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Humanizing animals … while abortion is an epidemic!  
People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA)
People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/People_for_the_Ethical_Treatment_of_Animals EXTRACT
People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals is an American animal rights organization based in Norfolk, Virginia, and led by Ingrid Newkirk, its international president. A nonprofit corporation with 300 employees, it claims that it has 3 million members and supporters and is the largest animal rights group in the world. Its slogan is "animals are not ours to eat, wear, experiment on, use for entertainment, or abuse in any other way."[3]
Founded in March 1980, by Newkirk and fellow animal rights activist Alex Pacheco, the organization first caught the public's attention in the summer of 1981 during what became known as the Silver Spring monkeys case, a widely publicized dispute about experiments conducted on 17 macaque monkeys inside the Institute of Behavioral Research in Silver Spring, Maryland. The case lasted ten years, involved the only police raid on an animal laboratory in the United States, triggered an amendment in 1985, to that country's Animal Welfare Act, and established PETA as an internationally known organization. Today it focuses on four core issues—opposition to factory farming, fur farming, animal testing, and animals in entertainment. It also campaigns against eating meat, fishing, the killing of animals regarded as pests, the keeping of chained backyard dogs, cock fighting, dog fighting, and bullfighting.[5] 
The group has been the focus of controversy, both inside and outside the animal rights movement. Newkirk and, formerly, Alex Pacheco are seen as the leading exporters of animal rights to the more traditional animal-protection groups in the United States, but sections of the movement nonetheless say that PETA is not radical enough—law professor Gary Francione lists the group among what he calls "the new welfarists", arguing that its work with industries to achieve reform, which continues in the tradition of Henry Spira, makes it an animal welfare group, not an animal rights group. Newkirk told Salon in 2001 that PETA works toward the ideal but tries in the meantime to provide carrot-and-stick incentives.
There has also been criticism from feminists within the movement about the use of scantily clad women in PETA's anti-fur campaigns and others, but as Norm Phelps notes, "Newkirk has been consistent in her response. No one, she says, is being exploited. Everyone ... is an uncoerced volunteer. Sexual attraction is a fact of life, and if it can advance the animals' cause, she makes no apologies for using it." Also, Phelps notes that some activists believe that the group's media stunts trivialize animal rights, but he qualifies this by saying, "it's hard to argue with success and PETA is far and away the most successful cutting-edge animal rights organization in the world." Newkirk's view is that PETA has a duty to be "press sluts". She argues, "It is our obligation. We would be worthless if we were just polite and didn't make any waves." 
Ingrid Newkirk, now an atheist, was educated in a convent.

In 1980, she divorced Steve Newkirk, whom she had married when she was 19, and the same year met Alex Pacheco, a political major at George Washington University. Pacheco had studied for the priesthood. They fell in love and began living together. In March 1980, she persuaded him to join her in forming People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals. PETA was based in Rockville, Maryland, until 1996, when it moved to Norfolk, Virginia. It opened a Los Angeles division in 2006 and also has offices in Washington, D.C., and Oakland, California. PETA has international affiliates in the United Kingdom, France, the Netherlands, Germany, India, Australia, and the Asia-Pacific region. 

The group has 3 million members and supporters, it received donations of over $50 million for the year ending July 31, 2014, and its website was receiving 4 million hits a month as of November 2008. 
Every week, Newkirk holds what The New Yorker calls a war council, with two dozen of her top strategists gathered at a square table in the PETA conference room, with no suggestion considered too outrageous. PETA also gives an annual prize, called the Proggy Award (for "progress"), to individuals or organizations dedicated to animal welfare or who distinguish themselves through their efforts within the area of animal welfare.
Many of the campaigns have focused on large corporations. Fast food companies such as KFC, Wendy's, and Burger King have been targeted. 
In the animal-testing industry, PETA's consumer boycotts have focused on Avon, Benetton, Bristol-Myers-Squibb, Chesebrough-Pond's, Dow Chemical, General Motors, and others. The group's modus operandi includes buying shares in target companies such as McDonald's and Kraft Foods in order to exert influence. 
The campaigns have delivered results for PETA. McDonald's and Wendy's introduced vegetarian options after PETA targeted them; Petco stopped selling some exotic pets; and Polo Ralph Lauren said it would no longer use fur. Avon, Estée Lauder, Benetton, and Tonka Toy Co. all stopped testing products on animals, the Pentagon stopped shooting pigs and goats in wounds tests, and a slaughterhouse in Texas was closed down. 
As part of its anti-fur action, PETA members have infiltrated hundreds of fashion shows in the U.S. and Europe and one in China, throwing red paint on the catwalks and unfurling banners. Celebrities and supermodels have posed naked for the group's "I'd Rather Go Naked than Wear Fur" campaign—some men, but mostly women—triggering criticism from feminist animal rights advocates.
PETA has also objected to the practice of mulesing (removing strips of wool-bearing skin from around the buttocks of a sheep). In October 2004, PETA launched a boycott against the Australian wool industry, leading some clothing retailers to ban products using Australian wool from their stores. In response, the Australian wool industry sued PETA, arguing among other things that mulesing prevents flystrike, a very painful disease that can affect sheep. A settlement was reached, and PETA agreed to stop the boycott, while the wool industry agreed to seek alternatives to mulesing.
The group has also been criticized for aiming its message at young people. "Your Mommy Kills Animals" features a cartoon of a woman attacking a rabbit with a knife. To reduce milk consumption, it created the "Got Beer?" campaign, a parody of the dairy industry's series of Got Milk? ads, which featured celebrities with milk "mustaches" on their upper lips. When the mayor of New York, Rudy Giuliani, was diagnosed with prostate cancer in 2000, PETA ran a photograph of him with a white mustache and the words "Got prostate cancer?" to illustrate their claim that dairy products contribute to cancer, an ad that caused an outcry in the United States. After PETA placed ads in school newspapers linking milk to acne, obesity, heart disease, cancer, and strokes, Mothers Against Drunk Driving and college officials complained it encouraged underage drinking; the British Advertising Standards Authority asked that the ads be discontinued after complaints from interest groups such as The National Farmers' Unions.
In August 2011, it was announced that PETA will be launching a soft pornography website in the .xxx domain. 
PETA sends its staff undercover into research laboratories, factory farms, and circuses to document the treatment of animals. Investigators may spend many months as employees of a facility, making copies of documents and wearing hidden cameras.[12] By 2007, it had conducted 75 such investigations.

PETA opposes the no-kill movement,[112] and, according to its most recent filling with The Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS), euthanized 81 percent of the animals that ended up at its shelter. According to VDACS, PETA took 3,017 animals into its shelters in 2014, of which 2,455 were euthanized, 162 were adopted, 353 were released to other shelters, and 6 were reclaimed by their original owners. The group justifies its euthanasia policies toward animals who are not adopted by saying that it takes in feral cat colonies with diseases such as feline AIDS and leukemia, stray dogs, litters of parvo-infected puppies, and backyard dogs and says that it would be unrealistic to follow a no-kill policy in such instances. PETA offers free euthanasia services to counties that kill unwanted animals via gassing or shooting—the group recommends the use of an intravenous injection of sodium pentobarbital if administered by a trained professional and for severely ill or dying animals when euthanasia at a veterinarian is unaffordable.[116] The group recommends not breeding pit bulls and supports euthanasia in certain situations for animals in shelters: for example, for those living for long periods in cramped cages.[117]
PETA has promoted legal initiatives to enforce existing euthanasia laws. In 1990, Georgia's Humane Euthanasia Act became one of the first laws in the nation to mandate intravenous injection of sodium pentobarbital as the prescribed method for euthanizing cats and dogs in Georgia animal shelters. Prior to that time, gas chambers and other means were commonly employed.
Each year, PETA selects a "Person of the Year" who has helped advance the cause of animal rights. 
In 2015, as Time magazine reported, the group selected Pope Francis*, who took his name from the patron saint of animals, St. Francis of Assisi. Ingrid Newkirk noted, "With more than a billion Catholics worldwide, Pope Francis' animal-friendly teachings have a massive audience." Previous PETA persons of the year include Bill Clinton, Oprah Winfrey, Russell Simmons, and Ricky Gervais.                                                                        *See page 16
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Read Shocking Photos: PETA's Secret Slaughter of Kittens, Puppies
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/nathan-j-winograd/peta-kills-puppies-kittens_b_2979220.html?ir=India&adsSiteOverride=in
By Nathan J. Winograd, Director, No Kill Advocacy Center, March 4, 2013
Read also: https://www.petakillsanimals.com/ 
PETA has killed more than 33,000 animals since 1998.
Critics Blast PETA Ad Showing Nude Joanna Krupa Holding Crucifix
http://www.foxnews.com/entertainment/2009/12/01/critics-blast-peta-advertisement-nude-model-crucifix/?test=faces
By Hollie McKay and Joshua Rhett Miller, December 1, 2009
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A new PETA advertisement featuring model Joanna Krupa wearing nothing but a crucifix and a seductive smile is "totally inappropriate" and exploitative of Christian symbols, critics say.
Krupa, a Playboy cover girl and a "Dancing With the Stars" regular, is seen topless and bottomless in the latest spot by the People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals, which urges people to adopt pets from rescue shelters instead of buying them from puppy mills. 

The Polish-born beauty appears in the ad with angel wings behind her and a digital halo over her head. Her private parts are covered -- barely -- by a large, well-placed metallic crucifix.

SLIDESHOW: Krupa not first star to bare all in provocative PETA campaign.
"It's totally inappropriate," said Deal Hudson, publisher of InsideCatholic.com, an online magazine. "It's another instance of disrespect toward Christianity and another example of the kind of abuse that would never occur with any other major religion, because the outcry would be so immediate and so loud that the people behind it would immediately retreat."

Krupa defended nudity earlier this year, claiming the human body is a work of art.
"I think worrying about going topless in a photo shoot or film is really ridiculous," she told FoxNews.com's Pop Tarts column in an exclusive interview. "And the fact is, Pope John Paul said, since we were born naked, it is art, and it's just showing a beautiful body that God created."

PETA has a history of using "shock" ads featuring nude celebrities to promote animal rights. According to the organization, up to 8 million cats and dogs are turned over to animal shelters annually, and half of them are euthanized due to a lack of suitable owners. Animals purchased from pet stores, meanwhile, are often from inhumane puppy mills, PETA claims.

Krupa, who bared her body in 2007 for PETA's anti-fur campaign, led a protest on Tuesday outside Barkworks, a Los Angeles pet store that PETA says "irresponsibly" sells puppies while hundreds of dogs remain in city animal shelters.

Her appearance further enraged PETA's critics.

"The fact is that cats and dogs are a lot safer in pet stores than they are in the hands of PETA employees," Catholic League President Bill Donohue said in a statement. "Moreover, pet stores don't rip off Christian iconography and engage in cheap irreligious claims."

