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PERSONAL ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The distinguished Tolkien scholar William Ready has observed that:

Every writer is by nature objective and lonely; the greater the writer, the more he is removed. This alienation is a part of the price of Art, and the greatest danger that can come to any writer is to hear the siren and seductive invitation to join the gang, to become involved in the game. It needs a great belief in the value of one’s art to reject the bid... (1)

I agree with Ready, that we writers are by and large a lonely lot. Yet, we are also part of the whole, and man is by nature a social being. We may, for the sake of our art, eschew human contacts for a time, but this does not diminish in any way our responsibilities to those we love--our spouses, our family and our intimates--nor to those lesser or unknown members of our kin (from the tiny human embryo to the preborn child to the handicapped to the aged) whose voice we must become when they cannot speak or defend themselves. Nor does being a “breed apart” excuse us from acknowledging the great debt we owe to those particular persons who, as part of the Divine Plan, have graced our lives and profoundly influenced our writings. Permit me then, dear reader, to acknowledge a portion of that debt to the following:

To Dr. Herbert Ratner, editor of Child and Family and to Professor Charles Rice of Notre Dame Law School for their many years of service and good counsel, freely given and gratefully received, by this writer as the Director of the United States Coalition for Life and The Michael Fund.

To the late George Barmann, editor of The Catholic Telegraph (Dayton, Ohio) and to William B. Ball, Esq., author of Population Control: Civil and Constitutional Concerns, whose writings on the population question in the 1960s enabled this writer to come to view the Pro-Life struggle through a wider and clearer lens.

To the late Dr. Jerome M. Lejeune, Professor of Fundamental Genetics, the University of Paris, for his inspiration and co-operation in establishing the International Foundation for Genetic Research/The Michael Fund as the pro-life alternative to the March of Dimes.

To my dear friend Marjorie Garvey, whose presence at the United Nations as a Non-Governmental (NGO) Representative for the U.S. Coalition for Life since 1972, made it possible to track the U.N.’s vast population control empire as well as the activities of the Vatican’s Office of Permanent Observer to the United Nations.

To Marie Zaccaria, former Pro-Life Director for the Archdiocese of New York and founder of Parents Roundtable, whose pedagogical insights in the field of so-called “sex education” have proven invaluable.

To my esteemed colleague and fellow writer, Suzanne Rini, editor of the sensational new magazine, Against the Grain, for her professional skills in getting this book to press and her friendship, upon which one cannot put a price.

To Joseph F. S. Blahut, who managed to take off most of the rough edges of my draft manuscript; to John Vennari, editor of Catholic Family News for his assistance in getting the completed text to press in its original serialized format; to Rita DeMajistre, for her careful proofreading of the final manuscript; and to Ann Polcha for her technical assistance with the second edition of the book.

To Dominican Fathers John O’Connor and Father Charles Fiore, to Msgr. Charles Moss, Father Clifton Hill, Father Eugene Doughterty, Father Paul Wickens and the many priests and religious whose example of steadfastness and courage have been a constant source of inspiration. May Our Lord and Lady grant each and every one of them a high place in heaven.

To my parents, Mary and Sebastian (Joseph) Vignone who passed their Catholic Faith on to me; to my children, Dawn, Teresa, David, Regina and Tricia who helped their parents grow up; to all my grandchildren, who are now doing a similar good turn for their parents; and to my high school sweetheart and beloved spouse, Thomas.

Lastly, to Bishop James T. McHugh, the subject of these chronicles, for as St. Thomas More wrote while still a prisoner in the Tower of London in the year of Our Lord, 1534,

Give me thy grace, good Lord ...

