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Voting principles for Catholics
By Catholic apologist John Martignoni

One can follow John on Twitter here, and visit the Bible Christian Society here.
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/249-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-196 
1) “There are some things we must never do, as individuals or as a society, because they are always incompatible with love of God and neighbor. Such actions are so deeply flawed that they are always opposed to the authentic good of persons. These are called ‘intrinsically evil’ actions. They must always be rejected and opposed and must never be supported or condoned,” (Forming Consciences for Faithful Citizenship, USCCB, #22).
Principle: You cannot support something that is intrinsically evil.

2) “A vote for a candidate who promotes actions or behaviors that are intrinsically evil and gravely sinful makes you morally complicit and places the eternal salvation of your own soul in serious jeopardy,”  (Catholic Times, September 23, 2012, Bishop Thomas Paprocki, Diocese of Springfield).  

"It is important to be clear that the political choices faced by citizens not only have an impact on general peace and prosperity but also may affect the individual’s salvation,” (Forming Consciences for Faithful Citizenship, USCCB, #38).
Principle: By voting for someone who supports and advocates an intrinsic evil, you are participating in that intrinsic evil, and could possibly be committing a mortal sin that jeopardizes your eternal salvation.

3) “Some issues involve ‘intrinsic evils’; that is, they can never under any circumstance or condition be morally justified. Preeminent among these intrinsic evils are legalized abortion, the promotion of same sex unions and ‘marriages’, repression of religious liberty, as well as public policies permitting euthanasia, racial discrimination or destructive human embryonic stem cell research,” (Clarification of Forming Consciences for Faithful Citizenship, Bishops of Dallas/Ft. Worth ).
Principle: Abortion, same-sex “marriage,” and the repression of religious liberty – which are three of the pre-eminent issues in this current election cycle – are indeed all intrinsically evil.    
Principle: Therefore, by voting for someone who advocates and supports abortion, same-sex “marriage,” and/or the repression of religious liberty, you are participating in an intrinsic evil and could be jeopardizing your salvation.

4) "The fact that only the negative commandments oblige always and under all circumstances does not mean, that in the moral life, prohibitions are more important than the obligation to do good indicated by the positive commandment," (Veritatis Splendor, Pope John Paul II, #52). 
“The right to life implies and is linked to other human rights—to the basic goods that every human person needs to live and thrive. All the life issues are connected, for erosion of respect for the life of any individual or group in society necessarily diminishes respect for all life. The moral imperative to respond to the needs of our neighbors—basic needs such as food, shelter, health care, education, and meaningful work—is universally binding on our consciences and may be legitimately fulfilled by a variety of means,” (Forming Consciences for Faithful Citizenship, USCCB, #25).
Principle: Both opposing evil and doing good – feeding the hungry, clothing the naked, caring for the sick, etc. – are essential obligations.  
Principle: Issues that pertain to basic needs such as food, shelter, health care, education, and meaningful work are all linked to the right to life.

5) "Disregard for the right to life, precisely because it leads to the killing of the person whom society exists to serve, is what most directly conflicts with the possibility of achieving the common good… It is impossible to further the common good without acknowledging and defending the right to life, upon which all the other inalienable rights of individuals are founded and from which they develop…" (The Gospel of Life, Pope John Paul II, #72; #101)
"The direct and intentional destruction of innocent human life from the moment of conception until natural death is always wrong and is not just one issue among many. It must always be opposed," (Forming Consciences for Faithful Citizenship, USCCB, #28).
“Therefore, we cannot make more clear the seriousness of the overriding issue of abortion – while not the ‘only issue’ – it is the defining moral issue, not only today, but of the last 35 years. 

Since the Roe v. Wade decision in 1973, more than 48 million innocent lives have been lost. Each year in our nation more than one million lives are lost through legalized abortion,” (Clarification of Forming Consciences for Faithful Citizenship, Bishops of Dallas/Ft. Worth). 
Principle: Abortion is the overriding issue, the defining moral issue, of our day because it is from the right to life that all the other rights – the right to food, shelter, health care, religious liberty, etc. – flow and are made meaningful.  

6) “As Catholics we are faced with a number of issues that are of concern and should be addressed, such as immigration reform, healthcare, the economy and its solvency, care and concern for the poor, and the war on terror. As Catholics we must be concerned about these issues and work to see that just solutions are brought about. There are many possible solutions to these issues and there can be reasonable debate among Catholics on how to best approach and solve them. These are matters of ‘prudential judgment.’ But let us be clear: issues of prudential judgment are not morally equivalent to issues involving intrinsic evils. No matter how right a given candidate is on any of these issues, it does not outweigh a candidate’s unacceptable position in favor of an intrinsic evil such as abortion or the protection of ‘abortion rights,’” (Clarification of Forming Consciences for Faithful Citizenship, Bishops of Dallas/Ft. Worth ).     
“Jesus tells us very clearly that if we don’t help the poor, we’re going to go to Hell…But, Jesus didn’t say the government has to take care of them, or that we have to pay taxes to take care of them.  Those are prudential judgments…You can’t say that somebody is not Christian because they want to limit taxation.  To say that it’s somehow intrinsically evil like abortion doesn’t make any sense at all,” (National Catholic Reporter, Interview with Archbishop Chaput, September 14, 2012). 
Principle: Not to have concern for, and not to care for, the poor, and the provision of basic human needs – food, shelter, healthcare, and so on – is intrinsically evil.  However, the best way to address issues pertaining to the care and concern for the poor, and the provision of basic human needs, is a matter that can and should be discussed and debated.  Disagreements as to the best way to address the concerns of the poor – more/less government; more/less taxes; etc. – are matters of prudential judgment.  Two people can disagree on matters of prudential judgment and both still be in line with Church teaching.
Principle: A candidate’s position with respect to matters that pertain to prudential judgments about immigration reform, healthcare, the economy, and care and concern for the poor, do not hold the same moral equivalence as a candidate’s positions on intrinsic evils such as abortion and same-sex “marriage.”  Two people cannot disagree on matters of intrinsic evil and both still be in line with Church teaching.  