"PETA is a fraud," Donohue continued. "It also has a long and disgraceful record of exploiting Christian and Jewish themes to hawk its ugly services. Those who support this organization sorely need a reality check. They also need a course in Ethics 101."

Krupa issued a statement responding to the Catholic League, saying: "As a practicing Catholic, I am shocked that the Catholic League is speaking out against my PETA ads. I'm doing what the Catholic Church should be doing, working to stop senseless suffering of animals, the most defenseless of God's creation."

Krupa isn't the only Playboy pin-up to stand up for animals recently. Last week the Barbi Twins expressed their disappointment that President Obama did not choose a pound puppy for the White House.

"My sister and I are extremely disappointed in Obama for not adopting a puppy from the pound," Shane told Pop Tarts. "In addition to saving a dog from getting killed at the pound, it would have been symbolic on all levels to what Obama claimed he was for -- 'change' -- and that he was for the 'underdog,' pun intended!"

Catholics upset over PETA's 'Angel for Animals'
http://www.digitaljournal.com/article/283312 

By Maciej Lewandowski, December 6, 2009 in Lifestyle
Joanna Krupa, one of the sexiest women in the world, launched a new campaign for the UK-based charity PETA, called "Angel for Animals."

In the series of ads, Krupa appears as a naked angel, barely covering her body with a crucifix.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=XlMRSWaRpZA 2:09
The ads appeared on billboards in American cities and towns, provoking sharp criticism from Catholic communities and organizations.
The New York-based Catholic League published a statement reading:
The fact is that cats and dogs are a lot safer in pet stores than they are in the hands of PETA employees. Moreover, pet stores don’t rip off Christian iconography and engage in cheap irreligious scams. PETA is a fraud. It also has a long and disgraceful record of exploiting Christian and Jewish themes to hawk its ugly services. Those who support this organization sorely need a reality check. They also need a course in Ethics 101.
The Polish model is aware her latest campaign is controversial, telling TV Guide:
When PETA approached me to do an ad again, my team told them we wanted to make sure the concept is controversial, sadly, because that's the only way to get your message out there. It takes controversial photos for us to think about pressing issues. Otherwise, we would rather go on watching and debating Jon and Kate [Gosselin]'s financial fights or Lady Gaga's costumes, while millions of helpless animals are dying. We all brainstormed and came up with the church theme, which I love.
She is convinced she didn't do anything contrary to the basics of the Catholicism, telling TV Guide:
As a practicing Catholic, I am shocked that the Catholic League is speaking out against my PETA ads, which I am very proud of. I'm doing what the Catholic Church should be doing, working to stop senseless suffering of animals, the most defenseless of god's creation.


PETA Opposes Killing Flies, but Has No “Specific Position" on Killing of Unborn Humans: Spokesman
http://catholicexchange.com/peta-opposes-killing-flies-but-has-no-%E2%80%9Cspecific-position-on-killing-of-unborn-humans-spokesman 
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/pro-lifers-loathsome-and-grotesquely-hypocritical-for-not-caring-about-chic 
Calls pro-lifers "loathsome" and "hypocritical" for not condemning mistreatment of chickens 
By Matthew Cullinan Hoffman, Washington, June 23, 2009 
According to a spokesman for "People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals" (PETA), which recently decried President Obama’s swatting of a fly during an interview, the organization urges "compassion even for the smallest and least of animals," but has no position on the killing of unborn human beings.

A spokesman for the organization told LifeSiteNews.com (LSN) in an interview that it is "loathsome" and "grotesquely hypocritical" that pro-lifers oppose abortion, but are unconcerned about the mistreatment of chickens and other animals used in the food industry. 

Asked about PETA's criticism of President Barack Obama's killing of a fly during a recent televised interview, group spokesman Bruce Friedrich told LSN that PETA "supports compassion even for the smallest and least of animals, much as Nobel Peace Prize winner Dr. Albert Schweitzer who included even insects in his realm of compassion." 

However, when confronted with the example of abortion, in which unborn human beings are torn apart inside their mother's womb, Friedrich, who admitted that humans are animals, said that "as an organization we don't have a specific position on abortion, just as we don't have a specific position on global poverty, or any of the other areas where many noble people are working very diligently." 

While Friedrich stated that he is a pro-life Catholic who has gone to protests and has even been arrested, he acknowledged that PETA's membership includes people who are "pro choice."

"Why would PETA object to ... you know for example, chickens being drugged, or chickens being grown too fat, but would have no objection to the incredible brutal way that unborn babies are killed, millions of them a year in the United States?" Friedrich was asked.

"Ok, as somebody who has been going to pro-life rallies, and who has done rescues, and who has been involved for more than 20 years, I find it grotesquely hypocritical that people who say they are pro-life will, every time they sit down to eat, make a choice to add to the level of misery and cruelty in the world," he responded. "These are God's creatures too, and these industries have turned God's creatures into basically widgets. No abuse is too extreme."

Saying it "loathsome" that pro-lifers have "zero consciousness" on the issue of "animal abuse" in factories, Freidrich went on to say that "I would say to the pro-life movement, remove the log from your own eye, and then come after the speck in the eye of the animal protection movement. But until the pro-life movement does that, they have zero credibility in my book."

"What can you do about abortion?" asked Friedrich. "You can tell people not to do it. Some people will listen some people won't. You can go to demonstrations, you can write letters. 
There are a lot of things that we could do but it's all indirect. Every time you sit down to eat you're paying people to deny God's creatures everything that's natural to them, to slit their throats open while they're still completely conscious."

PETA's flippant attitude towards the killing of unborn human beings was illustrated in a recent blog entry on the organization's site, where the group thanked pro-lifers for erecting a billboard stating "What! Embryos are Babies!" above a billboard with a McDonald's Egg McMuffin advertisement.

"Thank you Prolife Across America for your excellent billboard juxtaposition. We're always trying to remind folks that the squishy part of their Egg McMuffin is just a fried chicken embryo. You've done future baby chicks everywhere a favor," wrote PETA's Jennifer Cierlitsky.

In an attempt to address the obvious fact that an egg is not an embryo at all, the blog entry contained a cryptic footnote at the end stating "OK, not exactly an embryo because it's not fertilized, but 'fried chicken period' ain't so appealing either!"

In addition to its dismissive view of abortion, the organization has also come under fire recently for its decision to pay “homage” to Ernesto "Che" Guevara by using his granddaughter posing semi-nude in PETA advertisements. 

The revolutionary, who helped Fidel Castro impose a totalitarian regime on the island of Cuba, oversaw numerous executions of those who resisted Castro's communist system. 

Lobster boiling illegal, abortion ok if law passes: Victoria MP 

http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/10610-lobster-boiling-illegal-abortion-ok-if-law-passes-vic-mp 

August 22, 2008
State MP Matthew Guy says tail docking a dog and boiling a lobster will be illegal but abortion up to six months will be legal if legislation before the Victorian Parliament is passed. 

The Herald-Sun reports that Upper House Victorian Liberal member Matthew Guy said it would be a sad day if the Abortion Law Bill now before Parliament became law. 

"Tail docking a dog would be illegal, putting a lobster in boiling water would be illegal, but it will be legal to abort a six month old child if this Bill passes," he told the Herald-Sun. 

Newly elected Labor MP for Kororoit, Marlene Kairouz, said: "From the outset, I have declared that I am pro-life. I find it extremely difficult to support a Bill that enables a woman to abort a baby up to six months gestation." 

However, other parliamentarians backed the controversial bill introduced by Women's Affairs Minister Maxine Morand. 

"It effectively is the status quo and provides accepted safeguards and I also have a very solid view that men should not be telling women what to do with their bodies," MP John Pandazopolous said. 

Greens MP Greg Barber also said he would support the Bill, but added: "I support the original model as proposed by the Victorian Law Reform Commission, which goes further than the Government's Bill and puts the decision in the hands of women at any stage of the pregnancy." 

Meanwhile, Melbourne Archbishop Denis Hart has spoken out strongly today against the bill. 

"Treating abortion as an ordinary medical procedure deprives the unborn, our most vulnerable human beings, of the legal protection which the law should afford them," Archbishop Hart said in a statement. 

An abortion is not like any other medical procedure and any attempt to treat it as such should be opposed both for the sake of the unborn and for the sake of women who may be pressured to have an abortion," the Archbishop said. 

"Abortion understood as the intentional destruction of the unborn child in the womb is always wrong and unjust. The unborn child is a human being entitled to the protection of the law no less than any of us. 

"Every attempt to harm an innocent human person violates principles of justice and is always wrong. There are many alternatives to the death and destruction cultivated by the Bill. The welfare of mothers and families should be a first priority in the formation of public policy." 

"The Bill fails the objectives set for it by the government. It does not reflect current clinical practice and community standards and also fails to provide legal certainty to women or medical practitioners and should be opposed." 

"The Bill does nothing to reduce the incidence of abortion," he said. The Bill permits all abortions up to 24 weeks if performed by a medical practitioner. 

"While the Victorian Law Reform Commission found that less than 1 percent of abortions are performed after 20 weeks gestation, the Bill in allowing abortions up to 24 weeks pregnancy, increases the possibility of a much larger number of abortions occurring when a substantial majority of the community want a reduction in the number of abortions.” 

"It places restrictions on abortions after 24 weeks which are bound to be ineffective. The restrictions imposed after 24 weeks will deter no-one; no doctor ever needs fear prosecution," the Archbishop said. 

The Bill permits pharmacists and nurses to supply or administer drugs to women up to 24 weeks of pregnancy, without the supervision of a medical practitioner. 

The Archbishop said, "The so called 'conscientious objection clauses' are a totally unacceptable interference in the freedom of those doctors and nurses who refuse to take part in, or sanction, the deliberate destruction of human life. 

"In certain circumstances it compels doctors to do the very thing to which they conscientiously object, namely the killing of an unborn child. The Bill is a clear breach of the human rights of doctors and nurses forcing them to act against conscientiously held moral, cultural or religious beliefs," he said. 

Archbishop Hart called on the community to choose life and reject abortion. 

