstetrician/gynecologist with a large practice some years ago in the San Diego area once told us that there were 64 gynecological surgeons there at that time. The more surgery, the more money, so they sterilized a lot of women. Months after their operations, some of these women came in to complain of irregular bleeding. The doctor would do a dilation and curettage (D&C) procedure. Despite initial relief, many of these women later returned to complain about the same problem. The surgeon did a second D&C. When the woman returned a third time, the unscrupulous doctor would tell her that, after all, she was now in her early thirties and so in need of a hysterectomy. Our doctor-friend's comment: "The surgeon got four checks for something he should not have done in the first place."

PSYCHOLOGICAL TWISTS
While the physical effects of sterilization are quite easy to demonstrate statistically, the greater effect probably is not physical but psychological. No person escapes the emotional effects. Sooner or later, to some degree, every sterilized person will have to suffer some psychological effect. There is an old saying that God always forgives, men forgive sometimes, but nature NEVER forgives. When the doctor destroys the sound functioning of a healthy organ, nature simply does not forgive. Jealous of her fertility, she strikes back.
Some years ago, a lady doctor, an expert in NFP in southern France, asked me why men with sterilized wives often impregnate fertile women, as if they no longer find their wives sexually attractive or interesting. The doctor claimed to have often seen such cases. There is no clear explanation. We seemingly must consign this phenomenon to the subtle, delicate psychological twists and turns of wounded human sexuality.
Men also are affected by sterilization, although perhaps to a lesser degree than are women. Sooner or later, sterilized men suffer some psychological, as well as physical, effects. Although the physical and emotional repercussions for men seem to be far less than for women, there are indications that male sterilization increases the possibility of circulatory problems due to blocked sperm. This may result in a heart attack or stroke, but these effects seem to appear years later. So why worry? The man may die of an accident before these effects even occur. But in case he does not have that accident, maybe he will have to worry.
The physiological or psychological consequences of male neutering are still largely matters for theoretical speculation. At a huge Planned Parenthood meeting some years ago a speaker frankly admitted that no one knew what happened to the undelivered sperm. He spoke vaguely about vasectomy causing white corpuscle mischief in the bloodstream.

GRAVE SPIRITUAL DAMAGE
But now we arrive at the most serious effect of sterilization, one you probably have never heard of, or thought about. We believe the gravest effect of direct sterilization is SPIRITUAL.
Many people will get to heaven to be with God, who is Love and Life, by having married for love and for life. They are the ends or purposes of the sacrament of marriage. Sex is an integral part of marriage. It is, in fact, the "matter" of the sacrament. And sex, like marriage, is for Love and for Life. It is only on infrequent occasions that sexual activity produces new human life; more often it is for the fortifying or nurturing of the love of the couple.
Love by its very nature must be fruitful. Of course, there are many ways love can be fruitful without leading to the procreation of children. The religious life is testimony to that. God is Love and God is Life. You can no more divide love from life than you can divide God. Sexual relations motivated by love and concern in marriage are always good, licit and sanctifying - provided that the marital act remains open to life.

Most people will get to heaven because they married for love and life and raised children for love and for life. Many sterilized people - especially those who have misguidedly undergone "the procedure" - will get to heaven as well, since they have manifested much love.
A field that is sterile is one that doesn't produce anything, or at least one that produces little of worth. A sterile mind is one that likewise isn't worth much, since it doesn't produce much of value. What about a purposely sterilized marriage? By an act of their will, the partners have neutered their marriage. Their sex life, which should very much be a means of sanctification, has likewise been rendered sterile. The marriage surely can produce some good, but that good has been minimized, and to no purpose. Where necessary, births can be morally regulated through highly effective Natural Family Planning methods.

GOD WRITES STRAIGHT
God finds ways to write straight with crooked lines. Many of these people, as they get to their early forties, when life is not as hectic as it was a few years earlier, have more time now and take more seriously the work of personal sanctification.
They become increasingly involved in the life of their parish and in its apostolic movements. Since they no longer have small children, they have time to dedicate themselves to good works. But gnawing within them is a certain dissatisfaction. They know something is not complete. Bring up the subject of sterilization and often the tears begin to flow. The normal means of sanctification in marriage has been compromised. The spayed couple sense that their marriage and sexual life is somehow lacking, and indeed it is. It has been sterilized. How is this problem to be corrected? We don't think it can be. How can it be alleviated or sublimated? That is the challenge.
Most people probably have never heard a sermon dealing with sterilization. If they are fortunate, perhaps they have heard their priests speak out against contraceptives and publicly condemn abortion now and then. But the subject of sterilization is seldom broached, even from Catholic pulpits, despite the fact that sterilization has become the most common means of birth control in the world.
Surely, abortion in itself is a far graver sin than sterilization. But we suspect that few women maliciously decide to undergo an abortion. Most abortions are the product of desperation, fear and ignorance.

THE BARREN TRUTH
Perhaps not many practicing Catholic married people have abortions. But one out of every five fertile couples in the world is sterilized. About 23 percent take the pill, 21 percent use condoms and 20 percent are now sterilized. In the United States, those percentages are constantly increasing. There is no decrease in the number of sterilized people, since few abandon permanent sterilization with a corrective operation.
Everyone eventually abandons contraceptives. The surviving victims of abortion can repent and be reconciled. So, too, in theory can those who are sterilized. But how does the sterilized person realistically repent or change his or her mind? In practice, sterilization is forever.
A startling report from South Bend, Indiana, showed that -- of those couples who have been married for fifteen years, and who have used contraceptives for more than ten of those years -- almost 67 percent were sterilized. Contraception leads to abortion, but even more often it leads to sterilization.
Being "pro-life" means being open to life; it means having a sexual relationship that remains open to the possibility of the transmission of life without resorting to abortion, sterilization or contraceptives. God the Creator is never excluded from a godly marriage.
FATHER PAUL MARX, O.S.B., Ph.D., is founder and president of Human Life International. He has spoken internationally and written extensively on the evils of sterilization, contraception and abortion. 
FATHER DENIS ST. MARIE is associate pastor of the Church of St. Rita in Solon, Ohio. He has spoken about these evils to groups of priests and seminarians for the past 20 years.

Fr. Paul Marx's Last Article - Prophesies of Humanae Vitae
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/fr-paul-marxs-last-article-prophesies-of-humanae-vitae 

March 23, 2010
Introduction: Only a few days before he died, Father Paul Marx returned to the topic that had so often occupied him during his long decades as a pro-life missionary - namely, the great encyclical Humanae Vitae. 
He sent this short article, in which he underlines the accuracy of Pope Paul VI's predictions about what would happen, if contraception became prevalent in society. We send it out now both because it contains timeless truths, and also to honor our Founder and long-time Chairman, Fr. Marx, who has gone to be with the Father.

Steven W. Mosher, Population Research Institute 

Prophecies of Humanae Vitae 

By Father Paul Marx, OSB

On July 25, 1968, Pope Paul VI's Humanae Vitae re-affirmed the Catholic teaching on life, love and human sexuality. In that document, he listed the consequences of life lived outside Catholic teaching.

He predicted that:

1.    Contraception would lead to conjugal infidelity.
2.    Contraceptive practice would lead to a “general lowering of morality.”

3.    Contraception would lead men to cease respecting woman in their totality and would cause them to treat women as “mere instruments of selfish enjoyment,” rather than as cherished partners.

4.    And finally, widespread acceptance of contraception by couples would lead to a massive imposition of contraception by unscrupulous governments. 

In other words, Pope Paul VI predicted that contraception would evolve from “a lifestyle choice” into a weapon of mass destruction. How dreadfully his prophecy has been vindicated by population control and coercive sterilization programs, fertility reduction quotas and the promotion of abortion literally everywhere in the world.

Contraception's destruction of the integrity of the marital act—as unitive and procreative—has dire consequences for society and for our souls. Contraception, in other words, is a rejection of God's view of reality. It is a wedge driven into the most intimate sphere of communion known to man outside of the Holy Sacrament of the Mass. It is a degrading poison that withers life and love both in marriage and in society.

By breaking the natural and divinely ordained connection between sex and procreation, women and men—but especially men—would focus on the hedonistic possibilities of sex. People would cease seeing sex as something that was intrinsically linked to new life and to the sacrament of marriage.

Does anyone doubt that this is where we find ourselves today?

Now, Mizoram church against birth control policy 

http://www.christiantoday.co.in/article/now.mizoram.church.against.birth.control.policy/4245.htm  

By Rinu Varghese, July 21, 2009
Another Christian-dominated state has followed suit Kerala by staunchly denouncing birth control measures of the government.
Mizoram's largest church last week came out strongly against the policy of birth control, which they said was against the "continuation of God's creation".
Synod, the biggest assembly of the Mizoram Presbyterian Church, said it would educate the church members to have as many children as possible and will outrightly oppose any birth control policy in the state.
"Newly born denotes continuation of God's creation," said Rev. Zosangliana Colney, executive secretary of the Mizoram Synod. "It is God's blessing on human beings. Who are we to stop?"
He continued that Mizoram was less populated compared to other states in India and many NGOs also feel birth control is not necessary in the northeastern state.
Colney maintains that "If God wants his creation to continue here on earth, he will surely balance life as well."
Earlier, three other presbyteries Dampa, Lunglei and Ramlai East, had urged the Synod to oppose the birth control policy. Apparently the Synod had twice passed resolutions against the policy, one in 1976 and second in 1985.
Mizoram does have a peer in the southern state of Kerala who on similar lines condemned birth control policy of one being the family planning bill. 
Already worried about its dwindling flock, the Kerala Catholic Bishops????? Council not only opposed it but also agreed to offer support to families that have more children.
According to the Kerala Family Planning and Control Bill, families having a third child will be fined 10,000 Rs ($240). In addition, families will also be denied free education and treatment in government hospitals.
Catholic Church calls upon Christians to give birth to more children

http://www.thenational.ae/news/world/catholic-church-calls-upon-christians-to-give-birth-to-more-children 

By Shaikh Azizur Rahman, New Delhi, September 4, 2009
Worried about the community's dwindling population, church leaders in the Indian states of Kerala and Mizoram are encouraging Christians to give birth to more children.

In Kerala, the Catholic Church has initiated several measures in church-run hospitals, including medical interventions such as the reversal of tubectomies for women and providing treatment to infertile couples.
"The church will extend support to women who want to undergo recanalisation or reversal of tubectomy. A recanalisation surgery in other hospitals costs around 50,000 rupees. In our church-run non-profit hospitals we can bring down the cost to 10,000 rupees," said Father Jose Kottayil, the secretary to the council from Kochi. While parishes across Kerala have been asked to conduct sessions with smaller Christian families to encourage them to have more children, the Kerala Catholic Bishops Council's Commission for Family has also promised to provide an education allowance to the fourth child in a family - indirectly asking each Christian family to have at least four children.

According to the 1991 census, Christians accounted for 19.5 per cent of Kerala's 29.09 million population. When the 2001 census revealed that the state's population had increased to 31.84 million, or a 9.42 per cent increase, the percentage of Christians had actually dropped to 19 per cent. In response, in 2004, church leaders decided to begin their campaign for larger Christian families. "According to the latest government statistics, the fertility rate [children per family] among Kerala's Christians is 1.5, the lowest among all [religious] communities in the state. It's leading to the fall of the state's Christian population and it concerns us," said Fr Kottayil.
The Catholic clergy's concerns run counter to those of the Indian state. Beginning in the 1950s, health officials began promoting smaller families and attempted to popularise slogans such as "Ham do, hamare do" ("We two, our two", in Hindi), urging couples not to have more than two children. In the Christian-dominated north-eastern state of Mizoram, where a church campaign for larger families began last year, the executive secretary of the Mizoram Synod, Zosangliana Colney, said children are the "continuation of God's creations" and "human beings have no authority to control that process".

As the country's population has grown to over 1.2 billion, experts predict that by 2050 it will reach 1.53 billion and overtake China as the world's most populous nation. India's national fertility rate, according to latest figures released by India's Ministry of Health and Family Welfare, stands at 2.8. The same 2007 chart shows Kerala's fertility rate at 1.9, among the lowest in the country, and the Christian fertility rate in Kerala at 1.5, the lowest among all religious communities in the state.

Christian leaders say that while Hindus and Muslims, the two larger communities in Kerala, are growing, the shrinking Christian population has reason to feel threatened. "Kerala has seen a higher rate of fall in its Christian population, possibly because of increasing education among [Christian] women and growing unemployment among adults. "But, on the other hand, the populations of other religious communities have been growing in the state, further making the Christians shrink in the society, and it is a matter of grave concern in a country where violence against Christians has been rising every year," said John Dayal, the secretary of the All India Christian Council and national convenor of the United Christian Forum for Human Rights in Delhi.

Church leaders also blame western influence for Christian families becoming smaller in Kerala. Noting that abortions were taking place among the state's Christians, Fr Kottayil said that "loose Catholic doctrines" emanating from the West were leading Keralite Catholics to assume the non-Catholic belief that contraception and abortion are a matter of personal choice for couples and outside the purview of their religion.

"But we are against contraception and abortion: the birth of a child is originally a decision by God. A couple can only help His decision be executed, as partners in the process," said Fr Kottayil. "Many [Christian] couples are opting for only one child. For normal growth of their child at least another sibling is needed in the family - we are passing this message to those single-child parents. This one-child policy is the root of our crisis," he said.

Health experts say that India can no longer sustain large families and it must immediately bring down the population growth rate to zero. "People's economic situation is not improved by having more children. It places them under greater financial pressure and exposes them to malnutrition and disease and they do not have the money for education and clothes," Vivek Baid, the president of India's Mission for Population Control, told London's Observer newspaper last month.

Fr Kottayil, however, argued that in India the "unequal distribution of wealth" is the main hurdle for overall development. Mr. Colney said: "[Children] are God's blessing on human beings. We know that if God wants to continue His creations, He surely will balance life on earth". 
Contraception and Marriage - The Canon Law Requirements for Consummation
http://www.zenit.org/article-30025?l=english 

By E. Christian Brugger, Washington, D.C., July 28, 2010 

Here is a question on bioethics asked by a ZENIT reader and answered by the fellows of the Culture of Life Foundation.
Q: Does a contraceptive act of sexual intercourse fulfill the Canon Law requirements for Consummation? -SG. A., Cape Town, South Africa
A: Neither canon law nor the authoritative moral teaching of the Catholic Church settles this question. In such a case, morally conscientious people should consider relevant arguments on both sides of the question and affirm the conclusion that seems to them most to be true in the light of the wider truths of the faith. The ideas of faithful theologians in this instance can be of assistance. But Catholics should not “believe” what theologians say in the way they believe the truths of divine revelation or definitive Catholic teaching; nor should they render to the opinions of theologians the “religious submission of mind and will” as they should to non-definitive authoritative Catholic teaching (See Vatican II, Lumen Gentium, no. 25). Rather, they should consider what theologians say and judge for themselves whether it seems true. In what follows, I offer my own reasoning on the question whether contraceptive genital sex consummates a marriage (i.e., whether it is adequate to bring about the two-in-one-flesh communion necessary to bring into existence an indissoluble marriage). I begin by explaining how the spiritual-bodily nature of the human person is the basis for the Catholic Church’s teaching on the nature of marriage. 
Human beings are an inseparable unity of body and soul. They are spiritual beings, but not merely spiritual beings using a body, say, as a captain steers his ship. They are also bodily beings; but not merely bodily beings with no non-bodily dimension (which is what materialists believe). They are rightly called "embodied souls." The marital relationship is uniquely an expression of this body-soul unity.
Now some relationships, such as between two friends, are established on the basis of the spiritual dimension alone. By this I do not mean that friendship does not involve the body. Of course it does, as does everything human. But it comes into existence by a spiritual act, an act of the will, that is, on the basis of the consent of the partners. And it lasts only as long as the friends are willing to stay friends. If either partner removes his consent, the relationship (although not necessarily the affection) to that extent ceases. 

Marriage too is a type of friendship that requires consent ("marital consent"). But it is more than an ordinary friendship established and held in existence only by the consent of the partners. It also has a profound bodily dimension -- a "one-flesh" dimension realized with the first act of sexual intercourse (see Genesis 2:24; Matthew 19:5; Ephesians 5:31). This one-fleshness comes into existence, as St. Paul makes clear, whether or not the persons are married (cf. 1 Corinthians 6:16). But because it joins two people uniquely in body and soul, expressing the possibility for radical human intimacy and procreativity, intercourse should only ever be a marital act, that is, should be an actualization of and a sharing in a relationship characterized by permanence, exclusivity and procreativity. 
If the partners have not already consented to a life-long marital-type friendship, then their act of intercourse is disordered because it establishes a one-flesh union on the basis of an impermanent relationship. John Paul II says that the "language of the body" spoken by extra-marital sex is deceptive: "Because I say with my body that you are mine and I am yours forever; but I have not consented to such a union."
So marriage is a permanent, two-in-one-flesh type of friendship established on the basis of both the consent of the partners and an act that unites the bodies into a one-flesh unity. The consent takes place at the altar when the partners exchange vows. If they indeed intend to enter an indissoluble one-flesh type of friendship, and they have no other impediments (e.g., they are already married), their consent brings into existence (what’s referred to in canon law as) a "ratified" marriage, a real marriage, but not yet a complete marriage. It becomes complete when the spouses consummate their marriage through a bodily act that expresses in a one-flesh fashion what they consented to on the altar -- the irrevocable gift of the whole self. If they never consummate their marriage, the union’s incompleteness is expressed in the fact that the marital bond can be dissolved by the Church. If their marriage is both ratified and consummated, nothing but death can dissolve the union.

Canon law
We now return to the question of whether a contraceptive act of intercourse consummates a marriage. The 1985 Commentary on the Code of Canon Law by the Canon Law Society of America says: "The consultors who discussed the canons favored the notion that natural sexual intercourse constituted consummation and that the use of contraceptives did not prevent true completion of the act as long as the device did not interfere with the physical act of intercourse" [1].
I understand this to mean that the consultors (i.e., those experts in canon law consulted by the Vatican in the preparation of the 1983 Code of Canon Law) believed that if a wife was on the birth control pill during the couple's first act of intercourse, their act would still be (in the words of canon law) "per se apt for the generation of children” (Canon 1061) (i.e., a procreative "kind" of act even if not actually a fertile act). This is not because the consultors believed the pill was morally legitimate (although some might have believed this), but because a chemically contracepted act does not impede the husband from depositing semen in his wife’s vagina, something most canonists believe to be essential to consummation.
Both Dr. May and I believe that this judgment is wrong (and so do many moral theologians today). I will state as briefly as possible our reasons for holding this view. For an act of sexual intercourse to be "marital" and hence legitimate, the act must be consistent with the two chief goods of marriage, which are procreation and unity. If either the unitive or the procreative goods of marriage are positively willed against, then although the physical behavior might resemble marital intercourse, the act is non-marital. So, for example, if on their wedding night, the husband forces his wife to have intercourse with him against her will, the act is not a marital act -- is not consummatory -- since by being against her freedom it is contrary to the good of marital unity (it is not even a human-type of act, at least on her part; it is merely a piece of physical behavior). Similarly, if by using contraception one or both of the spouses intend that their act of intercourse is sterile (not procreative), then by virtue of their positive intention against the good of procreation, the act is non-marital. If the act is non-marital, then (obviously) it is not consummatory of a marriage. Therefore, a willful contraceptive act of sexual intercourse does not fulfill the requirements of Canon 1061 for marital consummation. (Dr. May and I addressed in our last piece the question of whether couples who have intentionally sterilized themselves can get married in the Church. Another way to word this question is whether they can consummate their marriage.)
If this reasoning is correct (which, as I said above, is not Church teaching but the conclusion of theologians), it has serious implications for marriage preparation. If a couple intends to practice contraception for the first years of marriage to avoid having children, which many do, then even if they contract a valid ratified marriage on the altar, they will not consummate their marriage until they choose an act of marital intercourse that respects both marital goods. This means they do not become a one-flesh union until that time; they do not receive the grace that supervenes upon marriage’s one-fleshness; and their marriage remains dissoluble. It also means they enter into marriage habitually choosing a gravely evil act, which is bad for their marriage. After 40 years of swallowing this bitter pill, couples now need the Church's pastors to speak up clearly: contraception militates against the good of a marriage; it is a contra-marriage act, a moral virus within the relationship.
I believe a priest who knows that a couple intends to practice contraception after they marry should do his best to persuade them otherwise. His attempt at persuasion should involve more than telling them that what they are doing is wrong. He should explain as clearly as he can the reasons that contraceptive intercourse is wrong; and do so with charity and patience realizing that for many people, including many Catholics, the truth of the wrongness of contraception is very hard to see. In the end, if they reject the Catholic teaching, he should refuse to marry them. Just as ordaining a priest who rejects the Church's teaching on clerical chastity is in my opinion a grave pastoral error, so also is marrying people who reject the Catholic teaching on marital chastity.

Even if he chooses not to follow my opinion here, he should try to communicate to the couple as clearly as possible that the sin of contraception is not a minor issue to the health of a marriage, although Catholic pastoral practice has treated it this way for several decades.
[1] Commentary on canon 1061 (1985, Canon Law Society of America), p. 745.
(Contraception and Marriage) Intention Carries More Weight in Moral Judgment
http://www.zenit.org/article-30296?l=english 

By E. Christian Brugger, Washington, D.C., September. 8, 2010 
Here is a question on bioethics asked by a ZENIT reader and answered by the fellows of the Culture of Life Foundation.
Q: If a husband and wife have a baby as a result of contracepted sex, was their marriage consummated?
What if spouses use contraception intending to minimize but not entirely impede the possibility of procreation? Have they contracepted? Especially if they actually conceive a baby as a result of the behavior? 
How much in other words does your argument rely on the physical act of contraception as blocking consummation and how much are you presuming that the act shows a particular intention that would foreclose consummation? -Maggie Gallagher, Washington, D.C. (http://www.marriagedebate.com)
A: In a previous piece ["Contraception and Marriage"], I argued that contraceptive intercourse is not suitable to consummate a validly ratified marriage. I will briefly summarize my argument. To be consummative (i.e., to be an act by which the spouses become one flesh), intercourse must be "marital." To be marital, it must be performed "in a human way" and must be "in itself suitable for the procreation of children" (1983 Code of Canon Law, Canon 1061). 
To be performed "in a human way," requires at a minimum that the performance is not contrary to human freedom (in the words of a 1986 document by the Congregation for the Discipline of the Sacraments, "not extorted through violence"). To be "in itself suitable for the procreation of children" requires that it is the kind of sexual act in which spouses would engage if they are trying to procreate. (Note: this does not mean the spouses must be trying to procreate; only that the act is the kind of act they would choose IF they were trying to procreate). 
This would seem to require at a minimum that a man's penis penetrate a woman's vagina, that the man ejaculates while penetrating the woman's vagina, and that neither the man nor the woman intends to render the act non-procreative as either an end or a means. Those who contracept aim to render their act of intercourse non-procreative (i.e., unsuitable for the procreation of children). So they intend a non-marital and hence non-consummative act. It follows that should they conceive a child contrary to their intentions, they do so by means of a non-marital act. 
It is important to see that contraception as a moral act is not defined merely by some physical outcome. Rather, it is defined by what one intends as an end or a means. So, for example, if a husband and wife intend a complete act of intercourse, but the husband accidentally withdraws immediately prior to ejaculation and ejaculates outside his wife's vagina, the spouses have not -- morally speaking -- contracepted. If, however, the husband withdraws before ejaculating in order to impede procreation, the act is contraception. The physical behavior may be the same, but the two moral acts because of the intentions of the agents are very different.
What if spouses use chemical contraceptives intending to minimize but not entirely impede the possibility of procreation? Morally speaking, have they contracepted? This question, it seems to me, is imprecisely worded and so presents an implausible scenario. Intention (whether of ends or means) is an act of the will, not a state of mind or emotion. Contracepting spouses may feel ambivalent about the prospect of conceiving a child; may see certain benefits (goods) to be achieved if they do conceive; and even feel attracted to these goods. But they also feel on balance that conceiving would present burdens they wish to avoid. Yet they do not want to avoid intercourse. So how can they realize both the end of engaging in intercourse and remaining free from the risk of pregnancy? They deliberate over means and conclude that some kind of additional behavior (say, the use of an IUD) will impede their intercourse's procreativity; they go ahead and choose intercourse and the added behavior. 
They may also be aware of the possibility that their contraceptive device may fail. Knowing that certain desirable things will come about through conceiving a child, and thinking, perhaps, that abortion is wrong; they resolve in advance to receive any child conceived despite their intentions. The spouses here consider contraception as an alternative precisely for its contraceptive quality (they certainly do not consider it in order to facilitate conception). 
It seems to me the spouse's so-called "openness" is simply consciousness of their willingness to accept a child whose coming-to-be they will against when they choose to contracept. Is this act less grave than a contraceptive act chosen with the conditional intent to snuff out the life of a child conceived as a result of contraceptive failure? You bet. Is it still a contraceptive act? It is. The object intended as a means under the description of "contraception" is precisely a-device-to-impede-conception. The fact that spouses are conscious that the contraceptives might fail, and "open" to accepting a child conceived as a result of contraceptive failure, does not alter the act of willing.
Can one knowingly render oneself physically infertile and not morally intend contraception? Yes. This is the case when a woman takes a contraceptive-type pill in order to regulate her menstrual cycle. (I mention this simply for purposes of illustration, not to recommend it as a treatment; there are less physically harmful ways to treat menstrual problems). She accepts as an unintended side effect that the medication will likely make her infertile. If she is newly married, and has intercourse with her husband for the first time under these conditions, the intercourse in my opinion would consummate their marriage. 
To answer the final question then, sound Catholic moral reasoning does not assess the morality of action simply by looking at processes or events of the merely physical order, assessed on the basis of their ability to bring about a given state of affairs. It looks at the acts of willing of free human persons (see John Paul II, "Veritatis Splendor," no. 78). 
E. Christian Brugger is a Senior Fellow of Ethics at the Culture of Life Foundation and is an associate professor of moral theology at St. John Vianney Theological Seminary in Denver, Colorado. He received his Doctorate in Philosophy from Oxford in 2000.

"Ego te absolvo." The Catholic Route to Birth Control
http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/1344650?eng=y
The Church forbids contraceptive methods. But it has always been more indulgent in the confessional, not only today but also in the past. Here is what priests did in the first half of the twentieth century, in one of the most Christianized areas of Italy 
By Sandro Magister, Rome, September 8, 2010
It is believed to be one of the most reliable proofs of the relentless advance of secularization: the contrast thought to have been created between Church teaching on contraception and the actual behavior of the population, including observant Catholics.
In reality, the divergence between the teaching, for example, of "Humanae Vitae" and the contraceptive practices in use among the faithful is by no means a new development in recent decades.
A divergence just as wide existed a long time ago, and even in places of widespread Christian belief and the generalized practice of the sacraments.
One of these "study cases" is the Veneto region during the first half of the twentieth century. Rural Veneto was at the time the most Catholic region in Italy, with an extremely solid, grassroots presence of the Church.
But even in Veneto in the first half of the twentieth century – where almost everyone went to Mass on Sundays and to confession at least once a year – the birth rate was cut in half in the span of one generation. It went from 5 children per woman in 1921 to 2.5 children per woman in 1951 because of generalized recourse to contraceptive practices, the most widespread of which was coitus interruptus.
A book has been released that analyzes and thoroughly explains for the first time – with documents never studied before – why the Church did not stop the spread of contraception even in "friendly" territory like Veneto in the early twentieth century.
The author of the book is Gianpiero Dalla Zuanna, professor of demography at the University of Padua.
The documents he has taken into examination for the first time – and published in a painstaking translation from the original Latin – belong to two segments.
In the first segment are the cases of morality discussed in the periodical "gatherings" of the priests of the diocese of Padua between 1916 and 1958. In these "gatherings" – four per year in the countryside, and eight per year in the cities – the diocese presented cases to the priests of each zone, asking them to submit solutions in writing. After a few months, the correct answer was printed in the official bulletin of the diocese, written by a professor of moral theology at the seminary.
In the second source are the answers from priests to a question about birth control, on the occasion of a pastoral visit made to the diocese between 1938 and 1943 by the bishop of Padua, Carlo Agostini.
The cases examined in the "gatherings," 23 of which concerned contraception, were used to ascertain the guidelines that the diocese gave to priests entrusted with the care of souls.
The answers given at the pastoral visit were used, on the other hand, to determine how the priests actually dealt with their faithful. The question about contraception, in fact, asked them to indicate "if the faults involving the limitation of offspring are being carefully combated."
So then, one constant guideline emerges from the solutions given by the diocese of Padua to cases of morality regarding contraception: that of employing the "theory of good faith" taught by Saint Alphonsus Maria de Liguori. According to this theory, in the presence of a penitent who is suspected of committing contraceptive actions but appears unaware of the gravity of the sin and in practice incapable of correcting his behavior, it is best to respect his silence and take his good faith into account, absolving him without posing any further questions.
The Liguorian theory was dominant for many decades, not only in the seminaries and in the care of souls, but also in the guidelines given by the Holy See in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. It even appeared in the code of canon law of 1917, in force until 1983, which said at canon 888: "The priest who hears confessions should be very careful not to pose curious and useless questions, especially concerning the sixth commandment, to anyone with whom he deals, and particularly not to ask younger persons about things of which they are unaware."
Not only in the confessional, but also in the pulpit priests were urged to be cautious, prudent, reserved on these matters. In rare instances it was suggested that men and women be spoken with separately.
A change took place in 1931 with the publication by Pius XI of the encyclical "Casti Connubii." From then on, at the behest of the hierarchy, conjugal morality became a bigger part of preaching. And therefore the room for inculpable ignorance was reduced. A few priests wrote about this: once it has been said in public what is good and what is evil between spouses, "good faith can no longer be admitted."
But decades of silence, interpreted by most of the faithful as consent to their contraceptive practice, had left its mark. In their answers to the question about birth control – a dozen years after "Casti Connubii" – some priests recognized that their preaching on this matter made no impression: "We are in front of a wall that seems unassailable." 
And another wrote: "Even seemingly good persons cannot be persuaded."
In the meantime, in Catholic Veneto the birth rate had fallen to levels near zero growth (and in the last decades of the twentieth century, they would end up well below it). But the distance between Church teaching and the use of contraceptives continues to be perceived by most of the population as neither a sin nor a rebellion.
Even afterward – and this brings us up to today – the condemnation of contraceptives would be the subject of papal documents, but already at the level of the bishops it would hardly appear in preaching. The clergy, for their part, would be almost completely silent on it. And would continue to be very understanding and indulgent in the confessional.
The book: Gianpiero Dalla Zuanna, "Bassa fecondità e nuova mentalità. Controllo delle nascite e religione nel Veneto del Novecento," CLEUP, Padua, 2010.
Naturally, for an evaluation of the current state of the question one cannot overlook the massive opposition that has met Paul VI's encyclical "Humanae Vitae," even on the part of bishops and cardinals.
It is an intra-hierarchical dispute that saw its latest volley in the book-length interview with Cardinal Carlo Maria Martini, "Conversazioni notturne a Gerusalemme":
Cardinal Martini's Jesus Would Never Have Written "Humanae Vitae" (3.11.2008)

The Quandary of Catholic Pharmacists - Is It Moral to Sell Contraceptives, Abortifacients?
http://www.zenit.org/article-31763?l=english
By William E. May, Washington, D.C., February 16, 2011
Here is a question on bioethics asked by a ZENIT reader and answered by the fellows of the Culture of Life Foundation.
Q: Is it morally permissible to sell something immoral to someone else, for instance, working at a pharmacy and selling Plan B pills and contraceptives? -D.K., Oxford, Michigan, U.S.A.
A: The question posed is broad. This answer will be limited to the moral obligations of pharmacists to sell contraceptive and abortifacient materials to their customers. We begin with a brief overview of Catholic and pro-life principles on the issue.

In a speech to participants at the 25th International Congress of Catholic Pharmacists at Vatican City on Oct. 29, 2007, Benedict XVI instructed Catholic pharmacists to avoid dispensing drugs with "that are clearly immoral such as, for example, abortion or euthanasia." He declared that conscientious objection is a right that must be recognized by the pharmaceutical profession. [1]

Pharmacists for Life International (PFLI) opposes the dispensing by pharmacists of abortifacient materials. This organization reported in December 2005 that "the vast majority of pharmacists (69%) state that they have a right of conscience in refusing to fill/counsel for drugs which violate their moral, ethical, or religious convictions." 
The National Catholic Pharmacists' Guild of the United States (NCPG) pledges to "uphold the principles of the Catholic faith and all laws of church and country, especially those pertaining to the practice of pharmacy; [and to] assist ecclesiastical authorities in the diffusion of Catholic pharmacy ethics." 

Cooperation in evil
Since this is an issue involving cooperation in evil, it could help to summarize traditional Catholic principles in this area.
One cooperates in evil if one knowingly and freely gives assistance to the morally evil act of another, who is the principal agent of the evil deed. Cooperation is formal if the cooperator intends the evil act of the principal agent. Formal cooperation is always morally wrong and shares in the evil willed by the agent, e.g., the evil of contraception or abortion. 
Cooperation is material if the cooperator does not intend the evil of the principal agent's act. The material cooperator's act can itself be a good act or an indifferent one whose morality is given by the end intended.
Material cooperation is either immediate and mediate. Immediate material cooperation contributes to the essential circumstances while mediate cooperation contributes to the accidental circumstances of the agent's evil act. Catholic tradition has regarded, and still regards, immediate material cooperation in intrinsically evil acts, such as contraception and abortion, as never morally permissible.[2]
I must mention at this point that in "The Way of the Lord Jesus: Difficult Moral Questions" (Franciscan Press, 1997), Germain Grisez believes that the teaching summarized here needs clarification. For those who are interested, he proposes an interpretation of the principles of cooperation in the above-mentioned book. [3]

Abortion potential

Returning to the question at hand, it seems that there is unanimity among Catholic theologians and philosophers that Catholic pharmacists have a strict moral obligation not to dispense abortifacients, such as Plan B, that are used to induce an abortion.

Pharmacists may as a result be fired from their jobs with consequent harm to themselves and their families. These bad consequences cannot be used as an excuse for their knowing and willing cooperation in grave evil. Grisez suggests that pharmacists in this situation should try to organize other pharmacists to work for provisions in relevant laws, government regulations, codes of professional ethics to exempt individuals from cooperating in this evil. 
With regard to "contraceptive" pills, there is more debate. The pills usually prescribed today have a different chemical composition than the original contraceptive pill. The composition was changed because of serious harms the original pill could cause the user. The current pill ordinarily works by preventing conception, but if it fails to do this, it has the potential to cause an abortion by rendering the mother's womb hostile to an embryo. 
Although this possibility is remote, it cannot be removed, and anyone who knows that the pill can do this is conditionally willing to commit abortion, i.e., kill the unborn baby.

With regard to these pills that have the potential to induce an abortion, the teaching on cooperation in evil previously summarized -- a summary based on the document published by the National Catholic Bioethics Center -- concludes that pharmacists have the strict obligation here to refuse to dispense them. 
Grisez, however, does not reach this conclusion because he believes that it is reasonable to think that the pharmacist's cooperation here is morally permissible material cooperation. His argument is too complex to attempt to reproduce here, but it could be interesting for those facing this situation to consult his reasoning in "Difficult Moral Questions."[4] I would like to add here, to avoid any misunderstanding, that Grisez has been among those who have shown clearly how and why contraception and abortion are intrinsically evil acts. His studies on contraception from 1964 to the present, and on abortion from 1970 to the present, are among the best ever written. 

Conclusion
I would conclude, nonetheless, that it is never right to facilitate grave evils such as contraception and abortion by one's own freely chosen acts if doing so is to be complicit to the anti-life culture so dominant today, especially if one has the duty to instruct the ignorant and bear witness to the truth.

Notes 
[1] For the full text of the address, see www.zenit.org/article-20955?l=english.
[2] See "A Catholic Guide to Ethical Clinical Research," published by the National Catholic Bioethics Center and the Catholic Medical Association in 2008.
[3] See pages 871-897.
[4] See pages 374-380.
William E. May, is a Senior Fellow at the Culture of Life Foundation at the John Paul II Institute for Studies on Marriage and Family at The Catholic University of America in Washington, D.C
Can I use contraception to save my marriage? 

http://forums.catholic.com/showthread.php?t=507808 

October 28, 2010
Q: My wife (28, non-Catholic) of three years is threatening to move out of the house and leave me because I (also 28) won't wear a condom. She does not want to use contraceptives because she fears the side effects. She does not want to do NFP because she's afraid of getting pregnant. I've told her about the efficacy of NFP, but it doesn't matter to her.
We currently do not feel comfortable having children because she is on a nerve pain medication that can be harmful to a fetus and she has a bicorneute uterus. She just doesn't trust NFP and thinks it's too much work. I've told her I can't wear a condom because it's against my beliefs. I told her I'd rather abstain than wear a condom. She said that's not going work. She said she's looking for other places to live. I don't know what to do. 

A: Assuming you are reporting her stance accurately, it sounds to me like your wife is acting in an incredibly one-sided manner. According to my reading of your post, you apparently will not stand in her way if she insists on using birth control herself, you have tried to give her information on the success of NFP, and you have even offered to abstain from marital relations, but she has apparently insisted that you either use condoms in violation of your own conscience or she will leave you. And you are indeed correct that using condoms yourself is one thing you cannot do, even to preserve your marriage. 
If this is the case -- and I hope you are not being unfair to your wife's point of view -- then you may need to ask yourself whether this is a situation in which common life can or should be preserved. Marriage requires two people working together; it cannot work if one person is setting down decrees the other must follow on pain of divorce. I can only recommend that you seek counseling from a Catholic marriage counselor. If your wife will not go to counseling with you, then go on your own. The Pastoral Solutions Institute can offer either telephone counseling or a referral to a counselor in your area. -Michelle Arnold
16. Understanding Natural Family Planning-Why religious and non-religious couples are using NFP

http://www.bustedhalo.com/features/pure-sex-pure-love-78/  

By Christine B. Whelan, October 27, 2008

Let’s talk about Natural Family Planning. Wait… wait… did you just grab the mouse to click away to another screen? Give me a chance.

When you think of Natural Family Planning (NFP) you might think of barefoot-and-pregnant super-religious types who are out of touch with modern science. The words “conservative” or “creepy” or “weird” might pop into your head. I know. I’ve had those thoughts myself. In fact, until recently, the only thing I knew about NFP was a stupid joke:

Question: “What do you call a couple who practices natural family planning?

Answer: “Parents.”
But a few things happened recently: I got yet another letter from a reader requesting that I address NFP (a subject I’d be avoiding for years since it’s such a politically charged issue) and two non-religious friends of mine who are trying to conceive in their early and mid-30s told me they were using NFP methods to learn about the body’s cycles to maximize their chances of having a baby. Quite frankly, I was stunned. So I began to do some research.
Talking about NFP
As I’ve discussed previously in this column, statistics show that most young-adult Catholics are having sex before marriage and the vast majority use birth control of some sort before and during their marriages (according to a 2005 Harris Interactive poll: Birth control/contraception is supported by 93 percent of all adults, including 90 percent of Catholics). Your knee-jerk reaction to NFP may be that the Church is oblivious to the way “real” Catholics live their lives, and is ignoring the scientific advances of birth control. But I’d like to suggest that NFP has gotten a bad rap among young adults, in part because we don’t understand it (or understand why the Church endorses it).

Two promises going in: (1) This is just information—no evangelizing. It’s information about reproduction that is useful to you regardless of whether or not you are sexually active, using birth control or other contraception, single or married or something in between. (2) It’s gonna get a little graphic, so you might want to finish your lunch first if you’re squeamish about body stuff.

Family planning isn’t something that we talk about on a day-to-day basis. There’s a “yuck” factor involved talking about bodily fluids (and being intimately familiar with those bodily fluids). And the idea of not using birth control or condoms for family planning is often derided as silly and ineffective. But as young-adult Catholics, it’s important that we understand the logic behind what our faith teaches about family planning in married life (regardless of what decisions you are making now).

Ready for the facts?
So what is natural family planning? How does it work—and why would someone use it? Is it just for the super-religious? And why does the Catholic Church encourage couples to practice natural family planning instead of birth control pills or condoms?
There are a lot of myths out there about NFP and a lot of social, political and religious implications of whatever family planning choices you make. And since this is a complex topic, this will be the first column in a series dedicated to the truth, as I understand it, about NFP—and how it relates to you as young-adult Catholics.

Read the basics here and then share your thoughts in a quick survey. I’ll use your responses as the basis for my next column.

Ready? Here we go.
What is NFP?
Natural Family Planning is an umbrella term for methods of observation of a woman’s fertile and infertile periods with an eye toward achieving or avoiding pregnancy. NFP isn’t the “Rhythm Method,” where a couple would have sex based on a schedule, assuming that the woman’s cycle was the same from one month to the next. Modern NFP methods treat each cycle as unique and rely on methods of observation to determine whether a woman is fertile or not at any given day of the month.
It’s about learning how a woman’s cycle works, and making decisions accordingly. If you are trying to get pregnant, or thinking about trying to get pregnant, keep reading—NFP applies to you, too.

How do you practice NFP?
In brief—and I really do mean brief—here’s the drill: To maximize your chances of preventing or achieving pregnancy, a woman needs to chart both her cervical fluid and her waking body temperatures (called Basal Body Temperature) each day of the month. (Some people would argue that just monitoring one of these—fluid or temperature—is enough, but doing both is even better.)
A woman’s maximum fertility is during the time she ovulates. But women often ovulate on different days each cycle. So one cycle a woman might ovulate on day 13 and then the next cycle she might be stressed out, or traveling, and she might ovulate on day 18. This is totally normal, but you’d never know it if you weren’t charting.

Before ovulation, a woman’s waking temperature is lower than it is after ovulation. Around ovulation, there’s often a spike in temperature. If you’re charting your body temperatures, these trends become clear after a few months.

Around ovulation, hormones stimulate the cervical cells and produce mucus that looks like egg white or white, stretchy goo (not the scientific term). Women often notice a bit of “white stuff” or “leaking” in their underwear mid cycle; this is the normal and natural cervical fluid. When the cervical fluid is at its peak, a woman is at her most fertile.

So a woman who is trying to avoid pregnancy could chart both her temperature and her cervical fluid and avoid sex when she’s most fertile. A woman who is trying to achieve pregnancy, will chart and monitor in the same way, but when that cervical fluid starts flowing, she’ll clear her schedule, grab her husband and block out some time for romance.

Does it work?
NFP is 99% successful at limited or spacing pregnancies “when used as directed,” as the ads would say. What this means is that if you understand the methods and you follow the guidelines—every day—it works. 
Out of 100 couples who follow all the guidelines carefully, only1-3 will get pregnant in a year. If you don’t follow all the guidelines, it’s less effective: About 2-15 will get pregnant in a year.
NFP is very effective for couples trying to get pregnant because it helps couples to know when the optimum time is for conception.
Who uses NFP?
According to the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, less than 4% of Catholic married couples of childbearing age use natural family planning methods. Translation: Most couples use birth control, not NFP.
Most Catholic doctors aren’t insisting on NFP methods either: According to a 2005 national survey, 87.5% of 327 self-described Catholic physicians said they would “prescribe birth control to any adult patients that request them and for whom they are medically appropriate.”

In fact, most doctors don’t know a lot about NFP, says Dr. Theresa Notare, assistant director of the Natural Family Planning Program for the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops. This is especially a problem when couples are faced with possible infertility.  “Infertility has become a money-making industry, and most doctors will push a woman straight toward in vitro fertilization rather than taking the time to explain to her how her body works.” This is a shame, she adds, because understanding a woman’s cycle is one of the first things a couple should do if they want to get pregnant.

If you’re having sex before marriage, can you use NFP when you get married?
The majority of young adults—including Catholic young adults—have sex before marriage. If you are a woman using birth control pills or other forms of hormonal contraception, but you want to use NFP when you get married, you can make the switch … with some advanced planning.
To prepare for NFP in marriage, the first thing the couple needs to do is abstain from sex, and stop other forms of birth control. “We know a lot of young people are sexually active before marriage,” says Dr. Notare. “A woman who is a on the birth control pill will need to come off the hormonal contraception and then wait for her body to get back into a normal cycle.” This may take one cycle or up to a year of cycles, depending on the woman. While each different natural family planning method has its specific guidelines, three months of charting and monitoring fluids will usually be enough to teach a couple how the fertility cycle works.

Should men care about this?
NFP is only effective when a couple works together to abstain or plan sex at certain times. Communication between the couple is key, and if you and your spouse can work together to create life and plan your family, it can be a bonding and growing experience. “It’s always best to teach a couple together,” says Dr. Notare. “The guys get really excited. For them to find out how their beloved is constructed, how the science and methodology of a cycle works, it’s a big deal when the men understand it.”
Why does the Catholic Church endorse NFP?
According to the Catholic Church, NFP is a morally acceptable way of spacing and limiting the number of births a married couple has. Just like God paused before each act of new creation in Genesis, it’s OK for married couples to space out the number of kids they have. 
On a basic level, Dr. Notare says, couples who learn NFP are learning about fertility education. “By practicing NFP, you are honoring your body and understanding that it is linked to the life force. The church’s support for NFP it’s not based on merely being natural but that they respect the value of life.”

The Catholic Church teaches that the holy and the divine and the spiritual are one with the body and nature. To block human fertility—to prevent the creation of life—with hormones or condoms can be seen as separating the body and the spirit. Married Love and the Gift of Life is a great resource to understand the scriptural and practical reasons of the Catholic teachings on NFP.

The Author: Christine B. Whelan
Dr. Christine B. Whelan is an author, professor and speaker. She and her husband, Peter, and their dictator cats, Chairman Meow and Evita Purron, live in Pittsburgh. Her book "Why Smart Men Marry Smart Women" is available in stores or at the Halo Store. See more articles by Christine B. Whelan.

Study: 65% of Sub-Fertile Women Achieve Pregnancy with Natural Method

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/study-65-of-sub-fertile-women-achieve-pregnancy-with-natural-method
July 8, 2010 
A five-year study by the Ovulation Method Research and Reference Centre of Australia Ltd. found that sub-fertile women achieved a known pregnancy rate of 65% using the Billings Ovulation Method.   

Developed by Drs. John and Evelyn Billings, the Billings Ovulation Method, a completely natural method of fertility regulation, has been validated by eminent international scientists and verified by the World Health Organisation (WHO) in a five-nation trial. It is used by millions of women around the world to either achieve or avoid pregnancy and to help safeguard their reproductive health.
The study involved a total of 449 participants, of which 207 women had previously been classified as sub-fertile.  Twenty couples in the study had been unsuccessful with In Vitro Fertilisation (IVF)/Artificial Insemination (AI). Seven of these couples achieved a pregnancy using the Billings Ovulation Method.  

Significantly, 66% of over-38-year-olds in the study also achieved a pregnancy using the Billings Ovulation Method.  

On average, couples had tried to conceive for a period of 15 months before participating in the study.  The average period from initial instruction in the Billings Ovulation Method to conception was 4.7 months.  

Kerry Bourke, President of the Ovulation Method Research and Reference Centre of Australia Ltd, said she hopes that women who have concerns about their fertility will be encouraged by these findings to seek natural fertility counseling by Billings and that more doctors will recommend it as an option for sub-fertile women. The findings of the five-year study are being prepared for publication.   

An independent Australian review of Assisted Reproductive Technologies found that the live birth rate for women aged 30 to 34 using IVF is approximately 24.7%, while for women aged 35 to 39 the live birth rate is approximately 24%. The live birth rate for women aged 40 to 44 is approximately 6%. The average cost of ART per live birth is approximately AUS $33,000, and increases with maternal age.  By comparison, the average cost of the Billings Ovulation Method per live birth is approximately AUS $1100.  

Doctors in India Worried Over Abuse of 'Morning-After' Pill 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/doctors-in-india-worried-over-abuse-of-morning-after-pill
By Thaddeus M. Baklinski, New Delhi, July 29, 2010 
Health-care workers and government officials in India are concerned over the routine and indiscriminate use of emergency contraceptive pills (ECPs), commonly called the "morning-after" pill.

The pills, which have a heavy dose of the same hormones found in regular oral contraceptive pills, are freely available over the counter in India.

Producers of the two most popular brands in India, called "I-pill" and "Unwanted 72," have been promoting the pills as a "primary contraceptive" method rather than an "emergency measure," and are targeting their ads at teenagers and young unmarried women.

More than 8.2 million ECPs were sold in 2009, an increase of 250 percent from the previous year, according to an AFP report.

As a result the Indian government has banned ads which portray the dangerous medication, which can act as an abortifacient, as safe and effective "pregnancy prevention."

"Concerns were being raised that women were popping the pills as a means to be free of tension after unprotected sex," the head of India's drug control department, Surinder Singh, told the Times of India.

"Women also weren't being told that the pill should be taken as an emergency measure, not a routine one," Singh said.

"It's all very well to say people are becoming sexually liberal, but who's going to talk about the long term effects of this quick solution?" Radhika Chandiramani, a clinical psychologist, told AFP.

"The manufacturers don't mention it in their media campaigns. Parents and teachers don't teach children about sex, STDs, and contraceptives. So who is going to tell these kids that these pills are not sweets?" Chandiramani said.

Anuradha Kapoor, a gynaecologist at Delhi's Max Healthcare hospital, added that the danger associated with use of the drug is concealed from the teenagers who most misuse the pills.

"There is a lot of misuse. You are supposed to take it once in so many months, and no one tells you that," Kapoor said. "A lot of teenagers are taking it like a daily contraceptive."

The serious health risks, such as breast, ovarian and uterine cancer, as well as ectopic pregnancies, to women who use this drug, either occasionally or excessively, are compounded by recent admissions that the pill has proven to be less effective than proponents had anticipated.

Authors Elizabeth Westley, Francine Coeytaux and Elisa Wells, in the journal Contraception, said that the morning-after pill "is not as effective in reducing unwanted pregnancy rates at a population level as we once hoped."

The authors admitted that the promised effectiveness of Emergency Contraception (EC) was greatly exaggerated in a bid to gain lucrative financial support for the method in anticipation of huge profits for pharmaceutical companies.

"Our expectations for EC's effectiveness were biased upwards by an early estimate that expanding access to emergency contraception could dramatically reduce the incidence of unintended pregnancy and subsequent abortion ... We realize that this was an overly optimistic calculation..."

Morning-After Pill Proving To Be Ineffective and Abused 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2009/aug/09082709.html
Canadian Physicians Group Warns of Dangers of "Morning After Pill" 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2004/may/04052005.html
MORNING AFTER PILLS USED TO EXPLOIT WOMEN AND CREATE SERIOUS HEALTH RISKS 
Confirms critics' predictions that excessive use of the morning after pill would become common 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2002/jun/02061005.html
Priests have been 'worse' than silent on contraception, says canon law expert
http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/news/catholic-clergy-have-been-worse-than-silent-on-contraception-says-canon-law-expert/ 
New York City, N.Y., September 16, 2010

Adding to Vatican analyst Sandro Magister's recent commentary on the issue of widespread contraception use among Catholics today, a noted canon law expert told CNA that the silence and even contradiction of some clergy regarding Church teaching on the issue is "incontestable."
On Sept. 8 in the Chiesa section of the Italian newspaper L'Espresso, analyst Sandro Magister highlighted a recent book that shows a link between the usage of contraception among Catholics in the early 20th century and the silence of clergy in presenting Church teachings on the subject. Reasons cited for Catholic use of birth control were the permissiveness of priests in the confessional as well as clergy refraining from speaking openly on the subject.
In a follow up piece on Wednesday, Magister delved more deeply into the role of priests in addressing the issue during confession, also touching on the responsibility Catholics have to form their consciences.
CNA contacted canon law expert Fr. Gerald Murray, a priest in the Archdiocese of New York, who gave his insight into the controversial topic in an e-mail on Sept. 15.
When asked if he believes that silence on the part of clergy today on contraception has in fact contributed to Catholics' use of it, Fr. Murray said "yes."
"Even worse," he continued, "it is incontestable that some clergy have contradicted Humanae Vitae and have stated that contraceptive use is not sinful."
"So there is confusion among the faithful," the priest asserted. "It would be good for the bishops of the United States to speak more often about the grave sinfulness of contraceptive use and encourage both generosity in receiving more children into our families, and the use of Natural Family Planning, not artificial contraceptives, to postpone pregnancy for serious reasons."
Fr. Murray then offered clarity on the subject of how the issue of contraception should be broached in the confessional.
"If someone confesses that he or she has used some form of contraception, that ordinarily means that he or she knows such actions were sinful and that they wish to be forgiven this sin," he noted. "The priest should first tell the penitent to thank God for the grace to make this good confession. He should then help the penitent to arrive at a firm resolution to avoid such sins in the future."
"He should encourage the penitent to pray more, to receive Holy Communion frequently, to confess regularly even when the penitent only has venial sins to confess. He should also recommend that the person learn about Natural Family Planning in the case of a penitent who is married or is preparing for marriage."
When asked he thinks there are mitigating factors for Catholics who contracept and whether or not a delicate approach is necessary on the part of priests, Fr. Murray responded, "a delicate approach is always necessary when hearing confessions."
"But a delicate approach does not mean moral relativism which would subvert God's law by calling contraceptive use not a sin," Fr. Murray underscored. "Church teaching on the gravity of artificial contraception is clear and binding on all. If the penitent confesses this sin, the priest must never contradict the moral law under the guise of pastoral charity. The repentant sinner needs to be encouraged to leave sin behind."
"We should also remember the timeless maxim for priests in the confessional: 'Qui excusat non accusat,'" he added. This translates to "He who forgives does not accuse."
"It is not for the priest to question the penitent about contraceptive use if that subject has not been brought up," Fr. Murray said. "An exception to this is the case where an adult penitent asks for help in confessing, as in the case of someone who has been away from the sacrament for a long time.”
"Note that the priest may himself offer to help the penitent with the examination of conscience if such assistance seems to be called for. But the priest cannot require such an examination against the will of the penitent."

See BIRTH CONTROL AND CONTRACEPTION-RON SMITH 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/BIRTH_CONTROL_AND_CONTRACEPTION-RON_SMITH.doc
CHARISINDIA ERRORS-01 PRO-CONTRACEPTION ARTICLE
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CHARISINDIA_ERRORS-01.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 22-THE CONTRACEPTION AND RABBITGATE CONTROVERSIES 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_22-THE_CONTRACEPTION_AND_RABBITGATE_CONTROVERSIES.doc
SALESIANS PROMOTE MASTURBATION CONTRACEPTION IN SEX EDUCATION 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SALESIANS_PROMOTE_MASTURBATION_CONTRACEPTION_IN_SEX_EDUCATION.doc
EUTHANASIA, ETC Pages 488-559
Capital Punishment, the Death Penalty, Brain Death, Euthanasia and Assisted Suicide (Mercy Killing)
Euthanasia

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Euthanasia EXTRACT
Euthanasia (from Greek: εὐθανασία; "good death": εὖ, eu; "well" or "good" – θάνατος, thanatos; "death") is the practice of intentionally ending a life in order to relieve pain and suffering.[1]
There are different euthanasia laws in each country. The British House of Lords Select Committee on Medical Ethics defines euthanasia as "a deliberate intervention undertaken with the express intention of ending a life, to relieve intractable suffering".[2] In the Netherlands and Flanders, euthanasia is understood as "termination of life by a doctor at the request of a patient".[3]
Euthanasia is categorized in different ways, which include voluntary, non-voluntary, or involuntary. Voluntary euthanasia is legal in some countries. Non-voluntary euthanasia is illegal in all countries. Involuntary euthanasia is usually considered murder.[4] As of 2006, euthanasia is the most active area of research in contemporary bioethics.[5]
In some countries there is a divisive public controversy over the moral, ethical, and legal issues of euthanasia. Those who are against euthanasia may argue for the sanctity of life, while proponents of euthanasia rights emphasize alleviating suffering, and preserving bodily integrity, self-determination, and personal autonomy.[6] Jurisdictions where euthanasia is legal include the Netherlands, Colombia, Belgium and Luxembourg.
Like other terms borrowed from history, "euthanasia" has had different meanings depending on usage. The first apparent usage of the term "euthanasia" belongs to the historian Suetonius, who described how the Emperor Augustus, "dying quickly and without suffering in the arms of his wife, Livia, experienced the 'euthanasia' he had wished for."[7] The word "euthanasia" was first used in a medical context by Francis Bacon in the 17th century, to refer to an easy, painless, happy death, during which it was a "physician's responsibility to alleviate the 'physical sufferings' of the body." Bacon referred to an "outward euthanasia"—the term "outward" he used to distinguish from a spiritual concept—the euthanasia "which regards the preparation of the soul."[8]
In current usage, euthanasia has been defined as the "painless inducement of a quick death".[9] However, it is argued that this approach fails to properly define euthanasia, as it leaves open a number of possible actions which would meet the requirements of the definition, but would not be seen as euthanasia. In particular, these include situations where a person kills another, painlessly, but for no reason beyond that of personal gain; or accidental deaths that are quick and painless, but not intentional.[10] [11]
Another approach incorporates the notion of suffering into the definition.[10] The definition offered by the Oxford English Dictionary incorporates suffering as a necessary condition, with "the painless killing of a patient suffering from an incurable and painful disease or in an irreversible coma",[12] This approach is included in Marvin Khol and Paul Kurtz's definition of it as "a mode or act of inducing or permitting death painlessly as a relief from suffering".[13] Counterexamples can be given: such definitions may encompass killing a person suffering from an incurable disease for personal gain (such as to claim an inheritance), and commentators such as Tom Beauchamp and Arnold Davidson have argued that doing so would constitute "murder simpliciter" rather than euthanasia.[10]
The third element incorporated into many definitions is that of intentionality – the death must be intended, rather than being accidental, and the intent of the action must be a "merciful death".[10] Michael Wreen argued that "the principal thing that distinguishes euthanasia from intentional killing simpliciter is the agent's motive: it must be a good motive insofar as the good of the person killed is concerned."[14] Similarly, Heather Draper speaks to the importance of motive, arguing that "the motive forms a crucial part of arguments for euthanasia, because it must be in the best interests of the person on the receiving end."[11] Definitions such as that offered by the House of Lords Select Committee on Medical Ethics take this path, where euthanasia is defined as "a deliberate intervention undertaken with the express intention of ending a life, to relieve intractable suffering."[2] Beauchamp and Davidson also highlight Baruch Brody's "an act of euthanasia is one in which one person ... (A) kills another person (B) for the benefit of the second person, who actually does benefit from being killed".[15]
Draper argued that any definition of euthanasia must incorporate four elements: an agent and a subject; an intention; a causal proximity, such that the actions of the agent lead to the outcome; and an outcome. Based on this, she offered a definition incorporating those elements, stating that euthanasia "must be defined as death that results from the intention of one person to kill another person, using the most gentle and painless means possible, that is motivated solely by the best interests of the person who dies."[16] Prior to Draper, Beauchamp and Davidson had also offered a definition that includes these elements. Their definition specifically discounts fetuses in order to distinguish between abortions and euthanasia:[17]
"In summary, we have argued ... that the death of a human being, A, is an instance of euthanasia if and only if (1) A's death is intended by at least one other human being, B, where B is either the cause of death or a causally relevant feature of the event resulting in death (whether by action or by omission); (2) there is either sufficient current evidence for B to believe that A is acutely suffering or irreversibly comatose, or there is sufficient current evidence related to A's present condition such that one or more known causal laws supports B's belief that A will be in a condition of acute suffering or irreversible comatoseness; 
(3) (a) B's primary reason for intending A's death is cessation of A's (actual or predicted future) suffering or irreversible comatoseness, where B does not intend A's death for a different primary reason, though there may be other relevant reasons, and (b) there is sufficient current evidence for either A or B that causal means to A's death will not produce any more suffering than would be produced for A if B were not to intervene; (4) the causal means to the event of A's death are chosen by A or B to be as painless as possible, unless either A or B has an overriding reason for a more painful causal means, where the reason for choosing the latter causal means does not conflict with the evidence in 3b; (5) A is a non-fetal organism."[18]
Wreen, in part responding to Beauchamp and Davidson, offered a six-part definition:

"Person A committed an act of euthanasia if and only if (1) A killed B or let her die; (2) A intended to kill B; (3) the intention specified in (2) was at least partial cause of the action specified in (1); (4) the causal journey from the intention specified in (2) to the action specified in (1) is more or less in accordance with A's plan of action; (5) A's killing of B is a voluntary action; (6) the motive for the action specified in (1), the motive standing behind the intention specified in (2), is the good of the person killed."[19]
Wreen also considered a seventh requirement: "(7) The good specified in (6) is, or at least includes, the avoidance of evil", although as Wreen noted in the paper, he was not convinced that the restriction was required.[20]
In discussing his definition, Wreen noted the difficulty of justifying euthanasia when faced with the notion of the subject's "right to life". In response, Wreen argued that euthanasia has to be voluntary, and that "involuntary euthanasia is, as such, a great wrong".[20] Other commentators incorporate consent more directly into their definitions. For example, in a discussion of euthanasia presented in 2003 by the European Association of Palliative Care (EPAC) Ethics Task Force, the authors offered: "Medicalized killing of a person without the person's consent, whether non-voluntary (where the person in unable to consent) or involuntary (against the person's will) is not euthanasia: it is murder. Hence, euthanasia can be voluntary only."[21] Although the EPAC Ethics Task Force argued that both non-voluntary and involuntary euthanasia could not be included in the definition of euthanasia, there is discussion in the literature about excluding one but not the other.[20]
On January 6, 1949, the Euthanasia Society of America presented to the New York State Legislature a petition to legalize euthanasia, signed by 379 leading Protestant and Jewish ministers, the largest group of religious leaders ever to have taken this stance. A similar petition had been sent to the New York State Legislature in 1947, signed by approximately 1,000 New York physicians. Catholic religious leaders criticized the petition, saying that such a bill would "legalize a suicide-murder pact" and a "rationalization of the fifth commandment of God, 'Though Shalt Not Kill.'"[51] The Right Reverend Robert E. McCormick stated that
"The ultimate object of the Euthanasia Society is based on the Totalitarian principle that the state is supreme and that the individual does not have the right to live if his continuance in life is a burden or hindrance to the state. The Nazis followed this principle and compulsory Euthanasia was practiced as a part of their program during the recent war. We American citizens of New York State must ask ourselves this question: 'Are we going to finish Hitler's job?'"[51]
The petition brought tensions between the American Euthanasia Society and the Catholic Church to a head that contributed to a climate of anti-Catholic sentiment generally regarding issues such as birth control, eugenics, and population control.[41]
The petition did not lead to a law.
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Assisted suicide
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Assisted_suicide EXTRACT
Assisted suicide is suicide committed with the aid of another person, sometimes a physician.[1] The term is often used interchangeably with physician-assisted suicide (PAS), which involves a doctor "knowingly and intentionally providing a person with the knowledge or means or both required to commit suicide, including counselling about lethal doses of drugs, prescribing such lethal doses or supplying the drugs."[2] Assisted suicide and euthanasia are sometimes combined under the umbrella term "assisted dying", an example of a trend by advocates to replace the word "suicide" with "death" or ideally, "dying". Other euphemisms in common use are "physician-assisted dying", "physician-assisted death", "aid in dying", "death with dignity", "right to die" "compassionate death", "compassionate dying", "end-of-life choice", and "medical assistance at the end of life".
Physician-assisted suicide is often confused with euthanasia (sometimes called "mercy killing"). In cases of euthanasia the physician administers the means of death, usually a lethal drug. Physician-assisted suicide (PAS) is always at the request and with the consent of the patient, since he or she self-administers the means of death.

According to several studies, more than half of the oncologists polled have received requests from a patient wanting to end their life.[3] Physicians are only allowed to prescribe lethal medications in jurisdictions where it is legal, regardless of what the patient wants or the prognosis for their disease.

Discussion of assisted suicide centers on legal, social, ethical, moral and religious issues related to suicide and murder.

Reasons for opposing assisted suicide
Medical ethics
Hippocratic Oath
Physician-assisted suicide is contrary to the original Hippocratic Oath of 400 B.C.E., stating "I will give no deadly medicine to anyone if asked, nor suggest any such counsel".[4] [5] The original oath however has been modified many times and, contrary to popular belief, is not required by most modern medical schools,[6] although some have adopted modern versions that suit many in the profession in the 21st century.

The Declaration of Geneva
The Declaration of Geneva is a revision of the Hippocratic Oath, first drafted in 1948 by the World Medical Association in response to euthanasia, eugenics and other medical crimes performed in Nazi Germany. It contains, "I will maintain the utmost respect for human life."

The International Code of Medical Ethics
The International Code of Medical Ethics, last revised in 2006, includes "A physician shall always bear in mind the obligation to respect human life" in the section "Duties of physicians to patients".[7]
The Statement of Marbella
The Statement of Marbella was adopted by the 43rd World Medical Assembly Malta and editorially revised by the 44th World Medical Assembly in Marbella, Spain in 1992. It outlines guidelines for physicians when dealing with hunger strikers. Physician-assisted suicide is not explicitly prohibited, but could be seen as contrary to the principles of this statement. The first principle is, "Duty to act ethically. All physicians are bound by medical ethics in their professional contact with vulnerable people, even when not providing therapy." The second principle is "Respect for autonomy", meaning a physician is to respect that "food or treatment refusal is the individual's choice". The third principle is 'Benefit' and 'harm'. "Physicians must exercise their skills and knowledge to benefit those they treat...'Benefit' includes respecting individuals' wishes as well as promoting their welfare. Avoiding 'harm' means not only minimising damage to health but also not forcing treatment upon competent people nor coercing them to stop fasting. Beneficence does not necessarily involve prolonging life at all costs, irrespective of other values." [8]
Religious ethics
Religion is one of the most important things to consider for a patient, but particularly for ones that are terminally ill. "What is the meaning of life" or "what is our life plan" are two questions that are constantly questioned with many different religions. Every religion has their own practice when it comes to new life and the end of life. A patient that cannot avoid death will see their own religion as one that will bring them happiness after death. Religious views prove difficult when caring for a patient. Sensitivity and knowledge should always be used when assessing a patient’s care. It is important to understand that assisting with death can separate a patient from the thing they believe the most in which is their faith.
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The Catechism of the Catholic Church on Euthanasia and Assisted Suicide
http://rcchurch.com/uploads/The%20Catechism%20of%20the%20Catholic%20Church%20on%20Euthanasia%20and%20Assisted%20Suicide.pdf 
EUTHANASIA
#2276 Those whose lives are diminished or weakened deserve special respect. Sick or handicapped persons should be helped to lead lives as normal as possible.
#2277 Whatever its motives and means, direct euthanasia consists in putting an end to the lives of handicapped, sick, or dying persons. It is morally unacceptable.
Thus an act or omission which, of itself or by intention, causes death in order to eliminate suffering constitutes a murder gravely contrary to the dignity of the human person and to the respect due to the living God, his Creator. The error of judgment into which one can fall in good faith does not change the nature of this murderous act, which must always be forbidden and excluded.
#2278 Discontinuing medical procedures that are burdensome, dangerous, extraordinary, or disproportionate to the expected outcome can be legitimate; it is the refusal of "over-zealous" treatment. Here one does not will to cause death; one's inability to impede it is merely accepted. The decisions should be made by the patient if he is competent and able or, if not, by those legally entitled to act for the patient, whose reasonable will and legitimate interests must always be respected.
#2279 Even if death is thought imminent, the ordinary care owed to a sick person cannot be legitimately interrupted. The use of painkillers to alleviate the sufferings of the dying, even at the risk of shortening their days, can be morally in conformity with human dignity if death is not willed as either an end or a means, but only foreseen and tolerated as inevitable Palliative care is a special form of disinterested charity. As such it should be encouraged.
#2324 Intentional euthanasia, whatever its forms or motives, is murder. It is gravely contrary to the dignity of the human person and to the respect due to the living God, his Creator.

Killing the Pain Not the Patient: Palliative Care vs Assisted Suicide
http://www.usccb.org/about/pro-life-activities/respect-life-program/killing-the-pain.cfm 

By Richard M. Doerflinger and Carlos F. Gomez, M.D., Ph.D.

Some time ago an ad appeared in a medical journal promoting a new pain-killing drug. To emphasize that this new product could relieve pain without sleepiness or other side-effects, the ad began with a slogan: "Stop the pain. Not the patient."

The outcome of our society's debate on physician-assisted suicide may depend on how well we communicate—and act upon—a similar message. We are living at a time when some doctors and lawmakers think that the best solution for some patients' suffering is to give them lethal drugs for suicide. Catholics committed to the dignity of each human person must insist: "Kill the pain. Not the patient."

It is a compelling message. Some opinion polls show support for assisted suicide when it is presented as the only relief for a dying patient in unbearable pain. But when Americans are offered an alternative, they overwhelmingly say that society should concentrate on ensuring pain control and compassionate care for such patients—not on helping them take their lives. This preference is even stronger among dying patients themselves. When the medical journal The Lancet reported on interviews with cancer patients on June 29, 1996, it found that dying patients experiencing significant pain were more opposed to assisted suicide than the general public. 
"Patients with pain do not seem to view euthanasia or physician-assisted suicide as the appropriate response to poor pain management," wrote Dr. Ezekiel Emanuel, a director of the study. "Indeed, oncology patients in pain may be suspicious that if euthanasia or physician-assisted suicide are legalized, the medical care system may not focus sufficient resources on provision of pain relief and palliative care."

Realizing that assisted suicide is less popular than improved palliative care, euthanasia advocates have resorted to the claim that there is really not much difference between the two. Their argument goes like this:

"Let's be honest. Doctors commonly practice euthanasia now, under the guise of pain control. They give dying patients massive doses of morphine to suppress their breathing, and then call their death a mere 'side-effect.' They justify this hypocrisy by invoking an invention of Medieval theologians called 'the principle of double effect.' Sometimes they even sedate these patients into unconsciousness so they can starve them to death. This 'terminal sedation' is really slow euthanasia. It would be far more candid, as well as more humane, to practice euthanasia openly."

This argument has appeared in newspaper opinion pieces, medical journals, and briefs to the U.S. Supreme Court. In 1996 it was even endorsed to some extent by two federal appeals courts that sought to give constitutional protection to physician-assisted suicide.

Yet the American medical profession, and the Supreme Court, rejected this argument. To understand why they were right to do so, we must explore two realities: the facts about modern pain control, and the meaning of that so-called Medieval invention, the principle of double effect.
The Facts about Pain Control

Many doctors hesitate to give dying patients adequate pain relief because they fear that high doses of painkillers such as morphine will suppress the breathing reflex and cause death. Yet we now know that this fear is based on false assumptions, and on inadequate training of physicians in pain management techniques. Even among oncologists, who probably deal with more patients in severe pain, there is too little knowledge of the medically appropriate use of analgesic drugs.

In reality, a very large dose of morphine may well cause death—if given to a healthy person who is not in pain and has not received morphine before. But when administered for pain, such drugs are taken up first by the patient's pain receptors. In fact, patients regularly receiving morphine for pain quickly build up a resistance to side-effects such as respiratory suppression, so they can easily tolerate doses that would cause death in other people. Fortunately they build up a tolerance to the side-effects far more quickly than to the drugs' analgesic effects—so doctors need not hesitate to increase dosages when needed to relieve pain. The question, "What is the maximum dose of morphine for a cancer patient in pain?" has one answer: "The dose that will relieve the pain." As long as a patient is awake and in pain, the risk of hastening death by increasing the dose of narcotics is virtually zero. Unrelieved pain is itself a stimulant, which overwhelms any depressive effects of narcotics. Patients whose unrelieved pain is distorting the very fabric of their lives need adequate pain control the way a diabetic needs insulin to function properly.

Very rarely it may be necessary to induce sleep to relieve pain and other distress in the final stage of dying. Euthanasia advocates call this "terminal sedation," but it is the same kind of sedation that is sometimes needed to calm distressed or restless patients with non-terminal conditions. While some terminally ill patients may die under such sedation, this is generally because they were imminently dying already.

In competent medical hands, sedation for imminently dying patients is a humane, appropriate and medically established approach to what is often called "intractable suffering." It does not kill the patient, but it can make his or her suffering bearable. It may also allow a physician the time to re-assess a patient's pain needs: The terminally ill sedated patient may later be withdrawn from the sedatives and brought back to consciousness, with his or her pain under control.

The factual evidence supports these claims. In 1992 the Journal of the American Medical Association (JAMA) reported on 97 terminally ill patients who died after life support was withheld or withdrawn. Sixty-eight of the patients received painkilling drugs or sedatives to relieve pain and other distress while dying—and they lived longer than the patients who did not receive drugs. The study found that the dosages of these drugs were chosen to ensure relief of suffering, not to hasten death.

Only recently has the medical profession begun to appreciate that unrelieved pain can itself hasten death. It can weaken the patient, suppress his or her immune system, and induce depression and suicidal feelings. It can keep patients from living out their lives with a modicum of dignity, in the fellowship of their families and friends. So adequate pain relief can actually lengthen life. According to a JAMA news item of March 25, 1992, part of modern medicine's task may be that of "killing pain before it kills the patient." Or as the Catholic Health Association says in its 1993 guide Care of the Dying: A Catholic Perspective: "Unrelieved agony will shorten a life more surely than adequate doses of morphine."

In short, when dosages of painkilling drugs are adjusted to relieve patients' pain, there is little if any risk that they will hasten death. This fact alone should put to rest the myth that pain control is euthanasia by another name.

The Principle of Double Effect

What of the rare case when providing pain relief or sedation does risk hastening death? Is this really the same thing as deliberately killing a patient?

Centuries of Catholic moral tradition say it is not. Sometimes it is impossible to achieve some good effect without causing a bad effect as well. When an act has both a good and a bad effect, we should ask ourselves whether it meets four criteria.
First, the act itself must be good or at least morally indifferent; giving medication to relieve pain certainly meets this test. Second, the good effect must not be attained by means of the bad effect—we cannot claim, like Jack Kevorkian, that we may deliberately kill suffering people because once they are dead they can't suffer. Third, the bad effect must not be intended; we cannot give pain medication in order to end pain and cause death. Fourth, there must be a serious reason for pursuing the good effect; it would be irresponsible to risk hastening death to relieve an ordinary headache.

Taken together, these criteria have become known in Catholic moral reasoning as the principle of double effect. Euthanasia supporters like to emphasize the principle's Catholic origins so they can dismiss it as an arcane Medieval invention. Dr. Timothy Quill, for example, argues that it should not be used in our pluralistic society because it "originated in the context of a particular religious tradition" (New England Journal of Medicine, Dec. 11, 1997).

But one might as well rescind laws against robbing banks on the grounds that "Thou shalt not steal" comes from a particular religious tradition. A moment's reflection will show us that the principle of double effect is no Catholic peculiarity, but simply good common sense.