Principle:  If a candidate gets it "right" in your eyes on matters of prudential judgment vs. their opponent; but is wrong on matters of intrinsic evil vs. their opponent; then the matters of prudential judgment cannot "make up" for being wrong on matters of intrinsic evil.  

So, those are a few principles that Catholics need to take into consideration when stepping into the voting booth.  I will close with a couple of questions for those who would support someone who is a staunch supporter of abortion and abortion “rights,” not because you agree with their position on abortion, but because you agree with all of their other positions regarding government, taxation, welfare, education, the economy, and so on, and you think their positions on these issues outweigh their position on abortion.  If you are one such person, please answer these questions truthfully and honestly:
Let’s say that the candidate you are voting for, instead of being a staunch supporter of abortion, and a supporter of the laws that allow for the killing of more than one million unborn babies each year, let’s say that instead of supporting abortion, that candidate was a staunch supporter of laws that allowed for the lynching of one million black men a year.  Could you still vote for them?  
Or, let’s say, instead of supporting abortion, that candidate was a staunch supporter of laws that allowed for the gassing of one million Jews a year.  Could you still vote for them?
Let’s be honest…you answered, “No,” and not just, “No,” but a strong, resounding, “NO!!!” to each of those questions didn’t you?  You could not and would not vote for a candidate who supported the lynching of even one black man, much less one million black men.  You could not and would not vote for a candidate who supported the gassing of even one Jew, much less one million Jews.  
How, then, can you vote for a candidate who supports abortion “rights” and who supports laws that allow for the killing of over one million unborn children a year?!  The only way you could do that is if you do not believe the unborn child is a human being deserving of full protection under the law.  The only way you can do that is by devaluing the life of the unborn child.  The only way you can do that is by worshipping at the altar of the god of choice, rather than the altar of the God of Life. I am not here to tell anyone who they should vote for, but I am here to tell everyone what it is they need to consider when they vote. 

Finally, as a public service, I wish to simply quote a couple of things from the 2012 Platform of the Democrat Party that they seem to be very proud of and for which I could not find any equivalent statements in the 2012 Platform of the Republican Party:
“The Democratic Party strongly and unequivocally supports Roe v. Wade and a woman’s right to make decisions regarding her pregnancy, including a safe and legal abortion, regardless of ability to pay. We oppose any and all efforts to weaken or undermine that right.” “We oppose discriminatory federal and state constitutional amendments and other attempts to deny equal protection of the laws to committed same-sex couples who seek the same respect and responsibilities as other married couples. We support the full repeal of the so-called Defense of Marriage Act and the passage of the Respect for Marriage Act.”

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/251-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-197
Introduction
This week will be a follow-up to last week’s newsletter on Catholic voting principles. I received some emails with questions about specifics relating to this particular presidential campaign. I have a couple of them below.

My comments will follow each question. Basically, I’m going to be giving you the situation as I see it – this would fall in the realm of prudential judgment – but each of you has to make your own decision when you step into the voting booth.

Question:

This election is very confusing to me in that both Presidential candidates have the same stance when it comes to abortion.  The Republican platform is against abortion, however, their candidate has a different view.  Romney has publicly stated multiple times, most notably after the Republican senator made his well-publicized comments about a women’s body being able to tell whether it was a ‘legitimate rape’ or not, that he does not support abortion except in cases of rape and incest.  This is the same stance of the Democratic candidate, which is also different from the democratic platform.
Since we vote for the person, not the party platform, when it comes to this issue, how do you vote for either candidate when they both support abortion in cases of rape and incest?  With the comments below, as a Catholic do you weigh the other issues in at this point, or do you scrub both completely because they support abortion?  I am not asking you to tell me who to vote for, just looking for advice and clarification when it comes to politics and my Catholic faith.

My Response:

I would disagree with the opinion that both Gov. Romney and President Obama have the same stance when it comes to abortion.  Yes, they both agree that abortion should be legal in cases of rape and incest – which is indeed intrinsically evil -  however, that’s where the similarity ends. 

President Obama agrees 100% with the Democrat Platform when it comes to the "right" of a woman to abort her child.   He has on a few occasions spoken to Planned Parenthood conventions and made it very clear that there isn’t an abortion that he wouldn’t support.  He even pledged to Planned Parenthood that he would make passage of the "Freedom of Choice" Act – which essentially removes any and all state restrictions on abortion (parental consent laws, 48-hour waiting periods, laws requiring women see a sonogram of their baby before the abortion, and so on) – as one of the highest priorities of his administration.  Thankfully that hasn’t happened…yet. 

His administration has gone so far as to sue at least one state to force them to reinstate funding for Planned Parenthood – the largest abortion provider in the country.  Also, he is 100% in favor of the Health and Human Services regulations, which are a part of Obamacare, that would require all Catholic hospitals, Catholic businesses, and most Catholic organizations to pay for abortion, contraception, and sterilization in the health care plans they provide to their employees – trampling all over the religious freedom rights of Catholics. 

While a state senator in Illinois, Barack Obama was the lone vote against a bill that would require doctors to give proper medical care to infants that were born alive after a failed abortion.  It was, essentially, a vote to allow infanticide when a baby survived an abortion.

Now, Mitt Romney does not have a stellar record on abortion.  It seems he has gone back and forth a bit.  He has however, made a pledge during this campaign with the following provisions:

1) I am pro-life and believe that abortion should be limited to only instances of rape, incest, or to save the life of the mother.

2) I support the reversal of Roe v. Wade, because it is bad law and bad medicine. Roe was a misguided ruling that was a result of a small group of activist federal judges legislating from the bench.