To think my most enemies my

best friends,

For the brethren of Joseph could

never have done him so much

good with their love and favour

as they did him with their malice

and hatred... .
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Chapter 1

Father James T. McHugh

and the Origins of Sex Education

in Catholic Schools

A Tale of Two Meetings

The dates are 8 to 14 September 1929. The place is Wigmore Hall, TLondon. The great cosmic event is the Congress of the World League of Sexual Reform (WLSR) led by sexology gurus, Havelock Ellis, Mangus Hirschfeld, and August Forel. The conference boasts a star-studded cast of international players who deliver no less than 101 lectures and talks on classroom sex instruction, eugenics, birth control, population control, homosexuality, masturbation, artificial insemination, sterilization, abortion, divorce, pornography, surrogate sex, feminism, prostitution, venereal disease (sex hygiene), and other subjects of the erotic revolution. (1) Featured speakers include World League president and prominent homosexual, Dr. Mangus Hirschfeld, singing the glories of eugenics and the need for legal reform in the sexual sphere, including the removal of anti-sodomy laws. His equally reform-minded colleague, Professor C.E.M. Joad, delivers an opening address on Sex and Religion, challenging traditional religious views on family life and the meaning of sex. Writer Vera Brittain ridicules the fear of biological sex knowledge and demands sex instruction in schools, and even before school age. Adolescents are to be instructed in scientific and systematic sex, with special emphasis on birth prevention techniques, so that they become conditioned to viewing sex primarily as a “recreational” as opposed to a “procreational” act. Birth control advocates, Dr. Marie Stopes and Dr. Kurt Bendix display a wide assortment of contraceptive ointments and pessaries. During their lectures they complain bitterly that few unmarried women are taking advantage of either their advice or their wares. The repeal of anti-abortion laws is one of the London Congress’ foremost concerns. The World League’s final resolution states that abortion should be allowed for medical, economic and eugenic reasons, and that “No child is to be born without the wish of the parents.” (2)

Inside the hallowed walls of Wigmore Hall, the world’s sexual avant-garde hails the proceedings as a historic milestone in their ongoing assault on Western civilization and Christianity. They are optimistic, but with little reason. Outside, in the real world, traditional moral forces led by the Roman Catholic Church and the leading secular satirists of the day have come forward to meet their challenge and begin raining havoc on the sexologists’ parade.

On 31 December 1929, less than four months after the World League for Sexual Reform meeting in London, Pope Pius XI sends the first of two Vatican thunderbolts against the anti-life, anti-family forces. In his Encyclical Letter on Christian Education of Youth, the Pontiff attacks all forms of pedagogic naturalism and singles out for particular condemnation the error of so-called sex education:

Far too common is the error of those who with dangerous assurance

and under an ugly term propagate a so-called sex education, falsely

imagining that they can arm youth against the dangers of sensuality by means purely natural such as foolhardy initiation and precautionary instruction for all indiscriminately, even in public, and worse still, by

exposing them at an early age to the occasion, in order to accustom them, so it is argued, and as it were to harden them against such dangers. (3)

Such persons grievously err in refusing to recognize their inborn weakness of human nature, and the law of which the Apostle speaks warning us against the law of the mind; and also in ignoring the experience of facts, from which it is clear that, particularly in young people, evil practices are the effect not so much of ignorance of intellect as of weakness of a will exposed to dangerous occasions and deprived of the means of grace. (4)

Pius XI’s prohibition of classroom sex instruction is then reinforced by a Holy Office Writ in 1931 that states that “no approbation whatsoever can be given to the advocacy of the new method [i.e., sex education or sex initiation].” (5) Furthermore, the Holy Office makes clear that the prohibition is binding in conscience on all Catholics since the prior encyclical is “a fundamental document on education from the standpoint of the natural law and the law of the Church.” (6)

One year later, in his famed Encyclical on Christian Marriage, Pius XI again defends the sublime dignity of chaste wedlock and burns the ears of the sexologists with his scathing attack on divorce, adultery, onanism, contraception, abortion and sterilization. Nor is Pius XI alone in his defense of marriage and family life, as is evidenced by the 1929 publication in the United States of James Thurber and E.B. White’s hilarious, stinging satire on the sexology movement of the day, Is Sex Necessary? Or, Why You Feel the Way You Do. (7) The combination of Vatican opposition and strong pro-family secular forces represented by White and Thurber, insures that poor Mangus and Company are doomed to another 30 years of preaching to the choir!

AASEC Meets Four Decades Later

At this point, dear reader, let us transport ourselves to a second sexology conference where the faces have changed, but the ties that bind remain the same. The date is 29 March to 1 April 1973. The place is AWashingtonA, AD.C. Once again, the leaders of the World Sexual Reform Movement, (now dominated by Americans, not Europeans) have assembled under the aegis of the American Association of Sex Educators and Counselors (later “Therapists” was added).