When the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals sought to establish a "right" to assisted suicide in 1996, its opinion rejected the distinction between intended and unintended hastening of death. Judge Kleinfeld's dissenting opinion used a down-to-earth example to show how wrong the court's majority opinion was. "When General Eisenhower ordered American soldiers onto the beaches of Normandy," he wrote, "he knew that he was sending many American soldiers to certain death, despite his best efforts to minimize casualties. His purpose, though, was to ... liberate Europe from the Nazis. The majority's theory of ethics would imply that this purpose was legally and ethically indistinguishable from a purpose of killing American soldiers." Ultimately the U.S. Supreme Court reversed the appeals court's decision and upheld the principle of double effect, citing Judge Kleinfeld's historical example to illustrate its moral and legal validity.

Students of Bible history could draw the point out further. When King David was overcome by desire for the wife of Uriah the Hittite, he ordered Uriah to the front lines with the express purpose of making sure he was killed (2 Sm 11:15-17). That was an act of murder, concealed by wartime. Anyone who cannot tell the difference between King David at his most sinful and General Eisenhower's decision about D-Day should not be entrusted with life-and-death decisions!

The importance of intentions in making moral decisions should be clear to all physicians, who routinely prescribe medicines and treatments that may have unhappy or unforeseen consequences. If, despite everyone's best efforts, a patient stops breathing and dies on the operating table from anesthesia during a delicate operation, is the surgeon a killer? If so, the medical profession is filled with "unintentional murderers." A more honest appraisal would be to admit that human life is fragile, that actions can have unexpected or unintended consequences, and that human beings—including skilled and ethically responsible physicians—are fallible.

Are there borderline cases where people's intentions are not clear? Are there instances when it is irresponsible to risk hastening death even as a side-effect? Of course. The principle of double effect does not automatically clarify all questions of intent, and it does not mean that causing death is justified whenever it is not directly intended. But the distinction is a useful tool for moral decisions. In modern medicine, quite literally, we couldn't live without it.

Assisted Suicide vs. Pain Control

In important ways, assisted suicide and good palliative care are not only distinct—they are radically opposed to each other. Consider the following:

Control of pain and suffering eliminates the demand for assisted suicide. As Dr. Herbert Hendin notes in his 1997 book Seduced by Death, some terminally ill patients have suicidal thoughts, but "these patients usually respond well to treatment for depressive illness and pain medication and are then grateful to be alive." Such treatment responds to the underlying reasons why patients ask for death, instead of treating the patient himself as the problem to be eliminated. When pain control and other care improves, assisted suicide becomes largely irrelevant.

Assisted suicide undermines good pain management. During the Supreme Court's January 1997 oral arguments on its assisted suicide cases, Justice Stephen Breyer noted a remarkable fact from a report by the British parliament's House of Lords: The Netherlands, which has allowed assisted suicide and euthanasia for years, had only three hospices nationwide, while Great Britain, which bans these practices, had 185 hospices. He had placed his finger on one of the most insidious effects of legalization: Once the "quick and easy" solution of assisted suicide is accepted in a society, doctors lose the incentive to pursue more difficult but life-affirming ways of truly caring for patients close to death. The converse is also true: prohibiting assisted suicide sets a clear limit to doctors' options so they can commit themselves to the challenges of accompanying patients through their last days. As one physician said after years practicing hospice medicine: "Only because I knew that I could not and would not kill my patients was I able to enter most fully and intimately into caring for them as they lay dying" (quoted in Leon Kass, "Why Doctors Must Not Kill," Commonweal, Sept. 1992, p. 9).

The assisted suicide movement is willing to discredit modern pain control to advance its own cause. Euthanasia advocates know that when they equate assisted suicide and modern pain management, they are not just elevating the status of assisted suicide—among people who oppose direct killing of the innocent, they are undermining good pain control. They do not seem to care that their arguments will make doctors and patients more distrustful of legitimate practices that can truly help people live with dignity in their last days.

But strong voices are being raised to make sure they do not get away with this. In an April 1997 report on constitutional arguments about assisted suicide, the prestigious New York State Task Force on Life and the Law urged people on all sides of the assisted suicide issue to keep important distinctions clear. 
Noting that "many physicians would sooner give up their allegiance to adequate pain control than their opposition to assisted suicide and euthanasia," the Task Force warned that "characterizing the provision of pain relief as a form of euthanasia may well lead to an increase in needless suffering at the end of life."

This warning is even being raised by some who do not oppose physician-assisted suicide in principle. "Clinicians must believe, to some degree, in a form of the principle of double effect in order to provide optimal symptom relief at the end of life," writes Dr. Howard Brody in the April 1998 Minnesota Law Review. Dr. Brody does not oppose assisted suicide in all cases, but he knows that many doctors do—and he knows they will not practice good palliative care if it is seen as tantamount to euthanasia. "A serious assault on the logic of the principle of double effect," he writes, "could do major violence to the (already reluctant and ill-informed) commitment of most physicians to the goals of palliative care and hospice."

It is startling that a movement ostensibly dedicated to the well-being of dying patients risks undermining their care to advance its political goal. What can the Hemlock Society say in its defense? That any such adverse effects on patients are only an unintended side-effect?

Conclusion

In short, pain control and other elements of palliative care must be clearly distinguished from intentional killing of patients. In trying to blur this distinction, euthanasia advocates only show their own indifference to the goal of promoting better care for dying patients.

In logic and in practice, two very different paths lie before the medical profession and our society: What Pope John Paul II has called the "false mercy" of assisted suicide and euthanasia, and the "the way of love and true mercy" that dedicates us to compassionate care (The Gospel of Life, No. 66-67). It is literally a choice between death and life.

Mr. Doerflinger is Associate Director for Policy Development, Secretariat for Pro-Life Activities, National Conference of Catholic Bishops.

Dr. Carlos F. Gomez, who was medical director of the University of Virginia Health System's Center for Hospice and Palliative Care from when it opened in 1995 until 2003, died June 12, 2010.

Capital Punishment

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Capital_punishment EXTRACT

Capital punishment, death penalty or execution is punishment by death. The sentence is referred to as a death sentence. Crimes that can result in a death penalty are known as capital crimes or capital offences. The term capital originates from the Latin capitalis, literally "regarding the head" (referring to execution by beheading). 
Capital punishment has, in the past, been practiced by most societies, as a punishment for criminals, and political or religious dissidents. Historically, the carrying out of the death sentence was often accompanied by torture, and executions were most often public. 
Thirty-six countries actively practice capital punishment, 103 countries have completely abolished it de jure for all crimes, 6 have abolished it for ordinary crimes only (while maintaining it for special circumstances such as war crimes), and 50 have abolished it de facto (have not used it for at least ten years and/or are under moratorium).

Nearly all countries in the world prohibit the execution of individuals who were under the age of 18 at the time of their crimes; since 2009, only Iran, Saudi Arabia, Sudan and Pakistan have carried out such executions. Executions of this kind are prohibited under international law. 
Capital punishment is a matter of active controversy in various countries and states, and positions can vary within a single political ideology or cultural region. In the European Union member states, Article 2 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union prohibits the use of capital punishment. The Council of Europe, which has 47 member states, also prohibits the use of the death penalty by its members.

The United Nations General Assembly has adopted, in 2007, 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014 non-binding resolutions calling for a global moratorium on executions, with a view to eventual abolition. Although many nations have abolished capital punishment, over 60% of the world's population live in countries where executions take place, such as China, India, the United States and Indonesia.
The public opinion on the death penalty varies considerably by country and by the crime in question, despite the evidence against its power as a deterrent. Countries where a majority of people are against execution include New Zealand, where 55 percent of the population oppose its use, Australia where only 23 percent support the death penalty, and Norway where only 25 percent are in favour. Most French, Finns and Italians also oppose the death penalty. A 2010 Gallup poll shows that 64% of Americans support the death penalty for someone convicted of murder, down from 65% in 2006 and 68% in 2001. 

Use of capital punishment is growing in India in the 2010s due to both a growth in right wing politics and due to anger over several recent brutal cases of rape. While support for the death penalty for murder is still high in China, executions have dropped precipitously, with only 3000 executed in 2012 versus 12,000 in 2002. A poll in South Africa found that 76 percent of millennium generation South Africans support re-introduction of the death penalty, which is abolished in South Africa. 

Many countries have abolished capital punishment either in law or in practice. Since World War II there has been a trend toward abolishing capital punishment. 
Capital punishment has been completely abolished by 103 countries, a further 6 have done so for all offences except under special circumstances and 50 more have abolished it in practice because they have not used it for at least 10 years or are under a moratorium.
Abolition occurred in Canada in 1976 (except for some military offences, with complete abolition in 1998), in France in 1981, and in Australia in 1973 (although the state of Western Australia retained the penalty until 1984). In 1977, the United Nations General Assembly affirmed in a formal resolution that throughout the world, it is desirable to "progressively restrict the number of offenses for which the death penalty might be imposed, with a view to the desirability of abolishing this punishment".

In the United Kingdom, it was abolished for murder (leaving only treason, piracy with violence, arson in royal dockyards and a number of wartime military offences as capital crimes) for a five-year experiment in 1965 and permanently in 1969, the last execution having taken place in 1964. It was abolished for all peacetime offences in 1998. 

In the United States, Michigan was the first state to ban the death penalty, on 18 May 1846. The death penalty was declared unconstitutional between 1972 and 1976 based on the Furman v. Georgia case, but the 1976 Gregg v. Georgia case once again permitted the death penalty under certain circumstances. Further limitations were placed on the death penalty in Atkins v. Virginia (death penalty unconstitutional for people with an intellectual disability) and Roper v. Simmons (death penalty unconstitutional if defendant was under age 18 at the time the crime was committed). In the United States, 19 states and the District of Columbia ban capital punishment, with Nebraska the most recent state to ban the practice. 

Abolitionists believe capital punishment is the worst violation of human rights, because the right to life is the most important, and capital punishment violates it without necessity and inflicts to the condemned a psychological torture. Human rights activists oppose the death penalty, calling it "cruel, inhuman, and degrading punishment". Amnesty International considers it to be "the ultimate, irreversible denial of Human Rights".

Some countries have resumed practicing the death penalty after having suspended executions for long periods. The United States suspended executions in 1972 but resumed them in 1976, then again on 25 September 2007 to 16 April 2008; there was no execution in India between 1995 and 2004; and Sri Lanka declared an end to its moratorium on the death penalty on 20 November 2004, although it has not yet performed any executions. The Philippines re-introduced the death penalty in 1993 after abolishing it in 1987, but abolished it again in 2006.
Japan and the US are the only developed countries to have carried out executions. The US is the only Western country in the Americas to have carried out executions. The federal government and 31 states in the United States carry out capital punishment. In 2012, there were 43 executions in the US, which have taken place in nine states: Arizona (6), Delaware (1), Florida (3), Idaho (1), Mississippi (6), Ohio (3), Oklahoma (6), South Dakota (2), Texas (15). Sixty-two prisoners are currently on the federal death row. Of the states where the death penalty is permitted, California has the largest number of inmates on death row. Texas has performed the most executions (since the US Supreme Court allowed capital punishment to resume in 1976, 40% of all US executions have taken place in Texas), and Oklahoma has had (through mid-2011) the highest per capita execution rate. 

The most recent country to abolish the death penalty was Suriname in March 2015.

Capital punishment is controversial. Death penalty opponents regard the death penalty as inhumane and criticize it for its irreversibility and assert that it lacks a deterrent effect, and debunking studies that claim to show a deterrent effect. There are many organizations worldwide, such as Amnesty International, and country-specific, such as the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), that have abolition of the death penalty as a fundamental purpose. 

Advocates of the death penalty argue that it deters crime, is a good tool for police and prosecutors (in plea bargaining for example), makes sure that convicted criminals do not offend again and is a just penalty for atrocious crimes such as child murders, serial killers or torture murderers. Opponents of capital punishment argue that not all people affected by murder desire a death penalty, that execution discriminates against minorities and the poor, and that it encourages a "culture of violence" and that it violates human rights. 
Catholic Church

St. Thomas Aquinas, a Doctor of the Church, accepted the death penalty as a deterrent and prevention method but not as a means of vengeance. (See Aquinas on the death penalty.) The Roman Catechism stated this teaching thus:
Another kind of lawful slaying belongs to the civil authorities, to whom is entrusted power of life and death, by the legal and judicious exercise of which they punish the guilty and protect the innocent. The just use of this power, far from involving the crime of murder, is an act of paramount obedience to this Commandment which prohibits murder. The end of the Commandment is the preservation and security of human life. Now the punishments inflicted by the civil authority, which is the legitimate avenger of crime, naturally tend to this end, since they give security to life by repressing outrage and violence. Hence these words of David: In the morning I put to death all the wicked of the land, that I might cut off all the workers of iniquity from the city of the Lord.[180]
In Evangelium Vitae, Pope John Paul II suggested that capital punishment should be avoided unless it is the only way to defend society from the offender in question, opining that punishment "ought not go to the extreme of executing the offender except in cases of absolute necessity: in other words, when it would not be possible otherwise to defend society. Today however, as a result of steady improvements in the organization of the penal system, such cases are very rare, if not practically non-existent."[181] 
The most recent edition of the Catechism of the Catholic Church restates this view.[182]. That the assessment of the contemporary situation advanced by John Paul II is not binding on the faithful was confirmed by Cardinal Ratzinger when he wrote in 2004 that, if a Catholic were to be at odds with the Holy Father on the application of capital punishment or on the decision to wage war, he would not for that reason be considered unworthy to present himself to receive Holy Communion. While the Church exhorts civil authorities to seek peace, not war, and to exercise discretion and mercy in imposing punishment on criminals, it may still be permissible to take up arms to repel an aggressor or to have recourse to capital punishment. There may be a legitimate diversity of opinion even among Catholics about waging war and applying the death penalty, but not however with regard to abortion and euthanasia.[183]
The 1911 edition of the Catholic Encyclopedia suggested that Catholics must hold that "the infliction of capital punishment is not contrary to the teaching of the Catholic Church, and the power of the State to visit upon culprits the penalty of death derives much authority from revelation and from the writings of theologians", but that the matter of "the advisability of exercising that power is, of course, an affair to be determined upon other and various considerations."[184]
Notes
180."THE CATECHISM OF TRENT: The Fifth Commandment". 
181. Papal encyclical, Evangelium Vitae.
182. Assuming that the guilty party's identity and responsibility have been fully determined, the traditional teaching of the Church does not exclude recourse to the death penalty, if this is the only possible way of effectively defending human lives against the unjust aggressor.
183. "Abortion – Pro Life – Cardinal Ratzinger on Voting, Abortion, and Worthiness to Receive Holy Communion". 
184. "CATHOLIC ENCYCLOPEDIA: Capital Punishment (Death Penalty)".
Death Penalty

https://simple.wikipedia.org/wiki/Death_penalty EXTRACT
Death penalty, also called capital punishment, is when a government or state executes (kills) someone, usually but not always because they have committed a serious crime.
Executions in most countries have become rarer in recent centuries. The death penalty is a disputed and controversial topic.

About one third of the countries in the world have laws that allow the death penalty. The United States, the People's Republic of China, Japan and Iran are examples of countries that have a death penalty. Canada, Australia, Mexico and all members of Council of Europe are examples of countries that have abolished the death penalty.

Over half the countries in the world have gotten rid of the death penalty in law and practice: 75 countries have gotten rid of the capital punishment for all crimes and another 20 can be considered abolitionist in practice. The latter retain the death penalty in law but have not carried out any executions for the past 10 years or more

Most of the countries that have a death penalty use it on murderers, and for other serious crimes such as rape or terrorism. Other countries especially ones with Authoritarian or Totalitarian governments, however, also use it for smaller crimes like theft, drugs, or for saying bad things about the government.

According to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights that became valid in 1976, people that were not at least eighteen years old at the time they committed the crime may not be executed. According to the European Convention on Human Rights, specifically its 13th amendment (2002), no one must be executed.

Some people think the death penalty is a good thing, and others think it is a bad thing. Many people on both sides of the argument have very strong feelings. One side says the death penalty is good because it scares people away from doing things that could get them killed, the other side says there's a potential of executing an innocent man; one says justice, retribution, and punishment; the other side says that execution is murder. Most people know the threat of crime to their lives, but the question lies in the methods and action that should be used to deal with it.
Throughout human history, governments and rulers have used many death penalty methods to execute people, such as crucifixion, flaying, and hanging. Some methods like crucifixion and flaying are no longer used by governments, because people think that these methods of killing are too cruel. The gas chamber was found unconstitutional in the United States (that is: against the United States constitution not allowing "cruel and unusual punishments") and is no longer used.

The Council of Europe has abolished all death penalty by 13th amendment of the European Convention on Human Rights. Amnesty International oppose all death penalty on ground of the right to life and prohibition of all tortures or any cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment insisted by Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

The following forms of execution are in use today:
Electric chair: The prisoner is killed by a strong source of electricity attached to their head and leg.

Lethal injection: The prisoner is poisoned with a mix of chemicals that are put into their body. Some countries use chemicals that are controversial.

Firing squad: Some people shoot the prisoner with rifles. Firing squads are often used for soldiers during wars. One or more of those firing may have false ammunition that does not kill so that no one knows which person fired the shot that killed. A firing squad is a traditional military execution. Deserters, traitors and spies are sometimes shot.
Hanging: The prisoner has a rope tied around their neck. They are then dropped from a height. The person can die from their neck being broken. They might die from choking (asphyxiation), if the drop is too small or knot was badly made. If the drop is too long or the prisoner too heavy, their head might be torn off. Japan, India and former British colonies use hanging.

Strangulation, by hand or by garrote. The garrote was the main type of capital punishment in Spain for hundreds of years. Originally, the convict was killed by hitting him with a club (garrote in Spanish). This later developed into putting a loop of rope placed around the neck. A wooden stick was placed in the loop, and rotated to tighten the rope until the condemned person was strangled to death.

Stoning: Stones are thrown at the prisoner until they die. Stoning is still used in some Middle Eastern countries.

Decapitation: The victim has his or her head cut off with a sharp blade, such as sword, axe or guillotine. This was the traditional means of execution in central Europe and many other places. Decapitation is also called beheading. Decapitation still in place in some Middle Eastern countries, but the only country to actively use it is Saudi Arabia.
The Catechism of the Catholic Church on the Death Penalty
http://www.vatican.va/archive/ccc_css/archive/catechism/p3s2c2a5.htm 

#2267 Assuming that the guilty party's identity and responsibility have been fully determined, the traditional teaching of the Church does not exclude recourse to the death penalty, if this is the only possible way of effectively defending human lives against the unjust aggressor.
If, however, non-lethal means are sufficient to defend and protect people's safety from the aggressor, authority will limit itself to such means, as these are more in keeping with the concrete conditions of the common good and more in conformity to the dignity of the human person.

Today, in fact, as a consequence of the possibilities which the state has for effectively preventing crime, by rendering one who has committed an offense incapable of doing harm - without definitely taking away from him the possibility of redeeming himself - the cases in which the execution of the offender is an absolute necessity "are very rare, if not practically nonexistent."68
68 John Paul II, Evangelium vitae 56. 69 Cf. Gen 4:10.
On Euthanasia and Assisted Suicide, In Pope Benedict XVI’s ‘Caritas in Veritate’
http://w2.vatican.va/content/benedict-xvi/en/encyclicals/documents/hf_ben-xvi_enc_20090629_caritas-in-veritate.html
June 29, 2009 
#28. One of the most striking aspects of development in the present day is the important question of respect for life, which cannot in any way be detached from questions concerning the development of peoples. It is an aspect which has acquired increasing prominence in recent times, obliging us to broaden our concept of poverty [66] and underdevelopment to include questions connected with the acceptance of life, especially in cases where it is impeded in a variety of ways.
Not only does the situation of poverty still provoke high rates of infant mortality in many regions, but some parts of the world still experience practices of demographic control, on the part of governments that often promote contraception and even go so far as to impose abortion. In economically developed countries, legislation contrary to life is very widespread, and it has already shaped moral attitudes and praxis, contributing to the spread of an anti-birth mentality; frequent attempts are made to export this mentality to other States as if it were a form of cultural progress.

Some non-governmental Organizations work actively to spread abortion, at times promoting the practice of sterilization in poor countries, in some cases not even informing the women concerned. Moreover, there is reason to suspect that development aid is sometimes linked to specific health-care policies which de facto involve the imposition of strong birth control measures. Further grounds for concern are laws permitting euthanasia as well as pressure from lobby groups, nationally and internationally, in favour of its juridical recognition.

Openness to life is at the centre of true development. When a society moves towards the denial or suppression of life, it ends up no longer finding the necessary motivation and energy to strive for man's true good. If personal and social sensitivity towards the acceptance of a new life is lost, then other forms of acceptance that are valuable for society also wither away [67]. The acceptance of life strengthens moral fibre and makes people capable of mutual help. By cultivating openness to life, wealthy peoples can better understand the needs of poor ones, they can avoid employing huge economic and intellectual resources to satisfy the selfish desires of their own citizens, and instead, they can promote virtuous action within the perspective of production that is morally sound and marked by solidarity, respecting the fundamental right to life of every people and every individual.

#75. Paul VI had already recognized and drawn attention to the global dimension of the social question [155]. Following his lead, we need to affirm today that the social question has become a radically anthropological question, in the sense that it concerns not just how life is conceived but also how it is manipulated, as bio-technology places it increasingly under man's control. In vitro fertilization, embryo research, the possibility of manufacturing clones and human hybrids: all this is now emerging and being promoted in today's highly disillusioned culture, which believes it has mastered every mystery, because the origin of life is now within our grasp. 
Here we see the clearest expression of technology's supremacy. In this type of culture, the conscience is simply invited to take note of technological possibilities. Yet we must not underestimate the disturbing scenarios that threaten our future, or the powerful new instruments that the “culture of death” has at its disposal. 
To the tragic and widespread scourge of abortion we may well have to add in the future — indeed it is already surreptiously present — the systematic eugenic programming of births. 
At the other end of the spectrum, a pro-euthanasia mindset is making inroads as an equally damaging assertion of control over life that under certain circumstances is deemed no longer worth living. Underlying these scenarios are cultural viewpoints that deny human dignity. These practices in turn foster a materialistic and mechanistic understanding of human life. Who could measure the negative effects of this kind of mentality for development? How can we be surprised by the indifference shown towards situations of human degradation, when such indifference extends even to our attitude towards what is and is not human? What is astonishing is the arbitrary and selective determination of what to put forward today as worthy of respect. Insignificant matters are considered shocking, yet unprecedented injustices seem to be widely tolerated. While the poor of the world continue knocking on the doors of the rich, the world of affluence runs the risk of no longer hearing those knocks, on account of a conscience that can no longer distinguish what is human. God reveals man to himself; reason and faith work hand in hand to demonstrate to us what is good, provided we want to see it; the natural law, in which creative Reason shines forth, reveals our greatness, but also our wretchedness insofar as we fail to recognize the call to moral truth.
What is Euthanasia?

https://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/dictionary/index.cfm?id=33416 

http://www.therealpresence.org/cgi-bin/getdefinition.pl 
By Fr. John Hardon SJ

Literally "easy death," the act or practice of putting people to death because they or others decide that continued life would be burdensome. Originally the term was used for "mercy killing," which meant administration of an easy, painless death to one who was suffering from an incurable and perhaps agonizing disability or disease. Then, as mass genocide was legalized under Communism and Nazism, the term came to be applied to all forms of inflicting death on persons who are, by legal standards, permitted to take their lives or others are allowed to do so with the full protection of the civil law.
Even in the 1940s, the Holy See was asked, "Is it permissible upon the mandate of public authority, directly to kill those who, although they have committed no crime deserving of death, are yet, because of psychic or physical defects, unable to be useful to the nation, but rather are considered a burden to its vigor and strength?" 
The reply was NO, and the reason given was that "it is contrary to the natural and the divine positive law" (Pius XII, Decree of the Holy Office, December 1940).
The Catholic Church reprobates euthanasia because it is a usurpation of God's lordship over human life. As creatures of God, to whom human beings owe every element of their existence, they are entrusted only with the stewardship of their earthly lives. They are bound to accept the life that God gave them, with its limitations and powers; to preserve this life as the first condition of their dependence on the Creator; and not deliberately curtail their time of probation on earth, during which they are to work out and thereby merit the happiness of their final destiny.


Euthanasia: Some questions and issues arising
http://www.aquinas-academy.com/body_reflections%2090a.htm
[Unless otherwise indicated, all these reflections are written by Fr Michael Whelan SM, PhD, Principal of Aquinas Academy]
Euthanasia is well and truly on the agenda throughout the world.  It is becoming increasingly difficult to sort the fact out from the fiction.  There is a lot of confusion generated by the nature of the topic: the end of life.  How should we approach this matter? I suggest some key questions need to be addressed: 

1. What constitutes moral behaviour?

There are at least four crucial elements to moral behaviour:

a.      the nature of the act itself – for example, the act of walking down the street does not have the same moral implications as the act of taking my neighbour’s vegetables without his/her permission;

b.      the intention of the moral agent – for example, taking my neighbour’s vegetables without his/her permission because I want to feed my starving family does not have the same moral implications as taking my neighbour’s vegetables without his/her permission because I want to force him/her off that land so I can grab it;

c.      the external circumstances forming a context for the act – for example, taking my neighbour’s vegetables without his/her permission in time of famine does not have the same moral implications as taking my neighbour’s vegetables without his/her permission in time of plenty;

d.      the internal circumstances forming responsibility and accountability – for example, taking my neighbour’s vegetables without his/her permission because I am a simpleton does not have the same moral implications as taking my neighbour’s vegetables without his/her permission because I am filled with resentment.

All issues of human morality should place the emphasis on the person who acts.  It can be very misleading to focus simply on “the nature of the act itself” just as it can be very misleading to exclude “the nature of the act itself.”

The moral person seeks the good and the true in all circumstances, no matter what it costs.  His/her decision and action is not governed by a desire to fit in or follow the crowd, but a desire to discern and submit to what is good and true.  It requires us to constantly examine ourselves to appraise our motivations, inform ourselves concerning the principles and facts of situations, and make judgments about the moral integrity of our lives.  This may be very costly to us personally.

2. What is euthanasia?

Our English word euthanasia has its roots in the Greek word, thanatos, meaning “death.”  

Euthanasia means the action or act whereby we deliberately bring about the death of someone who is in some kind of serious distress.

There are essentially two elements to euthanasia:

a.      we kill someone

b.      we are motivated by a sense of care and concern.

Any time I choose to kill another human being out of care and concern for that person I am engaging in euthanasia.  For example:

a.      a soldier sees another soldier in a burning tank; the soldier cannot escape from that tank, nor can anyone get to him to rescue him; he is in the process of dying an excruciatingly painful death; the first soldier, out of care and concern, shoots him;

b.      an elderly woman is in terrible pain from cancer of the spine; there is no cure; she will die slowly and in pain; she requests the medical staff to inject her with a toxic dose of medications to kill her; they comply;

c.      a severely retarded child who cannot cry is put on demand feeding and dies as a direct consequence.

3. What is not euthanasia?

It is not euthanasia:

a.      to withhold extraordinary mechanical means, without which someone will die – for example, when a person is in a vegetative state with no realistic hope of that changing, it may be morally acceptable to turn off the machines that are keeping that person alive; that is not euthanasia;

b.      to increase the dose of pain-killers to ease a terminal patient’s pain, knowing that a side effect will be the hastening of death – for example, a person with terminal cancer of the oesophagus is in deep distress trying to breathe, it may be morally acceptable to increase the dose of morphine to ease the pain, knowing that a side-effect of that extra morphine will hasten the patient’s death; that is not euthanasia;

c.      to let a very elderly person die when life-saving intervention could save their life for a few more months – for example, a frail and very sick person of 93 has a heart attack, it may be morally acceptable to refrain from using CPR and thus letting the individual die from the heart attack; that is not euthanasia.

In each of these three cases, the critical question to ask is, “What is intended?”  If you intend to kill the individual that is an essentially different moral act to one in which the intention is not to kill the individual but to ease the individual’s distress or avoid unnecessary and/or undignified processes to eke out a few more months of life.  (Needless to say, the intention to kill should not be masked by protestations that what you are doing is simply to ease the person’s distress or carrying out “what Grandma would want”.  If you intend to kill you intend to kill, no matter how you disguise it.) 

To help someone commit suicide is to help someone commit suicide – that is not euthanasia either.  To kill someone out of malice, that is not euthanasia either, that is homicide.

4. What is the principle of double effect?

One of the complicating things in our attempts to be moral, is the fact that our actions frequently have multiple and sometimes unintended consequences.  Sometimes those consequences can be very troubling, even tragic.  The principle of double effect recognizes this.

The principle of double effect can be summed up by saying that an action with two or more known effects, one good and the other(s) bad, may be morally acceptable when it is chosen for serious enough reasons and the good effect is intended.  The bad consequences are accepted as an unavoidable side-effect of the primary action, the reasons being serious enough to warrant that primary action.

For example, the decision and action to go to war against Hitler in 1939 was morally acceptable.  However, those who made that decision and took that action knew only too well that there would be some tragic consequences, with lots of innocent people suffering and even dying as an unintended result of the primary decision to fight Hitler.  The circumstances were serious enough to warrant that primary decision being made.  

In assessing whether there are serious enough reasons for going down such a path, it may be helpful to ask, “What will happen if I/we do not do this?”  It may then be helpful to ask, “If we do do this, can we realistically expect the outcome to be weighted more to the good and true than the not good and the not true?”

It is not uncommon in life that we are caught in serious and painful dilemmas that demand a decision and action where there is no easy or clear-cut way ahead.  Life is seldom black and white, seldom a straightforward choice between what is clearly good and clearly true and what is clearly not good and clearly not true.  Living is an ambiguous enterprise.  Especially if you are a thoughtful person who is willing and able to act reasonably and responsibly and be held accountable for your decisions and actions.

This principle of double effect is particularly critical to dealing with the issues arising around the question of euthanasia.

5. Can it be truthfully said that 75% of Australians favour euthanasia?

It is dishonest or at least naïve to keep saying how many favour euthanasia when there is so much confusion about the meaning of the very term.

It is almost certainly true that at least 75% of Australians cannot distinguish euthanasia from what is not euthanasia.  Too often cases like the three cases indicated in #3 above, for example, are confused with euthanasia.

6. Is there a difference between the morality of an action and the lawfulness of that action?

Yes.  It was not too long ago that it was unlawful to commit adultery in New South Wales.  It is now lawful to commit adultery.  That does not make adultery morally acceptable.

Recent history gives us some stark examples of people who saw certain actions as immoral though they were legal, prompting those people to actions that were illegal though they were moral. For example, Dietrich Bonhoeffer transgressed the laws of Nazi Germany in his struggles to be moral. Martin Luther King Jnr did the same in the United States in the 1950s and 1960s in promoting the Civil Rights Movement. Civil disobedience is an authentic radical moral option – even moral responsibility – at times.

There is a most troubling and difficult process legislators must address when it comes to some of the more complex moral issues. For example, one might make a decision that abortion is morally unacceptable but allow legislation permitting abortion. This could only be done for the most serious reasons. In matters of public legislation the common good is a critical component to be considered in a way that it does not need to be considered when an individual is discerning a moral response to this or that action. We may show compassion to the soldier who killed his colleague in the burning tank.  But would we want to legalize such actions? The legalization of euthanasia is fraught with frightening possibilities.  Already, we know from experience that legalized euthanasia will carry some sinister outcomes.  For example, the experiments in euthanasia in Holland – controlled and professionally conducted in a humane, enlightened democratic society – could not account for a significant number of retarded children who were killed in the process.  

The slippery slope argument is a powerful one it seems to me: when you legalize euthanasia, you start down a slippery slope and you have no way of knowing or controlling the consequences
What does the Bible say about euthanasia/assisted suicide?

http://www.gotquestions.org/euthanasia.html 
Euthanasia, sometimes called “mercy killing,” can be a difficult issue. On one hand, we do not want to take a person’s life into our own hands and end it prematurely. On the other hand, we do not want to prolong the process of dying more than necessary—that is, we want to preserve life, but not prolong death. At what point do we simply allow a person to die and take no further action to extend his or her life?
A related issue is that of assisted suicide. Essentially, a person seeking assisted suicide is seeking to euthanize himself, with the aid of another person to ensure that death is quick and painless. The person assisting the suicide facilitates death by making preparations and furnishing the needed equipment; but the person seeking death is the one who actually initiates the process. By taking a “hands-off” approach to the death itself, the facilitator seeks to avoid charges of murder. Proponents of assisted suicide try for a positive spin by using terms like “death with dignity.” But “death with dignity” is still death, “assisted suicide” is still suicide, and suicide is wrong.

We live in what is sometimes described as a “culture of death.” Abortion on demand has been practiced for decades. Now some are seriously proposing infanticide. And euthanasia is promoted as a viable means of solving various social and financial problems. This focus on death as an answer to the world’s problems is a total reversal of the biblical model. Death is an enemy (1 Corinthians 15:26). Life is a sacred gift from God (Genesis 2:7). When given the choice between life and death, God told Israel to “choose life” (Deuteronomy 30:19). Euthanasia spurns the gift and embraces the curse.
The overriding truth that God is sovereign drives us to the conclusion that euthanasia and assisted suicide are wrong. We know that physical death is inevitable for us mortals (Psalm 89:48; Hebrews 9:27). However, God alone is sovereign over when and how a person’s death occurs. Job testifies in Job 30:23, “I know you will bring me down to death, to the place appointed for all the living.” Ecclesiastes 8:8 declares, “No man has power over the wind to contain it; so no one has power over the day of his death.” God has the final say over death (see 1 Corinthians 15:26, 54–56; Hebrews 2:9, 14–15; Revelation 21:4). Euthanasia and assisted suicide are man’s attempts to usurp that authority from God.
Death is a natural occurrence. Sometimes God allows a person to suffer for a long time before death occurs; other times, a person’s suffering is cut short. No one enjoys suffering, but that does not make it right to determine that a person should die. Often, God’s purposes are made known through suffering. “When times are good, be happy; but when times are bad, consider: God has made the one as well as the other” (Ecclesiastes 7:14). Romans 5:3 teaches that tribulations bring about perseverance. God cares about those who cry out for death and wish to end their suffering. God gives purpose in life even to the end. Only God knows what is best, and His timing, even in the matter of one’s death, is perfect.
We should never seek to prematurely end a life, but neither must we go to extraordinary means to preserve a life. To actively hasten death is wrong; to passively withhold treatment can also be wrong; but to allow death to occur naturally in a terminally ill person is not necessarily wrong. Anyone facing this issue should pray to God for wisdom (James 1:5). And we should all remember the words of former Surgeon General C. Everett Koop, who warned that the practice of medicine “cannot be both our healer and our killer” 

(From KOOP, The Memoirs of America’s Family Doctor by C. Everett Koop, M.D., Random House, 1991).
Recommended Resources: Ethics for a Brave New World, Second Edition by John & Paul Feinberg 
What is the Church’s teaching on euthanasia?

http://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?id=307
By Fr. William Saunders
Pope Pius XII, who witnessed and condemned the eugenics and euthanasia programs of the Nazis, was the first to explicate clearly this moral problem and provide guidance. In 1980, the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith released its Declaration on Euthanasia which further clarified this guidance especially in light of the increasing complexity of life-support systems and the promotion of euthanasia as a valid means of ending life. The new Catechism (No. 2276-2279) provides a succinct explanation of our Catholic teaching on this subject.
Before addressing the issue of euthanasia, we must first remember that the Catholic Church holds as sacred both the dignity of each individual person and the gift of life. Therefore, the following principles are morally binding: First, to make an attempt on the life of or to kill an innocent person is an evil action. Second, each person is bound to lead his life in accord with God's plan and with an openness to His will, looking to life's fulfillment in heaven. Finally, intentionally committing suicide is a murder of oneself and considered a rejection of God's plan. For these reasons, the Second Vatican Council condemned "all offenses against life itself, such as murder, genocide, abortion, euthanasia and willful suicide... (Gaudium et Spes, No. 27).

Given these principles, we believe that each person is bound to use ordinary means of caring for personal health. Here one would think of proper nourishment -- food and water -- and ordinary medical care. Ordinary means would be those which offer reasonable hope of benefit and are not unduly burdensome to either the patient or the family.

A person may, but is not bound to, use extraordinary means -- those means which primarily are not considered ordinary medical care. In our world today, however, exactly what constitutes extraordinary medical care becomes harder and harder to define. For instance, accepting an artificial heart is clearly experimental and would be extraordinary; whereas the usage of a respirator or ventilator is oftentimes standard procedure to aid the patient's recovery.

To help navigate through this confusing area of extraordinary means, the focus should be on whether the treatment provides reasonable hope of benefit to the patient and what the degree of burden is to the patient and his family. Factors to consider in making this decision would be the type of treatment, the degree of complexity, the amount of risk involved, its cost and accessibility and the state of the sick person and his resources. One should weigh the proportion of pain and suffering against the amount of good to be done.

Given this notion of health care, we can turn to the subject at hand. Euthanasia, literally translated as "good death" or "easy death," is "an action or omission which of itself or by intention causes death, in order that all suffering may in this way be eliminated" (Declaration on Euthanasia). In other words, euthanasia involves the purposeful termination of life by direct action, such as lethal injection, or by an omission, such as starvation or dehydration. Note that euthanasia is commonly known as "mercy killing"; this term is most appropriate because the act involves an intentional killing, no matter how good the intention may be to alleviate suffering.

However, euthanasia must be distinguished from the stopping of extraordinary means of health care. 
The patient -- or guardian in the case of an unconscious patient -- has the right to reject outright or to discontinue those procedures which are extraordinary, do not offer a proportionate good, do not offer reasonable hope of benefit or are simply "heroic." Such a decision is most appropriate when death is clearly imminent. In these cases, the person would place himself in God's hands and prepare to leave this life, while maintaining ordinary means of health care.

For instance, several years ago, a dear priest friend of mine was diagnosed with pancreatic cancer and told he would die from the disease; rather than undergo painful chemotherapy or radiation, which would only give him perhaps six months more to live this life, he entered the hospice program, which provided nourishment, pain medication and excellent nursing care. He prepared himself to meet the Lord whom he served as a priest for 45 years.

Another friend of mine was dying of prostate cancer which had metastasized throughout his body. When I saw him last in the hospital, he had gone into a coma and was being fed intravenously and was breathing through a respirator. His kidneys had failed. The doctors told the family that there was nothing more they could do and the situation was not reversible.

At that point, the medical technology was not providing any hope of recovery or benefit but rather was prolonging death. The family decided to turn off the respirator, which had now become an extraordinary means, and minutes later my friend went to meet his Lord. This action was morally permissible and different from purposefully terminating life. Granted, no one enjoys suffering. However, we must remember that each of us was baptized into Christ's passion, death and resurrection. We all share in our Lord's cross and that, at times, may be very painful. This suffering, however, especially at the last moments of one's life, must be seen as sharing our Lord's sufferings. By uniting our suffering with our Lord's, we expiate the hurt caused by our own sins and help to expiate the sins of others, just as some of the early martyrs did who offered their sufferings for sinners. Sometimes, such suffering finally heals the wounds that have divided families. In all, we must look to Christ to aid us in our suffering and guide us from this life to Himself.

None of these cases is easy. However, there is a great difference between purposely killing someone and allowing a person to die peacefully with dignity. We must remember that "what a sick person needs, besides medical care, is love, the human and supernatural warmth with which the sick person can and ought to be surrounded by all those close to him or her, parents and children, doctors and nurses" (Declaration on Euthanasia).

5. Brief Reflections on Euthanasia
http://www.priestsforlife.org/euthanasia/euthrefl.html
By Fr. Frank A. Pavone, National Director, Priests for Life

1 Increasingly, in the courts and the media and in conversation, we are hearing about euthanasia and the so-called "right to die."
It's time we all are fully informed about what is going on, and what the appropriate response should be.

Euthanasia is not a future problem. It is a present problem. It is happening now and becoming increasingly accepted. And we are asleep, not realizing that the road we are on will lead to the massive elimination of the elderly and "incompetent," and anyone else considered to be a burden to society.

Consider the Nancy Cruzan case. She had been in a coma for almost eight years, but was NOT dying, NOT deteriorating. The courts allowed food and water to be discontinued, and 12 days later (on the day after Christmas) she died. Note well, she did not die of the coma. She died of starvation. She was 33.

Or consider Dr. Jack Kevorkian, who let Janet Adkins, a 54 year old sufferer of early Alzheimer's, use his homemade "suicide machine" to kill herself. She pushed a button which released lethal fluids into her body. He has likewise administered death to dozens of others.

Is this the direction we want our society to go? Is life valuable only when it is healthy? Are we the ones who decide when we die? Is suffering meaningless?

The answer to all these questions is NO, and I hope in these reflections to explain why. Let us all do some serious thinking on these matters. It's a question of life and death.

 

2 We do not have a "right to die." Many people now speak of such a thing, but without the proper understanding of the terminology they use.

A "right" is a moral claim. We do not have a claim on death. Rather, death has a claim on us!

We do not decide when our life will end, any more than we decided when it began. Much less does someone else -- a relative, a doctor, or a legislator--decide when our life will end. None of us is master over life and death.

What we do have a right to is proper care. It is never "care" in any sense of the word, to terminate life, even if that life is full of suffering. We have no right to terminate life.

There are groups in our country pushing for the "right" to use lethal injections on the seriously ill, or to remove their food and water. We must oppose such moral nonsense with all our strength. And the time to oppose it is now, before it becomes solidified in law.

 

3 No matter how ill a patient is, we never have a right to put that person to death. Rather, we have a duty to care for and preserve life.

But to what length are we required to go to preserve life? No religion or state holds that we are obliged to use every possible means to prolong life. The means we use have traditionally been classified as either "ordinary" or "extraordinary."
"Ordinary" means must always be used. This is any treatment or procedure which provides some benefit to the patient without excessive burden or hardship.

"Extraordinary" means are optional. These are measures which do present an excessive burden.

The distinction here is NOT between "artificial" and "natural." Many artificial treatments will be "ordinary" means in the moral sense, as long as they provide some benefit without excessive burden. It depends, of course, on the specific case in point, with all its medical details. We cannot figure out ahead of time, in other words, whether or not we ourselves or a relative want some specific treatment to be used on us "when the time comes," because we do not know in advance what our medical situation will be at that time or what treatments will be available. When the time does come, however, we must consult on the medical and moral aspects of the situation. Remember, procedures providing benefit without unreasonable hardship are obligatory; others are not. You should consult your clergyman when the situations arise.

 

4 According to the 1980 declaration from the Vatican, Jura et Bona, "euthanasia", or "mercy killing" is defined as "an action or an omission which of itself or by intention causes death, in order that all suffering may in this way be eliminated."

Our country is on a collision course with euthanasia. Think about the issue now, and work to change the course, or else you may end up a victim of it.

"Mercy killing". I do not see what killing has to do with mercy. What I do see is that those who advocate it have a MISPLACED compassion. They want to eliminate all suffering. Very nice, but very unrealistic...and also very pagan.

I ask you readers who are Christian, is all suffering meaningless? Does it have no value at all, no purpose? I do not wish suffering on anyone. But when it comes, is our only response to be to eliminate it, even to the point of euthanasia? You tell me whether this is the Christian gospel!

Was the suffering of Christ meaningless? Or do we not say, "We adore You, O Christ, and we bless You, for BY YOUR HOLY CROSS You have redeemed the world."? Did He not tell His followers to embrace the cross? Do we not join our pain to His to save souls?

Even from a secular viewpoint, does not suffering provide an occasion to grow in wisdom, character, and compassion?

The push for mercy killing is utterly pagan. Christian and all reasonable people must oppose it.

 

5 The core evil of euthanasia is that an individual or group of people think they have the right to put someone else to death.

"Killing a human being" is not a very nice concept. To make it more acceptable, therefore some people start playing with the language. They say, for example, that the one who is incurably ill or comatose is a "vegetable". A vegetable? What kind? A cucumber? Carrot?
NO MATTER WHAT THE AILMENT HE/SHE SUFFERS FROM, A HUMAN BEING IS ALWAYS HUMAN, AND ALWAYS HAS A RIGHT TO LIFE WHICH NOBODY, OF ANY PHILOSOPHICAL, POLITICAL, OR RELIGIOUS PERSUASION EVER IS ABLE TO TAKE AWAY. In fact, it is precisely when life is afflicted by weakness and illness that it is all the MORE deserving of our care.

Remember the song, "He Ain't Heavy; He's My Brother". Advocates of euthanasia do not see the ill this way, but only as a burden. God forgive them.

And how about you?

 

6 Those who push euthanasia (the killing of the seriously ill by act or omission) are all around. Have you met them? Have you heard them on TV and read their articles? If not, the time has come to be aware that they are on the march with their ungodly, death-dealing philosophy, trying to carve it into law.

Central to their utterly false philosophy is the notion that some lives are NOT WORTH LIVING. These lives, they maintain, are more trouble than they are worth. They have too much suffering, and are too much of a burden on the resources of society.

You know, if we were talking about a car, or a typewriter, or some other THING, we could say that when enough things go wrong with it, it becomes more trouble than it's worth. Repairs would be too costly, too involved. Throw it out and get a new one.

But we cannot apply this mind-set to HUMAN PERSONS. A person is never more trouble than he/she is worth. Notice, we do not use the pronoun "it" to refer to a human being. There's a reason for that. A person is not a "thing", an "it", an object whose value is to be calculated on some kind of economic cost/benefit analysis scale. A person is worth more than the ENTIRE PHYSICAL UNIVERSE! Ponder that. Human life is of INFINITE VALUE, and this remains true no matter how small, weak, incommunicative, disabled, diseased, or "unproductive" (in the eyes of a materialistic, consumerist society like ours) it may be.

Take up the torch of life. Defend human life from euthanasia.

 

7 Many of you have heard of "Living Wills." These are documents by which a person can give in advance a directive to have life-sustaining medical treatment withheld or discontinued at the time of future serious illness, should he or she then be unable to make medical decisions. These living wills are being promoted as necessary for the person to die peacefully and with dignity. HOWEVER, living wills can be harmful rather than helpful. They are unnecessary and dangerous for patients, doctors, and society.
One of the many reasons that we should not get involved with living wills is that the language used is too broad and can be open to a variety of interpretations. This will vary from one document to another. But a living will distributed by the Concern for Dying organization asks that the signer "not be kept alive by medications" or "artificial means." What does that mean? An aspirin is "medication," is it not? Drinking through a straw is "artificial." People can construe meanings for these words which the signer of the document never intended.

There are other serious reasons not to make a living will, which are examined below.

8 "Living Wills" are unnecessary and dangerous. There are many reasons; here I will share one more.

According to an authoritative brochure on Living Wills printed by the Metropolitan New York Right to Life Foundation, Living Wills are unnecessary because they propose to give rights which patients and doctors already possess. To quote the brochure, "People already have the right to make informed consent decisions telling their family and physicians how they want to be treated if and when they can no longer make decisions for themselves. Doctors are already free to withhold or withdraw useless procedures in terminal cases that provide no benefit to the patient. Some people fear that medical technology will be used to torture them in their final days. But it is more likely that the 'medical heroics' people fear are the very treatments that will make possible a more comfortable, less painful death."

Catholics must follow the moral teachings of the Church in these matters and should consult a priest in specific cases. But by all means avoid "Living Wills." More on this to come.

 

9 Can you predict the future? Specifically, can you tell me what form of sickness or disease you will be afflicted with in the years ahead? Can you tell me what kind of treatment you will need?

Of course not, says common sense. But common sense is not as common as we might think. The making of a "Living Will" presupposes that we know what kind of medical treatments we will want to use or avoid in the future. It speaks about treatments before we even know the disease; it turns a future option into a present decision.

As I have explained above, not every medical treatment is always obligatory. But to figure out which treatments are obligatory, morally speaking, and which are only optional, one must know the medical facts of the case. These facts are then examined in the light of the moral principles involved. But to try to make that decision in advance is to act without all the necessary information. Moreover, to make that decision legally binding by means of a formal document is really putting the cart before the horse. It is not morally justified.

Living Wills are both unnecessary and dangerous.

 

10 Some years ago, the winner of a Pro-Life Essay Contest sponsored by the Archdiocese of New York was Anne Marie O'Halloran, from Maria Regina High School in Hartsdale. Her topic was euthanasia. Let me share with you some of her own words:
"One of the highest values this country holds is freedom. This has led to a situation in which individuals believe they have the right to live completely as they desire. Human beings are seen as limitless. They have the right to decide how they want to live and how they should die....Another quality prized by our culture is power. We believe, or rather, we would like to believe, that we can control anything and everything to ensure a safe and comfortable lifestyle....Our society has created a world in which it is always possible and always considered right to take the easy way out of problems, suffering and death. That way is completely against the example Jesus set for us; it is against Christian values. We, as Christians, must form a counter-culture. We do not pray for an easy, free or painless life and death. Rather we should pray for strength to sustain and understand the life God gave us to live."

May more young men and women come to see what this student sees and says so well, that we are NOT the absolute masters of life and death. Only God is. May His gift of life be respected.

 

11 Reflections on the growing problem of euthanasia require a word regarding the medical profession. The word is first of all one of gratitude. So many people have dedicated themselves to the care of others. The skills of medicine are skills to preserve and care for life. The heart and soul of the medical profession is UNWAVERING RESPECT FOR THE DIGNITY OF THE HUMAN PERSON, a dignity which is not bestowed by the State or by anyone else, but belongs to the very nature of the person. Those who promote this dignity deserve thanks.

The state of our times is also a plea to those who practice medicine: never allow the skills of your profession to be used to destroy the gift of life. Euthanasia is just a nice word for killing. We must oppose the trend which says that there are some lives not worth living. We must oppose the mentality which says that we should end a life in order to eliminate suffering. No, we do not end life. We care for it. When life is weak and afflicted with pain, it is all the more deserving of our care.

Our times demand courage and wisdom. May these not be lacking to any one of us!

12 On September 12, 1991, a statement was released by the Administrative Committee of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops, and the statement centered on euthanasia. Since this statement is addressed both to Catholics and non-Catholics alike, I would like to reproduce it here. As it calls us to reject euthanasia, may it give us much food for thought. Here is how the letter begins:

"Current efforts to legalize euthanasia place our society at a critical juncture. These efforts have received growing public attention, due to new publications giving advice on methods of suicide and some highly publicized instances in which family members or physicians killed terminally ill persons or helped them kill themselves."
"Proposals such as those in the Pacific Northwest, spearheaded by the Hemlock Society, aim to change state laws against homicide and assisted suicide to allow physicians to provide drug overdoses or lethal injections to their terminally ill patients."

"Those who advocate euthanasia have capitalized on people's confusion, ambivalence, and even fear about the use of modern life-prolonging technologies. Further, borrowing language from the abortion debate, they insist that the "right to choose" must prevail over all other considerations. Being able to choose the time and manner of one's death, without regard to what is chosen, is presented as the ultimate freedom. A decision to take one's life or to allow a physician to kill a suffering patient, however, is very different from a decision to refuse extraordinary or disproportionately burdensome treatment.

"As Catholic leaders and moral teachers, we believe that life is the most basic gift of a loving God - a gift over which we have stewardship but not absolute dominion."

"Our tradition, declaring a moral obligation to care for our own life and health and to seek such care from others, recognizes that we are not morally obligated to use all available medical procedures in every set of circumstances. But that tradition clearly and strongly affirms that as a responsible steward of life one must never directly intend to cause one's own death, or the death of an innocent victim, by action or omission. As the Second Vatican Council declared, "Euthanasia and willful suicide" are "offenses against life itself" which "poison civilization"; they "debase the perpetrators more than the victims and militate against the honor of the Creator" (Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World, No. 27)."

"As the Vatican Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith has said, "Nothing and no one can in any way permit the killing of an innocent human being, whether a fetus or an embryo, an infant or an adult, or an old person, or one suffering from an incurable disease, or a person who is dying." Moreover, we have no right "to ask for this act of killing" for ourselves or for those entrusted to our care; "nor can any authority legitimately recommend or permit such an action." We are dealing here with a "violation of person, a crime against life, and an attack on humanity" (Declaration on Euthanasia," 1980)."

"Legalizing euthanasia would also violate American convictions about human rights and equality. The Declaration of Independence proclaims our inalienable rights to "life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness." If our right to life itself is diminished in value, our other rights will have no meaning. To destroy the boundary between healing and killing would mark a radical departure from long-standing legal and medical traditions of our country, posing a threat of unforeseeable magnitude to vulnerable members of our society. Those who represent the interests of elderly citizens, persons with disabilities and persons with AIDS or other terminal illnesses are justifiably alarmed when some hasten to confer on them the "freedom" to be killed.

"We call on Catholics, and on all persons of good will, to reject proposals to legalize euthanasia. We urge families to discuss issues surrounding the care of terminally ill loved ones in light of sound moral principles and the demands of human dignity, so that patients need not feel helpless or abandoned in the face of complex decisions about their future. And we urge health care professionals, legislators and all involved in this debate to seek solutions to the problems of terminally ill patients and their families that respect the inherent worth of all human beings, especially those most in need of our love and assistance."
The information below is generally arranged in chronological order
Worthiness to Receive Holy Communion. General Principles by Joseph Ratzinger, June 2004
http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/200122?eng=y EXTRACT
3. Not all moral issues have the same moral weight as abortion and euthanasia. For example, if a Catholic were to be at odds with the Holy Father on the application of capital punishment or on the decision to wage war, he would not for that reason be considered unworthy to present himself to receive Holy Communion. While the Church exhorts civil authorities to seek peace, not war, and to exercise discretion and mercy in imposing punishment on criminals, it may still be permissible to take up arms to repel an aggressor or to have recourse to capital punishment. There may be a legitimate diversity of opinion even among Catholics about waging war and applying the death penalty, but not however with regard to abortion and euthanasia.
Gauging What "Quality of Life" Means - Vatican Conference Considers Ethical Principles 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/gauging-what-quality-of-life-means--2 
Rome, March 5, 2005

The much-bandied term "quality of life" was the theme of the annual meeting of the Pontifical Academy for Life. The Feb. 21-23 general assembly of the Vatican body brought together Church dignitaries, along with experts in medicine and bioethics, to reflect on the subject of "Quality of Life and the Ethics of Health." 
In his presentation, the president of the academy, Bishop Elio Sgreccia, observed that the terms "quality of life" and "health" have become a sort of absolute, "to be pursued to the point of a sort of divinization of health." 
The terms, he noted, reflect a strong influence of the utilitarian philosophy so widespread in English-speaking societies. This has led to a widespread belief that "the human being who does not possess the desired minimal 'quality' does not deserve to be kept alive -- hence, the proposal of eugenic parameters for the purpose of selecting those who do deserve to be accepted or kept alive and those who are to be abandoned or suppressed via euthanasia." 
Trying to understand what the concept quality of life means was dealt with by A. Gómez-Lobo, professor of metaphysics and moral philosophy at Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. The idea that lives can be judged according to their quality goes back to the ancient Greek philosophers, he noted. 
It is a concept that covers diverse dimensions of life, but in the area of health the expectation of a low quality of life has become a standard rationalization to justify euthanasia, Gómez-Lobo explained. However, claiming to benefit a person by intentionally killing someone with a low quality of life is "deeply wrong," he argued. A person suffering from health problems "is still enjoying the basic good of life, a good that is distinct from any evil the person may be undergoing," the professor said. Moreover, for an external observer to judge that the patient is a life "not worth living" is "an intolerable presumption," he added. The prohibition against killing an innocent person, Gómez-Lobo continued, is based on respect for the dignity of the person, "and human dignity is logically independent of, and not reducible to, the quality of a person's life because dignity is an intrinsic property that does not admit of degrees." In fact, he added, "The suffering and the weak have a special claim on us." And the quality of life of the patient should not affect this obligation. 

"Vegetative state": The question of what to do with persons who are in a vegetative state was addressed by Gian Luigi Gigli and Mariarosaria Valente. They are, respectively, the president of the World Federation of Catholic Medical Associations, and director of the Department of Neurosciences at the Santa Maria della Misericordia hospital in Udine, Italy. In analyzing the current situation they observed in a statement: "Faith in the omnipotent power of technology of being able to ameliorate the quality of life and lack of moral principles combine together." This technological approach considers every action ethical if it is the result of free choice, and every action legitimate if it is socially useful. 
Regarding the vegetative state they explained: "This condition is still affected by important clinical uncertainties, leading to frequent misdiagnosis." It is difficult to distinguish between the vegetative state, and the persistent, also called permanent, vegetative state. In the latter case no recovery is expected, but the point of division between the two is not clear. They added that there are well-documented cases of patients who have recovered consciousness even after the criteria for permanence have been met. So-called right-to-die advocates argue that once a vegetative state is diagnosed as permanent there should be a presumption against assisted feeding. In addition, the provision of food and water is redefined as a medical treatment, rather than the provision of basic needs. "According to this view, the ensuing death by dehydration and starvation should be regarded as a natural death," Gigli and Valente wrote. However, they explain, in this situation patients do not die because of the vegetative state, but of malnutrition and renal failure. "The outcome (death) is fully intended." 
The two explain that understanding how we have arrived to intending the death of someone in this state is linked to considerations about the quality of life. Often, in measuring the quality of life, the concept is reduced to the ability to produce and to be useful. It follows, then, that using health resources for people who cannot return to a productive life is considered wasteful. The withdrawal of nutrition and water from persons in the permanent vegetative state can lead to a dangerous attitude in the medical profession, Gigli and Valente warned. "Withdrawal of nutrition and hydration could be the key to open the still strong existing barriers which oppose the legalization of euthanasia in the majority of countries," they added. As well, in the long term, having doctors hastening death could destroy the relationship of trust between patient and physician. 
The newborn: Another set of questions regards the quality of life for newborn babies. This was dealt with in the paper presented by Patricio Ventura-Juncá, director of the Center for Bioethics of the pontifical University of Santiago, Chile.  Newborn babies are highly vulnerable as well as quite incapable of evaluating their situation or expressing preferences. In the last few decades, neonatal care has made enormous strides, explained Ventura-Juncá. Many of the immature functions of prematurely born infants can be temporarily replaced by mechanical means. But the ethical problem that exists is judging whether to withhold or withdraw treatment. She explained that many parents have difficulty in understanding the medical information they are given and to make a decision. In general, however, parents are more in favor of intervening to save the infant than are health care professionals. In this situation the opinion and the values of the doctor in charge have a great influence on the parents. The situation of persons suffering from mental handicaps was addressed by professor Wanda Poltawska, a psychiatrist from the school of theology of the University of Krakow, Poland. "A human being is always human irrespective of the stage of his or her physical or mental development," she stated. Families burdened with a mentally diseased person are often divided over the best way to cope with this problem. In order to affront the burden, family members need a deep understanding of the sense of suffering. In deciding what to do when confronted with this situation Poltawska stated: "The life of a human being, its beginning and its end are in the hands of the Creator -- when we try to manipulate human conception or human death we transgress our authority." Handicapped persons are a challenge to society, she added, and our own value as persons can be assessed by examining our attitudes toward the ill, the old and the disabled. 
In a letter dated Feb. 19, directed to Bishop Sgreccia on the occasion of the congress, John Paul II drew attention to "the essential quality that distinguishes every human creature as that of being made in the image and likeness of the Creator himself" (No. 3). This dignity and quality of the person "endures through every moment of life, from the very moment of conception until natural death," the Pope stated. "Consequently, the human person should be recognized and respected in any condition of health, infirmity or disability." 

"Evangelium Vitae" as an Appeal for the Weakest - Comments of the Founder of a Movement for Handicapped Children 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/evangelium-vitae-as-an-appeal-for-the-weakest 
Paris, March 27, 2005

The encyclical "Evangelium Vitae" is one of John Paul II's most important contributions to peace and human rights, says the founder of a movement for the protection of handicapped children. Good Friday marked the 10th anniversary of the encyclical. "For 10 years, this text of John Paul II has been the principal motor of my commitment," said Tugdual Derville, founder of the group A Bras Ouverts (With Open Arms). 
"I have read and reread it: It is luminous and exciting. It has an extraordinary richness, too often unknown," he told ZENIT in an interview. On Holy Thursday, Derville, 43, delegate general of the Alliance for the Rights of Life, came out with the book "Le Bonheur Blessé -– Avortement, Eugénisme et Euthanasie en Question" (Wounded Happiness -- Abortion, Eugenics and Euthanasia Challenged), published by CLD. 
"This call to respect life is simply the answer to one of the great injustices of our society," said Derville, who holds a degree in political science and is married and has a family. "In the framework of my mission to help in the Alliance for the Rights of Life, I have heard pregnant women in difficulties, or who have suffered an abortion; their partners; those who look after them; handicapped people; dependents; and the elderly," he said. "Their testimonies have proved to me that abortion, eugenics and euthanasia are not 'topics of society,' disincarnated, on which one can debate with neutrality; it is a question of millions of profound and painful dramas, with incalculable consequences," Derville said. "Running the risk of causing fright, I am speaking of a genuine war," he continued. "It has something very particular: Often, the aggressor and the victim are one and the same. In these familiar dramas, everyone is a victim and there are no winners. "Many women have told me after an abortion: 'I've lost everything.' A state of humanitarian emergency should be declared to put an end to this cycle of devastating violence." "In fact, in meetings with social leaders, with those who promulgate laws or those who must apply them, I discovered that many politicians are contaminated and blinded by fear; they don't dare see the obvious," the author said. "But our search for happiness cannot be destroyed. "Although there is an effort to justify abortion, eugenics and euthanasia because of a false idea of happiness, I have tried to make clear what might lead us to false solutions; the wound can and must be cured. Our search for genuine happiness can be liberated." In his book, Derville highlights the injustice against women affected by abortion and against handicapped people. "In regard to women who have an unexpected or difficult pregnancy, the most striking injustice is the way in which abortion is often imposed on them as an obligatory solution," he said. Because of "so much talk of 'voluntary interruption of a pregnancy' as a free act, many women undergo an abortion against their will, out of a spirit of sacrifice, to respond to their partner's request, because society has made them believe that it is better not to have a child who 'has not been planned,' who 'does not come at the right moment,' or who -- because of the lack of a stable couple -- 'will not have a father.'" "In regard to the handicapped, the injustice is due to the fact that today there are ever more people who believe that 'their life is not worth living,'" Derville warned. 
"Certainly a great effort has been made to help the handicapped, in the name of social justice, and thank God it is acknowledged that they make a great contribution to society, and means have been created to promote their social and professional integration," he added. 
"But there is a paradox: At the same time, we consider them unhappy; we regard their birth as a mistake, a lack. ... And the consequences of this contradiction are enormous: Parents and competent people feel badly," he continued. "Such a mentality can have dramatic consequences for all of us toward the end of our lives, when we end by being dependent. We must not be surprised that euthanasia becomes then the great temptation," he warned. And yet, Derville emphasized, the life of a handicapped or suffering person can be happy. "Thanks to friends who live with handicaps -- I give some examples in the book -- I have tried to avoid 'angel-ism,' despair and, above all, sadness. But if happiness does exist, it cannot ignore the existence of suffering and its mystery," he continued. "Therefore, we must struggle against suffering, but to want to eradicate it is an illusion of serious consequences. We have tried to exclude the one who suffers when in reality the challenge is to witness his humanity," Derville said. He continued: "As a Christian, in this very particular Holy Week, in which March 25, date of the Annunciation, 10th anniversary of 'The Gospel of Life,' coincides with Good Friday, it seemed to me that much more essential to meditate on this mystery in the contemplation of the Cross, source of life." "In fact, many seriously dependent people teach us with their testimony of life that happiness continues, indeed, to be possible. But, of what happiness are we talking? Big question! This examination might have something heartbreaking and tranquilizing at the same time." 
"I believe we have in John Paul II, in this striking period of his earthly life, a paradoxical image of happiness," he said. "Who can say that his life was not fruitful, when his body was able to climb snow-capped summits? Who doesn't feel the paradoxical influence of his presence, when his voice is almost muted? "Has he not become a living 'argument' for that appeal to respect of the most frail and vulnerable, which he has launched during his pontificate? Who doesn't dream, deep down, of such a fulfilled and dedicated life?"
Vatican Hails European Council's "No" to Euthanasia - But Warns That Fight Isn't Over 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/vatican-hails-european-council-s-no-to-euthanasia 
Vatican City, April 29, 2005 
The Vatican expressed agreement with the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe's recent move to reject, by a large majority, a draft measure to legalize euthanasia. "It has been a positive sign," Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life, said on Vatican Radio. "It means that there are still forces in Europe that respect and want the life of the seriously ill patient respected, in the final stage." 

The vote Monday took place after a long debate during which 71 amendments were added. The text was ultimately rejected by a vote of 138 to 26, with five abstentions. 
Swiss parliamentarian Dick Marty, of the Liberal, Democratic and Reformers' Group, proposed the resolution, which had been removed from the assembly's agenda in September 2003 and January 2004. 
Marty, who also wrote the resolution, voted against the amended draft resolution. Afterward, he expressed the hope that the assembly would return to the issue in the future. 
Bishop Sgreccia commented: "We must expect that pressure in favor of euthanasia will attack again with similar proposals, given that, in Europe, some countries have approved euthanasia." 
"I think that, at present, the task of Catholics, of believers, and of all those who want respect for human life in its full sense, consists in clarifying, at the doctrinal level, that no one owns his own life, that no one is authorized to do away with his own life or that of others," said the bishop. "At the practical level," he added, "it is necessary to give much love and attention to alleviate pain, with palliative therapies, the development of a health system that respects the patient, the one dying, with treatments and care owed to all living beings." 

"Handiphobia" Leading Cause of Euthanasia - Interview with Neonatologist Carlo Bellieni 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/handiphobia-leading-cause-of-euthanasia 
Siena, Italy, May 6, 2005 

The desire to do away with personal suffering is one of the driving forces behind euthanasia, an attitude described as "handiphobia," says an Italian neonatologist. 
In this interview with ZENIT, Dr. Carlo Bellieni, of the Le Scotte Polyclinic of Sienna, talks about the phobia of handicap and the real reasons for incidences of euthanasia. 
Q: The Groningen declaration (an agreement between the Dutch judicial authorities and Groningen's university clinic that authorized euthanasia in children under 12 without their consent) brought back to the center the problem of euthanasia in regard to newborns. How does a doctor of neonatology feel about such a possibility? 
Bellieni: The first incredulity lies in the fact that today we have available in the area of neonatology analgesic drugs of such strength that to think that recourse is taken to euthanasia in cases of unacceptable pain is really anachronistic. The problem is that analgesic drugs must be used, but there are still resistances. 
Q: But suffering is not only pain but also psychic distress. 
Bellieni: Indeed! But while one can speak of suffering in an adult when faced with an ill-fated prognosis, this reasoning doesn't apply in the case of a newborn: It is obvious that suffering about one's future is not posed in the case of someone who is unable to reason about himself, or understand data, ideas and symbols. 
Q: However, in time, once the neonatal age is passed, the pain and suffering of a child can manifest themselves. 

Bellieni: Yes, but this will never make the state "not human," or "not worth living." We have testimonies of gravely ill patients who are more serene than certain "healthy ones." Suffering exists and it is a challenge, but not a "black hole" of meaningless tragedy. 
Q: What is being said, then, about the suffering of someone for whom the cure proposed is euthanasia? 
Bellieni: Perhaps something is being said about our own suffering. Why discuss the possibility of euthanasia with parents? ("It is vital to have an exact prognosis and discuss it with the parents," writes Verhagen in connection with the Groningen protocol). To involve the parents means that we are not on a path encased in certainties, but still subject to human passions, doubts and uncertainties. That is why I say that euthanasia does not respond to the suffering of the patient, but of the one who decides. And it is really tragic. Instead, the point is to understand that it is in this area that our responsibility is at stake: To help to face or to run away from the problem. 
Suffering must be addressed, supported; it is not resolved by running away; it's not even resolved by death. Yet consider how liberating and positive it is, also therapeutically, to understand the child's worth beyond the illness or malformation. We know from scientific readings that the way a handicapped child is accepted depends very much on the character of the parents, but also on the human environment that surrounds him. Obviously, this does not mean the opposite evil, namely, that the doctor is the absolute arbiter of life; I would like to make it understood how much uncertainty is involved. 
Q: Did Terri Schiavo's case cause apprehension? 
Bellieni: Of course, but the problem remains identical. What suffering is being attended in a person who "does not feel anything?" It is apparently a contradiction! The fact is that it remains too much on the surface: a "state" is witnessed that we would not like to be in and by induction we think that it is a state that is impossible to live in. The fact is we have such a narrow idea of our life that we think that it is possible to be worth living only if it has certain characteristics. 
Q: Then why is there pressure in favor of euthanasia? 
Bellieni: I think this is explained well with the word "handiphobia." This is phobia toward handicaps, phobia of what is not under control, which impedes thinking with serenity of the handicapped. Perhaps we think of them out of compassion, but not as those who are essentially identical to those who are not handicapped. 
It seems paradoxical, but imagined reality causes greater fear than true reality. How many families do we know who are terrified to have a child with serious paralysis, or serious mental retardation, and the moment this circumstance manifested itself, they understood something fundamental: their lives changed, but did not end! "Handiphobia" instead is fear of what we don't know how to control, calculate and measure, and as with all phobias, must be made to disappear. 
Q: Are there more problematic areas? 
Bellieni: Doubts about the certainty of the diagnosis, which is really arduous in the prenatal period. 
J.M. Lorenz, of neonatology of Columbia University, evaluating the pros and cons of the efforts at resuscitation, wrote in the "Pediatrics" review in 2004: "The efforts to reduce the number of handicapped survivors through selective neonatal resuscitation lead to a diminution of handicapped survivors, but some children who would have survived without handicap will die." In addition, there is the ethical doubt. According to an article in the "Journal of the American Medical Association," Peter Singer justifies infanticide on the basis of "total utility": "When the death of a handicapped child leads to the birth of another child with better prospects of a happy life, the total quantity of happiness will be greater if the handicapped child is killed." 
Q: What solution is there in the case of a seriously brain-damaged child? 
Bellieni: Not to leave him alone. Not to leave him or his family alone. The child needs his family, and his family needs support from the doctors and nurses, who must help to identify a path to therapy. And if a therapy is not possible that will give health back, there must at least be a way to understanding, to a rational addressing of the circumstance, so that the parents are not overwhelmed by feelings of guilt or impotence. And the participation of the community and the authorities should also be envisioned that opens all channels of support and facilities for the family. 
To hear talk of euthanasia is not comforting to families who chose this path years ago! In any case, guidelines are needed to help distinguish between someone who is undoubtedly dying, and someone, instead, who is seriously damaged to the degree of running the risk of handicap, but not of death, and, finally, one who has, for the time being, only a serious risk of being so.

Terri Schiavo's Parents Thank Vatican Present Statues of "Missionaries of the Gospel of Life" 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/terri-schiavo-s-parents-thank-vatican
Rome, May 17, 2005
Bob and Mary Schindler, parents of Terri Schiavo -- the American woman whose death was induced by depriving her of food and water -- visited the Vatican to say thank you. 
Cardinal Renato Martino, president of the Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace, received the two today, who thanked the cardinal for mobilizing forces in an attempt to save their daughter's life, "practically condemned to death by United States courts at the request of the woman's husband, Michael Schiavo," explained a press statement published by the council. 
The cardinal expressed "his sympathy for the woman's murder by one of the most inhuman and cruel forms, hunger and thirst," said the statement. Also present were promoters of the newly created association "Missionaries of the Gospel of Life," founded by Father Frank Pavone, who traveled to Rome to present the statutes of the association to the Holy See. "The cardinal encouraged the initiatives of the new association in defense of human life, from conception until natural death," added the note.
"In this connection, the cardinal recalled the recent and firm affirmation of Benedict XVI, on the occasion of taking possession of the chair of St. John Lateran, when he emphasized that 'the freedom to kill is not an authentic freedom, but a tyranny that leads man to slavery,'" it continued. "Obviously, this does not only affect abortion and euthanasia, but also the death penalty, war, terrorism, the destruction and manipulation of embryos, extermination by hunger or devastation of the natural environment," said Cardinal Martino.
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Beyond the Terry Schiavo Case - Sometimes Animals Enjoy More Legal Protection 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/beyond-the-terry-schiavo-case--2 
London, May 28, 2005 

During their visit to Rome last week Terri Schiavo's parents, Bob and Mary Schindler, thanked the Pope and Vatican officials for the Church's help in their attempts to keep their daughter from being starved to death. The withdrawal of food and water that led to Schiavo's death in Florida last March 31 was condemned in a statement by Vatican spokesman Joaquín Navarro Valls. In a declaration issued the day of her death Navarro Valls described the event as "an arbitrary hastening of death." He also expressed the hope that the experience would lead public opinion to a greater awareness of human dignity and to improved legal protections for life. 
The Schiavo case is by no means an isolated instance. Shortly afterward the Telegraph newspaper in British reported April 17 on an 81-year-old widow from the American state of Georgia, Mae Magouirk. In spite of having drawn up a living will she was deprived of food and water for 10 days after being admitted to hospital for heart problems, which, according to the Telegraph, were considered treatable by doctors. 
The widow was not comatose or even in a so-called vegetative state. But a problem arose when her granddaughter, named in the living will as her guardian, decided that Magouirk was "ready to go home with Jesus." Her life was saved when other members of the family successfully took legal action to restore nourishment. Last week the issue of withdrawal of food and water also came up in Britain, with what the Guardian newspaper described May 16 as "one of the most important right-to-life appeals to come before the English courts in recent years." The case involves Leslie Burke, who suffers from a progressive degenerative disease. He fears that in the future, once his situation has deteriorated, doctors will decide to stop feeding him. Burke won a high court ruling last July, which declared the guidelines by the General Medical Council to doctors on the withholding of life-prolonging treatment were unlawful in some aspects. Who decides? The General Medical Council is now appealing the ruling and last week both sides presented their arguments before three appeals court judges. According to Burke's attorney, Richard Gordon, the issue was about "who decides," the BBC reported May 18. In the original case Burke argued that the General Medical Council advice, which gives doctors in cases such as his the final say on what treatment to give a patient in the final stages, was an infringement of his human rights. In his ruling last year Justice James Lawrence Munby agreed with Burke, saying that if a patient is competent -- or, if incompetent, has made an advance request for treatment -- doctors have a duty to provide artificial nutrition or hydration. 
A lawyer for Patricia Hewitt, the British health secretary, told the appeal court that the National Health Service should not have to give life-prolonging treatment to every patient who requests it "because that would mean a crippling waste of resources," reported the Times newspaper May 19. The Health Department is supporting the appeal against last year's ruling. The government's position was criticized by Derrick Wilson, reported the Times. Wilson has a son who for the last eight years is in a "vegetative state" and he has refused to give doctors permission to end his life. 
"I think this is the thin end of the wedge for euthanasia -- not only for people like Duncan but for people like me who are just getting old," he said. "It stinks of euthanasia, the government backing something like this. It's very distressing." 
Last year's judgment does, however, have some defects, noted the Catholic bishops' conference of England and Wales. A note released May 17 by the Catholic Communications Network explained that the bishops are intervening in the appeal because they are concerned that by elevating the principle of patient autonomy to the level of an absolute, there could be "potentially dangerous implications for assisted suicide and euthanasia." The declaration did stress, however, that the bishops are not opposed to Burke's attempts to ensure he will continue to receive nourishment. Patients deprived of food and water die first of thirst, and this is not a pleasant experience, noted Dr. David Stevens, executive director of the Christian Medical Association in the United States. 
On March 23, in the context of the Schiavo case, Stevens rejected claims made by some that dying in these circumstances is not painful. Based on his 13 years of work in Africa, where he saw many die of dehydration, Stevens criticized the "so-called experts" who have not seen someone die in this manner. "Contrary to those that try to paint a picture of a gentle process, death by dehydration is a cruel, inhumane and often agonizing death," he said. 

