
CONSECRATION OF AMERICA

Immaculate Mary, most Holy Mother of God 
and of Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, 
we the people of the United States of America 
at this historic moment stand before you
in a humbled condition of love, 
loyalty, affection, and thankfulness. 
To your Immaculate Heart we recommit and dedicate o urselves 
throughout the entire American nation. 
To your Son Jesus Christ we pledge to serve His tea ching, 
His church, and to work for His kingdom on earth. 
O Mary, to you do we flee for protection.

Surround the American family with your maternal car e; 
enfold us in your arms. 
Give to this American land, 
built on the blood and tears of so many faithful fo rebears, 
a peaceful and praiseworthy existence in truth, 
love, justice, and freedom. 

O Mary, we submit to you as the Patroness of our be loved country. 
O Mary, Help of Christians, 
enfold the Holy Father and the Catholic Church 
within your protective cloak; 
be our shield in the days ahead. 
Give to the Church true holiness and freedom. 
Obtain for our leaders holy zeal, 
the ability to face the truth, 
and the courage to correct all abuses. 
Stop the flood of atheism, greed, heresy, 
impurity, lukewarm ness, materialism, 
and selfishness that threaten our nation. 
Show to those who have strayed from the Church 
the way to Our Lord Jesus Christ. 

Mother of God, 
accept our personal consecration to you and, throug h you, 
bind us forever to the Holy Trinity. 
Gather us all into your Immaculate Heart 
and unite us forever with Jesus. 
O Mary, we love you.

Amen. 

    



            
                            
THANK YOU FOR ANOTHER SUCCESSFUL PRO-LIFE SEMINAR
 
 
            This year we heard wonderful testimony form Father Juniper Sistare  of the
Franciscan Friars of Renewal.   He underscored the point as leaders in the respect life
movement, we must continue to redouble our efforts.  We must maintain our strength
through prayer and the sacraments.  We are engaged in a battle against a culture of
death which is supported by the master of all  lies - Satan.  We cannot and will not
retreat. 
 
Lauren Daigle, U.N.H. Students for Life, recounted the success of the Genocide
Awareness Project,  despite  opposition from many s tudents and faculty.  She made
clear that abortion is America's Holocaust.
 
Brother Knight Dan Claus of Belmont  told the story  of his handicapped daughter,
highlighting how faith and hope along with aggressi ve medical therapies  can make the
difference;  a Terry Schiavo story in reverse. 
 
And thank you to Harvest Investments,  St. Michael' s Brigade, Birthright,  New
Hampshire Right to Life,
State Deputy Tom Ingham, and Past State Deputy, Nor m Lemerise.
  
 
 

 
LEGISLATIVE ALERT:
 
Click here: Susan B. Anthony List - Take Action  Urge Congress to Oppose the
Freedom of Choice Act!

 
 
What the U.S. Abortion Ruling Means 
Professor Douglas Kmiec Analyzes the Court's Decisi on 

MALIBU, California, MAY 3, 2007 (Zenit.org).- The U.S. Supreme Court's recent decision to uphold a federal
partial-birth abortion ban may be the necessary precedent to validate future laws defending life, according to an
expert on family law. 

For the first time since the Roe v. Wade decision in 1973, the U.S. Supreme Court has upheld a ban on a
specific type of abortion. 

For an in-depth analysis of this decision, ZENIT turned to Douglas Kmiec, professor and Caruso Family Chair in
Constitutional Law at Pepperdine University, and a former justice department official and dean of the law school
at Catholic University of America. 



Q: First of all, can you tell us what the Supreme C ourt actually held in Gonzales v. Carhart? 

Kmiec: Carhart upheld a nationwide ban on partial-birth abortion enacted by Congress as the Partial-Birth
Abortion Ban Act of 2003. 

Partial-birth abortion involves the near completed delivery of an intact child only to intentionally puncture the
child's skull for purposes inflicting death by suctioning out the brain. 

The Supreme Court found the state of Nebraska's ban of this gruesome procedure too vague to be enforceable,
and lacking a health exception. 

Congress tightened up the language and supplied an exception for life, but not for health. Responsible medical
testimony found the procedure to be "never medically necessary" and fraught with its own health risks. 