Source: 
Church speaks for vulnerable women and the unborn (Melbourne Archdiocese, Media Release, 21/8/08) 

Abortion Bill faces struggle in Victoria 

22 readers’ comments:

1. One would laugh if one wasn't already crying... -Luke Reid
2. Maybe God is already preparing a scourge to punish us. Sins are always punished as St. Paul says. What sin could be worse than the killing of an unborn child? -Anne Boyce
3. No doubt MP John Pandazopolous believes that the earth is flat, that the sun revolves around it and that DNA means 'Daily News from Australia'. -Father Seán Coyle
4. The law says foetus is viable after 22/24 weeks which is NOT 6 months. Will the law change too?
I agree with Bishop Hart. Abortion is the ultimate child abuse. -Rosemary Keenan
5. Women choose abortions for various reasons and quite often they make the decision when they are in panic mode. What they are not told is that they suffer for the rest of their lives if they have a Christian background or if they have a conscience of any kind.
I have just attended a week-end for post-abortion women and family. This shows the evidence of how much pain women endure YEARS AFTER they have aborted a babe. They should not be blamed or judged because quite often they do not think further than "the mess they are in." The government should insist that abortion clinics give proper counselling before the abortion takes place. I also attended many clinics to look into the counselling and it consists of asking "is this what you want?" People should be told of the guilt that can harass them for years and how they yearn for the babe whom they have lost. Instead of speaking out, why not educate - both adult women and youth in the last years of school. -Yvonne 
6. Timely. As we in WA are into the second half of the State election campaign, I say: beware the Greens. They hug trees but go along with abortion. -Ro Ro
7. Incredible that in 2008 Pandazopoulos is still in total denial of the obvious facts, still spouting the anti-intellectual nonsense that a fetus is part of his/her mother's body. How did a man with this lack of intelligence (or alternatively such a bare-faced liar) get into Parliament? -Ronk
8. If someone kills a child in our society they could spend 20 years to life in prison and in prison he/she would have to be placed in protective custody so as not to be attacked or killed by other inmates.
What is the difference (especially after 6 months gestation) between a child out of the womb and one within? Could anyone honestly look at the 3-D ultrasound of a 24 week old fetus and say that this is not a baby?
I sometimes feel that the "pro-choice" people think that if they change words they can change reality. For example, a child/fetus is not really aborted or killed, a "pregnancy is terminated" etc.
The following words are from a former pro-choice activist:
"I found it irritating when pro-lifers would refer to abortion as 'killing babies'. Obviously, nobody was in favour of killing babies.......we were not in favour of killing anything. We simply felt that a woman had a right to stop the growth process of a fetus if she faced a crisis pregnancy..." 
Imagine someone in court charged with murder saying "I didn't really kill him, your honour, I just felt I had the right to stop his growth process." "Pro-choice" people can never admit that a 3 month old fetus or a 6 month old fetus might in any real way be a child or a baby. If they did their whole position would collapse. For their position to be credible they must dehumanize the fetus/unborn child. Even as modern technology reveals more and more evidence that fetuses are human too, the "pro-choice" people continue to use words in such a way to dehumanize what is in a mother's womb and to justify making abortion available to an extent that is in reality as close to infanticide as one could get. -Paul
9. There are countries where abortion is illegal. What happens there is that wealthy women who want an abortion can still find a doctor to do the procedure in their own country or travel overseas? Poor women who want an abortion go to back-yard abortionists and sometimes die. This is a terrible situation but I feel the direction Victoria is heading in is even worse. I think most people can understand why the majority feel that abortion should not be 100% illegal. In the case of rape or incest or where the woman's life is at risk, an abortion in the earliest stages of pregnancy should be allowed. People who are 100% against abortion should acknowledge that it is compassion that makes people feel that abortion should be allowed in these very limited circumstances.
But this legislation in Victoria!! For God's sake, an unborn baby at 24 weeks is almost 'viable'. Where will it stop? Abortion on demand, at any stage of the pregnancy is madness and evil. 
BTW :Studies in the US indicate that less than 1% of abortions were for victims of rape or incest; in no more than 7% of abortions could it be argued that the women's physical, mental or emotional health was in any way at risk. So that leaves about 92% of abortions that were just unwanted pregnancies. -Paul
10. "In the case of rape or incest", Paul? Kill the children to punish THEM for (and often to hide) the crimes of their fathers? There is no "compassion" in that. The only cases I know of where "the woman's life is at risk" is (most but not all) ectopic pregnancies, or advanced cancer of the womb. In these cases one MAY choose to operate to save the mother's life because if nothing is done both mother and baby will die; and a foreseen but UNINTENDED tragic side-effect of the operation is that the baby dies. This is not procured abortion.
Deliberate procured abortion is 100% wrong in 100% of cases. The only reason why anybody pretends to "not understand" this, is because removing abortion as an option would mean they could no longer have unlimited sexual activity with no consequences. If it wasn't connected to sex, NOBODY would dispute that abortion of a tiny innocent baby is the most despicable crime imaginable. -Ronk
11. A couple of relevant points: -Whilst I don't agree with abortion at all, I have to ask the question why, if a woman knows from the first 6/8 weeks that she is pregnant, why wait for 24 weeks before having the procedure?
-Maxine Morand says "Men should not be telling women what to do with their own bodies". 
But the fact is it is not their own bodies but somebody else's life they are terminating. -Why not give birth and allow somebody else adopt the child? There would be many in Australia who would love to adopt such a child -Lucy
12. For all those of the Christian Islamic and Jewish Faiths, God's law must come first. For all members of Emily's list, if you call yourselves members of any of the above, STOP and rethink your direction. What you will vote for is not " a woman's right to choose'- rather it is that woman's fear being directed to deny that a child exists and allowing the child to be destroyed. This then becomes the law of the Barbarian. -Ron Fisher
13. So many people have wept about the baby whale found in Sydney waters without its mother. Radio talk shows were running hot with the story and there was much grief when the baby whale was 'put down'. So much anger and fury accompanied this - anyone would have to say it was an expression of some pathology within our society. 
The eruption of grief was a projection of our guilt with regard to abortion. Who sheds tears for our unborn brothers and sisters who are killed in abortion? Who cares for the grief of the mothers and fathers of those children when they realise what they have done? 
The grief, the hidden anger, the wounds all come out in some way- for whales, dophins and lobsters among others. And we pay a high cost for 'permitting' abortion, spiritually and psychologically. 
Truly our age is one where good is called evil and evil, good. -Skye
14. Surely this is madness!! Killing the innocent!! What will become of us?? A short step to "rid the world of 'oldies, disabled, blind,' etc.!! Ah!! Brave New World has arrived!! -Peter Collins
15. 1. I would love to be in a position to ask and be given an honest answer by the Parliamentarians proposing this Bill. The question would be: "when did YOU guys begin to exist? There was a time when you didn't exist, there will be a time in the future when you will not be alive. You exist now. But when did you BEGIN your existence? Or are you seriously saying somewhere (undefinable) during the pregnancy someTHING turned into someONE, namely, you?"
      2. In these discussions with others who see differently from pro-lifers we often begin at conception and try to argue with them that an embryo and later a foetus is human or a person. People with a different view seem to find it easy to sweep aside these arguments especially since we know of the tiny size of the zygote and embryo. We also know that 99.9% of the meaning we give to the word "person" comes from our experiences AFTER birth, not before. It's not surprising to me, then, that many pro-abortionists simply say "calling an embryo a person is ridiculous". Once we gain more and more footage of the wonderful realities of pregnancy and our growth inside our mums the meaning of person will definitely develop, for everyone. I would never deny any human embryo is a person, but I hope you see the point I am making. It simply makes it too easy for pro-abortionists to deny, for the reasons I outlined.
I like to start at the other end: my birth month, November. I know I was born in November and I know it was ME! If my mum had died in a terrible accident in November of that year would I have died too? Most people would say, yes, if death was the result of the accident mother and baby would have died.
What if the accident happened a month earlier? In October? Would I have died then or would a nearly full-term foetus have died? What about if the accident was even earlier... say, September or August of that year? Would it have been "a foetus" that died or would I have died in that terrible accident? How far can we go back in the pregnancy that resulted in my or your birth before we start saying: that's ME all these months but a month earlier it wasn't me, it was a foetus. What am I, then? And where did I come from, a month or so later? 
It seems to me talking in these terms leads us down very silly, dualistic paths with more problems than we can answer.
-Mike Yates
16. Journalists of major media organisations are talking about the death of a baby whale. Some of the journalists have claimed that Australians are most upset. So one whale causes tears yet the fact that 100,000 Australian unborn babies are killed through abortion each year doesn't cause any tears from the animal rights brigade.
They even had a (wait for it) a "whale whisperer" brought in for the young whale!! Talk about looney tunes. But you know some in the eastern suburbs and inner city suburbs of Sydney took all of this seriously. I also bet ya that none of them would shed tears for the babies who are victims of abortion.
Australia is a yellow bellied and dud kind of place with such amoralism. 'Australian values'? What does that mean? 

-Michael Webb
17. After reading the comments here and attached to the earlier related article, it appears that comments, perceived to be ad hominem attacks directed at persons who agree with one's own perceptions, are strictly verboten.
However ad hominem attacks directed at persons with a different perception, especially in the form of attacks on those persons' intelligence and/or truthfulness, is legit? A tad hypocritical, n'est-ce pas? -Richard Moore
18. If the physical act of killing a human being is always wrong and/or intrinsically evil, then the Church would not have been in favour of the death penalty (from Augustine to Pius XII); and the Church would not allow killing in a just war or even for self defence.
How many innocent men, women, children and unborn babies had to die in WW2 so Hitler and the Nazis could be defeated? A distinction has to be made between the physical act of killing and murder.
Maybe I am confused in this and maybe I am a hypocrite. I believe abortion is wrong. I believe an abortion always involves ending human life. But is every abortion ALWAYS murder?
"Pro-Choice" people always say: "But what about rape?" If my daughter was raped I think I could tell the doctor to treat her in such a way that would end a possible pregnancy. -Paul
19. Yes Paul, every wilful abortion is murder. If my daughter was raped, I would certainly make it very clear that under no circumstances must anyone kill my grandchild, if he/she might have already been conceived. 

However (this may be what is causing your confusion) I would also point out that it is morally permissible to PREVENT (not "END") a pregnancy after rape, for example by procedures to remove the rapist's (unfertilised) semen. This is not contraception, as the victim did not choose the sexual act to occur. -Ronk
20. Paul, Just a quick thought on what you've written. You've admitted that you think abortion is wrong and ends human life. If that's the case, then surely the way the pregnancy comes about is irrelevant to the matter at hand. The baby does not deserve the death penalty because of what the father's done! That is, you cannot justify an abortion because it was an unplanned / unwanted pregnancy. Otherwise you're saying that the criteria for determining whether a fetus can be given moral status is the love borne for him/her by the mother. But that's clearly illogical! If my mother stops loving me, I remain a human being with moral status!
I don't think you can compare it to just war or to self defence (but I do see where you're coming from). For a start, the mother's life isn't in danger. Secondly, there are so many studies coming out that show just how dramatic the psychological impact of having an abortion can be on a woman. I honestly believe that having an abortion would be the worst solution for the mother as well. There are no studies that demonstrate the harmful psychological effects of having the baby. What the woman would need is a loving, supporting environment and she can give the baby up for adoption if she doesn't believe she can keep it (whether they be psychological or financial reasons) -Mark
21. Amanda Vanstone asked the question in parliament some years ago leading up to the acceptance of RU 486 "if you can have a just war, why can't you have a just abortion". The answer is very straightforward Paul. Just war theory is really about the right and duty of a state to protect its citizens and land from invasion. A child in the womb of a mother is innocent and cannot be considered a threat to life or property. If you take its life, you are taking an innocent life. This is a sin that cries out to heaven. One wonders whether these are the end times. Sodomy, murder of the innocent and workers being denied a just wage are all sins that cry out to heaven and signs of the end times. -David 
22. Ronk, Mark and David, Thanks very much for what you have written here. -Paul
Trappists can't swallow Eggs Benedict 
http://cathnews.acu.edu.au/702/136.php  
February 23, 2007