When cows suffer 

When it comes to animals, by contrast, legislators and judges seem to have fewer problems protecting victims. At the very time Terri Schiavo was dying, a newspaper report from Vermont described how a farmer was convicted of starving his cows to death. Christian DeNeergaard received a suspended one-year sentence as well as 30 days of work crew assignment as part of a deal with prosecutors, the Times Argus newspaper in Barre reported March 24. Last October the then Washington County State's Attorney Tom Kelly said he would seek at least some incarceration for animal neglect, which claimed the lives of at least 11 cows. "We think some jail time is appropriate," said Kelly. "The cows suffered tremendously." Shortly afterward the Los Angeles Times reported on the case of Fred Purcell who cannot develop his land because of fears that it may harm some cave bugs. A March 28 article explained that Purcell, along with some business associates, bought 216 acres northwest of Austin, Texas, 22 years ago, intending to build houses and sell them. 
But his plans were blocked because tiny cave bugs, which are believed to be unique to this zone, live below ground in limestone caverns. So far his legal actions have failed and he is now attempting an appeal to the U.S. Supreme Court. 
Pets also enjoy increasing legal protection. Last Sunday, the New York Times reported that 27 states now have laws enabling pet owners to establish legal trusts. In this way owners can set aside funds in the trust, so their pets will be looked after once they have died. 
The article also noted that since 1990 it has been legally possible to leave money to a pet in a person's last will. According to the New York Times many pets are killed once their owners die. Last year Amy Shever started PetGuardian, a company that sets up pet trusts. Clients can also stipulate how they want their pets treated. One client, for example, stipulated that her dog be fed barbecue chicken in the morning and grilled ribs at night. 
In a declaration just after Schiavo's death on Mar 31, Cardinal William Keeler, chairman of the U.S. bishops' Committee for Pro-Life Activities, commented that her plight brought to light a critical question: "To be a society that is truly human, how should we care for those most helpless patients who cannot speak for themselves?" He added: "We pray this human tragedy will lead our nation to a greater commitment to protect helpless patients and all the weakest among us."
Backing Away From the Death Penalty - A Trend Broadens, With One Big Exception 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/backing-away-from-the-death-penalty--2 
Washington, D.C., July 9, 2005 

The resignation of Justice Sandra Day O'Connor from the U.S. Supreme Court will draw attention to a number of sensitive issues, including the death penalty. The eventual candidate's record on this issue will likely face careful examination by the Senate, which votes on high-court nominees. An Associated Press article July 2 noted that O'Connor played a key voting role on death penalty cases. Her successor, if seated by the start of the new term in October, would have to decide on four death penalty cases that are pending. The article noted that O'Connor supported the death penalty, but talked openly about her concerns as to whether it is being imposed fairly. On March 21 the U.S. bishops' conference launched a campaign against capital punishment. "We cannot teach that killing is wrong by killing. We cannot defend life by taking life," argued Cardinal Theodore McCarrick, archbishop of Washington, when speaking at the National Press Club, according to a March 21 press release issued by the episcopal conference. The initiative, under the title of the "Catholic Campaign to End the Use of the Death Penalty," has its own Web site, www.ccedp.org. During the press conference launching the campaign, pollster John Zogby reported that support among Catholics for the death penalty has diminished notably. A survey done last November found that 48% of adult Catholics support the use of the death penalty, while 47% oppose it. This is a significant decline in support compared with past years. Moreover, frequent Mass-goers and younger Catholics are less likely to support capital punishment than other Catholics do. In fact, both the number of executions and new death-penalty sentences are dropping, according to a report by the Death Penalty Information Center. The Washington, D.C.-based group, which issued data for 2004 last Dec. 14, reported that the number of people sentenced to death annually has dropped by 50% since 1999. In addition, the number of individuals on death row fell slightly, from 3,504 in 2003 to 3,471 in 2004. Executions fell by 10%, down from 65 in 2003 to 59 in 2004. "The public's confidence in the death penalty has seriously eroded over the past several years," said Richard Dieter, DPIC executive director. "Because of so many failures, the death penalty is rightly on the defensive." 


Restrictions

Recent decisions have seen victories for opponents of the death penalty. The Supreme Court, in a 5-4 decision, abolished capital punishment for juvenile offenders. The court concluded that the death penalty for minors is cruel and unusual punishment, and in the decision cited a "national consensus" against the practice, the Washington Post reported March 2. The judgment overturned a 1989 ruling that had upheld the death penalty for 16- and 17-year-old offenders. Until then, 20 states permitted the death penalty for offenders younger than 18. There have been 22 executions of juveniles since 1976, when the death penalty was reintroduced. 
The Washington Post noted that this was the second time in three years that the court had established a new category of persons exempt from the death penalty. In 2002 it banned capital punishment for the moderately mentally retarded. In May, the Supreme Court dismissed a Mexican citizen's appeal against his death sentence, but only after the federal government changed its policy regarding the rights of foreigners. The underlying issue in the case is whether the federal government follows the requirement of the Vienna Convention on Consular Relations that the embassy officials of foreign citizens be notified of the trials, according to the New York Times on May 24. 
In past years 51 Mexicans were tried and convicted without Mexico's authorities being notified. Last December President George Bush told Attorney General Alberto Gonzales to instruct state courts to abide by a World Court ruling that required new hearings for the 51 Mexicans. The Supreme Court justices in fact did hear arguments in the case, but with the change in policy they eventually decided not to issue a ruling. 


Thousands worldwide

On April 5 Amnesty International released a report on the application of the death penalty worldwide. The human rights group said 3,797 people in 25 countries were executed last year. As well, 7,395 in 64 countries were sentenced to death. A few countries accounted for most of the executions. China officially executed at least 3,400 people, but the real number might be closer to 10,000, the report added, citing unnamed sources inside the country. Iran executed at least 159, and Vietnam at least 64. There were 59 executions in the United States, down from 65 in 2003. "It is worrying that the vast majority of those executed in the world did not have fair trials," the Amnesty International report stated. "Many were convicted on the basis of 'evidence' extracted under torture." There was some progress, however. Five countries abolished the death penalty for all crimes in 2004 -- Bhutan, Greece, Samoa, Senegal and Turkey. By year-end, 120 countries had abolished the death penalty in law or practice. Several countries in practice observe a moratorium on executions. A law implementing this came into force in July 2004 in Tajikistan. Last January President Aksar Akayev of Kyrgyzstan announced that a moratorium on executions, in place since 1998, would be extended for another year. Other countries in the same position include Malawi and South Korea. As well, Amnesty International released a study on constitutional provisions precluding the death penalty. Turkey prohibited the death penalty in its constitution in 2004, as did Belgium last February. Other countries with recently enacted constitutional prohibitions of the death penalty include Ireland and Turkmenistan. The large numbers of executions in China has drawn criticism, but the country's leaders seem unfazed. According to an Associated Press report March 14, China's premier, Wen Jiabao, stated that his nation has no plans to abolish the death penalty, though it will carry out reforms to ensure that it is used prudently. 


Death vans

On March 20 the London-based Sunday Times drew attention to the execution methods used in China. Sentences are carried out in "death vans" parked near the courtrooms, where lethal injections put the condemned to death. Authorities prohibit any pictures of the death vans in operation, but the Sunday Times managed to obtain a photograph of one of them. "After judgment is pronounced the criminal will be taken somewhere near the court, normally within 10 minutes' drive," said a policeman quoted in the article. "He will then be transferred to the lethal injection van. It's all over very quickly." The Sunday Times noted that a rare newspaper account of an execution on Jan. 19 in Liaoyang, a provincial capital, said that the convicted man, Li Jiao, was dead within 14 minutes of sentence being pronounced. The vans are a relatively new means of execution. In the past, sentences were carried out by means of a single shot to the back of the head, and the families of the dead were sent a bill for the bullet. The death penalty, even though under challenge, will likely continue for some time. 

Brain-dead mom delivers healthy child
From: Brian Saint-Paul <mail@crisismagazine.com> To: <michaelprabhu@vsnl.net>   
Sent: Friday, August 05, 2005 9:44 PM CRISIS Magazine e-Letter August 5, 2005
Dear Friend, 

First, I need to give you an update on a sad situation I told you about a few weeks ago. As you'll remember, earlier this year, Susan Torres, a wife and young mother, suffered a stroke caused by widespread melanoma. She was rushed to the hospital where she was determined to be brain dead. Adding to the horror of the situation was the fact that she was also pregnant. Her husband, knowing that his wife would want nothing more than to have their child, kept her on life support until the child reached a viable age for birth.
Happily, on Tuesday, their baby girl was delivered (and named after her mother). She's quite premature, but is doing well besides (please pray for her healthy growth).After the delivery, the family sadly removed Susan from life support. She passed away on Wednesday. Shortly after her death, the family released a moving statement:
"This is obviously a bittersweet time for our family. We are overjoyed at the birth of Baby Susan and deeply grieved at the loss of her mother. From the beginning, we knew that two things would get us through to the baby's birth: God's providence and Susan's determination. Susan was always the toughest person in that ICU room. 
Her passing is a testament to the truth that human life is a gift from God and that children are always to be fought for, even if life requires -- as it did of Susan -- the last full measure of devotion."
What a beautiful affirmation of the dignity of life. God bless them all. You can read the entire statement here:
http://www.prolifeblogs.com/articles/archives/2005/08/statement_from.

Why Catholics Should Avoid Secular Living Wills - Deborah Sturm on Pro-Life Alternatives 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/why-catholics-should-avoid-secular-living-wills 
Aliquippa, Pennsylvania, November 11, 2005 
Living wills got a lot of attention as Terri Schiavo, the brain-damaged Florida woman, died a lingering death after her feeding tube was pulled. 
One critic says those living wills are not always the answer to avoid a contentious end-of-life dilemma. Deborah Sturm, a registered nurse and member of National Association of Pro-Life Nurses, addressed the problems living wills pose for Catholics at the recent meeting of the Society of Catholic Social Scientists at Franciscan University of Steubenville. 
A living will is a type of health-care advance directive: written instructions individuals establish regarding what they do or do not want for medical treatment in the event they cannot speak for themselves. 
"The standard living-will documents that are advocated by those who support euthanasia have a general presumption for death," Sturm told ZENIT. "The language is often ambiguous and can be interpreted by a health-care provider in a variety of ways that a patient did not intend. "Some living wills allow for the withdrawal of nutrition and hydration -- which, of course, includes food and water -- if a patient is comatose or vegetative," she said. "It is against Catholic teaching to refuse a patient nutrition and hydration just because they have these diagnoses. 
"In other words, a living will can kill a person." Sturm suggested that Catholics seek out living-will documents that have a "general presumption for life" from pro-life agencies such as National Right to Life, the International Anti-Euthanasia Task Force and the American Life League. "All of these documents involve designation of a health-care proxy who speaks for the patient when they cannot speak for themselves," Sturm said. "The proxy should be someone who is knowledgeable about the patient's pro-life Catholic worldview and who is solidly grounded in a pro-life worldview themselves." Reception of sacraments should be specified, Sturm said. "Catholics should also make sure that a document -- or their proxy -- directs that their spiritual needs be taken care of, for example, reception of the sacraments of reconciliation, viaticum and anointing of the sick," she advised. Lastly, Sturm stressed that individuals should rectify all paperwork. "If they have already signed a living will," she said, "they should ensure that it is properly revoked -- in writing."

U.S. Bishops Call for End to Death Penalty - Approve Statement to Build a Culture of Life 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/u-s-bishops-call-for-end-to-death-penalty 
Washington, D.C., November 16, 2005

The U.S. bishops overwhelmingly approved a statement declaring that the United States cannot "teach that killing is wrong by killing those who kill." The bishops voted 237-4 on Tuesday for "A Culture of Life and the Penalty of Death," which says that the use of the death penalty contributes to a cycle of violence in society that must be broken. "The sanction of death violates respect for human life and dignity," the statement contends. 
The statement describes the death penalty as a continuing sign of a "culture of death" in U.S. society. "It is time for our nation to abandon the illusion that we can protect life by taking life," the bishops' document asserts. "When the state, in our names and with our taxes, ends a human life despite having non-lethal alternatives, it suggests that society can overcome violence with violence. "The use of the death penalty ought to be abandoned not only for what it does to those who are executed, but what it does to all of society." 
The statement echoes the words of Pope John Paul II. In his encyclical "Evangelium Vitae" (The Gospel of Life), he insisted that punishment "ought not go to the extreme of executing the offender except in cases of absolute necessity: in other words, when it would not be possible otherwise to defend society. Today, however, as a result of steady improvements in the organization of the penal system, such cases are very rare, if not practically non-existent." 
The new statement from the bishops also acknowledges that more must be done to assist victims of violence and loss. "They deserve our compassion, solidarity and support -- spiritual, pastoral and personal," their statement says. "However, standing with families of victims does not compel us to support the use of the death penalty. … No act, even an execution, can bring back a loved one or heal terrible wounds. The pain and loss of one death cannot be wiped away by another death." The statement includes brief statements and stories from the families of victims of deadly crimes as well as from a former death row inmate who was exonerated. This statement is part of a wider Catholic Campaign to End the Use of the Death Penalty including a new Web site, www.ccedp.org.
Euthanasia's Growing Acceptance - Judicial Leniency for "Mercy Killing" 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/euthanasia-s-growing-acceptance 
London, January 7, 2006 

Euthanasia is legal in only a few countries, but even where it is prohibited judges are increasingly reluctant to punish offenders. A recent example is the case of English father, Andrew Wragg. Wragg's 10-year-old son, Jacob, suffered from the degenerative disease of Hunter's syndrome and had multiple disabilities. On July 24, 2004, his father smothered Jacob, afterward calling the police to tell them he had killed his son, the BBC reported Dec. 12. 
During the trial, the prosecution argued that Wragg's act was a "selfish killing," carried out because he could no longer cope with looking after the boy. But the judge, Justice Anne Rafferty, said the case was "exceptional" and that there was nothing to be gained by sending the father to jail. Wragg was given a suspended jail sentence. A similar case occurred three months earlier. On Sept. 3 the Times reported that Donald Mawditt admitted helping to kill his wife by giving her antidepressants, then suffocating her. His wife, Maureen, suffered from hemochromatosis, a condition that causes too much iron in the blood, damaging the liver and pancreas and causing heart failure. 
She was told she had only a 50% chance of living longer than two years. During proceedings, evidence showed that the couple had made a pact when they married to end each other's life if they fell terminally ill. Judge Thomas Crowther decided that the case was "exceptional" and spared him a prison term. Mawditt received a three-year conditional discharge. Another 2005 case was that of Brian Blackburn, who pleaded guilty to the manslaughter of his wife, Margaret. The Guardian newspaper last Jan. 15 reported that Blackburn killed his wife, then unsuccessfully tried to commit suicide. His wife had an advanced case of stomach cancer and would have died within weeks. Judge Richard Hawkins said that the case was one of "exceptional circumstances," and Blackburn received a suspended jail sentence. 
No jail sentences Australian judges are also sparing relatives from jail in similar cases. A case in point is that of Catherine Anne Pryor, in the state of Tasmania. Pryor was found guilty of the attempted murder of her mother and pleaded guilty to helping her father commit suicide, the local Mercury newspaper reported Dec. 20. In March 2003 she gave her mother an injection of insulin, and about eight months later injected her father with insulin and pethidine and put a plastic bag over his head until he stopped breathing. The court was told that both parents were in poor health. 
Anne Grant was 77 and in the early stages of dementia and Peter Grant was 79 and suffering from terminal cancer. Pryor received two suspended jail sentences. Justice Michael Hill declared "he did not think the community would want her to go to jail," the article reported. 
Earlier last year, in the first case of its kind in the state of New South Wales, a local court magistrate, Alan Railton, set free Fred Thompson after he killed his wife, Katerina. According to the Sydney Morning Herald of Feb. 21, he gave her six sleeping tablets, then suffocated her. She was suffering from advanced multiple sclerosis. Initially, authorities thought it was a natural death, but later Thompson admitted his deed to the police. 


No proof of love 

Some commentators criticized the leniency shown in the case of Andrew Wragg in England. In the opinion pages of the British Telegraph of Dec. 18, Mary Wakefield wrote that while the official verdict in the case was that Wragg suffered from "diminished responsibility," the argument that really swayed the court was that he was motivated to kill his son out of love. This judgment could encourage others to think that the law is lenient toward mercy killing, commented Wakefield. Moreover, it seemed "that Andrew Wragg didn't love Jacob enough to want to continue the day-to-day grind of caring for him until the natural end of his life; he only loved him enough to kill him," she noted. Muriel Gray, writing in the Sunday Herald, a Scottish paper, on Dec. 18, observed that Jacob was "innocent of everything but being born with a chromosomal deficiency." Jacob suffered from his illness, but the judge concentrated more on the suffering of the parents, Gray said. She further noted that the judge justified the husband's decision to kill his son, even though he was not the primary caregiver; it was Wragg's wife who took the main strain of looking after Jacob. What the decision means, continued Gray, is that "our disabled children's lives are worth considerably less than the able-bodied." Pressure also continues for easing the law on euthanasia in Britain. In the House of Lords last year a private bill by Lord Joel Joffe sought to allow the terminally ill to legally request aid to commit suicide. Commenting on the proposal, Archbishop Peter Smith, chairman of the English and Welsh bishops' Department for Christian Responsibility and Citizenship, said that what is needed instead is better palliative care. "Terminally ill people need to be cared for properly, safe in the knowledge that their lives are of value, and that society does not wish them dead," the archbishop said in a Nov. 9 press release. "They need to be cared for, not killed off." 


Dutch debacle 

Disturbing news, meanwhile, continued to come from the Netherlands, the country that pioneered legal euthanasia. On May 7 the British Medical Journal reported that for the first time the official Dutch assessment system approved a request for assisted suicide from a patient with Alzheimer's disease. Then, on Sept. 9, the Irish Examiner newspaper reported that a study carried out by researchers from the Erasmus Medical Center in Rotterdam found that doctors are helping to hasten the deaths of sick children in a variety of ways, sometimes acting at the edges of the law. 
The study was published in the September issue of Archives of Pediatrics & Adolescent Medicine. It looked at 64 deaths of sick children during a four-month period. Of those, 42 cases involved medical decisions that could hasten death. On Sept. 29 the Associated Press reported that the Dutch government intends to expand its euthanasia policy, setting guidelines for when doctors may end the lives of terminally ill newborns with the parents' consent. The guidelines were drawn up in 2004 by doctors at the Groningen University Medical Center. They contemplate permitting euthanasia in cases when a child is terminally ill with no prospect of recovery; when it is suffering great pain; when two sets of doctors agree the situation is hopeless; and when parents give their consent. The Dec. 10 issue of the British Medical Journal gave further details on the changes. Doctors who end the lives of babies will be judged by a committee of medical and legal experts to whom all cases must be reported. Ending the life of a baby will remain illegal, but if the doctors adhere to the established criteria they are unlikely to be prosecuted. According to the medical journal, 22 cases of doctors ending the life of newborns have been reported to the public prosecution service since 1997. After two test case acquittals in the 1990s, all have been dismissed. 
The Catechism of the Catholic Church explains that painkillers can be used to alleviate the suffering of those who are dying, even when this shortens their life (No. 2279). But direct euthanasia that seeks to end the lives of the handicapped, the sick or dying "is morally unacceptable," warns the Catechism in No. 2277. A message lawmakers and judges alike are increasingly overlooking.

Tactics to Promote Euthanasia - Interview with Dr. Margaret Somerville of Montreal 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/tactics-to-promote-euthanasia 
Montreal, May 19, 2006 

In the battle for the legalization of euthanasia, two tactics used by proponents are redefinition and confusion -- and these point to a larger societal issue, says a Catholic pharmacist-ethicist-lawyer. 
Dr. Margaret Somerville, founding director of the Center for Medicine, Ethics and Law at McGill University in Montreal, spoke at the recent annual Seminar on Bioethics sponsored by the Catholic Organization for Life and Family. The seminar focused on euthanasia and end-of-life issues. 
In this interview with ZENIT, she speaks on the ethical issues at hand and the wider social-cultural implications. 
Q: Why is there such pressure to redefine euthanasia, and what would such a new definition entail? 
Somerville: Redefinition is a particular strategy to promote euthanasia. It confuses euthanasia with other medical interventions that are acceptable, such as consenting to withdrawal of life-support treatment. 
The pro-euthanasia advocates are using the term "physician-assisted death" -- we can all agree we want physicians to care for us when we're dying -- and saying that physician-assisted suicide and euthanasia are just different modes of all such treatment. The common "neutral" phrase is euthanasia's just a "last act of good palliative care" which sounds fine, and many people are buying it as a viable option. 
In fact, those who argue for euthanasia are proposing to make a continuum of all end-of-life interventions, and arguing they are all of the same kind, just different in degree. Thus to be consistent we must either accept all of them or reject all of them. No one wants to do the latter -- it could mean not having access to necessary pain relief -- so the only option is to choose to accept everything. The people who take the other side of the debate state that euthanasia and physician-assisted suicide are different in kind, not degree, from other end-of-life measures. 
As to why there are these pressures, at one level it is personal belief in rights to self-determination, a need for control, a reaction after having seen a terrible death, fear of many things, terror management and so on. 
Q: What is the implication of the proposed legalization of euthanasia on the greater society? 
Somerville: At a more general societal level it is an important battle. In these culture wars we are experiencing, there is a battle about the nature of the societal cultural paradigm, the worldview that should govern us in the future, which new values we should adopt and which older values we should reaffirm as part of it. There are, I propose, three competing possibilities for this new worldview, each of which has a very different relationship to the new science. The first is the ''pure science'' view, which takes a position that science does or will be able to explain everything, including those characteristics such as altruism and morality, that we regard as distinguishing us from other animals and most clearly identifying us as human. It seeks meaning in human life mainly or only through science and, likewise, seeks to exercise control through this. There is no recognized space for the spirit. It supports the view that one's own death is a purely personal matter involving only individual values and preferences. In contrast, the second view, the ''pure mystery'' view, often decries science or is expressly anti-scientific. This view adopts an intense sanctity-of-life stance, which can be compared to respect or reverence for life, and most importantly, to respect or reverence for death. For instance, many people who hold this view believe that all medical treatment must be continued until no vestige of life remains. These same people could also have difficulties with providing necessary pain-relief treatment that might shorten life. The ''science-spirit'' view, the third view, seeks a structure to hold both science and the human spirit. For some people this view is expressed through religion, but it can be, and possibly for most persons is, held independently of being religious at least in a traditional sense. It recognizes that human life consists of more than its biological component, wondrous as this is. This worldview includes a sense of a space for the human spirit and of the secular-sacred. 
It recognizes that human life consists of more than its biological component, wondrous as this is. This worldview includes a sense of a space for the human spirit and of the secular-sacred. Most importantly, it's a bridge between all people who care about being moral and ethical whether or not they are religious. This view experiences our new science as eliciting wonder at both what we know, and, as a result of this, what we now know that we do not know. It seeks meaning through a combination of science and spirit, which could create a different reality from the other two views. 
Q: How would legalized euthanasia change the way we understand ourselves and the meaning of human life? 
Somerville: We come closer to being disposable products: The attitude taken by some who support euthanasia is, "When we are past our 'best before' or 'use by' date we should be checked out as quickly, cheaply and efficiently as possible." 
Q: What elements in Canadian culture contribute to the present conflict over legalizing euthanasia? 
Somerville: We run into trouble due to the sole reliance on reason -- especially when we see science as the only way to know, not just one way; intense individualism; loss of a shared religion; and secularism. Our Parliament and highest courts are the new high cathedrals, while the media in general is expressing approval of euthanasia and disapproval of resisting it. I speak at length on this subject in my book "Death Talk: The Case against Euthanasia and Physician-Assisted Suicide." 
Q: What suggestions would you make to the average lay person, faced with this issue? Would you encourage people to make a fundamental decision about where they stand on euthanasia? 
Somerville: Yes. Ask yourself how you want your great-great-grandchildren to die if we legalize euthanasia now. It radically affects the values, especially of respect for life, that we pass on to future generations. For those who want to stand up against it, they must make a secular case against euthanasia. They must talk to the people who are not convinced it is a bad idea, not just reassure each other they are correct to be against it, as I find most anti-euthanasia Christians do. 
Q: How is confusion used as a means of making a case for euthanasia? 
Somerville: If the word "euthanasia" is redefined to contain everything within a continuum of options for dying people, then many will think that everything, including real euthanasia, should be accepted and legal. People are asked questions in euthanasia surveys that make a clear answer impossible -- for example, Are you for or against euthanasia for dying people who are in terrible pain? The answer "I'm for all necessary pain relief treatment and against euthanasia" is impossible. Most people will answer "for"- thereby supporting euthanasia - because they do not want to be left without pain-relief treatment. 

Q: Would you say then that it is a fear of suffering that motivates support for euthanasia? 
Somerville: Yes, but to seek control over suffering is also a natural response to it. We know that suffering is reduced when we feel we have control over it. We look for suffering reduction mechanisms or terror management devices; I think euthanasia is seen as both. We have intense free-floating anxiety in our societies. We focus on death as the source of our fears. We seek control over those fears by seeking control over death, and that feeling of control reduces our experience of suffering. What we really need is to search for other ways to reduce fear of dying and death and give a sense of control to people. What motivates people to consider assisted suicide? Fear of pain, abandonment and being a burden. Sometimes people see physician-assisted suicide as a rational response to those fears. Sometimes it is depression. 
But some well-conducted research published in the New England Journal of Medicine found it was a condition the research psychiatrists called hopelessness -- nothing to look forward to -- a condition they differentiated from depression. Dying people need hope, a sense of connection to the future. They can have this sense even with a very short future to connect to -- for example, looking forward to seeing the sun come up or hearing the birds sing the dawn chorus tomorrow. As I wrote in "The Ethical Canary": "Hope is the oxygen of the human spirit; without it our spirit (which encompasses the will to live) dies."

Care for Brain-dead Mom Defended as Licit - Archbishop Sgreccia Applauds Moves for Baby's Sake 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/care-for-brain-dead-mom-defended-as-licit 
Rome, June 14, 2006 
The medical assistance given to a pregnant woman who was brain-dead so that she could give birth was "not only ethically licit but necessary," says a Vatican official.
The baby girl, born by Caesarean section on Saturday in Milan's Niguarda Hospital, weighed 713 grams (1.57 pounds) and measured 25 centimeters (9.84 inches) at 29 weeks of gestation, reported the Italian newspaper La Stampa.
It was the first such case in Italy. Ten other cases have been recorded worldwide. After the Caesarean, some of the mother's organs were extracted for donation. The baby's mother, a 38-year-old Italian woman, had been in the hospital, clinically dead, for 78 days, after suffering a burst cerebral aneurysm. Her circulation was controlled to allow the gestation of the child to continue, who was then only 17 weeks old.
"To save the child was not only an ethically licit act but necessary. No one could act any other way, either from the scientific or moral point of view," said Archbishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the Pontifical Academy for Life.

No "cruelty" 
It would have been therapeutic cruelty "if there had not been a life that could be saved," he specified in statements to La Stampa. However, "a practice was applied that is well-known and justified in ethics manuals," the archbishop explained. "We cannot but express appreciation for the pregnancy taken to its term by a mother in a brain-dead state. "The mother was hospitalized for an aneurysm … more than two months ago and the little one was born at the 29th week of gestation. … From the moment of her admission the patient's conditions were hopeless." "At this point, the child's survival became the priority issue," Archbishop Sgreccia said. "And, in fact, day after day the doctors controlled the child's state of health and administered the necessary care to exceed the 29th week of pregnancy to minimize the risk of fetal suffering." Without the shadow of doubts, the conclusions of the scientists and experts in morality are in agreement. The possibility of saving the baby made it imperative to continue the mechanical assistance to the mother."

Justified 
And the "gestational age" in fact "justifies this medical practice," the prelate continued. "If it had not been possible to save the baby it would have been therapeutic cruelty. There is a symbiotic unity between the mother and the child which makes the continuation of medical treatments indispensable. To stop the machines would be equivalent to condemning the baby to death." So the "medical team was right to continue in that way until the Caesarean," he added. "Life, the life of men and women, of children and the elderly, is not a value that only affects believers," the archbishop added. "It is, in fact, reason that recognizes it. In cases of this kind, science and ethics suggest the same action to be performed."

Rethinking Brain Death: Healthy hopes
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/challenging-canada-rethinking-brain-death 
By Catherine Smibert, September 14, 2006 
As medical experts, philosophers, scientists and ethicists pondered the topic of brain death at the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, the world was hearing the astounding news of a patient proclaimed practically "brain dead" who in fact wasn't.
Scientists studying the brain of the 23-year-old English woman in a coma found that she could even respond to their verbal commands. A bioethics professor at the Regina Apostolorum university, Legionary Father Gonzalo Miranda, pointed out how a study like this one has the potential to change widely-held views of people living in so-called persistent vegetative states.
"These studies," he explained, "have confirmed something I've upheld for years now: that a person in a vegetative state is not dead -- he or she is a live human. They are a person living in a bad state, but they are a person, so we must respect them." Father Miranda says the most significant thing in this case is that the investigators were able to enter into the workings of the brain of the person. "Until now," he said, "we only had a few tests about the responsiveness of a person in this state which were limited to exterior observations -- things or gestures a person could do or not."

In this case, using an MRI scanner the physicians recognized that the brain activity of this woman was the same as those of a normal, conscious person. The woman had been unresponsive since emerging from a coma after a traffic accident and met all the criteria for a persistent vegetative state. Presented with spoken sentences, the woman had increased activity in speech comprehension centers in the brain. And when she was asked to imagine herself playing tennis and walking through the rooms of her house, brain areas governing visual-spatial and motor functions lit up on the imaging screen -- again, in patterns similar to those seen in normal volunteers. Authors of the report, neuroscientist Dr. Adrian Owen and colleagues at Cambridge University and the University of Liège, Belgium, wrote: "Despite fulfilling the clinical criteria for a diagnosis of vegetative state, this patient retained the ability to understand spoken commands and to respond to them through her brain activity, rather than through speech or movement." "Moreover," they stated in the Sept. 8 issue of Science, "her decision to cooperate with the authors by imagining particular tasks when asked to do so represents a clear act of intention, which confirmed beyond any doubt that she was consciously aware of herself and her surroundings." 
Father Miranda was quick to remind me that this spectacular result is particularly important for sustaining the Church's teachings on the dignity of human life in such states. "The most important thing to gain from these tests," he said, "is that we cannot risk reducing personhood to a body, or to just something that acts, rather than thinks." 
Abortion and Euthanasia: Merciful Solutions?  

http://www.sydney.catholic.org.au/People/Bishops/Fisher/20061011_859.shtml 

By Most Rev. Anthony Fisher OP, Auxiliary Bishop of Sydney, October 11, 2006

Christ the Divine Mercy
This week the University of Sydney Chaplaincy Team have been conducting a mission week under the beautiful title: Christ the Divine Mercy. It evokes a long tradition most recently enriched by St Faustina’s devotions, but tracing back through St Margaret Mary, St Francis de Sales, St Catherine of Siena and other devotees of the Sacred Heart of Jesus, all the way back to the Scriptures where God is celebrated as “rich in mercy and steadfast love”. If there is some specifically Catholic wisdom about mercy and compassion – as well as much that is shared with people of other religions and none – then we would expect it to have some practical implications for real life questions. So today I have been asked to reflect upon two hot-button issues in contemporary Western society at the beginning and end of life – abortion and euthanasia – and to ask whether these are the merciful solutions to people’s problems that they might first appear to be.

First a few thoughts about what mercy is. Catholic wisdom holds that mercy is a divine quality in which human beings can share. Not only can they be merciful, they must be if they are to be truly the people God and their own natures call them to be, and if they are to live well in community together. Of course concepts such as love, mercy and compassion can be over-used or misused and in the process demeaned. Giving in to people and giving them whatever they want, for instance, is not always mercy. Letting everyone who is accused or convicted of crimes might not in the end be respectful of the victims, the community or even the criminals themselves. Acquiescing to every request for clemency might be a misuse of compassion.

Mercy is about empathizing with people in their suffering, brokenness, fear, confusion, vulnerability or powerlessness, staying by their side, and offering them a kind of love, forgiveness and reconciliation that best respects and serves their nature and calling as well as ours. It requires real self-investment on the part of the merciful person. In the process it creates, restores or maintains good relationships with others. It tells a story and shapes the character of both the person who is merciful and the one who receives mercy. 
The story Jesus told of the Good Samaritan is the story of humanity beaten and left for dead and restored by Christ the Divine Pity who pours oil and wine, bandages our wounds, and carries us to that inn which is the Church that we might be cared for properly. Christ teaches us human mercy and divine mercy, a human mercy of divine proportions, a mercy which has the heavenly power to heal and elevate, to transform and transfigure: a mercy we call grace.

And so to our present topic. The question I have been set today is: are abortion and euthanasia merciful solutions? In other words, does killing at the beginning or end of life express that kind of self-donation and reverence and relationship?

Before I offer any quick or glib answer to that question, I want to acknowledge two things. First, that being a merciful solution is not the only reason some people ask for or support abortion or euthanasia. There can be other reasons, such as ‘autonomy’, the desire to be free to live and die as one wishes, without interference from others. There is a lot that might be said about that, but this is not the time. Today I want to examine whether these are really merciful solutions to people’s problems: if people have other reasons for wanting abortion and euthanasia – and I recognize that they might – we will have to discuss them another day.

I also want to acknowledge that many people who seek or provide or support the availability of abortion and/or euthanasia do so really believing they are being compassionate in doing so. I would not presume that all ‘pro-choicers’ are merciful in their motivation or equally so – any more than I would presume all ‘pro-lifers’ were – but I recognize that many are driven by a kind of benevolence and genuinely want to serve others well by doing so. Just as it is unhelpful to label all ‘pro-lifers’ as hot-heated religious fanatics, so I think it is false to presume all ‘pro-choicers’ are cold-hearted killers.

Let us presume, therefore, that from the point of view of those proposing or supporting abortion and/or euthanasia that they do so as a sort of ‘mercy killing’. They believe that it is an act of kindness. In the case of abortion, it is thought to be an act of kindness towards the child whose life is ended or towards the mother whose pregnancy is ‘terminated’, or towards others. In the case of euthanasia, it is thought to be an act of mercy towards the suffering person whose life is thereby shortened or towards the family or carers who are having trouble coping, or towards others such as the society whose resources are limited.

Abortion as mercy-killing
Not long before I entered this University in the 1970s the number of abortions in Australia had begun to spiral out of control. After thirty years’ experience of effective abortion-on-demand and abortion rates amongst the highest in the Western world, the recent national debate about abortion suggests that people are far from comfortable with where we’ve come to. They are ready to query some of the assumptions upon which Australia’s uneasy compact with the abortion industry was based. Until now the unspoken agreement was: turn a legal blind-eye to abortion; publicly fund it but rarely talk about it in public; never really come to terms with it in private; provide no real alternatives; require women to shut up about it afterwards. No one likes it; but abortion is a necessary evil – so the logic of this compact goes – and sometimes it’s the best thing all round, especially for the woman, maybe for the child (or the child who would have been) and perhaps for others too. Abortion, then, is mercy-killing.

A new generation of women (and men) has emerged with a very different agenda to that of the generation which fought for (and against) the abortion spiral of the 1970s and ‘80s. As a young woman at a gathering of Women’s Forum Australia put it recently: “The abortion issue was debated and decided before my generation was born…My age group haven’t had the opportunity publicly to discuss the kinds of policies and approaches we would like to see implemented.” Most of the 800 women who attended that meeting were less than 40 years of age and most of them had doubts about how truly ‘merciful’ abortion is. Clearly young people do not think that abortion is something which was resolved long ago by their elders and betters, which is now ‘none of their business’.

Another new factor is the technological revolution which has taken ultrasound imaging right into the womb, allowing people to see the unborn child for the human being he or she is and to bond to that child much earlier. Pregnancy testing and other technologies have made women surer, earlier, that there is a child growing within them. The same technological revolution has unravelled DNA, so that no-one who has done Year 8 Science believes that the early human organism is just a clump of the mother’s tissue or a vegetable waiting for a soul. And the more we know about the science of the unborn, the greater community unease about abortion and repugnance regarding late abortion.

Of course there are plenty of philosophical rationales on offer out there for treating very young human beings as ‘non-persons’ or ‘rightless persons’. Some cut the deck at birth, or some at an earlier stage. But to each such attempt to justify abortion or other attacks on the unborn by defining them out of the class of protected persons, we might ask: what is the unborn child before ‘it’ is morally human? What makes the unborn child suddenly become human? Ask any grieving mother after a miscarriage or the birth of a still-born child whether it was a child that has died. Try telling her it was “a pre-personal organism of doubtful moral status”. What feminist writer Naomi Wolff called this “the fœtus as nothing paradigm” is no longer intellectually or emotionally tenable for most people. Recent polling research demonstrates that the ‘foetus isn’t a human person’ line just does not persuade most Australians anymore, if ever it did. 

Another philosophical challenge to the old abortion consensus has been the issue of what standard of personhood we can invent which excludes the unborn from personhood (or protection) but which does not at the same time exclude various other unwanted people from the class of persons or protected persons. Whatever characteristic is chosen by which to exclude the unborn — such as smallness, dependence, irrationality, unwantedness or unresponsiveness — clearly excludes many other, born people. Indeed the unborn child, especially in the weeks before birth, can demonstrate more of these characteristics than many born people do. Philosophically, such lines reduce to mere arbitrariness. 
Whatever the characteristics we value in human beings, those human beings only ever demonstrate those characteristics because are already human.

Thus if abortion is to be justified today, it is in many people’s minds because it is a mercy to the mother – whose life will in some sense be ended if she doesn’t have an abortion – or to the child whom it is presumed will have an dreadful life if brought to term. Pretending there is no child at issue or that the woman is pregnant with something other than a child doesn’t wash anymore. Interestingly, therefore, polling evidence suggests that the Australian population is most comfortable with abortion when it is the save the woman from some awful situation such as having to carry the child of rape or incest, or to save the child from growing up with a severe disability, or to save the family from having to care for such a child. Most abortions in Australia are not of course for such reasons. Most do not fit comfortably within the category of ‘mercy killing’. No wonder the polls show that almost all Australians, including most who support a legal right to abortion, think there are too many abortions and that they should be reduced.

Apart from generational change and developments in science and philosophy, our religious climate has also evolved. A lasting legacy of Pope John Paul II will undoubtedly be his having positioned Catholicism as a defender of the unborn and a builder of an alternative civilisation of life and love to that of the “culture of death”. Catholics are not alone in this. Evangelical churches and other major world religions are increasingly outspoken in their pro-life beliefs. It is, in fact, only the more pro-life churches and religions that are growing anymore, while the groupings of liberal, pro-abortion believers are in terminal decline. And the latest theological explorations — such as David Jones’ excellent book, The Soul of the Embryo (Continuum 2004) — reveal a new generation amongst theologians and moralists more pro-life than many of its immediate predecessors.

Biology, philosophy and theology have given little comfort to the abortion ideologues in the past three decades: how about women’s experience? The wholesale experience of abortion — touching perhaps 1 in 3 women directly, and through them everyone else — has meant there is an enormous emotional investment in keeping abortion available and respectable. But, paradoxically, the abortion experience has left so many women (and men) hurting that the old ‘abortion is safe and easy’ line just doesn’t wash with people any more. There is too much suffering, too much silence. The shocking lack of aftercare for these women matches the disturbing lack of pre-abortion information and option-giving. Stories are emerging and studies following of the physical, psychological, emotional and spiritual ill-effects of the abortion revolution.

Whatever the costs, abortion was supposed to be good for women, a mercy to them. Yet as Australia’s most famous feminist campaigner Germain Greer has observed: “What women ‘won’ was the ‘right’ to undergo invasive procedures in order to terminate unwanted pregnancies, unwanted not just by them but by their parents, their sexual partners, the governments who would not support mothers, the employers who would not employ mothers, the landlords who would not accept tenants with children, the schools that would not accept students with children. Historically the only thing pro-abortion agitation achieved was to make an illiberal establishment look far more feminist than it was.” (The Whole Woman, Doubleday, 1999, p. 86) The days when ‘pro-choicers’ could claim a monopoly on compassion for women over the ‘pro-lifers’ in the public debate are long over. It is in fact the pro-lifers who are now fighting to ensure that pregnant women have real options and are really supported. 

The experience of over two million abortions here in Australia since I was an undergrad at this university means that we can no longer pretend abortion is used only as a last resort for a few women in grave difficulties or to prevent babies being born doomed to a short life of horrible disability. Abortion is now a commonplace. The sexual revolution and abortion explosion promised us more intimate and enduring relationships, every child being a wanted child, love-making replacing war-making and the rest. Instead our relationships are more provisional and fractured than ever, women still feel used, children are only rarely welcomed. Sure, there’s more sex, with fewer strings attached, but does it make us happy? The personal and emotional cost has been enormous. So have the social consequences. Our copulation explosion has been coupled with a population implosion. The imminent demographic disaster for the West — and the economic, political and cultural tensions it will occasion — rather like the water shortage here in Australia, has occasioned tut-tuts from leaders and journalists but little real action in response. We are in denial: but reality is fast forcing itself upon us.

The political scene is at last catching up with this. Political correctness once helped keep the code of silence on abortion, but it is falling out of favour. The admission of the publicly Christian to politics and the advent of family friendly political platforms has meant more leading politicians are now more willing to take an openly pro-life stand or at least to ask the hard questions about abortion than there have been for two or three decades. As the Democrats in the United States have discovered, anti-life, anti-family parties have a smaller next generation of supporters; pro-life, pro-family parties are likely to have a larger next generation of supporters even without converting any new people to their cause. Being pro-life is hereditary! And at last this means that governments can consider giving serious support to pregnant women, including good counselling before they take so grave a step as abortion, and real alternatives to abortion so they do not find themselves facing only one real option as so many of the mothers’ generation did. 

It is women themselves who are increasingly acknowledging privately and speaking out publicly about the harm and heartache that is involved in abortion, the false mercy it has been for them. Likewise handicapped people question the assumption that abortion is a kindness to avoid people like them being born. The ‘dark ages’ view that we are better off dead than disabled is merely old-fashioned eugenic prejudice dressed up as mercy.

Most Australians clearly want something done to reduce the incidence of abortion. This is possibly an early sign of moral awakening about what abortion involves: for in recognizing the harms abortion occasions for the perpetrators, by-standers and promoters we may be coming to see the harm it does to its principal victims. We come to see it is not the merciful solution it first appears. Hardly anyone seems to think abortion is a good thing anymore, for women, for the unwanted children, for families, for society. 

Euthanasia as mercy killing
Advocates of euthanasia often argue that it is the compassionate or merciful answer to cases of ‘intolerable’ suffering among the ‘hopelessly’ ill. They commonly draw on their own experience as witnesses to the harrowing death of a loved one. But are there are better ways of demonstrating compassion than by lethal injection?

To argue for euthanasia as mercy-killing rather than as an expression of personal autonomy is to allow that euthanasia cannot be restricted to the ‘hopelessly ill’ or even the sick or injured: suffering of other sorts may be just as serious, intractable and ‘intolerable’. The logic of suicide or homicide as compassion cannot be restricted to the terminally ill: instead it enlarges the category of the terminally ill. Nor can it be restricted to those who ask for euthanasia, i.e. to ‘voluntary’ euthanasia of competent, free and informed adults. There may well be infants and children, senile or otherwise severely handicapped people or unconscious patients whose claim to such ‘mercy’ would seem to be at least as great as that of those who are in a position to make such a request. Put bluntly: euthanasia as mercy killing cannot be restricted to voluntary euthanasia. And sure enough, everywhere where it has been commonly practiced, such as in modern Holland, involuntary and non-voluntary euthanasia accompanies or follows soon after voluntary.

Of course if mercy for the suffering person really is the driving motor for euthanasia, we would expect its advocates to be addressing the suffering itself first and head-on. They would be fighting to ensure that disabled, frail elderly and ‘hopelessly’ ill people were given access to high quality healthcare, in hospital, in the community or at home. We would also ensure that they had access to the range of non-medical human, social and spiritual supports that people need in these situations. At the very least we would guarantee that they were kept as free of pain and other distressing symptoms as possible. But that has not been the case in places such as the Northern Territory where the euthanasia experiment was finally over-turned. Instead, all too often, those places most enthusiastic about euthanasia are least willing to provide real alternatives. Sounds very familiar to the abortion story.

With the best of contemporary pain and discomfort management techniques nearly all patients can be kept comfortable nearly all of the time. But sadly there are still Australians who go without such care. Real mercy demands better. 
With improved training in and access to palliative care, the opportunities for such care could be significantly increased and patients given the opportunity to live their last days well.
What I am suggesting, therefore, is that we should be looking for positive responses to illness, disability and dying – as we should be looking for positive responses to unexpected pregnancy – and be very loathe to embrace destructive ones, such as abandonment and homicide. We would be trying to kill the pain, not the person in pain. Yet the sad reality is that there is still much to be done to ensure that every Australian has access to such care. Euthanasia, far from being the merciful solution in these cases, seems to me more like an evasion.
The experience of health professionals is that when on-lookers talk of “putting granny out of her misery”, all too often what they really mean is “putting granny out of our misery”. Caring is not easy or cheap; it can be very hard. But a mature and authentic mercy does not seek cheap or quick fixes where there are none; it is not the strategy of curing misery by killing the miserable or cost-cutting by cutting the costly. Rather, as I suggested at the beginning of my talk, it entails standing by the sides of those who suffer and investing our time, our energy, our very selves in them, sharing in their suffering, offering the best care we can, and helping them to maintain hope, meaning, self-esteem, a sense of being loved and respected. 

Giving this positive rather than lethal kind of care affirms that the lives, the persons, of such fellow Australians still matter, and matter very much. It conforms with our basic duties of care and respect for every human person however wounded or handicapped. And it maintains our bonds of community with them to the last. That is a kind of respecting and loving which no one should pretend is easy: it can be very hard. But it can also call forth from us all that is most noble in the human spirit.

Dignity is not recognised by telling the old, the infirm or the ‘hopelessly’ ill through our laws how ‘undignified’ we think their condition is, how we think they would be better off dead, or how willing we are to hurry their deaths along. Love and mercy are not expressed by adding killing to the series of rejections already heaped upon many of the sick and dying in our community. Surely in a land that prides itself on ‘mateship’ and ‘a fair go’ we can find more creative ways of demonstrating love and respect than by killing people.

But is the ‘sanctity of life’ principle merciful?
Because of the vulnerability of human beings, especially those at the beginning and the end of their lives, those who are immature, sick or frail elderly, it is especially important that health professionals have a clear sense of what is owing to others by way of action and restraint. Thus primum non nocere (‘above all, do no harm’) was the classic first principle of healthcare ethics and the Hippocratic Oath included the promise that: “I will never use my art to injure or wrong my patient. I shall give no deadly drug to anybody [for suicide or euthanasia] even if asked for it, nor will I make a suggestion to this effect. Nor shall I give a woman an abortifacient.” Such moral constraints helped health professionals to know how they should and should not express their compassion for those in their care.

But will a truly merciful person be an absolutist about such things? Most people regard killing simply for advantage or convenience or out of callousness or indifference as inconsistent with the recognition of human dignity and immoral. But dilemmas arise when the potential victim is very young or very old (as in abortion and some euthanasia), or is a burden to others (e.g. the pregnant woman, those caring for a senile person), or is severely handicapped or is in great pain or is asking to be killed or is very dependent, or is a great strain on resources, or is living in a state of persistent unconsciousness, or is otherwise at a very low ebb… 
Then we may well sympathize with those who feel driven to compromise the sanctity of life principle and we may even feel so tempted ourselves. The question for us is: what do I do with that sympathy and temptation?

The so-called ‘sanctity’ or ‘inviolability’ of life principle is not a merely Catholic or Judeo-Christian theological principle, but one deeply embedded in law, all the major world religions, and most ethical systems throughout the world, included in international human rights documents and our common and civil law, and strongly felt by people of all beliefs and none. Traditionally worded “you shall not kill” it is based upon the notion that human beings are entitled to great and equal respect: their lives are of such intrinsic importance that no choice intentionally to bring about an innocent person’s death can be right. Thus amongst the ways in which health professionals may not deal with people, killing them is one.

Abortion and euthanasia are examples of directly killing. This is never a trivial matter. Directly to kill, even at the request of the victim themselves or their relatives, is to act unethically by:

-directly attacking a fundamental good – the good of life itself and all other goods which life allows 

-harming the victim, whose life, however rich or impoverished, is always a value 

-harming the perpetrator and collaborators, who become killers 

-harming the common good because the community is always diminished by the death of a member 

-threatening respect for human life more generally by setting a dangerous precedent 

-diminishing public confidence in the medical profession as always promoting and protecting the lives of patients 

-contradicting a basic precept of common morality (against killing the innocent) and (on the view of believers) 

-violating a divine command and so sinning against God, one’s self and one’s fellows.

The sanctity of life principle does not of course require that health professionals force life-extending treatment upon patients against their will. Sometimes there are good reasons for withholding or withdrawing some treatments and/or taking some risks with life when applying treatments or palliation. Therapeutically futile treatments should not be applied; highly burdensome treatments are optional at best; pain should be managed even if there are risks involved. Pain, discomfort, loss of lucidity, breathlessness, extreme agitation, alienation, repugnance and cost to the patient may mean the potential benefit is insufficient to warrant available treatments. 
But compassion will never require us to compromise our reverence for life or for a particular person by engaging in some lethal choice. Even when we cannot cure we can still care.

Mercy, as I argued earlier, is about empathizing with people in their suffering, staying by their side, and offering them a kind of active love that best reverences and serves their nature and calling as well as ours. Rather than giving people whatever they ask for, it is about wanting what is best for them. Through an active friendship it helps people recover hope, meaning, and a sense of being respected and loved. That is very different to saying to them, through our words or deeds, “we think you would be better off dead” or “we think, all things considered, that we would be better off if you were dead” or “on balance your life is worth zero or less than zero, so here is a merciful solution”. This “final solution”, far from realizing a life- and person- affirming mercy, indicates a loss of reverence for that person. Our willingness to care for the yet unborn who have never made a contribution and who will in the meantime require a great deal of our energy and time and care, or for the soon-to-be-dead who may never again make a contribution and who will also in the meantime require a great deal of our energy and time and care, is a litmus test of our character and of our civilisation. 

The Good News alternative
In his great bioethical encyclical Evangelium Vitæ Pope John Paul II challenged us to call a spade a spade. Abortion and euthanasia can be cloaked in the language of mercy but they are, in fact, a lethal kind of mercy. They kill the innocent.

Of course many who seek abortion or euthanasia may “do so out of anguish, desperation or conditioning”; they “may be motivated by pity rather than a selfish refusal to be burdened with the life of someone who is suffering” (EV 15, 66). This reduces or removes any personal sinfulness. Nonetheless, as John Paul II argued, this is ‘false mercy’, indeed ‘a disturbing perversion of mercy’.

True ‘compassion’ leads to sharing another’s pain; it does not kill the person whose suffering we cannot bear. Moreover, the act of euthanasia appears all the more perverse if it is carried out by those, like relatives, who are supposed to treat a family member with patience and love, or by those, such as doctors, who by virtue of their specific profession are supposed to care for the sick person even in the most painful terminal stages... The height of arbitrariness and injustice is reached when certain people, such as physicians or legislators, arrogate to themselves the power to decide who ought to live and who ought to die... Thus the life of the person who is weak is put into the hands of the one who is strong; in society the sense of justice is lost, and mutual trust, the basis of every authentic interpersonal relationship, is undermined at its root. (EV 66)

This is to be contrasted with ‘the way of love and true mercy’ which recognizes that the request for abortion or euthanasia, the temptation to violence in utter desperation, is “above all a request for companionship, sympathy and support in the time of trial. It is a plea for help to keep on hoping when all human hopes fail.” (EV 66)

John Paul the pastor showed he was all too aware of the pressures which draw or drive people to violent solutions such as abortion or euthanasia: domestic violence, pressure from others, dire personal difficulties, isolation and abandonment, fear and loneliness, the struggle to make ends meet, unbearable pain and suffering (EV 11, 18). Regarding abortion he recognized that

The decision to have an abortion is often tragic and painful for the mother, insofar as the decision to rid herself of the fruit of conception is not made for purely selfish reasons or out of convenience, but out of a desire to protect certain important values such as her own health or a decent standard of living for the other members of the family. 
Sometimes it is feared that the child to be born would live in such conditions that it would be better if the birth did not take place... The father of the child may be to blame, not only when he directly pressures the woman to have an abortion, but also when he indirectly encourages such a decision on her part by leaving her alone...Nor can one overlook the pressures which sometimes come from the wider family circle and from friends. Sometimes the woman is subjected to such strong pressure that she feels psychologically forced to have an abortion: certainly in this case moral responsibility lies particularly with those who have directly or indirectly obliged her to have an abortion (EV 58, 59).

He had only words of compassion for women who are victims of abortion:

I would now like to say a special word to women who have had an abortion. The Church is aware of the many factors which may have influenced your decision, and she does not doubt that in many cases it was a painful and even shattering decision. The wound in your heart may not yet have healed. Certainly what happened was and remains terribly wrong. But do not give in to discouragement and do not lose hope. Try rather to understand what happened and face it honestly. If you have not already done so, give yourselves over with humility and trust to repentance. The Father of mercies is ready to give you his forgiveness and his peace in the Sacrament of Reconciliation. You will come to understand that nothing is definitively lost and you will also be able to ask forgiveness from your child, who is now living in the Lord. (EV 99)

The good news is that something better is possible for human beings. Merciful support so that we might succeed, and supportful mercy when we have failed, are available through the Word of God, the sacraments and the Christian community. This helps rebuild a sort of “covenant” not just between ourselves and God but between the generations, so damaged by both abortion and euthanasia (cf. EV 94).

Will we continue to kill our next generation and maim our womenfolk in the name of mercy? Will we embrace a new path presently being considered by Parliament, of creating human beings by IVF or cloning earmarked from the beginning for destruction? Will we keep enlarging the class of non-persons or unprotected persons so that the sick and the elderly are also more and more at risk? Will we continue to engage in medical violence, to mess up our family life and to sterilize our community, and call all this ‘compassion’? Will we continue to deny the infertile any chance of adopting and the seriously sick the palliative care they deserve, and keep pretending this is ‘pity’? Or are we at last beginning to question the notion of abortion and euthanasia as mercy-killing, as something we have just got to wear in hard cases?

If so, we need to provide real alternatives to abortion and euthanasia, real mercy. It is not enough to say no to these things. Women who are pregnant in difficult circumstances need more choices, not fewer, and they need choices which do not demand that they decide between their own life-story and that of their child. When the Adelaide Women and Children’s Hospital introduced mandatory independent counselling before abortion, they saw a 25% reduction in abortion numbers (Adelaide’s Sunday Mail, 25 July 2004), prompting calls by the abortion industry to ban independent counselling and by others to ensure both independent information and options-giving and independent counselling be much more freely available.

Likewise the sick and elderly need real support in their pain and frailty. They need more choices, not fewer, and they need choices which do not demand that they decide between their own comfort and their principles, between a sense of self-worth and the unwillingness of others to honour their worth.

Sadly the Federal government has for years spent ten times as much on counselling for abortion provided by abortion providers and their allies as it has spent on counselling abortion alternatives provided by pro-life pregnancy counselling services. Likewise spending on palliative care education and provision has never matched demand. Now some of this is changing, though there is strong resistance from some with a deep financial, emotional or ideological interest in abortion being commonplace. If we are to help women who think pregnancy is death to their planned life-story to revise their plans in ways that seem impossibly hard but which we are convinced will ultimately make them and others happier, then we need to ensure than pregnancy and child-birth are not the end for women seeking an education or building a career or other reasonable goals.  If we are to help the elderly and sick who think death is the only way out to recover hope and meaning so that their life-story need not end with a veterinary solution, then we need to ensure that old age and illness are not times of abandonment and being made to feel oneself a burden to others.

The new debate over abortion and euthanasia reveals both points of convergence and deep chasms in our community and what some commentators have called ‘the culture wars’ about the most fundamental questions such as the meaning of life, the nature of the human person and community, the place of love, freedom and self-sacrifice in a life, the kind of civilisation we are building and bequeathing to our children and our elderly, and indeed whether there will be any children or elderly to whom we might bequeath our civilisation. As the Catholic Bishops of Australia recently said: “Every human being deserves our reverence and love, from the beginning to the end of the continuum of life. All human rights ultimately depend upon that recognition. But respect for human dignity also requires practical support for vulnerable people. We need to build a culture that respects the link between life and love, welcomes and esteems children and families, and supports women in every way.” So too at the other end of life. This debate goes not just to the heart of some life-and-death decisions about particular children and their mothers, particular patients and elderly people, but also to the very heart of our civilisation and culture. Lord have mercy. Christ have mercy. Lord have mercy!

Neglect of the Mentally Ill and the Lure of Euthanasia - Interview with Francesco Previte of "Christians for Service" 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/neglect-of-the-mentally-ill-and-the-lure-of-euthanasia 
Rome, October 26, 2006 

The president of the Christians for Service association has petitioned the European Parliament to reform the norms on mental health and to reject euthanasia. In this interview with ZENIT, Francesco Felice Previte explains the motivations and objectives of his group and the meaning of the petition.
Q: Why did you found Christians for Service?
Previte: To respond to a grave and urgent social malaise, namely, the situation of the mentally ill. Together with many collaborators, I have presented petitions to the Italian and European Parliaments for the reform of psychiatric care.
Q: On September 6 the European Parliament issued a note welcoming the "Green Book" of the Mental Health Commission, and underlining that priority must be given to the struggle against the discrimination suffered by people with mental pathologies. This is why a reform of the mental health services is requested, so that they will be based on quality care, in the family or appropriate centers. What is your opinion on this?
Previte: Finally, on October 10, 2005, the European Commission presented a consultation document entitled "Green Book: Improving the Mental Health of the Population: Toward a Strategy on Mental Health in Europe."
Our association Christians for Service, with my signature, wished to participate on October 26, 2005, sending its observations and opinions on the "Green Book," included in the European Commission's examination No. R-158.
The objective is to initiate a widespread consultation on the importance of mental health according to several objectives of EU strategic policy, such as the promotion of solidarity and social justice to contribute tangible advantages to citizens' quality of life and the need for an EU strategy on mental health and its possible priorities.
I believe moreover that all that "the European Parliament requests from the member states in terms of cooperation to update and implement effective strategies" is necessary due to this grave, urgent and general social malaise, above all in those member states that have abused psychiatry in the use of drugs, forced admission to psychiatric centers or inhuman practices such as the use of cage beds or isolation cells.
Given the complex problems relative to the care of citizens' health and the higher principle of the centrality of the person -- attested also by the project of the European Constitution -- we express once again our heartfelt gratitude for the words of support, denunciation and commitment addressed to the national and international community by the bishops and the Apostolic See, and invite them to act in urgent and purposeful ways for a radical legislative and institutional change.

Q: What is the role of the Church in the treatment of the mentally ill?
Previte: We must remember that the founders of religious orders -- St. John of God, St. Camillus of Lellis, St. Vincent de Paul, and in modern times the Societies of Don Orione, Don Guanella and the Hospitaller Order of St. John of God -- have been dedicated in a laudable way to the incurably ill, especially to people with mental ailments.
Among the initiatives of Popes, John Paul II's words come to mind: "Mental illness does not create insuperable chasms or impede relations of genuine Christian charity." And the appeal of the then Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, now Pope Benedict XVI, during the international symposium "Dignity and the Rights of the Mentally Handicapped Person," in which he called for "juridical protections capable of responding to the needs and dynamics of growth of the handicapped person and of those who share his situation, beginning with his relatives."
The Holy Father Benedict XVI addressed psychic disturbance in his December 16, 2005, Message for the 14th World Day of the Sick, speaking of "a real social-health care emergency," calling for defined legislation for mental health for all those countries where it does not exist or is partially in force, or where it is "lacking, inadequate or in a state of decay," and hoping for the growth of "suitable laws and health-care programs which provide sufficient resources for their practical application."
Q: What do you think of the recent proposals calling for the "right to euthanasia"?
Previte: For a long time, there have been attempts to legalize euthanasia. Sadly, there are those who would push society to be selective about the life and death of its members, through a license to kill, which is in conflict with the teachings of Hippocrates, the father of medicine. The duty of the doctor is to protect health, cure sicknesses, relieve suffering, to comfort while respecting the freedom and dignity of the person. The way the debate has been presented runs the grave risk of considering so-called mercy for unbearable sufferings as an instrument that leads to the elimination of a life that would no longer have value. These are very dangerous considerations because they might involve the mentally-physically handicapped people, terminal patients and elderly people who are not self-sufficient.
In terms of international legislation, the euthanasia proposals are in conflict with the European Convention of 1999 which expressly vetoes all forms of euthanasia, as well as the 1987 declaration of Madrid, and the 1992 declaration of Marbella of the International Medical Association, in which it manifested itself against the introduction of euthanasia. 
Recommendation No. 776/1976 of the Council of Europe's Assembly states that the doctor must placate the sufferings and has no right to accelerate the process of death.
I would like to quote a decision of the German Federal Administrative Court [dated] January 16, 1964, which rejects the principle of euthanasia and the legalization of putting mental patients to death, since "all men, including those who are sick in their mental constitution, have the right to be respected in their human dignity." 

Holy See Reaffirms Death Penalty Stance
http://www.catholicforum.com/forums/showthread.php?12879-Vatican-Reaffirms-DP-Stance 
Vatican City, January 1, 2007, Source: ZENIT 

In the wake of the execution of former Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein, the Vatican reaffirmed its condemnation of the death penalty.
Jesuit Father Federico Lombardi, director of the Vatican press office, made that comment Saturday, the day Hussein was executed by hanging at a former military intelligence headquarters in Baghdad's Shiite neighborhood of Kazimiyah.
"A capital execution is always tragic news," he said, "reasons for sadness, even if it is about a person who has been guilty of grave crimes." Father Lombardi added: "To kill the guilty one is not the way to rebuild justice and to reconcile society. The risk also exists that, on the contrary, the spirit of vengeance will be fueled and new violence be sown.
"In this dark time of the life of the Iraqi people one cannot but hope that all those responsible will make every effort so that in a dramatic situation channels of reconciliation and peace will finally be opened."

Related: Read http://www.firstthings.com/web-exclusives/2007/01/miller-reading-the-bishops-rig 

Deadly Decisions - The Euthanasia Debate Continues 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/deadly-decisions 
By Father John Flynn, Rome, February 5, 2007 

Debate over euthanasia continues in many countries. Opinions were divided for months in Italy over the case of Piergiorgio Welby, who died Dec. 20 when he was administered a sedative and his artificial respiration was turned off. More recently, in Australia, cancer sufferer John Elliot traveled to Zurich, Switzerland, to put an end to his life with the aid of the organization Dignitas. As often happens with these cases, pro-euthanasia activists exploited the emotional appeal of a suffering and terminally ill patient to push for a so-called right to die.
Elliot was accompanied in his journey by Australian euthanasia advocate, Philip Nitschke, as well as a reporter from the Melbourne-based Age newspaper, the periodical reported Jan. 27. Nitschke openly admitted that he hoped the resulting publicity would help his long-standing campaign to allow euthanasia in Australia.
Nitschke recently published a work on how to commit suicide called "The Peaceful Pill Handbook." Federal Attorney General Philip Ruddock is appealing the decision made by the Classification Review Board to allow the book's publication in Australia, the Age reported Jan. 13. Reacting to the news of Elliot's death, Australia's health minister, Tony Abbott, warned that legalizing euthanasia would put the elderly at risk of being "bumped off," the Age reported Jan. 29.

Abbott distinguished between the legitimate use of pain relief that could hasten death as a secondary effect, and the deliberate intention to die. "If the intention is to cause death, then that is wrong and it should continue to be wrong," said Abbott. The article noted, nevertheless, that other politicians have declared their support for allowing euthanasia.
The Swiss clinic Dignitas, where Elliot went to die, is well known for its promotion of euthanasia. The clinic's founder, Ludwig Minelli, said on a recent trip to England that he was even in favor of helping depressed people to end their lives, the London-based Times newspaper reported Sept. 21.
No limits Furthermore, Minelli told a fringe meeting at Britain's Liberal Democrats' conference in September that "if you accept the idea of personal autonomy, you can't make conditions that only terminally ill people should have this right." According to the Times, Minelli spoke to the group at the invitation of Chris Davies, a Liberal Democrat and member of the European Parliament, who is campaigning to change British law. According to a July 3 report by Reuters, Dignitas had by then facilitated the deaths of 573 persons since its foundation in 1998.
Last year the Swiss government rejected the idea of tightening the law on assisted suicide after concern was expressed about the country's growing reputation as a haven for "death tourism." Justice Minister Christoph Blocher said the Cabinet had decided that no new legislation was required, reported the Swissinfo agency May 31.
Shortly after the decision, three bishops from Germany, France and Switzerland issued a joint pastoral letter speaking out against assisted suicide. Archbishop Robert Zollitsch of Freiberg, retired Archbishop Joseph Doré of Strasbourg, and Bishop Kurt Koch of Basel, said that all were obliged to respect the sanctity of human life and the rights of the chronically ill and dying, reported the German agency Deutsche Welle on July 4. At a press conference, Archbishop Zollitsch said that "at present, sick, suffering and dying people are seen as a burden to be disposed of."
Concerns more urgent than ever, after the decision by Switzerland's highest court to allow assisted suicide for people with mental illnesses. The Federal Tribunal handed down a ruling regarding the case of a 53-year-old man with bipolar disorder, who asked for help in committing suicide, the Associated Press reported last Friday.
The court ruled against his petition, asking for a more complete medical study. It did, however, state that in the case of incurable, serious disorders a mentally ill person could receive help to commit suicide. Further worries also came after Soraya Wernli, a former assistant to Minelli, accused the organization Dignitas of being overly hasty in helping people die. The charges came in an article published in the Australian newspaper, the Sydney Morning Herald, last Saturday.
In 2005, Wernli, a nurse who worked for Minelli during three years, and her husband Kurt, a director of Dignitas, left the organization, due to concerns over its work. Often, she explained, there was undue haste in the process of accepting people's request for help in committing suicide. As well, not all of the people had terminal illnesses. Wernli said that some of those helped to die were suffering from depression, while others were just elderly and wanted to die.
Disabled babies Euthanasia is not only on the table for the elderly. There is increasing pressure for it to be practiced on newborns who suffer from illnesses or are disabled. The United Kingdom's Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynecology proposed that "active euthanasia" should be considered for sick babies, the Sunday Times reported Nov. 5. The proposal came in a submission made by the college to an inquiry being held by the Nuffield Council of Bioethics on the issue of prolonging life in newborn babies. Its submission received support from John Harris, a member of the government's Human Genetics Commission and professor of bioethics at Manchester University, the Sunday Times reported. "We can terminate for serious fetal abnormality up to term, but cannot kill a newborn. What do people think has happened in the passage down the birth canal to make it OK to kill the fetus at one end of the birth canal but not at the other?" he asked.
Opposition came from John Wyatt, a consultant neonatologist at University College London hospital. "The majority of doctors and health professionals believe that once you introduce the possibility of intentional killing into medical practice, you change the fundamental nature of medicine," he stated. "It immediately becomes a subjective decision as to whose life is worthwhile."
Shortly after the Nuffield Council issued its report in which it rejected the idea of active euthanasia for the newborn. "The professional obligation of doctors is to preserve life where they can," stated the council's press release, dated Nov. 15.
The council did, however, recommend against the use of intensive care for babies born at a very premature age of less than 23 weeks. For those born between 23 and 24 weeks, the council said their cases should be debated between parents and doctors. The report also recommended increased support for children who survive, and for their families. "There is an inconsistency in trying very hard to save the lives of the very young without providing enough care and support for the children who survive," the council declared.
Benedict XVI recently spoke out in defense of the value of human life of those who are suffering. Illness and death is not a denial of what is human, but part of our journey which will lead us, following Christ, to eternal life, the Pontiff explained Nov. 10, in an address to the bishops of Italy. The Pope added: "When faced with the demand, which is often expressed, of eliminating suffering even by recourse to euthanasia, it is essential to reaffirm the inviolable dignity of human life from conception to its natural end." An end many wish to hasten, by any means possible. 

Holy See: Death Penalty an Affront to Dignity - Lends Support to Recent Congress Held in Paris 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/holy-see-death-penalty-an-affront-to-dignity 
Vatican City, February 7, 2007

The Holy See in a statement labeled the practice of capital punishment "an affront to human dignity." The statement was issued on the occasion of the world congress on the death penalty held in Paris last Thursday through Saturday, and attended by several Catholic institutions committed to the defense of human life.
The Vatican Information Service reported the statement today.
The Holy See's declaration, originally in French, states: "The Paris congress is being celebrated at a time in which, because of recent executions, the campaign against the death penalty is facing new and disquieting challenges.
"Public opinion has become sensitized and has expressed its concern for a more effective recognition of the inalienable dignity of human beings, and of the universality and integrity of human rights, beginning with the right to life.
"The Holy See takes this opportunity to welcome and affirm once more its support for all initiatives that aim to defend the inherent value and inviolability of all human life, from conception to natural end."
The statement continued: "In this perspective, it is worth noting that the use of the death penalty is not just a negation of the right to life, but also an affront to human dignity."
Though the Church "continues to maintain that the legitimate authorities of state have the duty to protect society from aggressors," the declaration explained that in the modern world, the death penalty is difficult to justify.
States now have new ways "of preserving public order and people's safety," which include "offering the accused stimuli and encouragement" to mend their ways, the Holy See continued. It added that non-lethal means of prevention and punishment "correspond better to ... the common good and conform more to the dignity of the human person."
"Any decision to use the death penalty involves many dangers," such as "that of punishing the innocent, and the temptation to foment violent forms of revenge rather than true social justice," the declaration said. It is also, the Holy See continued, "a clear offense against the inviolability of human life ... and, for Christians, an affront to the evangelical teaching of forgiveness." The Holy See reiterated its appreciation to the organizers of the congress, to governments, and to everyone who works "to abolish the death penalty or to impose a universal moratorium on its use." 
Death penalty violates Gospel, right to life: Vatican 

http://cathnews.com/archives/cath-news-archive/12435-death-penalty-violates-gospel-right-to-life-vatican  

February 5, 2007
Renewing its attack on the death penalty, the Holy See says that it is difficult to justify its use today and warns that the practice is an affront to human dignity and "the evangelical teaching of forgiveness."
The Vatican Information Service yesterday made public a Holy See declaration issued during the course of a world congress on the death penalty, held in Paris from 1-3 February. The "World Congress against the Death Penalty" brought together over 600 abolitionists and decision-makers from all over the world and included a presentation from Mario Marazziti of the respected lay Catholic peace group, Community of Sant'Egidio.
"The Paris congress," reads the French-language text, "is being celebrated at a time in which, because of recent executions, the campaign against the death penalty is facing new and disquieting challenges. "Public opinion has become sensitised and has expressed its concern for a more effective recognition of the inalienable dignity of human beings, and of the universality and integrity of human rights, beginning with the right to life." 
As in previous meetings on the same subject, "the Holy See takes this opportunity to welcome and affirm once more its support for all initiatives that aim to defend the inherent value and inviolability of all human life, from conception to natural end. "In this perspective, it is worth noting that the use of the death penalty is not just a negation of the right to life, but also an affront to human dignity."
"The Catholic Church continues to maintain that the legitimate authorities of State have the duty to protect society from aggressors," but "some States traditionally include the death penalty among the means used to achieve this end," an option "that is difficult to justify today." States now have new ways "of preserving public order and people's safety," which include "offering the accused stimuli and encouragement" to mend their ways." Such non-lethal means of punishment, the statement continues, "correspond better to the ... the common good and conform more to the dignity of the human person." The statement says that the practice of capital punishment "involves many dangers, such as the possibility of punishing the innocent and the "temptation to foment violent forms of revenge rather than true social justice." 
Source: Holy See supports initiatives against the death penalty (Vatican Information Service, 7/2/07) 
Links: 3th world congress against the death penalty - Paris - February 2007
Turning the Tide against Euthanasia - Interview with Father Thomas Rosica 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/turning-the-tide-against-euthanasia 
Toronto, May 6, 2007

One can know if a society is still Christian by the way it treats its most vulnerable citizens, according to the director of Salt and Light Catholic television network. 
In this interview with ZENIT, Father Thomas Rosica commented on the Toronto-based network's newest documentary: "Turning the Tide: Dignity, Compassion and Euthanasia." 
The documentary was released April 2, the second anniversary of the death of Pope John Paul II. 
Basilian Father Rosica was the national director of World Youth Day 2002 prior to founding Canada's first Catholic television network. He also lectures on sacred Scripture at the Faculty of Theology of the University of St. Michael's College in Toronto. Since July 2006 he is a member of the General Council of the Congregation of Priests of St. Basil. 
Q: The name of your documentary is "Turning the Tide." How can we as a culture turn the tide away from the universal acceptance of euthanasia? 
Father Rosica: We took the title of our documentary from the words of the great 19th-century American writer Harriet Beecher Stowe: "When ... everything goes against you … never give up … for that is just the place and time … that the tide will turn." 
"Turning the Tide" looks at all aspects of the euthanasia and the assisted-suicide issue, from the point of view of those people who see themselves as most threatened if a law is passed allowing euthanasia. When people today speak about a "good death," they usually refer to an attempt to control the end of one's life, even through physician-assisted suicide or euthanasia. We have a responsibility to confront these actions -- especially if we are to understand our moral obligation as caregivers for incapacitated persons, and our civic obligation to protect those who lack the capacity to express their will but are still human, still living, and still deserving of equal protection under the law. 
There can be no true peace unless life is defended and promoted. 
The best way to know if we are still in any way a Christian society is to see how we treat our most vulnerable people, the ones with little or no claim on public attention, the ones without beauty or strength or intelligence. 
Q: What has been the role of the mainstream media in promoting euthanasia and assisted suicide? 
Father Rosica: The mainstream media has caused great confusion about the topic of euthanasia and has been extremely deceptive in its portrayal of human suffering and compassion. 
Most people who think that euthanasia and assisted suicide should be legal are not thinking the whole issue through. They are thinking about personal autonomy and choice. 
They think about what it would be like to suddenly become incapacitated, and consider such a life as undignified or worthless. Perhaps they consider severely disabled people as having no quality of life. Our dignity and quality of life don't come from what we can or cannot do. Dignity and quality of life are not matters of efficiency, proficiency and productivity. They come from a deeper place -- from who we are and how we relate to each other. 
Q: Many view euthanasia as compassionate, as death with dignity. What does the Church say with regard to compassion, dignity and death? 
Father Rosica: This issue strikes to the very core of who we are and what we believe. 
Even when not motivated by the refusal to be burdened with the life of someone who is suffering, euthanasia must be called false and misguided mercy. True compassion leads to sharing another's pain, not killing the person whose suffering we cannot bear. What is wrong with abortion, euthanasia, embryo selection and embryonic research are not the motives of those who carry them out. So often, those motives are, on the surface, compassionate: to protect a child from being unwanted, to end pain and suffering, to help a child with a life-threatening disease. But in all these cases, the terrible truth is that it is the strong who decide the fate of the weak; human beings therefore become instruments in the hands of other human beings. Our society today has lost sight of the sacred nature of human life. As Catholic Christians we are deeply committed to the protection of life in its earliest moments to its final moments. The Christian notion of a good death is not as a good end, but a good transition, that requires faith, proper acceptance and readiness. 
"Turning the Tide" proposes that true compassion is the best way to handle human suffering. 
Q: Do laws prohibiting euthanasia have a place in a free society? Is the right to die a human right? 
Father Rosica: Currently in Canada, euthanasia is considered murder and the law provides for a maximum of 14 years in prison for cases of assisted suicide. 
In June 2005, Francine Lalonde, a Bloc Québecois member of the Canadian House of Commons, introduced Bill C-407 that would change the Canadian criminal code and legalize euthanasia and assisted suicide in Canada. The bill had some initial problems and was not passed, but Lalonde, re-elected in 2006, has promised to reintroduce her bill. 
The notion that euthanasia and assisted suicide could be a reality for us in Canada should come as a wake-up call to all Canadians, not just because of the notion that all life is sacred from conception to natural death, but simply because of whom such a law would affect most, the most vulnerable. 
This includes the chronically ill, who are a strain on the health care system; the elderly who have been abandoned and who have no one to speak on their behalf and who feel they may be a burden to others; and the disabled who have to fight every day to maintain their own integrity and dignity. 
If we look at how the system has gone in the Netherlands, Belgium and in the state of Oregon in the United States, we can see that legalizing euthanasia and assisted suicide will not be the solution. 
Consider the following statistics: 
In 1984, in the Netherlands, euthanasia was declared legal when certain conditions were met. 
Even though about 2,400 cases of euthanasia and assisted suicide are reported each year, the Dutch government conducted a study in 1991 that found that there were up to 12,000 cases that year. 
Of these, about half the patients did not request or consent to being killed. One of the doctors explained that it would have been "rude" to discuss the matter with the patients, as they all "knew that their conditions were incurable." 
Belgium legalized euthanasia in 2002. That year, 204 people were reported to have been killed. In 2006, 444 people were reported to have been killed. In 2005, the Belgian government acknowledged that approximately half of all euthanasia deaths are not reported. In Oregon, physician-assisted suicide was legalized in 1997. In 1998, there were 16 reported assisted suicide deaths. In 2005, there were 36. In view of what has happened in other countries, it is time to turn the tide before all Canadians have to start fighting for our lives. 
Q: What can the world learn from the way Pope John Paul II lived his death? 
Father Rosica: John Paul II showed us true dignity in the face of death. 
Rather than hide his infirmities, as most public figures do, he let the whole world see what he went through in the final phase of his life. 