3) I support the Hyde Amendment, which broadly bars the use of federal funds for abortions. And as president, I will support efforts to prohibit federal funding for any organization like Planned Parenthood, which primarily performs abortions or offers abortion-related services.

4) I will reinstate the Mexico City Policy to ensure that non-governmental organizations that receive funding from America refrain from performing or promoting abortion services, as a method of family planning, in other countries. This includes ending American funding for any United Nations or other foreign assistance program that promotes or performs abortions on women around the world.

5) I will advocate for and support a Pain-Capable Unborn Child Protection Act to protect unborn children who are capable of feeling pain from abortion.

6) And perhaps most importantly, I will only appoint judges who adhere to the Constitution and the laws as they are written, not as they want them to be written.

7) If I have the opportunity to serve as our nation’s next president, I commit to doing everything in my power to cultivate, promote, and support a culture of life in America.

Now, the first point above is not really a "pro-life" position.  But, if we can limit the number of abortions to only those associated with rape or incest, we will have eliminated around 99% of the abortions in this country.  We can then start working on legislation and education campaigns to eliminate the remaining 1%.  So, while this position is not a pro-life position, it is much less of a pro-abortion position than President Obama’s.  It is the lesser of two evils. 

The other six provisions, however, are indeed pro-life provisions.  So, you have one candidate who is a pro-abortion extremist, and one who is pro-abortion, but much less so, in certain respects, but pro-life in other respects.  You clearly have a situation where, on the issue of abortion, one candidate is the lesser of two evils.  And, we are allowed, when there is no other viable alternative, to vote for the lesser of two evils. 

Now, the prudential question becomes, can I trust Mitt Romney’s pledge to do these things?  After all, he is a politician and he has seemed to flip flop before on this issue.  I don’t know if you can trust him or not.  However, I know that with President Obama, we are absolutely assured that a pro-abortion mentality will dominate his administration – that has already been demonstrated over the last 3 and a half years.  With a Mitt Romney administration, there is at least a chance, that some babies’ lives – either in this country and/or in other countries – will be saved by his policies.  I’m not a big fan of Mitt Romney (he was my 5th favorite out of the 6 main candidates on the Republican side), but I personally have to vote for the potential of pro-life policies being implemented vs. the absolute no hope of pro-life policies being implemented. 

Also, this is where I factor in such things as Romney’s running mate – Paul Ryan – having been a pro-life Catholic for many years. This is where I factor in the Republican vs. Democrat Platforms.  The Republican Platform does not have a plank advocating abortion "rights," while the Democrat Platform does.  So, even if Mitt Romney is not very pro-life in his heart of hearts, he is a politician.  And, he knows that the pro-lifers are very important to his election and, if he is elected, to his re-election. If he is elected, and he reneges on the above-mentioned pledges – he is up the creek without a paddle and I believe he knows that.  Which, will give him incentive to work on fulfilling the pledges he has made.  

But, each person has to decide for themselves.  I believe there is clearly a lesser of two evils here when it comes to the issue of life.  If you see it that way, then it comes down to voting for the lesser of two evils, voting for a third-party or write-in candidate, or not voting at all. 

One other thing to factor in, though, is President Obama’s support for so-called homosexual "marriage."  That, too, is an intrinsic evil.  Mitt Romney is opposed to same-sex "marriage."  So, if you see no difference between Obama and Romney when it comes to abortion, there is definitely a difference when it comes to same-sex "marriage." 

Question:

My problem is that Romney is clearly in favor of abortion by his actions if not his rhetoric. He signed into law while governor of Massachusetts for the public funding of abortion. He also recommended to his sons that they practice in-vitro fertilization for his grandsons. As you probably know this process murders the babies that are not implanted. So, in some ways Romney is even more in favor of abortion than Obama. Do you believe it is intrinsically evil to vote for either of these candidates based on their positions on abortion? If so, in your opinion, should Catholic Christians stay out of this presidential election? It has been the position of many of the leaders in the Church that we should vote for those candidates who would be less likely to promote this evil but it does not seem to me as if either are likely to limit abortion. What is a Catholic to do? I am over 60 years of age and I have never been in a situation where there was not a candidate for president that was for life. This is new ground to me and I do not know how to advise people that seek my advice. God bless.
My Response:

Regarding the differences, as I perceive them, between Romney and Obama on abortion, I refer back to my answer above.  I personally believe there is a significant difference.  Is Romney’s record a good one?  No.  But, could he possibly have had a change of heart?  Maybe.  Could he maybe have realized that pursuing pro-life policies is politically advantageous to him?  Definitely.  And that is why, I believe, there will be a huge difference between the Obama administration and a Romney administration.  The political realities are such that Romney will, at the minimum, have to throw some bones to the pro-lifers.  Those "bones" will save at least some babies’ lives.  

Did Romney sign into law a healthcare system that allowed for public funding of abortion?  Yes.  Did he also veto laws allowing for public funding of embryonic stem cell research and the morning after pill?  Yes.  Mixed record.  Obama’s record is not mixed in any way, shape, or form.  He is pro-abortion through and through. 

Another thing, Romney has said that on his first day as President, he will sign an executive order giving waivers to all fifty states that would allow them to opt out of Obamacare.  This is the kind of pledge that he pretty much has to fulfill, or he will be toast from day one of his administration.  This will single-handedly restore the religious liberty rights of Catholics who own and run businesses, and Catholic organizations who have healthcare plans – the rights that have been trampled on by the HHS regulations issued under Obamacare.  

Regarding Romney and in vitro fertilization.  I’ll assume what you said is true, although I haven’t personally heard that.  That does not, mean, however, that he is necessarily in favor of the "murder" of the embryos that do not "take" in the mother’s womb.  First of all, it is not "murder" if the implanted embryo dies – if it does not grow and develop.  Murder is the intentional taking of life.  An embryo that does not grow upon implantation was not intentionally killed.  The natural processes of pregnancy simply did not, for one reason or another, kick in to allow that embryo to survive.  That is not "murder." 