Citing comments by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, now Pope Benedict, criticising industrial methods of keeping chickens, the animal rights group PETA has called on a Trappist community to shut down its "cruel" egg production facility. In a press release, the Norfolk, Virginia-based People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) said the group's undercover investigation of Mepkin Abbey's egg production facility "revealed shocking cruelty to chickens", the National Catholic Reporter says. Describing the abbey's facility as "hell on earth" for chickens, PETA wrote: "Tens of thousands of hens at the monastery are painfully debeaked, crammed into tiny cages, and periodically starved." But responding to a letter from PETA Vice President, Bruce Friedrich, Mepkin's abbot, Fr Stanislaus Gumula, denied any inhumane treatment of the chickens, and saying he sees no way to enter into a dialogue with Friedrich. Friedrich's letter said the debeaking method, common to the vast majority of the nation's egg producers, is painful and "enormously stressful" to the birds. Friedrich also said that Mepkin's practice of placing up to four hens in cages that "are roughly 12 inches by 18 inches" is unnatural to the animals. "This means that the animals never breathe fresh air, feel the sun on their backs, build nests, raise their young, or do anything else that God designed them to do," he wrote. Friedrich quoted then-Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger as telling a German reporter that "animals, too, are God's creatures". 
"Certainly, a sort of industrial use of creatures, so that geese are fed in such a way as to produce as large a liver as possible, or hens live so packed together that they become just caricatures of birds, this degrading of living creatures to a commodity seems to me in fact to contradict the relationship of mutuality that comes across in the Bible," Cardinal Ratzinger said. In his letter, copied to Trappist Abbot Generals Dom Bernardo Olivera and Dom Mauro Esteva, Friedrich wrote, "Your cruel treatment of these poor animals, by the tens of thousands, would warrant felony cruelty-to-animals charges if dogs or cats were the victims. But chickens are intelligent animals who suffer and feel pain, just like dogs and cats do." He asked that the abbey "please shut down this operation forever" once the current population of hens dies.
"It is an ugly stain on your otherwise blessed community. Instead of raising funds for your abbey by abusing animals, please consider solely making foodstuffs that don't involve animals".
Gumula said the abbey about 30 years ago gave up on its "free-range" practice, which allowed the hens to move about on the floor, saying the hens are "in much better conditions now".
Under the free-range system, the hens "were susceptible to rodents, to snakes and all kinds of disease and bacteria", Gumula said. "The situation they are in now is not that way." Consumers "are getting a much cleaner, wholesome product than what we were able to do when we had floor chickens," Gumula said. 

Source: Trappist monks' egg factory under fire as cruel to chickens (National Catholic Reporter, 22/2/07)
Priest attacks "occult" PETA 
http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/11144-priest-attacks-quotoccult-quot-peta 

June 2, 2008 

Describing animal rights campaigner group PETA as "occult", Bombala priest Fr Mick McAndrew has given his blessing to the act of sheep mulesing. The Bombala Times reports Fr McAndrew is on a one man "mission" to protect his flock from the pro-vegetarian, anti-mulesing group People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA). The preacher has blessed the act of removing skin around a sheep's tail to guard against flesh eating parasites. He has told farming parishioners it is acceptable to lie about whether their wool comes from mulesed sheep so prices are not forced down by sanctions driven by PETA, which boasts 1.8 million members who believe animals are not supposed to be eaten, worn or used for entertainment. "You can lie when an unjust organisation imposes sanctions or threats,” said Fr MacAndrew, who invoked the right of equivocation, where a person omits or misleads to protect the attack on their beliefs. "PETA is dark, it's the occult." The Bombala priest, aged in his late fifties, feared activists were muddying the world's natural law by condemning animal husbandry knowledge dating back thousands of years. "Are we humans being reduced to nothing but animal status?" he asked. "Who wants to end up a forced vegan for the rest of their lives?" 

The part-time teacher pledged to educate pupils about the controversial farming practice when he tutors an agricultural science class next year. 

The Catholic Church is yet to announce an official stance on mulesing although Pope Benedict has condemned battery hen farms, the paper says quoting a report from the The Land. 

"PETA accuses many livestock farmers of cruelty," Fr MacAndrew said. "Cruelty is against the law in Australia and the RSPCA monitors cruelty yet there's never been a prosecution against a woolgrower for mulesing. 

"It's not a crime - mulesing is anything but cruel, cruel is the malicious and intentional intent to cause harm. 

"It is carried out to prevent greater injury to the animal." 

SOURCE Father Mick defends our flock (Bombala Times, 6/6/08) 

16 readers’ comments:

1. Oh Dear. Lying is acceptable? To protect one's income? Does this go for drug dealers and people traffickers as well? The RSPCA have never been about protecting the interests of farmed animals, they are only about the "protection" of domestic pets and animals the public perceive as 'cute'. And who is talking about 'forced veganism? This is alarmist nonsense. Rural people have enough silly mythology, which they use to justify excessive government handouts and a hugely irresponsible misuse of water etc. That this hideously cruel practice should be encouraged by a priest and that he also exhorts his parishioners to break a commandment is unbelievable. Perhaps Father Mick needs to go to an urban parish for a little while for a dose of reality. -Bernie Brysha
2. Oh Brother, Father!! I’d have thought a ‘Christian’ might have been a little more compassionate toward his fellow animals. Are they not, in his church’s teaching, also God’s creatures? 
Leaving aside his lack of compassion, the fault in his reasoning is that he sees only two options – mules sheep or have them suffer from fly-strike. There are more – from spending more time (and money – that’s the catch isn’t it?) on monitoring and crutching to not farming these wrinkly Merino sheep at all.
And why is it that he fears that giving greater respect to the interests of nonhumans somehow reduces the status of humans? Don’t we reach our greatest humanity when we treat others with respect and compassion?
Like the good Father, I don’t want to be ‘forced’ into anything but I can heartily recommend veganism. I’d suggest he give it a try – he’ll save a lot of suffering as well as a lot of CO2 emissions. -Snyder
3. My understanding is that many Australian grazers have accepted that the world's wool-buying community opposes the cruelty of mulesing and that the best way forward is to stock with bare breech sheep. I can never understand why so many Christians, including many Catholics have this view of other creatures as simply here to serve our interests, whatever the cost in pain and suffering to those creatures. Surely there is a more compassionate way of living! What would St Francis say do you reckon? -EXA
4. Animals are part of God's creation and need to be treated humanely. Mulesing is a barbaric practice and an alternative can be sought to deal with these flesh eating parasites if there is sufficient economic pressure put on farmers. Not a nice picture Fr Mick! Angela -Angela McDonagh
5. Fr MacAndrew has no compassion or love in his blood, he must have been paid by the wool industry to smear humane groups like PETA who are working hard to make this world a better place for all beings.... 
Shame on him! -Jessica Fewa
6. Thank you Fr McAndrew. I am the wife of a one-time sheep farmer, whose fine wooled sheep were always mulesed to save them from being attacked from blowflies in hot humid weather. The procedure is practically painless to them after an hour or so, and much better than having to kill sheep who have been attacked by blowflies, and seeing the sheep's flesh eaten away by maggots. How can a minority group which doesn't know what it is talking about, dictate to farmers how to farm their sheep? -Stephanie Kent
7. To be more precise, Father Mac should have said, it is moral to withhold a truth from someone who has forfeited the right to know it because (like PETA) he intends to use it for immoral purposes. This is not "lying". 
Jessica, PETA is by no means a "humane" group. They are an extremist anti-Christian group, cashed up with money extracted dishonestly from ignorant animal-lovers, which claims to see no difference between killing a sheep and killing a human being. The Church doesn't oppose circumcision, I'm sure it wouldn't oppose mulesing. 
And it's not correct to say Pope Benedict has officially condemned battery hen farms. He said once in a casual interview that he didn't agree with hens being packed in so tight in factories that they "are not really birds any more". 
Whether this is the case with ALL battery hens regardless of how much living space they have, is a matter of opinion. And he certainly wasn't delivering an official doctrine. -Ronk
8. This priest should look at the way Jesus lived and get back to basics about compassion and mercy. So many animals are enslaved and treated as production units. Brutality and cruelty are normal in our livestock industries these days, increasing production and making the products cheaper! Livestock farming, in most cases, is cruel and this industry assumes that animals have no feelings or pain and only exist to serve humans! Intensive farming is totally exploitative and shameful. The earth's original inhabitants, Adam and Eve, were vegan! This should be the Christian ideal, before sin came into the world!