Before the cameras, John Paul II taught that although science can ease discomfort, palliative care should not be used as a cloak to hide the fact of dying. 
As the curtain was about to fall, nothing made him waver, even the debilitating sickness hidden under the glazed Parkinsonian mask, and ultimately his inability to speak and move. 
Pope John Paul has become a living "argument" for the appeal to respect the most frail and vulnerable, who he upheld during his pontificate. 
Who can say his life was not fruitful, when his body was able to climb snow-capped summits or vacation on Strawberry Island in Lake Simcoe in 2002, during World Youth Day in Canada? 
Who didn't feel the paradoxical influence of his presence, when his voice was muted? 
In our youth-obsessed culture, Pope John Paul II reminded us that aging and suffering are a natural part of being human. 
Where the old and infirm are so easily put in homes and forgotten, the Pope was a powerful reminder that the sick, the handicapped and the dying have great value. John Paul II taught us how to live, to suffer and to die. May he watch over us now and strengthen us as we turn the tide in our time. 

Fides Agency Analyzes Death Penalty - Considers Possible U.N. Sanction of Moratorium
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/fides-agency-analyzes-death-penalty 
Vatican City, August 21, 2007

In a 13-page report, the Fides news agency of the Vatican Congregation for the Evangelization of Peoples takes a look at the death penalty, calling it "cruel and unnecessary."
"Love Your Enemies: How States Take Lives" includes an overview of the methods that nations have used in recent years to inflict death, a list of those countries that allow the death penalty. The report also includes an interview with a professor from the Catholic University of the Sacred Heart in Milan and one with a spokesman for the Community of Sant'Egidio.
The document raised questions regarding the use of the death penalty on minors and detailed information on the innocent who are erroneously condemned to death.
A section on 2006 statistics said that "a total 128 countries have abolished the death penalty in law or practice, whereas 69 countries still maintain capital punishment in force, but executions are carried out only in very few countries."
"In 2006, 91% of all reported executions happened in six countries; Kuwait has the highest number of executions per head in the world, followed by Iran," the report stated.
Eventual abolition According to the Fides agency, "thanks to international mobilization in recent years, of individuals, nongovernmental organizations and certain governments -- with an increase in the number of abolitionist countries -- in 2007 the United Nations could decide to adopt a resolution to sanction a universal moratorium on the death penalty, in view of its eventual abolition." 
The document refers to words from Pope John Paul II, including a speech during his visit to the United States on Jan. 27, 1999, where he said: "Modern society has the means to protect itself without denying criminals the opportunity to redeem themselves. The death penalty is cruel and unnecessary and this is true even for someone who has done something very wrong."
The report also includes a reference to a United States bishops' conference 2005 report: "When the state in our names and with our taxes ends a human life despite having nonlethal alternatives, it suggests that society can overcome violence with violence. The use of the death penalty ought to be abandoned not only for what it does to those who are executed, but for what it does to all of society."

Vatican on Nutrition to Patients in Vegetative State - "A Person with Fundamental Human Dignity"
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/vatican-on-nutrition-to-patients-in-vegetative-state 
Vatican City, September 14, 2007

Here is the note published today by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith entitled "Responses to Certain Questions of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops Concerning Artificial Nutrition and Hydration."
First question: Is the administration of food and water (whether by natural or artificial means) to a patient in a "vegetative state" morally obligatory except when they cannot be assimilated by the patient's body or cannot be administered to the patient without causing significant physical discomfort?
Response: Yes. The administration of food and water even by artificial means is, in principle, an ordinary and proportionate means of preserving life. It is therefore obligatory to the extent to which, and for as long as, it is shown to accomplish its proper finality, which is the hydration and nourishment of the patient. In this way suffering and death by starvation and dehydration are prevented.
Second question: When nutrition and hydration are being supplied by artificial means to a patient in a "permanent vegetative state," may they be discontinued when competent physicians judge with moral certainty that the patient will never recover consciousness?
Response: No. A patient in a "permanent vegetative state" is a person with fundamental human dignity and must, therefore, receive ordinary and proportionate care which includes, in principle, the administration of water and food even by artificial means.

The Supreme Pontiff Benedict XVI, at the audience granted to the undersigned cardinal prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, approved these responses, adopted in the Ordinary Session of the Congregation, and ordered their publication.
Rome, from the Offices of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Aug. 1, 2007.
William Cardinal Levada, Prefect
Angelo Amato, S.D.B. Titular Archbishop of Sila, Secretary

Commentary on Artificial Hydration and Nutrition - The Sick "Have the Right to Basic Health Care"
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/commentary-on-artificial-hydration-and-nutrition 
Vatican City, September 14, 2007

Here is a commentary issued today by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith on "Responses to Certain Questions of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops Concerning Artificial Nutrition and Hydration."
The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith has formulated responses to questions presented by His Excellency the Most Reverend William S. Skylstad, president of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, in a letter of July 11, 2005, regarding the nutrition and hydration of patients in the condition commonly called a "vegetative state."
The object of the questions was whether the nutrition and hydration of such patients, especially if provided by artificial means, would constitute an excessively heavy burden for the patients, for their relatives, or for the health care system, to the point where it could be considered, also in the light of the moral teaching of the Church, a means that is extraordinary or disproportionate and therefore not morally obligatory.
The address of Pope Pius XII to a congress on anesthesiology, given on Nov. 24, 1957, is often invoked in favor of the possibility of abandoning the nutrition and hydration of such patients. In this address, the Pope restated two general ethical principles. On the one hand, natural reason and Christian morality teach that, in the case of a grave illness, the patient and those caring for him or her have the right and the duty to provide the care necessary to preserve health and life.
On the other hand, this duty in general includes only the use of those means which, considering all the circumstances, are ordinary, that is to say, which do not impose an extraordinary burden on the patient or on others. A more severe obligation would be too burdensome for the majority of persons and would make it too difficult to attain more important goods. Life, health and all temporal activities are subordinate to spiritual ends. Naturally, one is not forbidden to do more than is strictly obligatory to preserve life and health, on condition that one does not neglect more important duties.
One should note, first of all, that the answers given by Pius XII referred to the use and interruption of techniques of resuscitation. However, the case in question has nothing to do with such techniques. Patients in a "vegetative state" breathe spontaneously, digest food naturally, carry on other metabolic functions, and are in a stable situation. But they are not able to feed themselves. If they are not provided artificially with food and liquids, they will die, and the cause of their death will be neither an illness nor the "vegetative state" itself, but solely starvation and dehydration.
At the same time, the artificial administration of water and food generally does not impose a heavy burden either on the patient or on his or her relatives. It does not involve excessive expense; it is within the capacity of an average health care system, does not of itself require hospitalization, and is proportionate to accomplishing its purpose, which is to keep the patient from dying of starvation and dehydration. It is not, nor is it meant to be, a treatment that cures the patient, but is rather ordinary care aimed at the preservation of life.
What may become a notable burden is when the "vegetative state" of a family member is prolonged over time. It is a burden like that of caring for a quadriplegic, someone with serious mental illness, with advanced Alzheimer's disease, and so on. Such persons need continuous assistance for months or even for years. But the principle formulated by Pius XII cannot, for obvious reasons, be interpreted as meaning that in such cases those patients, whose ordinary care imposes a real burden on their families, may licitly be left to take care of themselves and thus abandoned to die. This is not the sense in which Pius XII spoke of extraordinary means.
Everything leads to the conclusion that the first part of the principle enunciated by Pius XII should be applied to patients in a "vegetative state": in the case of a serious illness, there is the right and the duty to provide the care necessary for preserving health and life. The development of the teaching of the Church's magisterium, which has closely followed the progress of medicine and the questions which this has raised, fully confirms this conclusion.
The Declaration on Euthanasia, published by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith on May 5, 1980, explained the distinction between proportionate and disproportionate means, and between therapeutic treatments and the normal care due to the sick person: "When inevitable death is imminent in spite of the means used, it is permitted in conscience to take the decision to refuse forms of treatment that would only secure a precarious and burdensome prolongation of life, so long as the normal care due to the sick person in similar cases is not interrupted" (Part IV).
Still less can one interrupt the ordinary means of care for patients who are not facing an imminent death, as is generally the case of those in a "vegetative state"; for these people, it would be precisely the interruption of the ordinary means of care which would be the cause of their death.
On June 27, 1981, the Pontifical Council Cor Unum published a document entitled "Some Ethical Questions Relating to the Gravely Ill and the Dying," in which, among other things, it is stated, "There remains the strict obligation to administer at all costs those means which are called 'minimal': that is, those that normally and in usual conditions are aimed at maintaining life (nourishment, blood transfusions, injections, etc.). The discontinuation of these minimal measures would mean in effect willing the end of the patient's life" (No. 2.4.4.)

In an address to participants in an international course on forms of human preleukemia on Nov. 15, 1985, Pope John Paul II, recalling the Declaration on Euthanasia, stated clearly that, in virtue of the principle of proportionate care, one may not relinquish "the commitment to valid treatment for sustaining life nor assistance with the normal means of preserving life," which certainly includes the administration of food and liquids. The Pope also noted that those omissions are not licit which are aimed "at shortening life in order to spare the patient or his family from suffering."
In 1995 the Pontifical Council for Pastoral Assistance to Health Care Workers published the Charter for Health Care Workers, paragraph 120 of which explicitly affirms: "The administration of food and liquids, even artificially, is part of the normal treatment always due to the patient when this is not burdensome for him or her; their undue interruption can have the meaning of real and true euthanasia."
The Address of John Paul II to a group of bishops from the United States of America on a visit "ad limina," on Oct. 2, 1998, is quite explicit: Nutrition and hydration are to be considered as normal care and ordinary means for the preservation of life. It is not acceptable to interrupt them or to withhold them, if from that decision the death of the patient will follow. This would be euthanasia by omission (cf. No. 4).
In his address of March 20, 2004, to the participants of an international congress on "Life-sustaining Treatments and the Vegetative State: Scientific Progress and Ethical Dilemmas," John Paul II confirmed in very clear terms what had been said in the documents cited above, clarifying also their correct interpretation. The Pope stressed the following points:
1) "The term permanent vegetative state has been coined to indicate the condition of those patients whose 'vegetative state' continues for over a year. Actually, there is no different diagnosis that corresponds to such a definition, but only a conventional prognostic judgment, relative to the fact that the recovery of patients, statistically speaking, is ever more difficult as the condition of vegetative state is prolonged in time" (No. 2).[1]
2) In response to those who doubt the "human quality" of patients in a "permanent vegetative state," it is necessary to reaffirm that "the intrinsic value and personal dignity of every human being do not change, no matter what the concrete circumstances of his or her life. A man, even if seriously ill or disabled in the exercise of his highest functions, is and always will be a man, and he will never become a 'vegetable' or an 'animal'" (No. 3).
3) "The sick person in a vegetative state, awaiting recovery or a natural end, still has the right to basic health care (nutrition, hydration, cleanliness, warmth, etc.), and to the prevention of complications related to his confinement to bed. He also has the right to appropriate rehabilitative care and to be monitored for clinical signs of possible recovery. I should like particularly to underline how the administration of water and food, even when provided by artificial means, always represents a natural means of preserving life, not a medical act. 
Its use, furthermore, should be considered, in principle, ordinary and proportionate, and as such morally obligatory, to the extent to which, and for as long as, it is shown to accomplish its proper finality, which in the present case consists in providing nourishment to the patient and alleviation of his suffering" (No. 4).
4) The preceding documents were taken up and interpreted in this way: "The obligation to provide the 'normal care due to the sick in such cases' (Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Declaration on Euthanasia, p. IV) includes, in fact, the use of nutrition and hydration (cf. Pontifical Council Cor Unum, "Some Ethical Questions Relating to the Gravely Ill and the Dying," No. 2, 4, 4; Pontifical Council for Pastoral Assistance to Health Care Workers, Charter for Health Care Workers, No. 120).
The evaluation of probabilities, founded on waning hopes for recovery when the vegetative state is prolonged beyond a year, cannot ethically justify the cessation or interruption of minimal care for the patient, including nutrition and hydration. Death by starvation or dehydration is, in fact, the only possible outcome as a result of their withdrawal. In this sense it ends up becoming, if done knowingly and willingly, true and proper euthanasia by omission" (No. 4).
Therefore, the responses now given by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith continue the direction of the documents of the Holy See cited above, and in particular the Address of John Paul II of March 20, 2004. The basic points are two.
It is stated, first of all, that the provision of water and food, even by artificial means, is in principle an ordinary and proportionate means of preserving life for patients in a "vegetative state": "It is therefore obligatory, to the extent to which, and for as long as, it is shown to accomplish its proper finality, which is the hydration and nourishment of the patient."
It is made clear, secondly, that this ordinary means of sustaining life is to be provided also to those in a "permanent vegetative state," since these are persons with their fundamental human dignity.
When stating that the administration of food and water is morally obligatory in principle, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith does not exclude the possibility that, in very remote places or in situations of extreme poverty, the artificial provision of food and water may be physically impossible, and then "ad impossibilia nemo tenetur."
However, the obligation to offer the minimal treatments that are available remains in place, as well as that of obtaining, if possible, the means necessary for an adequate support of life. Nor is the possibility excluded that, due to emerging complications, a patient may be unable to assimilate food and liquids, so that their provision becomes altogether useless. Finally, the possibility is not absolutely excluded that, in some rare cases, artificial nourishment and hydration may be excessively burdensome for the patient or may cause significant physical discomfort, for example resulting from complications in the use of the means employed.
These exceptional cases, however, take nothing away from the general ethical criterion, according to which the provision of water and food, even by artificial means, always represents a natural means for preserving life, and is not a therapeutic treatment. Its use should therefore be considered ordinary and proportionate, even when the "vegetative state" is prolonged.
[1] Terminology concerning the different phases and forms of the "vegetative state" continues to be discussed, but this is not important for the moral judgment involved.

Dignity in Life and Death - Debate Continues Over Euthanasia 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/dignity-in-life-and-death 
By Father John Flynn, L.C., Rome, September 24, 2007

The issue of euthanasia came to the forefront of news again recently, with the publication of a note Sept. 14 by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. The statement, written in reply to questions sent to the Vatican by U. S. bishops, stipulated that providing nutrition and liquids to people who are in what is often termed the vegetative state is, with rare exceptions, morally obligatory.
After the fierce debate over the 2005 Terri Schiavo case in Florida, news came from Arizona a few months ago about a man who unexpectedly woke up from a coma. Jesse Ramirez suffered brain injuries in a May 30 car crash, reported the Arizona Republic newspaper June 27.
On June 8 his wife, Rebecca, had asked his doctors to remove the tubes providing him with food and water. Jesse's parents objected and obtained a court order to reconnect the tubes. Subsequently, Jesse suddenly woke up from his coma.
Earlier this year another case was reported, from Denver, Colorado. Christa Lilly had been in coma since the mid-'80s in the wake of a heart attack and stroke. In the past, Lilly had woken up for brief periods, but until this year the last time was on Nov. 4, 2000, reported the Denver Post newspaper March 8.
According to the article, a neurologist from the University of Colorado Hospital, James Kelly, thinks that Lilly might have been in a "minimally conscious state" during these years, as opposed to a persistent vegetative state.
Killing machines Euthanasia came up for debate in Germany recently, after the announcement by Roger Kusch, ex-justice minister in Hamburg, that he has designed a machine to help people commit suicide.
According to a report in the Sept. 9 edition of the Italian newspaper Il Corriere della Sera, a simple push of a button injects a lethal solution into the terminally ill patient. German federal law prohibits helping someone commit suicide, but does not make illegal the actual act of suicide by the person involved. So with his machine Kusch hopes to avoid any legal difficulties in helping people die.
News of the invention drew immediate criticism, both from politicians and Archbishop Werner Thissen of Hamburg. Kusch is a candidate in Hamburg's October elections.
Meanwhile, in Switzerland, protests by residents in a Zurich suburb have forced the assisted-suicide group Dignitas out of its premises, according to a July 13 report on the Web site of the German magazine Spiegel Online.
Since 1998, around 700 people have come to the Dignitas center to put an end to their lives. According to the article, the largest group of clients is from Germany, with Britain in second place.
Earlier, in June, the Swiss Senate called on the government to draft a law aimed at improving controls of organizations offering assisted suicide. The National Commission on Biomedical Ethics, a government advisory panel, has also recommended increased state supervision of organizations such as Dignitas.
July also saw a court in the Swiss city of Basel sentence Peter Baumann to three years in prison for having helped three people with psychological problems commit suicide, the agency Swissinfo reported July 6.
Baumann, a retired psychologist, helped the people die between January 2001 and January 2003. According to the court, Baumann acted out of egoistic motives, hoping to obtain public recognition of his methods. The judges, however, defined his conduct as "inhuman," and criticized his behavior as negligent.

Care, not death 

During his trip to Austria, Benedict XVI raised the issue of euthanasia in his Sept. 7 speech to members of government and the diplomatic corps. Saying that the issue was of "great concern" to him, the Pope added that he feared tacit or explicit pressures on the elderly and ill to put an end to their lives.
"The proper response to end-of-life suffering is loving care and accompaniment on the journey toward death -- especially with the help of palliative care -- and not 'actively assisted death,'" the Pontiff stated. He also called for reforms in the social welfare and health systems in order to assist people who are terminally ill.
Some of Canada's bishops also addressed euthanasia earlier this year. In April the Ontario episcopal conference published a brochure titled "Going to the House of the Father: A Statement on the Dignity and Destiny of Human Life."
"It seems a cruel twist of history that societies with such great medical capabilities are turning against the disabled and sick -- with lethal results," the introduction stated. The bishops insisted that protecting life is not just a Christian or religious argument, but a basic human right. "To permit the killing of the disabled, frail, sick or suffering, even if motivated by a misplaced compassion, requires a prior judgment that such lives are not worth living," they said. "No one forfeits the right to life because of illness or disability." "Unless the right to life is secure, there can be no sure foundation for any human rights," they added. The statement also explained that there is a difference between deliberately causing death and unduly prolonging life. We are not morally obliged, the bishops said, to prolong life if the means used are unduly burdensome or cause additional suffering and when there is little hope of recovery.
The bishops also recommended that Christians not neglect the soul and that they should draw comfort from the mystery of Christ's death and resurrection. Suffering and death for Christians, they continued, is not only a matter for medicine.

Disabled concerns 

Another source of opposition to euthanasia comes from groups representing disabled people, as the Los Angeles Times reported Aug. 6. According to the article, one of the reasons why legislative proposals to allow medically assisted suicide have failed in California in the past few years is the hostility of the disabled's rights movement.
A combination of legalized euthanasia and pressure to cut increasing costs in the health care system could lead to the withdrawal of treatment for the disabled. The Los Angeles Times quoted a number of disabled people, active in groups who have fought against assisted-suicide proposals.
"The conditions I have are expensive to treat, and it would be a lot cheaper for the health care system to just let my health go to the point where I would want to die," said Los Angeles activist Laura Remson Mitchell, who suffers from multiple sclerosis, kidney disease and diabetes.

Legal leniency 

Other concerns arise from the increasing reluctance by some courts to punish family members who help a sick relative commit suicide. The application of the law in Britain in recent years has been eroded to the point where courts are reluctant to punish those who say they help kill someone out of love, commented Robert Verkaik, law editor for the British newspaper the Independent in an article published May 8.
Among other examples, Verkaik noted a case from October 2006, when a man who helped his terminally ill wife to die was set free with just a nine-month suspended sentence. Earlier, in March, a French court convicted a doctor for poisoning a terminally ill cancer patient, reported the Associated Press on March 15. In spite of his guilt, the tribunal in southwestern Perigueux sentenced Laurence Tramois to just a one-year suspended prison sentence for his role in the Aug. 25, 2003, death of Paulette Druais in the nearby town of Saint-Astier. Misguided compassion seems destined to lead to the deaths of still more people as pressures to ease restrictions on assisted suicide continue.
U.N. Death Penalty Moratorium "Significant" - But Holy See Officials Urge Respect for Life in Wider Context
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/u-n-death-penalty-moratorium-significant 
Vatican City, December 20, 2007 

The United Nation's approval of a moratorium on the death penalty is a good start, but needs to be followed by an effort to protect life in all its stages, said the representative of the Holy See at that international body. The U.N. moratorium was approved Tuesday, by a vote of 104-54, with 29 abstentions. Though the moratorium has more symbolic than political or juridical weight, it is considered an indication of a growing worldwide opposition to capital punishment.

For Archbishop Celestino Migliore, though, the approval is bittersweet. In statements today in L'Osservatore Romano, the archbishop emphasized the Holy See's satisfaction, saying one can now speak of a "maturation of the sense of the importance of the value of life." He recalled, however, the Vatican's constant effort in "opening a wider debate" on the theme of life. "We have insisted often and we will continue to insist, so that the theme of the death penalty is inserted in a wider framework of promoting and defending life in all its phases, in all its moments, from conception until its natural end," Archbishop Migliore affirmed. "I believe that this maturation should still progress and take important steps toward a vision of man which considers all its aspects and stages."

Fight for civilization Archbishop Migliore's predecessor at the United Nations, Cardinal Renato Martino, now president of the Pontifical Councils for Justice and Peace and for Migrants and Travelers, agreed. It is "certainly a significant moment," he said, "but does not end what is in every way a fight for civilization."

Cardinal Martino, who represented the Holy See at the United Nations for 16 years, added that there is concern about the application of the moratorium and the fact that 29 countries abstained from voting. "Not only, therefore, was there no general consensus, but instead, as often happens, specific and contingent interests threatened to prevail over ideal visions," he said. The cardinal emphasized the Church's determination in the effort to increase awareness at an international level of the value of life. He noted the work of the Catholic lay Community of Sant'Egidio, as well as the "constant action in education, assistance and witness of many other Catholic initiatives that continually fight to serve man" and "to teach human rights, beginning with the first of these, the right to life." He noted how several countries defend rights, but "in their laws, strongly discriminate against precisely the weakest and defenseless: the unborn. One has to reiterate that this creates a type of schizophrenia in those who recognize the specific rights of the unborn, in heredity and other matters, and then deny the primary right -- that of living."

In the coming months, U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon will write a report about respecting the moratorium. The report will be presented to the General Assembly. To the question of whether this can be a first step toward definitive abolition of the death penalty, Archbishop Migliore told Vatican Radio, "Obviously these are decisions that will mature in different national contexts. [...] Certainly this resolution sends a very important signal and will be increasingly a point of reference in national debates, in parliaments and among legislators." [See PETRUS magazine, February 2008 page 33]
Simply Wrong to Kill
http://www.zenit.org/article-21544?l=english 
It is never ironic [Isn't It Ironic?] that anyone kills anyone else for any reason at all. It simply wrong, evil, objectively measurable as such. There is nothing good or just in the killing of another human being for any reason, with or without a trial, in self-defense or in preemptive strikes.
Does killing happen? Yes. Do we try to lessen our culpability? Yes, and at times justifiably so. 
And yet, murder, the killing of another human being at any stage in life, is always an objective evil that never contributes to the growth of humanity in its relationship with God or with other human beings. Neither cultural practice, circumstance nor judgment of a competent authority can change that. -Shaun Lowery, Oblates of St. Francis de Sales in ZENIT, January 19 2008
Murder Is Wrong

While it seems to be a popular Christian ethic that any kind of killing is wrong [Simply wrong to kill], it has been pointed out to me that the Fifth Commandment in the original language forbids murder, not killing.
This is consistent with the Old Testament, which Christ said He did not come to do away with the law, but to fulfill it. The Old Testament specifies killing for such relatively common sins today, e.g., stoning for a woman caught in adultery, etc.
I don't think you will find it anywhere in the New Testament that Jesus or any of the Apostles forbade all types of killing. Jesus did specifically command soldiers to obey their commanders, which quite often including killing. Let's not modify Christ's words or intentions to our own beliefs. -Roy Knauber in ZENIT, January 26 2008

Life-and-Death Decisions

I do understand the perspective that every human life is sacred [Simply Wrong to kill]. However, I do not agree that it is never morally permissible to take the life of another person.
I believe that we have a moral obligation to protect good from evil; there are, unfortunately, circumstances in which the only way to protect an innocent person from death is to take the life of an evil person.
Yes, I know that involves making a judgment that someone who is threatening to take an innocent life is "evil." But if we are unable to distinguish between good and evil in such a situation, we can hardly be expected to do so in other situations.
It's a decision I hope I would never be called upon to make. I would not seek out such a decision. But if the situation presents itself, I will make it. -Willielmus de Noers in ZENIT, January 26 2008
Benedict XVI: Believers Shouldn't Die Alone - Reiterates Condemnation of All Forms of Euthanasia
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/benedict-xvi-believers-shouldn-t-die-alone 
Vatican City, February 25, 2008

It's the duty of Christians to accompany those who are dying, and no believer should die alone, says Benedict XVI. 

The Pope said this today upon receiving in audience participants in the international congress of the Pontifical Academy for Life titled "Close by the Incurable Sick Person and the Dying: Scientific and Ethical Aspects." The two-day conference is being held in conjunction with the dicastery's general assembly, which will be held in the Vatican over the coming days.

"Death," said the Holy Father, "concludes the experience of earthly life, but through death there opens for each of us, beyond time, the full and definitive life. For the community of believers, this encounter between the dying person and the source of life and love represents a gift that has a universal value, that enriches the communion of the faithful."
The Pontiff highlighted how others should participate alongside close relatives in the last moments of a person's life. "No believer," he said, "should die alone and abandoned."

Benedict XVI said all of society "is called to respect the life and dignity of the seriously ill and the dying."
"Though aware of the fact that 'it is not science that redeems man,'" he added, "all of society, and in particular the sectors associated with medical science, are duty bound to express the solidarity of love, and to safeguard and respect human life in every moment of its earthly development, especially when it is ill or in its terminal stages."

"In more concrete terms," said the Pope, "this means ensuring that every person in need finds the necessary support through appropriate treatments and medical procedures -- identified and administered using criteria of therapeutic proportionality -- while bearing in mind the moral duty to administer on the part of doctors, and to accept on the part of patients, those means for preserving life which, in a particular situation, may be considered as 'ordinary.'"

The Hoy Father said that regarding forms of treatment "with significant levels of risk or that may reasonably be judged to be 'extraordinary,'" those may be considered acceptable, but optional. However, he added, "it will always be necessary to ensure that everyone has the treatment they require, and that families tried by the sickness of one of their members receive support, especially if the sickness is serious or prolonged."

Death leave- Benedict XVI also recommended that relatives or those caring for the terminally ill have specific rights to take time off work, in a way similar to the leave family members take when a child is born.
"A greater respect for individual human life inevitably comes through the concrete solidarity of each and all, and constitutes one of the most pressing challenges of our times," he added.

After noting how it is becoming ever more common for elderly people in large cities to be alone, "even in moments of serious illness and when approaching death," the Holy Father noted that such situations increase pressure toward euthanasia, "especially when a utilitarian view of people has become established."
The Pope once again recalled "the firm and constant ethical condemnation of all forms of direct euthanasia, in keeping with the centuries-long teaching of the Church."

"The synergetic efforts of civil society and of the community of believers," the Pontiff said, "must ensure not only that everyone is able to live in a dignified and responsible way, but also that they can face moments of trial and of death in the finest condition of fraternity and solidarity, even where death comes in a poor family or a hospital bed."

Society, said Benedict XVI, must "ensure due support to families who undertake to care in the home, sometimes for long periods, sick members who are afflicted with degenerative conditions, [...] or who need particularly costly assistance."
He added, "It is above all in this field that synergy between the Church and the institutions can prove particularly important in ensuring the necessary help for human life in moments of frailty."

Death leave needed says Pope 

http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/11768-death-leave-needed-says-pope
February 27, 2008

Pope Benedict has called for carers of the terminally ill to be granted "death leave" as he reaffirmed the Church's strong opposition to euthanasia. News.com.au reports the Pontiff said those caring for the dying should be afforded similar rights to couples granted maternity leave.
Speaking at a Vatican gathering on incurable disease, the Pope said society should support families caring for the sick.
"Similar rights (as maternity leave) should be accorded to close family members at the moment the illness of their loved ones is at a terminal phase," Pope Benedict said. "A humane and interdependent society could not do other than support them. A greater respect of individual human lives inevitably comes from real interdependence of everyone," he said.
Source:Pope calls for 'death leave' for carers  (News.com.au 26/02/08)

Debate over Brain Death Continues - Book Release Highlights Lingering Questions 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/debate-over-brain-death-continues 
By Carrie Gress, Rome, March 2, 2008 

While brain death has been accepted as death legally, from an ethical and ecclesial perspective, the debate is still open, says Professor Roberto de Mattei. De Mattei affirmed this Wednesday during the release of the Italian edition of "Finis Vitae: Is Brain Death Still Life," a book he edited that compiles essays considering the issue of brain death from legal, medical, philosophical and sociological perspectives.

The book was published by the Council for Research, not an ecclesiastical body, but an Italian public organization focusing on the area of scientific research. They released the English edition in 2006. 

While Bishop Fabian Bruskewitz of Lincoln, Nebraska, is a contributor, along with three members of the Pontifical Academy for Life, the Church has not yet made an official determination about brain death. There are others in the Church who argue that brain death is a licit criterion for death.

In addition to de Mattei, those attending the book release included Mercedes Wilson, of Family of the Americas; Dr. Paul Byrne, of St. Vincent's Medical Center, Ohio; Josef Seifert, of the International Academy of Philosophy of Lichtenstein; and Dr. Cicero Galli Coimbra, of the University of São Paulo, Brazil. 

Really dead? Byrne, a neonatologist who was invited by the Pontifical Academy of Sciences in February 2005 to speak on this issue, said: "Brain death is not true death. Brain death is a fiction concocted to get organs. After true death very few, if any, organs are suitable for transplantation." "True death," Byrne explained, "is the body without life, when disintegration sets in. It is more than just non-functioning, which brain death revolves around." 

"With true death," the American doctor continued, "there is no pulse, no movement. With brain death someone can be declared dead although the heart is beating, the skin is pink, the body is warm, they are growing, and wounds are healing. A pregnant woman declared brain dead can still deliver a healthy baby and her body will produce milk. 

"Many think that brain death means flat brain waves, when in fact some criteria do not include even the recording of brain waves in their evaluation, much less the demand for no electrical activity. "Every set of criteria for brain death includes an apnea test -- apnea means the absence of breathing. This test, which has no benefit for the comatose patient, and in fact aggravates the patient's already compromised condition, is done without the knowledge or informed consent of family members." "The sole purpose of the apnea test is to determine the patient's ability/inability to breathe on his own in order to declare the individual brain dead. Without the apnea test," Byrne summarized, "the diagnosis of brain death is impossible, and without the diagnosis of brain death, transplantation of unpaired vital organs is not permissible." 

He added, "A living person can give blood and bone marrow to another person. A living person might give one of their two kidneys, a part of their liver, or one lobe of a lung to another person. The word 'might' is purposely used to alert potential donors that as long as such donation does not cause death or disabling mutilation to the donor, it is acceptable." 

Source De Mattei discussed the provenance of the notion of brain death. In 1967, after the first heart transplant was successfully performed in South Africa, questions were raised about how to ethically acquire organs for transplant given the short window of time in which they must be transplanted. "The problem arose that if a person near death, but not yet dead, was killed for their organs, it would be killing an innocent person," explained de Mattei. "So there were two options: change the moral law making it licit to kill the innocent, or change the criteria for ascertaining death." 

"The second option was chosen with a utilitarian justification: that many lives would be saved," de Mattei added. "So brain death is a social construction developed to meet the needs of transplanters during the procedure's development stages." 

Byrne explained that: "The first article on brain death was in the Journal of the American Medical Association in 1968. The title was 'A Definition of Irreversible Coma.' 

"There were no basic science studies and no patient data in the article. It was put together by a committee at Harvard Medical School in Boston, Massachusetts. 

"The largest study in the literature is the collaborative study. They reported on 503 patients; of these 44 did not die. Of those who did die, 10% had no pathology in the brain." 

Bishop Bruskewitz mentions in "Finis Vitae," and Byrne said on Wednesday, there is no established or universal criteria to determine brain death. What used to be a two-day observational stage to establish if a patient has signs of brain death, in some places, has now been reduced to 30 to 60 seconds. 

Mercedes Wilson, the last speaker at the event, said: "If our reference point is Catholic social doctrine, which has always affirmed the sacredness of life from conception to the total separation of the soul from the body, then death happens only in this instance. It is not necessary to be a doctor to understand this."

Until the Church makes an official statement about brain death, Byrne and others say they will continue to work to inform the public about the source and science behind brain death. 

End-of-life issues education 
http://catholicleader.com.au/news/endoflife-issues-education_43875 

By Carol Glatz, March 7, 2008

Many Catholics still need to learn about the Church's teachings on end-of-life issues, such as when it might be morally acceptable to reject or terminate life-prolonging treatments, some participants at a Vatican-sponsored congress said.
While euthanasia and assisted suicide are always wrong, in some situations the terminally ill or dying can withdraw or refuse treatment and still be in line with Church teaching.
To help people make informed and ethical decisions, "much work needs to be done in elaborating on the Church's tradition of reasoning about forgoing life-prolonging treatments to make it practical for health-care providers and persons who are dying", director of the Toronto-based International Association of Catholic Bioethicists Dr. William Sullivan.
Dr. Sullivan was one of hundreds of scholars, theologians, religious and health-care professionals who turned out for the Pontifical Academy for Life's February 25-26 international congress, which looked at the scientific and ethical aspects of caring for the terminally ill and dying.
The gathering was important because not only is the push for legalising euthanasia and assisted suicide taking root in many parts of the world, but incurable, deadly diseases are also on the rise.
Several speakers noted that even some Catholics might not be clear about what kind of decisions are morally licit, since ambiguities cloud many end-of-life issues.
One difficulty lies in the fact that moral theologians and some medical professionals may be attaching different meaning to terms such as "ordinary", "extraordinary" and "futile" when describing a proposed treatment.
The Vatican's Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith tried to clear up this problem with its 1980 Declaration on Euthanasia. The Vatican assigned the terms "proportionate" and "disproportionate" to describe the probable effectiveness of possible treatments. Whenever a medical treatment is deemed disproportionate because it would cause the patient strain or suffering out of proportion with the benefits, then it is optional.
And the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops issued its "Ethical and Religious Directives for Catholic Health Care Services" in 2001 to help "articulate and apply magisterial teaching", president of the National Catholic Bioethics Centre in Philadelphia John Haas said. 
But some recent literature in moral theology has been ascribing new uses for the terms ordinary and proportionate – developments that he said do not seem rooted in the way the Church traditionally has used those terms.
He said the Church must continue to refine the terms "to allow a greater precision in ethical judgment".
Dr. Sullivan told Catholic News Service that living wills or advance medical directives are not always wrong in the eyes of the Church. One case where they might be morally licit, he said, is if a patient developing Alzheimer's disease makes a written request in advance to decline a feeding tube if he or she is refusing to eat because of the disease. "Now that doesn't mean they are declining basic care. You would provide hand feeding as much as possible, but it is a legitimate advance directive to say that under those circumstances I may not want that intervention" of artificial feeding, he said.
Pontifical Academy for Life president Bishop Elio Sgreccia voiced a word of caution about advance directives in his written presentation. While the directives help family members know what a patient considered extraordinary or excessive, Bishop Sgreccia said debates on living wills say "the merit of the validity of a document drawn up in advance" is questionable. He said that from an ethical point of view, living wills "may not be obligatory for patients". 
The doctor should not be "bound by clauses" in the document "that he might judge unacceptable either for clinical or ethical reasons" and the document must "not contain directives of a euthanistic nature", he said.
While the bishop said a living will is an important method for letting patients try to avoid "excessive treatments of a therapeutically obstinate nature" and to pledge organ donation, the current tendency of such documents is to include directives "that take the form of the practice of euthanasia".
Mr. Haas told CNS that in the world of high-tech medical advancements "the really big area of contention today is this area of assisted nutrition and hydration".
This was made especially apparent during the legal battle over the fate of Terri Schindler Schiavo, a severely brain-damaged Florida woman who died in March, 2005, after a court ordered that her husband could make her medical decisions for her. Michael Schiavo, the husband and legal guardian, said she would have wanted her feeding tube removed, while her parents said she would have wanted to remain alive based on her Catholic faith.

Bobby Schindler, Ms. Schiavo's brother and executive director of the Terri Schindler Schiavo Foundation, said he attended the Vatican congress "to keep educating myself on these issues". He told CNS that while the case "raised an incredible amount of awareness", incomplete or misleading media coverage also generated "a tremendous amount of confusion" that still lingers.
Pope John Paul II's 2004 allocution said artificial feeding and nutrition of patients in a persistent vegetative state was not "a medical act", but was proportionate and ordinary and therefore morally obligatory.
But Mr. Schindler said these teachings were not being conveyed adequately. He said US clergy were being too silent from "apathy or indifference" and not coming to their defence in time. Much confusion, he said, was caused when the case mistakenly was "lumped into these end-of-life discussions when in fact it was not an end-of-life situation".
"Terri was not dying, the brain injury was not going to kill her," and she died just like anyone else would die "if they took away our food and water", Mr. Schindler said.
Mr. Haas said that during congress deliberations, Bishop Sgreccia stressed that the concept of "excessive burden has to be applied to the treatment and not to the life" of the patient.
It would be immoral for a person with a chronic condition or a substitute decision-maker to decide the patient's life has become "too burdensome" and to remove the necessary life support. 
But, "if the person is dying and the continued use (of life-supporting measures) results in a prolonged and precarious existence, then clearly it can be withdrawn", Mr. Haas said.
"The difficulty is people want black-and-white answers," Mr. Haas said, "and when we are dealing with these end-of-life questions it's a matter of prudential judgment as to what is going to constitute a reasonable hope of benefit and excessive burden." 
Catholic doctor of death 
http://cathnews.com/archives/cath-news-archive/10575-feature-catholic-doctor-of-death EXTRACT
August 18, 2008 

He owns three Harleys, is a self-described staunch Roman Catholic and has helped kill dozens of men. Dr. Alan Doerhoff calls himself the "world's authority on lethal injection." 

Doerhoff practiced surgery 20 years in Missouri's prison hospitals before becoming its executioner. […]

Selected readers’ comments

If a State chooses to kill people, it should at least have the honesty to admit what it's doing, instead of pretending that it's some sort of medical procedure. Whether it's the death penalty for a criminal, procured abortion of an innocent baby, or a so-called "surgical" military attack, there is nothing medical or "therapeutic" about it. To suggest otherwise is an insult to the profession of medicine which should be devoted to saving lives. Doctors have no place at an execution, except to sign the death certificate. -Ron
A genuine executioner may be a 'staunch Catholic' but as a seminarian I remember reading somewhere that anyone who had performed an execution could not be ordained priest. A doctor who acts as an executioner, using his medical expertise, is no different from a doctor who performs abortions. He betrays his Hippocratic Oath. I would prefer to express myself more explicitly but I won't. -Fr Sean Coyle
I cannot understand how anyone can be "prolife" and also be in favour of the death penalty.
For example, George W Bush has stated how deeply concerned he is about the rights and wrongs of stem cell research yet look at his record on the death penalty when he was governor of Texas.
No legal system is perfect. Lawyers, police, witnesses, "experts" etc. can always make mistakes (for example, in Australia, Lindy Chamberlain). So it is inevitable that in states where the death penalty exists innocent people will sometimes be executed. I don't know how a doctor, nurse or prison officer could be closely involved in an execution without being psychologically scarred by it. –Paul
Nobody who performs or supports abortion can be described as a 'staunch Catholic'. Staunch Catholics may be opposed to the death penalty or may support it within the limits set by the Catechism of the Catholic Church. The Church doesn't oblige us to be opposed to the death penalty but it certainly encourages those who, like myself, are.
There is no doubt whatever that this 'doctor' is NOT a staunch Catholic. And he is engaged in murdering people in what has proven to be a particularly cruel form of execution. -Fr Sean Coyle
A. Catholic teaching on feeding coma patients is "ahead of the curve" 
http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/7446-catholic-teaching-on-feeding-coma-patients-is-quotahead-of-the-curve-quot 
November 25, 2009
The case of a paralysed man who was misdiagnosed as comatose for 23 years, who now communicates with the aid of a computer, underlines the wisdom of Catholic teaching on continued feeding for coma patients, a bioethicist said. 

Rom Houben, a former martial arts enthusiast, was paralyzed in a 1983 car crash, the Catholic News Agency said. 

According to a report in the Daily Mail cited by the news agency, his doctors in Zolder, Belgium used the internationally accepted Glasgow Coma Scale to assess his physical and verbal responses, but each time he was graded incorrectly. 
John Haas, President of the Philadelphia based National Catholic Bioethics Centre said Houben's mistaken diagnosis was a "perfect example" of why artificial nutrition and hydration should be continued. 

Houben's recovery, he said, would seem to be "a case where the Church's position was actually ahead of the curve." 

"I screamed, but there was nothing to hear," said Houben, who after therapy now communicates with the aid of a computer. "I dreamed myself away." 

Three years ago, new technology scans showed Houben's brain was still functioning almost completely normally. 

"Frustration is too small a word to describe what I felt," Houben said. "I shall never forget the day when they discovered what was truly wrong with me, it was my second birth." 

Medical advances caught up with the patient, said neurological expert Dr. Steven Laureys of the Coma Science Group and Department of Neurology at Liege University Hospital, who discovered the misdiagnosis. Dr. Laureys' study claims there may be many similar cases of false comas around the world, the Daily Mail reports. 

FULL STORY Catholic bioethicist weighs in on paralyzed man thought to be unconscious for 23 years (Catholic News Agency) 

Comments

Come on all you pretend Catholics who want to white ant the leadership. 
Is anyone going to congratulate the orthodox Catholic leadership for adopting this stance in the face of the near rest of the world?
What about all those who foolishly but faithfully believe in the religion of science?
This is another example where the Truth cannot be cheated and the Catholic Church is the legitimate source of interpreting Christ's good news. -Chris Saidou
Notwithstanding Mr. /Ms. Saidou's pre-emptively offensive and impudent comment about his/her fellow Catholics (I'm not one of them), the problem was that the assessment made 23 years ago relied on tests of physical and verbal responses, not of brain function.
It was the advances in technology over time that that led to the change in diagnosis.
To suggest that more recent and current cases should be viewed in the same light is not logical.
There is no way possible that, under the white hot glare of publicity, the brain function levels were misdiagnosed in cases of Terry Schiavo and the Victorian lady whose initials I forget who were allowed to die after feeding tubes were removed.
On the other hand, while I have no reason to doubt that Rom Houben does have some level of brain function, having seen the TV coverage of him "communicating" with the computer, I have grave doubts about who was really operating the computer: him or his minder who could be clearly seen moving his fingers about the keyboard. -Richard Moore
Medical expert urges review of vegetative Australian patients 
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=17980 

November 26, 2009
Following a finding that a Belgian man spent 23 years misdiagnosed as being in a vegetative state, an Australian medical specialist wants a reassessment of unresponsive local patients to ensure they are not conscious and trapped inside their bodies. The director of neurology at St Vincent's Hospital, Mark Cook, called on families of people diagnosed as vegetative or minimally conscious to get their loved ones re-examined with the latest technology to ensure their diagnosis was correct, The Age reports. 

His call followed the extraordinary case of Rom Houben, who doctors now believe was conscious the whole 23 years. New technology helped discover he had a form of "locked-in syndrome", in which people are unable to speak or move but can think and reason. 

Professor Cook is cited by The Age saying that many Australians with similar conditions could be going through what Mr. Houben experienced because they were often sent to nursing homes and then mostly forgotten. 

He said there was no policy at present to reassess their level of consciousness, which could have been incorrectly diagnosed in the first place or could have changed over time. 

Although knowledge about the brain had increased exponentially in recent years, Professor Cook said people's level of consciousness after brain injury could still be wrongly diagnosed today because there was no standardised neuro-behavioural rating scale used consistently on patients across the country. There are also wide variations in the level of expertise people have access to, depending on where they live. 

He is trying to contact carers for the estimated 100 Australians living in vegetative and minimally conscious states to scan their brains with a magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) machine while questions and tasks are asked of them. 

The research could help families assess their loved one's level of consciousness and lead to new ways to communicate with them, the report added. 

Full story: Have loved ones reviewed: expert (The Age) 

Commentary: The Significance of that Case of the Man Trapped in a "Coma" for 23 Years
Bioethicists attempting to define people in supposed PVS as "brain dead" and source of organs
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/commentary-the-significance-of-that-case-of-the-man-trapped-in-a-coma-for-2 
By Alex Schadenberg, Chairman, Euthanasia Prevention Coalition, November 24, 2009
Many people will have read the story of Rom Houben, the Belgium man who was diagnosed as being in a permanent vegetative state (PVS) for 23 years, but who in fact had a condition known as Locked-in Syndrome. A person in locked-in syndrome is fully aware of all of their surroundings and they hear and remember the conversations that take place around them, but due to their cognitive disability they are unable to respond.
The case of Rom Houben is significant given that many bioethicists are attempting to redefine the status of people in PVS as being similar to "brain death," meaning that it is being argued that these people have lost self-awareness and therefore should be treated as non-persons or dead people. Non-persons do not have the right to live and in fact many bio-ethicists suggest that these people should be treated as organ donors.

Dr. Steven Laureys, the prominent neurologist from Belgium diagnosed Houben as being in a locked-in syndrome rather than PVS based on a brain scan that indicated that Houben's brain was functioning at near to normal response.

Dr. Laureys has released a new study concerning PVS stating: "Anyone who bears the stamp of 'unconscious' just one time hardly ever gets rid of it again." He also stated that: "There may be many similar cases of false comas around the world," and "patients classed in a vegetative state are often misdiagnosed."

The concern about misdiagnosing PVS is not new. Professor Keith Andrews in the UK stated several years ago in his study that 43% of people diagnosed as PVS are misdiagnosed. This is a significant concern in the UK ever since the 1993 court decision that determined that Tony Bland could be dehydrated to death, even though he was not otherwise dying. Since that decision, many people in the UK, who were not otherwise dying, have died by dehydration because it had been determined that they were in PVS.

For instance, Terri Schiavo was dehydrated to death in 2005 based on her diagnosis of PVS and the insistence by her husband that she did not want to live in this manner.

In March 2004, I had the opportunity to be at a presentation in Rome by Dr. Laureys concerning people in a vegetative state. At that presentation Dr. Laureys showed us brain scans of people in PVS and compared them to people who were healthy. By analyzing the brain scans he was able to show us the injured parts of the brain of the PVS patients. He then compared the brain scans of people in PVS to healthy people who were sleeping. There were incredible similarities between the scans of the healthy people who were sleeping to the people who were PVS. He concluded that other than the identifiable injured areas of the brain, medical experts know less about PVS than they would like to admit.

At the same Congress I heard a presentation by an Italian physician who operated an "Awakening Centre." Awakening centers are places that focus on recovery for people who are in a coma state. This physician explained how the use of stimulation techniques have resulted in incredible successes at regaining consciousness for their patients. At a similar Congress in Rome in 2007 I listened to a Polish physician explain about his incredible success at awakening his patients who are in a coma state. How many awakening centers exist in the world? How many in North America?

As executive director of the Euthanasia Prevention Coalition I have received many phone calls from friends or family members of people who are in coma. My experience is that medical professionals are too quick to give up on people who are in a coma or cognitively disabled. Family members are often pressured into withdrawing medical treatment or pressured into removing food and fluids from the person in coma, even before they were given a reasonable opportunity for recovery.
Medical professionals need to be far more careful before diagnosing a patient as PVS. If society rejects Hippocratic medicine and accepts euthanasia, the time would come where people in PVS would be treated as non-persons, euthanized out of a concept of false compassion or used as an organ donor based on utilitarian ethics. Since approximately 40% of PVS cases are misdiagnosed, and since the PVS diagnosis is often treated like a death sentence, therefore society needs to reject the current paradigm by once again treating people in coma states as human beings deserving of care.

We must reject the dehumanizing of the PVS patient and develop new techniques to offer them new opportunities for recovery. 
Links
Vegetative” Patient Shows Conscious Awareness
Delaware House Approves Resolution Protecting Woman from Dehydration/Starvation
Boy in “Hopeless” Vegetative State Awakens and Steadily Improves
Woman Diagnosed as "Brain Dead" Walks and Talks after Awakening
Coma Recovery after 19 Years Poses Questions About Terri Schiavo
Jesse Ramirez, Considered a “Vegetable” Like Terri Schiavo, Now on His Way to Recovery
Permanent Vegetative State (PVS) Diagnosis Often Inaccurate More Data Shows
Brain-Injury Patients Should be used for Medical Experiments, Suggest Bioethicists 
U.S. Catholic Scholars Oppose Removal of Feeding Tubes for PVS Patients
Death penalty: what does the Church teach? 

http://www.cathnewsasia.com/2009/09/02/death-penalty-what-does-the-church-teach/?awt_l=HsiGl&awt_m=1fiXRCSQmwYDL0 

September 2, 2009
Sister Helen Prejean, an advocate against the death penalty, speaks here about what the Church teaches about capital punishment.

Sr. Helen, whose experiences with convicted murderer Elmo Patrick Sonnier is famously captured in the book Dead Man Walking, says all life is precious, whether innocent or guilty.

This video was posted on the Facebook page of CatholicTV.com.
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VIDEO Sr. Helen Prejean (Facebook)

LINK Sr. Helen Prejean’s blog
My post in Konkani Catholics (KC digest no. 2116) yahoo group on December 20, 2009 
Euthanasia 

On the night of December 18th, I watched a CNN-IBN television debate on euthanasia. There were several panelists on the talk show with one Catholic priest Fr. Babu Joseph in the studio with the animator. One of the panelists was a woman named Flavia Agnes, “lawyer and activist”. 

The case in question was that of Aruna Shanbaug who is lying in coma in a Mumbai hospital for the past 36 years.

Flavia Agnes was all for the termination of the life of Ms. Aruna.
I was quite flabbergasted that while she candidly admitted that she is a Christian, she repeatedly opposed Fr Joseph.

I do not know much about her but I recall reading some middles contributed by her to national dailies, and in those it appeared that she is a feminist, and very much anti-life (like pro-contraception, abortion, etc.) Is she a Mangalorean? If anyone would like to share about Flavia Agnes, I would be very pleased to receive the information.
I am copying here the CNN IBN story as well as a story that appeared in The Hindu newspaper. Even the people who are caring for Aruna do not want her to die. To them, Aruna is still a living person. -Michael
Euthanasia, It’s not about life or death but dignity 
http://ibnlive.in.com/news/euthanasia-its-not-about-life-or-death-but-dignity/107330-3.html?from=tn
December 18, 2009 

Aruna Shanbaug, a former nurse, has been brain dead and paralysed for the last 36 years after she was raped in November 1973 in Mumbai. Now, writer Pinki Virani, has approached the Supreme Court seeking respite for her and has appealed that Aruna be allowed to die. 

The apex court, which is against euthanasia, has issued a notice to the KEM Hospital where Aruna, who is 61 years old now, has spent three decades in a vegetative state after the brutal sexual assault.

The Supreme Court has asked the Central Government for a response on Aruna's case.

Should a woman who is brain dead, speech dead and paralysed, who has been in an unconscious condition for 36 years be made to live in her current state or should she be allowed to die?

CNN-IBN show Face the Nation debated: Aruna Shanbaug case – should Indians have the right to die?

The panel of experts included lawyer and activist Flavia Agnes, physician and General Secretary, Society for the Right to Die with Dignity, Dr. Surendra Dhelia, Catholic Bishops Conference of India (CBCI) Spokesperson Father Babu Joseph and Sujatha, mother of former chess player Venkatesh, who was terminally ill and had sought euthanasia. He died awaiting euthanasia in 2004.

Appeal for Aruna 

Aruna is not on life support system. She is alive but is being force fed. 

Flavia started the debate arguing in favour of giving death to Aruna saying what she needed was a dignified exit.

"There is no remedy for her so what is the point in keeping her alive. It is not a question of heart and lung. It is a question of well-being and it is a question of dignity. It is a question of what possible recovery does she have. If none of them exists then I don't think why force feeding itself becomes a very major issue. If it is withdrawn what difference does it make to her because she is brain dead. I think she should be allowed to die," said Flavia.

However, Father Babu Joseph countered Flavia saying the society needs to show more responsibility towards Aruna and take good care of her. "This person is a victim of a very unfortunate incident. Therefore, we have a greater responsibility towards caring her. One should not count the number of years but should count the value of life. Once you decide on this case as permissible, then you are creating a precedent based on which you will have serious consequences in a country like India where laws can be flouted and manipulated. 
The point is how you define quality of life. There is no single definition of quality of life that can be applied to everyone across the board. People with different abilities are able to live their life differently. Therefore, let us not use one standard across the board for all individuals. We have a responsibility to care for people who are differently abled or people who are not able to function normally," argued Father Joseph.

Dr. Surendra Dhelia, however, backed Flavia saying that Aruna just ‘existed’ and could be termed as living.

"I think this patient should be allowed a dignified death. She is not living, she is just existing. Giving her a peaceful, dignified death to her would not amount to murder. It should not be punishable under Section 302 of the Indian Penal Code. On the contrary it should be recognised as a justifiable act of compassion," said Dr. Dhelia. 

Father Joseph once again reiterated that the society should be more compassionate towards Aruna. "The fact is that we have social responsibility and that compassion is part of social responsibility and not just terminating life. And who are we to decide that someone should die at this particular point of time. I think we are playing God in this case," he said.

Flavia claimed that Aruna was not a routine case but a rarest of rare case. She argued that by keeping her alive the society was inflicting more trauma on the hapless woman.

Are Food and Water Extraordinary Measures? Ethical Principles on Caring for Those in a Vegetative State 
http://www.zenit.org/article-29152?l=english
By E. Christian Brugger and William E. May, Washington, D.C., May 5, 2010  
In this piece, we would like to define the condition to which the term "vegetative state" refers, discuss certain facts about the tragic condition, introduce key ethical principles for analyzing duties that we have to persons in it, and update our readers on the current state of Catholic teaching on providing food and water to patients in a persistent vegetative state.
Definition
"Vegetative State" (VS) is a condition marked by a state of apparent vigilance, some alteration of sleep/wake cycles, an absence of any sign of awareness of self or environment and of response to environmental stimuli. [1] The term is used to define this set of observable behaviors and not a specific anatomical abnormality or injury.

"Let me die with dignity"
Many people, perhaps a majority, view the "force-feeding" of VS patients with repugnance and as a refusal to accept the reality of death; consequently, many do not want themselves to be fed in this way. 
They do not want to be a burden to their families and loved ones and believe it is ethically right to let them die peacefully and not take costly measures that simply prolong their dying. Many have already given instructions in various kinds of "advance directives" that should they be diagnosed in the "vegetative state" they do not want to be given food and hydration by tubal means, but should be treated with dignity and allowed to die. In several states, this view is enshrined in "living will" legislation that grants
immunity to doctors executing a patient's directive to have all food and water withheld even when they are not dying.

Some facts
It is of the utmost importance to understand that people in this state are not actually dying nor are they suffering from any fatal pathology that will cause their death. Nor, as recent research has shown, are they completely unconscious.[2] The "Joint Statement on the Vegetative State" from a March 2004 congress in Rome on the vegetative state summarizes
several important points: 1) In general, patients in the VS do not require technological support in order to maintain their vital functions; 2) VS patients cannot in any way be considered terminal or in immediate danger of death because their condition can be stable and enduring; 3) VS diagnosis requires careful and prolonged observation carried out by specialized and experienced personnel using specific assessment standards for VS patients in an optimum-controlled environment; and medical literature shows diagnostic errors in a substantially high proportion of cases; 4) Modern neuroimaging techniques have demonstrated in some VS patients the persistence of brain activity and response to certain kinds of stimuli, including painful stimuli. Although it is not possible to determine the subjective quality of these perceptions, some elementary discriminatory processes between meaningful and neutral stimuli seem to be possible.

Key ethical principles
There are several ethical principles relevant to assessing moral questions arising from persons said to be in the vegetative state: (1) Human bodily life, however burdened, is still a good of the person, integral to his or her being. (2) It is always gravely immoral intentionally to kill an innocent human being, i.e., to deprive him or her of the good of life itself. (3) Means chosen to preserve human life are morally obligatory if they are "morally" (not necessarily medically) "ordinary" or "proportionate." (4) Means chosen to preserve human life are not obligatory, and in fact their withholding or withdrawal may be morally indicated if they are "morally" (not necessarily medically) "extraordinary" or "disproportionate." (5) Means are extraordinary or disproportionate if the means chosen are either futile (=useless) or burdensome. Treatments can
be burdensome for different valid reasons such as extreme pain that is unable to be regulated, extreme cost, interference with activities in which one legitimately wishes to engage although suffering from a fatal pathology, or that compel a person to leave loved ones and families to move to another area (e.g., to Arizona from Washington, D.C.), etc.

Note well: One can make judgments about the burdensomeness of different medical treatments because there are ways of objectively assessing the cost, pain, grave impositions on one's life style etc. But one can never measure the worth of a human life because it is of incalculable worth and not capable of being measured. One cannot put a price on it because it is
priceless. These key ethical principles are applied in recent ecclesiastical documents treating the kind of care due to persons in the "vegetative state."

Current state of Catholic teaching
At their fall 2009 plenary meeting, the United States bishops revised the ethical guidelines that govern Catholic health care institutions in the U.S. (called the Ethical and Religious Directives for Catholic Health Care Services, or ERDs; there are 72 directives in all). The bishops were concerned principally with directive 59 dealing with the administration of food and water to patients with end of life conditions. An unsettled debate had raged for 30 years in Catholic moral theology over the question of whether providing artificial nutrition and hydration (ANH) to persons diagnosed to be in a persistent vegetative state (PVS) was morally required.
Anyone familiar with this debate will be acquainted with the argument of Dominican Father Kevin O'Rourke, the leading Catholic theologian arguing for the legitimacy of removing food and water from PVS patients. He argues as follows: since the "purpose of life" is to know and love God; and to know and love God one must have the capacity or have the potential to develop the capacity for rationality and volitionality; and since PVS patients do not have this capacity, nor will they develop it; and feeding and hydrating them will not help them to develop it; the administration of food and water to PVS patients is futile and therefore legitimately may be removed or withheld.
Catholic moral theologians, including an author of this essay, replied to O'Rourke's account numerous times over the years arguing that the administration of ANH should not be judged futile simply because it does not enable a person to pursue spiritual purposes; if O'Rourke's criterion is taken seriously, then many people besides PVS patients may be denied
food and water since their administration would be ineffective in helping the patients pursue spiritual goals (e.g., "seriously mentally impaired infants and children and some elderly people who are 'not with it,' who are not actually able to make judgments and choices and thus incapable of pursuing the 'spiritual goal of life,'" W.E. May, Catholic Bioethics and the Gift of Human Life (2008), p. 279). Food and water therefore should be administered because they are needed to sustain a person's bodily life, which remains good, personal and invested with human dignity even if the person is highly disabled.
In March 2004, Pope John Paul II settled the open question in moral theology in an address to the Congress on "Life-Sustaining Treatments and Vegetative State" mentioned above.[3] In that address, the Pope taught that there is a moral obligation "in principle" to provide food and water to persons in the "vegetative" state. 
He emphasized that the administration of food and water, even by artificial means, "always represents a natural means of preserving life, not a medical act." It therefore "should be considered, in principle, ordinary and proportionate, and as such morally obligatory, insofar as and until it is seen to have attained its proper finality, which in the present case consists in providing  nourishment to the patient and alleviation of his suffering" (No. 4). The Pope said that since withholding food and water from a person in the VS causes death by starvation or dehydration "it ends up becoming, if done knowingly and
willingly, true and proper euthanasia by omission" (No. 4).
The U.S. bishops resolved to bring ERD 59 into line with this papal teaching. The original formulation read: "59. There should be a presumption in favor of providing nutrition and hydration to all patients, including patients who require medically assisted nutrition and hydration, as long as this is of sufficient benefit to outweigh the burdens involved to the
patient." The bishops knew that this directive was being interpreted by many health care providers and ethics committees, including at Catholic facilities, as consistent with removing or withholding ANH from patients in the VS. Consequently, their deaths were resulting not from their brain injuries, but by starvation and dehydration. Americans are all too familiar with the sensational cases of Karen Ann Quinlan, Nancy Cruzan and Terri Schiavo, all of whom were diagnosed to be in a PVS and each of whom became a cause célèbre for the right-to-die movement.
In order to prevent this misinterpretation, and to bring the ERD in line with the papal teaching, the U.S. bishops reformulated directive 59 to read as follows (it is now numbered 58): "In principle, there is an obligation to provide patients with food and water, including medically assisted nutrition and hydration for those who cannot take food orally. This
obligation extends to patients in chronic and presumably irreversible conditions (e.g., the "persistent vegetative state") who can reasonably be expected to live indefinitely if given such care. Medically assisted nutrition and hydration become morally optional when they cannot reasonably be expected to prolong life or when they would be 'excessively burdensome for the patient or [would] cause significant physical discomfort, for example resulting from complications in the use of the means employed.' For instance, as a patient draws close to inevitable death from an underlying progressive and fatal condition, certain measures to provide nutrition and hydration may become excessively burdensome and therefore not obligatory in
light of their very limited ability to prolong life or provide comfort."
We would like to single out three important points of correspondence between this reformulation and the 2004 papal address. First, that the end or purpose of providing nutrition and hydration is to sustain bodily life. Recall Father O'Rourke's argument that since food and water will not assist a PVS patient to regain the ability to pursue the "purpose of life," (i.e.,
will not correct the brain injury), they can be considered "futile" medical procedures, and be removed or withheld.
ERD 58 makes clear that the purpose for providing food and water is to preserve a patient's life, whether or not their administration contributes to the remediating of the patient's cognitive disability. The second point is that all patients who require nutrition and hydration to stay alive (i.e., for whom ANH are proportionate to their end) should receive them.
The papal address refers to food and water as "ordinary and proportionate" forms of care. This, of course, is meant to exclude their removal from patients who need them to survive and who would die without them.
The third point is that nutrition and hydration may be removed when they are no longer proportionate to their end or when their administration is gravely burdensome to the patient. As ERD 58 states, when persons are dying, their bodies sometimes reject artificial feeding, in which case ANH may in fact be futile, promising no reasonable hope of benefit or causing severe discomfort to the dying patient. In this case, ANH may be discontinued.

Treatment is burdensome, not the life
This third point deserves some clarification. In saying that ANH may be removed if it becomes excessively burdensome, the directive is not saying that it may be removed if a person judges that his life on a feeding tube is too burdensome. The burden referred to here arises from the administration of ANH itself. Many persons today, however, judging in advance that "life in a coma would be intolerable," direct their caregivers to have food and water removed if they should fall into a long-term state of unconsciousness.
But as we said, if they are in the VS, they ordinarily are not dying. So if persons direct that food and water -- sustenance needed to live – be withheld, it is likely because they want to die -- "I don't want to live like that." But if their intention in ordering the removal of life support is to die, they have a suicidal intent; and a health care provider who executes this order is assisting in a suicide. If we are to understand ERD 58 correctly, "excessively burdensome" should be understood as pertaining to the burden that the administration of ANH causes the dying patient. The intention then is to live one's final days free of the distress caused by the administration of ANH. Removal in this case is part of comfort care. In principle, the directive should not be interpreted as permitting the removal of food and water from patients who are not dying. In fact, this is precisely one of the interpretive loopholes the reformulation intended to close down. It follows that Catholic health care providers should not remove food and water from any patient who needs them to survive.

Life worth living
The ERD revision draws a significant, indeed critical line in the sand. [4] It is grounded in the assumption, widely rejected today, that the life of the body is intrinsic to the life of a person; so if one's body is alive, even if severely disabled, the person is alive. Thus, sustaining a patient's life is never meaningless.
This does not mean that human life is an absolute good, and that under every circumstance every possible means should be used to sustain it. This is not, and never has been Catholic teaching. Sometimes Jesus wants us to accept that we are dying and to let the natural course of a pathology unfold. But the goodness of human life does forbid ever acting against it
by willing to bring about death as either an end or a means.
It also forbids the judgment that suffering or disability ever render a life "not worth living," that in some cases there really is no reason to sustain a person's life. Life's goodness always provides a reason. Further, in most cases, being fed and hydrated does not impose an excessive burden on a PVS patient or expense to the family. Moreover, as Germain Grisez
notes, sustaining a PVS patient's life "maintains and manifests solidarity with that person: respect and love for them as persons."[5] Christ teaches that we are to love the least of his brethren, which certainly characterizes PVS patients; so feeding them and giving them water has a Christian significance as well.
In saying that life's goodness always provides a reason to sustain a person's life, we do not mean that it is decisive in determining in every instance the question: "Should we continue this or that life sustaining procedure?" Since sustaining a PVS patient's life ordinarily does not promise him or her remediation of the state of unconsciousness; and since consciousness is a condition for the pursuit of many of life's goods (although consciousness, of course, is not required to be alive); many of the reasons to act positively to sustain a PVS patient's life have dropped away all, that is, but the good of their still being alive. So one is not obligated to do everything possible to sustain the life of a PVS patient, e.g., spend all one's savings. Removing forms of life support that promise no reasonable hope of recovery, or that are scarce, costly, or extremely invasive can be legitimate. One should do what reasonably can be done to care for a loved one suffering from PVS without feeling that one must do everything that can be done.  

Accepting burdens
We acknowledge moreover that the total care of the person in this state can and does impose a burden -- he or she must not only be fed and hydrated, but kept warm in the winter, cool in the summer, given a home etc. But these persons are not the only ones whose care cause burdens: staying up at night with one's infant child, caring for an elderly parent,
tending to the needs of a sick spouse, or a disabled sibling, or an amputee from the military, all impose burdens. But these kinds of care are morally required by the Golden Rule and are honored by any civilized society. The Golden Rule also requires that a basic level of human care -- "ordinary and proportionate" -- be provided to PVS patients. We are grateful to the U.S. bishops' 2009 revision of the ERDs for clarifying that such care includes the provision of food and water.

Notes:
[1] This definition is central to the "Joint Statement on Vegetative State" issued by participants at the International Congress on Life-Sustaining Treatments and Vegetative State: Scientific Advances and Ethical Dilemmas sponsored by the International Federation of Catholic Medical Associations and the Pontifical Academy for Life in Rome 17-20 March 2004, accessible at http://www.fiamc.org. We think this is a better description of the "vegetative state" than that given in an earlier study by Bryan Jennett, The Vegetative State: Medical Facts, Ethical and Legal Dilemmas (Cambridge University Press, 2002), chapter 1.
[2] The following sources provide scientific evidence that some VS patients can respond consciously to stimuli in the environment, including painful stimuli: "Silent Minds: What Scanning Techniques Are Showing About Vegetative Patients," in New Yorker, October 15, 2007, summarizing the work of Adrian Owen, a British neurologist, and "Willful Modulation of Brain Activity in Disorders of Consciousness," the on-line edition of the New England Journal of Medicine, February 3, 2010, accessible at http://content.nejm.org/cgi/content/full/NEJMoa0905370, summarizing later work of Owen, and the work of Morton Monti, Audrey Vanhaudenhuyse, et al.
[3] The text of the papal address is available at: http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/speeches/2004/march/documents/hf_jp-ii_spe_20040320_congress-fiamc_en.html
[4] The bishops' revision was strongly opposed by progressive Catholic bioethicists and health care providers; e.g., in February 2009, seven directors of bioethics programs at Jesuit universities, calling themselves the "Consortium of Jesuit Bioethics Programs," published an essay in Commonweal magazine urging the American bishops not to amend the ERD 59.
Fortunately, the bishops were not unduly influenced by the essay. See Consortium of Jesuit Bioethics Programs, "Undue Burden? The Vatican and Artificial Nutrition and Hydration," Commonweal 136.3 (February 13, 2009); see the reply by fourteen Catholic ethicists, including to authors of this essay: "Reply to the Jesuit Consortium," Ethics & Medics, vol. 34, no. 6 (June 2009), 3-6.
[5] Germain Grisez, "May a husband consent to stopping feeding his permanently unconscious wife?" (Q. 47), Difficult Moral Questions (Franciscan Press, 1997), pp. 218-225.
E. Christian Brugger is a Senior Fellow of Ethics at the Culture of Life Foundation and is an associate professor of moral theology at St. John Vianney Theological Seminary in Denver, Colorado. He received his Doctorate in Philosophy from Oxford in 2000.
William E. May, is a Senior Fellow at the Culture of Life Foundation and retired Michael J. McGivney Professor of Moral Theology at the John Paul II Institute for Studies on Marriage and Family at The Catholic University of America in Washington, D.C.
Providing Oxygen to a Dying Patient - Extraordinary Measures
http://www.ewtn.com/library/Marriage/zaidscond.htm  

By William E. May, Washington, D.C., May 19, 2010 
Questions on bioethics asked by a ZENIT reader and answered by the fellows of the Culture of Life Foundation

.
The May 5 column "Are Food and Water Extraordinary Measures?" elicited this response from a reader:
Q: Is it all right in the eyes of the Church to withdraw oxygen from an extremely ill patient (COPD) who requires it, if the family requests it? Let's say, the patient's life is coming to an end, but the family is busy and needs to return home. They need to solidify matters of the money and belongings of the patient and move on with their lives, and the doctor says, "Okay, she is going to die soon, anyway." Is this okay?" -M.A., Omaha, NE
A: COPD (Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease) is a serious lung disease that makes it harder and harder for a person to breathe. It includes chronic bronchitis, emphysema, or both. The leading cause is cigarette smoke (see http://www.spiriva.com/consumer/about-copd/index.jsp). Oxygen therapy is a treatment that has been shown to help people with COPD live longer.
Today, oxygen can be delivered in many ways, from small machines that concentrate oxygen from the air, to liquid and compressed gas systems that are light and portable (see http://www.advair.com/copd/understand-copd/copd-treatment-options.html?src=1copd&rotation=30490752&banner=208373884&kw=p174405363&247SEM).
Many of my friends suffering from COPD have lived for more than a decade because of the oxygen they receive in the way described. One died last week as a result of heart failure in his sleep (not caused by COPD) who had been receiving oxygen in this way for more than five years during which he led a happy, full life, driving his car in order to visit family members, etc.
In my judgment, provision of oxygen to such persons is morally required by the teaching of the Church insofar as the therapy (treatment) is neither futile (useless) nor excessively burdensome, and hence must be regarded as "ordinary" or "proportionate" treatment. Deliberately to withdraw this therapy as a means of ending the person's life is an act of euthanasia that is morally condemned by the Church.
Giving Oxygen to the Dying
http://www.zenit.org/article-29448?l=english
By William E. May, Washington, D.C., June 2, 2010 
Question on bioethics asked by a ZENIT reader and answered by the fellows of the Culture of Life Foundation.

Follow-up: Oxygen and the Dying
The March 31 column "Providing Oxygen to a Dying Patient" elicited this question from a reader:
Q: I was wondering if your analysis extends to someone on a ventilator?
Under what conditions is a ventilator considered to be an extraordinary measure? I know Dr. Paul Byrne and the American Life League have a very conservative view on this question. Is seems that your analysis of the COPD patient would put you on the same side of the ventilator question as Dr. Byrne and ALL. Can you comment? -J.P. of Saddle Brook, New Jersey
A: There is a great difference between withholding or withdrawing someone from a ventilator and withholding or withdrawing oxygen from a person suffering from COPD. Persons suffering from COPD are not dying or in immediate danger of death. Receiving oxygen delivered by portable canisters allows them to move about as they please (visit friends and family, drive cars, travel, etc.) and is neither futile nor burdensome (e.g., the cost is not prohibitive). Thus the care given them is "ordinary" or morally obligatory; deprived of it they will be deprived of the good of life itself.
Ventilators are "ordinary" care for persons who are not dying -- e.g. temporarily on a ventilator while recovering from some emergency or from a procedure such as a tracheostomy; in such instances ventilators are neither futile nor unduly burdensome. But ventilators are "extraordinary," i.e., not morally required and can (and sometimes should) be removed, if the person is in the process of dying. Continuing their use prolongs the person's dying, is futile, and may impose grave burdens. I hope that this suffices to answer your question and shows the great differences between withholding/ withdrawing oxygen from COPD patients and withholding/withdrawing a ventilator.