Created in 1967, AASEC completed the Planned Parenthood-World Population, Sex Information and Education Council of the United States (SIECUS) anti-life trilogy. AASEC’s mission is to teach the teachers, that is, to train and accredit an army of professional sex educators. It is their task to reconstruct a new sexual morality on the ruins of the old, in public and parochial schools across the United States. The AASEC agenda is virtually identical to the 1929 World League meeting in London. Both include life-long “sex education” (with special emphasis on reaching out to the mentally and physically handicapped), eugenics, birth control, population control, homosexuality, masturbation, artificial insemination, sterilization, abortion, and medical prostitution (sexual comradeship), etc., etc. etc.

Oddly enough, another Dr. Ellis is on board as a keynote speaker. He is clinical psychologist and marriage counselor, Dr. Albert Ellis, who delights the assembled coterie of sex reformers and libertines with obscene language, while lashing out against recalcitrant parents, traditional values and the “goddam” Catholic Church and Orthodox Jews. (8)

SIECUS co-founder and first Executive Director, Dr. Mary Calderone, herself a beneficiary of a Sexual Attitudinal Restructuring (SAR) program designed to offset her natural aversion to homosexual acts, pleads with the audience for the removal of existing sexual deviancy laws still on the books in 44 states. (9) Calderone, who served as National Medical Director to Planned Parenthood for eleven years before launching her national SIECUS “Sex Is For Fun” campaign in 1964, is best remembered for her models of copulating chickens used to instruct kindergarten children on the mechanics of sex, (10) and her titillating conversation promoting masturbation and a range of ‘outercourse’ activities for adolescents. Known as the ‘Grandmother of Sex Education’ by her admirers and ‘Typhoid Mary’ by her critics, Calderone receives a warm reception from her audience for her pioneering sex instruction efforts in public and parochial schools and college campuses across the nation.

A few speakers punctuate their talks with sexually explicit commercial Technicolor films, some of which are also being shown in a corner of the hotel lobby where any passerby, including children, can stop and watch until the projector bulb burns out. (11) Representatives from the local Hillcrest Abortion Clinic are on hand at the AASEC meeting to outline the new and expanded strategy of the abortion industry’s war on pre-born children following the January 22, 1973, Roe v. Wade Supreme Court decision.

In much the same way that their European predecessors had addressed their followers at Wigmore Hall, this new generation of leaders of the Sexual Reform Movement expresses confidence in the righteousness of their cause. Central to their belief system is the promise that universal sex instruction of the young will open the door to a new sexual Utopia, freed from the shackles of religious repression and prohibitions. Unlike their forebears, however, they are no longer just preaching to the choir!

The Collapse of the Opposition

By 1973, the paradigm shift in BAmerica’s sexual mores was almost complete. Traditional religious and secular views on marriage and family life, at all levels of society, had been undermined and in many cases simply uprooted. Initial toleration had been followed by public acceptance of fornication, adultery, divorce, birth prevention, abortion, sterilization, homosexuality, artificial insemination, and pornography. Explicit SIECUS-AASEC-Planned Parenthood sex initiation programs had become an institutionalized component of American education.

It would be much too simplistic, and far wide of the mark, to automatically assume that this paradigm shift had resulted solely from some new cunning or superior strategy emanating from the Sexology Movement itself. As I have taken pains to illustrate, making allowances for a slight change in scenery and costume, the AASEC program of 1973 had little to recommend it to decent society over the 1929 program of Mangus Hirschfeld. Rather, it would be more accurate to state that the Movement’s success in transforming private vice into public virtue was made possible, only after its main opposition, the Catholic hierarchy in America, collapsed. And the sine qua non of that collapse--one of the earliest warning signs of the impending moral disaster for the Church and the nation--was the flirtation and fatal embrace of classroom sex instruction programs in Catholic schools by the American bishops. This chapter tells the story of that tragedy, and the man who played the leading role in bringing it about, Father James T. McHugh (now Bishop).

What Was Lost

Before describing how Father James T. McHugh became the grand architect of classroom “sex education” in Catholic schools in the United States, it may be helpful to reflect for a moment on the vision of Catholic marriage and family life that the American hierarchy upheld and defended up until the late 1950s.