-Vivienne
9. I agree that PETA are a bunch of nutcases, but calling them an occult group is ludicrous. However, since the brother has already said that he will lie about anything he feels can promote some cause he has, it isn't surprising that here he is also lying to promote his "Resurrect the Burning Times" agenda. As an occultist, I am quite annoyed to be lumped in with the likes of PETA. -David Underwood
10. It is not difficult to understand why the Catholic Church is losing parishioners in droves when a) a priest actively promotes lies and animal cruelty, condemning animal protection groups in the process and b) your journal gives space to such appalling commentary.
Mulesing is the lazy farmer's way out of caring properly for his/her sheep, and Stephanie Kent clearly is, or was, among those. It has taken PETA to expose this monstrously cruel procedure to the whole world. Even your picture says it all.
The churches as a whole are remarkably reticent on cruelty to God's creatures, in intensive farming, slaughterhouses, experimentation, "culling" and worst of all, the live export trade. It is indeed sad that the churches apparently can find no compassion in their collective souls for the millions of animals who suffer so terribly for human greed.
Shame on Father McAndrew. It will be a long time before I come back to a Catholic church. -Suzanne Cass Hobart
11. I will never has the slightest respect for PETA until they loudly proclaim their opposition to live sheep exports and send boats after such ships destined for Islamic countries and protest publicly in the way the Sea shepherds did at the Japanese whaling ships. PETA just do trendy causes. The immense suffering of the live sheep on ships is almost totally ignored by them. Hypocrites!! -Skye
12. Dear Friends of Cath News, please permit a right of reply from me regarding comments posted. 
I replied at length to one person, so attach that as my reply to all.
Particular thanks to Ronk for his advice on defining 'equivocation'.
The amount of ignorance displayed by most of the posters shows sadly that Catholicism has definitely descended to the likes of DIY religion where anything goes these days.
Dear ..............
Thank you for taking the time to offer your opinion to me on my support for Australian woolgrowers, the animal husbandry practice of mulesing and my defence of ordinary, honest, believing and moral Australians against the immoral and occultic economic sabotage imposed on them by PETA.
I’ll get straight to the point. Your opinion is just that, opinion and a very poorly constructed one at that. Emotive language, even the very best of vocabulary, cannot disguise your very base ignorance of the facts of these matters.
It is appalling that you quote a lifetime of interest in things RSPCA but do not know the fact that the RSPCA has never contemplated a prosecution against a woolgrower for mulesing. Official RSPCA policy on the matter is quoted in the CSIRO Animal Welfare Issues Paper of 2004 – woolgrowers need to mules if they have to because of the risk of even greater suffering to sheep from flystrike.
Maybe if you took the time to actually visit a sheep property, talk to the farmers and perchance witness the sufferings of a sheep affected by flystrike, just maybe, you might begin to understand that mulesing is a preventative action, yes, causing discomfort for a couple of days, but, like other forms of preventative animal husbandry, preventing even greater suffering, and almost certain death from flystrike.
Too many self-opinionated and ignorant people know too little about mulesing, but peddle their ignorance and do PETA’s dark bidding.
Mulesing consists of the removal of two small slivers of skin only, no flesh or muscle, the size of a man’s little finger. There is a little bleating, some blood, but immediately the procedure is over, the lambs rejoin the mother ewes in the paddocks.
The need for anaesthesia or after-surgery pain killer sprays is debatable, the procedure is not unlike a human receiving a tattoo or even ear-piercing, where most people who have such a procedure do not request or even require medication.
As for your moral charge of abject cruelty, why not read the Catholic Catechism and be acquainted with what truly constitutes such a charge. Again, eloquent ignorance should not be used to justify a false accusation against our woolgrowers.
That PETA is of the dark and occultic, just read their web site www.peta.org, view the way they use pornographic movie stars to promote their creed that there should be absolutely no interdependence between humans and animals, see how they are encouraging young women especially to be skinny and unhealthy, see how they have hijacked the word ‘holocaust’ from alerting us about the presence of evil and what it did through NAZISM and apply it to eating meat. Occultism is essentially persuading people to turn away from God and God’s Right Ordering in Creation and turn to sinister powers that seek the ruination rather than the advancement of humanity. Such is Ingrid Newkirk and PETA and other Animal Liberationist and Animal Rights groups.
PETA will not stop at attacking innocent, hardworking, moral and honest woolgrowers, it will continue to proclaim a creed of darkness and confusion until God’s plans for Creation have been fogged over by an obsession with animals to the exclusion of Christ’s command “Love one another as I have loved you”.
Ingrid Newkirk has stated “a pig is as a boy is as a dog” in justifying her dark understanding of the place of human beings, not at the centre or the crowning of a divine plan for the triumph of love in creation, but to push a new self-loathing on the human race in these challenging times of global warming, a loathing which the Devil often unleashes upon the world to promote chaos, prejudice and hatred.
Of course, the most loathsome of the Devil’s disciples in this matter is Australian, Peter Singer, who espoused an attempt at justifying ‘animal rights’. His most infamous outburst concerns a denial of the hierarchical order of God’s Creation – “a child who is mentally ill should be killed off in preference to a healthy pig, who deserves not to be killed for bacon.” 
If you care to truly inform your conscience on these and other matters, especially before you get together at the next tea and bikkies RSPCA meeting to condemn my support of innocent hardworking, believing and moral Australian woolgrowers, why not read about the Catholic teachings on these matters at www.catholiceducation.org, the world’s paramount institute for Catholic ethics on animal welfare issues. Faithfully -Fr Mick Mac Andrew
13. I disagree with Fr MacAndrew, who needs to read his scriptures before saying it is ok to cut skin from young lambs. Flystrike is due to weather conditions, humidity, and blowflies. Also due to the manipulation of creating the extra wrinkled skin for the finer wool. Nutrition also plays a huge part in whether a sheep becomes flystruck. A merino requires almost double the amount of nutrition than a normal meat sheep due to the extra wool follicles per square inch. If the diet is lacking in sulphur then parasites such as flies and lice will attack sheep. If the diet is lacking in too much copper sulphate then sheep develop internal parasites. Australian soils in many places are depleted of sulphur. My soil tests show no sulphur in the soil at all, so I provide what is needed. When I had superfine merinos, I never had flystrike, but once, and that was a crossbred. Mulesing is cruel and if there is an alternative it should be used. As for telling parishioners they can lie about their wool. I hope I never meet any of those parishioners as one lie always leads to another. -Marilyn Mangione
14. OK, I see now. The priest is using some here-to-fore non-existent definition of the word "occult" in order to scare people into believing his cause, much the same way a politician would do. Here padre, this is the entry for "occult" from dictionary.com. You might want to learn what words mean before you use them. […]
But maybe you can point out to me where, in the actual definition of that word it mentions anything you said it meant about "persuading people to turn away from God and God’s Right Ordering in Creation and turn to sinister powers that seek the ruination rather than the advancement of humanity" Grow up already, priest. -David Underwood
15. While I am unsure of the ethics and motivation of PETA, I am grateful to Fr Mick for your article in favour of sheep mulesing. I grew up on a sheep farm and witnessed first-hand the horrors of blow-fly strike. Anything that can be done to alleviate this is a very good thing, including mulesing, which is done as quickly and painlessly as possible when the lambs are young and their skin quickly grows over the mulesed area. It is good to consider alternatives to mulesing but for lambs born with wrinkles around their tails this is the best option to greatly reduce their prospects of fly-strike. I feel farmers should be judged by PETA and others on how well they care for their flocks overall - not just on one aspect of their animal husbandry which many like myself would disagree with PETA and say is in the best interests of the sheep concerned. If pain for the sheep involved is PETA’s primary concern, they may wish to explore ways a local anaesthetic could be easily administered to lambs prior to mulesing or alternately a way that blow-flies could be eradicated so we wouldn’t have this problem – or might this be cruel and inhumane to the flies? -Fr John Monaghan
16. David Underwood, according to your definition #1 of "occult", Catholicism and all other religions are "occult, as they are certainly systems claiming use or knowledge of supernatural powers or agencies. 
Though the description may at first seem startling to those who have been lulled by PETA's well-funded propaganda machine into thinking it is an organisation of warm and fuzzy animal lovers, PETA certainly has both the deceptive secrecy and the evil aims implied in the description "occult". Its very name is a lie. It is not about the "ethical treatment of animals" at all. It extracts millions from well-meaning and unthinking people who are duped into thinking their money and support will "stop cruelty to animals". In fact PETA is an anti-Christian, anti-human organisation, dedicated to bringing about a world in which man is merely a particularly intelligent animal, with all the evils that implies including total disregard for human dignity and rights, and asserting that animals have supposed "rights". They do not. As Father says, read the catechism. Cruelty to animals is wrong because it infringes human dignity, not because of any imagined "rights" of the animals. 
If you want to help animals, support a reputable and genuine animal welfare organisation (and the RSPCA does the vast majority of its work in the bush, contrary to the ignorant abuse from Mr. Brysha who himself needs "a dose of reality"), not the evil and mendacious PETA. 
Better yet, instead of wondering whether some farmer somewhere might be causing pain to his sheep, try putting your time and money into something that really challenges the way you live and is far more important and serious, such as stopping the deliberate murder of 100,000 Australian babies every year. 
I suggest it is Ms. Mangione who needs to "read the scriptures". Not every case of concealing a truth is a sin against the 8th commandment ("Thou shalt not bear false witness AGAINST THY NEIGHBOUR.") An evil intent and/or effect is required. If communist soldiers asked you if a priest was hiding in your house, would you answer "yes he's right in that room over there" simply because it's the truth? -Ronk
Dump fur: Petition to Pope 
http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/10650-dump-fur-petition-to-pope 

August 14, 2008 

Italian activists have petitioned Pope Benedict to stop wearing his ermine-trimmed hat and cape but a former Vatican official says there are more important issues to address. 

EarthTimes reports that in a newspaper interview published Wednesday a senior Catholic cleric suggested the campaign, also consisting of an online petition, may be misplaced. 

"Aren't there more important battles to be fought?" asked Apostolic Nuncio Emeritus to Italy Cardinal Andrea Cordero Lanza di Montezemolo. 

"It's fine to defend the ermine, but there are human beings whose wellbeing warrants priority and yet no one seems to care," the cardinal told Milan daily Corriere dell Sera. 

The Italian Association for the Defence of Animals and the Environment launched its petition on July 21 with the aim of collecting 10,000 online endorsements by September 30. 

By Wednesday, the petition's website had registered some 2,235 endorsements from people who want the pope to help save the ermine, a small mammal also known as the stoat or short tailed weasel. 

The campaign's "success to date" prompted Aidaa president Lorenzo Croce to send Benedict a letter on Tuesday, asking the pontiff to engage in "an act of charity towards animals, creatures of God." 

Croce said he was hoping to receive a positive response given that the pontiff's interest in the welfare of animals - Benedict is a keen cat lover - was well known, as was his concern for environmental issues. 

Benedict has revived the use of clothing, including a white ermine-lined cloak and a similarly adorned hat last worn by Pope John XXIII in the 1960's. 

Source: 
Pope asked to ditch his ermine-lined clothing (EarthTimes, 13/8/08) 

Cat-loving Pope told to ditch fur (Daily Telegraph, 13/8/08) 

7 readers’ comments:

1. Animal fur may not be a concern, however let's face it, the Pope should drop it anyway. It looks goofy! By: Fr. Vincent
Great! We care more for a Weasel than the needs of our human brothers and sisters! Priorities please, fathers; priorities please! -Stan
2. "Save" the ermine? Utter nonsense. The ermine is one of the most common wild carnivores in the world. It is by no stretch of the imagination endangered. It is found almost everywhere throughout the northern temperate, subarctic and Arctic regions, of Europe, Asia, and North America. It has been introduced to Australia and New Zealand where it is a feral pest. The ermine has no need of saving. The idiots who signed this petition should instead direct their energies to helping the Pope "save the humans". -Ronk
3. What an absolute load of nonsense this whole issue is. If we're going to get silly about fur then why not leather, meat, sausage skins and every other animal product. I can't believe anyone is taking this seriously. Posted By: Luke Reid
Once upon a time, the mink, the ermine and other rodents were classed as pests and some enterprising or, at least, super-intelligent, person came up with the idea to make them sought after for their fur.
The fur trade blossomed.
But, as is the case with many human fancies, the fur trade became another example of consumerism gone wild.
Then, the animal rights movement came as a scourge upon the earth, as is the consequence of most human follies and foibles. This scourge appeared, offering itself as redeemer, not to the humans but to the animals - the devil doesn't give a damn about the humans, so long as they remain damned. Anyhow, back to the story.
The animal rights movement will succeed in making animals superior to human beings, with the assistance of a very small elite group of humans - namely the animal rightists.
It will be these animal rightists who will then decide on which humans are worthy enough to be allowed to live.
Meanwhile, among the animals, the pests will multiply, the food supply grow even smaller and the pests will eat out many species. The warring humans won't see it coming but the plagues of pest animals will undo many things, the least of which will be such an imposition of disharmony on the animal world that all manner of turmoil will plunge the world into chaos, but that's precisely what the devil wants.
There'll be no Pope to wear fur because there'll be no hunters to hunt the pests that provide the fur because the pests will no longer be pests but the dominant animals and the human being will be no match for this group of animals, they'll simply exist at the whim of the ermine, the mink, the rat and other animals who'll hunt and devour whatever flesh they sniff out.
One day, one of the humans with a little more courage than the others decided to kill one of the rodents before it ate one of his toes. The skin he realised would provide fur to keep out the cold and maybe even protect his toes from undue attack. One human had saved the entire race from the prospect of oblivion, from disgrace.
I do hope Pope Benedict keeps wearing his fur trimmings. They are a symbol of not giving into the human folly that animal rights is. -Fr Mick Mac Andrew, Bombala-Delegate NSW
4. The cardinal puts forward a false choice. There is no mutual exclusion between protecting human rights and animal rights; further, the request involves no "battle to be fought", simply that the Pope revert back to the behaviour of his immediate predecessor. How can one support the rights of people, yet dismiss out of hand considerations of how we people should treat our fellow creatures of God? -Kevin
5. There really isn't an issue. The hysterical animal rights groups would not have a guernsey if it wasn't for the feral media gossip rags that hand out their rubbish to commuters at major train stations here and overseas. We know it's rubbish because it is FREE. Tired and worn out airheads should boycott these garbage sheets with their meaningless stories.