Catholics and the Politics of the Death Penalty  
http://www.insidecatholic.com/feature/catholics-and-the-politics-of-the-death-penalty.html
By Deal W. Hudson, August 12, 2010
On January 29, the Catholic Mobilizing Network to End the Death Penalty (CMN) was launched. According to its executive director, Karen Clifton, the CMN was created "with the encouragement of the USCCB."

The support of the bishops' conference is substantial. The Coordinating Committee includes both Kathy Saile, the director of the Office of Domestic Concerns, and John Carr, the executive director of the Department of Justice, Peace & Human Development. The organization's web site carries the logo of the USCCB and contains welcome videos from Archbishop Edwin O'Brien of Baltimore and Bishop Joe S. Vasquez of Austin.

As most Catholics know, Church teaching on the death penalty developed under the leadership of Pope John Paul II. His encyclical Evangelium Vitae did not rule out use of the death penalty altogether, as some people think, but stated it should be used only "in cases of absolute necessity," adding "such cases are rare, if practically non-existent" (56). For John Paul, the dignity of the human person demanded that Catholics look for "bloodless means" to protect the common good from the threat of those who are guilty of taking innocent human life.

Thus, there's no avoiding the fact that political arguments about the death penalty are going to play a role in the pro-life debate. Clifton makes this point in her article written for the Catholic Conference for Kentucky:
To have a consistent ethic of life, we need to deliberate and come to understand that all life is precious to God, even those guilty of heinous crimes. As Catholics we are called to be consistently Pro-Life.

The "seamless garment" argument used by Clifton, of course, raises questions about what those connected with the Catholic Mobilizing Network will be saying about the pro-life position of politicians. As everyone knows too well, this version of Catholic social teaching has been used for more than four decades to provide cover for Catholic politicians who do not oppose abortion. 

Clifton herself does not seem disposed to raise the bar very high when it comes to describing a politician as pro-life. Her name can be found on a petition on the Catholic Democrats' Web site endorsing then-candidate Sen. Barack Obama as "pro-life." The statement signed at the time by Clifton says the following:

Looking through the lens of Catholic Social Teaching, Senator Obama has spent his entire career striving for the common good. He supports health care programs that will cover all Americans, a living wage for working families, and solutions that allow distressed families to stay in their homes. And rather than trying to overturn Roe v. Wade, an ineffective strategy for 40 years, Senator Obama will reduce abortions. How? By promoting health care for pregnant women and better infant care, day care and job training. In fact, data has shown that social and education programs actually reduce abortions.

Clifton was quoted on the NETWORK Web site saying she got the idea for the CMN at a conference sponsored by Catholics in Alliance for the Common Good. (See my article on the conference, "The Catholic Left Meets in Philadelphia.") Catholics in Alliance predictably supported Obama, having received start-up money from a foundation funded by the pro-abortion, anti-Catholic George Soros.

Clifton reports on NETWORK that CMN has "created one hour workshops for parishes . . . and is finishing up a 6 week course on the Sanctity of Life." I sent Clifton an e-mail asking if she still considered Obama pro-life, but had not heard back from her by press time.

The stated purpose of Clifton's organization is to "end the death penalty" by educating "the lay community through our courses on the Church's teachings on the death penalty" and facilitating "respectful and informed discourse within the Catholic community and the community at large."

These are all admirable goals, but the obvious caveat is how the effort of CMN will result in applying the pro-life label to politicians who support abortion but oppose the death penalty. Conversely, will CMN staff argue that members of Congress with a 100 percent pro-life voting record are not really pro-life if they do not want to end the death penalty?

This kind of misapplied moral equivalency was the hallmark of the Catholic effort for Obama during the campaign. It's implicit in the statement endorsing Obama signed by Clifton herself.

Most of the pseudo-equivalency arguments about a candidate's pro-life credentials during the 2008 campaign were based upon their support for the Iraq War. With Obama's escalation of the war in Afghanistan, this kind of argument will no longer work. Let's hope the work of CMN is not used to supply the missing leverage to bolster the pro-life credentials of abortion supporters or diminish those who oppose it. Any arguments about the sanctity of life, after all, make no sense if they don't arise from the obligation of protecting the not-yet-born.
Resisting the duty to die 

http://www.eurekastreet.com.au/article.aspx?aeid=23345 

By John Kleinsman, September 21, 2010
The debate about euthanasia, or more accurately 'physician assisted suicide' — let's not dress it up by using soft language like 'death with dignity' — has reared its head again. We are told that there should be a legal right for certain persons (specifically doctors) to be able to kill an individual when that is what the individual wants. 

This claim to the right to assisted suicide, which comes out of a deep seated fear of the dying process, will have far reaching effects on the elderly and the sick should it become legalised. 

The other evening I was chatting with an older woman, a casual acquaintance, who lives alone: 'You know,' she said, 'I get the distinct feeling that as I am getting older I am becoming more and more invisible.' Just days ago I talked with an elderly man in his 80s, a widower of three years who is struggling to come to terms with his increased level of dependency: 'I feel that I am just a burden on my family,' he said. 

Where is this all coming from? 

It is interesting that the debate about assisted suicide has arisen only in certain societies, namely affluent western societies. Why is that? It's a question that is rarely explored. I believe the debate is a feature of those societies where certain assumptions prevail; where the dominant notion of personhood is individualistic and the dominant 'virtue' is the individual's right to make his or her own choices. 

This emphasis on autonomy and rights shapes us to see the world as belonging to those who are independent, strong and productive. Unfortunately, the price-tag that comes with this is that we struggle to deal with weakness and vulnerability. The sick and dying, the disabled and the elderly have, at best, a tenuous grasp on existence in such a world; they sit uncomfortably and precariously on the margins. 

Those in favour of legalising assisted suicide argue that it is simply about recognising freedom of choice — the right of each person to make their own decisions. It is pointed out that those who do not wish to end their lives like this can still exercise their choice without interference. Why, then, should they impose their moral standards and beliefs on others? the argument goes. 

It seems a fair enough question, but it's based on a misguided notion. We don't make our choices in isolation — we are affected by the underlying and mostly hidden assumptions of our society. So often we are unaware of the impact of these assumptions, even while they shape us; indeed, they are all the more powerful for being implicit, as there is no reflection involved. 

From this it follows that in a society in which the sick, dying, disabled and elderly are undervalued, the 'right' to die will all too quickly become a 'duty' to die. People who feel neglected, undervalued and invisible will understandably think they are a burden and will want to do the 'right' thing. 

While there will always be people wanting to exercise the choice to die at the hand of another no matter how much support they have, research suggests their numbers are very small. As Madeleine Bunting notes, this needs to be weighed up against the 'cost' to society of much greater numbers of vulnerable people being exposed to the subtle and not so subtle forms of psychological coercion that flow from the underlying assumptions mentioned above. 

Common sense and reflection tell us that the psychological pressures on those who are most vulnerable will only increase given the country's ageing population. Figures quoted in recent reports estimate that while we currently spend about 4 per cent of our GDP on superannuation, that amount is expected to rise to 8 per cent by 2030.At the same time, healthcare spending will also continue to increase at a greater rate than our income growth. 

More than ever, we require strong political leadership willing to address the financial and social challenges associated with ageing populations while ensuring a greater degree of protection for the most vulnerable. 

The issue of assisted suicide cannot be debated as if it exists in a moral vacuum. We need to join the dots and make the connections between the debate about assisted suicide and all the interrelated issues. We need to think about assisted suicide within the bigger social, economic and political picture and more in terms of protecting the common good. 

Equally, as individuals and as a society, we need to recognise our complicity in fostering the perception held by many who are elderly and ill that they are a burden. 

At the same time we need to help them to accept the realities of greater dependence that accompany old age and imminent death. We have the medical knowledge to deal with pain and other aspects of the dying process and the specialist care needed is available through the hospice movement. 

In the interests of protecting the vulnerable members of our society, we must not legalise assisted suicide. We should instead deal with our deep seated fear of the dying process — this is where our real struggle for freedom lies rather than in the freedom to choose to demand that someone else end my life. 

John Kleinsman is Director The Nathaniel Centre, the New Zealand Catholic Bioethics Centre. This is an edited version of an editorial that appeared in the Centre's journal, The Nathaniel Report. 
Read comments
The Threat of Euthanasia - Interview With Cardinal Renato Martino
http://www.zenit.org/article-30540?l=english
Rome, October 4, 2010 
The retired president of the Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace is warning against the threat of euthanasia and a society that allows some people the "right" to kill the suffering.

Cardinal Renato Martino spoke about euthanasia in this interview given to the television program "Where God Weeps" of the Catholic Radio and Television Network (CRTN) in cooperation with Aid to the Church in Need. "Where God Weeps" deals with the situation of the suffering Church and this normally implies focusing on the developing world. 

However, in this interview the program targeted a suffering closer to home and one that is self-inflicted: euthanasia. 

Q: Let us start with the definition. What would we be speaking about when we talk about euthanasia? 

Cardinal Martino: The Greek roots of the word mean "good death," but euthanasia is not good death because it is something against life. 

And so this is the principle: Life is a gift of God from the beginning of conception until natural death. 

Q: And natural is the key word?  

Cardinal Martino: This is the key word. That means: Death must come by itself when God wants, not when we want. 

Q: Your Eminence, I will quote here Pope Benedict: "Ending a person's life is a false solution to the problem of suffering" -- what you referred to already and -- "[a solution] not worthy of human dignity." What does he mean by this? 

Cardinal Martino: He means that life must be respected even when it is in danger. I would say, more in danger than in ordinary conditions. 

I want to recall the encyclical, "Caritas in Veritate" of Pope Benedict XVI. For the first time, in any encyclical, he speaks about two human rights: the right to life and the right to religious freedom. 

All the social encyclicals never spoke about this, but Pope Benedict XVI brings it up because the right to life is very well connected with the development of a person. And so it must be respected. And concerning euthanasia, the Pope says: "Further grounds for concern are those permitting euthanasia as well as pressure from lobby groups nationally and internationally in favor of its juridical recognition." So he condemns specifically the juridical recognition.

Q: So it's very clear? 

Cardinal Martino: It is very clear, as the Church condemns the recognition of abortion because it is killing life. 
In Paragraph 155 of the Compendium [of the Social Doctrine of the Church, which is a review of all the teachings, on social matters, of the Popes since Leo XIII] in enumerating about human rights, the first human rights it speaks about are: right to life and right to religious freedom. 

The first right presented in this list is "the right to life from conception to its natural end which is the condition for the exercise of all other rights and, in particular implies, the illicitness of every form of procured abortion and of euthanasia." John Paul II has proclaimed the "Gospel of Life" time and again. 

Q: Some have suggested that this present culture of death traces back to or is a return to the Nazi ideology: one which was a warped understanding of freedom, of the ability of someone to make decisions over somebody else, whether that life was fit to be lived or not? 

Cardinal Martino: In the end it is that, because someone has the right to decide over another. This is not acceptable because human rights are for everybody without exception. 

I have the right to life and you have the right to life and I cannot hinder your right to live and the other rights. 

Q: If we consider that euthanasia is an intrinsic evil, what is the responsibility of every Catholic, every Christian to this question of euthanasia? 

Cardinal Martino: Every Catholic, every Christian, has to, of course, oppose it because, again it is something that goes against us; it is an offence to all human dignity. And that is why we have to oppose it with all our strength. This campaign for euthanasia is increasing and all those who have been defending life against abortion are now doing and giving the same effort to campaign against euthanasia. 

Q: Euthanasia is now possible in Luxembourg, in Belgium, in Holland and some states in the United States. It is a relatively new phenomenon to Western civilization. What are the roots of this culture and how did we get here? 

Cardinal Martino: We got here exactly when we thought that the life of someone has become useless, when we thought that the better thing is for that person to go. 

And this shouldn't be, because human life, as I said, is a gift and we have to take care of this gift. Often we or people say that it is a life of suffering but if we take the value of the suffering not only for the one who suffers but also for everyone, this is very precious. 

Our faith is based on suffering, the suffering of Jesus who has accepted the way of the cross to redeem us and that is the value of suffering for others. It is a treasure and we have to value it.  

Of course there is the necessity of alleviating the pain of those who are suffering but not to kill them. 

Q: Can one say that we've fundamentally moved from an understanding of life as being the "sanctity of life" to one where we are speaking more of the "quality of life?"

Cardinal Martino: Yes, the quality of life; what is the definition of quality of life? Is it: I have to get every material thing? I don't think this is the real definition of quality of life; this is not the real quality of life because quality of life is composed by many factors including human suffering. 

A mother who gives birth to a child suffers, yet we accept that and this is suffering. 

This interview was conducted by Mark Riedemann for "Where God Weeps," a weekly television and radio show produced by Catholic Radio and Television Network in conjunction with the international Catholic charity Aid to the Church in Need.

For more information: www.WhereGodWeeps.org
Catholics and “Do-Not-Resuscitate” Orders - The Moral Principles Behind Its Ethical Use
http://www.zenit.org/article-30838?l=english
By William E. May, Washington, D.C., November 3, 2010 
Here is a question on bioethics asked by a ZENIT reader and answered by the fellows of the Culture of Life Foundation.

Q: Is a "do-not-resuscitate" order ever ethical? Shouldn't a patient in an emergency situation always be resuscitated, so that the family can evaluate with some time and care what are the limits of ordinary and extraordinary care (and is that distinction used anymore)? -K.T., Kansas City, USA.
A: The Church does not explicitly address the morality of a "do-not-resuscitate order," but it still uses the distinction between "ordinary" or "proportionate" (=morally obligatory) and "extraordinary" or "disproportionate" (=morally not obligatory) treatments. Moreover the Church clearly teaches that it is morally wrong to impose on anyone the obligation to accept treatments that impose undue burdens on him, his family, and the wider community or to accept treatments that do not offer reasonable benefits or are useless or futile. This is the teaching found both in the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith's May, 1980 Vatican Declaration on Euthanasia ("Iura et Bona"), Part IV on "Due Proportion in the Use of Remedies," and in the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops' Ethical and Religious Directives for Catholic Health Care Facilities.[1]
Before examining how the distinction between "ordinary/proportionate" and "extraordinary/disproportionate" treatment relates to the morality of a "do not resuscitate" order, we need to know the purpose of such an order, one intimately linked to the application of cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR). 
Cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR) and "do-not-resuscitate" directives
CPR can be administered both in the hospital for patients suffering cardiac arrest or outside a hospital by rescue crews called to save the lives of persons suffering cardiac arrest, and rescue teams routinely give CPR immediately. 
CPR very often saves lives, and persons whose lives have been saved by it and their families are then grateful to have their lives extended. 
But one can ask whether CPR, despite its good effect of saving a cardiac victim's life, is always the morally right thing to do and in the true best interests of the person. A DNR is an advance directive, legally recognized, giving a person or, if not competent, his health care proxy, authority to prevent CPR or, if it has begun, to withdraw it.
"extraordinary" or "disproportionate"
Both the Vatican Declaration on Euthanasia and the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (see footnote 1) explicitly affirm that a person or, if the person is incompetent, his proxy health care decision-maker can rightly refuse treatments that do not offer a reasonable hope of benefit or entail an excessive burden, or impose excessive expense on the family or the community. 
Excessive burdensomeness is perhaps the major criterion for determining whether a proposed treatment is "extraordinary/disproportionate." Excessive burdensomeness is the genus, and species of such burdensomeness include the treatment's riskiness, its bad side-effects and bad consequences on the life of the person [e.g. it may so disable a person he is no longer able to do his job and support his family; he may have to move to a different climate, leaving home, friends, and so forth]; the excessive pain of the treatment, and excessive expense that would imperil the economic security of the patient, the patient's family, and/or the community. Withholding or withdrawing such treatments is not euthanasia or a choice to kill oneself or another for merciful reasons. One does not judge a life excessively burdensome, one judges a treatment excessively burdensome. In making this judgment the "physical and moral resources of the patient" -- his or her "quality of life" in that sense -- can rightly be taken into account.
Another criterion helping us judge whether a given treatment, for a given patient, is "extraordinary" or "disproportionate" is the criterion of usefulness. In the Catholic tradition a means has been judged useless in the strict sense if the benefits it promises are nil or useless in a wider sense if the benefits conferred are insignificant in comparison to the burdens it imposes.

A moral principle
This principle can be expressed as follows: "A 'do-not-resuscitate' order is morally permissible if one can judge that CPR is excessively burdensome for this patient, taking into account his situation and his physical and moral resources, or that CPR imposes excessive expense on the family or community."
CPR can be administered either in a hospital to a patient who suffers cardiac arrest or outside a hospital by a rescue team to a person who stops breathing because of cardiac arrest. Examples illustrating how the moral principle justifying a "do-not-resuscitate order" in a hospital or outside a hospital will now be given.

The hospital scenario
Consider the following: a quadruple amputee who must live in a bucket and needs others to feed him, clothe him, and do everything for him; a person suffering from multiple sclerosis, blind, fed by nasogastric tubes with his conditioning worsening; persons in the final stages of pancreatic cancer. With others,[2] I think that he or his proxy could refuse CPR and insist that he not be resuscitated because of the terrible burdens he would then be made to suffer as a result from his underlying maladies and pathologies.

I also think that a senile hospital patient suffering from advanced cancer, but not imminently in danger of dying although in need of periodic chemotherapy or radiation therapy who then contracts pneumonia and then suffers cardiac arrest could also refuse CPR and post a "do-not-resuscitate" order to accept death by pneumonia rather than be resuscitated, rather than, as a result of the CPR and having the pneumonia cleared up by antibiotics, be made to suffer from advanced cancer. 

The "not-in-the-hospital" or home scenario
Analogous situations can occur in the home when a person suffers cardiac arrest and a rescue squad is summoned that routinely administers CPR because by doing so they correctly believe that they can prevent the person from dying if the procedure is successful. If the person suffering cardiac arrest is in very bad shape and in need of constant care at home, it seems to me that, taking into account his state and physical and moral resources the moral principle justifying a "do-not-resuscitate order" is applicable.
It is morally obligatory, as the magisterium teaches,[3] to provide by tubal means food and hydration to persons said to be in the "vegetative state" in order to sustain their lives. Such provision of food and hydration is not a treatment but is part of the ordinary care that ought to be given to sick and debilitated non-dying persons. However, a person is under no obligation to allow himself to be put in this condition. Knowing that if a person is deprived of oxygen (breathable air for more than, say 5 or 10 minutes), it seems to me that a person at home and not in the hospital (or one in the hospital as well) could ask for a "do-not-resuscitate" order if more than 10 minutes had elapsed since he had been able to breathe air or get oxygen to his brain in order to avoid being placed in this stage of existence. I suggest this as an example when the principle formulated is applicable, but I may certainly be mistaken.

Conclusion
I hope that these reflections answer the question raised. I acknowledge that advocates of euthanasia use "do-not-resuscitate" orders as a means for securing the death of the patient, but such orders of themselves can be used for morally bad purposes or morally good ones.

Notes
[1] The Vatican Declaration on Euthanasia thus says that a "correct judgment" about treatments to be used can be made "by studying the type of treatment, its degree of complexity or risk, its cost and the possibility of using it, and comparing these elements with the results that can be expected, taking into account the state of the sick person and his or  her physical and moral resources...one cannot impose on anyone the obligation to have recourse to a technique which is already in use but which carries a risk or is burdensome." 
Directive 56 of the USCCB's Ethical and Religious Directives for Catholic Health Care Facilities, referring to the Vatican Declaration, identifies "proportionate" or "ordinary" means as those offering "a reasonable hope of benefit and do not entail an excessive burden or impose excessive expense of the family or the community." Directive 57 states: "A person may forego extraordinary or disproportionate means of preserving life. Disproportionate means are those that in the patient’s judgment do not offer a reasonable hope of recovery or entail an excessive burden or impose excessive expense on the family or the community."
[2] See Pope John Paul II, Address of March 20, 2004 to International Federation of Catholic Medical Associations on Feeding and Hydrating Persons in the "Vegetative" State. http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/speeches/2004/march/documents/hf_jp-ii_spe_20040320_congress-fiamc_en.html.
See also Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, "Responses to Certain Questions of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops Concerning Artificial Nutrition and Hydration," accessible at http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_20070801_risposte-usa_en.html.
[3] See Pope John Paul II, Address of March 20, 2004 to International Federation of Catholic Medical Associations on Feeding and Hydrating Persons in the "Vegetative" State. http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/speeches/2004/march/documents/hf_jp-ii_spe_20040320_congress-fiamc_en.html.
See also Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, "Responses to Certain Questions of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops Concerning Artificial Nutrition and Hydration," accessible at http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_20070801_risposte-usa_en.html.

When medical care gets expensive - Economic Considerations in the Removal of Life Support
http://www.zenit.org/article-30996?l=english
By E. Christian Brugger, Washington,, D.C., November 17, 2010 
Here is a question on bioethics asked by a ZENIT reader and answered by the fellows of the Culture of Life Foundation.
Q: Is it ever legitimate to remove or withhold life-sustaining procedures from a patient in order to save excessive expenses to persons other than that patient (e.g., the patient's family, the community)? -W.G., Denver, USA
A: Given the danger of unfair rationing posed by the implementation of the Obama federal health care law, the question of whether others may legitimately decide whether I receive life-sustaining care promises to become menacingly pertinent. 
Would it be licit, for example, for a committee of physicians, or a hospital ethics board, or, heaven forbid, a gang of Washington bureaucrats, to decide that some needed but costly medical treatment, because it promises me too little quality of life over too short a time, should be withheld or removed from me? The question here is "who decides?"
What's not being questioned is the basic ethical legitimacy of patients refusing life-support. On this, there is no serious debate. In the Catholic Church over the past 30 years norms for the legitimate refusal of life-support have been formulated multiple times.[1] In one place, the Ethical and Religious Directives for Catholic Healthcare Services (ERDs) of the USCCB, the norm is worded as follows: 
"A person may forgo extraordinary or disproportionate means of preserving life. Disproportionate means are those that in the patient's judgment do not offer a reasonable hope of benefit or entail an excessive burden, or impose an excessive expense on the family or the community" (ERD, No. 58).
The directive states clearly the underlying norm: disproportionate means rightly may be refused. But notice the important words, "in the patient's judgment." The patient -- not the family, a hospital ethics committee or even (though you might find this startling) the Secretary for Health and Human Services -- should decide whether or not a means is disproportionate. The ERD identifies futility (no "reasonable hope of benefit"), the burden threatened, and excessive expense as legitimate grounds for making that judgment. And judging rightly in these matters may require counsel from experts and the advice of loved-ones. But the final judgment is for the patient to make.
Does the bare fact alone that patients decide for themselves make their decisions morally upright? Of course not. They might be inordinately influenced by depressive mental states, morbid fear, self-loathing, or a misguided sense of their own "right-to-die." Still, the decision rests with them. What's the basis for this norm?
Bioethics textbooks refer to it as the principle of "respect for patient autonomy." The concept of "autonomy" can be slippery and secular bioethicists tend to use it to justify a multitude of sins. But rightly construed it's perfectly legitimate. It means simply the quality of being self-governing. Humans, unlike dogs (or at least unlike my enormous Alaskan malamute, Wolfgang), are intelligent and free. Consequently, they can and do make for themselves free and informed decisions. In other words, they are self-governing (or self-determining, or in self-possession, or, as Aquinas says, self-moving) and, therefore, responsible. This status of being free and self-possessing is, in the Christian philosophical tradition, precisely the status of a person. In this sense, we can say persons are autonomous. 
Translated into an ethical directive, this means that competent adults should be left free to make their own healthcare decisions. It follows that patients should be adequately told whatever they need to know to make informed decisions about their health care (especially about treatments bearing upon the end-of-life); and they should be left free to make those decisions. To withhold information necessary for informed consent, or to impose upon patients a decision against their consent, disrespects their status of being free and self-possessing, that is, violates their autonomy.
But isn't this all falsified by the behavior of embryos, fetuses, babies, small children and severely cognitively impaired adults (and many college students), who manifestly don't make for themselves intelligent and free decisions? No, it is not falsified. Although they cannot, or cannot yet, exercise intelligence and free choice, they are still, all of them, humans. They are by definition -- following Aristotle -- animals of the rational type (and following Sacred Scripture, creatures made in God's image and likeness). By nature, embryos, babies and mentally disabled patients are rational beings -- persons, although their cognitive functions may lack development or be disabled. So they always should be respected precisely as persons. Proxy decision makers therefore have a duty to respect the rightful decisions of those for whom they are proxies. If they must make decisions for patients without knowledge of the patients' wills, they should place themselves in the position of the patients and ask themselves: "in this situation, how would I want to be treated?"
How then should we understand ERD 58 which says that a patient may decide to forgo life-support if it imposes an excessive expense on the family or the community? In considering whether or not to accept or continue some treatment, a patient may consider not only the burden that the cost of that treatment would impose on himself, but also the burden, including financial burden, it imposes on his family, or even the wider community. And he may forgo that treatment intending to free his family or community from that burden. It should be said, however, that his life is never rightly considered a burden from which he intends to relieve his family or community. This would be suicide. But his acceptance of a hastened death as a result of refusing costly treatment can be an act of mercy (perhaps even justice) towards his loved ones. The Vatican Declaration on Euthanasia writes: "Such a refusal is not the equivalent of suicide; on the contrary, it should be considered as an acceptance of the human condition, or a wish to avoid the application of a medical procedure disproportionate to the results that can be expected, or a desire not to impose excessive expense on the family or the community" (CDF, 1980, part IV) 
If a patient is permanently unconscious, a proxy caregiver may execute a pre-written order of the patient's for the removal of futile or burdensome procedures. One should never consent, however, to execute an order to remove means of care that are morally required, such as the feeding and hydrating of patients whose bodies can assimilate food and water. 
Would it ever be legitimate for the family of a patient to make the decision that some form of life-support is "disproportionate" exclusively on the grounds that it is excessively expensive to the family? After what was said above -- namely, that the patient, not the family, should decide -- it would appear not. But I would like to qualify this. 
I would say that if the patient has no advanced directive, and the form of life-support is not medically futile (e.g., ventilator use for patients with advanced Lou Gehrig's Disease), then ordinarily, even if the cost is burdensome, it would not be permissible to make a judgement for a patient that a treatment is "disproportionate" unless the caregivers know that this conforms to the will of the patient (even if that will is not expressed on an advanced directive). 

If family members do not know the patient's clear will on the matter, but they are confident that removal of life-support would not be contrary to the patient's will, then, in my opinion, it would only be legitimate to remove life support if the financial burden on the family was very grave, and then, only if the family could say honestly that such a decision would be expressive of the patient's will had he the opportunity to express his will.

Notes
[1] Cf. John Paul II, Encyclical Letter "Evangelium Vitae" (1995), No. 77; Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Declaration on Euthanasia (1980), part IV; United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, Ethical & Religious Directives for Catholic Health Care Services, 5th ed. (2009), Nos. 56-58, esp. 57.
E. Christian Brugger, Doctorate in Philosophy from Oxford in 2000, is a Senior Fellow of Ethics at the Culture of Life Foundation and is an associate professor of moral theology at St. John Vianney Theological Seminary in Denver, Colorado.

Priest uses papal history to argue for capital punishment

http://www.ucanews.com/news/priest-uses-papal-history-to-argue-for-capital-punishment/67376 

In these extracts from a much longer article, the reverend points out that executions have been enthusiastically endorsed by Popes in the past and capital punishment is not expressly described as evil by the Catechism.

By Rev. George W. Rutler, February 11, 2013

Capital punishment does not inspire roaring humor in healthy minds, so wit on the subject tends to be sardonic. Two of the most famous examples, of course, are: “In this country it is wise to kill an admiral from time to time to encourage the others,” and “Depend upon it, sir, when a man knows he is to be hanged in a fortnight, it concentrates his mind wonderfully.”
The first, “pour encourager les autres,” is in “Candide” where Voltaire alludes to the death by firing squad of Admiral John Byng in 1757 for having let Mincorca fall to the French. The second was Samuel Johnson’s response to the hanging of an Anglican clergyman and royal chaplain William Dodd for a loan scam. Byng’s death was the last instance of shooting an officer for incompetence, while Dodd’s was the last hanging at Tyburn for forgery. Dodd’s unsuccessful appeal for clemency was ghostwritten by Dr. Johnson.

It is not my concern here to take a position on capital punishment which the Catechism (# 2266) acknowledges is not an intrinsic evil and is rightly part of the state’s authority. This is nuanced by the same Catechism’s proposition that its use today would be “rare, if not practically non-existent. (#2267)” As a highly unusual insertion of a prudential opinion in a catechetical formula, this would seem to be more mercurial in application than the doctrine of the legitimacy of the death penalty.  What is oddly lacking, however, is reference to capital punishment as medicinal as well as punitive.... 

….In Rome in 1817, Pius VII reigning, Lord Byron saw three robbers beheaded in the Piazza del Popolo, and he also noted the priests attending those about to die, with banners and prayers in procession. The swift fall of the guillotine was preferable to the “vulgar and ungentlemanly” gallows in England.  Although Dr. Joseph Ignace Guillotin had promoted the use of the “Guillotine,” first called the “Louisson,” for its relative painlessness, a precursor was in use in Edinburgh in the mid sixteenth century. Regarded as a humane improvement, it was common in many European countries and was used in the Papal States for 369 executions from 1814 to 1870….

….The nickname of the papal executioner Bugatti was Mastro Titta, a slang for Master of Justice (Maestro di Giustizia.)  He wore a red cloak and showed ceremonial deference to his victims. Pope Pius IX let him retire at the age of 85 with a considerable pension. This pope, beatified by John Paul II in 2000, was unflinching in the importance with which he invested public executions as an “encouragement” to others….

….On June 12, 1855 a deranged hat maker and political subversive named Anotonio De Felici chased the Cardinal Secretary of State with a large fork. Cardinal Antonelli escaped unscathed and appealed to the Pope to commute the sentence from beheading to life imprisonment on the grounds of the man’s mental imbalance but was refused….

….Agatino Bellomo was the last to be executed in the Papal States, in Palestrina, on July 9, 1870.  When Blessed Pius IX was asked to grant a stay of execution for those condemned in 1868, the Pope firmly replied, “I cannot, and I do not want to.”  He certainly could have by law, which he embodied as state sovereign with ”plenitudo potestatis,”  but by enigmatically saying that he could not, he probably was declaring this a high matter of conscience in the interest of Augustinian tranquility of order as explained by such as Bellarmine, Liguori, Thomas More and Suarez….

….The grandson of St. Elizabeth Anne Seton, Archbishop Robert Seton, long-lived but less loved, wrote that during the course of a holiday in France as a boy, the ceremonious spectacle of a man being beheaded inspired him greatly to think of the dignity of life.  He was especially close to Leo XIII and St. Pius X who in 1905 reiterated the Roman Catechism of St. Pius V with reference to capital punishment:  “Far from being guilty of breaking this commandment (to do no murder) such an execution of justice is precisely an act of obedience to it. For the purpose of the law is to protect and foster human life.”

Full Story: Hanging Concentrates the Mind 

Source: Crisis Magazine
Questions answered by Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
1. http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=249  

October 9, 2004

I have been a neonatal nurse, caring for sick babies for 24 years. It has been not only my job but my calling. During a discussion with a co-worker about John Kerry, when I voiced my objection to his 100% pro-abortion voting record, this friend said he didn't understand my objection to that, when we obviously practice euthanasia here in our unit.
He was just trying to be argumentative, but the statement bothers me just the same. In rare instances, when all hope is gone, and a baby is dying, and it is only a matter of a few hours or minutes, we will remove all life-support so he/she can die in mom's arms in peace--some of these babies have NEVER been held by anyone because of the critical nature of their illness; if mom is unwilling or unable to hold the baby, we will hold them ourselves. 

I have always considered this a gift, certainly not euthanasia. We are not making a judgement, but trying to provide comfort and a peaceful death--it is so hurtful and sad when babies die without ever being held.

What does the Church say about stopping life support? I have always thought there is a difference between preserving life and prolonging death. Babies are born with some conditions that are not compatible with life or are fatal. When a baby was born with a progressive fatal neuromuscular disease and the neurologist suggested we withhold feedings, our whole unit rose up as a body and refused to starve her; our doctors sent her home with her family on tube feedings.

Are you familiar with Teri Schiavo's case in Florida? Why haven't more Catholic hierarchy spoken out in support of her life? This is all scary, disturbing stuff. -Therese
I think it is a wonderful gift and ministry to hold these dying babies. That is truly treating them with the dignity they deserve.
As for Catholic teaching on withholding medical care, extraordinary measures can be withheld, but normal medical care must never be withheld and to do so is a direct killing of the person and constitutes murder. Hydration and nutrition is "normal" medical care and as such that means that starving the person to death cannot be done and is a grave sin. 
Palliative is to be encouraged. The administration of pain killers and the like should be available to the person to make them as comfortable as possible, as long as the intention is to comfort the patient and not to kill him.
Here is the Catechism on the subject: … CCC #2276-2279 … -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
2. http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=354 

December 7, 2004

The question is about the death penalty. I read the part in the Catechism of the Catholic Church and in Evangelium Vitae but what if I still think that for a heinous crime the death penalty could be used? This would be a rare case and the crime would need to be particularly heinous. The pope said in Evangelium Vitae (quoting the Catechism of the Catholic Church) that "If bloodless means are sufficient to defend human lives against an aggressor and to protect public order and the safety of persons, public authority must limit itself to such means, because they better correspond to the concrete conditions of the common good and are more in conformity to the dignity of the human person".
The key word for me is "sufficient". What if the bloodless means are not sufficient, that the criminal can in the future be paroled or somehow his sentence reduced? What if the crime is so bad, that it seems that only death would be appropriate punishment? And if you did believe that the death penalty should be used rarely and only in the most heinous cases would you be in sin and have to abstain from the Eucharist? -Linda
A crime that might warrant the death penalty is NOT a crime that one can be paroled or have sentenced reduced. If one is truly guilty of a capital crime then they will spend the rest of their life in prison. Also the changes of escape of a capital criminal is almost zero.
There is no major country in the "first" world where the death penalty is needed. There are sufficient means to protect the public through incarceration in maximum security prisons.
The Catholic teaching is that if there is not sufficient means to protect the public then the death penalty is permissible IF it is applied fairly, with due process, done as a last resort and WITHOUT a motivation of revenge, and done as "humanely" as possible in its method.
The Pope and the US Bishops have both said that countries like the United States have little to no justification for the death penalty. In addition to having sufficient means to protect the public without applying the death penalty is the issue of putting to death innocent persons. Such a thing cannot be tolerated.
In the 1990's alone there were over 54 people on death row who were proven innocent and released. The issue of the innocent being put to death is not an isolated or rare thing. It happens and it can happen a lot. That alone is reason to not apply the death penalty until such time as further guarantees can be applied to protect the innocent.
There is no such thing as a crime so bad that we MUST inflict the death penalty. That rationale is one of vengeance, which as we know, belongs only to God.
The only legitimate use of the death penalty is not revenge or vengeance, or even punishment, it is to protect society. Therefore the only question is whether or not there is sufficient means to protect society without the death penalty.
The answer to that statistically is no, there is no justification for the death penalty. The public can be protected from capital murderers without the use of the death penalty. This is an observable fact.
Taking that fact and adding to it the fact that the death penalty is not fairly applied and that our current system cannot guarantee that the person is actually guilty, I do not know how anyone can justify its use.
With that said, the opinion of the American Bishops and the opinion of the Pope is not binding. Thus one can disagree on this subject of whether the death penalty is needed or not.
But if one is to disagree they better be ready to defend their opinion against the overwhelming facts and logic that suggest the lack of need for the death penalty.

Bottom line: The opinion of the Pope needs to be respected on this, but one does not have to agree. If one is to not agree, then do so with respect and also do so with reasoned thought and justification. Reasons "to punish" or to seek "vengeance" are invalid on their face.
Nevertheless, if your opinion differs from the Pope on this, you are not sinning. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
3. http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=495
February 19, 2005

I recently had the pleasure of watching Clint Eastwood's newest film "Million Dollar Baby" which was excellent. At the end of the movie, a young woman who is paralyzed from the neck down wants the character played by Clint Eastwood to euthanize her. Initially Eastwood hesitates and the young woman, intent on dying, bites her tongue and nearly bleeds to death. They sow her up, but she rips the stitching out of her tongue and tries again shortly after. This happens after one of her legs had to be amputated because of an egregious bedsore. It seems to me there are only three options, all of which are unacceptable to the Catholic faith: 1. Euthanasia, 2. Suicide, 3. keep her in a vegetative state so she can't hurt herself again. I asked this question on another website, but didn't get a real answer. -Eric
There are more than three options. Another option is to give this woman the support and counseling needed to help her overcome her self-hatred and despair. In addition, to begin a prayer campaign on her behalf that she will come to want to live. If necessary, the woman can be restrained, for example in a mental hospital, to prevent her attempting suicide until such time as medication and counseling can perhaps reach her.

But Euthanasia is murder, suicide is murder of self, and purposely causing the woman to be in a coma or vegetative state is an assault upon her human dignity. None of those options are possible.

What must be done is to commit her to a psychiatric facility, restrain her if needed to keep her from harming herself, administer medications, provide counseling, and form a prayer campaign on her behalf. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
4. http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=798
October 29, 2007

I was speaking with an anthropologist one day when he came into the store that I work at. I told him about my friend and I studying Catholicism, and he told me that he was a Christian, but the Bible contradicts itself. He mentioned the infamous scripture Exodus 22:18. (He didn't know where it was at in the Bible, but I knew what he was talking about.) Anyways, it says "Thou shalt not suffer a witch to live." His point was, if the Ten Commandments say that we should not kill, how can we not suffer a witch to live? What is your thoughts on this? -Bryon
There are no contradictions in the Bible in its religious teaching. There are several "apparent" contradictions that turn out to not be contradictions when properly interpreted. 
There are other passages that are merely two different views of the same story, but either version does not change the facts. An example of this is that one writer says that Judas hung himself. Another writer says that Judas jump into a pit of fire. The reason for the different stories is that no one really knew how Judas killed himself. There were several stories going around. 

If does not matter.

The point is that Judas killed himself. It does not matter how he did it.

There are other factual contradictions but none of these matters. The Bible is NOT a book of science, psychology, history, or anthropology. It is a book of religion that reveals the message of God to his people.

In its religious message there are no contradictions.

As far as various laws in the Old Testament there were many practices in the Old Testament that were contrary to what God intended. Moses allowed divorce because of the hardness of the hearts of the people but Jesus tells us that God never intended this.

As far as the specific law of the death penalty for witchcraft, idolatry was punishable by death in those days.

The Death Penalty per se does not violate to contradict the Fifth Commandment of "Thou shall not kill." The Church teaches that the Death Penalty can be done, and even be a responsibility of the state if that is the only way to protect society. Today there is little excuse for the death penalty, but in times past it was the only option available to adequately protect society.

The Catechism states:

#2267 Assuming that the guilty party's identity and responsibility have been fully determined, the traditional teaching of the Church does not exclude recourse to the death penalty, if this is the only possible way of effectively defending human lives against the unjust aggressor. 

If, however, non-lethal means are sufficient to defend and protect people's safety from the aggressor, authority will limit itself to such means, as these are more in keeping with the concrete conditions of the common good and more in conformity with the dignity of the human person. 

Today, in fact, as a consequence of the possibilities which the state has for effectively preventing crime, by rendering one who has committed an offense incapable of doing harm - without definitely taking away from him the possibility of redeeming himself - the cases in which the execution of the offender is an absolute necessity "are very rare, if not practically non-existent."

It is also permissible to kill to defend oneself or to defend one's family if that is the only way to protect oneself or one's family.
It is hard for us in the 21st century to understand how idolatry could be such a threat to society that it warrants the death penalty, but it did back then. At the time there was a major concern for contamination against the faith that would disrupt all of society. Idolatry was a MAJOR problem back then and is one of the reasons why Israel was in trouble so much of the time. So, at the time, idolatry was so disruptive to society that the death penalty was imposed to protect the society.

Under certain circumstances killing to defend oneself, to protect society against a criminal, or to protect a nation in war against an aggressor is permitted and it not a contradiction or violation of the Fifth Amendment.

As it is with any Bible passage, scriptures CANNOT be taken out of context but must be interpreted in the fuller context of the passage, the book, the entire Bible, and the Magisterial understandings of the Church. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
5. http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=804
October 31, 2007
One of the other recent posts made me think of this, and I've been actually contemplating the fifth commandment for a while. Please tell me your thoughts, and if my thinking is correct.
It is my understanding that although most people interpret the fifth commandment as "thou shalt not kill", the commandment is actually, "thou shalt not murder." All murder is killing, but not all killing is murder. "Murder" is an unjustified killing. There are many instances in which killing is justified, such as self-defense, or as a punishment for a number of offences as outlined in the Old Testament, etc. In such cases, those killings are not considered murder, and therefore do not violate the fifth commandment. I think there is a lot of confusion over this, and many people find supposed contradictions in Scripture because of this, but the confusion comes from an incorrect interpretation of the commandment. -Michael
You are essentially correct, but there is probably a reason why the Fifth Commandment does not use the word "murder." Murder is only one kind of unjustified killing. It is actually a legal term. One can violate the Fifth commandment through murder, manslaughter, abortion, euthanasia, suicide, and other ways. All of these methods are unjustified killing, but all of these methods are not necessarily called "murder."
Thus, rather than change the word "killing" to even more confusing terms like "murder" that may actually exclude certain kinds of immoral killing, and certainly excludes other types of behavior related to the Fifth Commandment as you will see below, we need to understand what kind of killing is evil and what kind of killing is justified and exactly what else is implied by the Fifth Commandment.

Essentially, killing is permitted AS A LAST RESORT ONLY 

1. To defend ourselves and our families and friends, 

2. To protect society (justifiable war against an aggressor), and 

3. To protect society against dangerous criminals (if there is no other way to protect society from them).

Below I quote the Catholic Catechism on the subject. This is rather long, but I thought it best to quote entire sections to provide complete context. 

In addition to the subjects quoted below the Fifth Commandment also pertains to issues of Respecting the Dignity of Persons. For example, because it can kill a soul, scandal is a sin against the Fifth Commandment, abuse against the body (excessive consumption of food, alcohol, tobacco, medicine, and drug abuse are sins against the Fifth Commandment). Scientific research on humans can be a sin against the Fifth Commandment if it is improperly done. Kidnapping, hostage taking, terrorism, torture, non-medically needed amputations, mutilations, and sterilizations on innocent people violates the Fifth Commandment. Disrespect for the bodies of the dead violates this commandment. 

Here are the major categories on the Fifth Commandment:

Legitimate defense 
2263 The legitimate defense of persons and societies is not an exception to the prohibition against the murder of the innocent that constitutes intentional killing. "The act of self-defense can have a double effect: the preservation of one's own life; and the killing of the aggressor.... The one is intended, the other is not."

2264 Love toward oneself remains a fundamental principle of morality. Therefore it is legitimate to insist on respect for one's own right to life. Someone who defends his life is not guilty of murder even if he is forced to deal his aggressor a lethal blow: 

If a man in self-defense uses more than necessary violence, it will be unlawful: whereas if he repels force with moderation, his defense will be lawful.... Nor is it necessary for salvation that a man omit the act of moderate self-defense to avoid killing the other man, since one is bound to take more care of one's own life than of another's.

2265 Legitimate defense can be not only a right but a grave duty for one who is responsible for the lives of others. The defense of the common good requires that an unjust aggressor be rendered unable to cause harm. For this reason, those who legitimately hold authority also have the right to use arms to repel aggressors against the civil community entrusted to their responsibility. 

The Death Penalty 

2267 Assuming that the guilty party's identity and responsibility have been fully determined, the traditional teaching of the Church does not exclude recourse to the death penalty, if this is the only possible way of effectively defending human lives against the unjust aggressor. 

If, however, non-lethal means are sufficient to defend and protect people's safety from the aggressor, authority will limit itself to such means, as these are more in keeping with the concrete conditions of the common good and more in conformity with the dignity of the human person. 
Today, in fact, as a consequence of the possibilities which the state has for effectively preventing crime, by rendering one who has committed an offense incapable of doing harm - without definitely taking away from him the possibility of redeeming himself - the cases in which the execution of the offender is an absolute necessity "are very rare, if not practically non-existent." 

Intentional homicide 
2268 The fifth commandment forbids direct and intentional killing as gravely sinful. The murderer and those who cooperate voluntarily in murder commit a sin that cries out to heaven for vengeance. 

Infanticide, fratricide, parricide, and the murder of a spouse are especially grave crimes by reason of the natural bonds which they break. Concern for eugenics or public health cannot justify any murder, even if commanded by public authority. 

2269 The fifth commandment forbids doing anything with the intention of indirectly bringing about a person's death. The moral law prohibits exposing someone to mortal danger without grave reason, as well as refusing assistance to a person in danger. 

The acceptance by human society of murderous famines, without efforts to remedy them, is a scandalous injustice and a grave offense. Those whose usurious and avaricious dealings lead to the hunger and death of their brethren in the human family indirectly commit homicide, which is imputable to them. 

Unintentional killing is not morally imputable. But one is not exonerated from grave offense if, without proportionate reasons, he has acted in a way that brings about someone's death, even without the intention to do so. 

Abortion 
2270 Human life must be respected and protected absolutely from the moment of conception. From the first moment of his existence, a human being must be recognized as having the rights of a person - among which is the inviolable right of every innocent being to life. 

Before I formed you in the womb I knew you, and before you were born I consecrated you. 

My frame was not hidden from you, when I was being made in secret, intricately wrought in the depths of the earth.

2271 Since the first century the Church has affirmed the moral evil of every procured abortion. This teaching has not changed and remains unchangeable. Direct abortion, that is to say, abortion willed either as an end or a means, is gravely contrary to the moral law: 
You shall not kill the embryo by abortion and shall not cause the newborn to perish. 

God, the Lord of life, has entrusted to men the noble mission of safeguarding life, and men must carry it out in a manner worthy of themselves. Life must be protected with the utmost care from the moment of conception: abortion and infanticide are abominable crimes.

2272 Formal cooperation in an abortion constitutes a grave offense. The Church attaches the canonical penalty of excommunication to this crime against human life. "A person who procures a completed abortion incurs excommunication latae sententiae," "by the very commission of the offense," and subject to the conditions provided by Canon Law. The Church does not thereby intend to restrict the scope of mercy. Rather, she makes clear the gravity of the crime committed, the irreparable harm done to the innocent who is put to death, as well as to the parents and the whole of society. 

2273 The inalienable right to life of every innocent human individual is a constitutive element of a civil society and its legislation: 

"The inalienable rights of the person must be recognized and respected by civil society and the political authority. These human rights depend neither on single individuals nor on parents; nor do they represent a concession made by society and the state; they belong to human nature and are inherent in the person by virtue of the creative act from which the person took his origin. Among such fundamental rights one should mention in this regard every human being's right to life and physical integrity from the moment of conception until death." 

"The moment a positive law deprives a category of human beings of the protection which civil legislation ought to accord them, the state is denying the equality of all before the law. When the state does not place its power at the service of the rights of each citizen, and in particular of the more vulnerable, the very foundations of a state based on law are undermined.... As a consequence of the respect and protection which must be ensured for the unborn child from the moment of conception, the law must provide appropriate penal sanctions for every deliberate violation of the child's rights." 

2274 Since it must be treated from conception as a person, the embryo must be defended in its integrity, cared for, and healed, as far as possible, like any other human being. 

Prenatal diagnosis is morally licit, "if it respects the life and integrity of the embryo and the human fetus and is directed toward its safe guarding or healing as an individual.... It is gravely opposed to the moral law when this is done with the thought of possibly inducing an abortion, depending upon the results: a diagnosis must not be the equivalent of a death sentence." 

2275 "One must hold as licit procedures carried out on the human embryo which respect the life and integrity of the embryo and do not involve disproportionate risks for it, but are directed toward its healing the improvement of its condition of health, or its individual survival." 

"It is immoral to produce human embryos intended for exploitation as disposable biological material." 

"Certain attempts to influence chromosomic or genetic inheritance are not therapeutic but are aimed at producing human beings selected according to sex or other predetermined qualities. Such manipulations are contrary to the personal dignity of the human being and his integrity and identity" which are unique and unrepeatable.[image: image13] 

Euthanasia 
2276 Those whose lives are diminished or weakened deserve special respect. Sick or handicapped persons should be helped to lead lives as normal as possible. 

2277 Whatever its motives and means, direct euthanasia consists in putting an end to the lives of handicapped, sick, or dying persons. It is morally unacceptable. 
Thus an act or omission which, of itself or by intention, causes death in order to eliminate suffering constitutes a murder gravely contrary to the dignity of the human person and to the respect due to the living God, his Creator. The error of judgment into which one can fall in good faith does not change the nature of this murderous act, which must always be forbidden and excluded. 

2278 Discontinuing medical procedures that are burdensome, dangerous, extraordinary, or disproportionate to the expected outcome can be legitimate; it is the refusal of "over-zealous" treatment. Here one does not will to cause death; one's inability to impede it is merely accepted. The decisions should be made by the patient if he is competent and able or, if not, by those legally entitled to act for the patient, whose reasonable will and legitimate interests must always be respected. 

2279 Even if death is thought imminent, the ordinary care owed to a sick person cannot be legitimately interrupted. The use of painkillers to alleviate the sufferings of the dying, even at the risk of shortening their days, can be morally in conformity with human dignity if death is not willed as either an end or a means, but only foreseen and tolerated as inevitable Palliative care is a special form of disinterested charity. As such it should be encouraged. 

Suicide 
2280 Everyone is responsible for his life before God who has given it to him. It is God who remains the sovereign Master of life. We are obliged to accept life gratefully and preserve it for his honor and the salvation of our souls. We are stewards, not owners, of the life God has entrusted to us. It is not ours to dispose of. 

2281 Suicide contradicts the natural inclination of the human being to preserve and perpetuate his life. It is gravely contrary to the just love of self. It likewise offends love of neighbor because it unjustly breaks the ties of solidarity with family, nation, and other human societies to which we continue to have obligations. Suicide is contrary to love for the living God. 

2282 If suicide is committed with the intention of setting an example, especially to the young, it also takes on the gravity of scandal. Voluntary co-operation in suicide is contrary to the moral law. 

Grave psychological disturbances, anguish, or grave fear of hardship, suffering, or torture can diminish the responsibility of the one committing suicide. 

2283 We should not despair of the eternal salvation of persons who have taken their own lives. By ways known to him alone, God can provide the opportunity for salutary repentance. The Church prays for persons who have taken their own lives.

Avoiding war
2307 The fifth commandment forbids the intentional destruction of human life. Because of the evils and injustices that accompany all war, the Church insistently urges everyone to prayer and to action so that the divine Goodness may free us from the ancient bondage of war. 

2308 All citizens and all governments are obliged to work for the avoidance of war. 

However, "as long as the danger of war persists and there is no international authority with the necessary competence and power, governments cannot be denied the right of lawful self-defense, once all peace efforts have failed." 

2309 The strict conditions for legitimate defense by military force require rigorous consideration. The gravity of such a decision makes it subject to rigorous conditions of moral legitimacy. At one and the same time: 

- The damage inflicted by the aggressor on the nation or community of nations must be lasting, grave, and certain; 

- All other means of putting an end to it must have been shown to be impractical or ineffective; 

- There must be serious prospects of success; 

- The use of arms must not produce evils and disorders graver than the evil to be eliminated. The power of modem means of destruction weighs very heavily in evaluating this condition. 

These are the traditional elements enumerated in what is called the "just war" doctrine. 

The evaluation of these conditions for moral legitimacy belongs to the prudential judgment of those who have responsibility for the common good. 

2310 Public authorities, in this case, have the right and duty to impose on citizens the obligations necessary for national defense. 

Those who are sworn to serve their country in the armed forces are servants of the security and freedom of nations. If they carry out their duty honorably, they truly contribute to the common good of the nation and the maintenance of peace. 

2311 Public authorities should make equitable provision for those who for reasons of conscience refuse to bear arms; these are nonetheless obliged to serve the human community in some other way. 

2312 The Church and human reason both assert the permanent validity of the moral law during armed conflict. "The mere fact that war has regrettably broken out does not mean that everything becomes licit between the warring parties." 

2313 Non-combatants, wounded soldiers, and prisoners must be respected and treated humanely. 

Actions deliberately contrary to the law of nations and to its universal principles are crimes, as are the orders that command such actions. Blind obedience does not suffice to excuse those who carry them out. Thus the extermination of a people, nation, or ethnic minority must be condemned as a mortal sin. One is morally bound to resist orders that command genocide. 

2314 "Every act of war directed to the indiscriminate destruction of whole cities or vast areas with their inhabitants is a crime against God and man, which merits firm and unequivocal condemnation." A danger of modern warfare is that it provides the opportunity to those who possess modern scientific weapons especially atomic, biological, or chemical weapons - to commit such crimes. 

2315 The accumulation of arms strikes many as a paradoxically suitable way of deterring potential adversaries from war. They see it as the most effective means of ensuring peace among nations. This method of deterrence gives rise to strong moral reservations. The arms race does not ensure peace. Far from eliminating the causes of war, it risks aggravating them. Spending enormous sums to produce ever new types of weapons impedes efforts to aid needy populations; it thwarts the development of peoples. Over-armament multiplies reasons for conflict and increases the danger of escalation.  
2316 The production and the sale of arms affect the common good of nations and of the international community. Hence public authorities have the right and duty to regulate them. The short-term pursuit of private or collective interests cannot legitimate undertakings that promote violence and conflict among nations and compromise the international juridical order. 

2317 Injustice, excessive economic or social inequalities, envy, distrust, and pride raging among men and nations constantly threaten peace and cause wars. Everything done to overcome these disorders contributes to building up peace and avoiding war: 

Insofar as men are sinners, the threat of war hangs over them and will so continue until Christ comes again; but insofar as they can vanquish sin by coming together in charity, violence itself will be vanquished and these words will be fulfilled: "they shall beat their swords into plowshares, and their spears into pruning hooks; nation shall not lift up sword against nation, neither shall they learn war anymore."
I know I answered you with a LOT MORE than you asked for, but hopefully this fuller context helps to better understand the Fifth Commandment. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
6. http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=806
November 1, 2007 
While I would never consider killing someone in self-defense "murder", I wonder that NOT killing for self-defense isn't the better course of action which shows more faith in God?
If we truly turn the other cheek, then when someone threatens our life would it not be a greater act of faith to trust in God and not take the life of the aggressor? Especially when our actions may lead them to Christ?
Again, I don't think anyone is sinning who defends themselves, but I do see it as a lack of faith. –Jonathan
Before you make a decision about such things I think you need to more fully understand the issues. Ultimately you must follow your conscience, but frankly, a pure pacifism that would never kill even to save one's own life or especially the lives of another may be an act of selfishness and irresponsibility and be gravely sinful. There are times when we have a duty and obligation to protect ourselves and our families with deadly force (as a last resort, of course).
In this matter of self-defense one never INTENDS to kill. In fact, if one intends to kill an aggressor in self-defense then one sins. Rather, one intends to stop the aggressor from harming oneself or one's family. 
If in the course of resisting that aggressor deadly force just happens to be required then that is morally acceptable and even a duty. But, the death of the aggressor must be an unintended consequence not the goal of self-defense (this is called the doctrine of double effect).

The Catechism explains: … CCC #2276-2279 …

This last part essentially teaches that one does not have the luxury to "die rather than defend oneself" when one has responsibility for others. If one does not attempt to defend oneself and is killed as a result, children can be forced into poverty, for example. We have a grave duty to not put our children into such a condition. If an aggressor attacks our children then we have a grave duty to protect them even if that means the death of the aggressor. When others are involved, instead of us being alone and unattached, we have an obligation to defend ourselves and others even if the aggressor is killed in the process.

If an aggressor breaks into my house and tries to rape and kill my four year old daughter and I just stand there and allow him to do it when I have the means and opportunity to at least try to stop him, which may cause his death in the process, then I will stand before God to account for my gravely sinful inaction.

In fact, the Church teaches that to see sin happen and do nothing about it when one has the means and opportunity to do something about it makes one an accomplice to that other person's sin. (CCC 1868).

By the way, that Biblical passage about "turning one's cheek" is NOT about pacifism. It has nothing whatsoever to do with that. The passage is talking about not taking revenge or seeking retaliation. It DOES NOT teach that we are to be a door mat for people or that we must stand idly by and allow a person to harm us and our families.

Thus, the answer to your question is that the greater faith and greater trust in God can be to defend oneself and one's family even if that unintentionally causes the death of the aggressor.

To fail in protecting one's family out of some misplaced sense of pacifism can be sinful. It can be a profound act of self-righteous selfishness to fail in defending oneself, even unto the aggressor's death, or especially to fail in defending one's family and friends. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
7. http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=816
November 18, 2007

Mark Dean Schwab, 38 has been granted a stay of execution. You'll most likely praise God that a man who raped and then locked an 11 year old boy in a trunk to suffocate has gained a longer lease on life. I'd rather speed his way to hell; by the way the Church has ALWAYS supported the government right to execute criminals to protect the public so get over it and support justice. -Willa
It would appear that you may be risking grave sin yourself by your attitude of revenge and your wishing to condemn this man to hell.
We have an example of this un-Christian attitude in the Bible with another case that, at the time in the first century, warranted execution.

Most of us know the story -- the woman caught in adultery (John 8:3-11):

And the scribes and Pharisees brought to Him a woman taken in adultery. And standing her in the midst, they said to Him, Teacher, this woman was taken in adultery, in the very act. 
Now Moses in the Law commanded us that such should be stoned. You, then, what do you say? They said this, tempting Him so that they might have reason to accuse Him. But bending down, Jesus wrote on the ground with His finger, not appearing to hear. 

But as they continued to ask Him, He lifted Himself up and said to them, He who is without sin among you, let him cast the first stone at her. And again bending down, He wrote on the ground. 

And hearing, and being convicted by conscience, they went out one by one, beginning at the oldest, until the last. And Jesus was left alone, and the woman standing in the midst. And bending back up, and seeing no one but the woman, Jesus said to her, Woman, where are the ones who accused you? Did not one give judgment against you? 

And she said, No one, Lord. And Jesus said to her, neither do I give judgment. Go, and sin no more.

Jesus did not criticize the people for judging the woman an adulteress. She was. He criticized them for condemning her.

You wishing Mark Schwab to hell places you at risk for going to hell yourself. Your un-charity and grave sin of rash judgment is profound. Mark Schwab has been sentenced for his crime. That does not mean that he cannot ask forgiveness from God while on Death Row. It Schwab as repented and asked God's forgiveness then despite his crime he may go to heaven. God will forgive ANYONE, even Hitler, if that person genuinely repents and seeks forgiveness. We cannot know the heart of Mark Schwab. Your statement to wish him to hell is the grave sin of rash judgment. Shame on you.

Second, the Church does allow for the death penalty AS A LAST RESORT and only under certain conditions. You need to read the WHOLE teaching and not just the part that suits your sinful bitterness and revenge.

Here is the WHOLE teaching: … CCC #2266-2267 …
Today, in fact, as a consequence of the possibilities which the state has for effectively preventing crime, by rendering one who has committed an offense incapable of doing harm - without definitely taking away from him the possibility of redeeming himself - the cases in which the execution of the offender is an absolute necessity "are very rare, if not practically non-existent." 

There is no excuse for the death penalty in the United States or any other "first world" country. In fact, the only "first world" countries still barbaric enough to impose the death penalty are, I believe, the United States and Japan.
[image: image14]In the 1990's there were 52 men on death row PROVEN to be innocent. The number of innocent men killed by the State is unknown, but even one is in utter violation of the dignity of man, the concept of justice, and the civilization we claim to possess. 

So get over it dear. The Church does not support the death penalty unless it is absolutely necessary and the identity of the guilty party is CERTAIN. The Pope and the U.S. Bishops have both affirmed that the necessity of the death penalty does not exist in countries like the United States. The Church NEVER supports the death penalty from a motivation of revenge and retribution. The only reason for the death penalty is to protect society from harm.

Repent of your un-charity and condemning attitude. I hope you confess this before your next reception of our Lord in the Eucharist.

Our maximum security prisons are sufficient to protect society from these criminals without resorting to killing them. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
8. http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=839 

December 13, 2007

I was wondering that if something that is written in the Catholic Catechism of the Church should be changed by a Pope, is this permissible? Is the CCC teachings infallible? Are they Doctrine?
For instance, on my mind is the question about Capital Punishment. Currently there are conditions that allow the use of Capital Punishment. Yet in our day and age we have the "bloodless" means to keep society protected from aggressors. I know that Pope John Paul II and our current Pope Benedict XVI are opposed to the death penalty and want it abolished. If it should become abolished, then would the statement in the CCC be changed as well? 
How authoritative is the CCC? Does the Pope and Magisterium of the Church supersede any written part of the CCC? 
In our day and age in our society is morally permissible to use the death penalty even though the CCC does not expressly forbid its use? –Claire

The Catechism of the Catholic Church is a summary of official Church Magisterial teaching -- it is Magisterial teaching. As such it contains all four levels of Church teaching from infallible dogma, to infallible definitive doctrine, to authoritative teaching, to disciplinary teaching.
The doctrine of the Church on Capital Punishment has not changed and will not change. A society has a responsibility to protect its citizens from harm. If the only way to protect society from a murderer is the death penalty then it is appropriate to utilize the death penalty as long as the criteria of the Church is met concerning certainly of the offender, fairness in application, and humaneness in method.

However, in terms of current societal conditions, the Pope has stated that in this day in age, at least in the first world nations, that the need of the death penalty is virtually non-existent. This is also stated in the Catechism.

If that societal condition changes whereby the death penalty is needed once again, then the Church will amend that statement, but the teaching about society's responsibility to protect its citizens even by the death penalty under certain conditions will remain.

Here is the catechism on the death penalty: … CCC #2267 …
Thus, paragraph one and two is settled doctrine. Paragraph three may theoretically change with societal conditions. 

If every nation on the earth abolished the death penalty (which almost all first world nations have; only the United States and Japan still have the death penalty) this teaching remains. The duty of society to protect its citizens still is true. The need for the death penalty to accomplish that protection is still a possibility theoretically at least. What changes are the societal conditions; not the doctrine.

While the death penalty remains a theoretical possibility under Church doctrine, it has become obsolete and unnecessary is what the Pope is saying. That is not likely to change. But, if we were to have a major catastrophe such as a global nuclear war, or a major meteor strike the earth, we may be thrown back into conditions similar to the middle ages. That could necessitate the death penalty to protect society since we would no longer have the structures to incarcerate murderers as we do now.

You ask if it is morally permissible to perpetrate the death penalty when the Catechism does not expressly forbid it? But, the Catechism, as a summary of official Magisterial teaching, does forbid the death penalty unless certain conditions are true.

The death penalty is permitted "if this is the only possible way of effectively defending human lives against the unjust aggressor".

Further...

If, however, non-lethal means are sufficient to defend and protect people's safety from the aggressor, authority will limit itself to such means, as these are more in keeping with the concrete conditions of the common good and more in conformity to the dignity of the human person.

This Magisterial statement does not say that authority "may" limit itself on the death penalty when non-lethal means are available, it says that authority WILL LIMIT ITSELF.

The current practice of the death penalty in the United States is morally evil since we do have non-lethal means that are sufficient to protect our society and those who support it are promoting a moral evil. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
9. http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1073
June 25, 2008

What are the views of the Church on death penalty? I don't know where you lie but I'm an American and I just read that the Supreme Court rejected giving the death penalty to people who raped kids. -Suzanne
The Catechism states: … CCC #2267 …
This last statement was made by Pope John Paul II. While the death penalty may be morally permitted, its use may only be as a last resort to protect society, and only if justly applied. In societies, such as the United States and Europe, where there is more than adequate means to protect society through a Life in Prison, then the death penalty is not a moral choice for that society.

As stated, "The cases in which the execution of the offender is an absolute necessity 'are rare, if not practically nonexistent.'"

As for the man who raped those poor kids, this teaching applies to him as well. There is no need to execute him. Society can be protected by sentencing him to Life in Prison without Parole.

One of the other criteria the Church mentions about the death penalty is that when it does need to be used, it must be used to as a last resort protect society, NOT as an act of revenge for the victims, or revenge enacted by the State. Revenge is immoral of any reason.

Thus, those people who commit horrors, like raping kids, mass murder, or any other heinous crime, their penalty may be life in prison without parole, but not the death penalty in societies like the United States.

Another aspect of Church teaching is that one must be sure that the person executed is the right man. In the 1990's 52 people on death row were unequivocally proven innocent and were released. Currently there are hundreds and hundreds of people in prison who have been found innocent even after 25 years. At least those people can be let out of prison. If we make a mistake with a man who is executed, we cannot resurrect him and say, "oops, we made a mistake, sorry." -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
10. http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1273
January 9, 2009

If God gave us all free will then man has a right to choose whatever he likes to do with himself as long as it doesn't affect the rights of his neighbour; notwithstanding the fact that the particular action is moral or immoral. Individuals should take greater responsibility for the actions and decisions that they make.
Abortion is evil because it interferes with someone else’s rights, namely an unborn child. Thus it should be illegal. The same goes with any unborn individual.
Euthanasia on the other hand, is an act by a consenting and of age individual choosing to terminate his own life. The act in itself is immoral, but should a government restrict someone from having that choice? No. "Let the dead bury the dead"
A government should not determine how people live. A government’s role is to protect the people’s individual human rights, protect private property and "blindly" enforce the law.
Non-political institutions (such as the Church) have the role of inviting people to live according to their teachings, but should never exert undue pressure to force someone into something they don't want to do. For instance, if you enter a PRIVATE Catholic hospital you would not have the choice of euthanasia. The Church and not the government would be able to dictate how individuals could act and behave on private Catholic property. If someone wasn't happy to live according to Christ's teaching they would simply not seek the Church's services. 

The distinction of Church and State is a great blessing for both institutions.
RON PAUL 2012!
I am beginning to read devout Catholic and prominent lecturer, Dr. Thomas E Woods. I’m still a long way off in understanding his ideas but I’m slowly coming to grips with them. What do you think? -Jonas
Well, Jonas, your thinking is deeply flawed and contradictory.
To begin with Free Will is a gift that God has given us that is supposed to give us the freedom to choose and love Him. But, this gift also allows a person the capacity to choose against God, to reject Him, and to sin.

Thus, this capacity gives us the ability, not the right, to choose whatever he likes to do with himself regardless of whether or not it harms others. A person can choose to murder, rape, steal, torture, slander, etc. all of which harms others.

You state a person can "choose whatever he likes to do with himself as long as it doesn't affect the rights of his neighbour; notwithstanding the fact that the particular action is moral or immoral." If something is immoral it automatically harms others. Anything that harms others affects and effects the rights of his neighbor.

So, before we get out of the first paragraph we have fatal flaws in your thinking.

You end the paragraph with, "Individuals should take greater responsibility for the actions and decisions that they make." This is true, but free will gives the person the ability to choose otherwise. To posit this true statement is to apply morality, which is to apply God's economy, which is what God intended with his Gift.

In terms of Euthanasia you make a wrong presumption. Euthanasia is not always performed at the consent of the person. Most often it is doctors and/or family members who make this decision for the person (who is unconscious or otherwise not able to express their intent. So-called "Living Wills" do not resolve this problem since all that establishes is the person's view at the time he enacted the document. Has he changed his mind? Perhaps, but the doctors and/or family makes the decision for him. While is this true for all end-of-life statements including those asking to be removed from extraordinary measures to be allowed to die naturally, at least this is a request to be allowed to die naturally. A document that says "kill me" is not acceptable. Euthanasia is killing a person unnaturally, a deliberate act of killing. We normally call this murder.

Your thinking about the role of government to not intrude upon personal decisions is also deeply flawed. Society and nations have a moral obligation under God to promote, support, and facilitate through its laws and powers the dignity of the human person. This is Church teaching.

The Catholic Catechism states: 
SOCIAL JUSTICE
1928 Society ensures social justice when it provides the conditions that allow associations or individuals to obtain what is their due, according to their nature and their vocation. Social justice is linked to the common good and the exercise of authority.

I. RESPECT FOR THE HUMAN PERSON
1929 Social justice can be obtained only in respecting the transcendent dignity of man. The person represents the ultimate end of society, which is ordered to him:

What is at stake is the dignity of the human person, whose defense and promotion have been entrusted to us by the Creator, and to whom the men and women at every moment of history are strictly and responsibly in debt. 
1930 Respect for the human person entails respect for the rights that flow from his dignity as a creature. These rights are prior to society and must be recognized by it. They are the basis of the moral legitimacy of every authority: by flouting them, or refusing to recognize them in its positive legislation, a society undermines its own moral legitimacy. If it does not respect them, authority can rely only on force or violence to obtain obedience from its subjects. It is the Church's role to remind men of good will of these rights and to distinguish them from unwarranted or false claims.

1931 Respect for the human person proceeds by way of respect for the principle that "everyone should look upon his neighbor (without any exception) as 'another self,' above all bearing in mind his life and the means necessary for living it with dignity." No legislation could by itself do away with the fears, prejudices, and attitudes of pride and selfishness which obstruct the establishment of truly fraternal societies. Such behavior will cease only through the charity that finds in every man a "neighbor," a brother.

1932 The duty of making oneself a neighbor to others and actively serving them becomes even more urgent when it involves the disadvantaged, in whatever area this may be. "As you did it to one of the least of these my brethren, you did it to me."

Euthanasia … CCC #2276-2279 …
Suicide … CCC #2280-2283 …
As I have already written before there is no such thing as a separation of Church and State. Our morality (whether evolved in Church or not) is inseparable from our political activities. In fact, politics is the expression of our moral values. The only question is "What are our moral values?"

You say, "A government’s role is to protect the people’s individual human rights, protect private property and "blindly" enforce the law."

Well, the Church, who speaks for God, says that government as a obligation to promote and protect human dignity and God's purpose for government trump man's definitions. That protection of human dignity is to protect and respect life at all levels. There are moral issues that cannot be compromised if society is to be healthy. While it may not be appropriate to make fornication illegal, the protection of life is absolute and must be protected by government. Life, liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness was the clarion call of our experiment. Nothing else is possible without life.

While an individual may want to die by euthanasia or suicide, the society cannot promote their desires because it depreciates the dignity of all men. The government has an obligation to legislate against these evil behaviors for the good of the individual and of society.
The same is true about marriage. Marriage is a sacred estate established by God and is the foundation of society. For government to allow homosexual marriage this does violence not only to the sacredness of marriage, but undermines the foundation of family and of society, which leads to the fall of society. This has happened before in ancient Rome. Homosexual, bisexual, and heterosexual perversions was a major factor in the demise of Rome.

Frankly, Jonas, you need to stop reading Libertarian literature and start reading the Catechism. Your Faith must be the springboard for all else. Politics must be filtered through the Catholic Worldview. Libertarianism as a whole is inconsistent with a Christian worldview.

I might add, what I said before, that radical individualism is a characteristic of Satanism. God's economy is not radical individualism, but is a communitarianism, and no, that is not communism or socialism, it is family, a paterfamilias (meaning father head of the family).

11. http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1802
November 3, 2010
I have a question about how to speak to those who believe in death on demand. They feel it is merciful and dignified to not let a fellow human suffer. I understand the Church's teaching about suffering. But of course many of these people are atheists and definitely not sharing in our Catholic teaching about the value of suffering for our own and other souls. How can I speak to these people? I fear I do not have the gift of apologetics and I am not good with the English language when I am put on the spot. All I can think of is how it is a form of murder. And the murder of another human being even to alleviate suffering is still murder. But it's hard to get this across in a way it will make sense and impact them so they can understand. -Jonas
Well the first rule of apologetics is that it is not our job to convince anyone of our Faith. Our job is to be the messenger, to present the faith to people in as convincing and persuasive way as we can, but to leave the convincing to the Holy Spirit. Jesus said that, "No one can come to me unless the Father who sent me draws him..." (John 6:44).
What you must do is to simply explain the Catholic position on Euthanasia. Euthanasia is deliberately taking someone's life. That is the very definition of murder. It is a violation of the very essence and dignity of Life.
Dignity is not found in killing someone because they are sick or infirmed or in killing oneself. The Doctrine of Suffering is very much a part of this (see the Q&A I just answered about suffering). Suffering is redemptive. It is a privilege to join our suffering with that of Christ. Atheists, and similarly thinking people, will have no understanding of this. All we can do is to appeal to the truth and let the Holy Spirit work on their conscience.

This appeal can begin explanation of Church teaching in the Catechism:

Euthanasia … CCC #2276-2279 …
I also suggest that you read the article, What About the Right to Die? Here's how to answer the common arguments of the culture of death by Fr. Frank Pavone.

With this information you can answer the basic questions about Church teaching on euthanasia. But, arguing the case is not productive. Avoid the bait and trap of debate. Merely state what the Church teaches. It your opponent does not like those answers, that is his problem.

In the end, I would say, "Look, there is nothing to argue here. This is what the Church teaches and what the Church teaches is what God teaches about the dignity and sanctity of life. You can accept it or reject it, that is your choice, and you will be held accountable for your choice, as we all will be."
At that point, the opponent will often try to bait you into argument about the Church killing people in the Crusades or the Inquisition. Since such an opponent is not interested in the truth, I would not debate the person. Rather, I would reply, "Your assertions about the Inquisition are not true, which can be proven with documentary evidence. But, since you are merely trying to bait me and are not interested in the truth, I shall not indulge you. Good day."
Most likely the person will then call you names and accuse you of hiding the truth about the Church, or goad you with, "you can't prove your position can you", or "you are a liar", or "you just don't want to hear the truth" or "you know I am right about this" or "you and your Church are cruel and heartless", or a whole host of other nonsense. Resist the temptation to reply. Allow the person to think his stupid thoughts and opinions. Do not give in to what is actually the pride of response. Just walk away and let the person blather away. Let him stew in the juices of his own stupidity.

St. Paul said it well in teaching us the principle of avoiding unproductive argumentation:

But avoid stupid controversies, genealogies, dissensions, and quarrels over the law, for they are unprofitable and futile. As for a man who is factious [divisive, heretical], after admonishing him once or twice, have nothing more to do with him, knowing that such a person is perverted and sinful; he is self-condemned. (Titus 3:9-11)

Then pray for that person that he will someday be open to the Holy Spirit to come to a knowledge and faith in the Truth.
The Absurd Logic of Assisted Suicide
http://www.nationalreview.com/human-exceptionalism/428685/assisted-suicides-absurd-logic
By Wesley J. Smith, December 17, 2015
Canadian journalist Andrew Coyne has written some of the best critiques of legalized euthanasia of which I am aware.  He has another A+ effort out in today’s National Post reacting to the recommendations of an ethics panel for implementing that country’s Supreme Court order to allow euthanasia. From, “The Absurd Logic of Assisted Suicide:” 

When dispatching a patient by lethal injection, would a doctor be obliged to sterilize the needle? 
I think they almost certainly would. Old habits die hard, you should pardon the expression, and the unconscious need to shroud an act that at time of writing remains illegal under the Criminal Code as a routine medical procedure would make it unthinkable to do otherwise, however nonsensical it may be. That’s the thing about normalizing suicide. It requires us to set aside all prior assumptions except the most absurd ones. It rushes past all sorts of distinctions that might once have seemed important — between killing yourself and killing someone else, for example — yet clutches wildly at others, as if they were any more likely to withstand the momentum of its logic. 