In its latest ruling, the court conceded that the need for a health exception was contested. Nevertheless, in spite
of that medical uncertainty, the court found there was no basis to invalidate the law in its entirety. 

Rather, the presumption should be in favor of the law's enforcement, leaving the door ajar just a bit should an
unusually rare medical condition be specifically demonstrated to medically require the procedure. 

In general, said the court, the federal restriction was perfectly valid since "the government has a legitimate and
substantial interest in preserving and promoting fetal life." 

Notwithstanding a great deal of hyperbole in the general press, Carhart is a faithful application of the earlier
Casey precedent and it reaffirms that the states "retain a critical and legitimate role in legislating on the subject
of abortion.... The political processes of the state are not to be foreclosed from enacting laws to promote the life
of the unborn and to ensure respect for all human life and its potential." 

In this particular case, this meant that Congress d id not need to supply a generally applicable health
exception to the ban of a procedure that the Congre ss found was "never medically necessary ." 

The court did not necessarily accept that congressional finding; instead, it provided that any woman who
believes she is facing a unique health challenge may make an individualized challenge to the ban on that case-
by-case basis. 

Q: There is some debate over whether Gonzales v. Ca rhart was a narrow decision that upheld a
congressional law banning a specific abortion proce dure or whether it completely changed the legal
landscape of abortion. What is your assessment? 

Kmiec: While only vindicating a ban of one notably ugly procedure, the ruling is important for the insight it
supplies about the new "Roberts Court." Especially relevant is the extent to which the court chose to highlight the
profound social injury that abortion represents to motherhood. 

Writing for the court majority -- which included Chief Justice John Roberts and Justices Samuel Alito, Clarence
Thomas and Antonin Scalia -- Justice Anthony Kennedy affirmed that "respect for human life finds [its] ultimate
expression in the bond of love the mother has for her child." 

Acknowledging abortion to be a painful and difficult moral decision, the court pronounced that it would be "self-
evident" for any mother to regret her choice to abort. The majority speculated that this pain would be far greater
if the law had permitted a doctor to engage in the shocking killing of a child partially born. 

From the technical perspective of the law's development, Carhart is important in a number of respects that will
increase the likelihood that abortion regulation beyond this one procedure will be upheld in the future. 

First, it is an elementary rule that "every reasonable construction must be resorted to in order to save a statute
from unconstitutionality." 

Prior to Carhart, this basic principle of law and judicial humility was nevertheless disregarded in abortion cases.
It was almost as if abortion legislation was presumed invalid, rather than valid. Carhart seems to change this



giving more presumptive validity to abortion laws generally. 

Second, the court made it harder to make what lawye rs call a "facial" challenge to an abortion law. A
facial challenge claims that a law cannot be consti tutionally applied in any circumstance. The Carhart
decision held that facial attacks are not the prefe rred means of constitutional adjudication. 

In saying this, the court was mitigating some of the confusion caused when the court seemingly departed from
the "heavy burden" that is typically placed upon parties that seek to strike a legislative enactment in its entirety. 

The normal rule -- outside the abortion context -- was that those making a facial challenge to a statute must
show that no set of circumstances exists under which the act would be valid. The court did not return completely
to this normal rule in Carhart, but it edged closer to it. 

Q: One of the more interesting aspects of the case is  that it appears to resurrect the idea that a state  has
a moral interest in protecting fetal life. Does Gon zales v. Carhart allow legislatures to justify abor tion
regulations on the basis that some practices are im moral or inhumane? 

Kmiec: Yes, to a point. Carhart held that it was legitimat e for Congress to conclude that "ethical and
moral concerns" justified the special prohibition o f a procedure that Congress determined bore a
"disturbing similarity to the killing of a newborn infant." 

Nevertheless, caution is appropriate here. The court still relied upon the ban not constituting a substantial
obstacle or undue burden on the women's decision. 

Thus, while moral considerations were important here insofar as they supplied the rational basis for
congressional action, the court is not indicating that it will accept moral considerations as sufficient to outweigh a
woman's decision generally. 

Q: Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg's dissent vehemently  criticized Justice Kennedy's recognition of the
negative effects of abortion on women, and that som e women come to regret their abortion. Will this
recognition influence future pro-life efforts? 