From the time of the First Provincial Council of Baltimore (1829), the American bishops performed exceedingly well in their public defense of Catholic marriage and family life. Immigrant Catholic families, sheltered in their ethnic ghettos, initially resisted the worst excesses of American secularism under the protection of their Ordinary and their pastors, together with the support of these ethnic parishes and various Catholic services and charities.

The following clear and precise quotations reflect the candor and courage which the American hierarchy once displayed in their pastoral letters and declarations, variously on the sanctity of married life, on education of youth, and on rejection of vices which attack the very heart of the Catholic home, most especially: divorce, pornography, and birth control, and later, “sex education,” sterilization, abortion and population control. These quotes also reflect the true concern that our Catholic bishops once expressed collectively for not only the Catholic families, and especially the children entrusted to their care, but for the Common Good (the bonun commune).

Yes! the characteristics of the child, as St. John Chrysostom well observes, are the characteristic of the saint...God has made you the guardians of those children to lead them to His service on earth, that they might become saints in Heaven. “What will it avail them to gain the whole world if they lose their souls?”... Woe to him that shall scandalize one of these little ones that believe in me, it were better for him that a millstone were tied around his neck, and that he were drowned in the depths of the sea?

[Pastoral Letter to the Laity, 17 October 1829] (12)

We deplore the enormous scandal of some who, having already contracted marriage, enter into new engagements during the lifetime of their lawful consorts.

[On Divorce, Pastoral Letter, 1843] (13)

...[I]t is the idealism of the truest and most practical sort that sees in marriage the divinely appointed plan for cooperating with the Creator in perpetuating the race....Where such ideals prevail, the fulfillment of marital duties occasions no hardship. Neither is there any consideration for the fraudulent prudence that would improve upon nature by defeating its obvious purpose, and would purify life by defiling its source.

[On Onanism, Pastoral Letter, 26 September 1919](14)

The destruction or serious impairment of home life has brought about a

selfish, and inhuman propaganda of birth prevention.... May our Catholic families courageously and with firm trust in God reject the modern paganism, and seek the priceless riches of large, happy, and blessed families!

[Undermining the Home: Pastoral Letter, 25 April 1933] (15)

We voice a grave warning against the propaganda of so-called planned parenthood, which violates the moral law, robs the family of its nobility and

high social purpose, and weakens the physical and moral fiber of the nation. [Neopagan Views on Marriage, The Essentials of a Good Peace.

[National Catholic Welfare Council Statement, 11 November 1943] (16)

Fathers and mothers have a natural competence to instruct their children with regard to sex. False modesty should not deter them from doing their duty in this regard....We protest in the strongest possible terms against the introduction of sex instruction into the schools to be of benefit. Such instruction must be far broader than the imparting of information, and must be given individually. ....It [sex] can be fully and properly appreciated only within a religious and moral context. If treated otherwise, the child will see it apart from the controlling purpose of his life, which is service to God.

[The Child: Citizen of Two Worlds, Catholic Bishops of the United States, 17 November 1950] (17)

United States Catholics believe that the promotion of artificial birth prevention is a morally, humanly, psychologically and politically disastrous approach to the population problem....They will not, however, support any public assistance, either at home or abroad, to promote artificial birth prevention, abortion, or sterilization whether through direct aid or by means of international organizations.

[Explosion or Backfire?, 19 November 1959] (18)

The above quotations cover a span of over 130 years. They are representative of a well-defined pattern or paradigm of thought and behavior in the sexual sphere held in common by Catholics in America, lay, clerical and religious, until the late 1950s. Readers will want to take note that on the specific issue of classroom sex instruction, the position of the American hierarchy could be summed up in one word: NO!

The Paradigm Shift at the U.S. Catholic Conference

Tragically, in less than one decade, traditional Catholic beliefs and practices related to marriage and family life would undergo a paradigm shift that would so distort and transform the Catholic moral landscape in TAmerica to the extent that it would become difficult to believe that one was talking about the very same institution, the Catholic Church in the TUnited States! Nowhere was this paradigm shift more in evidence in the mid-1960s than in the offices of the newly reorganized National Conference of Catholic Bishops and its civil entity, the United States Catholic Conference in Washington, D.C. (19), particularly, the USCC’s Family Life Office under the directorship (some say dictatorship) of Father James T. McHugh, soon to become the American Catholic Church’s master draftsman and point man for Catholic “sex education.”