Exactly. Once you accept euthanasia’s premise, your mindset turns 180 degrees: Up becomes down, in becomes out, compassion becomes killing. Coyne’s conclusion shows exactly where Canada–and the US, if we keep following the same path (albeit, more slowly)–are heading: 

Advocates see suicide…as a release from suffering; not as an evil to be prevented, but as a service to be provided (indeed, the panel recommends it be done at public expense). This presents the right to die, not as a limited one, such as the right to drive, but as an unlimited one, inhering in all persons — rather like the right to life. And, it has to be said, it is by far the more coherent of the two arguments. For if assisted suicide is a right to be released from suffering, how can that be restricted to adults? Are we to condemn children to endless torment, where we would not an adult? Likewise for the mentally incompetent: Are we really so indifferent to their pain as to allow their disability to stand in the way of its alleviation? If they are unable to consent to their own death, should they not be assisted, intellectually, in the same way as those physically unable to kill themselves are to be assisted? This is not some dire prophecy. It is, as the panel reminds us, the logic of assisted suicide. By making it lawful to euthanize children, we would only be following where Belgium and the Netherlands have led; by applying it to the mentally ill, we would be doing no more than Switzerland has already done. If that is where we want to go, so be it. But let us at least be clear that that is what is really at stake. 

Indeed. The lure of death is becoming like a black hole from which little light escapes. Or, as Coyne put it so well several years ago in the wake of widespread public support for a father who murdered his 12-year-old daughter because she had cerebral palsy: 

A society that believes in nothing can offer no argument even against death. A culture that has lost its faith in life cannot comprehend why it should be endured. 

I fear we are quickly devolving into that nihilistic society. It is still not too late to stop the current slide. But we had better do that quickly, or we will soon be over the cliff.    
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To defend his purity, Saint Francis of Assisi rolled in the snow, Saint Benedict threw himself into a thorn bush, Saint Bernard plunged into an icy pond . . . You . . . what have you done? -St. Josemaria Escriva

Homosexuality

https://simple.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homosexuality EXTRACT

Homosexuality is a sexual orientation. A homosexual person is romantically or sexually attracted to people of their own gender. Men who are romantically or sexually attracted to other men are called gay. Women who are romantically or sexually attracted to other women can be called gay as well, but are usually called lesbians. People who are romantically or sexually attracted to men and women are called bisexual.
Together homosexual, bisexual, and transgender people make up the LGBT community, which stands for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender. It is difficult to say how many people are homosexual. Homosexuality is known to exist in all cultures and countries.

One may say that homosexuality is the term used for people that feel romantically or sexually attracted to their own sex, but other definitions also exist. When one views homosexuality as the term for people that feel romantically or sexually attracted to their own sex, more people are gay than when one might view homosexuality as only a term for people who do have sexual relationships with their own sex. Usually, the term is used to view all the people who are romantically or sexually attracted to their own sex, as well as those with such attractions who have not had a sexual relationship with their own sex yet. Nonetheless, the most visible form of homosexuality is the actual relationship. Most 'evidence' of homosexuality in ancient cultures comes from drawings of the men in an intimate relationship or sex, because it's the most obvious.
The word homosexual comes from the Ancient Greek word homo, meaning "same", and the Latin word for "gender". People in the LGBT community usually say "gay" instead of "homosexual." Some people also use the term homophile (from Greek όμος ("homos", meaning the same) and φιλεῖν ("philein"; meaning to love). This term emphasizes romantic interest in the same sex, rather than sexual attraction.

There are many different words to describe homosexual people. Some of these are used to insult homosexual people. However, the LGBT community sometimes uses these words to describe themselves because the word "homosexual" can sound too clinical. This is done to make the words less hurtful. Some words to describe homosexual men are gay and queer. Words to describe homosexual women are lesbian and dyke. Lesbian is used most often. Dyke is used less often and is sometimes used to describe lesbians who are more masculine (act or dress more like men). However, "queer" and "dyke" are sometimes used against gay people as insults, so they can sometimes be offensive.

When homosexual people keep their sexual orientation a secret, they are said to be "in the closet". "Out" or "out of the closet" is a slang term that means a homosexual person is open about his or her sexual orientation. This means he or she does not hide the fact that he or she is homosexual. Some gay and lesbian people stay in the closet because of fear of what would happen or because they live in a place that is not safe for homosexuals.
Sometimes people who are 'out' also say they are 'proud'. "Out" means they are not hiding their sexual orientation. "Proud" means that they are pleased about it. "Proud" or "Pride" has a special meaning in the LGBT community. It means they are celebrating and being happy that they are homosexual. It is not 'pride' meaning that they have done something to be proud of, but 'pride' meaning the opposite of shame. Many cities have "Pride Parades". These used to be protest marches. Today, they are usually celebrations of the LGBT community. They usually occur in June, in memory of the 'Stonewall Riots' that happened in New York City in 1969. These riots happened because police harassed and arrested people for being homosexual. 'Stonewall' or the 'Stonewall Riots' are sometimes called the start of the LGBT rights movement.

The causes of homosexuality and bisexuality are controversial (people do not agree on them). Some people see homosexuality and bisexuality as a choice that a person makes. However, many modern scientists have theorized that homosexuality is not a choice. The causes of homosexuality are not all understood, but genetics and the effects of prenatal hormones (when a baby is growing in its mother) and environment are sometimes thought to be causes. Scientists also show that homosexuality happens not only in humans. Some animals (like penguins, chimpanzees, and dolphins) often show homosexuality, some even for life-long periods as is the case with humans. 
Doctors used to treat gay people as if they had mental illnesses. However, homosexuality is no longer called a disease by doctors in many countries. There are some religious and non-religious groups who still try to 'cure' homosexuality. This is sometimes called 'conversion therapy'. In therapies like this one, homosexual individuals have tried to change themselves to heterosexual and have even claimed they were changed, but most people do not believe it is possible.

Conversion therapy or reparative therapy aims to change sexual orientation from homosexual to heterosexual. It is condemned by medical and psychiatry groups such as the American Psychological Association, American Psychiatric Association, Royal College of Psychiatrists, National Association of Social Workers, Royal College of Nursing, and the American Academy of Pediatrics. These scientific and educated groups are concerned that such therapy is a violation of the ethical principles of health care, and violates human rights.

Many people believe that it is unfortunate to discuss causes of homosexuality and bisexuality without discussing causes of heterosexuality, too. Although it is easy to understand why heterosexuality exists (heterosexual sex produces babies), that does not explain how the brain develops to produce heterosexual people. Heterosexuality, homosexuality, and bisexuality all have causes, and some people believe that to discuss only the causes of homosexuality and bisexuality suggests that there is something wrong with people who have those orientations.

Today there are twenty-two countries that allow homosexual people to marry: Argentina, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Denmark, England, Finland, France, Iceland, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Republic of Ireland, Scotland, Spain, South Africa, Sweden, Uruguay, the United States and Wales. The Netherlands was first in2001. It is also legal in six Native American tribes.
Instead of marriage, some countries or states offer homosexuals civil unions or domestic partnerships. 
This gives them some of the protections and benefits of marriage, but not all. Civil unions and domestic partnerships are sometimes seen by the LGBT community as being 'second class' (not as good as 'first class'). They do offer some benefits for gay and lesbian couples, but they also suggest that these couples are not as important or valid as heterosexual couples. Some people even say this is like the "separate but equal" rules that were used to segregate people by race in the United States. They believe that separate is never equal and homosexuals should not accept being second class citizens.

Many religions teach that homosexual sex is a sin. Such religions traditionally include Islam, Christianity and Judaism. Usually, it is only the act of sexual intercourse that is considered sinful and not natural. Not all believe the attraction, is sinful, just the actions in response to the desire.
However, some denominations (different parts) of these religions and some eastern religions now accept homosexuality. There are several other religions that are accepting of homosexuality, particularly new religions. There are also some religions which are indifferent to homosexuality, such as Zoroastrianism and Jainism.

Homosexuality

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homosexuality EXTRACT

Homosexuality (from Ancient Greek ὁμός, meaning "same", and Latin sexus, meaning "sex") is romantic attraction, sexual attraction or sexual behavior between members of the same sex or gender. As a sexual orientation, homosexuality is "an enduring pattern of emotional, romantic, and/or sexual attractions" to people of the same sex. It "also refers to a person's sense of identity based on those attractions, related behaviors, and membership in a community of others who share those attractions."[1] [2]
Along with bisexuality and heterosexuality, homosexuality is one of the three main categories of sexual orientation within the heterosexual–homosexual continuum.[1] There is no consensus among scientists about why a person develops a particular sexual orientation.[1] Many scientists think that nature and nurture – a combination of genetic, hormonal, and environmental influences – factor into the cause of sexual orientation.[1] [3] They favor biologically-based theories,[3] which point to genetic factors, the early uterine environment, both, or the inclusion of genetic and social factors.[4]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homosexuality" \l "cite_note-L.C3.A5ngstr.C3.B6m2010-5" [5] There is no substantive evidence which suggests parenting or early childhood experiences play a role when it comes to sexual orientation;[4] when it comes to same-sex sexual behavior, shared or familial environment plays no role for men and minor role for women.[5] While some people believe that homosexual activity is unnatural,[6] scientific research has shown that homosexuality is an example of a normal and natural variation in human sexuality and is not in and of itself a source of negative psychological effects.[1]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homosexuality" \l "cite_note-PAHO-7" [7] Most people experience little or no sense of choice about their sexual orientation,[1] and there is insufficient evidence to support the use of psychological interventions to change sexual orientation.[8]
The most common terms for homosexual people are lesbian for females and gay for males, though gay is also used to refer generally to both homosexual males and females. The number of people who identify as gay or lesbian and the proportion of people who have same-sex sexual experiences are difficult for researchers to estimate reliably for a variety of reasons, including many gay or lesbian people not openly identifying as such due to homophobia and heterosexist discrimination.[9] Homosexual behavior has also been documented and is observed in many non-human animal species.[10] [11] [12] [13] [14]
Many gay and lesbian people are in committed same-sex relationships, though only recently have census forms and political conditions facilitated their visibility and enumeration.[15] These relationships are equivalent to heterosexual relationships in essential psychological respects.[2] Homosexual relationships and acts have been admired, as well as condemned, throughout recorded history, depending on the form they took and the culture in which they occurred.[16] Since the end of the 19th century, there has been a global movement towards increased visibility, recognition, and legal rights for homosexual people, including the rights to marriage and civil unions, adoption and parenting, employment, military service, equal access to health care, and the introduction of anti-bullying legislation to protect gay minors.

In cultures influenced by Abrahamic religions, the law and the church established sodomy as a transgression against divine law or a crime against nature. The condemnation of anal sex between males, however, predates Christian belief. It was frequent in ancient Greece; "unnatural" can be traced back to Plato.

Though the relationship between homosexuality and religion can vary greatly across time and place, within and between different religions and sects, and regarding different forms of homosexuality and bisexuality, current authoritative bodies and doctrines of the world's largest religions generally view homosexuality negatively. This can range from quietly discouraging homosexual activity, to explicitly forbidding same-sex sexual practices among adherents and actively opposing social acceptance of homosexuality. Some teach that homosexual orientation itself is sinful,[232] others state that only the sexual act is a sin,[233] others are completely accepting of gays and lesbians,[234] while some encourage homosexuality.[235] Some claim that homosexuality can be overcome through religious faith and practice. On the other hand, voices exist within many of these religions that view homosexuality more positively, and liberal religious denominations may bless same-sex marriages. Some view same-sex love and sexuality as sacred, and a mythology of same-sex love can be found around the world.[236]
Notes

1. "Sexual orientation, homosexuality and bisexuality". American Psychological Association. 
2. "Case No. S147999 in the Supreme Court of the State of California, In re Marriage Cases Judicial Council Coordination Proceeding No. 4365(...) – APA California Amicus Brief — As Filed"(PDF). p. 30. 
3. Frankowski BL; American Academy of Pediatrics Committee on Adolescence (June 2004). "Sexual orientation and adolescents". Pediatrics 113 (6): 1827–32. 
4. "Submission to the Church of England's Listening Exercise on Human Sexuality". The Royal College of Psychiatrists. 
5. Långström, N.; Rahman, Q.; Carlström, E.; Lichtenstein, P. (2008). "Genetic and Environmental Effects on Same-sex Sexual Behavior: A Population Study of Twins in Sweden". Archives of Sexual Behavior 39 (1): 75–80
6. Robinson, B. A. (2010). "Divergent beliefs about the nature of homosexuality". Religious Tolerance.org. 
7. "Therapies" to change sexual orientation lack medical justification and threaten health". Pan American Health Organization. 
8. American Psychological Association: Resolution on Appropriate Affirmative Responses to Sexual Orientation Distress and Change Efforts
9. LeVay, Simon (1996). Queer Science: The Use and Abuse of Research into Homosexuality. Cambridge: The MIT Press  
10. "Same-sex Behavior Seen in Nearly All Animals, Review Finds".
11. 1,500 animal species practice homosexuality. The Medical News, 23 October 2006
12. Sommer, Volker & Paul L. Vasey (2006), Homosexual Behaviour in Animals, An Evolutionary Perspective. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. ISBN 0-521-86446-1
13. (Bagemihl 1999)
14. Harrold, Max (16 February 1999). "Biological Exuberance: Animal Homosexuality and Natural Diversity". 
15. Census statistics show quarter of California same-sex couples raising kids
Region Saw Increase In Same-Sex Households
Census 2010: One Quarter of Gay Couples Raising Children
Minnesota Sees 50% Rise in Number of Gay Couples
Census: Duchess, Ulster Gay Households Increase
Same Sex Couples' Numbers Soar In N.Y, 2010 Census Finds
87% Increase in Same-Sex Nevada Households Since 2000
2010 Census indicates increase among same-sex homeowners in Oklahoma
Spike In Number of City's Same-Sex Couples
232. "Charge #1 and specifications preferred by the Presbytery of Southern California against The Rev. C. Lee Irons" (PDF). Presbytery of Southern California of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church claiming that homosexuality is an unchosen "condition," rather than a sin of the heart, [...] contradicts the teaching of Scripture that both the desire and the act are sin.
233. Sex and Society – Volume 3 – Page 824
234. The Wiley-Blackwell Companion to Religion and Social Justice – Page 543, Michael D. Palmer, Stanley M. Burgess 2012
235. Introduction to New and Alternative Religions in America, Eugene V. Gallagher, W. Michael Ashcraft – 2006
236. Cabezón, p. vii, "Introduction"
The Catechism of the Catholic Church
http://www.vatican.va/archive/ccc_css/archive/catechism/p3s2c2a6.htm 

Chastity and homosexuality
2357 Homosexuality refers to relations between men or between women who experience an exclusive or predominant sexual attraction toward persons of the same sex. It has taken a great variety of forms through the centuries and in different cultures. Its psychological genesis remains largely unexplained. Basing itself on Sacred Scripture, which presents homosexual acts as acts of grave depravity, 141 tradition has always declared that "homosexual acts are intrinsically disordered."142 They are contrary to the natural law. They close the sexual act to the gift of life. They do not proceed from a genuine affective and sexual complementarity. Under no circumstances can they be approved.

2358 The number of men and women who have deep-seated homosexual tendencies is not negligible. This inclination, which is objectively disordered, constitutes for most of them a trial. They must be accepted with respect, compassion, and sensitivity. Every sign of unjust discrimination in their regard should be avoided. These persons are called to fulfill God's will in their lives and, if they are Christians, to unite to the sacrifice of the Lord's Cross the difficulties they may encounter from their condition.

2359 Homosexual persons are called to chastity. By the virtues of self-mastery that teach them inner freedom, at times by the support of disinterested friendship, by prayer and sacramental grace, they can and should gradually and resolutely approach Christian perfection.

141 Cf. Gen 191-29; Rom 124-27; 1 Cor 6:10; 1 Tim 1:10.
142 CDF, Persona humana 8.
The Catechism says that this teaching is based on Sacred Scripture. 

Here are four Scripture texts that the Catechism is referring to:
1) Genesis 19:1-29 - The depravity of Sodom is portrayed and God punishes the city for homosexual relations.
2) Romans 1:24-27 – St. Paul says how homosexual behaviour blinds people to the original plan of God.
3) 1 Corinthians 6:10 - Homosexuals are excluded from the Kingdom of God.
4) 1 Timothy 1:10 - Homosexuality is contrary to the sound teaching of the Gospel.
The Bible is very clear about homosexuality being gravely sinful.
Homosexuality is against both Natural Law and God’s Law. 

See also 

LETTER TO THE BISHOPS OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH ON THE PASTORAL CARE OF HOMOSEXUAL PERSONS CDF 1 OCTOBER 1986
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/LETTER_TO_THE_BISHOPS_OF_THE_CATHOLIC_CHURCH_ON_THE_PASTORAL_CARE_OF_HOMOSEXUAL_PERSONS.doc
CONSIDERATIONS REGARDING PROPOSALS TO GIVE LEGAL RECOGNITION TO UNIONS BETWEEN HOMOSEXUAL PERSONS CDF JUNE 3, 2003
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CONSIDERATIONS_REGARDING_PROPOSALS_TO_GIVE_LEGAL_RECOGNITION_TO_UNIONS_BETWEEN_HOMOSEXUAL_PERSONS.doc
INSTRUCTION CONCERNING THE CRITERIA FOR THE DISCERNMENT OF VOCATIONS WITH REGARD TO PERSONS WITH HOMOSEXUAL TENDENCIES BENEDICT XVI NOVEMBER 4, 2005
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/INSTRUCTION_CONCERNING_THE_CRITERIA_FOR_THE_DISCERNMENT_OF_VOCATIONS_WITH_REGARD_TO_PERSONS_WITH_HOMOSEXUAL_TENDENCIES.doc
MARRIAGE AND HOMOSEXUAL UNIONS DOCTRINAL NOTE CARDINAL CAFFARRA FEBRUARY 14, 2010
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MARRIAGE_AND_HOMOSEXUAL_UNIONS_DOCTRINAL_NOTE.doc
VATICAN DOCUMENTS ON HOMOSEXUALITY AND THE PEDOPHILIA ISSUE AUGUST 8, 2015
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ON_HOMOSEXUALITY_AND_THE_PEDOPHILIA_ISSUE.doc 
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 03-HOMOSEXUALITY THE SEX ABUSE CRISIS AND THE GAY LOBBY 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_03-HOMOSEXUALITY_THE_SEX_ABUSE_CRISIS_AND_THE_GAY_LOBBY.doc
CARDINAL OSWALD GRACIAS INTERPRETS POPE FRANCIS PERSONAL REMARK ON HOMOSEXUALS AS CHURCH TEACHING 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CARDINAL_OSWALD_GRACIAS_INTERPRETS_POPE_FRANCIS_PERSONAL_REMARK_ON_HOMOSEXUALS_AS_CHURCH_TEACHING.doc 
CARDINAL OSWALD GRACIAS CHAMPIONS LGBT CAUSE AT THE SYNOD ON THE FAMILY 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CARDINAL_OSWALD_GRACIAS_CHAMPIONS_LGBT_CAUSE_AT_THE_SYNOD_ON_THE_FAMILY.doc 

CARDINAL OSWALD GRACIAS CHAMPIONS LGBT CAUSE AT HOME 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CARDINAL_OSWALD_GRACIAS_CHAMPIONS_LGBT_CAUSE_AT_HOME.doc
Cardinal William Levada on homosexuality
Benedict XVI named the archbishop of San Francisco to succeed him as the prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. The Vatican announced today (May 13, 2005) that Archbishop William Levada, 68, will fill the vacancy left by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger upon his election to the papacy. 
The Pope and Archbishop Levada worked together from 1986 to 1993 on the Catechism of the Catholic Church. 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Levada EXTRACT
Cardinal Levada’s position on homosexual activity
Addressing the issue of homosexual activity, Levada led a march of approximately 1,000 people through the streets of San Francisco in April 2005 to protest against gay marriage. For his denunciation of same-sex marriage, Levada has been criticized by LGBT associations. He wrote in 2004:

"Heterosexual marriage, procreation, and the nurturing of children form the bedrock of the family, and the family unit lies at the heart of every society. To extend the meaning of marriage beyond a union of a man and a woman, their procreative capacity, and their establishment of family represents a misguided understanding of marriage."[30]
[30] Catholic Online (February 18, 2004). "Same-Sex Marriage Proposal for San Francisco ~ Statement by Archbishop William J. Levada – Prwire – Catholic Online". Catholic.org. Retrieved February 2, 2012.
Position on gay civil partnerships
In 1997, the City of San Francisco passed a law that all companies must provide the same benefits for domestic partners as for their spouses. Levada objected that this violated Catholic teaching on the unique status of marriage, but the city would not budge. Levada stated that unmarried employees of the archdiocese could designate any person sharing the same address as their beneficiary. This complied with the statute while avoiding a privileged status for unmarried domestic partnerships. In 2006 Cardinal Levada stated the Archdiocese of San Francisco should stop providing same-sex adoption. The San Francisco Board of Supervisors reacted by unanimously passing a resolution disparaging His Eminence, declaring “WHEREAS, Cardinal Levada is a decidedly unqualified representative of his former home city, and of the people of San Francisco and the values they hold dear;” resolving that Catholic teachings on homosexuality are, “WHEREAS, Such hateful and discriminatory rhetoric is insulting and callous, and shows a level of insensitivity and ignorance which has seldom been encountered by this Board of Supervisors” and urged the archdiocese to “defy” Rome. 
In 2010 the Catholic League lost the resulting establishment clause lawsuit against the City, although the narrowly divided and fractured eleven judge en banc United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit did write, “These are traditional anti-Catholic tropes employed for centuries by anti-Catholic bigots”

Naught for your comfort

http://www.proecclesia.com/the%20flock%20Volume%2013%20No.3%20Autumn%202009.pdf 

The flock, the newsletter of “Pro Ecclesia et Pontifice” supporting the teachings of the Catholic Church, published periodically, approximately every four months. Volume 13, No 3, Autumn 2009, United Kingdom
In the New Testament we are told to counsel our brothers and sisters if we see them going astray, exhorting them to change their ways, out of love for them and concern for their immortal souls. Nowhere is it suggested that we encourage them in their sin and, having no regard at all for their eternal welfare, make it easy for them to stray even further. However, this is what the Catholic Church is doing in this country.

Today we have Catholics who, although they openly defy Church teaching forbidding homosexual activity, are given the use of a Catholic church and the ministry of priests who celebrate Mass and give them Holy Communion, with no suggestion that they confess their sins and amend their lives.

How has this happened?

In the winter of 2006/7 Cardinal Cormac Murphy O’Connor delegated Bishop Bernard Longley to arrange Pastoral Care for a group of militant homosexuals who were at that time attending Mass in the Anglican church of St Anne’s Soho, in London’s West End. Bishop Longley arranged for them to attend Mass in a Catholic Church in future. He chose the church of Our Lady of the Assumption and St Gregory in Warwick Street near Piccadilly Circus. He established a rota of Catholic priests who would celebrate Mass for them and give them Holy Communion, in spite of knowing they were living homosexual lifestyles. We heard Bishop Longley being praised at the first Mass on March 4th 2007 for ‘making no demands at all on them’. That means he never even suggested they should confess their objectively sinful life-styles and amend their lives before receiving Our Blessed Lord, as all Catholics conscious of grave sin are required to. 
Is this Pastoral Care? 
Is this going to help them save their immortal souls and spend an eternity of perfect bliss with Almighty God?

St Paul’s Pastoral Care.
In St Paul’s epistles we read how he dealt with homosexuals among his beloved converts. He made it very clear several times that “Those who do such things are worthy of death” “and not only those who do them but those who consent to them” Romans 1 v. 32. St Paul also warned that those who receive Holy Communion while in such grave sin “eat and drink condemnation to themselves.” This may seem hard but it is only honest and those who heeded St Paul’s warnings and are now enjoying their reward must be very grateful to him for his true Pastoral Care. How sad it is that our brothers and sisters in Soho don’t receive such good care.

What can we do?

It is not too late. It is up to us, if we love our neighbours as we should, to do all we can to ensure our Hierarchy not only take action to stop these scandalous Masses, but also explain to all Catholics the Church’s true teaching and instead of condoning their sin give homosexuals the clear guidance they are entitled to receive.

This is a battle against evil which all faithful Catholics will want to engage in and, as in other wars, Truth has been an early and an enduring casualty.

We need to expose some of the lies which bedevil this problem.

"A lie repeated often enough becomes the truth!" -Josef Goebbels, Propaganda Minister for Hitler's Nazi Germany.
The first lie
At the start of these Masses there was a pretence that the homosexuals concerned were faithful Catholics striving to lead celibate lives and therefore they needed all the support the Church could provide. This could be the reason H.E. Cardinal William Levada, Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in the Vatican gave them his support.
However, it very quickly became clear that this was a lie.
Chaste-living homosexuals do not want special Masses, they go to Mass quietly in their own parish whereas everyone in this congregation who speaks to us admits freely that they are living homosexual lifestyles and some introduce us to their same sex partners. Their newsletters are decorated with rainbows, they encourage support for the Gay Pride March in London carrying banners proclaiming "PROUD TO BE CATHOLIC, PROUD TO BE GAY" and they congratulate, from the altar, couples who contract homosexual civil unions. Martin Pendergast, the ex-Carmelite priest who, with his partner Julian Filochowski, once Head of CAFOD, are behind these Masses, have themselves contracted a civil union.
So let's admit the truth - these Masses are especially for practising homosexuals.

The second lie
Discussing the Church's failure to dialogue formally with its Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgendered (LGBT) members in The Guardian on Friday 14th April 2009, under the heading PROUDLY GAY AND PROUDLY CATHOLIC, Martin Pendergast claimed that, Those viewing Catholicism from afar might be forgiven for believing that the Church has held it's views on homosexuality for centuries. In fact it only began to detail this teaching in the 1976 Declaration on Sexual Ethics. 
This is so manifestly untrue and so public, the Bishop's Conference for England and Wales were asked to contradict it and put the record straight just as publicly. Unfortunately nothing happened. All informed Catholics know that the Church has condemned homosexual activity from the very beginning continuously up to the present day. 
The examples are so numerous we will only list a few here –

1st Century - St Paul in his Epistles several times. St Paul's teachings were confirmed by the other Apostles including St Peter, our first Pope. The Catholic Church still proclaims the teachings handed down to us from the Apostles as, unlike packets of biscuits, Church teaching on Faith and Morals does not carry an expiry date.
2nd Century - Tertullian wrote All lusts which exceed the laws of nature… we banish from the Church;
4th Century - St Augustine wrote, Sins against nature, like sodomy and similar vices deserve punishment whenever they are committed;
4th Century - Pope St Gregory the Great spoke of these sins deserving fire and brimstone;
12th Century - St Albert the Great wrote that homosexual acts are the most detestable sins because they are disgustingly foul, those addicted to them seldom become free and they are as contagious as disease.
14th Century - St Catherine of Siena, Doctor of the Church and Mystic, relayed words of Our Lord on those who commit homosexual acts. They do not recognise the disease and misery in which they find themselves. Even the demons are repulsed by such an enormous sin and when a man carries out such a sinful act the demon who has tempted him, leaves.
16th Century - The Roman Catechism of the Council of Trent;
19th Century - The Penny Catechism based on the Roman Catechism describes it as A sin crying to heaven for vengeance; 20th Century - "The 1976 Declaration on Sexual Ethics", The 1994 Catechism of the Catholic Church;
21st Century - The Compendium of the Catechism.
As these all condemn homosexual acts most clearly and extremely strongly they show the Church has consistently and universally condemned homosexual acts.

"This Is God's choice"!
One of our supporters came up from the West Country recently and went in to the Mass. She had an uncomfortable time because all through Mass the lady on one side of her was making up to her - "Have you got a friend?" "Where do you live?" "I live in Chelsea" etc. while the lady on the other side, who hadn't realised what was going on was muttering, "They shouldn't say that", "This is all wrong", "This is not Catholic" and eventually "I am leaving. You should come with me".
After Mass, the priest recognising an unfamiliar face, asked our brave supporter why she had come. She told him because she visited the church fifty years ago with her husband and wanted to see it again but was surprised to see the changes. Father told her "This is God's choice"!
These Catholics dare to presume they know `God's choice' better than the Church He put in the world to let us know His choice.
After misrepresenting the history of the Church's condemnation of homosexual acts, Mr. Pendergast went on to claim that the Church is moving towards acceptance of homosexual acts, a claim we have heard repeated in homilies given in Warwick Street Church and one which is again 100% false. To justify this claim Mr. Pendergast highlights the primacy of a fully informed conscience as if a fully informed conscience could ever justify murder, theft, homosexual acts or the committing of any sin so clearly condemned by the Church. He then cites the hierarchy of truths though it is hard to say why, as this only means that to make sense of some Doctrines others have to be taught first. (For example it would be impossible to teach the Immaculate Conception without first explaining about Original Sin.) All Sacred Truths are equally true. 
After this total irrelevance Mr. Pendergast, cites the Development of Doctrine! However that concerns growth in the Church's understanding of Truths not Morals and even with Truths the substantial Truth must remain unchanged not flatly contradicted. Finally Mr. Pendergast tries to muddy the waters by claiming Cardinal Hume went even further than the Vatican by saying homophobia should have no place among Catholics . Well of course it shouldn't. The Church has always taught this and none of us is `homophobic'. It is homosexual acts which are condemned not people with the orientation. 
Hate the sin but love the sinner.
The Church is not moving and can never move towards accepting homosexual acts as anything but gravely sinful.
Therefore Mr. Pendergast's insistence that LGBT Catholics have the same right to the Sacraments as straight Catholics and should not be excluded needs some clarification. All Catholics who approach the altar to receive Our Lord in the Blessed Sacrament need to be free from grave sin. That is grave sin of any kind including homosexual acts. Catholics with a same-sex attraction who live celibate lives, having recourse to the Sacrament of Penance if they fall, have the same right to the Sacraments as other Catholics in a state of Grace, but no one committed to living a sinful life who is quite unrepentant can receive Holy Communion without committing Sacrilege or as St Paul says eating and drinking condemnation to themselves.

No Catholic in serious sin has any right to receive the Blessed Sacrament.
The Third lie is that we Catholics who pray outside the Church during these Masses are `judgemental'. We are quite definitely not judgemental any more than St Paul was or the American Bishops who refuse Holy Communion to known pro-abortion politicians are. These homosexuals admit honestly and openly that they are in sexual relationships with same sex partners so, without exercising any judgement, we know as well as they do that they are in mortal sin and cannot receive Our Lord in Holy Communion without adding sacrilege to their sins - anymore than adulterers or serious fraudsters could. That is why we pray there in reparation for them.

The danger of these lies.
Mr. Pendergast, the other ex-priests, priests and most of the Congregation must know perfectly well that these are lies. Unfortunately the young people they deliberately set out to attract have probably not been taught the faith well and therefore will almost certainly believe these lies. They are going to find themselves caught up in a sad, sinful way of life which is not only very difficult to escape from it is very bad for their bodies as well as their souls. In this world they can only look forward to a future without a normal family life and, even if they escape HIV/AIDS, poor health and an early death. A recent Californian study showed that active male homosexuals die on average in their early fifties - if they escape AIDS. It shows that all active homosexuals, male and female, are more prone to depression, mental illness, substance abuse, self-harm and suicide than heterosexuals or chaste homosexuals.
They also have a high rate of STD's - syphilis having now reached epidemic proportions in towns like Sydney. They are more prone to get cancer of the prostate, testicles, anus and colon. For more information visit
www.narth.com/menus/medical.html 
This research shows the homosexual lifestyle is far more damaging to the health than smoking is, yet the Government, who spend millions warning children about smoking, say nothing about the dangers of homosexual acts. As to their life in the next world, active homosexuals are certainly not going the right way to save their immortal souls either.

ANOMALIES WHICH REQUIRE EXPLANATION.
1. Just over 100 years ago in Uganda twenty two young Catholic men led by their Catechist, Charles Lwanga, chose to be burnt to death rather than submit to the advances of their Chief, an aggressive homosexual. In 1964 St Charles Lwanga and his companions were canonized for dying rather than disobey Church teaching. Now we keep their feast every year. Was the Church wrong then to canonise these brave men for resisting homosexual acts or is the Church in this country wrong now for allowing such acts to be rewarded with Holy Communion? Church Moral teaching doesn't change. The Soho Masses flagrantly disobey Church moral teaching.
2. On May 10th 2009 Archbishop Nienstedt of St Paul and Minneapolis, U.S.A. wrote to the militant homosexuals who were threatening to receive Holy Communion in his Cathedral on Pentecost Sunday warning them that anyone wearing a rainbow sash would be refused the Host as the truths of our Faith are not open to debate. Was Archbishop Nienstedt wrong to do this or is Archbishop Nichols wrong to invite openly practicing homosexuals to receive Holy Communion in Warwick Street Church? They cannot both be right.
How is it that the 1994 Catechism of the Catholic Church para (2357) describes homosexual acts as acts of grave depravity adding that they are intrinsically disordered and under no circumstances can they ever be approved and that these sins exclude one from sacramental Communion.
Yet Westminster Archdiocese arranges Masses and Communion specially for people committing homosexual acts, thereby showing their full approval?
Either the Catechism is wrong or Westminster Archdiocese is.
Priests who knowingly give Holy Communion to someone in Mortal Sin share in their awful sacrilege yet some priests queue up to celebrate Mass and distribute Communion to the openly practising homosexuals frequenting Warwick Street Church - who often walk up to receive hand in hand with their same sex partner. These priests include Fr. Timothy Radcliffe O.P. Jesuits like Fr David Stewart, Fr Michael Kirwan, Fr Philip Endean and Fr Brendan Callaghan. The Parish priest, Fr Seamus O'Boyle V.G. and Canon Pat Browne, Dean of Soho, also help out regularly.
In our Church which is One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic there is no room for such anomalies so the sooner they are reconciled the better for us all.
WOE TO THE WORLD BECAUSE OF SCANDALS; WOE TO THAT MAN BY WHOM THE SCANDALS COME -St Matthew 18 verse 7.
The Soho Masses are one of the worst scandals imaginable. Catholics in other countries who hear about them find it almost impossible to believe that a Catholic Archbishop, with other bishops and priests, deliberately arrange Masses where they know grave sacrileges will be committed regularly. Some Catholics find it hard to believe that authorities in Rome do nothing even though they are regularly kept informed about them.
These Masses rank with another scandal of mammoth proportions ignored by Rome, the distortion of Catholic teaching which passes for religious instruction in most Catholic schools. In a worrying way the two are linked. The young Catholics who are led astray by the lies they are told about homosexuality and by the failure of the proper authorities to stop or even to condemn the Masses, would not be so easily betrayed if they had been taught the Faith adequately.
Their situation is best illustrated by one young man who approached us about two years ago. On his way into the church, he told us kindly not to be so worried as it's alright now or the Cardinal would not have arranged these Masses for us. He looked about twenty and he obviously trusted the Cardinal and the priests who were leading him into a sad, sinful way of life. Do these clerics ever think of Our Lord's solemn words - He that shall scandalise one of these little ones who believe in Me, it were better for him that a millstone should be hanged about his neck and he should be drowned in the depths of the sea. St Matthew 18 v5. Sadly, the leaders of this ‘Catholic' congregation make a special effort to attract young Catholics. For example, they have formed them into a group who visit gay bars and cafés before Mass.
Then there is the Social Hour held in the parish room after every Mass. This attracts many older people we see arriving very late for Mass but in time to enjoy the tea and cakes and opportunities for making new contacts the Social Hour affords.
The scandal even reaches outside the Church to our Anglican brethren. 
The blog Thinking Anglicans recently carried this item. 120 Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgendered (LGBT) Catholics, the subject of formal agreement with the Diocesan Authorities and including arms’ length ‘expression of interest' from the Vatican, worship and undertake other pastoral and educational duties in one of Soho's Catholic parishes. No way could this happen in the (Protestant) Diocese of London with the current state of play. (NO WAY SHOULD IT HAPPEN IN THE CATHOLIC DIOCESE OF WESTMINSTER, EITHER.) Among comments was this from a New Zealand vicar, How good to hear of a thriving Roman Catholic parish in the heart of London that consists of a majority of LGBT congregation with the implicit authority of the local Diocese and without being hounded by Rome. Would that the Church of England could witness to the same kind of inclusiveness.
We Catholics should hide our heads in shame.

WHAT WE CAN DO
PRAY that this shocking situation will be resolved in line with the teaching of the Church. We must storm Heaven to hear our prayers, offered daily and repeated every time we visit a church. Pray to St John Southworth who worked and suffered in Westminster Archdiocese and whose Shrine is in the Cathedral, to add his prayers to ours. Pray also to St
Charles Lwanga and his brave young companions.
WRITE letters explaining how important it is this scandal is stopped. Write to The Most Reverent Vincent Nichols, Archbishop of Westminster, Archbishop's House, Ambrosden Avenue, London. SW1P 1QJ.
He has the God-given Authority to stop these sacrileges.
WRITE to Rome emphasising that because nothing is being done to stop these Masses they are spreading to other dioceses and more young Catholics are being corrupted. The person to write to is Archbishop
Antonio Conizares-Llovera, Prefect of the Congregation for Worship and Sacraments, Palazzo delle Congregazione, Piazza Pio XII, 10, 00120 Vatican City State, Europe.
This Congregation has the competence to deal with this situation if the local Ordinary fails to do so.
We need to do this because the Catholic papers are not allowed to write about these Masses and Catholics need to know what is happening so they can pray and take action.
If we walk by on the other side turning our heads away, when such grave sacrileges are being regularly committed and so many young Catholics are being so seriously led astray, we are in danger of becoming part of The Apostasy of Silence Pope John Paul warned us about shortly before he died in his Apostolic Exhortation Ecclesia in Europa.

Homosexuality
http://www.catholic.com/tracts/homosexuality
Every human being is called to receive a gift of divine sonship, to become a child of God by grace. However, to receive this gift, we must reject sin, including homosexual behavior—that is, acts intended to arouse or stimulate a sexual response regarding a person of the same sex. The Catholic Church teaches that such acts are always violations of divine and natural law. 
Homosexual desires, however, are not in themselves sinful. People are subject to a wide variety of sinful desires over which they have little direct control, but these do not become sinful until a person acts upon them, either by acting out the desire or by encouraging the desire and deliberately engaging in fantasies about acting it out. People tempted by homosexual desires, like people tempted by improper heterosexual desires, are not sinning until they act upon those desires in some manner. 

 

Divine Law

The rejection of homosexual behavior that is found in the Old Testament is well known. In Genesis 19, two angels in disguise visit the city of Sodom and are offered hospitality and shelter by Lot. During the night, the men of Sodom demand that Lot hand over his guests for homosexual intercourse. Lot refuses, and the angels blind the men of Sodom. Lot and his household escape, and the town is destroyed by fire "because the outcry against its people has become great before the Lord" (Gen. 19:13). 

Throughout history, Jewish and Christian scholars have recognized that one of the chief sins involved in God’s destruction of Sodom was its people’s homosexual behavior. But today, certain homosexual activists promote the idea that the sin of Sodom was merely a lack of hospitality. Although inhospitality is a sin, it is clearly the homosexual behavior of the Sodomites that is singled out for special criticism in the account of their city’s destruction. We must look to Scripture’s own interpretation of the sin of Sodom. 

Jude 7 records that Sodom and Gomorrah "acted immorally and indulged in unnatural lust." Ezekiel says that Sodom committed "abominable things" (Ezek. 16:50), which could refer to homosexual and heterosexual acts of sin. Lot even offered his two virgin daughters in place of his guests, but the men of Sodom rejected the offer, preferring homosexual sex over heterosexual sex (Gen. 19:8–9). Ezekiel does allude to a lack of hospitality in saying that Sodom "did not aid the poor and needy" (Ezek. 16:49). So homosexual acts and a lack of hospitality both contributed to the destruction of Sodom, with the former being the far greater sin, the "abominable thing" that set off God’s wrath. 

But the Sodom incident is not the only time the Old Testament deals with homosexuality. An explicit condemnation is found in the book of Leviticus: "You shall not lie with a male as with a woman; it is an abomination. . . . If a man lies with a male as with a woman, both of them have committed an abomination; they shall be put to death, their blood is upon them" (Lev. 18:22, 20:13). 

 
Reinterpreting Scripture

To discount this, some homosexual activists have argued that moral imperatives from the Old Testament can be dismissed since there were certain ceremonial requirements at the time—such as not eating pork, or circumcising male babies—that are no longer binding. 

While the Old Testament’s ceremonial requirements are no longer binding, its moral requirements are. God may issue different ceremonies for use in different times and cultures, but his moral requirements are eternal and are binding on all cultures. 

Confirming this fact is the New Testament’s forceful rejection of homosexual behavior as well. In Romans 1, Paul attributes the homosexual desires of some to a refusal to acknowledge and worship God. He says, "For this reason God gave them up to dishonorable passions. Their women exchanged natural relations for unnatural, and the men likewise gave up natural relations with women and were consumed with passion for one another, men committing shameless acts with men and receiving in their own persons the due penalty for their error. And since they did not see fit to acknowledge God, God gave them up to a base mind and to improper conduct. . . . Though they know God’s decree that those who do such things deserve to die, they not only do them but approve those who practice them" (Rom. 1:26–28, 32). 

Elsewhere Paul again warns that homosexual behavior is one of the sins that will deprive one of heaven: "Do you not know that the wicked will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived: Neither the sexually immoral nor idolaters nor adulterers nor male prostitutes nor homosexual offenders nor thieves nor the greedy nor drunkards nor slanderers nor swindlers will inherit the kingdom of God" (1 Cor. 6:9–10, NIV). 

All of Scripture teaches the unacceptability of homosexual behavior. But the rejection of this behavior is not an arbitrary prohibition. It, like other moral imperatives, is rooted in natural law—the design that God has built into human nature. 

 

Natural Law

People have a basic, ethical intuition that certain behaviors are wrong because they are unnatural. We perceive intuitively that the natural sex partner of a human is another human, not an animal. 

The same reasoning applies to the case of homosexual behavior. The natural sex partner for a man is a woman, and the natural sex partner for a woman is a man. Thus, people have the corresponding intuition concerning homosexuality that they do about bestiality—that it is wrong because it is unnatural. 

Natural law reasoning is the basis for almost all standard moral intuitions. For example, it is the dignity and value that each human being naturally possesses that makes the needless destruction of human life or infliction of physical and emotional pain immoral. This gives rise to a host of specific moral principles, such as the unacceptability of murder, kidnapping, mutilation, physical and emotional abuse, and so forth. 

 

"I Was Born This Way"

Many homosexuals argue that they have not chosen their condition, but that they were born that way, making homosexual behavior natural for them. 

But because something was not chosen does not mean it was inborn. Some desires are acquired or strengthened by habituation and conditioning instead of by conscious choice. For example, no one chooses to be an alcoholic, but one can become habituated to alcohol. Just as one can acquire alcoholic desires (by repeatedly becoming intoxicated) without consciously choosing them, so one may acquire homosexual desires (by engaging in homosexual fantasies or behavior) without consciously choosing them. 

Since sexual desire is subject to a high degree of cognitive conditioning in humans (there is no biological reason why we find certain scents, forms of dress, or forms of underwear sexually stimulating), it would be most unusual if homosexual desires were not subject to a similar degree of cognitive conditioning. 

Even if there is a genetic predisposition toward homosexuality (and studies on this point are inconclusive), the behavior remains unnatural because homosexuality is still not part of the natural design of humanity. It does not make homosexual behavior acceptable; other behaviors are not rendered acceptable simply because there may be a genetic predisposition toward them. 

For example, scientific studies suggest some people are born with a hereditary disposition to alcoholism, but no one would argue someone ought to fulfill these inborn urges by becoming an alcoholic. Alcoholism is not an acceptable "lifestyle" any more than homosexuality is. 

 

The Ten Percent Argument

Homosexual activists often justify homosexuality by claiming that ten percent of the population is homosexual, meaning that it is a common and thus acceptable behavior. 

But not all common behaviors are acceptable, and even if ten percent of the population were born homosexual, this would prove nothing. One hundred percent of the population is born with original sin and the desires flowing from it. If those desires manifest themselves in a homosexual fashion in ten percent of the population, all that does is give us information about the demographics of original sin. 

But the fact is that the ten percent figure is false. It stems from the 1948 report by Alfred Kinsey, Sexual Behavior in the Human Male. The study was profoundly flawed, as later psychologists studying sexual behavior have agreed. Kinsey’s subjects were drawn heavily from convicted criminals; 1,400 of his 5,300 final subjects (twenty-six percent) were convicted sex offenders—a group that by definition is not representative of normal sexual practices. 
Furthermore, the ten percent figure includes people who are not exclusively homosexual but who only engaged in some homosexual behavior for a period of time and then stopped—people who had gone through a fully or partially homosexual "phase" but who were not long-term homosexuals. (For a critique of Kinsey’s research methods, see Kinsey, Sex, and Fraud, by Dr. Judith Reisman and Edward Eichel [Lafayette, Louisiana: Lochinvar & Huntington House, 1990].) 

Recent and more scientifically accurate studies have shown that only around one to two percent of the population is homosexual. 

 

"You’re Just a Homophobe"

Those opposed to homosexual behavior are often charged with "homophobia"—that they hold the position they do because they are "afraid" of homosexuals. Sometimes the charge is even made that these same people are perhaps homosexuals themselves and are overcompensating to hide this fact, even from themselves, by condemning other homosexuals. 

Both of these arguments attempt to stop rational discussion of an issue by shifting the focus to one of the participants. In doing so, they dismiss another person’s arguments based on some real or supposed attribute of the person. In this case, the supposed attribute is a fear of homosexuals. 

Like similar attempts to avoid rational discussion of an issue, the homophobia argument completely misses the point. Even if a person were afraid of homosexuals, that would not diminish his arguments against their behavior. The fact that a person is afraid of handguns would not nullify arguments against handguns, nor would the fact that a person might be afraid of handgun control diminish arguments against handgun control. 

Furthermore, the homophobia charge rings false. The vast majority of those who oppose homosexual behavior are in no way "afraid" of homosexuals. A disagreement is not the same as a fear. One can disagree with something without fearing it, and the attempt to shut down rational discussion by crying "homophobe!" falls flat. It is an attempt to divert attention from the arguments against one’s position by focusing attention on the one who made the arguments, while trying to claim the moral high ground against him. 

 

The Call to Chastity

The modern arguments in favor of homosexuality have thus been insufficient to overcome the evidence that homosexual behavior is against divine and natural law, as the Bible and the Church, as well as the wider circle of Jewish and Christian (not to mention Muslim) writers, have always held. 

The Catholic Church thus teaches: "Basing itself on sacred Scripture, which presents homosexual acts as acts of grave depravity, tradition has always declared that homosexual acts are intrinsically disordered. They are contrary to the natural law. They close the sexual act to the gift of life. They do not proceed from a genuine affective and sexual complementarity. Under no circumstances can they be approved" (Catechism of the Catholic Church 2357). 

However, the Church also acknowledges that "[homosexuality’s] psychological genesis remains largely unexplained. . . . The number of men and women who have deep-seated homosexual tendencies is not negligible. This inclination, which is objectively disordered, constitutes for most of them a trial. They must be accepted with respect, compassion, and sensitivity. Every sign of unjust discrimination in their regard should be avoided. These persons are called to fulfill God’s will in their lives and, if they are Christians, to unite to the sacrifice of the Lord’s cross the difficulties that they may encounter from their condition. 

"Homosexual persons are called to chastity. By the virtues of self-mastery that teach them inner freedom, at times by the support of disinterested friendship, by prayer and sacramental grace, they can and should gradually and resolutely approach Christian perfection" (CCC 2357– 2359). 

Paul comfortingly reminds us, "No temptation has overtaken you that is not common to man. God is faithful, and he will not let you be tempted beyond your strength, but with the temptation will also provide the way of escape, that you may be able to endure it" (1 Cor. 10:13). 

Homosexuals who want to live chastely can contact Courage, a national, Church-approved support group for help in deliverance from the homosexual lifestyle. 

Courage, Church of St. John the Baptist, 210 W. 31st St., New York, NY 10001 (212) 268–1010 
Web: http://couragerc.net 
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Why Catholic Teaching on Homosexuality Isn’t Bigoted
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By Bryan Berry, August 30, 2010

Msgr. Stuart Swetland, the Most Reverend Harry J. Flynn Professor of Christian Ethics at Mount St. Mary’s University in Emmitsburg, Md., served as director of the St. John’s Catholic Newman Center at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign from 1997 to 2006. In 1998, he hired Kenneth Howell as the John Henry Newman Scholar in Residence. Msgr. Swetland and Howell taught courses on Catholicism at the university.
This June, Howell was informed that he would not be teaching Catholic courses this fall because the university disapproved of his teaching of the Catholic doctrine on homosexual sex.

In late July, the university decided that Howell could resume his teaching of Catholicism (see related articles here and here) and that his course salary would be paid by the University of Illinois; the Newman Center is paying him for his work for the Newman Center. As Howell says in his latest update on the “Save Dr. Ken” Facebook page, there’s “more to this than appears, but, for now, we move on.”

In July, Register correspondent Bryan Berry interviewed Msgr. Swetland about the situation.

In your view, why was homosexual sex the issue that the University of Illinois attacked Dr. Howell over?
If you look nationwide, this issue is contentious to the point where many people are confusing sincerely held beliefs with bigotry, which is not the same thing.

Recently, a federal court judge in Massachusetts ruled that the Defense of Marriage Act was motivated by “irrational prejudice.” In 2003, another judge in Massachusetts ruled that the state had “arbitrarily deprived” homosexuals of marriage. How do you respond to this view that Catholic teaching on homosexuality is bigoted or arbitrary or culturally bound?
Catholicism is not the only religion that holds this position. Devout Muslims, evangelical Protestant Christians, many religious traditions, hold this position.

What is bothersome to many individuals is that the Catholic Church doesn’t just hold it on religious grounds. The Church’s position is that this isn’t something that is known to us just based on revelation, based on what our revealed Scriptures say. The Catholic position — and this is where Dr. Howell was specific in his teaching — is that this is something that is based on what the moral/natural-law tradition calls right reason.
How do you respond to people who say that’s bigotry, pure and simple?
Well, many would argue that the tradition of natural law is the basis of the founding of our country. An interpretation of natural law is that you can know moral truth through reason alone. Throughout human history, most people have come to understand that there is a purpose and meaning for sexual union.

The problem is that the other side thinks that any opposition to same-sex sexual union means being opposed to those individual persons, judging those individual persons.


The student who wrote the e-mail to Religion Department head Robert McKim complaining about Dr. Howell’s teaching called it “hate speech.”
I didn’t think we’d ever be up against this, because, from a teacher’s point of view, there was always an acceptance of the idea that there was a distinction between disagreeing with the morality of an act and not judging [specific] persons.
Let’s take it off homosexuality for a minute. I personally believe that divorce and remarriage is wrong. I also believe that you can know that, through reason alone, that the vows that one agrees to when he or she enters into a marital union mean what they say: “until death do us part.”
So, for a valid, consummated marriage, I don’t believe that divorce and remarriage is legitimate if they’re in a valid first marriage.
We’ve taught that for 2,000 years. But no one has ever accused us of being bigoted toward divorced people because we teach that. There’s no clamoring in any course I’ve ever taught, rallying groups of people who find themselves to be divorced, or the children of divorced people, who are wanting us fired because we’re teaching about the sanctity of marriage when it comes to divorce and remarriage. Because they understand totally that you can disagree with someone’s actions without being bigoted towards them.

This is something completely new and very recent, where any opposition, expressed in any way, to those particular [homosexual] sexual acts becomes, in the minds of those who don’t agree with us, tantamount to bigotry.

But that position seems so illogical, that one has to question whether they really believe it.
Well, that’s what we’re up against as far as the intellectual climate goes, that people can’t make a distinction. We’re trying to find moral truth; we think we have found moral truth about how best humans should use their sexual powers and gifts, and to put forward a position, which isn’t a new position but one that has been held for a long time and has the test of time behind it as well as everything else.

But to put forward that position, they can’t see it as anything but condemning — not just that we disagree about the purpose and meaning of sexuality — but condemning a whole group of people.
To put traditional Catholic teaching in that category [of bigoted, unacceptable ideas] is quite unfortunate for the university. Think of all the contributions that Catholic ideas have made to intellectual tradition in the sciences, law, political science. I used to teach the just-war tradition at UI. The just-war tradition began in the West with the thinking of Augustine and Ambrose and in the East with people like Basil and Chrysostom. You’re dealing with intellectual traditions that are hundreds or thousands of years old and that are part of the intellectual heritage that the university is now saying is no longer acceptable at the university.

Some think that this struggle is more difficult than the struggle over abortion, because a lot of people know homosexuals and don’t want to offend them, whereas the unborn are silent.

It’s true that when a lot of people think about this issue they’ll immediately personalize it to a friend or a family member they know. And they think that any condemnation of the act is condemning the person or friend or relative they know. But that’s not what’s going on, and that’s just a problem of rhetoric.

If I have a relative who’s struggling with alcohol or drugs, I wouldn’t say that it’s condemning of my cousin on drugs if I favor enforcement of drug laws. I want what’s best for my cousin, and what’s best for my cousin is that he get sober. But that’s hard for people to see; that’s a hard distinction to make.

People have forgotten that there’s such a thing as weakness in human persons. We’re all weak; we all sin; we all fall short of the goal. We keep our goals high, knowing we’re going to fall short of them, but we continue to be the best we can be.

Yes, the Church’s teaching on everything — from how we are to take care of the poor, how we are to deal with people who hate us, how we are to deal with our sexual powers, everything — the Church’s teachings are very precise and very demanding.

There is a reason for that. God calls us to a certain perfection — knowing that we’re going to fall short — and that’s why we have confessionals in every church and chapel. We recognize that we’re in need of healing.

5. What the Church teaches about homosexual inclinations
http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/resources/life-and-family/homosexuality/what-the-church-teaches-about-homosexual-inclinations/ 
Reason, Faith and Homosexual Acts
By John Finnis, Oxford University and University of Notre Dame
The Church “refuses to consider the person as a ‘heterosexual’ or a ‘homosexual’ and insists that every person has a fundamental identity: the creature of God and, by grace, his child and heir to eternal life.”[1]  Each person also has a “sexual identity”: either male or female, man or woman.[2]  The Church does not use the term “sexual identity” as some people do, who claim that people have “sexual identities” as homosexuals, heterosexuals, bisexuals, and so forth.  Instead, the Church teaches that each male should accept his sexual identity as a man, and each female her sexual identity as a woman; and that means accepting that one is different from and complementary to[3] – and equal in dignity with[4] -- persons of the opposite sex (gender).

The Church has sometimes spoken of “homosexual persons.” Anyone who has a “more or less strong tendency towards” sexual activity with a person or persons of the same sex can be so described.  Of course, as is well known, most such persons are also “heterosexual persons.”  That is to say, most people who engage, or have an inclination to engage, in homosexual activity also engage, or are more or less inclined to engage, in sexual activity with a person or persons of the opposite sex.  Very many homosexual persons – persons with homosexual inclinations – marry and have children by their spouse.  Not all do, and there are some, relatively quite few, who have a sexual urge but lack the psycho-physical capacity for marital intercourse.

The Church observes that in some homosexual persons the homosexual inclination (= orientation) comes, it seems, “from a false education, from a lack of normal sexual development, from habit, from bad example, or from other similar causes, and is transitory or at least not incurable.”[5] But the Church also observes that “the number of men and women who have deep-seated homosexual tendencies is not negligible,” [6] and that some homosexual persons may be “definitively such because of some kind of innate instinct or a pathological constitution judged to be incurable.”[7] Acknowledging the last-mentioned class of persons, the Church is well aware of people who “conclude that their tendency is so natural that it justifies in their case homosexual relations within a sincere communion of life and love analogous to marriage, insofar as such homosexuals feel incapable of enduring a solitary life.”[8] 
But the Church, today as always, rejects that way of arguing from “nature”. 

The Christian teaching from the outset, has been that no homosexual acts are ever justified, even the acts of someone whose inclination to engage in them is “innate” (that is, present at birth) and, in one sense of the word, “natural.”  
Accordingly, the Church’s Catechism reaffirms that every such inclination, whether innate or pathological, incurable or curable, permanent or transitory, is an objective disorder, [9] an intrinsically disordered inclination. [10]

The reason why even the most deep-seated homosexual tendency must be called disordered is straightforward.  Every such tendency, inclination or orientation [11] “is a more or less strong tendency ordered toward an intrinsic moral evil.”[12] Of course, “the particular inclination of the homosexual person is not a sin” [13] – for a sin is committed only in a choice.   But the inclination is precisely an inclination to choose a homosexual act – a sex act with a person of the same sex.  And, like every other kind of non-marital sex act, any and every homosexual act is a seriously disordered kind of activity which, if freely and deliberately chosen, is a serious sin. An inclination which one cannot choose to pursue without serious moral evil is obviously a disordered inclination.   So: “the particular inclination of the homosexual person...is a more or less strong tendency ordered [i.e. directed] toward an intrinsic moral evil, and thus the inclination itself must be seen as an objective disorder.”[14] The definitive edition of the Catechism of the Catholic Church first points out that homosexual acts are always “intrinsically disordered” (para. 2357) and then goes on, in the following paragraph, to describe the inclination in precisely the same terms: “intrinsically disordered.”
Why the Church’s teaching about homosexual acts and inclinations is right
The Church’s teaching about homosexual inclinations is proposed with ample awareness of modern psychological and biological research into the origins of these inclinations. But it does not rely on the judgment of those researchers who are convinced that homosexuality is a “psychiatric disorder.” Nor does is it contradicted or challenged or unsettled by the opinion of those who hold that it is not a psychiatric disorder. The Church’s teaching about these inclinations rests instead on the Catholic doctrine about the choice to engage in homosexual acts. This is a moral doctrine, a teaching about what is right (or wrong), good (or worthless and harmful), and choice-worthy (or sinful).

From its earliest years, the Church has understood its moral doctrine as not only a matter of faith but also fully in line with human nature.  St Paul teaches clearly about this in his letter to the Romans (Rom. 2: 14-15). But Jesus has already made the point by his profound teachings on human sexual identity (Matt. 19: 4), and on the marital communion of man and woman which, on the basis of that complementarity of identities, was established “from the beginning” (i.e. in the intentions of God the creator of nature) (Rom. 19: 8). 

As Jesus makes clear, this natural communion requires for its integrity not only the sexual intercourse of the spouses (Matt. 19: 5), but also the complete and unwavering mastery and overcoming – by everyone, married or unmarried -- of every desire for sexual contact or enjoyment outside marriage (Matt. 5: 27).  To look on anyone with lust is “adultery”, that is, an offense – even by the unmarried -- against marriage, a relationship both profoundly natural and sustainable only by moral aspiration.  I shall show, below, why this must be so.

Some of the greatest theologians and philosophers have explained the relationship between human nature, the natural world as a whole, and the truths of morality.  Morality concerns, not what simply is or is deep-seated or usual, but rather the good, and the various kinds of good (goods), which should be sought, chosen, and done. Everything that should be, and is choice-worthy, is natural and grounded in the givens of human nature.  But not everything we find in our nature is a pointer to what is good, choice-worthy and reasonable.  For example, as St Thomas Aquinas, the master theorist of natural law morality, points out, we all have “a natural inclination to follow our bodily feelings and desires even against the good of being reasonable.”[15] This is one of many “natural” – i.e. innate, deep-seated, typical – inclinations which should not simply be followed!  Others are found more in some people’s nature than in others’: some people are more inclined to anger, including immoral anger, than others; some are more inclined to greed, some to crippling fear, and so forth.  So, as John Paul II teaches, “natural inclinations take on moral relevance only insofar as they refer to the human person and the person’s authentic fulfillment...”[16]  Aquinas, following a lead from Aristotle’s research and reflections, reminds his readers that homosexual inclinations – e.g. the desire of some men to have sex with other men – arise in some cases from pleasure-seeking which has initiated and sustained a corrupt taste for this sort of behavior, a bad habit, but in other cases from a defective psycho-physical constitution (i.e. from inclinations incipiently present even from conception). 

The way these inclinations originate in a particular person does not affect the fact that, just insofar as they incline that person towards sex acts with persons of the same sex, they incline not towards but away from authentic fulfillment.

Human fulfillment consists in the actualizing, in the lives of persons and their communities, those basic human goods towards which the first principles of practical reason – the very foundations of conscience -- direct us.[17]  Among these basic human goods is the good of marriage.[18]  The Church often speaks of the goods of marriage: (1) loving friendship between wife and husband, and (2) procreating and educating any children who may be conceived from the spouses marital intercourse.[19]  They are interdependent goods: this is a friendship sealed by a commitment to exclusiveness and permanence, a commitment of a kind made appropriate by marriage’s orientation to the procreation and education of the children of the husband/father and wife/mother; and that raising of children is most appropriately undertaken as a long-term, even lifelong commitment of the spouse-parents.  Being interdependent, these goods can also be properly described as two aspects of a single basic human good, the good of marriage itself.  In the Church’s most explicit teaching on the foundations of its moral doctrine, in which Pope John Paul points to the basic human goods as the first principles of the natural moral law, this single though basic good is called:  “the communion of persons in marriage.”[20]

The whole Christian teaching on sex has, from the beginning, done no more, and no less, than point out the ways in which every kind of sex act, other than authentic marital intercourse, is opposed to the good of marriage.  The more distant a kind of sex act is from the marital kind, the more seriously disordered and, in itself, immoral it is.
How do non-marital sex acts oppose the good of marriage?  The next few paragraphs sketch one kind of answer to that question.  It is only one of many ways in which the question has been answered.  It is suggested by one of Aquinas’s central teachings about the morality of marital intercourse, an often misunderstood, but important and true teaching which the Church itself also upholds.

In Christian marriage the personality, individuality and equality of the spouses is fully respected.  The marital communion is not a submerging of the two persons into one.  But it is a communion, a bringing-together of their wills in their mutual commitment; of their wills and minds in shared understanding and faith and hope; of their wills, minds and feelings in shared joys, cares, and sadnesses; and of their wills, minds, feelings and bodies in sexual intercourse. 

That intercourse, when it is truly marital, enables them to experience and actualize their mutual commitment and communion at all levels of their being: biological, emotional, rational and volitional.  It is only truly marital when it has the characteristics of the two-sided good of marriage itself: friendship and openness to procreation.  A sexual act is marital only when (1) it is an act of the generative kind, that is, culminates in a union of the generative organs in which the wife accepts into her genital tract her husband’s genital organ and the seed he thereby gives her; and (2) it is an act of friendship in which each is seeking to express commitment to and affection for, and the desire to benefit and give marital pleasure to, and share marital pleasure with, the other spouse as the very person to whom he or she is committed in marriage.
These two conditions are also inter-linked.  Only an act of the generative kind (in the sense just specified) truly unites the spouses at all levels, biologically as well as at the level of feelings and intentions.  This is a real biological unity (even if, as is usually the case, the couple in fact cannot, at the time of intercourse, bring about actual generation of new life).  For in reproduction a mating pair function as a single organism.  In respect of all other organic functions, from thinking to digesting, each human being is am entirely individual organism.  But neither the male nor the female can reproduce; it takes their union in an act of the generative kind to bring about reproduction (if the background conditions of their bodies are in the state required for actual generation).  So in an act of the generative kind, whether or not it results on a particular occasion in actual generation, there is more than merely a particular juxtaposition of members and sequence of movements. There is also, and fundamentally, a real (albeit in itself temporary), organic/biological uniting of the pair, so that then and there, in respect of the reproductive function, they constitute one organism.  This is the one-flesh unity which Jesus, recalling Genesis, makes foundational to his teaching on marriage, and on sexual desires, choices, and actions in their relation, right or wrong, to marriage understood as the two persons, male and female, in one flesh.

That, in short, is why in marital intercourse a married couple can express their commitment, and can really, not merely in imagination, actualize and experience their marriage.  The conditions under which a sexual transaction between spouses can amount to marital intercourse are, to repeat, of two kinds.  Their chosen behavior must be an act of the generative kind (taken on each occasion as a whole sequence of preparatory, consummatory and confirmatory), and their intentions and wills must also be united in service of the marital good instantiated in their exclusive and permanent commitment to each other in marriage.  So a married couple’s sexual act is not truly marital if, for example, one or both of the spouses is wishing he or she were doing this with someone else, or is imagining doing so, or is willing to engage in this activity with any attractive person who could bring him or her to orgasmic release.

Think of someone whose frame of mind is: I am willing to do this with some other attractive person, but the only available person at present is my spouse, so I’ll do it with her/him.  Such a person is disabled by that frame of mind from making and carrying through a truly marital choice to engage in intercourse. In the technical phrase of the theologians, this person is engaging in intercourse for pleasure alone.  His or her act of intercourse is depersonalized, not an act of marital friendship.  That is why the Church teaches [21] that such a choice is always morally flawed; and in some kinds of instance it is a serious sin against the integrity and authenticity of marriage and marital life. [22]

The good of marriage is an intrinsic good, not a mere means to any other end.  But it is also true that the well-being of children greatly depends upon the marital commitment of their parents.  As that commitment tends to be strengthened by marital intercourse which respects the integrity and authenticity – the purity – of their marriage, so too it is weakened at its heart by intercourse which is not truly marital , but rather expressive of self-indulgence. So anyone who thinks clearly, has the well-being of children at heart, and recognizes the good of marital communion, will judge wrongful every kind of sex act which is not truly marital.

And there is another, not unrelated kind of reason for the very same moral judgment. One cannot engage in truly marital intercourse if one is willing, even conditionally willing, to engage in this sort of behavior (deliberate sexual stimulation towards orgasm) outside marriage or in one or other of the non-marital ways. Unless and until one reverses it by repenting of it, such a willingness so deforms one’s will that one is disabled from engaging in a free, rational, sentient and bodily act which would really express, actualize, foster, and enable one’s spouse to experience the good of marriage and of one’s own commitment (self-giving) in marriage.  Of course, one may imagine that one’s act, though performed with this divided, impure willingness, is still an expression and experiencing of the good of marriage.  But this can be no more than an illusion, which rational reflection punctures.  And a spouse who knows or senses that the other spouse is willing – even conditionally or hypothetically -- to do this kind of thing outside (before, during, or after) marriage is likely to experience the act as not an expression and actualization of marital commitment. That is why such a willingness saps marriage at its core. [23]

So: nobody who is or wishes to be a spouse, and no-one who considers it reasonable for people to become spouses, can judge it reasonable for human beings to seek sexual satisfaction in an extra-marital way.  For approval of extra-marital sex acts, even of other people’s acts or of the sex acts of people who could never marry, has two implications.  
(1) It implies that anyone and everyone should approve of such acts, i.e. should regard them as kinds of act not excluded by reasonableness.  And (2) it is a form of conditional willingness to engage in such acts.  Therefore, it entails (necessarily implies) also (3) that married couples, spouses, should approve of and be conditionally willing to perform non-marital acts.  But such a conclusion is directly opposed to the good of marriage, of the spouses as committed friends, and of any children who may have resulted from their marital union and be dependent upon the purity which is near the heart of its stability and its appropriateness as the context for nurture and education.

Homosexual sex acts, even between people who could never consummate a marriage and who wish, at the time, to be committed to each other in a lifelong friendship, can never be marital.  To judge them morally acceptable – to condone them -- is opposed to the good of marriage, a basic human good.  So they cannot reasonably be judged morally acceptable.

The relationship of same-sex couples can never be marriage.  The easiest way to see this is to ask oneself why same-sex sex acts should be restricted to couples rather than three-somes, four-somes, etc., or rather than couples or other groups whose membership rotates at agreed intervals.  Nothing in the gay ideology can, or even seriously tries, to explain or defend the exclusiveness or permanence of same-sex partnerships or their limitation to couples.  The practice and experience of homosexual relationships is dramatic confirmation that, once one departs from the institution of marriage as a committed, exclusive and permanent sexual relationship between a woman and a man, there are no solid grounds for making one’s sexual relationships even imitate real marriage.  
As careful large-scale studies have shown, and “anecdotal” historical testimony amply confirms, there are practically no homosexual couples, even long-term couples, to whom sexual exclusivity as a principle, and real mutual commitment to it in practice, make any sense.[24]

A final word on “sexual orientation”

The shifty phrase “sexual orientation” is an important obstacle to clear thinking.  It spreads darkness over the law and popular discussions by hiding the distinction between emotional inclinations, dispositions, or interests and actual or conditional willingness.  Willingness is, or results from, a choice -- perhaps a conditional choice (“I am willing to do this if I find someone attractive and a safe opportunity...”), perhaps an unconditional and immediate choice.  Emotional inclinations, dispositions, and interests, on the other hand, do not engage one’s moral responsibility unless they result from earlier choices or are allowed to lead one to such a choice.

The phrase “sexual orientation” is radically equivocal.  Particularly as used by promoters of “gay rights,” the phrase ambiguously assimilates two things which that [the law hitherto has carefully distinguished: (I) a psychological or psychosomatic disposition inwardly orienting one towards homosexual activity; (II) the deliberate decision so to orient one’s public behavior as to express or manifest one’s active interest in and endorsement of homosexual conduct and/or forms of life which presumptively involve such conduct.  ...laws or proposed laws outlawing “discrimination based on sexual orientation” are always interpreted by “gay rights” movements as going far beyond discrimination based merely on A’s belief that B is sexually attracted to persons of the same sex.  Instead (it is observed), “gay rights” movements interpret the phrase as extending full legal protection to public activities intended specifically to promote, procure and facilitate homosexual conduct. [25]

St. Paul’s reflections on homosexual vice, in Romans 1: 19-28, make it clear that what matters is not inclinations but the will (the debased mind) and chosen conduct.  With minds darkened, their inclinations mastering their reason, “women exchanged natural intercourse for unnatural, and in the same way men...committed shameless acts with men...” (Rom. 1: 21, 26-28).

Whether we are hearing Paul in faith, or using reason’s own resources to clarify or consciences and rectify our wills, we should be clear that natural intercourse is not simply heterosexual.  Rather, it is marital.  That is, it is sexually complementary (heterosexual), and in each act of spousal intercourse enables the man and the woman, wife and husband, to experience, express and actualize together – physically, emotionally, and intellectually – both of the two essential marital goods: procreativeness, and a friendship which is exclusive and permanently committed.

Notes
[1] Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Letter to the Bishops of the Catholic Church on the Pastoral Care of Homosexual Persons, 1 October 1986, sec. 16.
[2] Catechism of the Catholic Church (revised edition 1997), 2333, 2393.
[3] Ibid. 2333, 2393.
[4] Ibid. 2334-5, 2393.
[5] Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Declaration on Certain Questions concerning Sexual Ethics, 29 December 1975, sec. 8.
[6] Catechism of the Catholic Church (rev. ed.), 2358.
[7] Declaration on Certain Questions concerning Sexual Ethics, sec. 8
[8] Ibid.
[9] Pastoral Care of Homosexual Persons, sec. 3
[10] Catechism of the Catholic Church (rev. ed.), 2358.
[11] The Church’s documents on the matter treat all these words as referring to the same thing.
[12] Pastoral Care of Homosexual Persons, sec. 3.
[13] Ibid.
[14] Ibid.
[15] See Finnis, Aquinas 93.
[16] John Paul II, Encyclical Letter Veritatis Splendor, 6 August 1993, sec. 50 (emphasis added).
[17] See Veritatis Splendor, secs. 13, 48 (“the primordial moral requirement of loving and respecting the person as an end and never as a mere means also implies, by its very nature, respect for certain fundamental goods”); 50; also 78, 79.
[18] E.g. Catechism of the Catholic Church 2333.
[19] Ibid. 2201, 2249.
[20] Veritatis Splendor, sec. 13.  St Thomas Aquinas long ago identified this as a single though complex primary (basic) human good: see John Finnis, Aquinas: Moral, Political and Legal Theory (Oxford University Press, 1998) 82, 143.
[21] See decree of the Holy Office against the errors of the laxists, March 2nd 1679, no. 9.
[22] See Finnis, Aquinas 149.
[23] This line of thought is explored in depth and detail in Finnis, “The Good of Marriage and the Morality of Sexual Relations: Some Philosophical and Historical Observations”, American Journal of Jurisprudence 42 (1997) 97 at 119-126. See also pp. 126-134, exploring the reasons why spouses who know that, though they have not tried to prevent conception, they cannot conceive (i.e. are naturally infertile or have become sterile e.g. as a result of age) can nevertheless engage in authentically marital acts of the reproductive kind, while same-sex partners cannot engage in acts of the reproductive kind, i.e. in marital intercourse.

[24] See ibid. pp. 123-134, especially notes 108, 131-133.
[25] John Finnis, “Law, Morality, and ‘Sexual Orientation,” Notre Dame Law Review 69 (1994) 1049-76 at 1053-4.

Source: Dr. John Finnis. The article originally appeared in The Catholic Social Science Review, Vol. VI (2001), pp. 61-70
http://www.catholicsocialscientists.org
Pope speaks out against gay marriage 
http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/306/54.php 

June 11, 2003
During his visit to Croatia, Pope John Paul II voiced his strongest condemnation to date of same-sex unions, stating that a marriage must consist of only a man and a woman. 
An estimated 100,000 people gathered for the mass in Rijeka on Sunday to hear the Holy Father defend traditional family values in the context of today's "tragically fragmented and divided" society. 
Until Sunday, the Pope had focused on reconciliation of the Balkan people, who were torn apart by war in the early 1990s. But his Rijeka homily was devoted to the family. "God's authentic plan," he said, was founded on "the stable and faithful union of a man and a woman, bound to each other with a bond that is publicly manifested and recognised." 
He said the family needs "special consideration and concrete policies aimed at promoting and protecting its essential nature, its development and stability." 
Executive Director of Catholic gay rights organisation DignityUSA said the Holy Father's remarks represented a political rather than spiritual agenda. Last January, the pope described same-sex relationships as "inauthentic", arguing that "such a 'caricature' has no future and cannot give future to any society." 