Kmiec: Justice Kennedy has been wrongly criticized. The dissent suggests he is relying upon archaic stereotype
or that he assumes women are "too fragile" to digest accurate descriptions of abortion procedures. 

In truth, Justice Kennedy is respecting -- not subjugating -- the judgment of the woman when he posits that if she
is properly informed, she would be less likely to choose abortion. There is no necessary identity between a
woman choosing to have an abortion and intelligence. 

Indeed, it is the state's assumption that the ratio nal woman will forgo an abortion when she has all t he
facts. Justice Kennedy said: "the state's interest in respect for life is advanced by the dialogue tha t
better informs ... expectant mothers ... of the con sequences that follow from a decision to elect a la te-
term abortion." 

Dissenting, Justice Ginsburg and her fellow dissenters -- Justices John Paul Stevens, Stephen Breyer, and
David Souter -- characterized the abortion right as essential to a woman's autonomy and her "enjoyment of
equal citizenship." Why a woman's equality could be claimed to depend upon the option of destroying the life of
her child is unexplained. 

Indeed, Justice Ginsburg comes very close to equating the protection of unborn children to abusive behavior
toward women. Seemingly to refute the "bond of love" between mother and child noted by the majority, Justice
Ginsburg emphasizes unwanted pregnancies and the daily incidents of sexual assault. 

This is a non sequitur. Proscribing an inhuman abortion practice does not re impose "discredited notions about
women's place in the family and under the Constitution," nor does it condone domestic abuse. 

Justice Ginsburg is right, of course, that at one time -- a half century or more ago -- the law rather exclusively
highlighted "the destiny and mission of women to fulfill the noble and benign offices of wife and mother." 



America can and should still celebrate these as noble callings. Nothing about protecting unborn life, however,
requires that they be the only vocational choices of a woman. 

What was the Supreme Court's greatest gift of insig ht in Carhart? It was the rejection of the pernicio us
idea that women can only achieve by standing upon t he graves of their unborn children. 

Q: Some critics of the decision say it was a case o f five Catholic justices imposing their morality on  the
nation. How do you see it? 

Kmiec: This is a canard. 

What should determine the abortion question -- for Catholic or non-Catholic judges -- is whether the
claimed right can legitimately be said to be consis tent with the premise of an "unalienable right to l ife"
in the Declaration of Independence -- America's doc ument of incorporation as a nation -- and the histo ry,
tradition and practices of the people which inform the definition of the word "liberty" in the 14th
amendment . 

If abortion is inconsistent with either, it is questionable -- as a constitutional or legal matter -- irrespective of one's
faith tradition. Notwithstanding abundant science and common observation, the beginning of life remains
contested, of course, in the population at large. 

Given this claimed disagreement, it may well be that only the people through their legislative choices can decide
it. If that is so, it is sound constitutional jurisprudence for judges of any or no faith to permit the legislative voice
to be heard. 

Of course, it is for Catholics to bring to bear on that discussion the Catholic teaching on the sacredness of all life
from the moment of conception. 

It is wrong to think morality is irrelevant to the adopted law. If moral considerations informed the original
constitutional text or statutes adopted under it, then the morality that has been incorporated into the law is and
ought to be respected since it has been adopted by the people -- as law, not faith. 
ZE07050319

 
The abortion issue is, above all, a personal one

Shelley Fralic 
Vancouver Sun           (ultra-sounds will make women think twice!)

Saturday, March 24, 2007

I was, and am, a reluctant feminist. Reluctant in that political appellations of any sort make me uneasy, because
they come with instant parameters that are unyielding in the face of logic and common sense, and,
more importantly, my gut.  Reluctant because, despite what my generation has been led to believe, we
can't have it all, man or woman.  And reluctant because feminism, by definition, is about women redefining
words like empowerment, and choice, except that by voicing our newfound freedoms we are immediately
separated into social and political camps that squat in defiance on either side of the issues.

Nowhere is that schism more profound, for women, than on the issue of
abortion. But this isn't a column about Roe vs. Wade, or Democrats vs. Republicans, or
Betty Friedan vs. Phyllis Schlafly, or church vs. state. It's not really about the abortion debate at all, that
decades-long war over who's right and who's wrong, or who comes first, the fetus or the baby.