Now, sometimes when there are multiple embryos implanted, you get multiple children growing in the mother’s womb.  There is, quite often, what has come to be called "selective reductions."  These are abortions that are carried out to get down to just one or two children in the womb.  These selective reductions are indeed murder and are indeed intrinsically evil.  However, they do not occur in every instance of in vitro fertilization and, therefore, it cannot be said that Mitt Romney is necessarily in favor of such a thing.  We don’t have enough evidence to know for sure either way. 

So, you asked for my opinion, and I will give it to you.  In my opinion, Romney is clearly the lesser of two evils.  Since I see him as such, my only options are to vote for Romney, write in someone, or not vote.  For me, personally, voting for Obama would be a participation in moral evil.  You have to decide for yourself given the facts, and given the guidance of the Church on these matters. 

4 years later…

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/371-catholic-voting-principles
[As on pages 1 and 2]

       It is not my job here to tell anyone who they should vote for, but it is my job to let folks know what they need to consider when voting.  Now, there are some who will say that the questions I posed above are a bit harsh. Well, I agree.  But, before anyone emails me or calls me, please look at a picture of an aborted baby (you can find such pictures by doing a quick search on the internet) and consider if anything I’ve written is harsher than what happened to that baby. 

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/372-catholic-voting-principles-a-reply
Introduction
After I put out my newsletter on Catholic Voting Principles a couple of weeks ago, I received an email, and a Facebook posting, from Mr. Jim Lee, with a rebuttal, if you will, of what I had written.  I am going to print his response in its entirety and then go back and respond to him point by point. 

Jim Lee

I am a former convert who has stepped away from the Church for many reasons. One reason is that I cannot wrap my head around the anachronistic idea that Jesus, who predated democracy, would set requirements on how we vote in a secular election.
Protestants and Orthodox have no such requirement that one must vote against abortion to be in good standing with their faiths. Ironically, Protestants oppose abortion at higher percentages than Catholics.
I'm not a monster that wishes to seek the blood of babies. I too wish for a world in which abortion never happens. But life is tough and complicated, and answers are never black and white.
This is why I ask these questions:
1) Do you agree that pregnancy is a time of great fear, emotional side effects, and physical side effects for women, and that this fear is what drives many women to have abortions?
2) Though it’s against Catholicism, do you agree that there is no realistic hope of reducing the number of abortions unless we make contraception more available?
3) Can you say with 100% certainty that abortion is NEVER medically necessary?
4) Catholicism may not require it. But if we oppose abortion, don't we then need to provide increased welfare for poor, single women who can barely afford their own health, and now are punished with unwanted children because of pro-life policies? Doesn't pro-life become a policy of hate if we do not provide this welfare?
5) Invoking logical consistency, don't pro-lifers need to oppose war and police murders with the same vigor as they do with abortion? Yes, I understand abortion affects more numbers. But it's the CONSISTENCY of logic that is the key here. Why should we listen to you on abortion when you don't support Black Lives Matter, for example?
6) Bans have not worked with alcohol, weed, and guns. Why do you believe a ban will work with abortion? Furthermore, why don't Catholics call for bans on contraception and porn? Again, the CONSISTENCY of logic is key.
7) In the VP debate with respect to abortion policy, Tim Kaine said, “[W]e [Hillary and Kaine] really feel like you should live fully and with enthusiasm the commands of your faith. But it is not the role of the public servant to mandate that for everybody else.” What’s so wrong about this statement? What’s so wrong about separation of faith and politics?
#8: John Martignoni's email posted a lot of opinions of clergy which are not magisterial. Which magisterial teaching mandates that you must vote against abortion? My personal belief is that there is none when you look at it.
I appreciate your thoughtful responses.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Jim Lee

I am a former convert who has stepped away from the Church for many reasons. One reason is that I cannot wrap my head around the anachronistic idea that Jesus, who predated democracy, would set requirements on how we vote in a secular election.  Protestants and Orthodox have no such requirement that one must vote against abortion to be in good standing with their faiths. Ironically, Protestants oppose abortion at higher percentages than Catholics.
 

John Martignoni

       So, Jesus would not care if one voted for, say, an Adolf Hitler even though he was promising to first kill all of the physically and mentally handicapped before moving on to gassing the Jews, Gypsies, Slavs, and so on?  Or, Jesus would not care if one voted for, say, a Josef Stalin even though he promised to starve millions of Ukrainians to death so that he could collectivize their land?  Or, Jesus would not care if one voted for, say, a Pol Pot even though he promised to murder all of the educated people in the country - doctors, lawyers, businessmen, teachers, and so on?  Jesus would set no requirements for Christians on such things?  Would you think it an "anachronistic idea" if some said that followers of Christ should not vote for such people?  Really?! 

       Sorry, but it is not an "anachronistic idea" that Jesus' teaching could indeed be applied to how one should vote.  Jesus, while obviously not specifically mentioning how his followers should vote in elections - just as He never specifically mentioned anything about using drugs, or texting while driving, or nuclear war, or laundering bribes through a charitable foundation - did indeed leave moral principles for his followers to apply to all aspects of their lives.  Can you agree, Jiehoon, that moral principles can, and should, be applied to all aspects of one's life?  

       If you can agree to that, then there are definitely Christian principles that apply to voting.  Principles regarding the protection and care of the least among us.  Thou shalt not kill.  The principle of subsidiarity.  Thou shalt not steal.  Thou shalt not bear false witness.  And so on.  These underlying moral principles make the Catholic Voting Principles that I discussed perfectly legitimate and perfectly relevant.  

       Regarding Protestants and the Orthodox, there actually are a number of Protestant ministers and theologians who make the exact same arguments that Catholics do about the requirements and responsibilities placed upon the shoulders of Christians in the voting booth.  So your statement is incorrect on that.  Now, you can't say that all of Protestantism holds to those same requirements and responsibilities, but that is the nature of Protestantism - there is no doctrinal or moral teaching that is consistent across all of Protestantism.  