-Michael Webb
6. Kevin, animals have no "rights". Grow up. If you want to eat only vegetables and dress in only vegetable fibres and synthetics (derived from our limited fossil fuels) and use only vegetable and mineral products, be our guest. Just don't spout this nonsense that you're somehow doing something commanded by God, and demand idiotically that everybody else must do the same. Treating animals well does not mean pretending that they are people. Posted By: Ronk
This is for those who say this is not an important issue: http://www.peta.org/feat/ChineseFurFarms/index.asp 
sweet dreams catholic people. –Israel Lopez
7. Yep, I looked at that nonsense Israel Lopez, and now I'm even more convinced that this is a total non-issue. If you ever want to wake up from your silly irrational dreams and discuss rationally, you're welcome to come back and do so. Preferably about something important rather than the supposed "oppression" of our furry friends. -Ronk
PETA exploits Pope in ad

http://deaconjohn1987.livejournal.com/1978381.html 
People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) has embarked on a campaign encouraging the spaying and neutering of animals. The leaflet that it is distributing, "Pope Condom," shows an obviously doctored picture of Pope Benedict XVI throwing a condom to a crowd [click here].
Catholic League president Bill Donohue comments on it today:
There are two problems with this campaign: the leaflet exploits the pope; and it demonstrates an incredible hypocrisy on the part of PETA. 
Regarding the former issue, it is hardly news that PETA likes to hijack Christian figures and symbols to pander its message, but to do this to the pope shows how remarkably unethical this allegedly ethical organization really is. 
Regarding the latter, the statement accompanying this campaign says, "It's sinful that millions of dogs and cats are killed every year in animal shelters simply because there aren't enough homes for all of them." What is truly sinful is how PETA lies. In 2008, it was disclosed by the Center for Consumer Freedom that PETA kills 95 percent of the adoptable pets in its care. Indeed, PETA delivered the death sentence to 21,339 cats and dogs between 1998 and 2008 at its headquarters in Norfolk, Virginia. 
There is something perverse about an organization that has to rip off the pope while violating its own mission on a daily basis, just to stay in business.      
For the Love of Pets - The Growing Trend to Humanizing Animals 

http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/for-the-love-of-pets  
By Father John Flynn LC, Rome, February 14, 2010 
In the lead-up to this year's celebration of St. Valentine's Day, a surprising poll came out that revealed about a fifth of adults would prefer to celebrate the occasion with their pet rather than their partner.
The survey polled 24,000 people in 23 countries, according to a Feb. 8 report by Reuters. It found that age and income were more of a determining factor than gender or nationality. For those aged under 35, around 25% opted for their pet over their partner. This compared to 18% of those aged 35-54 and 14% of people aged 55 or more.
Those choosing pets over people were also more likely to be those who have a lower income compared to those who were middle or higher income earners.
The survey was only the latest news in the growing trend to the humanization of animals. On Jan. 23 the British newspaper the Telegraph reported on the return of the ancient pagan practice of pet owners being buried with their animals.
The newspaper reported that earlier in January planners in Lincolnshire approved the latest in a series of joint animal and human cemeteries. 
The article quoted Penny Lally, who runs a woodland burial place in Penwith, west Cornwall. Lally told the Telegraph that she has laid to rest more than 30 owners alongside their animals since she began allowing joint graves in 2003, and has more than 120 future bookings.
"For many, the grieving process for a pet is no different to losing a member of the family, particularly given that pets bring such a structure and routine to people's lives and company for older people on their own," commented Elaine Pendlebury, a veterinary surgeon with animal charity PDSA.
The idea of joint burial builds on the already existing custom of pet cemeteries. Last Oct. 26, the Chicago Tribune published an article on this in which they noted that one of the oldest in the United States, the Hindsdale Animal Cemetery in Willowbrook, Illinois, has more than 15,000 pets buried there.
The article cited Michael Schaffer, author of the book "One Nation Under Dog," who said he has noticed the messages on pet epitaphs have evolved over time, reflecting how many people have promoted their pets to "full-fledged members of the family." "If you visit old pet cemeteries, the oldest headstones might say 'Here lies Fido, a loyal servant,' or 'Here lies Fido, man's best friend,'" said Schaffer. "Nowadays it's 'My little girl,' or 'Mommy and Daddy miss you.' People have developed a conception of their pets as children. That is quite a dramatic development."
It's not just emotions, as increasingly people are prepared to spend substantial sums of money on their pets. The Chicago Tribune article reported that one pet owner, Ernie Yamich, spent $2,100 on the funeral costs for his pet, after having spent more than $7,000 on medical treatment trying to save his dog's life.

In fact, spending on pets has risen notably in the last few years. On Feb. 8 the American Pet Products Manufacturers Association, (APPA), released its latest annual review of spending data.
Spending in the pet industry grew by 5.4% from $43.2 billion in 2008 to a little over $45.5 billion in 2009. The APPA commented that while U.S. Census Bureau figures on the retail segment of the economy showed 2009 down overall versus 2008, the pet industry continued to grow. They also forecast a 4.9% increase in spending to $47.74 billion in 2010.
The biggest increase in spending in 2009 was in health care categories, with an 8.5% increase from 2008. The report noted that pet health care now ranges from CAT scans, to root canals and cancer surgery, as well as anti-depressants.
APPA President, Bob Vetere commented that due to the humanization of pets, the gap in quality of life between humans and their pet companions is quickly disappearing in all categories from food and clothing to health care and services.
As recently as 1998, total spending in the pet industry was only $23 billion, according to data posted on the APPA Web site. That has more than doubled over the past decade.
Another recent study, also released by Global Industry Analysts on Feb. 8, looked at the pet accessories market. They calculated that the world market for pet accessories products will reach $17.2 billion by the year 2015.
"Humanization accounts for one of the most important reasons for the growth in the pet accessories market," the press release by Global Industry Analysts affirmed. "Owners perceive pets, particularly dogs and cats, as their true companions, and wish to give them as much care as their partner or child," it added.
Margaret Somerville, director of the Center for Medicine, Ethics and Law at McGill University, Canada, commented on the humanization of pets in an article posted on the Mercator Net Web site, Jan. 27.
Some ethicists propose granting animals a personhood status, she noted. This is not a good idea, however, according to Somerville, as it would undermine the idea that humans are special and deserve to be treated differently.
"In other words, if animals become persons, human persons become animals," Somerville observed.
Instead, she argued, we should continue to maintain that all humans are persons that and only humans are persons.
Restricting the category of personhood to humans is a way by which we can foment a greater respect for human life. In fact, abortion is justified by the courts by their refusal to recognize unborn babies as persons, Somerville pointed out.
The seeming contradiction pointed out by Somerville between losing respect for human life and at the same time placing animals on a sort of quasi-human level has an underlying theological dimension.
Benedict XVI briefly referred to this in a general audience back on Jan. 11, 2006. At the time he was commenting on the psalms and the one under consideration that day was Psalm 144.
Part of the text says the following: "'Lord, what is man that you manifested yourself to him?' [...] It is a great happiness for men and women to know their Creator. In this we differ from wild beasts and other animals, because we know we have our Creator, whereas they do not."
The Pope referred to the commentary on the psalm made by one of the Fathers of the Church, Origen. "It is worth thinking a bit about these words of Origen, who sees the fundamental difference between the human being and the other animals in the fact that man is capable of recognizing God, his Creator, that man is capable of truth, capable of a knowledge that
becomes a relationship, friendship," the Pontiff said.
"It is important in our time that we do not forget God, together with all the other kinds of knowledge we have acquired in the meantime, and they are very numerous!" the Pope noted. "They all become problematic, at times dangerous, if the fundamental knowledge that gives meaning and orientation to all things is missing: knowledge of God the Creator," he concluded. Indeed, one of the notable trends in contemporary society is how losing sight of God has led to a mentality that also loses sight of the dignity of the human person. So, there is a link between the lack of respect for human life, increasingly viewed through a utilitarian perspective, and the humanizing of animals. One more step in the return to a pagan culture.
Catholics and Their Pets
http://www.zenit.org/en/articles/catholics-and-their-pets 
February 27, 2010
There are many points I could take up in this article (a regular one, whenever these statistics are released) but will confine myself to only four.
One is that the connection is not made that it is the same people who humanize animals as those who devalue human life. There is no logical connection there.
Two, those who spend large sums on their animal's health are simply fulfilling their responsibilities to animals they have contracted to look after. It is the size of the vets' bills that should be questioned, not the willingness of people to pay them.
Three, those who spend large sums of money on unnecessary and extravagant goods on their pets are foolish and wrong - but so are those who spend similar amounts on luxuries like designer clothes, fast cars and foreign travel.
Four, those who over-humanize their pets are not expressing love for the animal, so much as indulging in self-love, while ignoring the natural needs and behaviors of the animals they are using. They are not true pet-lovers.
To follow up these points, do read my book "The School of Compassion: a Roman Catholic Theology of Animals" (Gracewing) or my Catholic Truth Society booklet, "Concern for Animals from a Roman Catholic perspective."
Dr. Deborah Jones, Catholic Concern for Animals http://catholic-animals.com/ 
Planet Earth - babies need not apply

http://www.onlineopinion.com.au/view.asp?article=8838
By Malcolm King, April 27, 2009

No one would have believed in the early years of the 21st century that there lived among us, beings whose cool and calculating aim was to depopulate the earth, starting with Australia.

In Australia, their leader is former SA Democrat Sandra Kanck who recently called for the introduction of a Chinese style one-child per family policy to get Australia’s population down to 7 million - or about what it was in the Great Depression of 1929.