Instead, it's just one woman's view, one woman's feelings, stripped of rhetoric and political correctness and
amendment-citing and a half century of divisive sisterhood.



A column, if you will, about an average mother and her heart.

So when the state of South Carolina announced last week that it is considering a law to require women seeking
abortions to first view an ultrasound image of the fetus, I wasn't surprised that my first thought was:
Now, that's a good idea.

And then, recoiling in PC reflex horror, I thought, Oh dear, I've turned into Dr. Laura.
Which wouldn't be a bad thing, given that the older I get, the smarter she gets, but it would certainly knock me off
the cocktail roster of any liberal soiree this side of the White House. Which, come to think of it, wouldn't be a bad
thing, either.

And then I got to thinking about abortion, and how my view of it has changed over the years, and how the issue,
unlike any other in modern history, has so divided women, to the degree that to be anything other than pro-
choice is to remain silent in public, lest one be ostracized for having a contrary opinion.

Which, in my case, is a view of abortion that is neither pro, nor anti.

When I was pregnant with my son 33 years ago, routine ultrasounds were
unheard of, but abortions were not. 
They were, in fact, a rather popular and even trendy problem-solver.

Baby a financial burden? Abort. Baby interrupting career? Abort. Baby without marriage? Abort. Baby the result
of a rape? Abort. Baby an intrusion on lifestyle? Abort. Baby have Down syndrome? Abort.

Everyone was doing it, many women so sloppy with their bodies that they used abortion as some kind of uber
birth control, undergoing several abortions through their dating years.

Through it all, I held fast to the philosophy, and mostly still do, that a woman has divine right over her body, that
neither the state nor society has any business in her decisions, except to uphold its obligation to provide the
appropriate health care and social support, as it would any other legal medical procedure.

So there I was, a pregnant, unmarried 21-year-old, in an unstable relationship and yet to establish that much-
coveted career.

There were those around me who wondered aloud if abortion might not have been a better option than the one I
chose, which was to have the baby, and marry the father.

It wasn't because I didn't believe in abortion, but more that I believed in the baby, not an especially sophisticated
decision but the one that felt right for me.

Ten years later, I was pregnant again and the same man held my hand while we watched our baby girl, at 16
weeks -- not coincidentally, an age ripe for the average abortion -- doing somersaults on an ultrasound screen.

I couldn't feel even a flicker of movement, but there she was: A perfect little being, the bon es of her fingers
and feet and spine clearly defined, her legs kickin g, her heart beating, her tiny round head bobbing
inside me. I would never be the same. Nor would my views on abortion.

I do think there are appropriate times to terminate a pregnancy, especially when the mother's life is at risk, or
when the fetal handicap is so severe that to bring the child into the world is to be uncommonly cruel.

And I don't believe that any woman who has had an abortion ever forgets it.

But I also believe that anything that makes us thin k about abortion for one
minute longer than we otherwise might, that makes u s stare the cold, hard
reality of abortion in the face, is not a bad thing  at all.

sfralic@png.canwest.com



 
Click here: http://app.bronto.com/public/...  
Women's Groups are Panicked!
 
Click here: Prenatal Test Puts Down Syndrome in Har d Focus - New York
Times  
 
 
Click here: WorldNetDaily: Force doctors to perform  abortions?  
 

 