A "No" to Homophobia, and Homosexual Acts 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/a-no-to-homophobia-and-homosexual-acts
Mexico City, March 9, 2005 

It is one thing not to discriminate against homosexuals -- but quite another to promote same-sex relations. So says a document published by a commission of the Mexican bishops' conference when analyzing a governmental campaign against homophobia. 
"The term 'homophobia' is relatively new and it is used to signify an 'obsessive aversion toward homosexual persons,'" explained the note published by the Family Pastoral Care Commission, signed by its president, Bishop Rodrigo Aguilar Martínez of Matehuala. "A campaign that promotes that a homosexual person should not be rejected, is something worthy of recognition," it said. "A homosexual person has all the dignity that corresponds to him/her as the human person that he/she is," the note states. "The Catholic Church does not insult, attack or incite the discrimination of any person; on the contrary, it defends, respects and promotes the dignity of each and all, also homosexuals." 
The bishop clarified that "homosexual acts are intrinsically disordered. However, a distinction must be made between the homosexual inclination and homosexual acts. The inclination is disordered in itself, but it does not, on its own, constitute a fault if there is no intention to fuel that inclination through homosexual acts." The Church "has always stated that homosexual acts are intrinsically disordered," Bishop Aguilar observed. "They are contrary to the natural law. They close the sexual act to the gift of life. They do not stem from a true emotional and sexual complementarity. They cannot be approved in any case." The episcopal note was in response to an advertising campaign launched by the Health Secretariat, a ministry of the Mexican government, and the National Center for the Prevention and Control of HIV/AIDS. 
Bishop Aguilar's note stated: "If the campaign against homophobia pretends to present to society a homosexual person as a legitimate personal option, with the 'right to be different,' it assumes a position of apparent humanity and respect for the person by attempting to base itself on the criteria of pluralism, tolerance and nondiscrimination. 

"However, it is basing itself on false and deceitful anthropological bases, distorting the concepts and language." 
The prelate added: "It cannot be upheld that just as some have the inclination to a heterosexual relationship and love, others have the right to a homosexual relationship and love, in a way similar to the acceptance and respect owed to a person regardless of whether he/she is right- or left-handed, or has a different color of skin."
Same-Sex Marriage: Not in Kids' Interest - Evidence Points to Harmful Effects 
https://www.ewtn.com/library/ISSUES/ZSSMKIDS.HTM
Ottawa, May 21, 2005 

Spain and Canada are steadily moving toward the legalization of same-sex "marriage." In past months the bishops' conferences in both countries have issued numerous declarations assailing the attempts to put heterosexual marriage and same-sex unions on the same level. 
This opposition, explained the Spanish episcopal conference in a declaration April 21, does not mean that homosexuals should be discriminated against or maltreated. As individuals they have the same rights and dignity as all other persons, the bishops said. Yet, this does not mean that two persons of the same sex have any right to contract matrimony, the episcopal statement cautioned. Opposition has been equally firm in Canada. 
"Because the relationship of a man and woman committed in a marriage is the strongest core of the family, and because the family is the most vital unit in society, we run great risks in tinkering with the definition of marriage and the family," explained a note published March 16 by the Canadian bishops' conference. Of particular concern to the Church, and other groups, is that the proposed laws in Spain and Canada would allow same-sex couples to adopt children. Adoption, insisted the Spanish bishops in a statement Oct. 1, should be about looking after the good of children, and not "supposed" rights of those who wish to adopt. Two people of the same sex do not constitute an adequate point of reference for adoption, the bishops stated. 
Compelling empirical evidence supporting the Church's objection on the issue of adoption was published earlier this month in the United States by the National Association for Research and Therapy of Homosexuality (NARTH). The organization was founded in 1992 to provide psychological understanding of the cause, treatment and behavior patterns associated with homosexuality. On May 6 NARTH published a study titled, "Review of Research on Homosexual Parenting, Adoption, and Foster Parenting." The paper was written by George Rekers, professor of neuropsychiatry and behavioral science at the University of South Carolina School of Medicine. 
The study, accompanied by extensive documentation and bibliographical references, was prepared for use in U.S. legal proceedings on the question of whether homosexuals should be allowed to adopt children. 

Harmful stresses 

Rekers explains that the inherent nature of a household formed by homosexually behaving adults "uniquely endangers foster children by exposing them to a substantial level of harmful stresses that are over and above usual stress levels in heterosexual foster homes." The professor observes that adopted children are "among the most vulnerable of all citizens," as by the time they arrive at their new home they have already gone through a series of difficulties, often involving separations, neglect, and traumas such as the death of parents. Added to this is the stress of adjusting to a new home and neighborhood. He then goes on to cite a number of studies that detail how, even when adopted children are placed in favorable family circumstances, they already suffer from substantially higher rates of psychological disorders. Citing a wide variety of academic studies from countries around the world, Rekers explains that homosexual adults suffer from significantly higher rates of psychological disorders such as suicide, conduct disorder and substance abuse. Living with a parent who suffers from a mental disorder or has problems with drug or alcohol abuse will only trigger further stresses and problems for adopted children, he contends. 
"The logical conclusion from these findings would be that heterosexual adults generally have significantly and substantially better health, more energy, and better emotional stamina to devote to foster children," argues Rekers. 

Instability 

Another factor that militates against homosexuals being given the possibility to adopt children is the well-demonstrated fact that same-sex partner relationships are significantly less stable and more short-lived on the average compared to a marriage of a man and a woman. For adopted children this will lead to a substantially higher rate of household transitions in foster homes for youngsters placed with a homosexually behaving adult. Foster children have already suffered one or more traumatic transitions, notes Rekers, and more-frequent transitions result in greater psychological harm and psychosocial maladjustment. Rekers observes that a longitudinal study based on population registers in Norway and Sweden, which included legally registered same-sex partnerships in the latter nation, reported that homosexual male couples were 1.5 times as likely to break up as married heterosexual couples. 
Breakup rates were even higher for homosexual female couples, who were found to be 2.67 times as likely to split as heterosexual married couples. Rekers goes on to explain that according to this study, when controls for demographic characteristics associated with increased risk of divorce were added to the analysis, male homosexual couples were 1.35 times as likely to divorce, and lesbian couples were three times as likely to divorce as heterosexual married couples. 

Needing a mom and dad 

Another series of problems arises from the lack of role models, normally present in a household headed by a father and a mother. A household with one or more homosexually behaving members "deprives foster children of vitally needed positive contributions to child adjustment," Rekers states. 
Lacking is the mother/father relationship and model as related to child rearing. Also absent is the model of a husband/wife relationship "which is significantly healthier, substantially more stable socially and psychologically, and is more widely approved compared to homosexual lifestyles," the professor writes. Rekers notes that openly identified homosexual researchers frequently argue that an adult's sexual orientation has no bearing on whether they can carry out important parenting functions. He admits that this capability is necessary in a foster home, but it is not the only condition needed. 
Adopted children not only require parents who can carry out basic parental functions. They also need parents who provide a family structure where there is an environment that is propitious for a child's development. In fact, for this reason, he notes, the state already puts restrictions on those who can adopt, and normally excludes, for example, newly married or elderly couples, and recently arrived immigrants. 
Children placed for adoption have normally already lost a positive role model of a married mother and father, and placing them in a household headed by two persons of the same sex will leave them still bereft of this model. Marriages that consist of both a man and a woman provide special advantages in raising children, Rekers explains. 
Children see and experience the innate and unique abilities and characteristics that each sex possesses and contributes to their combined endeavor. As well, children learn lessons for later life by seeing both parents working together in child rearing. 
Reker argues that a heterosexual marriage provides a child with four models that provide strong advantages to a child who grows up to become a married adult: 
-- A heterosocial role model of a stable married male/female relationship. 
-- A heterosocial role model of mother and father coordinating co-parenting. 
-- A parenting role model of father-child relationship. 
-- A parenting role model of a mother-child relationship. 
The study observes that the best child adjustment come about when they live with a married man and woman. "It is clearly in the best interests of foster children," Rekers states, "to be placed with exclusively heterosexual married-couple foster families because this natural family structure inherently provides unique needed benefits and produces better child adjustment than is generally the case in households with a homosexually behaving adult." Whether such arguments impress legislators in Canada and Spain remains to be seen.
Marriage Rooted in Nature of Man and Woman, Says Pope - Warns That Other Forms Are Outside Human Dignity 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/marriage-rooted-in-nature-of-man-and-woman-says-pope
Vatican City, June 7, 2005 

Marriage and the family are not human innovations, but rather form part of the very nature of man and woman, says Benedict XVI. The Pope discussed at length the Christian vision of the family on Monday when opening the Ecclesial Congress of the Diocese of Rome on "Family and Christian Community: Formation of the Person and Transmission of the Faith." 
"Marriage and the family are not casual sociological constructs, fruits of a particular historical and economic situation," the Holy Father said. "On the contrary, the question of the right relationship between man and woman has its roots in the most profound essence of the human being, and can only find its answer in the latter." The Bible presents man as "created in the image of God, and God himself is love. For this reason, the vocation to love is what makes man the authentic image of God: He becomes like God in the measure that he becomes someone who loves," Benedict XVI stated. 

Theological character 

The expression of love through sexuality is explained, he said, in "the indissoluble bond between spirit and body: Man is, in fact, soul that expresses itself in the body and body that is vivified by an immortal spirit." 
He continued: "The body of man and of woman also has, therefore, so to speak, a theological character, it is not simply body, and what is biological in man is not only biological, but an expression and fulfillment of our humanity. 
"Human sexuality is not next to our being person, but belongs to it. Only when sexuality is integrated in the person does it succeed in giving itself meaning." The "yes" pronounced by the spouses in the marriage "means 'always'; it constitutes the area of fidelity," the Pope said. Only in this fidelity "can this faith grow which gives a future and allows the children, fruit of love, to believe in man and in his future in difficult times," he stated. 

Definitive gift 

The highest expression of freedom is not, continued Benedict XVI, "the pursuit of pleasure, without ever arriving at a genuine decision. Seemingly this permanent openness appears to be the realization of freedom, but it is not true: The true expression of freedom is, on the contrary, the capacity to decide for a definitive gift, in which freedom, by surrendering itself, finds itself fully again. "The personal and reciprocal 'yes' of man and woman opens space for the future, for the authentic humanity of each one, and at the same time is destined to the gift of a new life." 

For this reason, "this personal 'yes' must necessarily be a 'yes' that is also publicly responsible, with which the spouses assume the public responsibility of faithfulness, which also guarantees the future of the community," the Holy Father said. "None of us belongs exclusively to ourselves," he added. "Therefore, each one is called to assume in our deepest selves our public responsibility. "Marriage, as an institution, is not therefore an undue interference of society or of the authorities, an imposition from outside in the most private reality of life; it is, on the contrary, an intrinsic exigency of the pact of conjugal love and of the depth of the human person. 

Libertinism 

"The different present forms of the dissolution of marriage, as well as free unions and 'trial marriage,' including the pseudo-marriage between persons of the same sex, are on the contrary expressions of an anarchic freedom that appears erroneously as man's authentic liberation." The Pope said this pseudo-freedom is based on "a trivialization of the body, which inevitably includes the trivialization of man. Its assumption is that man can make of himself what he likes. Thus his body becomes something secondary, which can be manipulated from the human point of view, which can be used as one pleases." He added: "Libertinism, which appears as discovery of the body and its value, is in reality a dualism that makes the body contemptible, leaving it, so to speak, outside the authentic being and dignity of the person."
Scottish Cardinal Warns Against Homosexual Parenting - Would Harm Children, Raise Status of Same-Sex Couples 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/scottish-cardinal-warns-against-homosexual-parenting
Edinburgh, Scotland, June 10, 2005

Allowing same-sex partners to adopt children would not be in the best interest of Scotland, or its children, says the archbishop of Saint Andrews and Edinburgh. Cardinal Keith O'Brien, commenting on a proposal made by Scotland's Adoption Policy Review Group to allow unmarried and same sex couples to adopt, said today in a press release that the policy is "clearly not in the best interests of children." 
"The proposals to permit homosexual couples to adopt are contrary to the common good," the cardinal added. "Such a measure would distort the understanding of the family, cause harm to children and promote the status of homosexual relationships. "The demands for parental rights for homosexual partners are more to do with fulfilling their wish for status rather than meeting needs of children. It is the view of the Catholic Church that to place children in such a situation is to put them in an environment that is not conducive to their full human development." The cardinal continued: "This is gravely immoral and in open contradiction to the principle, recognized in the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, that the best interests of the child, as the weaker and more vulnerable party, are to be the paramount consideration in every case."
Bishops Outside Spain Assail New Law - Same-Sex Marriage Statute Prompts Warnings 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/bishops-outside-spain-assail-new-law
Rome, July 5, 2005

Catholic bishops in various parts of the world have publicly expressed concern in the wake of Spain's legalization of homosexual marriage and warned about its effects. Cardinal Renato Martino, president of the Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace, warned that the new law is "an aberration of the principles that derive from nature" and stressed that the decision "does not reflect the true will of the Spanish people," the Italian newspaper Avvenire reported Friday. For his part, Cardinal Alfonso López Trujillo, president of the Pontifical Council for the Family, called the Spanish measure an "iniquitous law." 
It is hard to understand "how the proposal can promote the family," given that it implies the latter's "destruction," he told Colombia's National Radio Network. Also on Friday, Cardinal Juan Luis Cipriani Thorne, archbishop of Lima and primate of Peru, warned of a dictatorship of moral relativism. "Evil is disguised as good and is imposed," he said, "and woe to the one who doesn't accept it as he is labeled 'intolerant.'" "I say all this because we have just learned that … [a] country of an enormous Christian tradition has approved pseudo-marriage and imposed on society a disfigurement, that is, a most pharisaic, hypocritical attack," Cardinal Cipriani said during a Mass. 
Grave attack It is a "grave threat for the family institution and for the future of the world," said Bishop José Hugo Garaycoa Hawkins of Tacna-Moquegua, Peru, in a statement to the Vatican agency Fides. Archbishop José Ríos Reynoso of Arequipa, Peru, in a note sent to ZENIT, said: "We believe that it is not possible to accept passively such a grave attack against authentic marriage and the painful consequences and sufferings for families. It is necessary, therefore, to defend the historical and moral heritage," which is affected by this law. "The reasons to reject this law are not against homosexuals, who insofar as human beings have the same rights as the rest of people," he said. "What we wish to do is to defend the anthropological and social reality of the union of man and woman, in its specificity and in its irreplaceable value for the common good." Bishop Catalino Claudio Giménez Medina of Caacupe, president of the Paraguayan episcopate, told Fides: "For the sole desire to appear as a nation in the vanguard, trampling on fundamental principles, the Spanish government has approved a law that legalizes the so-called marriage of homosexual couples. "This is no more than the aberration of a society without objectives and horizons, which causes profound confusion, the fruit of an age that shows itself ever more decadent." 

Step backward Archbishop John Baptist Odama of Gulu, Uganda, in statements to Fides, said: "I hope that other countries will not follow Spain's example. Europe seems to be losing its soul and to be prey to a relativism without ethics." 
Archbishop Theodore Adrien Sarr of Dakar, president of the Senegalese episcopate, lamented: "This law is a step backward, not a step forward, in human civilization, because it goes against the natural law. "Africans of all religious creeds have been profoundly astonished by this law, because the natural law is rooted in our continent's culture." 
Fides, the Holy See's missionary news agency, also reported the statements of Father Donald De Souza, secretary-general and spokesman of the Indian episcopate. "The Church in India expresses it’s disconcert over the approval of the law that legitimizes homosexual 'marriage' in Spain," he said. "The Indian episcopal conference expresses its full solidarity with the Spanish bishops in the battle for life and the authentic family which they carry forward." Father De Souza stressed that "beyond the Christian religion, ancient Indian traditions see marriage as between man and woman, and would in no way understand marriage between two men or two women."
Baptism Affected by Canada's Same-Sex Union Bill 
(Zenit.org) Ottawa, July 15, 2005 

The Catholic Church may not be able to baptize children of same-sex couples, if both parents insist on signing the certificate of baptism, says the archbishop of Quebec. 
"According to our canon law, we cannot accept the signatures of two fathers or two mothers as parents of an infant," said Cardinal Marc Ouellet. His comment came as the Civil Marriage Act was expected to become law next week. Benoit Bariteau, associate general secretary of the bishops' conference, clarified later that that the Church would only deny baptism if both fathers, or both mothers, insisted on signing the baptismal certificate. The Ottawa Citizen newspaper reported that Bariteau explained that if one signature is sufficient for both parents, the Church would not refuse to baptize children of a same-sex couple.
Same-Sex "Marriage" and Mental Health - Interview with Dr. Rick Fitzgibbons of Catholic Medical Association 
https://www.ewtn.com/library/ISSUES/zssmenthel.HTM
West Conshohocken, Pennsylvania, July 20, 2005 

A recent meeting of the American Psychiatric Association calling for the legalization of same-sex marriage shows a political agenda that disregards scientific data, says a psychiatrist. 
Dr. Rick Fitzgibbons was a major contributor to "Homosexuality and Hope," an essay by the Catholic Medical Association, and co-author of "Helping Clients Forgive: An Empirical Guide for Resolving Anger and Restoring Hope" (American Psychological Association Books, 2000). Fitzgibbons shared his views with ZENIT about the APA's definition of same-sex marriage as a mental health "need" for the stability of the partners and the children they adopt. 
Q: Is the opinion of the APA on same-sex unions and adoption consistent with the research on the medical and psychiatric difficulties in those with same-sex attractions and on the developmental needs of children? 
Fitzgibbons: No. The APA has chosen to ignore the significant medical research which has documented serious psychiatric and medical illnesses associated with those same-sex attractions and behaviors. This research and that on the needs of children for a father and a mother have been reviewed in several important recent papers from the University of South Carolina School of Medicine and the University of Utah School of Medicine. The peer-reviewed literature demonstrates that an inability to maintain committed relationships and rampant promiscuity are the norm in the homosexual lifestyle. To illustrate this, one recent study in Amsterdam, by Xiridou, demonstrated that 86% of the new cases of AIDS came from those in committed relationships, and that those in casual relationships averaged between 16-28 sexual partners per year. 
Q: What else does the research show in regards to psychiatric and medical health risks for those living the homosexual lifestyle? 
Fitzgibbons: Well-designed research studies have shown that many psychiatric disorders are far more prevalent, three to five times, in teen-agers and adults with same-sex attraction [SSA]. These include major depression, suicidal ideation and attempts, anxiety disorders, substance abuse, conduct disorder, low self-esteem in males and sexual promiscuity with an inability to maintain committed relationships. It is important to note that "homophobia" is not the cause of these disorders, as many of these studies were done in cultures in which homosexuality is widely accepted. Another recent study has shown that a high percentage, 32%, of males with SSA have been abused by other males with SSA. In addition, those with SSA have a shortened life expectancy. The sexual practices in the lifestyle, particularly sodomy, are associated with numerous serious medical illnesses. All this research was ignored by the APA. 
Q: What do the social and medical perspectives of scientific research indicate about the needs of a child for a father and a mother? 
Fitzgibbons: Dr. Reekers and Dr. Byrd's summary of some of the vast literature on child development demonstrates the vital importance of a father and a mother for the developmental needs of a child. In effect, the social science research supports the recent statement of the Vatican that to deliberately deprive a child of a father or a mother through adoption by those in the homosexual lifestyle would inflict severe harm onto those children. 
The APA's statement ignores the vast scholarship on the needs of children such as Henry Biller's "Fathers and Families: Paternal Factors in Child Development," which includes a bibliography of almost 1,000 separate articles or books on the positive effects of fathers on children. These studies were not done as part of a political campaign, but as serious scholarship to increase our knowledge of child development. The literature on the needs of a child for a mother is even more extensive, and was equally ignored. 
Q: If the opinion of the APA in support of same-sex unions and adoption is not based on medical, psychiatric and social science research, then what do you think it is based upon? 
Fitzgibbons: I believe that the decision is an ideological and a political one, not one based in medical science or on the protection of the health of adults or of children. The unscientific position of the APA brings to mind the warning of Pope Benedict XVI in regards to the dictatorship of relativism in the West. In my professional experience as a psychiatrist with expertise on the nature and treatment of excessive anger, the APA's decision is strongly influenced by a long standing bias toward Judeo-Christian and, particularly, Catholic morality. The recent legal recognition of same sex unions by Canada and Spain which is not based on medical science or on the well-being of adults and children is another illustration of this bias. This bias has led to the experience of not a small number of Catholics with mental health professionals in which their faith and morality have been blamed for either their emotional struggles or those in their child, or in which attempts were made to change their moral code in regard to sexuality. 

Q: What advice would you give to other psychiatrists, psychologists and counselors, faced with this ideological trend in their fields? 
Fitzgibbons: A number of colleagues have told me that they plan to leave the APA because of its abandonment of medical science and it’s caving in to an ideological and political agenda. Personally, in this struggle I have been encouraged by, and have encouraged some of my colleagues, with the words of John Paul II, "Prayer joined to sacrifice constitutes the most powerful force in human history." Catholic mental health professionals need to trust that the Lord will act to protect the sacrament of marriage, but we need to do our part. Also, regardless of the APA's unscientific statement, doctors have a responsibility to inform their patients of the dangers of the homosexual lifestyle. In his study "The Health Risks of Gay Sex," an internist and colleague, Dr. John R. Diggs Jr., wrote, "As a physician, it is my duty to assess behaviors for their impact on health and well-being. When something is beneficial, such as exercise, good nutrition or adequate sleep, it is my duty to recommend it. Likewise, when something is harmful, such as smoking, overeating, alcohol or drug abuse, it is my duty to discourage it. As a physician, it is my duty to inform patients of the health risks of homosexual sex, and to discourage them from indulging in harmful behaviors." 
Q: What advice would you offer Catholic parents in regard to the attempt to redefine marriage and establish same-sex civil unions and adoption? 
Fitzgibbons: Catholic parents today need an understanding of homosexuality in view of both the attempts to redefine marriage and of the crisis in the Church. This knowledge is available in the updated brochure of the Catholic Medical Association, and at the Web site of the National Association for Research and Treatment of Homosexuality. Contrary to the media and professional organizations' political propaganda, same-sex attractions are not genetically determined and are preventable and treatable. Parents would be helped by reading Pope Benedict's recent statement on marriage and civil unions when he headed the Congregation for Doctrine and Faith. He wrote, "The marital union of man and woman has been elevated by Christ to the dignity of a sacrament. The Church teaches that Christian marriage is an efficacious sign of the covenant between Christ and the Church." Other excellent family resources which can help parents present to their children the beauty of God's plan for marriage and for human sexuality are "The Truth and Meaning of Human Sexuality," from the Pontifical Council for the Family; "Humanae Vitae"; "Love and Responsibility"; John Paul II's "Theology of the Body"; and the Catechism of the Catholic Church. In response to the recent APA statement, Catholic parents need to monitor more carefully their children's education, because many educators will now intensify their present efforts to initiate required curriculum on homosexuality from grades 1-12. 
These programs fail to present the truth about the homosexual lifestyle, including the inability to maintain commitment, the rampant promiscuity, the medical and psychiatric illnesses and damage done to children who are denied their right to a father and a mother. Instead, these biased efforts attempt to falsely portray homosexuality as a healthy alternative lifestyle. Parents should request that the truth be presented to their children. Many of these educational programs attempt to mask their true goals by the use of names such as diversity, tolerance or "no name-calling weeks" when, in fact, they attempt to undermine the Church's teaching on marriage, human sexuality and, now child-rearing. Catholics should also act in the political arena to influence elected officials to learn the truth about homosexuality and to support the basic unit of society upon which the well-being of a society is founded, the family, based on a marriage between a man and a woman.
Talk of Same-Sex Couples and RU-486 Roils Vatican - 2 Italian Government Officials Speak Out on Life and Family Issues 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/talk-of-same-sex-couples-and-ru-486-roils-vatican  

Vatican City, May 24, 2006 

Statements by two officials of the new Italian government on matters of family and life have triggered concern at the Vatican. In Tuesday's Italian edition of L'Osservatore Romano, the newspaper published by the Vatican, an article appeared under the headline "Dialectical Acrobatics to the Detriment of the Family." 
The article criticized statements by Rosy Bindi, the new government minister of the family, which open the possibility of public recognition of "de facto couples," including homosexual couples. The article observes that Bindi is focusing on this issue instead of responding to the "numerous problems that must be faced in the country, in particular, those that affect the many difficulties that Italian families face daily." The newspaper went on to make two points. First, it affirms that "in the debate, it is necessary to distinguish between heterosexual and homosexual couples." In the case of the former, the question is already regulated, L'Osservatore Romano clarifies. That is why marriage exists, it states. The newspaper adds: "One cannot understand why the state has to intervene in the private sphere and protect publicly those who deny" marriage. 
An excuse 

Second, the newspaper contends that de facto heterosexual couples are used as an excuse to introduce the recognition of homosexual couples. Public recognition of these couples, "would give them a formidable weapon to give credit to an alternative form of family," the paper said. "And, where there is family, sooner or later there are, inevitably, children and their rights." In today's edition, L'Osservatore Romano reacts to statements made Monday by the Italian minister of health, Livia Turco, who is in favor of introducing the RU-486 abortion pill. The newspaper said that the pill has led to "quick homicide."  "It only tries to offer women the possibility to choose the weapon," the paper said. "A faster weapon gives the murderer the consolation of not having to think much about it." 
The newspaper appeals to government ministers in general to analyze the implications before they speak, "so as not to wound the sensitivity of those who do not have the same opinion." "On topics such as these," it adds, "instead of exercising immediately the coveted political power, one should test the different sensitivities of the governed."

Debating Marriage: 10 Principles - Scholar Says the Real Arguments Are Just Beginning 
http://www.zenit.org/english/visualizza.phtml?sid=90879 
Princeton, New Jersey, June 13, 2006 

Divorce, illegitimacy and cohabitation have seriously weakened the vital institution of marriage, even beyond the looming threat of the imposition of same-sex marriage by American judges. That is the contention of 60 prominent signatories who, under auspices of the Witherspoon Institute, have issued a new document, "Marriage and the Public Good: Ten Principles."
The document bills itself as seeking to add a "substantial new contribution to the public debate over marriage." 

The signatories claim that the case for marriage "can be made and won at the level of reason."
"The better arguments are on our side but they haven't been made, or at least made with rigor or given a hearing in the media," said James Stoner, a professor of political science at Louisiana State University and chairman of the drafting committee, in an interview with ZENIT.
According to Stoner, "There is this impression out there that this debate is between those who want equal rights and some religious bigots trying to stop them." Stoner insists the idea for the document was to speak from the perspective of natural reason in a way that is accessible to all people and not confined to a certain creed. "We've laid out the frame -work for how this argument can be made," he said. "[M]arriage," the document states, "is not narrowly religious, but the cross-cultural fruit of broad human experience and reflection, and supported by considerable social science evidence."
On the heels of last week's defeat of the Federal Marriage Amendment in the U.S. Senate, the document could provide a road map for defenders of traditional marriage as the debate shifts to state legislatures.
"Many were saying that the amendment was about appealing to the prejudice of a certain bloc of voters," Stoner said. "But what it really exposed was how evenly divided the country is about how fundamental marriage is as an institution to our society. "If only fundamental things are enshrined in the Constitution, yet almost half of the senators refused to codify a common definition of marriage, then regardless of your views on gay marriage, there is a serious division in our polity about the fundamental nature of marriage." "Thus," Stoner added, "the debate about why a common conception of marriage is necessary to maintain a healthy civil society is really just ready to begin."
In response to the crisis of marriage, the document argues that it is particularly important to continue to make the case for marriage as an important public good in a free society. To this end, it offers 10 principles that summarize the public value of marriage and why society should endorse and support the institution:
1) Marriage is a personal union, intended for the whole of life, of husband and wife.
2) Marriage is a profound human good, elevating and perfecting our social and sexual nature.
3) Ordinarily, both men and women who marry are better off as a result.
4) Marriage protects and promotes the wellbeing of children.
5) Marriage sustains civil society and promotes the common good.
6) Marriage is a wealth-creating institution, increasing human and social capital.
7) When marriage weakens, the equality gap widens, as children suffer from the disadvantages of growing up in homes without committed mothers and fathers.
8) A functioning marriage culture serves to protect political liberty and foster limited government.
9) The laws that govern marriage matter significantly.
10) "Civil marriage" and "religious marriage" cannot be rigidly or completely divorced from one another.
Finding solutions
According to the signatories, "Creating a marriage culture is not the job for government.
"Families, religious communities, and civic institutions -- along with intellectual, moral, religious, and artistic leaders -- point the way. But law and public policy will either reinforce and support these goals or undermine them."
The signatories advocate a few practical policy prescriptions so that politicians, academics, families, and religious organizations can assist in establishing the necessary policy framework to foster a healthy culture of marriage: expanding family-friendly tax provisions and cuts; divorce law reform; monitoring the fertility industry; and preserving the public understanding of marriage as the union of one man and one woman.
While the document offers some practical policy initiatives that should be pursued, it stresses that marriage will only be strengthened when more children are raised by their mothers and fathers in "loving, lasting marital unions."
"The issue of marriage is more than just an empirical question," said Stoner. "If you know that, you know not to start experimenting with something so fundamental to human nature and found throughout human history."
The Psychology behind Homosexual Tendencies - Dr. Richard Fitzgibbons Makes Distinctions of Same-Sex Attractions  

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/the-psychology-behind-homosexual-tendencies-part-1
West Conshohocken, Pennsylvania, December 5, 2005 

The new Vatican document on the priesthood and homosexual tendencies mentions a range of conditions, from deep-seated homosexual tendencies to transitory same-sex attractions. To learn more about the nuances of the range of homosexual tendencies and their treatment, ZENIT turned to Dr. Richard Fitzgibbons, a psychiatrist, author and contributor to the Catholic Medical Association's document "Homosexuality and Hope." 
Q: How would you distinguish between someone with same-sex attractions and someone with deep-seated homosexual tendencies? 
Fitzgibbons: Those with deep-seated homosexual tendencies identify themselves as homosexual persons and are usually unwilling to examine their emotional conflicts that caused this tendency. Strong physical attraction is present to other men's bodies and to the masculinity of others due to profound weakness in male confidence. These individuals in the priesthood have a significant affective immaturity with excessive anger and jealousy toward males who are not homosexual, insecurity that leads them to avoid close friendships with such males and an inordinate need for attention. 

Most of these men had painful adolescent experiences of significant loneliness and sadness, felt insecure in their masculinity, and had a poor body image. Well-designed research studies have demonstrated a much higher prevalence of psychiatric illness in those who identify themselves as homosexual. 
Under severe stress they may even experience strong physical and sexual attraction to adolescent males, as has occurred in the crisis in the Church. Frequently, they may have difficulty working in a collegial and comfortable way with heterosexual males. Unresolved paternal anger is regularly misdirected as rebellion against the magisterium and the Church's teaching on sexual morality. Unfortunately, their denial, defensiveness and anger block their openness to seek the Lord's help with their emotional and behavioral weaknesses. Those with mild homosexual tendencies do not identify themselves as homosexuals. Such men are motivated to understand and to overcome their emotional conflicts. They regularly seek psychotherapy and spiritual direction. The goal of counseling is to uncover early conflicts, forgive those who hurt them and increase their male confidence -- which in time may lead to the resolution of same-sex attractions. Such men accept and want to live and teach the fullness of the Church's teaching on sexual morality. They do not support the homosexual culture but see it as antithetical to the universal call to holiness. 
Q: Are there psychological tests which can be helpful in identifying candidates with same-sex attractions or deep-seated homosexual tendencies? 
Fitzgibbons: Yes, the Boy Gender Conformity Scale from the University of Indiana and the Clarke Sexual History Questionnaire can identify with 90% accuracy males with same-sex attractions. Also, an extensive history of childhood and adolescent experiences with the father and male peers, and of the body, can identify deep-seated homosexuality. Simply asking a candidate if he is heterosexual or homosexual, as is done in many seminaries and religious communities, is not sufficient. 
Q: What would your recommendations be for a candidate who has same-sex attractions or who demonstrates homosexual tendencies? 
Fitzgibbons: When the evaluation reveals probable same-sex attractions, a recommendation is given to uncover and engage in the hard work of resolving his emotional pain with a competent mental health professional and spiritual director. After the candidate's male confidence has grown significantly and he no longer has same-sex attractions, he could reapply. In our clinical experience those with deep-seated homosexual tendencies lack an understanding of the origins of their conflicts and of the possibility of healing. Many of these men also make a commitment to work on their emotional conflicts. 
Q: What would you recommend for current seminarians who have same-sex attractions or demonstrate homosexual tendencies or significant affective immaturity? 
Fitzgibbons: Given the present crisis in the Church, with 80% of the abuse involving homosexual assaults of adolescent males, seminarians and those in formation in religious communities with same-sex attractions have a serious responsibility to protect the Church from further shame and sorrow. They should attempt to understand and resolve their emotional conflicts with a qualified mental health professional and spiritual director. Seminarians with effeminacy, a clear sign of serious affective immaturity, usually failed in their childhood to identify sufficiently with their fathers and male peers. They can benefit from therapy to extinguish effeminate mannerisms and to strengthen their appreciation of their God-given masculinity so that they may become true spiritual fathers. Seminarians with deep-seated homosexual tendencies should discuss their conflicts honestly with their spiritual directors and be guided by the Church's recent statement. We have seen many young men overcome these tendencies over the past 30 years when a spiritual component was incorporated into their treatment plan as in the treatment of substance abuse disorders. The research of Dr. Bob Spitzer of the department of psychiatry at Columbia University School of Medicine has given hope to many young men in regard to the healing of their emotional conflicts. 
Q: What are the major emotional and character issues which you believe should be addressed in the human formation programs in seminaries? 
Fitzgibbons: A 2005 national study demonstrated that 28.8% of Americans will have an anxiety disorder in their lifetime, 24.8% an impulse-control disorder and 20.8% a mood disorder. The most common origins of these emotional weaknesses in men arise from a lack of closeness and affirmation in the father relationship and with male peers. These emotional conflicts result in weaknesses in male confidence, sadness, loneliness, anger and often a poor body image. In addition, those from divorced family backgrounds have major trust weaknesses. The predominant character weakness in our culture is that of selfishness, which is a major obstacle of self-giving in every vocation. Good psychological testing and history taking could identify various types of emotional pain that the candidate could address in his spiritual life with his spiritual director, and if necessary with a qualified mental health professional. Conferences for seminarians on growth in affective maturity and in self-giving can be helpful in identifying and in resolving the conflicts which interfere with affective maturity. 

Q: What criteria would indicate that a seminarian has achieved affective maturity? 
Fitzgibbons: In my professional experience the major indicator of affective maturity in every vocation is healthy, balanced self-giving that includes the ability to receive from God and from others. Affective maturity is also demonstrated by the ability to address the most common emotional stresses; that is, anxiety, weak confidence, anger, loneliness and sadness. Anxiety can be overcome by growth in trust and in confidence; anger by growth in the virtue of forgiveness, and loneliness or sadness by growth in the ability to receive the love of God and others on a regular basis and to give oneself. 
Childhood and adolescent conflicts in these areas may also need to be uncovered and addressed. Also, a commitment to grow in numerous ways is necessary for the development of a healthy personality. [Tuesday: More help for same-sex attractions] 

The Psychology Behind Homosexual Tendencies - Part II
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/the-psychology-behind-homosexual-tendencies-part-2
December 6, 2005 

Many priests grow in holiness and happiness in their ministry as a result of the healing of their childhood and adolescent male insecurity, loneliness and anger and, subsequently, their same-sex attractions. So says Dr. Richard Fitzgibbons, a psychiatrist, author and contributor to the Catholic Medical Association's document "Homosexuality and Hope." Fitzgibbons shared with ZENIT how some seminarians, candidates for the seminary, and priests can make strides in resolving their homosexual tendencies, and what bishops and religious superiors can do to help them. 
Q: How can spiritual directors help seminarians or priests who have same-sex attractions? 
Fitzgibbons: Spiritual directors can help seminarians and priests by understanding that same-sex attractions are treatable and are not genetically determined. They can encourage seminarians and priests to face their emotional pain with the Lord's help, particularly their loneliness. Spiritual directors who actively and honestly engage in inner healing prayer and who can help apply the healing graces of St. Ignatius of Loyola's rules for the discernment of spirits can facilitate the healing process. 
Q: The new Vatican instruction says that homosexual tendencies that are a manifestation of a transitory problem -- for example, delayed adolescence -- must be clearly overcome at least three years before diaconal ordination. What is your opinion of that? 
Fitzgibbons: I believe that this statement means that it is not sufficient for the seminarian to be chaste for three years. He must also first know himself; that is, understand his emotional conflicts which cause same-sex attractions and have worked to resolve those conflicts. Chastity for three years is not adequate because under stress in priestly ministry unresolved loneliness, isolation or insecurity from the adolescent life stage could lead to same-sex attractions -- even attraction to adolescent males in an unconscious attempt to escape from one's pain. Dr. [Robert L.] Spitzer's recent research findings and many clinical studies support this view that homosexual tendencies can be transitory and resolved. 
Q: What would you recommend for priests who have same-sex attractions or homosexual tendencies? 
Fitzgibbons: I would recommend that they become more knowledgeable about the emotional origins and healing of same-sex attractions, as well as the serious medical and psychiatric illnesses associated with homosexuality. Also, in view of the John Jay report findings that 80% of the priestly abuse cases were with adolescent males, priests with same-sex attractions have a serious responsibility to protect the Church and youth from further scandal by working to understand and resolve their same-sex attractions. Adolescent males need to be protected from homosexual predation. We have observed many priests grow in holiness and in happiness in their ministry as a result of the healing of their childhood and adolescent male insecurity, loneliness and anger and, subsequently, their same-sex attractions. This healing process has been described in the statement of the Catholic Medical Association, "Homosexuality and Hope." Our experience over 25 years has convinced us of the direct link between rebellion and anger against the Church's teaching, and sexually promiscuous behaviors. 
This appears to be a two-way street: Those who are sexually active dissent from the Church's teaching on sexuality to justify their own actions, while those who adopt rebellious ideas on sexual morality are more vulnerable to become sexually active, because they have little to no defense against sexual temptations. Growth in forgiveness and humility are essential in the treatment of such priests. 
Q: How could bishops and religious superiors help their priests who have same-sex attractions? 
Fitzgibbons: If bishops encouraged priests with homosexual tendencies to pursue appropriate therapy and spiritual direction with those loyal to the Church's teaching, they too would witness healing of their priests. Also, priests would be helped if the "crisis boundary" programs did not mask the role of homosexuality in the abuse of the adolescent male victims. Instead, these programs should describe why adult males might be sexually attracted to adolescents and how this conflict can be resolved. In view of the John Jay report, bishops should consider protecting young men by not permitting priests with deep-seated homosexuality to have teaching or other ministries in schools, colleges and seminaries. Finally, bishops should be aware that there are many "experts" who ignore medical science or are swayed by political correctness. USCCB National Review Board member Dr. Paul McHugh, former psychiatrist-in-chief at Johns Hopkins Hospital, stated recently: "I'm amazed that this fundamental bombshell" -- of the abuse of adolescent males -- "has not been the subject of greater interest and discussion." He told the National Catholic Register, "I'm astonished that people throughout America are not talking about it, thinking about it and wondering about what the mechanisms were that set this alight." There is every reason to hope that with this new document the Church will progress along the necessary path of purification described by John Paul II in April 2002 in his meeting with cardinals and bishops on the crisis.
Pastoral Care for Those with Same-Sex Attraction - Interview with Father John Harvey of Courage 
https://www.ewtn.com/library/HUMANITY/zpastcarssa.htm  
New York, December 7, 2006

The new revised guidelines of the U.S. bishops on persons with homosexual tendencies reflects updated findings in psychology, says an expert in the treatment of same-sex attractions.
Father John Harvey, an Oblate of St. Francis de Sales, is director of Courage International, a spiritual support system for Catholic homosexual persons who desire to live a chaste life. 

The bishops' document, "Ministry to Persons with a Homosexual Inclination: Guidelines for Pastoral Care," mentions Courage and its partner organization for parents, Encourage, as examples of ministries whose principles are in accord with Church teaching.
In this interview with ZENIT, Father Harvey shared his views of the revised guidelines issued Nov. 14.

Q: How does the bishops' new document differ from previous documents on pastoral care of those with same-sex attraction?
Father Harvey: The document is a definite improvement from the 1997 document "Always Our Children: A Pastoral Message to Parents of Homosexual Children and Suggestions for Pastoral Ministers." That document was written in a way that it could be assumed that there are two orientations: heterosexual and homosexual. The fact of the matter is that there is only one orientation, the heterosexual orientation. The homosexual tendency is an objective disorder, and if a person has this objective disorder, it is because other things have happened. From all the psychological studies of homosexuality, there is no scientific evidence that you are born with the homosexual tendency. There is no evidence. In the future it might be that someone proves scientifically that some people are born as homosexuals, I doubt such would happen, but it might happen. In the present state of scientific knowledge, however, this is no evidence that homosexuality is a condition, that it is passed down through a particular homosexual gene or is caused by a certain hormone. From what we know today, the main factors leading to a homosexual tendency all have to do with environment: family environment, school environment, adolescent environment.
Q: This document takes pains to note that same-sex attraction does not mean the person is objectively disordered, only that the inclination is disordered. Was there a widespread misconception of the Church's view on this point? 
Father Harvey: In the document itself, they distinguish between the inclination and the person, and confers on the person with the disorder the dignity that God confers on all persons. Same-sex attraction is not normal. The disorder is a sub-rational inclination of the person. People with homosexual tendencies suffer with these desires. And not all persons with homosexual tendencies are alike. Studies indicate that of those who have homosexual desires there are those who have the homosexual desires, but are able to control them. There are also those who have the desires, and are actually able to come out of the condition, to find the opposite sex attractive, to marry and to have children. Dr. Joseph Nicolosi, founder of the National Association for Research and Therapy of Homosexuality, in Encino, California, says it best when he says that there are no homosexuals, just heterosexuals with a homosexual tendency. The big difference in this document and previous ones is that we know much more about the origins, and much more about treatment than years ago. The most important person in this regard is Elizabeth Moberly, who in 1984 published "Psychogenesis: The Early Development of Gender Identity." It's only 100 pages, but it revolutionized the therapy we use with homosexual people in that she shows that the homosexual tendency can be overcome. Our goal at Courage is not to take homosexuals out of their condition, but that they be chaste. Many people have not been able to come out, but they have been able to live chaste lives.

Q: The document emphasizes that those with same-sex attraction need to be trained in the virtues. This seems to indicate that the people in question should be encouraged to think of themselves as protagonists who can change their situation. Is that a fair assessment?
Father Harvey: It used to be that if you had these deep-seated inclinations, you couldn't do anything. Now it's different.
For people who are willing to take therapy for a period of time, some are able to free their natural inclination to the opposite sex. And they even marry and have children. Through group therapy, you develop virtues by which you learn to form good friendships. These friendships are ruled by the love of Christ, and are honest relationships with people that do not take you from God. It is more spiritual. Cardinal Terence Cooke of New York asked me when we initiated this project to teach people how to be chaste. That is what we do, and it's not easy to do that. At times it is what I call "white knuckled" chastity. It's called that because often that inclination is there constantly, and the person is constantly struggling. Through therapy and through our program the individual is often able to bring these desires under control, and he or she can be chaste, even though they still have these inclinations. We also focus on living life according to Roman Catholic teaching, which means that one must develop a prayer life. This means Mass more than once a week, rosary, spiritual reading, spiritual direction and doing acts of charity on their day off. Our program shows what can be done. We can't shortchange God's grace. I can't talk about success, only God can talk about success.

Q: The bishops point out that the Church doesn't refuse baptism to children in the care of same-sex couples, so long as there is hope that the little ones will be brought up in the faith. In practice, is this a realistic expectation? How could a same-sex couple seriously bring up a child in the faith?
Father Harvey: I read this passage over carefully, and the conclusion that I drew is that baptism can still be refused, unless there is a well-founded reason to lead one to believe that the child will actually be raised Catholic. For example, maybe there are grandparents or a sister who could take responsibility for the child's Catholic education. I found it difficult to see how a same-sex couple can manage to raise a child themselves, without outside help, and have that child receive a Catholic upbringing. 
Whoever is the bishop or priest that must make that decision really has to inquire if they will be able to provide that child with an authentically Catholic upbringing. And it could be possible if they have a sister or brother who can help them out, or let their children go to Catholic school.
In most cases, however, most same-sex couples will say, "No thanks, we don't want to do that."
Q: The document emphasizes that spiritual direction with a priest is a primary means of helping someone with same-sex attraction. Given the large number of people who might need special attention, and the relatively small number of priests, how would this work?

Father Harvey: This is an example in which something is said and it's pretty difficult to carry it out. But as the document says, it doesn't have to be a priest; there are many good psychologists and psychiatrists out there who could help a person with homosexual tendencies. Also, the bishops mention Courage in a footnote. This is another option. What can happen is that people with a background in Courage could help others, as well as someone who is actively involved in Courage and leading a good life could reach out to others to help them.
Homosexuality in the Bible - Interview with Authors of Exegetical Work 
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/homosexuality-in-the-bible
Rome, February 12, 2007 

Three exegetes have published a new book in which they conclude that the Bible clearly teaches homosexual practices are wrong. "Clarifications sur l'Homosexualité dans la Bible" (Clarifications on Homosexuality in the Bible) was written by a priest from the John Paul II Institute and a priest and a Protestant pastor from the University of Fribourg. Emmanuel Community Father Jean-Baptiste Edart, Dominican Father Adrian Schenker and pastor Innocent Himbaza spoke about their book in this interview with ZENIT.
Q: How was the idea of the book conceived?
Himbaza: A certain number of publications mention the topic of homosexuality when referring to the Bible. I must point out that I study these publications carefully, because I am especially interested in the way that social issues integrate biblical facts. I then observed that on the topic of homosexuality, the biblical intention is often drowned by the authors' personal opinions. It seems to me that, in a number of cases, the biblical intention is biased or forced. Now, these positions influence readers, including theologians. This is why, to enlarge the debate, I first suggested to Adrian Schenker to take up the biblical texts with me and reread them with respect. As we are two Old Testament scholars, we thought it would be interesting to associate a New Testament scholar with us in order to cover the whole Bible. So he contacted Jean-Baptiste Edart, who willingly agreed to collaborate on this project. The aim was to limit ourselves to the Bible and to observe what it really says about homosexuality.

Father Schenker: I had a bit of time on several occasions, independently of one another, to encounter the problem of homosexuality posed to Christian Churches. These contacts and publications showed me that often the biblical facts are not treated with sufficient seriousness. That is why, when Innocent Himbaza -- who had the idea of this book -- invited me to participate, I consented. For one must do justice to the biblical facts, even when it is well understood that the question has aspects other than that of the Bible. But the Bible is certainly one.
Q: A word on the book's content?
Father Edart: Above all one must first explain the literal sense of the biblical text on the question of homosexuality. To do so, we study the biblical texts with the aid of the instruments of modern biblical criticism, without taking recourse to the tradition of interpretation proper to each of the Christian confessions. Father Schenker addresses the legislative texts of Leviticus -- 18:22 and 20:13, questioning himself on the justification of the biblical text on the clearly enounced prohibition, Pastor Himbaza takes up the accounts of the Old Testament: Sodom and Gomorrah -- Genesis 19; the rape of Gibeah -- Judges 19; and the relationship between Jonathan and David -- 1 Samuel 18:21 and 2 Samuel 1. He questions the place that homosexuality has or might have in these texts. I address the texts of St. Paul which speak of this subject -- Romans 1:18-32; 1 Timothy 1:10 and 1 Corinthians 6:9, specifying the meaning of certain ambiguous expressions and seeking to understand why Paul, in Romans, links idolatry to homosexuality. I conclude trying to see in what measure the Gospels address this question.
Q: This work was written by two Catholics and a Protestant. Do you think it can contribute to the progress of the ecumenical cause?
Himbaza: This book, which does not deal with ecumenism, can remind readers that Catholics and Protestants can in fact meet again around the same Bible. It shows that initiatives on various themes are possible and can be envisioned in an ecumenical framework.
Father Edart: This book is in itself an ecumenical work. Although each author is responsible for his part alone, the work was carried out in profound listening to one another. This was translated in a mutual correction of works not only in the form, but at times also on the background. We were especially careful to avoid any interpretation of the text that went beyond its literal sense -- which is already word of God as the constitution "Dei Verbum" underlines. Thus we made the experience of a common reading of the Scriptures possible. We very much hope that this book will help Christians of different confessions to dialogue on a particularly delicate and important subject.
Q: What is the book's message? 
Himbaza: On reading, in their contexts, the biblical texts relative to the topic of homosexuality, one is obliged to see that the Bible's position is clearly against homosexual practices. 
A healthy reading of the Bible, both of the Old as well as of the New Testament, cannot escape this fact. Contrary to certain publications, we think that the passages mentioned before as supposed illustrations of active homosexual life -- Jonathan and David, Jesus and the beloved disciple, etc. -- do not, in fact, evoke the subject. 

Homosexuality in the Bible – Part II 
March 16, 2007 

The Church is faithful to the Bible in recognizing that homosexual acts cannot be good for the human person, says an exegete from the John Paul II Institute in Rome. Father Jean-Baptiste Edart, is co-author of Clarifications sur l'Homosexualité dans la Bible" (Clarifications on Homosexuality in the Bible), published by Editions du Cerf. Part 1 of this interview with Father Edart of the Emmanuel Community appeared Thursday.
Q: There are those who say that there are examples of homosexual relationships in the Old Testament. Some say David and Jonathan, for example, had a relationship of this type.
Father Edart: The account in 1 Samuel 18:1-5 shows gestures and words that express a profound attachment between Jonathan and David. Although the terms used describe a real affective bond, their usual use in the Old Testament in no way allows for seeing a homosexual relationship there. For an example you can see Jacob and his son Benjamin in Genesis 44:30-31. The expression "to love as oneself" -- as his soul -- is frequent -- Leviticus 19:18.34.
The verb "to love," in a context of alliance, takes on a political dimension, the beneficiary being considered as partner or superior. Moreover, the gift that Jonathan made to David of his weapons illustrates the transfer of his prerogatives, among which was the right of succession to his father's throne. It's a political gesture. In the account, nonetheless, David ends up replacing Jonathan -- 1 Samuel 23:17.
Other passages, developed by Innocent Himbaza in our book, illustrate the friendship between Jonathan and David. All the gestures posed between these two men, however, can take place between parents and children -- Jacob and Benjamin; between brothers -- Joseph and his brothers; between father-in-law and son-in-law -- Jethro and Moses; between close friends -- Jonathan and David; between warriors -- Saul and David, Jonathan and David; and between brothers and sisters in the faith -- Paul and the Ephesians. We risk interpreting the latter askew here, but these are actually normal and usual gestures for people who feel close to one another.
We can affirm that nothing in the texts we are faced with allow for seeing any homosexuality between David and Jonathan, not even implicitly. If at times an expression is ambiguous for a modern spirit, reading it in context removes that possibility.
Q: The Church preaches love of neighbor, but is often reproached for wanting to put "barriers" to love, for not understanding every person's profound need to love. If the Church does not approve homosexuality, what message of hope can she give to a person who finds in homosexuality the means to give himself and to love?
Father Edart: The suffering of a homosexual person can be very great and not accessible to people who do not experience this situation. Indeed, our whole world is marked by this fundamental fact of heterosexual love. Even the Chinese civilization, hardly susceptible to having been shaped by Judeo-Christian culture, also lives this reality. In that civilization, homosexuality is also perceived as outside the norm.
The homosexual person experiences an internal suffering, attested by psychological studies, but he also suffers from his confrontation with a world that very often will judge and condemn him. This rejection will often even be violent. In fact, everybody passes a phase in their psychological development of ambiguity on the sexual plane in adolescence. A person might be, for some time, attracted by persons of the same sex, without being for all that a homosexual! If this stage of growth is badly lived or unfinished, it results in psychic suffering.
Subsequently, every confrontation with homosexuality will trigger this suffering, which will be translated in violent behavior. To learn to consider a homosexual person without reducing him to his sexual orientation can be difficult and lead to recognizing one's personal poverty.
In the face of this situation, the Church, in fidelity to the Bible, recognizing that active homosexuality cannot be a good for the person, forcefully affirms, in the same fidelity to the word of God, that every person, regardless of his sexual orientation, has the same dignity and in no way must be the object of unjust discrimination. As every baptized person, homosexual persons are called to holiness and to live here and now a living relationship with Christ in the Church.
The message of the Gospel is a source of hope for these persons and the Church witnesses to this. Christian communities can be places where people see their personal suffering accepted and understood. The latter will then be able, with the support of these communities, to seek to correspond to God's call. We have a magnificent example of this in the friendship between Julien Green and Jacques and Raissa Maritain. Homosexual persons thus witness today that they have been able to walk with the support of other Christians and to build a happy life. The development of friendly and fraternal relations lived in chastity is an important place of psychological and spiritual healing.
Friendship with Christ is certainly the principal support and guide on this path. He is the best of friends. This friendship is nourished in the life of faith, prayer and the sacraments. The homosexual person desirous of progressing toward Christ will find an indispensable support there. He wants to be in alliance with each one by meeting the person just as he is and to conduct him to himself gradually with the continuous and unconditional support of his mercy.
It's a long and difficult but possible path. It is certain that the development of homosexuality in our Western society is an appeal to Christians to create new places to help those who are wounded in their sexuality.
Clarification of Statement on Homosexuality - "Desire Cannot Be the Foundation for the Law"
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/clarification-of-statement-on-homosexuality
Mexico City, January 15, 2009 

Here is a translation of a press statement released today by Monsignor Carlos Simón Vazquez, sub-secretary of the Pontifical Council for the Family.
Various interpretations have been made regarding the reference Cardinal Ennio Antonelli, president of the Pontifical Council for the Family, made in his words at the opening of the Theological-Pastoral Congress of Mexico. The cardinal wanted to underline three important aspects:
1. Homosexuality is not a necessary component of society, as is the family. Society is organized around the relationship of the couple that is formed by a man and a woman. They find each other in conjugal life and in family life. In this sense, the couple and the family enter into the sphere of social life, and because of this, of civil law. The relationship between two persons of the same sex is not the same as the relationship of a couple that is based on the sexual difference. These two situations depend on structures that are not of the same nature. The homosexual relationship does not enter into this social sphere. It is, as such, a private question. Legislators make an anthropological error when they want to socially organize homosexuality. They run the risk of provoking an intellectual confusion, as well as confusion of identity and relationships. It should not be forgotten that confusion frequently favors insecurity, unstable relationships and violence, when legislators
don't respect the fundamental sense of human relationships. The family is a common good of humanity that is not at the free disposition of legislators to respond to the subjective and problematic demands of today. The individual desire cannot be the foundation for the law. Here we find ourselves in the presence of a confusion between the law, which is of the public domain, and the desire, which is subjective.
2. Affirming that homosexuality is a private fact, the president of the Pontifical Council of the Family is not justifying it. The cardinal simply underlined that homosexuality does not contribute favorably to the organization of individuals and of society. The exercise of homosexuality does not reflect the truth of friendship. Friendship is inherent to the human condition in that it offers relationships of proximity, help and cooperation, in a courteous and amiable climate. Friendship should be lived chastely.
3. The Church maintains its preoccupation of welcoming and accompanying homosexual persons. Every person that has difficulties to live their sexuality properly is called to find Christ and to live, consequently, in accord with the demands of liberty and responsibility of faith, hope and charity. On the other hand, it is contrary to the truth of the human identity and the design of God to live a homosexual experience, a relationship of this type, and even more to attempt to demand same-sex marriage. It is contrary to the true interests of the persons and of the needs of society. It constitutes a transgression of the sense of love as God has revealed to us through the message of Christ, of which the Church is a servant, as an expression of love toward the men and women of our time. Also http://www.zenit.org/article-24800?l=english
Change Is Possible for Gays, Says Psychologist APA Admits Homosexuality Also Due to Environmental Factors
http://www.zenit.org/article-26183?l=english
By Genevieve Pollock, Encino, California, June 15, 2009 

A Catholic psychologist who specializes in reparative therapy with homosexuals says it's possible for those with same-sex attractions to change, despite agenda-driven ideologies that state the opposite.
Joseph Nicolosi, founder and director of the Thomas Aquinas Psychological Clinic in Encino, spoke with ZENIT about his experience as a clinical psychologist and the former president of the National Association for Research and Therapy of Homosexuality (NARTH).
NARTH, a "scientific, non-religious and non-political" organization, recently put out an article about the little known revision of the American Psychological Association's (APA) statement on homosexuality, which was highlighted last month in a WorldNetDaily article titled "Gay Gene Claim Suddenly Vanishes."
Nicolosi explained that NARTH has been actively working on a research project compiling scientific data to dispute the APA's claim on homosexuality, targeting three unscientific assumptions that form the basis of their policy.
He stated that these erroneous assumptions are: "Psychotherapy does not change homosexuality, trying to change the homosexual person will harm him, and there is no greater pathology in homosexual persons than in heterosexual persons."
The psychologist asserted that the "APA is not governed by scientists, but by political interests."
"There has been no new data to justify their policies," he added, "but they tend to give in to social and political pressure," and thus "NARTH has been putting pressure on them to scientifically back up their stance on the biological nature of homosexuality."
Now, Nicolosi reported, the APA has "diminished its position saying homosexuality is biologically determined." They have dropped the specific reference to a hypothetical "gay gene," he affirmed.
In other words, he said, they are beginning to recognize that homosexuality is also due to environmental factors, not just biological elements.
"In fact," he stated, "I and many of my colleagues at NARTH believe it is more environmental than biological."
Nicolosi noted that "the most important scientific information" gives "much more evidence for environmental causes of homosexuality than for biological."

The most essential point however, the psychologist affirmed, "is that change is possible, that men and women can come out of homosexuality."
"This idea of 'once gay, always gay' is a political position, not a scientific position," he added.
The therapist affirmed that he has seen this in his own private practice, and that it is also substantiated in a body of scientific research.

Nicolosi, also the author of "Healing Homosexuality: Case Stories of Reparative Therapy" and "A Parent's Guide to Preventing Homosexuality," asserted that many people have already adopted the erroneous assumptions put forth by the APA.
There is a need to assist and minister to men and women "who are looking for help to come out of homosexuality," he said, "because so many times they are just told 'Well, you're born this way,' pointing to the APA and saying 'because they said it.'"
He expressed the hope that as the APA recognizes the efficacy of therapy with homosexual persons, more psychologists will be encouraged to be involved in this type of treatment.
"Within our profession," the psychologist explained, "we trump politics with science." In other words, if we challenge the APA with scientific data, it "has to override any political or special interest forces."
The therapist emphasized the need for all people to share this message with homosexual persons that "you don't have to be gay."
If you know a homosexual person, he said, "encourage that person, educate him, give that person information, take the opportunity to let him know that choice is possible." "They need to believe it," he added.
Nicolosi explained: "It is a very hard therapy. First of all, it is hard in itself because you have to dig deep into emotional issues. Homosexuality is not about sexual issues, but emotional. There are the emotional underpinnings that have to be addressed.
Then not only are you having to deal with those emotional underpinnings that are challenging on an individual level, but you have the other battle of a culture that is saying to you, 'You're homophobic; you're naïve; you're not facing reality; you're just a guilt-ridden Christian, get with it.
"You're fighting a culture that is not supporting you, plus you have your own individual battle. So it's a two-front war."
"With the AIDS epidemic, this could be about life and death here," he asserted. "We're not talking about something insignificant." The psychologist underlined the need to "inform and educate young people."
He explained: "So when a 15-year-old boy goes to a priest and says, 'Father I have these feelings, I have these temptations,' that priest should say, 'you have a choice; if you don't want to be gay there are things that you can do.'"
"The boy should not to be told, 'God made you this way,'" Nicolosi said.
He continued: "This is not about going after an oppressed minority. It's not about pointing out pathology for the sake of pointing out pathology.
"This is telling young people, look, if you go down this road, you are likely to have a higher level of depression, anxiety, failed relationships, sexual promiscuity, drug and alcohol abuse than people who live their lives heterosexually. You will get involved in more, to be polite, esoteric exotic sexual practices. It goes on and on and on.
"And that's just science, simply a comparison of two groups."
The therapist added, "This notion that you are going to fall in love with a man and live happily ever after is Hollywood. The reality is that it's a hard lifestyle."
Nicolosi, also a national speaker on the topic, urged the development of more Catholic programs, noting that other faiths have already been putting forth a "vital ministry helping people coming out of homosexuality."
"Our doctrine is clear," he said, "and even if we have a weaker ministry, our doctrine on homosexuality is more brilliant than anything the Protestant denominations can come up with."
The psychologist specifically referenced a 1986 document signed by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger before he became Pope, addressed to the Catholic bishops "On the Pastoral Care of Homosexual Persons."
In the letter, the cardinal, at that time prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, outlined the moral underpinnings and practical considerations of the pastoral care of "those whose suffering can only be intensified by error and lightened by truth."
In this light, Nicolosi underlined the importance of helping homosexual persons who want to change, because "if you are Christian, you have to believe that you are intended for the opposite sex" and that "sexual complementarity is part of the natural law."
This is something that "should be evident to everyone," as "our Christian anthropology," he stated, and yet "it is amazing" how many people are confused about this. "They actually believe, or want to believe, either for personal reasons or political reasons, that God created two kinds of people: homosexuals and heterosexuals," Nicolosi noted. "It is seeping into the consciousness without critical evaluation," he cautioned, the resignation that "God just made them that way."
The psychologist appealed to priests to not be intimidated to teach about homosexuality from the pulpit, noting that he has met many Catholics who are "discouraged that there is no resource for them."
"We have Courage as the only orthodox Catholic ministry, and it's underfunded, underrepresented and essentially pushed to the side," he stated.
He reported that "Courage is only represented in 10% of the parishes in this country" and thus many "men and women who want to come out of homosexuality" are left without resources on a local level, making it "very tough for them."

Nicolosi suggested that if a priest is working with a homosexual person and is uncertain about how to help, to refer him to a reparative therapist, "who really knows about this particular kind of treatment."
"Not to just any generic psychotherapist," he added, "but to a therapist who has training in sexual re-orientation change."

Referencing Cardinal Ratzinger's letter, he warned against a "studied ambiguity" in the face of the real need homosexual persons have for outreach from the Church.
National Association for Research and Therapy of Homosexuality Web site: www.narth.com
Cardinal Ratzinger's Letter: http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_19861001_homosexual-persons_en.html
Knights of Columbus and Marriage Protection 
http://www.catholic.org/clife/lent/story.php?id=34215
By Deacon Keith Fournier, Catholic Online www.catholic.org July 8, 2009
"No ideology can erase from the human spirit the certainty that marriage exists solely between a man and a woman'(CDF).
PHOENIX (Catholic Online) - The Knights of Columbus gathered in Phoenix, Arizona for their 127th Annual Convention. Among several important resolutions they passed was one entitled the "Resolution on Support for Marriage." I set it forth below:
Resolution on Support for Marriage adopted by the 127th Supreme Convention
WHEREAS, marriage is a natural institution based on ancient human values that are deeply rooted in our social, legal and religious institutions; and
WHEREAS, marriage is not a chance sociological or historical construction but instead reflects the natural biological complementarity of man and woman which predates the state and is woven into the social and religious fabric of every major culture and society; and
WHEREAS, the Catholic Church, based on Scripture and the Judeo-Christian tradition, teaches that marriage is a faithful, exclusive and lifelong union between one man and one woman joined in an intimate partnership of life and love; and
WHEREAS, marriage provides for the mutual fulfillment of spouses as well as the procreation and education of children; and
WHEREAS, this mutual bond is the most vital resource for the development of society and provides the most favorable environment in which to protect the rights and the best interests of children; and
WHEREAS, Pope Benedict XVI has reminded us in Deus Caritas Est that marriage based on the exclusive love between a man and a woman becomes an icon of the relationship between God and his people; and
WHEREAS, speaking to the Sixth World Meeting of Families in Mexico City in January 2009, Pope Benedict XVI urged all Christians to reaffirm the dignity and the irreplaceable value of the family founded on the marriage of a man and a woman open to human life in all its stages;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Knights of Columbus will never waver in its efforts to promote the Church's understanding of marriage as the faithful, exclusive and lifelong union of one man and one woman joined in an intimate partnership of life and love; and
FURTHER RESOLVED, that we will pray that the Holy Spirit will enlighten elected officials to adopt laws and judges to exercise their authority so as to affirm the family and the authentic nature of marriage; and
FURTHER RESOLVED, that we join the national bishops conferences throughout the world in their efforts to achieve legal and constitutional protection at the national, state, territorial or local levels for the definition of marriage as the union of one man and one woman to the exclusion of all others.
*****
The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith of the Catholic Church issued a definitive document in 2003 concerning the defense of marriage. It confirmed the unbroken teaching of the Church. It also addressed growing efforts in some Western nations to redefine the word marriage and thereby eliminate the institution of the family.
In it they said: "The Church's teaching on marriage and on the complementarity of the sexes, reiterates a truth that is evident to right reason and recognized as such by all the major cultures of the world. Marriage is not just any relationship between human beings. It was established by the Creator with its own nature, essential properties and purpose. No ideology can erase from the human spirit the certainty that marriage exists solely between a man and a woman, who by mutual personal gift, proper and exclusive to themselves, tend toward the communion of their persons. In this way, they mutually perfect each other, in order to cooperate with God in the procreation and upbringing of new human lives."
Marriage is the most fundamental of all human social institutions. It is a relationship revealed by the Natural Law which binds all men and women. Civil institutions do not create marriage nor confer upon anyone a "right" to marry. The institutions of government should, when acting properly, defend marriage and the family founded upon it against anyone who would undermine it or redefine it. As a Catholic, I am scandalized by some Catholics in political life who support the effort to grant legal equivalency between homosexual paramours and married couples. They are wrong in their policy position. They are unfaithful to the teaching of their Church.
Government has long regulated marriage for the common good, recognizing that the family is the first society. It is also the first mediating institution, the first government, first economy, first school, first church and first vital cell of society. For example, the ban on polygamy and age requirements were enforced in order to ensure that there was a mature decision at the basis of the Marriage contract. 
Heterosexual marriage, procreation, and the nurturing of children form the foundation for the family, and the family forms the foundation of civil society. To confine marriage to heterosexual couples is not discriminatory. Homosexual couples simply cannot bring into existence what marriage intends by its very definition.
To confer the legal benefits that have only been conferred upon stable married couples and families upon homosexual paramours is very bad public policy. Sadly, those who claim that attempting through the judiciary or the legislative branch to include homosexual paramours in the positive law definition of marriage is simply a matter of "tolerance" are often the most intolerant. They insist on forcing their Cultural Revolution on the rest of us. Notice how intolerant they are of those who, though respecting the dignity of every person, including homosexuals, also insist that marriage is what it is.
The Knights of Columbus are to be commended for their clear, courageous, uncompromising and forthright defense of true marriage and the family and society founded upon it. We call upon all of our readers throughout the world to prayerfully work for International Marriage Protection and thereby promote the true common good.
The Psychological Profession and Homosexuality: Lunatics Running the Asylum?

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/the-psychological-profession-and-homosexuality-lunatics-running-the-asylum
Special Report Commentary by Matthew Cullinan Hoffman, Washington, August 14, 2009 

A man goes to a psychologist with a problem.  "Doctor," he says, "I'm suffering terribly. I feel like a woman trapped inside the body of a man.  I want to become a woman."  

The psychologist responds: "No problem. We can discuss this idea for a couple of years, and if you're still sure you want to be a woman, we can have a surgeon remove your penis, give you hormones for breast enlargement and make other changes to your body.  Problem solved."

Gratified, the first patient leaves, followed by a second. "Doctor," he says, "I feel terrible. I'm a man but I feel attracted to other men.  I want to change my sexual preference.  I want to become heterosexual."  The psychologist responds: "Oh no, absolutely not!  That would be unethical.  Sexual orientation is an immutable characteristic!"

The irony of this little tale is that, while reading like a joke, it is in reality an accurate description of the mental health professions today.  While dismissing and condemning reparative therapy for homosexual orientation, the majority of psychiatrists and psychologists in Anglophone North America have embraced the concept of "sex change," a procedure that does nothing more than mutilate the patient to appease his confused mind.

The American Psychological Association Perpetuates the Madness
In its most recent statement on the topic, the American Psychological Association (APA) has softened its tone somewhat against psychologists who do reorientation therapy for homosexuals. However it maintains that, "Contrary to claims of sexual orientation change advocates and practitioners, there is insufficient evidence to support the use of psychological interventions to change sexual orientation".  

The refusal of the organization to accept the increasingly strong evidence against its position is another reminder of how entrenched the sophistry of sexual hedonism has become among the leaders of the organization.

In recent years, a number of studies have been published in peer-reviewed psychology journals, indicating that significant numbers of patients who voluntarily participate in therapy to change their sexual orientation are successful and happy with the results. Combined with numerous individual testimonies by former homosexuals, evidence in favor of the practice is overwhelming.

However, in its new report, "Appropriate Therapeutic Responses to Sexual Orientation," the APA's leadership declares that all of those studies can be dismissed because, in its words, "None of the recent research (1999-2007) meets methodological standards that permit conclusions regarding efficacy or safety."

The report therefore conveniently disposes of the most recent studies on the topic -- the ones that undermine the APA's position.  The only studies that remain are ones done before the resurgence of the reparative therapy movement, in the 1970s, when the APA declared that homosexual orientation and sodomy really weren't unhealthy after all.  New research is rejected in favor of research that is now over 30 years old, applied to therapeutic practices that may no longer be in use.

However, the authors of Essential Psychotherapy and its Treatment, a standard text in medical schools, disagree with the APA's leadership, and say that the newer studies vindicate sexual reorientation therapy.  

The newest edition (2009) notes on page 488 that, "While many mental health care providers and professional associations have expressed considerable skepticism that sexual orientation could be changed with psychotherapy and also assumed that therapeutic attempts at reorientation would produce harm, recent empirical evidence demonstrates that homosexual orientation can indeed be therapeutically changed in motivated clients, and that reorientation therapies do not produce emotional harm when attempted (e.g., Byrd & Nicolosi, 2002; Byrd et al., 2008; Shaeffer et al., 1999; Spitzer, 2003)."

The APA's latest report, done by a task force composed of psychologists with long records of homosexualist activism, also claims as "scientific facts" that "same-sex sexual attractions, behavior, and orientations per se are normal and positive variants of human sexuality-in other words, they are not indicators of mental or developmental disorders" and "no empirical studies or peer-reviewed research supports theories attributing same-sex sexual orientation to family dysfunction or trauma."

These unbelievable statements fly in the face of more than a century of scientific, peer-reviewed studies and clinical observation that indicate that much homosexual behavior originates in deficient family relationships and is associated with a wide range of diseases and pathological behaviors.  

Studies have shown that homosexuals disproportionately come from families in which sons or daughters lack a healthy relationship with one or both of their parents, or in situations in which the homosexual was the victim of child sex abuse by a same-sex adult.  

Homosexual behavior is also statistically associated with a host of diseases, disorders, and pathological behaviors, including venereal and other diseases, promiscuity and unstable relationships, anxiety disorders, depression and suicide, alcoholism and drug abuse, domestic violence, pederasty, and early death. 

Even the homosexual Gay and Lesbian Medical Association admits that homosexuals suffer disproportionate rates of disease and self-destructive behavior.

Although the homosexualist leadership at the APA tries to rationalize these relationships by claiming that they are caused by social stigma or other factors, their claims ring hollow.  Many stigmatized groups exist in society that display none of the pathological tendencies of homosexuals, and these tendencies appear even in countries that are very tolerant of homosexual behavior, such as the Netherlands.

Homosexualism on the Defensive
The very existence of the report, however, is evidence that the homosexualist establishment currently in power at the APA is on the defensive, and seeking to preserve its ideology of sexual permissiveness as a paradigm in the psychology profession. 

After surrendering itself to a hedonistic ethos in the 1970s and 80s, the American psychological practice has been transformed into a vehicle for patients to rationalize and reconcile themselves with self-destructive, irrational, and narcissistic behavior, paying an "expert" to soothe their consciences by assuring them that "science" is on their side.  

However, an increasing number of mental health professionals whose institutions were stolen from them by political activists in the 1970s are now rising up to take back their profession in the name of true science, and patient health.

Former APA President Dr. Robert Perloff has publicly endorsed the National Organization for the Research and Treatment of Homosexuality (NARTH), the largest American organization devoted the treatment of unwanted homosexual attractions, and has denounced the APA's campaign against such treatment.

"The ideology of those who oppose efforts to try to facilitate transfers from SSA, that is, Same Sex Attraction, to heterosexual attraction, must not, must not stand in the way of those homosexual persons who desire to live their lives heterosexually, a choice which is unarguably theirs to make," he said in a videotaped statement  played at NARTH's 2008 annual meeting.

Dr. Robert Spitzer, who has been called the "architect" of the American Psychiatric Association's normalization of homosexuality in the 1970s, provoked outrage from the homosexualist establishment when he admitted in 2001 that his own investigations had convinced him that sexual reorientation therapy can work.

His study, published in the peer-reviewed Archives of Mental Health in 2003, found that a majority of his sample of 247 people had developed heterosexual urges or had ceased to be predominantly homosexual after only one year of therapy.  None of the subjects said that they had been harmed in the process.

After presenting his paper before the American Psychiatric Association in 2001, Spitzer said: "I'm convinced from people I have interviewed...many of them...have made substantial changes toward becoming heterosexual. I came to this study skeptical. I now claim that these changes can be sustained." 

Other prominent figures in psychiatry and psychology have also raised their voices in protest, including Dr. Jeffrey Satinover, a psychiatrist and physicist who has testified before Congress in favor of reparative therapy, and has denounced the hijacking of the mental health professions by homosexualist ideologues in his book, the "Trojan Couch".

"Some of my psychiatric and psychological colleagues have woven for themselves their own set of illusory robes of authority, and for the past 35 years have been proclaiming doctrines in the public square that depend upon the authority that derives from the public's belief that these robes exist," Satinover said in a recent interview .

"The diagnostic change that in 1973 removed homosexuality as a formal disorder from the American Psychiatric Association's Diagnostic and statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM), a change that many now accept as simply indisputable in spite of the fact that it was based wholly on fiction," he added.

"The question isn't just homosexuality, said Satinover, "but rather, freedom from all sexual constraint. This has been an issue for civilization for thousands of years...We now have so little of a moral compass that we're really completely at sea. We're awash in the tide of unconstrained instinctive behaviors which are all being labeled 'okay' because nobody really has a sense, any more, as to what's right and what's wrong."

Whither Psychology?
The debate over reparative therapy for homosexuality runs deeper than the issue itself.  It is arguably a debate over the future of the psychological professions as a whole.

Although there are signs that an increasing number of mental health experts are taking an honest look at the facts regarding homosexual behavior and sexual orientation therapy, there are other signs that portend an even darker future for the profession.

In 1998, the APA released a study by three psychological researchers from Temple University, the University of Pennsylvania, and the University of Michigan, claiming that the "negative potential" of adult sex with children was "overstated" and that "the vast majority of both men and women reported no negative sexual effects from their child sexual abuse experiences."  It even claimed that large numbers of the victims reported that their experiences were "positive," and suggested that the phrase "child sex abuse" be replaced with "adult-child sex."