       About the Orthodox, I couldn't say what any and all Orthodox priests and bishops teach, but seeing as how they hold to pretty much the same moral teachings as Catholicism, with a few exceptions, one could make the same moral arguments about voting to Orthodox believers, and I would be willing to bet there are Orthodox priests and bishops who do indeed make such arguments.  

       And, finally, in the end, it makes no difference whatsoever whether the Protestants or the Orthodox believe as the Catholics believe or not.  Their beliefs are irrelevant to Catholic Christian moral teaching.  All in all, your argument in this respect is simply wrong.

 

Jim Lee

I'm not a monster that wishes to seek the blood of babies. I too wish for a world in which abortion never happens. But life is tough and complicated, and answers are never black and white.
This is why I ask these questions:
1) Do you agree that pregnancy is a time of great fear, emotional side effects, and physical side effects for women, and that this fear is what drives many women to have abortions?
 

John Martignoni

       Do you agree that life is a time of great fear, emotional side effects, and physical side effects for women, and men, and that this fear is what drives many men and women to commit suicide?  

       Do you agree that marriage is a time of great fear, emotional side effects, and physical side effects for women, and men, and that this fear is what drives many men and women to commit adultery and divorce?  

       Your question is along those lines.  In other words, it's an inane question.  No, women have abortions because they are happy about their pregnancy, they are fully supported by the father of the child, and they are absolutely prepared and ready to have a child - economically, mentally, emotionally, physically, and so on. 

       Yes, of course, women have fear during their pregnancies.  Do you know what term doctors use for that?  Normal.  And, yes, pregnancy causes women to have emotional and physical "side effects" - that's due to hormones, oh, and the fact that there is a human being growing inside of them!  Do you know what term doctors use for that?  Normal.  

       In crisis pregnancies, when the pregnancy is not expected, unintended, and/or the father is either ambivalent or perhaps belligerent towards the pregnancy, there is increased fear and anxiety in the mother.  My question to you is: Is fear and anxiety sufficient reason to end the life of another human being?  If so, when I have fear and anxiety over how I will be able to pay for my children's college education, do I then have sufficient reason to take them to the "Can't pay for college" clinic and end their lives?  If a child is in an accident and there is fear and anxiety as to whether or not they will be the same after the accident - physically, mentally, emotionally - as they were before the accident, is that sufficient reason to take him or her to the "Damaged child" clinic and end their life?  

       Is fear a factor in abortion decisions?  Almost always, if not always.  But, sorry, I will not allow for "fear" over what may or may not happen with a child in the future to be considered as sufficient reason to end that child's life.  

       By the way, have you ever considered the fact that there is significant research that abortion - particularly first pregnancy abortions - lead to higher rates of cancer in women?  Do you care about that at all?  What about all of the women who regret their abortion after the fact and who end up abusing alcohol and/or drugs because of their regret and their guilt for having taken their own child's life?  Do you care about them?  Why do you focus all of your attention on the "before," and none of your attention on the "after" of abortion?

       By the way, do you think there should be a law against men being able to pressure, coerce, or threaten women into abortions?  And that if a man fathers a child he should bear responsibility for the care of that child until he or she reaches maturity?

 

Jim Lee

2) Though it’s against Catholicism, do you agree that there is no realistic hope of reducing the number of abortions unless we make contraception more available?
 

John Martignoni

       I absolutely do not agree.  First of all, please tell me where contraception is unavailable?  You can get the pill in any drugstore through any doctor's office or through any public health facility.  You can get condoms at any drugstore or grocery store or any convenience store.  They hand out condoms in high schools, middle schools, and even some elementary schools.  Tell me what large segment of the population is unfamiliar with contraception and is unable to acquire it?  

       Secondly, it is a well-known fact - FACT - that the introduction of contraception, and the contraceptive mentality - children are a burden rather than a gift - always and everywhere precedes the acceptance of abortion in a society.  Abortion is viewed as the remedy for contraceptive failure.  In fact, holding all other factors equal, the more contraception there is, the more abortion there is.  

       Thirdly, we have reduced the number of abortions over the last several years - through the introduction of a number of laws at the state level that restrict abortion and through the promotion of abstinence education.  So, your hypothesis is already proven false.

 

Jim Lee

3) Can you say with 100% certainty that abortion is NEVER medically necessary?
 

John Martignoni

       Yes, I can, with one exception - ectopic pregnancy.  In an ectopic pregnancy, the developing unborn child never makes it to the mother's womb.  The child gets "stuck" in the fallopian tube and its growth threatens to rupture the fallopian tube and potentially kill the mother, and thereby the child dies as well.  The only medical solution to this unfortunate occurrence that is currently available to us is to end the pregnancy.  The intent, however, is not to kill the baby, but to save the mother.  If an ectopic pregnancy is not ended, then both the mother and child will die.  This is the only time that an abortion is medically necessary.  And, if current research to transplant these pregnancies into the uterus eventually bears fruit, then there will be absolutely no medical necessity for an abortion.

       

Jim Lee

4) Catholicism may not require it. But if we oppose abortion, don't we then need to provide increased welfare for poor, single women who can barely afford their own health, and now are punished with unwanted children because of pro-life policies? Doesn't pro-life become a policy of hate if we do not provide this welfare?
 

John Martignoni

       That is about as ridiculous an argument as I have ever heard.  Preventing a woman from killing her own child is a "policy of hate"?  Really?!  Isn't rather, allowing women to kill their children a policy of hate?  Since when does life become associated with evil and hatred, and death become associated with goodness and love?  You are doing exactly what the Pharisees Jesus upbraided were doing - attributing acts of God to Satan (Matt 12:24-28).  God is the author of life, Satan is the author of death.  You would err on the side of Satan rather than on the side of God.  With every new life comes new hope and new possibilities, yet you would squelch that hope and those possibilities just as you would squelch those innocent lives.   