NEWS FROM THE PAST FEW WEEKS
 
 
Catholic Church Says Babies Who Die From Abortion M ay Go to Heaven
Vatican, City (LifeNews.com) -- The Pope has approved a Catholic Church report that would
revise the official teaching of the church on whether babies who are not baptized would go to
Heaven. The report would theoretically cover babies who are the victims of abortion and have
not had a chance to be blessed by the sacrament. Pope Benedict XVI signed off on the
findings of the International Theological Commission, which issued a document on the
Catholic concept of "limbo" on Originis, a documentary service that's part of the Catholic
News Service. The commission said on its web site that there were "serious theological and liturgical grounds for
hope that unbaptized infants who die will be saved and brought into eternal happiness even though there is not
an explicit teaching on this question found in revelation." "There are reasons to hope that God will save these
infants precisely because it was not possible (to baptize them)," it said. Rev. Luis Ladaria, a Jesuit who an officer
of the commission, told the Associated Press, "We can say we have many reasons to hope that there is
salvation for these babies." He told AP that no one can be sure what happens to babies who are victims of
abortion and don't get baptized because the Bible is silent on the specific issue. Read the complete story.
Pro-Abortion Freedom of Choice Act Officially Intro duced in Congress
Washington, DC (LifeNews.com) -- The pro-abortion Freedom of Choice Act was officially
introduced on Thursday and the legislation would enshrine the Roe v. Wade decision into law.
That would make legalized abortion the law of the land, but it also would overturn the pro-life
laws state legislatures have enacted. The FOCA bill would "bar government, at any level, from
interfering with a woman's fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to terminate a
pregnancy." Sen. Barbara Boxer, a California Democrat, is behind the bill in the Senate and
Rep. Jerrold Nadler, a New York Democrat, is the sponsor of the bill in the House. "We can no longer rely on the
Supreme Court to protect a woman's constitutional right to choose," Nadler said in introducing the bill and
responding to the high court's decision to uphold a national ban on partial-birth abortions. Democrats control
both chambers and the measure will likely get a hearing in both but there are likely enough votes to stop the bill,
especially in the Senate where any senator can use a filibuster to force a 60-vote majority to cut off debate.
Boxer said she would start with the 52 senators, including eight Republicans, who voted in 2003 to affirm the
principles of Roe v. Wade. Read the complete story.
 

President Bush Threatens to Veto Any Legislation Fu nding Abortions
Washington, DC (LifeNews.com) -- Last week, President Bush issued a letter to the
leaders of Congress informing them that he will veto any legislation sent to his desk that
uses federal taxpayer funds to pay for abortions. The president sent his letter to House
Speaker Nancy Pelosi and Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid. "I will veto any legislation
that weakens current Federal policies and laws on abortion, or that encourages the
destruction of human life at any stage," the president promised. Bush told the abortion

advocates that he is "concerned" that they are going to approve federal spending bills that alter current U.S.



policy prohibit the funding of abortion in various circumstances. In doing so, Bush said Reid and Pelosi would
"allow taxpayer dollars to be used for the destruction of human life" and he wanted to make sure they did not
"misunderstand my views on these important issues." The president tried to persuade the pair about the dignity
and worth of human life. "Our Nation was founded on the belief that every human being has rights, dignity, and
matchless value," he wrote. "Every child should be welcomed into life and protected in law. The advancement of
science and medicine need not conflict with the ethical imperative to cherish and protect every life."  Click here
to read the text of the letter. Read the complete story.

 
Texas Senate Panel Passes Abortion Bill Allowing Ul trasound Viewing

Austin, TX (LifeNews.com) -- A Texas state Senate panel has signed off on a bill that
would require abortion practitioners to do ultrasounds on women considering abortions and
to give them an opportunity to see it beforehand. Republican Sen. Dan Patrick, a
Republican who is sponsoring the bill, hopes it will help persuade women to keep their
babies. Under Patrick's bill, women would not be required to see the ultrasound but they
must be allowed the chance to do so and can sign a form stating they were given the

opportunity. "I'm interested in protecting the lives of the unborn and giving a woman an option before she makes
that fatal choice for that fetus, for that baby, to look at that ultrasound," he said. "That might persuade her to
save that life," he said. Patrick's bill amends the state's informed consent law that allows women to receive
information about abortion's risks and alternatives before having one. The legislature approved that Right to
Know provision in 2003. Representatives of the Texas affiliate of NARAL complained about the bill during the
hearing and it was chanced from requiring women to see the ultrasound to requiring the abortion practitioner to
give them the opportunity to view it. Read the complete story

Rudy Giuliani: I Can Support Both Abortion and Part ial-Birth Abortion Ban
Concord, NH (LifeNews.com) -- Rudy Giuliani defended his position on abortion and partial-
birth abortion during a campaign stop in New Hampshire on Tuesday. The former New York City
mayor told voters that he's not being inconsistent when he says he supports abortion but also
backs the Supreme Court ruling on the partial-birth abortion ban. Giuliani insisted that his recent
support for the partial-birth abortion ban and the high court's ruling upholding it was consistent
with his past opposition to the ban. "I think you can be personally opposed to it, hate abortion,
respect somebody else's conscience who might make a different decision, and also believe that

particular form of abortion is wrong," he said. He said he shifted his position on the ban when lawmakers
adopted "more scientific language" in the life of the mother provision in the bill in 2003. Giuliani explained that he
opposed the partial-birth abortion ban in the 1990s and supported President Clinton's two vetoes of it because
he didn't think the life of the mother exception was strong enough. However, the premise behind Clinton's vetoes
was his contention that the ban needed a health exception despite medical groups saying that the three-day-long
abortion procedure is never medically necessary. Read the complete story.