The APA not only passed the paper through its peer review process where it was approved by multiple psychologists associated with the organization, but actually published it in one of its journals, Psychological Bulletin.  
Moreover, when objections were raised by radio talk show host Dr. Laura Schlessinger and various pro-family groups, the organization defended the article for an entire year.  It was also defended by the American Association for the Advancement of Science, which chillingly stated that it "saw no clear evidence of improper application of methodology or other questionable practices on the part of the article's authors."

Although the sheer insanity and destructiveness of the content should have prevented the APA from publishing the article in the first place, the sexual libertines in charge of the organization only issued a muted retraction  after the U.S. Congress joined the fray, passing an unprecedented resolution condemning the study.

The publication of the paper was only one example of such lunacy by mental health professionals in peer-reviewed journals.  One of the three authors of the study, Robert Bauserman, has a history of publishing pedophilia-advocacy "studies," including one for the now-defunct journal Paidika, The Journal of Paedophilia, whose editors admitted to being pedophiles.  

Since the 1998 article, Bauserman and fellow author Bruce Rind have gone on to write more articles defending child sex abuse, which have appeared in such mainstream journals as the Archives of Sexual Behavior (2001) and Clinical Psychology (2003).  Apparently, the psychology profession is comfortable with Bauserman and Rind's work, and intends to continue publishing it.

Another apologist for child sex abuse who has received acceptance, affirmation, and recognition from the mental health professions is Dr. Theo Sandfort, who is currently an Associate Professor of Clinical Sociomedical Sciences (in Psychiatry) at Colombia University.  Sandfort published a study in 1981 that claimed that boys as young as 10 years old had "positive" experiences in their "sexual relationships" with adults.

While he was co-director of the research program of the Department of Gay and Lesbian Studies at the University of Utrecht, Netherlands, Sandfort interviewed 25 boys from between the ages of 10 and 16 who were in such "sexual relationships" -- that is, they were being sexually abused by adults.  In fact, the abusers themselves took Sandfort to their victims so he could interview them.  When the victims gave Sandfort their "positive" responses, he duly recorded them. 

"For virtually all the boys ... the sexual contact itself was experienced positively," Sandfort wrote, without a hint of irony.

The fact that Sandfort was promoting the sexual abuse of minors with the help of their victimizers didn't seem to faze him.  Nor did it faze his then-employers at the University of Utrecht.  Nor did it faze the prestigious University of Colombia, which later gave him a professorship, even after he went on to write articles such as "Pedophile relationships in the Netherlands: Alternative Lifestyles for Children?" and books such as "Childhood Sexuality: Normal Sexual Behavior and Development" (2000).

It hasn't fazed the APA either, which has named Sandfort a "fellow" of the organization since 2002.

The defense and even the promotion of mental health experts who defend child sex abuse is a terrifying, but expectable movement down the slippery slope of sexual hedonism embraced by the powers that be at the APA.  It not only threatens homosexuals, who are deceived by the seductive argument that their orientation is nothing to worry about, but psychology and psychiatry themselves.

The outcome of the current battle over the science of homosexuality may well determine the future of the mental health professions as a whole. Will they turn back from the brink, or plunge into the abyss? And what will become of the societies that heed their counsel?
Homosexuality and the Church - The Toughest Questions Answered 
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/homosexuality-and-the-church-the-toughest-questions-answered
By John-Henry Westen, December 7, 2009 
Last month on the Jesuit-run America magazine blog, Associate Editor Fr. James Martin, S.J, wrote a column headlined, "What Should a Gay Catholic Do?"  In that post Fr. Martin painted a picture of a life of misery for faithful Catholics who are also same-sex attracted, backing up his statements with official Church teaching. 

But the perplexing and heart-wrenching question posed by Fr. Marin has now been convincingly answered by a man who is the very subject of Fr. Martin's discourse -- a 'gay' faithful Catholic.

"Imagine you are a devout Catholic who is also gay," began Fr. Martin.  "Here is a list of the things that you are not to do, according to the teaching of the church."  The priest then lists "enjoy romantic love," "marry" (a person of the same sex), "adopt a child," "enter a seminary," and cites Church teaching for each to demonstrate that it would be forbidden.  Fr. Martin also says that one would be forbidden to "work for the church" or "be open" (about one's homosexuality), although he provides no Church teaching for these, but does point to evidence of active homosexuals being barred from working for the Church.

The Jesuit priest concludes: "Nothing above is surprising or controversial: all of the above are church teaching.  But taken together, they raise an important pastoral question for all of us: What kind of life remains for these brothers and sisters in Christ, those who wish to follow the teachings of the church?  Officially at least, the gay Catholic seems set up to lead a lonely, loveless, secretive life.  Is this what God desires for the gay person?"

But John Heard, an Australian Catholic, freelance writer, soon-to-be lawyer and blogger has responded to Fr. Martin's question on his own increasingly famous blog, DreadNought.  Heard, 28, describes himself as "'gay' Catholic and faithful." 

Heard begins by comparing Fr. Martin's "provocative" phrasing of the question in terms of "what is left for same sex attracted Catholics," to an analogous situation for faithful married Catholic men.  
"What is a faithful, married Catholic supposed to do in life? He cannot date women," writes Heard. "He cannot enter a seminary ... and be open (about wanting to date women)."

Only a "testy, cruel vision of Catholic thinking," says Heard, sees it as the Church "of the resounding 'no.'"  

The crux of Heard's reply to Fr. Martin is this: "As millions of same sex attracted men and women will attest, the Church offers same sex attracted individuals the same life she offers all men and women: eternal life via the Cross. Those who go about their daily lives, those who go to Mass, and struggle to model obedience, and fail, and try again - these are Christians." 

"We understand, indeed, that a Christian is not to look for life beyond obedience, rather obedience - even obedience unto death on the Cross - is true life." 

"The result is not the remains of a life," writes Heard, "it is life. It is life in Christ, life with Christ."

(To read Heard's complete reply to Fr. Martin, click here.)
Politicians Who Support Gay “Marriage” are Not Catholic: Italian Cardinal
http://www.catholicnews.com/services/englishnews/2010/politicians-who-support-gay-marriage-are-not-catholic-says-cardinal.cfm   

By Carol Glatz, Bologna, Italy, February 16, 2010 
Public officials who openly support same-sex marriage cannot consider themselves to be Catholic, said an Italian cardinal.
"It's impossible to consider oneself a Catholic if that person in one way or another recognizes same-sex marriage as a right," said Cardinal Carlo Caffarra of Bologna.

The Vatican newspaper, L'Osservatore Romano, reprinted a portion of a doctrinal note the cardinal released Feb. 14 concerning "Marriage and Homosexual Unions." The note, which appeared in full on the archdiocese's Web site, was aimed at helping enlighten Catholics in public office so that "they would not make choices that would publicly contradict their affiliation with the church," he wrote.

Catholic politicians must not only promote the common good; they also "have a serious duty to make sure their beliefs, thoughts and proposals concerning the common good are consistent," he wrote.

"It's impossible for the Catholic faith and support for putting homosexual unions on equal footing with marriage to coexist in one's conscience -- the two contradict each other," said the note.

Even more serious would be the case of a Catholic lawmaker who introduces a measure or votes in favor of a law that supports gay marriage, he said. "This is a publicly and gravely immoral act," he wrote.

If a Catholic official were to ever implement or enforce such a law, "God forbid, we will, at the proper moment, give the necessary directives," he wrote.

Cardinal Caffarra, who holds a number of positions in the Roman Curia including as a member of the Pontifical Council for the Family, the Pontifical Academy for Life and the Vatican's highest tribunal, known as the Supreme Court of the Apostolic Signature, wrote that the consequences of same-sex marriage would be "devastating."

"One of the pillars of our legal order -- marriage as a public good -- would crumble," he wrote.

"The state's legal order must not be neutral on marriage and homosexual unions just as it can't be (neutral) on the common good: society owes its survival to families founded on marriage, not homosexual unions," he wrote.

The cardinal also said allowing same-sex couples to adopt children would seriously hinder the child's proper development because, without a mother and a father, the child would lack a male and female role model.

A consultor for the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Franciscan Father Maurizio Faggioni, said the issue is not new and was addressed by the congregation in its 2003 document, "Considerations Regarding Proposals to Give Legal Recognition to Unions between Homosexual Persons."

The document detailed the arguments against legal recognition of same-sex unions and asked lawmakers to fight growing movements to legalize gay marriage.

Father Faggioni said the church teaches respect for homosexual individuals and their rights as people, such as the right to employment and freedom from unjust discrimination.

"However, for the church, gay marriage is not part of an individual's rights," he told Catholic News Service Feb. 16.

Wanting to put a homosexual union on par with a marriage between a man and a woman "is unacceptable," he said.

However, he said, supporting gay marriage laws would not incur excommunication since that sanction is reserved to extremely serious crimes like abortion or abuse of the sacraments.

The church seeks to encourage Catholic politicians to be inspired by church teaching and be consistent with what they believe and do, he said.

"Otherwise why would someone still call himself a Catholic if he is not inspired by the magisterium?" he said.

Gender Ideology “Violent” to the Unborn and a Threat to Women: Vatican UN Delegation
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/gender-ideology-violent-to-the-unborn-and-a-threat-to-women-vatican-un-dele  

By Hilary White, New York, March 10, 2010 
The head of the Vatican’s delegation to the UN has identified “gender ideology” as “violent” to the unborn and to the “integral needs of women and men within society.” 

In a speech to the fifty-fourth session of the Economic and Social Council's Commission on the Status of Women, Archbishop Celestino Migliore said that the concept of gender is becoming increasingly “ideologically driven, and actually delays the true advancement of women.”

Speaking at a UN meeting this week discussing the topic, “Women 2000: gender equality, development and peace for the twenty-first century,” Migliore said that the goal of equality between men and women is being considered largely in the “context of gender equality.” Recent documents by the UN, he said, have used the gender concept to “dissolve every specificity and complementarity between men and women.” 

“These theories,” he said, “will not change the nature of things but certainly are already blurring and hindering any serious and timely advancement on the recognition of the inherent dignity and rights of women.” 

The archbishop praised the improvements around the world in women’s education, the work against poverty and laws against domestic violence, but warned of “shadows” encroaching on the work to support women’s rights. He cautioned attendees not to ignore violence against women “in the form of female feticide, infanticide, and abandonment.”

Gender ideology, or “gender theory” is a key concept in the radical feminist and homosexualist ideologies. It proposes that the concept of “gender” is distinct from biological sex and that it is a learned set of behaviours or models that can be changed either at will or by social environmental factors. 

Gender ideologues have proposed that there are not two, but as many as eleven possible “genders” for human beings. They hold that the belief that “gender” is synonymous with biological sex is the foundation of homophobia and bigotry. 

In 2008, German author Gabrielle Kuby wrote in an essay that “gender mainstreaming” is a force that is being used to “dismantle civilization.” 

“The gender ideology,” she wrote, “is in the process of creating a new man, whose freedom should include the choice of his sex and sexual orientation.”

“This view of freedom and sexuality, according to the will of the UN, EU and most European governments is to be imprinted onto the minds of children from the nursery onwards.”

Demonstrating the commitment of many western governments to this concept, Kuby cites the homepage of the German government’s Ministry of Science, which said: “The Federal Government has established an equal opportunities policy based on the political strategy of gender mainstreaming as a universal guiding principle and horizontal task. The Federal Government is thus participating in world-wide activities aimed at the more effective implementation of an equal opportunities policy.”

“Gender Mainstreaming”: A Silent Revolution Dismantling Civilization 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2008/nov/08112504.html 

Gender Theory a "Lethal Ideology" Alien to African Culture African Prelate tells Synod 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2009/oct/09100801.html 

Study: Homosexuality Linked with Childhood Trauma 
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/study-homosexuality-linked-with-childhood-trauma 

By James Tillman, Dunedin, New Zealand, July 26, 2010 
A recent Otago University study has found that homosexual or bisexual individuals are more likely to have undergone a variety of traumas in childhood, including sexual assault, rape, violence, and witnessing violence in the home. 

"People who either identify themselves as homosexual or bisexual, or have had a same-sex encounter or relationship, tend to come from more disturbed backgrounds," said Research Associate Professor Elisabeth Wells. 
The study analyzed results from a New Zealand Mental Health study that surveyed about 13,000 people between 2003 and 2004.  98% of the participants in the study identified themselves as heterosexual; 0.8% identified as homosexual; 0.6% identified as bisexual; and 0.3% identified as "something else." 
Of people who reported certain traumatic childhood events, 15% were not heterosexual; of those without such experiences, only 5% were not heterosexual, suggesting that such experiences tripled the chance of later professing homosexual or bisexual inclinations. 
Some homosexualist leaders took issue with the study's findings: Tony Simpson, chairman of the national homosexualist group Rainbow Wellington, said that the research should not be taken to mean that homosexuals are not born that way. "I have no doubt that the religious right will leap to the conclusion that this goes to show conclusively that homosexuals are made rather than born," he said. 
Wells attempted to assuage fears over the study's conclusions. 

"I suspect there might be some gay and lesbian people who will be indignant, but it is not my intention to anger them," she said.  "You could say that if someone was sexually abused as a child, chooses to live as a homosexual and lives life well, then that is not a bad thing.  But if they are living a homosexual life and regretting it, that is another matter." 
Although sexual or physical abuse in childhood was associated with adult homosexuality, other traumatic experiences, such as the sudden death of a loved one or serious childhood illness or accident, were only slightly associated with non-heterosexual identity or behaviour. 

Of females who self-identified as homosexual, more than 40% had been married and had children, whereas 13% of male homosexuals had done so.  Over 80% of those who identified as bisexual were women. 

The association between child abuse and later homosexual identification is not young.   

One 1992 study found that 37% of homosexual and bisexual men attending sexually transmitted disease clinics had been encouraged or forced to have sexual contact before age 19 with an older or more powerful partner.  The median age of first contact was 10 years old. 

Priest says it is "a Most Grievous Sin" to fail to oppose the Homosexual Agenda
https://catholicheadlines.wordpress.com/2010/08/04/catholic-news-headlines-august-3-2010/ 

By Thaddeus M. Baklinski, El Paso, Texas, August 3, 2010
A Texas priest, writing as a guest columnist in the El Paso Times, has unequivocally come down on the side of the "precious and infallible teachings of Holy Mother Church" that affirms the dignity of human life at all stages and upholds the true meaning of marriage.

Fr. Michael Rodríguez, parish priest at San Juan Bautista Catholic Church, told readers that "a Catholic would be guilty of a most grievous sin of omission if he/she neglected to actively oppose the homosexual agenda."

"I sincerely hope and pray," Fr. Rodríguez wrote, "that all El Paso Catholics will take to heart the precious and infallible teachings of Holy Mother Church in the moral sphere, particularly those most relevant to our city at this critical juncture."

Fr. Rodríguez pointed out that "Every single Catholic, out of fidelity to charity and truth, has the absolute duty to oppose (1) the murder of unborn babies, and (2) any and all government attempts to legalize homosexual unions."

He also reminded readers that the homosexual agenda "thrives on deception and conceals its wicked horns under the guises of ‘equal rights,’ ‘tolerance,’ ‘who am I to judge?’ etc."

Fr. Rodriguez quoted the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops’ November 2009 pastoral letter on marriage, noting it was endorsed by the Bishop of El Paso, Most Rev. Armando X. Ochoa.

The pastoral letter explains: "It is not unjust to oppose legal recognition of same-sex unions, because marriage and same-sex unions are essentially different realities. The denial of the social and legal status of marriage to forms of cohabitation that are not and cannot be marital is not opposed to justice; on the contrary, justice requires it."

Addressing the intrinsic moral value of actions, Fr. Rodríguez noted that the objective moral order established by God is the essence of what makes something right or wrong, and this objective truth, known in philosophy as natural law, does not depend on the opinion of the majority. 

"While it's true that a majority of the citizens in a democracy has the political power to impose it’s ‘morality’ on society, this juridical reality has no bearing whatsoever on the intrinsic moral value of actions."

"Abortion and homosexual acts are unequivocally intrinsic moral evils," Fr. Rodríguez concluded. "And friends, this objective truth doesn't depend on the opinion of the majority. Frighteningly, if the majority chooses to deny the objective moral order, then we will all suffer the pestiferous consequences."

"I urge all of the Catholic faithful to treat homosexuals with love, understanding, and respect," Fr. Rodríguez wrote.

"At the same time, never forget that genuine love demands that we seek, above all, the salvation of souls. Homosexual acts lead to the damnation of souls."

Holy See on Redefining "Gender"
"This Agenda ... Calls Into Question the Very Foundation of the Human Rights System"

http://www.zenit.org/rssenglish-32050
New York, March 18, 2011 

Here is the address given Monday by Archbishop Francis Chullikatt, permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, at the 55th session of UNESCO's Commission on the Status of Women.

Mr. Chairman,

The Holy See strongly affirms the need to respect the inherent dignity and worth of all women and girls, which are fundamental to their authentic advancement.

It is noteworthy that the Charter of the United Nations, in preambular paragraph 2, calls for the "equality between women and men," a call that is repeated in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) in preambular paragraph 5. The UDHR also prohibits discrimination on the grounds of sex (Art. 2). This recognition is essential to the future of the human race and all its members.  In addition, the UDHR acknowledges the equal rights of a man and a woman to marry and found a family, the natural and fundamental unit of society (Art. 16). This recognition is essential to the future of the human race and all its members. The 1966 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) also prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex (Art. 2), recognizes "the equal right of men and women to the enjoyment of all civil and political rights" (Art. 3) and repeats the language found in art. 16 of the UDHR (Art. 23). The 1979 Convention on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women continues along these lines (Art. 1).

As the Conclusions refer to the term "gender", my delegation wishes to recall that, since the early 1990s it was gradually introduced into non-binding documents negotiated by State Parties, and has been commonly used to refer to the two sexes, male and female. 
In treaty law, the only definition of "gender" which binds State Parties is that contained in the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court, which states that "the term 'gender' refers to the two sexes, male and female, within the context of society. The term 'gender' does not indicate any meaning different" from the aforementioned definition (Art. 7.3). 

It is worth remembering that during the 1995 Fourth World Conference on Women, a different and radical understanding of gender had been circulated during informal discussions, but was rejected. Moreover, the President of the Fourth World Conference on Women, on the recommendation of a large body of Member States, explicitly stated at that Conference that "the word 'gender' had been commonly used and understood in its ordinary, generally accepted usage." That is, gender refers to "male" and "female"-the generally and historically accepted usage. This statement also emphasized that no "new meaning or connotation of the term, different from accepted prior usage," had been intended (cf. Report of the Fourth World Conference on Women Beijing, 4-15 September 1995, Statement by the President of the Conference on the commonly understood meaning of the term "gender", 2-3, A/CONF.177/20/Rev.1). It is noteworthy that, at that time, the Holy See consistently reaffirmed its understanding of gender, and does so again today.

Unfortunately during the negotiations of the present text, some delegations attempted to advance once again, through the vehicle of "gender studies," a radical definition of "gender," which asserts that sexual identity can somehow be adapted indefinitely to suit new and different purposes, not recognized in international law. In response, in the present text, a new preambular paragraph was adopted with a view to eliminating doubts about the promotion of a new definition of "gender". Such an agenda has no place in any document sponsored by the United Nations, let alone one concerning women and girls. Rightly, during negotiations many delegations reaffirmed the use of "gender" as referring to "women and men," or male and female, according to its ordinarily agreed usage before, during and after negotiation of the Beijing Declaration and Platform for Action.

The attempt to re-define gender is also linked to the missing reference to the UDHR, in the present text. The UDHR, the foundational document of the human rights system, acknowledges the inherent dignity and worth of every human person, male and female. Yet some of those promoting a re-definition of gender opposed reference to the UDHR in the face of overwhelming support for its inclusion, and equally opposed reference to "the inherent dignity and worth of women and men," a bedrock principle of the human rights system. In light of these trends, the international community should be aware that this agenda to re-define "gender," in turn, calls into question the very foundation of the human rights system.  

In addition, this radical approach is also connected to the missing reference to the "rights" of parents, in particular, their right to choose the education for their children, including education about authentic human love, marriage, and the family. The rights of parents are specified in the UDHR, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights. Several attempts to include parental rights' language to stand alongside the term parental responsibilities were rebuffed. This is a grave matter, when one considers that parental rights and duties are firmly rooted in international law, and that parental rights are correlative with duties, the former being necessary to carry out the latter (cf. UDHR, art. 26.3; International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, art. 18; Convention on the Rights of the Child, arts. 3.2, 5, 14.2). 

In closing, my delegation takes the opportunity to reaffirm all of the Holy See's reservations on past occasions with regard to the meaning of the term "sexual and reproductive health," which should not include abortion or abortion services. Moreover, the Holy See in no way endorses contraception or the use of condoms, either as a family planning measure or as part of HIV/AIDS prevention programmes or classes/programmes of education in sexuality. The Holy See - as well as many women in the world - is convinced that the true advancement of women is strongly linked to the recognition and the effective implementation of their rights, dignity and responsibilities. Women and men are both called to welcome, protect and foster these, for a renewed commitment towards humanity.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Holy See Statement on "Sexual Orientation"
"Human Sexuality ... Is Not an 'Identity'"

http://www.zenit.org/article-32108?l=english
Geneva, March 24, 2011 

Here is the address Archbishop Silvano M. Tomasi, permanent representative of the Holy See to the United Nations and Other International Organizations in Geneva, delivered Tuesday at the 16th Session of the Human Rights Council on "sexual orientation."

Mr. President,  

The Holy See takes this opportunity to affirm the inherent dignity and worth of all human beings, and to condemn all violence that is targeted against people because of their sexual feelings and thoughts, or sexual behaviors.

We would also like to make several observations about the debates regarding "sexual orientation."

First, there has been some unnecessary confusion about the meaning of the term "sexual orientation," as found in resolutions and other texts adopted within the UN human rights system. The confusion is unnecessary because, in international law, a term must be interpreted in accordance with its ordinary meaning, unless the document has given it a different meaning. [1] The ordinary meaning of "sexual orientation" refers to feelings and thoughts, not to behavior. [2]

Second, for the purposes of human rights law, there is a critical difference between feelings and thoughts, on the one hand, and behavior, on the other. 
A state should never punish a person, or deprive a person of the enjoyment of any human right, based just on the person's feelings and thoughts, including sexual thoughts and feelings. But states can, and must, regulate behaviors, including various sexual behaviors. Throughout the world, there is a consensus between societies that certain kinds of sexual behaviors must be forbidden by law. Pedophilia and incest are two examples.

Third, the Holy See wishes to affirm its deeply held belief that human sexuality is a gift that is genuinely expressed in the complete and lifelong mutual devotion of a man and a woman in marriage. Human sexuality, like any voluntary activity, possesses a moral dimension: It is an activity which puts the individual will at the service of a finality; it is not an "identity." In other words, it comes from the action and not from the being, even though some tendencies or "sexual orientations" may have deep roots in the personality. Denying the moral dimension of sexuality leads to denying the freedom of the person in this matter, and undermines ultimately his/her ontological dignity. This belief about human nature is also shared by many other faith communities, and by other persons of conscience.

And finally, Mr. President, we wish to call attention to a disturbing trend in some of these social debates: People are being attacked for taking positions that do not support sexual behavior between people of the same sex. When they express their moral beliefs or beliefs about human nature, which may also be expressions of religious convictions, or state opinions about scientific claims, they are stigmatized, and worse -- they are vilified, and prosecuted. These attacks contradict the fundamental principles announced in three of the Council's resolutions of this session. [3] The truth is, these attacks are violations of fundamental human rights, and cannot be justified under any circumstances.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Notes
[1] Vienna Convention of the Law of Treaties, Article 31(1): "A treaty shall be interpreted in good faith in accordance with the ordinary meaning to be given to the terms of the treaty in their context and in the light of its object and purpose" (emphasis added). Article 31(4): "A special meaning shall be given to a term if it is established that the parties so intended." These rules of treaty interpretation are based on customary international law, and are applicable to "soft law." 

[2] Moreover, many publications have given definitions of "sexual orientation," and all of the ones that we have seen are similar: they do not refer to behavior; they refer to sexual feelings and thoughts. E.g.: 

(1) "Sexual orientation means the general attraction you feel towards" another person or persons. Equality Commission (The United Kingdom); See, www.equalityhumanrights.com, under "What does sexual orientation mean? 

(2) "Sexual orientation may be broadly defined as a preference for sexual partners …." International Labour Office, ABC of Women Workers' Rights and Gender Equality (2nd ed., 2007), p. 167). A "preference" is a mental-emotional state; it is not conduct. 

(3) "Sexual orientation refers to a person's sexual and emotional attraction to people …." Amnesty International, Crimes of Hate, Conspiracy of Silence (Amnesty International Publications, London, 2001), p. vii (emphasis omitted). 

(4) "'Sexual orientation' refers to each person's capacity for profound emotional, affectional and sexual attraction to, and intimate and sexual relations …." Asia Pacific Forum, ACJ Report: Human Rights, Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity (15th Annual Meeting, Bali, 3-5 Aug. 2010), p. 8. 

[3] L-10 on freedom of opinion and expression; L.14 on freedom of religion or belief; L. 38 on combating intolerance, negative stereotyping and stigmatization.

A family member argues that the New Testament doesn't deal with the issue of homosexuality. To which passages can I refer him?

http://www.catholic.com/thisrock/quickquestions/?qid=591
The following New Testament passages deal with homosexual acts:

For this reason God gave them up to dishonorable passions. Their women exchanged natural relations for unnatural, and the men likewise gave up natural relations with women and were consumed with passion for one another, men committing shameless acts with men and receiving in their own persons the due penalty for their error. (Romans 1:26-27) 

Do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived; neither the immoral, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor homosexuals, nor thieves, nor the greedy, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor robbers will inherit the kingdom of God. (1 Corinthians 6:9-10) 

[T]he law is not laid down for the just but for the lawless and disobedient, for the ungodly and sinners, for the unholy and profane, for murderers of fathers and murderers of mothers, for manslayers, immoral persons, sodomites, kidnapers, liars, perjurers, and whatever else is contrary to sound doctrine. (1 Timothy 1:9-10) 

[J]ust as Sodom and Gomorrah and the surrounding cities, which likewise acted immorally and indulged in unnatural lust, serve as an example by undergoing a punishment of eternal fire. (Jude 7) 

But God’s displeasure with acting out on homosexuality is depicted as early as Genesis 19 in the Old Testament. 
Also see Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13. —Jim Blackburn
I am trying to find the passage in the Bible where it talks about marriage being for a man and a woman.

http://www.catholic.com/thisrock/quickquestions/?qid=2532
Marriage between a man and a woman was instituted by God with Adam and Eve. Genesis 2:24 states: "Therefore a man leaves his father and his mother and cleaves to his wife, and they become one flesh."
In Matthew 19:4-5, Jesus reaffirms this: "He answered, ‘Have you not read that he who made them from the beginning made them male and female,’ and said, ‘For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife, and the two shall become one’?" -Jim Blackburn
Don't decriminalise same sex unions: Vatican
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=10487
December 3, 2008 
Holy See UN Permanent Observer Archbishop Celestino Migliore says the Vatican opposes a European Union proposal for a United Nations declaration formally condemning discrimination against homosexuals. 

Archbishop Migliore said the Catechism of the Roman Catholic Church forbade "unjust discrimination" against homosexuals, The Times Online reports. 

However outlawing discrimination by means of a UN declaration meant that states which did not recognise same sex marriages would come under pressure to do so. 

All countries of the European Union have signed a draft declaration drawn up by France, which currently holds the rotating EU Presidency, condemning "discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity." 

France is due to submit the draft declaration at the UN General Assembly on December 10, the sixtieth anniversary of the UN declaration of human rights. 

Over 80 countries in the world currently outlaw same sex relations, with punishments range from short prison sentences to life imprisonment and even death by execution. 

The UN declaration will not be binding, but gay rights movements hope it will lead to a UN resolution. The French minister of human rights and foreign affairs, Rama Yade, said that the EU should also "take the lead in stopping violence against women worldwide." 

However, a strongly worded editorial in Italy`s mainstream La Stampa newspaper said the Vatican's reasoning was "grotesque". 

Gay rights groups and newspaper editorials on Tuesday condemned the Vatican for its decision to oppose a proposed UN resolution calling on governments worldwide to decriminalise homosexuality. The row erupted after the Vatican's permanent observer to the United Nations told a French Catholic news agency the Holy See would oppose the resolution, which France is due to propose later this month on behalf of the 27 member European Union. 

Archbishop Celestino Migliore said the Vatican opposed the resolution because it would "add new categories of those protected from discrimination" and could lead to reverse discrimination against traditional heterosexual marriage. 

"If adopted, they would create new and implacable discriminations," Migliore said. "For example, states which do not recognise same sex unions as 'matrimony' will be pilloried and made an object of pressure," Migliore said. 

A strongly worded editorial in Italy's La Stampa newspaper said the Vatican's reasoning was "grotesque", Javno says. 

Pointing out that homosexuality was still punishable by death in some Islamic countries, the editorial said what the Vatican really feared was a "chain reaction in favour of legally recognised homosexual unions in countries, like Italy, where there is currently no legislation." 

Franco Grillini, founder and honorary president of Arcigay, Italy's leading gay rights group, said the Vatican's reasoning smacked of "total idiocy and madness". "The French resolution, which is supported by all 27 members of the EU, has nothing to do with gay marriage. It is about stopping jail and the death penalty for homosexuals," Grillini told Reuters. 

Source

Vatican opposes de-criminalising same sex unions (Times Online, 1/12/08) 

Vatican Attacked For Opposing Decriminalisation (Javno, 2/12/08) 

Permissive laws, permissive behaviour

The research shows that legalising same-sex marriage will increase prevalence of homosexuality, says a psychologist 
http://www.mercatornet.com/articles/view/permissive_laws_permissive_behaviour/ 

By Trayce L. Hansen Ph. D., October 21, 2008

An accumulation of research from around the world finds that societies which endorse homosexual behavior increase the prevalence of homosexuality in those societies. The legalization of same-sex marriage—which is being considered by voters in several US states—is the ultimate in societal endorsement and will result in more individuals living a homosexual lifestyle. 

Extensive research from Sweden, Finland, Denmark, and the United States reveals that homosexuality is primarily environmentally induced. Specifically, social and/or family factors, as well as permissive environments which affirm homosexuality, play major environmental roles in the development of homosexual behavior. 

A closer look at the research 

Twin study investigations of homosexuality were recently conducted in both Sweden and Finland. Such twin studies compare rates of homosexual behavior between different sibling groups who share varying degrees of genetic similarity (i.e., identical twins versus non-identical twins). 
By comparing such rates, twin studies help sort out the extent to which homosexual behavior is genetic and/or environmental. For instance, if homosexuality is genetic, then in cases where one identical twin is homosexual the co-twin should be homosexual nearly 100 percent of the time because identical twins share 100 percent of their genes. 

But that is not what these two large-scale Scandinavian studies found. Both studies revealed that when one identical twin was homosexual the other twin was homosexual only 10 percent or 11 percent of the time. Such findings indicate that homosexuality is not genetically determined. 

Instead of genetic factors, these Scandinavian studies concluded that unique environmental factors play the largest role in the development of homosexual behavior. The question as to which specific environmental factors contribute to homosexuality was not answered by these studies although some conclusions are offered by Danish and American research data to be discussed later in this article. 

But first, it should be noted that although the Swedish and Finnish twin studies are among the best to date, they still have wide margins of error. In fact, the margins of error are so wide it remains entirely possible that genetic factors play no role in the development of homosexuality. That remains to be determined, but what has been resolved is that the primary factor in the development of homosexuality is environmental. 

A Danish research investigation studied two million adults living in Denmark, a country where same-sex marriage has been legal since 1989. This study uncovered a number of specific environmental factors that increase the probability an individual will seek a same-sex rather than an opposite-sex partner for marriage. 

For Danish men, the environmental factors associated with higher rates of homosexual marriage include an urban birthplace and an absent or unknown father. Significantly, there was a linear relationship between degree of urbanization of birthplace and whether a man chose homosexual or heterosexual marriage as an adult. In other words, the more urban a man's birthplace, the more likely he was to marry a man, while the more rural a man's birthplace, the more likely he was to marry a woman. 

For Danish women, the environmental factors related to increased likelihood of homosexual marriage include an urban birthplace, maternal death during adolescence, and mother-absence. 

Interestingly, this Danish research finds that urban birthplace and separation from the same-sex parent both were associated with same-sex marriage for men as well as women. (The latter finding supports psychological theories that have long asserted homosexuality is related to childhood problems—real or perceived—with the same-sex parent). In summary, this study finds that environmental factors that contribute to the development of homosexuality can be social and/or familial. 

Finally, an American research study—the most comprehensive and representative survey of sexual behavior in America—reported its findings concerning homosexuality. The results of this study also support an environmental theory of homosexuality, not a genetic one. In particular, this survey identified specific types of environments that increase the likelihood of homosexual behavior. The authors describe these environments as "congenial" to the development of homosexuality. 

For American men, the environmental factor most related to homosexual behavior was the degree of urbanization during the teenage years. Specifically, boys who lived in large urban centers between the ages of 14 and 16 were three to six times more likely to engage in homosexual behavior than were boys who lived in rural communities during those same ages. The authors offer the following possibility: "an environment that provides increased opportunities for and fewer negative sanctions against same-gender sexuality may both allow and even elicit expression of same-gender interest and sexual behavior." Note the word "elicit." These researchers believe that growing up in a more pro-homosexual region may evoke or draw out homosexual behavior in young men. The implication is that some homosexual men who were reared in urban centers would not have become homosexual if reared in non-urban centers. The authors explain, "the environment in which people grow up affects their sexuality in very basic ways." 

For American women, the environmental factor most associated with a homosexual or bisexual identity was a higher level of education. And though that was also true for men, the pattern for women was more dramatic. For instance, a woman with a college degree was nine times more likely to identify herself as non-heterosexual than a woman with only a high school diploma. The specific elements that create this marked difference are unclear, but the researchers don't believe it's simply due to higher reporting of non-heterosexuality by more educated individuals. They believe one explanation is the fact that with more acceptance, even encouragement, of homosexuality at universities, more university women embrace a non-heterosexual lifestyle. For an example of how that might develop, see Dennis Prager's article entitled, "College Taught Her Not To Be a Heterosexual." 

Based on the findings of this American research study, environments that sanction and/or promote homosexuality induce more individuals to engage in homosexual behavior. 

Conclusion 

All of the aforementioned research studies from four different countries, each utilizing large, countrywide samples, reveal that homosexual behavior is not genetically determined. Rather, the data find that human sexuality is malleable, and environmental experiences and influences can and do shape its expression. Moreover, these findings are supported by decades of anthropological and sociological evidence that reveal that rates of homosexual behavior fluctuate—sometimes greatly—with changes in the social, cultural, and legal climate. The more an environment affirms or encourages same-sex sexuality—whether an urban center or a university campus—the more homosexuality there will be in that setting. 

Social and cultural norms, as well as legal regulations, influence human behavior including sexual behavior. So not surprisingly, as the United States and other Western countries have become increasingly pro-homosexual—socially, politically, and legally—they have experienced an upward trend in the number of individuals engaging in homosexual behavior. That trend will continue if we move beyond mere tolerance of homosexual behavior (which is appropriate) to formally honoring it by legalizing same-sex marriage. 

Dr. Trayce L. Hansen is a licensed psychologist with a clinical and forensic practice in California. 
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Canadian Bishops: A person is more than a sexual orientation

Pastoral Letter Addresses Same-Sex Attraction in Youth

http://www.zenit.org/article-33019?l=english 

Ottawa, Canada, July 6, 2011 
A human person is much more than a sexual orientation or an identification with the homosexual or heterosexual lifestyle, say the bishops of Canada.

The Commission for Doctrine of the Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops (CCCB) stated this in a pastoral letter released June 27 on the issue of ministering to "adolescents and young adults who question their sexual identity or experience feelings of same sex attraction."

In the document, the term "same-sex attraction" refers to "one who feels an erotic and emotional attraction, which is predominant and not merely episodic, toward persons of the same sex … with or without sexual relations."

While secular society has labeled such individuals as "gay" or "lesbian," the bishops explain that Church does not use these terms in official documents: "Although these words are common terms in current speech, they do not describe persons with the fullness and richness that the Church recognizes and respects in every man or woman."

"The human person can hardly be described by a reductionist reference to his or her sexual orientation," the letter adds.

Stressing the Catholic teaching that "every human person is a unique and irreplaceable gift created by our loving God," and must be treated with respect and dignity, the commission went on to clarify that it is the homosexual act, not the inclination, that is deemed immoral.

"To the extent that a same-sex attraction is not freely chosen, there is no personal culpability in having such an inclination," the bishops explain. "Nonetheless, when oriented toward genital activity, this inclination is 'objectively disordered.'

"This does not mean that the person as a whole is somehow defective or … has in some way been rejected by God. ... For many people, same-sex attraction constitutes a trial."

When facing such a trial, young people with same-sex attraction are urged to heed the words spoken by Jesus in Matthew’s Gospel: "Come to me, all you who are carrying heavy burdens, and I will give you rest. … For my yoke is easy, and my burden is light" (Matthew 11: 28, 30).

True fulfillment

The bishops suggest that by following Christ's example of living a chaste and unselfish life, those who struggle with these feelings may reflect on the moral order. "Chastity teaches the way of self-mastery," the letter stated, adding that it is the "spiritual power, which frees love from selfishness and aggression. It makes self-giving possible and is the prerequisite for generous love and true fulfillment."

The bishops explain that all are called to live chaste lives, whether married or single, as chaste means to avoid sexual activity that is contrary to morality or religious teachings. "Since chastity is a way of loving," the bishops write, "it entails far more than the avoidance of sin. Like love, it can grow indefinitely."

The document restates the Catholic teachings that our sexuality is a gift given to us from God and is reserved for those men and women who are joined in the covenant of marriage: "It is only within this covenant that the two inseparable ends of marriage can be achieved: the deepening of love between spouses and the procreation and education of children. Any genital act outside the covenant of marriage cannot fulfill this twofold purpose intended by the Creator and thus is morally wrong."

Men and women were specifically created to complement each other in what Blessed John Paul II referred to in 1980 as "the spousal meaning of the body." 
The document goes on to explain that this is "the complementarity of the masculinity and femininity, which encompasses both the body and spirit, reveals the call of every human being to become a gift for the other person. This fundamental truth is the foundation of the Church’s understanding of sexuality."

Throughout history, the bishops explain, the Church has taught that homosexual acts are not in accordance with God's plan for humanity. However, the pastoral letter addresses that, in recent years, young people have been inundated with pressures from secular society and from the media that propagate moral relativity and hedonism, compromising the path of those struggling to find their true purpose God has planned for them.

The pastoral letter offers guidance to various groups within the Christian community, from parish priests, to educators and family members, on how to help young people with same-sex attraction make their "journey toward human maturity."

Authentic freedom

To the Catholic community as a whole, the bishops call for us to "counteract false ideas of freedom promoted by secular society" and to live and preach the Church's teaching on human sexuality, "which leads to authentic freedom."

Priests and pastoral workers are encouraged to welcome young people into the community without passing judgment and to listen to them and counsel them regarding God’s love and plan for them.

Educators, the bishops state, with the consent of the parents, should present "in a firm but charitable way the true nature and purpose of human sexuality in all dimensions." They said that educators who avoid answering difficult questions or shy away from the Church's full teaching on the subject are doing an injustice to our youth and "could lead young people into grave moral danger."

For parents whose child admits to having homosexual feelings, the bishops concede that they may face unique challenges and concerns as well: "Remember that your child needs you and the family now more than ever. Children always remain … God’s gift to you. At all times, strive to respond lovingly and with trust in divine Providence."

The commission encourages parents to support their child’s spiritual growth and possibly seek the guidance of a parish priest or professional counselor committed to the Church's teachings.

To the young adult facing same-sex attractions, the bishops offer words of encouragement, as well as advice for forging the road ahead. Young people are encouraged to accept God’s unfailing love for them, to "pray without ceasing" and to celebrate the sacraments regularly. The bishops also advise the young to "cultivate virtuous friendships" and to "be vigilant."

"Since chastity is not only a journey but also a battle, be on guard against temptations that will continually arise," they said. "God's grace will give you the strength to overcome temptation."

"Above all," the commission writes, "hold close to your heart that being a Christian is about a relationship with Jesus Christ, who gives your life meaning and a decisive direction."

Full text: www.cccb.ca/site/images/stories/pdf/ministry-ssa_en.pdf
Are gays ‘born that way’? Most Americans now say yes, but science says no 
By Fr. Mark Hodges, May 20, 2015
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/for-the-first-time-a-majority-of-americans-believe-homosexuals-are-born-tha
For the first time, a majority of Americans say that homosexuals are "born that way."
According to the latest Gallup poll, 51 percent of Americans say that people are born gay or lesbian, while only 30 percent say outside factors such as upbringing and environment determine sexual orientation.

However, science would not bear that out. No fewer than eight major studies from around the world have found homosexuality is not a genetic condition.

Peter Sprigg of the Family Research Council says that these numerous, rigorous studies of identical twins have now made it impossible to argue that there is a "gay gene." If homosexuality were inborn and predetermined, then when one identical twin is homosexual, the other should be, as well.

Yet one study from Yale and Columbia Universities found homosexuality common to only 6.7 percent of male identical twins and 5.3 percent of female identical twins.

The low rate of common homosexuality in identical twins – around six percent – is easily explained by nurture, not nature.

Researchers Peter Bearman and Hannah Brueckner concluded that environment was the determining factor. They rejected outright that "genetic influence independent of social context" as the reason for homosexuality. "(O)ur results support the hypothesis that less gendered socialization in early childhood and preadolescence shapes subsequent same-sex romantic preferences."

"Less gendered socialization" means, a boy was without a positive father figure, or a girl was without a positive mother figure.

In light of the evidence, Sprigg said simply, "No one is born gay."

Psychiatrists William Byne and Bruce Parsons summarize the science: "Critical review shows the evidence favoring a biologic theory to be lacking. ... In fact, the current trend may be to underrate the explanatory power of extant psychosocial models." In other words, homosexuality is a psychological malady, not something people are born with.

Some homosexuals openly admit that their lifestyle is a choice. Lindsay Miller, who describes herself as a "queer woman," complained in The Atlantic monthly, "I get frustrated with the veiled condescension of straight people who believe that queers 'can't help it,' and thus should be treated with tolerance and pity.”
“I was not born this way,” she wrote. “The life I have now is not something I ended up with because I had no other options. Make no mistake – it's a life I chose.”

"It's time to send the 'born that way' myth to the graveyard of misbegotten ideas, buried in the plot next to the myth that the sun revolves around the earth,” Bryan Fischer of the American Family Association has written.

And yet, the myth continues to gain believers, even among conservatives. According to the new Gallup poll, Republicans are divided on whether Americans are born homosexual (40 percent) or whether same-sex orientation is determined by environmental factors (36 percent).
In previous polls, a majority of Republicans have said homosexuality is not innate. Now, according to this poll, they are equally likely to view sexual orientation as inherent, rather than a choice or a consequence of how people were raised. In all, 62 percent of Democrats believe homosexuals were born that way.

The issue affects Republican politicians who, like all politicians, base their public statements on the polls. Presidential candidate Dr. Ben Carson recently apologized for merely suggesting people choose to be gay or lesbian. Sen. Marco Rubio has said that, while he does not support same-sex "marriage," he believes that people are born gay or lesbian.

Fischer says our society and particularly our presidential candidates should make policy based on medical and scientific reality, not polls. "If homosexual behavior is a choice, then our public policy can freely be shaped by an honest look at whether this behavioral choice is healthy and should be encouraged, or unhealthy and dangerous and consequently discouraged," he wrote.

There is no debate over the health threats posed by engaging in the homosexual lifestyle. Fischer notes that the Gay and Lesbian Medical Association admits homosexuals are at greater risk of AIDS, substance and alcohol abuse, depression and anxiety, hepatitis, STDs, and prostate and colon cancer.
"This is not behavior that any rational society should condone, endorse, subsidize, reward, promote or sanction in domestic policy or in the marketplace,” Fischer wrote. “It's a choice, and a bad one at that."

The Gallup poll, taken May 6-10, also reports a new record high number of Americans support same-sex "marriage."

The poll is based on telephone interviews with a random sample of 1,024 adults, aged 18 and older, living in the United States. The organization says its margin of sampling error is ±4 percentage points at the 95 percent confidence level.

Marco Rubio: ‘Sexual preferences’ are not a ‘choice’ but ‘something that people are born with’ (Video) 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/marco-rubio-i-dont-believe-that-your-sexual-preferences-are-a-choice-video 

By Ben Johnson, April 20, 2015

This weekend, Republican presidential hopeful Marco Rubio said that one's "sexual preference" is an inborn trait and cannot be chosen.
“You have said you're against gay 'marriage,'” interviewer Bob Schieffer said, casting his eyes away from the Florida senator, to each side on CBS's Face the Nation this weekend. “Do you think that homosexuality is a choice?”

“It's not that I'm against gay marriage, but I believe the definition of the institution of marriage should be between one man and one woman,” Rubio began.

He said those who wish to change the immemorial definition of marriage should engage in a “political debate” and win others to their side, not impose their views from above. “I don't believe that courts should be making that decision, and I don't believe same-sex marriage is a constitutional right.”

Then he answered Schieffer's question about genetics.

“I also don't believe that your sexual preferences are a choice for the vast, enormous majority of people,” the first-term senator said. “In fact, the bottom line is that I believe that sexual preference is something that people are born with.”

“Senator, we thank you,” Schieffer said, smiling.

Social conservatives had a different reaction to the remarks, made at Manchester Community College, where Rubio campaigned in advance of the first-in-the-nation New Hampshire primaries. American Family Radio talk show host Bryan J. Fischer said Rubio was wrong factually, which could lead to political miscalculations.

“No less than eight major studies of identical twins in the U.S., Scandinavia, and Australia over the last two decades” all arrived “at the same conclusion: gays aren't born that way,” Fischer said in response.

The American Psychiatric Association – hardly an "anti-gay" organization – states, “No one knows what causes heterosexuality, homosexuality, or bisexuality.”

Public sentiment, long nurtured to believe that homosexuality is a genetic condition, has begun to catch up. Now, a declining minority of Americans believe homosexuality is an inborn trait. According to the Gallup organization, the number fell from 47 percent to 42 percent in 2014.

Even Australian-born UK homosexual activist Peter Tatchell wrote in 2008: "Genes and hormones may predispose a person to one sexuality rather than another. But that’s all. Predisposition and determination are two different things."

Analysts believe that experts have not spent enough time researching childhood traumas as a potential influence on sexual preference. The APA's statement, issued in May 2000, declares that “sexual abuse does not appear to be more prevalent in children who grow up to identify as gay, lesbian, or bisexual, than in children who identify as heterosexual.” However, a 2010 study conducted at Otago University in New Zealand found that homosexuals were more likely to have suffered childhood traumas – such as molestation, abuse, or domestic violence – than heterosexuals.
The issue of choice in homosexuality is important for public policy outcomes, Fischer said.

“If homosexual behavior is a choice, then our public policy can freely be shaped by an honest look at whether this behavioral choice is healthy and should be encouraged or unhealthy and dangerous and consequently discouraged,” he said.

Then he added his own “bottom line”: homosexuality is not a “behavior that any rational society should condone, endorse, subsidize, reward, promote or sanction in domestic policy or in the marketplace.
“Social conservatives need and deserve a candidate who will base his social policy agenda on genetics, science, biology, the best in health research, and on biblical morality,” Fischer said. “Senator Rubio has failed that test.”

Rubio's comment was one of several in a week to give social conservatives pause.

Last Tuesday, CNN's Jake Tapper aggressively targeted Rubio's opposition to imposing same-sex “marriage” at the national level. “You are casting yourself as a candidate of a new generation, but there is an issue where you are very out of step with younger voters,” Tapper said. “On that issue, same-sex marriage, senator, you’re the candidate of yesterday.”

Rubio retorted that he had not “ever supported a federal constitutional amendment that defined marriage” as the union of one man and one woman, “because I believe states define marriage in their laws.”

The next day Rubio said that, while he opposes same-sex “marriage,” he would attend a same-sex “wedding” ceremony if a relative or close friend extended an invitation.    

The question led to a feeding frenzy of similar questions to other 2016 Republican presidential hopefuls.

During the interview, Rubio addressed the difficulty of potentially running against his friend and onetime mentor, Jeb Bush. Bush, who helped guide Rubio through his early career in Florida politics, he said, would always remain a personal friend.

Rubio's greatest potential pitfall with Republican voters stems, not from social issues, but from his embrace of providing amnesty to illegal immigrants. As a key sponsor of the so-called “Gang of Eight” immigration bill, Rubio lost much of the status as a spokesman for grassroots Republicans, who overwhelmingly oppose the bill.

The exchange may be seen in the video below:

Rubio's remarks begin at 9:16.

Below is a letter to the editor of LifeSiteNews (LSN) dated September 28, 2009, and their response:
Please stop lumping prolife work with anti-gay/lesbian rhetoric and you might get my support. They are totally separate issues and you lose my support totally, including any possibility of financial support, when you rave against the God-given sexuality of a percentage of my family, friends, faith community and co-workers.   

Theresa Winchester, Ontario, Canada
LSN Editor's Note: Regular readers of LifeSiteNews will have learned that there is in fact a connection between abortion and current efforts to normalize not only homosexuality, but almost all sexual expressions, including polygamy, incest, pedophilia and even bestiality. This is largely pushed by the intense, population control and militant secularist movements' attempt to completely separate procreation from sexuality. They even go to the extreme of demanding we accept that there is no real male/female gender identity and that these are merely artificial, exploitive social constructs.
An article by India’s most notorious “Catholic” homosexual, Ashley Tellis (once a regular contributor of such pornography as this, in the New Indian Express)
Kiss me, kiss me, kiss me 
By Ashley Tellis, New Indian Express, October 10, 2009 failedsubjectivity@gmail.com
http://www.expressbuzz.com/edition/story.aspx?Title=Kiss+me,+kiss+me,+kiss+me&artid=Ym3PMCV8krU= 

The most horrible thing about having sex with Indian men is that they do not kiss. Of the many men I have had sex with and the hundreds I have interviewed, almost 98 per cent of men said they do not kiss another man, esp​ecially not on the mouth. Some, of course, say they would not even kiss a woman which is bull and possibly their way of hoping you will not feel insulted by their clear insult of you, and it becomes clear most often that they’ve never been with a woman at all. Nevertheless, if it were true, that’s pathetic and shows that women are not just not having orgasms (most Indian men do not even know that the clitoris is) but not getting any kissing as well, which women tend to love way more than penetration. 

The fact that they do not kiss or do not set a really high store by kissing shows that Indian men are bad in bed, whether with women or men or any animate being. Most Indian men seem to have a highly functional and penis-oriented understanding of sex. It is just about penetration, orgasm and going off to sleep. The sexual act is one of release then, not of pleasure. It has an excremental rather than an erotic quality. Hours of foreplay are not part of the Indian man’s imagination and hence there are some very ‘unmoistened’, and hence sore, female and male genital and erotic cavities out there. Cunnilingus is a foreign country to most Indian men and as for anilingus, forget about it. 
I have finally given up on the idea of sex with men who do not kiss. It is just not worth it. It is not just that it is offensive that they have no respect for the fact that you are willing to put your mouth pretty much everywhere for them and they refuse to put theirs on your mouth, it’s that sex without kissing is like dessert without the main course. 
[image: image17.jpg]



Kissing is one of the most intimate and beautiful and erotic activities in the world and I cannot have sex without it. Freud is really interesting on kissing. For him, kissing tells a lot about ourselves, our development and our relationship to ourselves and other people. It is linked to the suckling at the mother’s breast but crucially it is linked to sucking as pleasure, detached from nourishment of the mother’s milk. It is reciprocal, it is tasting someone else, it is devoid of power as it is tough to tell if one is giving or taking, in Freud’s words it is “the bringing together of two oral erotogenic zones instead of two genitals.” Hmmm. 

Freud makes larger claims for kissing. He says it enables the individual to relate to the world (another pair of lips) because he cannot kiss himself. It helps the individual develop into an adult relationship with the self and with the world (and so most Indian men are stunted and fixated idiots) and understand, as psychoanalyst Adam Phillips puts it, pleasure as pleasure.  It is such a pity that most Indian men do not understand pleasure or what an intersubjective relationship manifested through the meeting of two mouths can mean. Homophobia, hygiene fetishes, fear of intimacy (“Yaar, feeling aa jati hai,’ said one of my Jat interviewees) all these and some other messed up psychic reasons prevent men from kissing other men and apparently even enjoying kissing women in this country and we are the poorer for it. 

I was not suckled as a child and that may have something to do with the fact that my most cherished erotic encounter was with the first boy I ever fooled around with when all we did was kiss, deep, with our tongues entangled for hours. He was Nepali, soft and uncontaminated by the strictures of Indian masculinity yet. We were young. It was the most beautiful sex I’ve ever had. 

Ashley J. Tellis is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues.
Source: http://carnegieendowment.org/experts/index.cfm?fa=expert_view&expert_id=198&prog=zgp&proj=zsazusr 

IIT-H sacks gay activist Ashley Tellis
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/IIT-H-sacks-gay-activist-Ashley-Tellis/articleshow/6034644.cms EXTRACT
Indian Institute of Technology (Hyderabad) management sacked gay rights activist and faculty member Ashley Tellis, apparently discomfited by his sexual orientation. The academic, with around 20 years of experience, was shown the door last fortnight less than a year after joining IIT-H … Tellis was assistant professor with the liberal arts department and is a well-known voice in the gay rights movement in the country. A published author, Tellis has a PhD from Cambridge University and a long teaching career. 
TESTIMONY OF A FORMER HOMOSEXUAL-01 RICHARD G. EVANS, [FORMER ASSEMBLIES OF GOD PASTOR]
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TESTIMONY_OF_A_FORMER_HOMOSEXUAL-01.doc 
TESTIMONY OF A FORMER HOMOSEXUAL-02 DAVID MORRISON
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TESTIMONY_OF_A_FORMER_HOMOSEXUAL-02.doc 
TESTIMONY OF A FORMER HOMOSEXUAL-03 ERIC HESS
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TESTIMONY_OF_A_FORMER_HOMOSEXUAL-03.doc
TESTIMONY OF A FORMER HOMOSEXUAL-04 MICHAEL VORIS
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TESTIMONY_OF_A_FORMER_HOMOSEXUAL-04.doc 

TESTIMONY OF A FORMER HOMOSEXUAL-05 DEAN BAILEY
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TESTIMONY_OF_A_FORMER_HOMOSEXUAL-05.doc
The Betrayal of Those with Homosexual Tendencies
https://msgrfoy.files.wordpress.com/2014/04/the-betrayal-of-those-with-homosexual-tendencies-june-2011-catholic-insight-lifesitenews-fellowship-of-catholic-scholars.pdf
http://msgrfoy.com/2014/04/16/the-betrayal-of-those-with-homosexual-tendencies/
By Msgr. Vincent Foy, Ph.D. in Canon Law, Catholic Insight, June 2011

Published June 2011, Catholic Insight, LifeSiteNews, and Fellowship of Catholic Scholars.  
On January 12, 2010, Archbishop Raymond Burke, former Archbishop of St. Louis, Missouri, and now Prefect of the Supreme Tribunal of the Apostolic Signature, gave the homily at the annual Red Mass of Saint Mary’s Basilica, Diocese of Phoenix. He said “We see before our eyes the evil fruits of life in a society which pretends to take the place of God in making its laws and in giving its judgments, in a society in which those in power decide what is right and just, according to their desires and convenience, even at the cost of perpetrating the gravest harm upon their neighbour.”
Among the evil fruits of this decadent age there is an unparalleled betrayal of homosexuals. That evil fruit we consider here briefly, emphasizing the betrayal as the rejection of justice and charity towards a significant number of God’s sons and daughters.

To reach right conclusions and point the way to undoing the betrayal it is essential to consider the truth about homosexuality and the truth about homosexuals.

The Truth about Homosexuality
First, we ought to have a clear notion of the nature of homosexuality. This is given in the Catechism of the Catholic Church (n. 2357). We are told that Sacred Scripture inspired by God, describes homosexual acts as acts of grave depravity, that tradition has always declared homosexual acts as gravely disordered and contrary to natural law.

Many passages of Scripture could be quoted (e.g. 1Cor. 6:10; 1Tim. 1:10). Sufficient for here is a quotation from St. Paul’s Letter to the Romans (1: 26-27): “For this reason God gave them up to dishonourable passions. Their women exchanged natural relations for unnatural and the men likewise gave up natural relations with women and were consumed with passion for one another, men committing shameless acts with men and receiving in their own persons the due penalty for their error.”

This same judgment is confirmed by many Christian writers of the first centuries (e.g. St. Polycarp; St. Justin Martyr; Athenagoras.) Sodomy was considered one of the frightful sins which cry to Heaven for vengeance. An ancient adage declared: “Clamat ad coelem vox sanguinis et sodomorum, vox oppressorum, merces detenta laborum.” A free translation is “The voice of blood (murder) and of sodomy, of the oppressed and of those labourers deprived of their wages cry out to Heaven.”

The evaluation of homosexual activity as a grave moral evil was not exclusively Christian. All major religions and societies until this age have condemned it.

Reason also confirms Scripture and Tradition. Human anatomy proclaims sodomy unnatural. The complementarity of man and woman, physically, psychologically and emotionally, declare it (cf. Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith, June 3, 2003: “Considerations Regarding Proposals to Give Legal Recognition to Unions Between Homosexual Persons”). The very body cries out against homosexual activity. Disease is more readily contracted through sodomy then through natural relations.

The Truth About Homosexuals
Homosexuals enjoy all the rights inherent in their human state. The words of Christ “Love your neighbor as yourself” apply to all in their attitude towards homosexuals. Like all, they are called to chastity and holiness and we owe our cooperation in this magnificent vocation. It has been said that the only real tragedy in life is not to become a saint. Certainly the only true tragedy is not to die in God’s love and grace.

The Catechism of the Catholic Church tells us that men and women who have homosexual tendencies should be accepted with “respect, compassion and sensitivity. Every sign of unjust discrimination should be avoided” (n. 2358). In justice we must condemn all violence against them, avoid all derogatory remarks and labels. An excellent document on this matter is entitled “And the Truth Will Make you Free” a Letter to Bishops of the Catholic Church on the Pastoral Care of Homosexual Persons (Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, October 1, 1986).

To sum up, Truth demands that homosexual persons be accorded all rights which follow from their humanity as persons created in the image and likeness of God.

Betrayal
Under the guise of liberalism, freedom of choice, conscience rights and a host of other masks we see at present the most widespread and prevalent betrayal of homosexuals in the history of the world. We consider this betrayal in its various sources sometimes against justice, sometimes against charity, and always against the truth.

This betrayal is sometimes self-inflicted, sometimes from outside the Church and sometimes from within the Church.

Self-Inflicted Betrayal
Whether it is due to misguided background, wrong education or self-deception or other reasons, homosexuals often deceive and therefore betray themselves.

An example of this is a recent demonstration in which homosexuals waved a banner which declared “Proudly Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgendered and Proudly Catholic.” Dignity groups foster a similar self-deception. Gregory Baum, primary perverter of Catholic Truth in Canada, advises homosexuals to remain in the Church and labour to change its teaching from within. On February 5, 2010 Cardinal George, President of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, condemned “New Ways Ministry” which describes itself as “gay-positive ministry of advocacy and justice for lesbian and gay Catholics.” 
The Cardinal said; “I wish to make it clear that, like other groups that claim to be Catholic but deny central aspects of Church teaching, New Ways ministry has no approval or recognition from the Catholic Church and that they cannot speak on behalf of the Church and that they cannot speak on behalf of the Catholic faithful in the United States.”

May other examples of self-inflicted betrayal of Truth could be cited.

Betrayal from Outside the Church
The betrayal of homosexuals comes mostly from outside the Church, from a culture saturated with secularism, paganism and atheism. They are betrayed by civil laws which proclaim the lie that homosexuals have a right to marriage. They are betrayed by so-called human rights tribunals which penalize the critics of homosexual behaviour. They are betrayed by school boards which order the teaching that homosexual activity is a legitimate life-style which must be respected. They are betrayed by some politicians, judges and governments. They are betrayed by the mumbo jumbo of pseudo-science concerning the compulsion to perverse behaviour.

Betrayal comes via movies, periodicals, television and all the media means.
For a time non-Catholic Christian denominations held to the traditional truth of the grave moral evil of homosexual behavior. Now, that unity in truth has crumbled. Now some non-Catholic denominations have homosexual pastors, lesbians, “priestesses” and Bishops. An example is Gwynne Guibord, lesbian Episcopal “priestess,” credited with getting the American National Council of Churches to scrap an endorsement of traditional marriage in 2000. In June 2005 Canada became the fourth country in the world to legalize same-sex “marriage. Soon there was a proliferation of non-Catholic churches allowing this mockery of marriage. At hand is a notice of the “Packet and Times of Orillia”, November 2, 2009. It records that the congregation at St. Paul’s United Church, Orillia, voted in favour of same-sex “marriage” at that church. Church members high-school age and up voted on this matter. “Overwhelmingly, the congregation voted Yes to the motion.” So God’s Law was falsely subjected to human endorsement.

Betrayal from Within the Church
From within the Catholic Church betrayal of homosexuals is varied and widespread.

The Ontario English Catholic Teachers Association, OECTA, reacted favourably to the new Ontario legislation by which school children are to be taught that they should have a positive attitude towards the homosexual lifestyle.

For many years the now happily defunct Catholic New Times newspaper encouraged homosexuals to remain in the Church and work towards Church approval of homosexual conduct. Gregory Baum, still invited to speak at nominally Catholic Colleges, has been a constant supporter of this approach.

St Michael’s Hospital in Toronto is a supporter of the Gay Pride Parade.

So-called Catholic colleges like St. Michael’s in Toronto, support student “Rainbow groups” which condone homosexual activity.

In a major editorial in the Tablet (Feb. 6, 2010), England’s nominally Catholic periodical, there is a call for the Church to change her attitude towards homosexuality. We are told that the Catholic Church should facilitate greater acceptance of the homosexual lifestyle or risk losing public approval. The evil and error of this betrayal of homosexuals is described in LifeSite News in a report dated Feb. 11, 2010. The Tablet, often deviating from Catholic doctrine, is sold widely in the Catholic churches of Great Britain despite the prohibition of Canon Law. “Books or other written material dealing with religion or morals may not be displayed, sold or given away in Churches or oratories, unless they were published with the permission of the competent ecclesiastical authority or were subsequently approved by that authority.” (Canon 827.4)

Frequently speakers at Catholic events or institutions betray homosexuals. Perhaps the most influential of such events is the Religious Education Congress under the approval of Cardinal Mahony of Los Angeles. It was scheduled for March 18-21, 2010. It has been described as the largest dissent-fest of all time, with 40,000 expected to attend, tens of thousands of them religious education teachers from the USA and other countries. Many of their speakers are promoters of the so-called gay lifestyle. Among the 188 speakers are Fr. James Martin S.J., who says we need “public models of gay priests for Catholics to reflect on, to counter the stereotype of the gay priest as child abuser”; Rev. Bryan Massingale from Marquette University, opposed Wisconsin’s Marriage Protection Act which would ban “gay marriage” and “civil unions”; Fr. Richard Rohr, once reprimanded for presiding at a lesbian “wedding”; Sr. Fran Ferder, who rejects the Church’s teaching against non-marital sex; Fr. John Heagle, who says moral theologians should listen to the “love stories of the gay and lesbian community”; Fr. Michael Crosby who criticizes the “unequal power between homosexual and heterosexual people”; Dr. Richard Gaillardetz, (who incidentally was a guest speaker at the CCCB conference in Cornwall in the Fall of 2009), who undermines Church teaching on sodomy, contraception and women’s ordination. There are many other dissenting speakers.

The above are only a sampling of numerous betrayals of homosexuals.

Righting the Betrayal
So widespread is the betrayal of homosexuals that we can only hope to curb it, not eliminate it.

Bishops have the power and duty to demand that all Catholic schools, colleges and institutions within their jurisdiction be faithful to Catholic Truth.

Priests through counseling, homilies, in the confessional, and catechesis can help homosexuals, often one by one.

The laity can encourage homosexuals and support the various organizations which promote chastity and holiness for homosexuals, for example “Courage” founded by Fr. John Harvey. In the U.S. there is Concerned Roman Catholics of America and other groups.
We can do what we can politically to defeat candidates who would promote the life of homosexual “marriage” or would permit homosexuals to adopt children. We can protest by letter or other means every attempt in schools to present homosexual activity as legitimate.

We can encourage Catholic groups like the Catholic Women’s League and the Knights of Columbus to engage activity in the struggle against the betrayal of homosexuals.

All can pray for homosexuals; we should never deviate from charity towards them while never condoning homosexual activity.

We can give homosexuals the example of lives lived in chastity and goodness.

To all homosexuals we say: Peace, Hope, and Joy in your daily pursuit of chastity and holiness. God be with you! May you always keep in your hearts the words of St. Paul, “You are not called to immorality but to holiness.”

The Catholic Church has never been “against” homosexuality, but there are many places in the Holy Bible where homosexual behaviour is condemned as sinful.
Genesis 19: 1-29, Leviticus 18: 22-24, Leviticus 20: 13, Deuteronomy 23: 17-18; 1 Kings 14: 24, 1 Kings 15: 12, Judges 19: 22ff, Romans 1: 26-32, 1 Corinthians 6: 9, 1 Timothy 1: 8-10, 2 Peter 2: 6, Jude 7, etc.  
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Science Without Conscience, Life Insights, February 1999 

Finding Cures Without Killing, Life Insight, February 1999
Columns and Commentary 

NIH Wants to Fund Human-Animal Chimera Research, by Greg Schleppenbach, Life Issues Forum, August 26, 2016
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Time to Reprogram the Stem Cell Debate, Richard M. Doerflinger, Life Issues Forum, December 14, 2007
Fact vs. Politics on Stem Cells, Richard M. Doerflinger, Life Issues Forum, January 12, 2007
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Destroying Life: An End in Itself?, by Richard Doerflinger, Life Issues Forum, July 28, 2006
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New Poll: Americans Continue to Oppose Tax Funding for Embryonic Stem Cell Research, Support Ethical Alternatives, September 16, 2010
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Opposing S.5 (Embryonic Stem Cells), Letter to Senate, Cardinal Justin Rigali, April 4, 2007
Opposing H.R. 3 on Destruction of Human Embryos, Letter to Congress, Cardinal Justin Rigali, January 9, 2007
Sustain President's Veto of H.R. 810, "Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act", Letter to Congress, Cardinal William H. Keeler, July 19, 2006
Three Bills Relating to Bioethics and Stem Cell Research, Letter to Senate, Cardinal William H. Keeler, July 12, 2006
Supporting a National Umbilical Cord Blood Bank, Letter to Senate, Cardinal William H. Keeler, July 11, 2005
Opposing 5.471 on Embryonic Stem Cell Research, Letter to Senate, Cardinal William H. Keeler, July 11, 2005
Opposing H.R. 810 on Embryonic Stem Cell Research, Letter to House of Representatives, Cardinal William H. Keeler, May 17, 2005
Ethical and Policy Concerns Regarding Embryonic Stem Cell Research, Testimony to Subcommittee on Science, Technology and Space, Senate Commerce, Science and Transportation Committee, Richard M. Doerflinger, September 29, 2004
Opposing Amendments to Labor/HHS Appropriations Bill on Stem Cell Research, Letter to House and Senate Appropriations Committees, Cardinal William H. Keeler, July 7, 2004
Embryonic Stem Cell Research Funding, Letter to House of Representatives, Richard M. Doerflinger, April 28, 2004
Public Policy Regarding Human Embryo Research, Testimony to the President's Council on Bioethics, Richard M. Doerflinger, June 12, 2003
Human Embryo Research is Illegal, Immoral, and Unnecessary, Testimony to Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, Senate Appropriations Committee, Richard Doerflinger, July 18, 2001
Public Funding of Destructive Embryonic Stem Cell Research, Letter to Congress, Bishop Joseph A. Fiorenza, July 10, 2001
Opposing S.2015, The "Stem Cell Research Act", Letter to Senate, Cardinal William Keeler, March 3, 2000
Guidelines for Embryonic Stem Cell Research, Comments of Bishops Conference to the National Institutes of Health, Rev. Msgr. Dennis N. Schnurr,  January 31, 2000
National Bioethics Advisory Commission's Report on Embryonic Stem Cell Research, Letter to Congress, Cardinal William Keeler, May 27, 1999
Ethical Reviews of Embryonic Stem Cell Research, Comment to National Bioethics Advisory Commission, Richard M. Doerflinger, April 16, 1999
Legal Status of Embryonic Stem Cell Research, Testimony to Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Education, Richard M. Doerflinger, January 26, 1999
Ethical Concerns Regarding New Developments in Embryo Research, Testimony to Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Education, Richard M. Doerflinger, December 2, 1998
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Bishops Welcome Ruling Against Embryonic Stem Cell Funding, Urge Government to Pursue Ethical Stem Cell Research, August 25, 2010
Cardinal Rigali Criticizes Final NIH Guidelines for Destructive Stem Cell Research, July 7, 2009
USCCB Submits Comments to NIH on Proposed Guidelines for Stem Cell Research, May 22, 2009
Bishops Urge Catholics to Contact Congress and NIH: Oppose Destructive Stem Cell Research, May 6, 2009
Cardinal Rigali Criticizes Draft NIH Guidelines for Destructive Stem Cell Research, April 21, 2009
Executive Order on Embryonic Stem Cells 'A Sad Victory of Politics over Science and Ethics,' Says Cardinal Rigali, March 9, 2009
Cardinal Rigali to Congress: Keep Existing Pro-Life Laws, February 5, 2009
Bishops Urge New President to Keep Laws on Conscience Rights,
Foreign Aid for Abortion, Embryonic Stem Cell Research, January 19, 2009
Bishops' Pro-Life Office Debuts Stem Cell Research, Abortion Ad, September 5, 2008
Cardinal Rigali Welcomes Proposed Human/Animal Hybrid Ban, April 30, 2008
Stem Cell Breakthrough Advances Science Without "Ethical Landmines," Says Cardinal, November 20, 2007
Cardinal Rigali Commends President Bush for Veto of Destructive Embryo Research Bill, June 20, 2007
New Studies Show Promise for Ethical Stem Cell Research, June 7, 2007
USCCB Official Comments on Approval of Bill to Fund Stem Cell Research Requiring the Destruction of Human Embryos, June 7, 2007
Cardinal Rigali Urges House To Reject Two Bills Promoting Destruction Of Human Embryos, June 6, 2007
Bishops' Official Laments Senate Passage of Bill Promoting Destruction of Human Life, April 11, 2007
Cardinal Rigali Urges Senate to Reject Stem Cell Legislation Promoting Destruction of Human Life, April 5, 2007
Pro-Life Official Welcomes Briefing on Cloning Agenda's Risks to Women, March 8, 2007
Bishops' Official Reacts to House Passage of Destructive Stem Cell Research Bill, January 11, 2007
Catholic Official: New Study Provides No "Ethical" Road to Stem Cell Research, August 24, 2006
USCCB Official Commends President Bush for Statements, Actions Regarding Proposed Legislation on Stem Cell Research, July 19, 2006
Bishops' Official Reacts to Congressional Action on Stem Cell Research, May 25, 2005
Support Urged For Bill Fostering Umbilical Cord Blood Stem Cell Research and Treatments, May 24, 2005
Cardinal Urges Congress Not to Fund Research That Requires Destroying Human Embryos, May 18, 2005
New Poll: Most Americans Oppose Federal Funding of Stem Cell Research Using Human Embryos, May 16, 2005
Catholic Official Says Campaign for Embryonic Stem Cell Research Ignores Ethical and Practical Problems, September 29, 2004
Bishops' Official Hails Adult Stem Cell Success Stories at Press Conference, June 24, 2004
Reproduction and Responsibility: The Regulation of New Biotechnologies, Statement on the Report by the President's Council on Bioethics, Cardinal William H. Keeler, April 1, 2004
Bishops' President Urges Congress Not to Fund Embryonic Stem Cell Research, July 11, 2001
Cardinal Keeler Urges Senate Rejection of Stem Cell Research Act, March 6, 2000
Bishops' Aide Says NIH Guidelines Demean Human Life, Undermine Federal Policy on Protection of Human Subjects, February 1, 2000
MORE ON REPRODUCTIVE TECHNOLOGY: http://www.dawnstefanowicz.org/reproductivetechnology.htm
RANDOM MISCELLANEOUS UPDATES
Time for surrogacy action
http://catholicleader.com.au/catholic-news-top-stories/time-for-surrogacy-action_44218 

Queensland, Australia, June 22, 2008
Catholics concerned about possible changes to the state’s surrogacy laws should act now, according to a leading Catholic bioethicist.
Queensland Bioethics Centre (QBC) director Ray Campbell made the comment after sending a submission last week to a state parliamentary committee investigating whether altruistic surrogacy (where a woman bears another person’s child for no financial benefit) should be decriminalised.

The public consultation period before a decision is made whether to change current surrogacy laws started on June 16 and will end in mid-August. 

Mr. Campbell said the Church’s position in the submission was, while supporting the decriminalisation of altruistic surrogacy as regards the surrogate mother, it was against the Government legalising this or any other form of surrogacy.

He also appeared before the parliamentary committee in mid-May to present the Church’s viewpoint on the issue prior to presenting the submission. 

Among recommendations were that it should be an offence to advertise or promote surrogacy arrangements, Medicare should not fund medical procedures involving surrogacy arrangements, and that in the event that surrogacy occurs, the woman who gives birth should be recognised as the mother of the child.

Mr. Campbell will next meet with the committee on behalf of the Brisbane archdiocese on July 7 to discuss his submission.

Mr. Campbell told The Catholic Leader that, given the Church’s grave concerns about the impact on children who resulted from surrogacy arrangements, it was important that Catholics look at ways to oppose proposed changes to the law.
“The Church teaches (Donum Vitae) that surrogacy, no matter what form it takes is not responsible motherhood and is against the marital good,” he said.

Mr. Campbell advised Catholics wishing to give their input during the public submission period to contact their local member as soon as possible.

“Ask him or her to support measures which discourage all forms of surrogacy.

“We do not want to treat children like commodities.”
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NOVEMBER 2015/OCTOBER 16, 2016

Bioethics and Catholic Morality
“Reproductive Health” and the “Culture of Death”
Artificial Contraception, Sterilization and Abortion

Homosexuality and Sex Reassignment Therapy
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Euthanasia/Assisted Suicide, Capital Punishment and the Death Penalty

Eugenics, the feminist connection: Designer Babies, Genetic Engineering, Genetic Screening, Designer Babies, 3-parent Babies, Surrogate Motherhood, Wombs For Sale, In Vitro Fertilization, Saviour Siblings, Sperm and Egg Donation, Stem Cell Research, Transhumanism, Chimeras and Cyborgs, Human-Animal Hybrids, Therapeutic and Human Cloning, Organ Donation and Organ Transplants, etc. 
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