       Besides, every woman who is currently on welfare receives increased benefits when they have an additional child.  That is already a fact.  Or, if having a child results in a woman having to go on welfare, she receives increased benefits for that child.  Furthermore, I guarantee you that those in the pro-life community are, on average, much more giving of their time and financial resources in support of the poor and suffering across the world than those in the pro-death abortion community.  Can you name an organization that feeds, houses, clothes, provides medical attention to, and educates more children - more human beings - than the pro-life Catholic Church?  

       Also, please tell me, have you gone to anyone who is "pro-choice" and said, "If you are truly pro-choice, then you should do everything in your power to help the women who choose to have their babies by contributing more of your taxes to support the feeding, clothing, housing, education, and medical care of those children."  If you haven't asked pro-choice people that question, then you're being a bit of a hypocrite, don't you think?  Why only ask one side about that?

       Finally, no woman is forced to keep a child that they do not want or cannot support.  Ever heard of adoption?  Every adoption agency - every single one - has a waiting list of people willing to adopt "unwanted" children.  Now, will you make the argument that the mother is being more loving by killing her "unwanted" child than by putting it up for adoption to a family that "wants" the child? 

 

Jim Lee

5) Invoking logical consistency, don't pro-lifers need to oppose war and police murders with the same vigor as they do with abortion? Yes, I understand abortion affects more numbers. But it's the CONSISTENCY of logic that is the key here. Why should we listen to you on abortion when you don't support Black Lives Matter, for example?
 

John Martignoni

       Sorry, but there's not much in your question that I would call logical or consistent.  Please tell me what pro-lifer is in favor of "police murders"?  Should we oppose police murders with the same vigor that we oppose abortion?  Yes, as we are able.  I will ask you, shouldn't you oppose abortion with the same vigor you oppose police murders?  I mean, if you're going to be morally consistent, right?  Although, I would be willing to wager you have never gone out to actually protest a police murder, have you?  Shouldn't you oppose poverty with the same vigor you oppose police murder?  Shouldn't you oppose Muslim honor killing with the same vigor you oppose police murder?  Shouldn't you oppose the killing of Christians in the Middle East with the same vigor you oppose police murder?  Shouldn't you oppose corruption at the highest levels of government that gets people killed in places like Benghazi with the same vigor you oppose police murder?  

       There are many evils in this country and around the world that all need to be opposed with vigor.  However, no one person can oppose each and every one of those evils with equal vigor.  That is why, as Christians, we believe in the concept of the Body of Christ.  Some are called to vigorously oppose abortion and to do what they can in other areas as they are able.  Some are called to vigorously oppose poverty and to do what they can in other areas as they able.  Some are called to vigorously oppose this evil or that evil and to do what they can in other areas as they are able.  To say that because you don't oppose each and every evil out there with the same vigor means that you are not being morally consistent is an incredibly ridiculous claim to make; yet, that is the claim you are essentially making.  But, do you live up to the standards that you put up for pro-lifers?  Do you oppose each and every evil in the world with the exact same vigor?  No, you don't.  You know what a person is called who holds one set of standards for others, but does not live by those standards himself, right?    

       One other thing on this, I am a pro-lifer and I don't support "Black Lives Matter" and I am perfectly logically consistent in my beliefs. I see Black Lives Matter protesters calling for the killing of police - "What do we want?  Dead cops!  When do we want them?  Now!"  Are you saying I should support that?  Or, what about the Black Lives Matters protestors who hold up signs that say, "Blue Lives Don't Matter"?  You dare to suggest that I am morally inconsistent because I don't support that crap?  Furthermore, the Black Lives Matter folks are in favor of the killing of unborn black babies.  So, my question to you is: Where is the moral consistency in the Black Lives Matter movement?  If they truly believe Black Lives Matter, then don't ALL black lives matter, including unborn black lives?  But you won't even consider asking the folks in Black Lives Matter that question, will you?  Once again, I believe there is a bit of hypocrisy in your moral positions.  

 

Jim Lee

6) Bans have not worked with alcohol, weed, and guns. Why do you believe a ban will work with abortion? Furthermore, why don't Catholics call for bans on contraception and porn? Again, the CONSISTENCY of logic is key.
 

John Martignoni

       So, by your logic (such as it is), bans on murder and rape have not worked, so let's just forget about passing laws against murder and rape, right?  Bans on car theft and burglary haven't worked, so let's forget about passing laws against car theft and burglary, right?  Bans on speeding and texting and driving haven't worked, so let's forget about passing laws against speeding and texting while driving, right?  In other words, your logic leads to the elimination of all laws, because no law works 100% perfectly.  

       Are you in favor of doing away with the laws on murder, rape, car theft, burglary, speeding, and texting while driving...yes or no?  If not, then how can you argue that I should not be in favor of laws banning the murder of unborn children?  Again, "the CONSISTENCY of logic is key."  

      

Jim Lee

7) In the VP debate with respect to abortion policy, Tim Kaine said, “[W]e [Hillary and Kaine] really feel like you should live fully and with enthusiasm the commands of your faith. But it is not the role of the public servant to mandate that for everybody else.” What’s so wrong about this statement? What’s so wrong about separation of faith and politics?
 

John Martignoni

       Actually, it is the role of the public servant to pass laws (legislative branches) and to uphold and enforce those laws (executive branches), is it not?  Well, what is each and every law?  It is a mandate that places binding restrictions on the citizenry.  Most of those laws, if not all, have a moral underpinning to them.  Does that mean that any law that has some sort of moral foundation to it should be rescinded?  Your logic says, "Yes."  