Readers of On Line Opinion might be a bit mystified by the recent push by Kanck and others who are calling for one child or two children per family (they can’t seem to agree on that last point). The reason is that the Chair of the British Government sponsored Sustainable Development Commission, Jonathon Porritt, is behind Ms. Kanck and he makes no secret that population control is a key objective of global green campaigns.

"I am unapologetic about asking people to connect up their own responsibility for their total environmental footprint and how they decide to procreate and how many children they think are appropriate," Mr. Porritt said in The Times Online.

Ms. Kanck’s message is simple. We live in a finite world with limited resources. The only way the world can survive is to reduce the number of energy consumers from generation to generation. By “energy consumers” she means people. You and me.

There are so many things wrong with this Malthusian proposal that it’s hard to know where to start. First of all, it’s not the number of people on the earth (we can feed more than the estimated 9 billion people by the year 2050, when population growth tapers off), it’s the first world’s consumption.

If you believe that we are like rabbits, living a defined piece of land, with simple inputs and outputs, then you’ve got to side with the Malthusians. If though, you believe that humans are more than the sum of their parts, then you have to reject the much of their thinking. Towards the end, even old Malthus thought his theories were wrong.

Here’s one problem: just when the anti-corporatist movement and the carbon reduction push was getting momentum, in steps the Malthusians (I call them the old systems thinkers) from the far left of the environmental movement who label people “units” or “human resources”. They want to institute the paternalistic and imperialistic family planning policies that plagued India, South America and China in the 1950s and 60s.

Indeed, the type of family planning that Ms. Kanck suggests will rip birth control out of the hands of women and place it in the hands of the state. It’s odd that after the RU486 fight of 2006 that she should raise this now.

Professor Matthew Connelly from Columbia University said in an interview with myself recently:

Some people who have pushed for population control sincerely believe that it is the only way to save poor people from themselves. But even if some couples will make poor choices, governments have done an even worse job in deciding who should be able to have children, and how many they should be able to have. It's typically the most powerless members of society who are hurt in the process. And this sordid history has done tremendous damage to the cause of reproductive rights.
Professor Connelly has spent seven years investigating the phenomenon of population control.

The zero population growth greenies and Ms. Kanck have support in strange places. What are we to make of Barry Walters, an associate professor of obstetric medicine at the University of Western Australia, who was quoted recently in a national newspaper?

“Every newborn baby in Australia represents a potent source of greenhouse gas emissions for an average of 80 years not simply by breathing, but by the profligate consumption of resources typical of our society. What then should we do as medical practitioners?” Dr. Walters asked.

He goes on to say, “Far from showering financial booty on new mothers and thereby rewarding greenhouse-unfriendly behaviour, a Baby Levy (his capitals) in the form of a carbon tax should apply, in line with the polluter pays principle.

And just when you thought it couldn’t get weirder, American environmentalist Kelpie Wilson argues that abortion should be considered an environmental issue. She wants women to consider the environmental cost of bringing a child in to the world. I like to think Kelpie means that women should consider this before conception - but maybe not.

Ms. Kanck seems to have a knack of adopting “whacko” causes. A few years ago she advocated the regulation and decriminalisation of Ecstasy in South Australia. But her source credibility is not the issue here yet.

Here’s another problem. The Greens were right to crow about the Democrats and the GST. It was indefensible. Population is the Greens GST. It will split the party, with those advocating direct action on outputs (anti-corporatist “shonks”, polluters, environmental protectionists) and those who advocate cutting back on “supply” - people.

It’s a curious phenomenon that when the going gets tough, a select few scramble to the moral high ground, tell us the end of the world is nigh and start bossing us around - in this case, calling for zero population growth. They are the Red Guards of our conscience.

Sandra Kanck, the Sustainable Population lobby and other misanthropes have tapped in to a rich vein of doom and gloom to use in their global scare campaign. Who would have thought that they would want to legislate what we do in our bedrooms?

It’s curious that the most striking manifestation of the loathing they have for every human can be seen in the idea that we need a significant reduction in the number of human beings from people who purport to love nature.
Malcolm King works in generational workforce change. He was an associate director at DEEWR Labour Market Strategy in Canberra and the senior communications strategist at Carnegie Mellon University. He also runs a professional writing business called Republic.
UPDATE

Pope Francis Is PETA’s Person of the Year
http://time.com/4130961/peta-pope-francis/ 

By Daniel White, December 1, 2015
He's named after the patron saint of animals.
Pope Francis has been selected as person of the year by the People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals.

PETA picked the Holy See for his 2015 encyclical Laudato si’, in which Pope Francis called on the estimated 1.2 billion Catholics worldwide to treat animals with kindness and to respect the environment. “With more than a billion Catholics worldwide, Pope Francis’ animal-friendly teachings have a massive audience,” said PETA President Ingrid Newkirk.

Pope Francis, who took his name from the patron saint of animals and the environment St Francis of Assisi, joins previous PETA persons of the year Bill Clinton, Oprah Winfrey, Russell Simmons and Ricky Gervais.

Holy Father, have you seen the 2009 PETA advertisement of the nude Joanna Krupa “concealing” her nipples and crotch with a CRUCIFIX? (See page 3 of this report)
Pope Francis Says There's a Place for Pets in Heaven, While Conservative Catholics Preach Animals Have No Souls
http://www.christianpost.com/news/pope-francis-says-theres-a-place-for-pets-in-heaven-while-conservative-catholics-preach-animals-have-no-souls-131124/ 

By Leonardo Blair, December 12, 2014
Pope Francis sent ripples around the world Wednesday when he suggested that pets and other animals have a place in heaven, which is in stark contradiction to conservative Catholic teaching that animals don't have souls.
Seeking to console a young boy who recently lost his dog, Pope Francis assured him during his weekly address that he would be united with his pet in heaven.
"One day, we will see our animals again in the eternity of Christ. Paradise is open to all of God's creatures," the Pope said, according to Italian news sources.

Theologians, however, argued that Pope Francis' words should not be taken as a doctrinal statement, as he had spoken casually.

The Rev. James Martin*, a Jesuit priest and editor at large of America, the Catholic magazine, told The New York Times he believed that Pope Francis was at least saying, "God loves and Christ redeems all of creation," despite conservative Catholic teachings to the contrary. *The liberal priest editor of a liberal “Catholic”magazine
"He said paradise is open to all creatures," Father Martin told the Times. "That sounds pretty clear to me."

The issue of whether or not animals have souls has been a controversial issue in the Catholic Church for a long time, and Pope Francis' comment appears to have opened up that debate once again.

Now animal rights activists appear ready to take the pope's endorsement.

Christine Gutleben, senior director of faith outreach at the Humane Society of the United States, the largest animal protection group in the United States, told the Times that "If the pope did mean that all animals go to heaven, then the implication is that animals have a soul. And if that's true, then we ought to seriously consider how we treat them. We have to admit that these are sentient beings, and they mean something to God."

Sarah Withrow King, director of Christian outreach and engagement at PETA, told the Times that while she's "not a Catholic historian, PETA's motto is that animals aren't ours, they're God's." King also said she believes the pope's comment could inspire Catholics to stop eating meat.
Dave Warner, a spokesman for the National Pork Producers Council, told the Times that the pope's statement is being misinterpreted.

"As on quite a few other things Pope Francis has said, his recent comments on all animals going to heaven have been misinterpreted," Warner asserted.

Pointing to passages in Genesis, Warner noted that the pope's words: "Certainly do not mean that slaughtering and eating animals is a sin." Man, he explained, was given "dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the heavens and over every living thing that moves on earth."

"While that 'dominion' means use for human benefit, it also requires stewardship — humane care and feeding — something all farmers who raise animals practice every day of every year," Warner added.


Dogs in heaven? Pope Francis leaves pearly gates open
http://www.cruxnow.com/church/2014/12/12/dogs-go-to-heaven-pope-says-to-some-griping/ 
By Rick Gladstone, New York Times Service, December 12, 2014
Pope Francis has given hope to gays, unmarried couples and advocates of the Big Bang theory. Now, he has endeared himself to dog lovers, animal rights activists and vegans.
During a weekly general audience at the Vatican last month, the pope, speaking of the afterlife, appeared to suggest that animals could go to heaven, asserting, “Holy Scripture teaches us that the fulfillment of this wonderful design also affects everything around us.”
Italy’s Corriere della Sera newspaper, analyzing the pope’s remarks, concluded he believed animals have a place in the afterlife. It drew an analogy to comforting words that Pope Paul VI was said to have once told a distraught boy whose dog had died: “One day, we will see our animals again in the eternity of Christ. Paradise is open to all of God’s creatures.”

The news accounts of Francis’ remarks were welcomed by groups like the Humane Society of the United States and People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals, who saw them as a repudiation of conservative Roman Catholic theology that says animals cannot go to heaven because they have no souls.

“My inbox got flooded,” said Christine Gutleben, senior director of faith outreach at the Humane Society, the largest animal protection group in the United States. “Almost immediately, everybody was talking about it.”

Charles Camosy, an author and professor of Christian ethics at Fordham University, said it was difficult to know precisely what Francis meant, since he spoke “in pastoral language that is not really meant to be dissected by academics.” But asked whether the remarks had caused a new debate on whether animals have souls, suffer and go to heaven, Mr. Camosy said, “In a word: absolutely.”

In his relatively short tenure as leader of the world’s one billion Roman Catholics since taking over from Benedict XVI, Francis, 77, has repeatedly caused a stir among conservatives in the church. He has suggested more lenient positions than his predecessor on issues like homosexuality, single motherhood and unwed couples. So to some extent, it was not a surprise that Francis, an Argentine Jesuit who took his papal name from St. Francis of Assisi, the patron saint of animals, would suggest that they have a place in heaven.
In his remarks, as reported by Vatican Radio, Francis said of paradise: “It’s lovely to think of this, to think we will find ourselves up there. All of us in heaven. It’s good, it gives strength to our soul.

“At the same time, the Holy Scripture teaches us that the fulfillment of this wonderful design also affects everything around us, and that came out of the thought and the heart of God.”

Theologians cautioned that Francis had spoken casually, not made a doctrinal statement.

The Rev. James Martin, a Jesuit priest and editor at large of America, the Catholic magazine, said he believed that Francis was at least asserting that “God loves and Christ redeems all of creation,” even though conservative theologians have said paradise is not for animals.

The question of whether animals go to heaven has been debated for much of the church’s history. 
Pope Pius IX, who led the church from 1846 to 1878, longer than any other pope, strongly supported the doctrine that dogs and other animals have no consciousness. He even sought to thwart the founding of an Italian chapter of the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals.

Pope John Paul II appeared to reverse Pius in 1990 when he proclaimed that animals do have souls and are “as near to God as men are.” But the Vatican did not widely publicize his assertion, perhaps because it so directly contradicted Pius, who was the first to declare the doctrine of papal infallibility in 1854.
John Paul’s successor, Benedict, seemed to emphatically reject his view in a 2008 sermon in which he asserted that when an animal dies, it “just means the end of existence on earth.”