Supreme Court's Partial-Birth Abortion Decision: On e Small Step for Man
by Ken Conner  

Now that the dust has settled and we have had a chance to absorb the Supreme Court's recent
decision in Gonzales v. Carhart, which upheld the facial constitutional validity of the national
ban on partial birth abortion, we can step back and assess the significance of the Court's
decision. In the immediate aftermath of the decision, some in the pro-life community hailed it as
a huge advance, while others who support abortion decried it as a major setback.
Unfortunately, it is neither. At best, this decision represents a small step forward in our long
struggle to protect the lives of unborn children. While it is significant that this is a step forward, it

would be excessively optimistic to imagine that the Carhart ruling has paved the way for the overturning of Roe
v. Wade. What is clear from the opinion is that the court continues to use the principles of Roe and Planned
Parenthood v. Casey, as its benchmarks for measuring the constitutionality of abortion legislation. Carhart does
nothing to erode these cases, which have bedeviled the pro-life community and led to the destruction of tens of
millions of unborn children. In a nutshell, the Court continues to labor under the assumption that the individual
living in a mother's womb is something other than a human being. No amount of legal precedents can change
the medical, scientific, and ethical reality: the fetus is both alive and it is human. It is human life. There is
absolutely no logical reason why this human life should be less protected under the law than any other human
life. The Supreme Court of the United States does not have the authority to redefine the nature of reality, and
simply because it has a history of redefining reality does not mean it should continue to do so. The logic of Roe



and Casey must be rejected. Read the complete story. 

Abortion and the Supreme Court: The New Anti-Cathol ic Bigotry
by Chuck Colson  
The editorial cartoon appeared in the Philadelphia Inquirer in the wake of the Supreme Court
decision upholding the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act. It featured the nine justices sitting on the
bench. The five Catholic justices who voted to uphold the ban are depicted wearing bishops’
mitres. Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg, who is Jewish, is staring at them with a horrified look. So
are the three Protestant justices. The cartoon’s message was clear: The Catholics had voted,
not to uphold the law, but to impose their personal religious views. It’s a graphic example of
anti-Catholic bigotry. The Philadelphia Inquirer was hardly alone. Now, it’s not surprising when irresponsible
commentators like Rosie O’Donnell make bigoted remarks about Catholics—as she did. Well, at least she won’t
be on ABC for a while. But it is shocking when more respectable observers do so. For instance, Geoffrey Stone,
former dean of the University of Chicago law school, writes that “all five justices in the majority in [this case] are
Catholic. The four justices who either are Protestant or Jewish all voted in accord with settled precedent”—note
that. And then he adds: “The five justices in the majority [that is, the Catholics] . . . failed to respect the
fundamental difference between religious belief and morality.” If you uphold a law approved by both parties in
Congress and supported by most Americans, you are imposing your morality. But if you vote against the ban,
you have nobly kept your religious views from interfering with your job. The ugly implication here is obvious: that
it is not possible for faithful Catholic judges to carry out their responsibility to interpret and uphold the law. Read
the complete story.

Parents Want Their Kids to Practice Abstinence, Sup port Education Programs
Washington, DC (LifeNews.com) -- An overwhelming number of parents want their kids to
practice abstinence until marriage and support abstinence education programs that drive that
point home. Though six states have announced their intent to refuse federal funding for
abstinence-only education, a new Zogby poll shows they are out of touch with Americans. The
poll found that 83% of parents want their children to save sex until marriage and a majority of
families believe that programs should reinforce the abstinence message when broaching sex
ed in the classroom. "Despite left-wing pressure to abandon abstinence-only education, a
survey of over 1,000 parents found overwhelming support for the programs," Family Research Council president
Tony Perkins told LifeNews.com on Monday. "When the differences between comprehensive and abstinence
education were explained, moms and dads supported abstinence by a two-to-one margin," he added. Valerie
Huber, executive director of the National Abstinence Education Association, also commented on the poll.
"There’s so much misinformation out there about what abstinence education is," she told CitizenLink. "We were
convinced that once parents understood the real content of abstinence education, they would overwhelmingly
support abstinence.” Read the complete story