       My faith says it is wrong to kill innocent people.  But, according to your logic, the public servant should not mandate that for everyone else, since I believe it based on my faith, right?  Also, by your logic, we should remove all government spending on the "War on Poverty."  That "war" is an outgrowth of Christian teaching on feeding the hungry, clothing the naked, and caring for the sick.  So, do you think Tim Kaine believes the government should have the right to "mandate [social welfare programs] for everybody else"?  I'll bet he does.

       Furthermore, Tim Kaine is the biggest hypocrite in this race.  Saying that he is a "devout" Catholic, when he is the farthest thing from it.  On many occasions, assuming he is a regular Mass-goer, Tim Kaine would have repeated the Vows of Baptism.  The first two questions, that he would have replied in the affirmative to, are: 1) Do you reject Satan?  2) And all of his works?  Tim Kaine has undoubtedly stated many times that he rejects Satan and all of his works.  Well, the killing of tens of millions of innocent unborn children is either a work of Satan, or there is no such thing as a work of Satan.  Tim Kaine, in renewing his Vows of Baptism, has said he rejects the work of Satan.  Yet, as a public servant, in an office where he could have a huge impact in rejecting the work of Satan, all of a sudden he reneges on his sacred vows.  What a hypocrite.

 

Jim Lee

8) John Martignoni's email posted a lot of opinions of clergy which are not magisterial. Which magisterial teaching mandates that you must vote against abortion? My personal belief is that there is none when you look at it.
I appreciate your thoughtful responses.
 

John Martignoni

   (Quick note, this last point, #8, was not in the original email, but he added it to a post he made on my Facebook page that contained all of the same material.) 

       Well, meaning absolutely no disrespect, but I'm not particularly interested in what your personal belief regarding magisterial teaching is or is not.  You don't really have much knowledge about Catholic teaching and belief, so your personal opinion in this regard is basically irrelevant.  

       Given that, however, for magisterial teaching that is either directly or indirectly relevant to this point, you can consult any one of these encyclicals: Castii Connubii, Pius XI; Humanae Vitae, Paul VI; Evangelium Vitae, John Paul II; Caritas in Veritate, Benedict XVI; and if you read those and want more, just let me know and I would be happy to supply more titles of pertinent magisterial documents for you to read.  You can also look at Gaudium et Spes from Vatican Council II, on the Church's teaching regarding the right to life.  

       Also, as I said earlier, even if there were an absence of direct teaching regarding abortion - or any other evil perpetuated by man - and voting, the moral principles laid down by Jesus Christ - in Scripture and through His Church - are to be applied always and everywhere, including in the voting booth.  Again, I ask, Jiehoon, do you believe a Christian would have the moral responsibility to vote against someone who campaigned on a platform of wanting to gas Jews?  Or lynch blacks?  Or starve millions of people?  Or slaughter anyone with a high school education?  

       Please tell me what your answer is to those questions.  Because if your answer is that, "Yes," the Christian would have the moral responsibility to vote against such people, then that is the same principle as to why the Christian has the moral responsibility to vote against those who campaign on a platform that advocates for the killing of over 1 million babies each year.  If your answer, however, is consistent - and again "the CONSISTENCY of logic is key" - and you say, "No," the Christian would have no moral responsibility to vote against such people, then all I can say is that you apparently have no moral compass and that is a very scary place to be.

Closing Comments

It always kinda tickles me when people who think they are being so logically consistent that they have you backed into an intellectual corner from which you have no escape, apparently have never actually thought through what it is they are saying, and it turns out that logic and consistency are the two things dramatically missing from their arguments.  

RELATED FILES

WHAT DOES A CATHOLIC HAVE TO CONSIDER WHEN VOTING 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/WHAT_DOES_A_CATHOLIC_HAVE_TO CONSIDER_WHEN_VOTING.doc 

CATHOLIC APOLOGETICS SERIES-JOHN MARTIGNONI WHY DO CATHOLICS…?
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CATHOLIC_APOLOGETICS_SERIES-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 

TWO MINUTE APOLOGETICS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TWO_MINUTE_APOLOGETICS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
TWO MINUTE APOLOGETICS 02-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TWO_MINUTE_APOLOGETICS_02-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
INSTRUCTIONS ON BASIC CATHOLIC APOLOGETICS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/INSTRUCTIONS_ON_BASIC_CATHOLIC_APOLOGETICS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
DEALING WITH AN ANTI-CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/DEALING_WITH_AN_ANTI-CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
APOLOGETICS DEBATE WITH AN EX-CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/APOLOGETICS_DEBATE_WITH_AN_EX-CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
ARGUMENTS CATHOLICS SHOULDNT USE WITH PROTESTANTS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ARGUMENTS_CATHOLICS_SHOULDNT_USE_WITH_PROTESTANTS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
HOW NOT TO COMMENCE AN APOLOGETICS DEBATE WITH A NON-CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/HOW_NOT_TO_COMMENCE_AN_APOLOGETICS_DEBATE_WITH_A_NON-CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
APOLOGETICS DEBATE WITH A NON-CATHOLIC PASTOR-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/APOLOGETICS_DEBATE_WITH_A_NON-CATHOLIC_PASTOR-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
APOLOGETICS DEBATE WITH A NON-CATHOLIC PASTOR 02-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/APOLOGETICS_DEBATE_WITH_A_NON-CATHOLIC_PASTOR_02-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
REFUTING THE ERRORS OF A NON-CATHOLIC PASTOR-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/REFUTING_THE_ERRORS_OF_A_NON-CATHOLIC_PASTOR-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
APOLOGETICS DEBATE WITH THREE ANTI-CATHOLICS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/APOLOGETICS_DEBATE_WITH_THREE_ANTI-CATHOLICS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
NON-CATHOLIC MIKE GENDRONS FALSE TEACHINGS EXPOSED-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/NON-CATHOLIC_MIKE_GENDRONS_FALSE_TEACHINGS_EXPOSED-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 
CATHOLIC APOLOGIST JOHN MARTIGNONI INTERVIEWED BY ATHEIST JEFF PEARLMAN 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CATHOLIC_APOLOGIST_JOHN_MARTIGNONI_INTERVIEWED_BY_ATHEIST_JEFF_PEARLMAN.doc
TESTIMONY OF A REVERT-50-PRESBYTERIAN JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TESTIMONY_OF_A_REVERT-50-PRESBYTERIAN.doc
APOSTOLIC AUTHORITY AND THE POPE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/APOSTOLIC_AUTHORITY_AND_THE_POPE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
A QUESTION OF AUTHORITY-WHO CAN AUTHORITATIVELY INTERPRET SCRIPTURE-JOHN MARTIGNONI
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/A_QUESTION_OF_AUTHORITY-WHO_CAN_AUTHORITATIVELY_INTERPRET_SCRIPTURE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
BEING SAVED DOES GOD WANT EVERYONE TO BE CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/BEING_SAVED_DOES_GOD_WANT_EVERYONE_TO_BE_CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
CAN CHRISTIANS HAVE AN ABSOLUTE ASSURANCE OF SALVATION-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CAN_CHRISTIANS_HAVE_AN_ABSOLUTE_ASSURANCE_OF_SALVATION-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
CLARIFYING THE PRIESTS SEX ABUSE SCANDAL-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CLARIFYING_THE_PRIESTS_SEX_ABUSE_SCANDAL-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
CONTRACEPTION AND NATURAL FAMILY PLANNING-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CONTRACEPTION_AND_NATURAL_FAMILY_PLANNING-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
FAITH AND WORKS IN JUSTIFICATION-DEBATE WITH ANTI-CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/FAITH_AND_WORKS_IN_JUSTIFICATION-DEBATE_WITH_ANTI-CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
FALLIBILITY OF SCRIPTURE INTERPRETATION BY INDIVIDUALS-JOHN MARTIGNONI  