Ms. Gutleben of the Humane Society said Francis’ apparent reversal of Benedict’s view could be enormous. “If the pope did mean that all animals go to heaven, then the implication is that animals have a soul,” she said. “And if that’s true, then we ought to seriously consider how we treat them. We have to admit that these are sentient beings, and they mean something to God.”

Sarah Withrow King, director of Christian outreach and engagement at PETA, one of the most activist anti-slaughterhouse groups, said the pope’s remarks vindicated the biblical portrayal of heaven as peaceful and loving, and could influence eating habits, moving Catholics away from consuming meat — which she asserted had already been happening anyway. “It’s a vegan world, life over death and peace between species,” she said. “I’m not a Catholic historian, but PETA’s motto is that animals aren’t ours, and Christians agree. Animals aren’t ours, they’re God’s.”

Whether the pope’s remarks will prove to be a persuasive new reason not to eat meat, a potentially worrisome development to the multibillion-dollar beef, pork, poultry and seafood industries, remains unclear at best. But they did cause discussion.

“As on quite a few other things Pope Francis has said, his recent comments on all animals going to heaven have been misinterpreted,” Dave Warner, a spokesman for the National Pork Producers Council, said in an email.

“They certainly do not mean that slaughtering and eating animals is a sin.” Mr. Warner quoted passages from Genesis that say man is given “dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the heavens and over every living thing that moves on earth.”

“While that ‘dominion’ means use for human benefit, it also requires stewardship — humane care and feeding — something all farmers who raise animals practice every day of every year,” Mr. Warner said.

Father Martin said he did not believe the pope’s remarks could be construed as a comment on vegetarianism. But, he said, “He’s reminding us that all creation is holy and that in his mind, paradise is open to all creatures, and frankly, I agree with him.”

Laura Hobgood-Oster, professor of religion and environmental studies at Southwestern University in Georgetown, Tex., and an expert on the history of dog-human interaction, said she believed that there would be a backlash from religious conservatives, but that it would take time.

“The Catholic Church has never been clear on this question; it’s all over the place, because it begs so many other questions,” she said. “Where do mosquitoes go, for God’s sake?”
Correction from The New York Times: December 12, 2014
An earlier version of this article misstated the circumstances of Pope Francis’ remarks. He made them in a general audience at the Vatican, not in consoling a distraught boy whose dog had died.
The article also misstated what Francis is known to have said. According to Vatican Radio, Francis said: “The Holy Scripture teaches us that the fulfillment of this wonderful design also affects everything around us,” which was interpreted to mean he believes animals go to heaven. Francis is not known to have said: “One day, we will see our animals again in the eternity of Christ. Paradise is open to all of God’s creatures.’’
(Those remarks were once made by Pope Paul VI to a distraught child, and were cited in a Corriere della Sera article that concluded Francis believes animals go to heaven.)
An earlier version also referred incompletely to the largest animal protection group in the United States. It is the Humane Society of the United States, not just the Humane Society.
Do animals have souls like human beings?
http://www.catholic.com/quickquestions/do-animals-have-souls-like-human-beings
Animals have souls--and so do plants. 
Does this answer sound like something out of the New Age movement? 
Don't worry--it isn't. Rest assured we're not saying animals and plants have souls like ours.
The soul is the principle of life. Since animals and plants are living things, they have souls, but not in the sense in which human beings have souls. Our souls are rational--theirs aren't--and ours are rational because they're spiritual, not material.

Animals and plants can't do anything which transcends the limitations of matter. Although some animals seem clever, they don't actually possess conceptional intelligence. They can't, for instance, conceive of the abstract notion of justice.

Animals and plants also lack a moral sense. When you scold Spot for chewing the carpet and tell him what he did was "wrong," you aren't assigning guilt of sin to him, since he can't commit a sin.

Animal and vegetable souls are dependent entirely on matter for their operation and being. They cease to exist at death. (There's no "doggie heaven.")
Human souls, by contrast, aren't material. They're spiritual. Only a spirit can know and love, a spirit's two chief faculties being the intellect (which knows) and the will (which loves). We know human souls are spiritual since humans can know and love.

We also know human souls are immortal because spirits can't decompose. They have no parts: Only a thing with parts can fall apart. A spirit is a unit. It has no top or bottom, no left or right, no inside or outside.

Every bit of matter, even the smallest, has parts. The human body can decompose--it's made of matter, after all--but the human soul can't. That's why we say it's immortal.

A good discussion of the differences between human beings and animals is available in Mortimer Adler's The Difference of Man and the Difference it Makes.

Three kinds of souls
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=1155    
By Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM, January 27, 2010

St. Thomas Aquinas taught there are three kinds of soul:

1) Vegetative Soul: This is the life force of all living things -- plants, animals, and humans

2) Sensitive Soul: This is faculty of sensing our environment -- animals and humans have this type.

3) Rational Soul: This the immortal soul made in the image of God that only humans have, created and placed in the human at the moment of conception.

The "earth" itself has no soul, and certainly no "spirit". The living things upon the earth have vegetative soul and/or sensitive soul according to the order of plants and animals. Only humans have rational soul.

The idea of "Mother Earth" as spirit and soul is a silly New Age notion.
Spirit and soul 
http://oswc.org/stmike/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=112 
August 27, 2004
[.. As above …] The Rational Soul has the ability to reflect, to contemplate, to be self-aware, to be creative, to love. The Rational Soul is ordered to both the body and spirit. Human beings have all three types of soul.

The Soul is closely related with the body. When we die our souls are temporarily separated from our bodies, but in the end our souls will be reunited with our resurrected bodies.
The terms "spirit" and "soul" are often used interchangeably. In a discussion of the three types of soul, as above, soul tends to imply the material existence of man. Spirit, then, refers to that part of man that is immaterial.

Quoting from Father Hardon's Pocket Catholic Dictionary on the word "spirit":
That which is positively immaterial. It is pure spirit if it has no dependence on matter either for its existence or for any of its activities. God in uncreated pure Spirit; the angels are created pure spirits. The human soul (in Aquinas' terminology, the "rational soul") is more properly called spiritual. 
Although it can exist independent of the body, it nevertheless in this life depends extrinsically on the body for its operations, and in the life to come retains a natural affinity for the body, with which after the resurrection it will be reunited for all eternity.

In other words, the "souls" of plants and animals are material and will die. The soul of Man is spiritual and lives forever, but yet naturally ordained toward the body. The human soul is individually created by God in respect to the body it will inform and infused in the body at conception. Human Nature is derived both from soul and the material body which is animated by the soul.
To the above information, I add:

"Ensoulment is the word which describes the point at which the body of the conceptus is said to be informed by a human soul. The notion of a living being having ‘no soul’ is a philosophical oxymoron, since the soul is the principle of life in a material being. There are two basic theories of ensoulment. The first is called the 'immediate animation, immediate ensoulment theory'; the second, the 'immediate animation, delayed ensoulment theory', (also called the 'serial ensoulment theory'). As the names suggest, the former asserts that, at the very moment of animation (when life begins), the newly conceived human is animated by a rational soul; while the latter holds that the human soul’s informing of the new body is delayed. This latter theory holds that there is a progression from vegetative to animal to human soul as the principal of animation. Common in the Middle Ages, the theory was based on Aristotelian biology and is untenable considering all that is presently known from the empirical sciences. Many learned Catholic authors of the ages of Faith held this theory and advanced it in their writings because it was the accepted biology of the day."1
"The soul may be defined as the ultimate internal principle by which we think, feel, and will, and by which our bodies are animated."2
"The rational soul, which is one with the sensitive and vegetative principle, is the form of the body. This was defined as of faith by the Council of Vienne of 1311."3
"Thus the soul may itself be incorporeal and yet require a body as a condition of its existence. In this sense St. Irenaeus attributes a certain 'corporeal character' to the soul; he represents it as possessing the form of its body, as water possesses the form of its containing vessel."4
References:
1. (811) (Article: Ensoulment Theories and the Abortion Debate, (09/22/2007), Bro. Andries Marie, Prior of St. Benedict – an Apostolate of the Slaves of the Immaculate Heart of Mary, Richmond, N.H., P. 1
2. The Catholic Encyclopedia – Vol. XIV (1912), Nihil Obstat & Imprimatur, Robert Appleton Co., New York, NY., P. 153
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(f) On the Predominance of Sensualism (Empiricism)

[…] St. Thomas Aquinas wrote: “Man’s natural path to knowing things only his mind can grasp is thorough what he perceives with his senses … All our knowledge originates in sense-perception…”54 

[The fact of positive supernatural revelation]. The same Holy Mother Church holds and teaches that God, the beginning and end of all things, can be known with certitude by the natural light of human reason from created things; “for the invisible things of him, from the creation of the world, are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made” [Rom 1:20] Once such knowledge is gained, it must be tested and authenticated. Reason informs our sense perception. This is the role of reason. This is why Vatican I dogmatically proclaimed (De fide) that God can be certainly known by human reason by virtue of creation: 55 The Great Angelic Doctor helps us to understand. He teaches us that in God’s creation of living creatures exist up to three “souls.” The first soul is the “vegetative soul.” This is the life force of all living creatures—plants and animals. Next is the “sensitive soul.” This gives animals the faculty of experiencing the world about them and responding to that world through the senses. The third type of soul is the “rational soul.” This is the faculty that is the “image of God” given only to human beings. Human beings have all three kinds of soul; animals have the sensitive and the vegetative; plants have only the vegetative. And thus the Catechism concludes: Feelings or passions are emotions or movement of the sensitive appetite that incline us to act or not to act in regard to something felt or imagined to be good or evil. (CCC 1763) In themselves passion are neither good nor evil. They are morally qualified only to the extent that they effectively engage reason and will. (CCC 1767) While human beings experience the world about them through the faculty of the sensitive soul (the senses), those experiences must be “qualified” and interpreted by the rational soul (reason). Our Holy Father, Pope Benedict XVI, identifies this empiricism (sense predominance), when isolated from reason, as a threat to Christianity 56. […]
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The Latin original of this declaration quoted in Ott: 

Si quis dixerit, Deum unum et vetrum, creatorem et Dominum nostrum per ea, quae facta sent, naturali rationis humanae lumine certo cognosci non posse 
God, our Creator and Lord, can be known with certainty, by the natural light of reason from created things. 

Ott’s explanation: 

The definition of the Vatican stresses the following points: a) The object of our knowing is the one true God, our Creator and Lord, therefore an “extramundane,” personal God. b) The subjective principle of knowledge is natural reason in the condition of the fallen nature. c) The means of knowledge are the created things. d) The knowledge is from its nature and manner a knowledge of certitude. e) Such knowledge of God is possible, but it is not the only way of knowing Him. 
56. See para. 212 to review the quote from Cardinal Ratzinger (Pope Benedict XVI) from the Foreword of the book, Renewal & the Powers of Darkness.  
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