Pope Benedict XVI: Pro-Abortion Pols Excommunicated , No Communion
The Vatican (LifeNews.com) -- The Catholic Church has made it clear in the past that it
strongly opposes abortion and wants pro-abortion politicians to rethink their views or consider
refraining from taking communion. Pope Benedict XVI stepped up those warnings Wednesday
saying pro-abortion politicians have excommunicated themselves. He also said he elected
officials who support abortion should be prevented from receiving communion. The pontiff was
asked about the topics in reference to a threat from the Catholic bishops in Mexico to
excommunicate members of the Mexico City legislative assembly who recently voted to legalize abortion in the
nation's capital. “Yes, this excommunication was not an arbitrary one but is allowed by Canon (church) law which
says that the killing of an innocent child is incompatible with receiving communion, which is receiving the body of
Christ,” he said. "They (Mexican Church leaders) did nothing new, surprising or arbitrary. They simply
announced publicly what is contained in the law of the Church... which expresses our appreciation for life and
that human individuality, human personality is present from the first moment (of life)," he added. The pope talked
about church doctrine known as "automatic excommunication” where someone who does something which the
church considers a grave sin inflicts on themselves. Read the complete story.

A Selfless Pro-Life Choice: Adoption as an Abortion  Alternative
by Ken Connor  
In the aftermath of the Supreme Court decision upholding the ban on partial birth abortion,
proponents of abortion have reacted as if the sky were falling. Abortion proponents have grimly
announced that a "woman's right to choose" is in peril. Of course, they speak about the "right to
choose" only in the abstract; they are careful not to identify the choice they have in view. The



morality of any "choice" under consideration, however, cannot be divorced from the thing that is being chosen.
Choices are not mere abstractions. They are concrete, and they have consequences. Let's not kid ourselves
about what is at stake in the "choice" debate. When abortion advocates talk about the "right to choose", they are
not talking about the right to choose between chocolate and vanilla. They are talking about the right to choose to
kill an innocent unborn child. The fact that a mother would contemplate killing her child, and that there are those
who zealously advocate such a "choice", is evidence that something has gone very, very wrong in our society.
As the Feminists for Life slogan puts it, "women deserve better than abortion." Indeed they do, and so do their
children. Adoption is an option that is not discussed nearly enough in the public debate about "choice". Rarely is
the case for adoption made with the same vigor as the case for abortion. Part of the zeal for abortion is fueled by
money. We should never forget that abortion is a multi-million dollar industry. With that kind of money at stake, it
is easy to see why abortion proponents get so pumped up. Read the complete story.

Rudy Giuliani Continues Slide in Polls As Abortion Criticism Increases
Washington, DC (LifeNews.com) -- Rudy Giuliani is continuing to slide in the polls as he is
plagued by more criticism over his position on abortion. The former New York City mayor has
drawn strong opposition because of his pro-abortion views, but recent flaps about supporting
taxpayer funding for abortions and donations to Planned Parenthood haven't helped. A new
CNN poll shows Giuliani has dropped a large nine percentage points from March to May --
going from 34 percent nationally to just 23 percent. Virtually every other candidate has gained
or stayed the same in the poll and benefited from the ex-mayor's slide. John McCain, who has
been emphasizing his opposition to abortion recently and said Giuliani would have problems attracting GOP
voters over abortion, rose from 18 to 23 percent from March to May. Fred Thompson, the pro-life former
Tennessee senator who is not officially in the race, rose to 13 percent from 11 percent in CNN's April poll. Mitt
Romney increased a point to 10 percent, New Gingrich, who is not running, rose from 8 to 9 percent, and Mike
Huckabee, the pro-life former Arkansas governor, moved to 3 percent from 1 percent. Sam Brownback and Tom
Tancredo also rose 1 point to 2 percent each while other candidates just registered the support of one percent in
the survey. Read the complete story

 

PEACE IN CHRIST,

RON