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/FALLIBILITY_OF_SCRIPTURE_INTERPRETATION_BY_INDIVIDUALS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
HOW ANYONE CAN USE THE BIBLE TO EXPLAIN AND DEFEND CATHOLIC TEACHING-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/HOW_ANYONE_CAN_USE_THE_BIBLE_TO_EXPLAIN_AND_DEFEND_CATHOLIC_TEACHING-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
HOW NOT TO STUDY YOUR BIBLE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/HOW_NOT_TO_STUDY_YOUR_BIBLE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
IS DOCTRINE IMPORTANT-JOHN MARTIGNONI  

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_DOCTRINE_IMPORTANT-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
IS JESUS GOD THE SON IN THE TRINITARIAN SENSE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_JESUS_GOD_THE_SON_IN_THE_TRINITARIAN_SENSE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
IS THE CATHOLIC CHURCH THE HARLOT OR WHORE OF BABYLON-JOHN MARTIGNONI  

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_THE_CATHOLIC_CHURCH_THE_HARLOT_OR_WHORE_OF_BABYLON-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
LIBERAL CATHOLICS EXPOSED-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/LIBERAL_CATHOLICS_EXPOSED-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
LIBERAL HOMILIES-THE PARABLE OF THE TALENTS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/LIBERAL_HOMILIES-THE_PARABLE_OF_THE_TALENTS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
MERIT AND THE GENERAL JUDGEMENT-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MERIT_AND_THE_GENERAL_JUDGEMENT-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
MORAL RELATIVISM-WHAT IS TRUTH-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MORAL_RELATIVISM-WHAT_IS_TRUTH-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
NO SALVATION OUTSIDE THE CHURCH-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/NO_SALVATION_OUTSIDE_THE_CHURCH-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
ONCE SAVED ALWAYS SAVED-TRUE OR FALSE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ONCE_SAVED_ALWAYS_SAVED-TRUE_OR_FALSE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
PROTESTANT SALVATION TEST FOR CATHOLICS-ARE YOU CERTAIN OF GOING TO HEAVEN-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/PROTESTANT_SALVATION_TEST_FOR_CATHOLICS-ARE_YOU_CERTAIN_OF_GOING_TO_HEAVEN-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
PURGATORY-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/PURGATORY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
QUESTIONS PROTESTANTS CAN’T ANSWER-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUESTIONS_PROTESTANTS_CANT_ANSWER-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
SOLA FIDE AND DO CHRISTIANS NEED TO FORGIVE TO BE SAVED-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_FIDE_AND_DO_CHRISTIANS_NEED_TO_FORGIVE_TO_BE_SAVED-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 
SOLA FIDE AND SALVATION BY WORKS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_FIDE_AND_SALVATION_BY_WORKS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
SOLA SCRIPTURA-IS IT BIBLICAL-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_SCRIPTURA-IS_IT_BIBLICAL-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
SOLA SCRIPTURA-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_SCRIPTURA-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE RAPTURE AND THE BIBLE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_RAPTURE_AND_THE_BIBLE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
TOO CATHOLIC TO BE CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TOO_CATHOLIC_TO_BE_CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
WAS PETER THE FIRST POPE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/WAS_PETER_THE_FIRST_POPE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
WHY ATHEISTS HAVE NO RIGHTS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/WHY_ATHEISTS_HAVE_NO_RIGHTS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 

MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 

MARY AS THE ARK OF THE COVENANT-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MARY_AS_THE_ARK_OF_THE_COVENANT-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
QUESTIONS CONCERNING MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUESTIONS_CONCERNING_MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE ASSUMPTION OF MARY INTO HEAVEN-JOHN MARTIGNONI

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_ASSUMPTION_OF_MARY_INTO_HEAVEN-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE IMMACULATE CONCEPTION OF MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_IMMACULATE_CONCEPTION_OF_MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE PERPETUAL VIRGINITY OF MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_PERPETUAL_VIRGINITY_OF_MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