McHugh: His Early Years in the Newark Archdiocese

James JThomas McHugh was born in JOrangeJ, JN.J. on January 3, 1932, the only son of James T. and Caroline McHugh. He was a product of Catholic education from grade school to high school, and received his A.B. from JSeton JHall JUniversity and his seminary training at Immaculate Conception Seminary in JDarlington, N. J.

On May 25, 1957, at the age of twenty-five, McHugh was unfortunate enough to be ordained in the Archdiocese of Newark, which by then had become an important Modernist conclave under Archbishop Thomas A. Boland. McHugh served as assistant pastor at two area parishes for nine years, but there does not appear to be any evidence that he had ever been a pastor. His main interests appeared to lie outside the realm of ordinary parish life. Father McHugh’s links with the Anti-Life Movement were established early in his clerical career. In 1962 he was appointed to the Newark Archdiocesan Family Life Apostolate which pioneered sex instruction in Newark’s parochial schools. The Apostolate’s peculiar “Family Life” orientation was made manifest when it co-sponsored a sexology workshop with the humanist-based Educational Foundation for Human Sexuality of Montclair State College (NJ) on June 17, 1970. At the workshop, Dr. Alan Guttmacher, President of Planned Parenthood, called for the repeal of anti-abortion laws, and three SIECUS directors, Frederick Margolis, Wardell Pomeroy and Ira Reiss, were honored for their contributions to the “science” of sexology. (20) In the early 1970s when sex initiation programs were getting a foothold in Catholic schools throughout the state, McHugh’s superior, Archbishop Boland, lent his approval to the controversial Fox Life Education Program for Catholic grade school children, notorious for its preoccupation with masturbation and explicit sexual descriptions and clinical terminology. (21)

When Archbishop Boland resigned in 1974, his replacement, Archbishop Peter Leo Gerety, continued the assault on childhood innocence and purity of Catholic school children. Gerety took the lead in getting the New Jersey bishops to approve the state’s mandatory sex education program for public schools (Kindergarten through 12th grade). Later, Gerety tried to justify his actions under the guise of “providing for the common good!” He also signed a Pastoral Letter mandating that all New Jersey parochial schools comply with the State’s sex education mandate! One true pastor, Father Paul Wickens, and a handful of parochial school teachers who protested the triple violence against the child, the family, and God’s ordinances, as revealed through the Natural Law and the magisterial teachings of Holy Mother Church, were quickly sent packing.

In 1965, Father McHugh, transferred to Catholic University of America in Washington, D.C. from Fordham University in New York City, to continue his graduate studies in sociology. At Catholic University, he came under the academic tutelage and influence of priest-dissenter, Father Charles Curran, whom McHugh later came to view as a mentor. When McHugh became Director of the Family Life Division of the NCCB/USCC, he would promote a number of Curran’s anti-magisterial opinions and writings on contraception, abortion and artificial human reproduction.

An Alliance with Anti-Life Axis

Father McHugh was appointed to the post of National Director of the NCCB/USCC’s Family Life Division in 1967. The office had been created by the American bishops in 1931 to promote marriage preparation and family life (FCana and Pre-Cana Courses). Tragically, by the time Father McHugh had completed his stint with the Family Life Division in 1975, there was precious little left of “Family” and even less of “Life.”

McHugh’s appointment was made with the approval of the NCCB/USCC President, Archbishop John F. “Call to Action” Dearden of Detroit, together with the active support of another ambitious, rising young prelate, Bishop Joseph Louis Bernardin of Atlanta, the first General Secretary of the NCCB/USCC. Neither the liberal Cardinal Dearden, who was known to be in favor of a change in the Church’s prohibition of contraception, nor the theologically avant-garde Bishop Bernardin, appeared to have any difficulty with Father McHugh’s use of the Family Life Division to promote the interests of the SIECUS-AASEC-Planned Parenthood axis.

Claire Chambers, author of the classic sexology exposé, The SIECUS Circle, states that in 1967 (the same year he became Family Life Director), McHugh claimed to have helped found AASEC. He also claimed to have collaborated with SIECUS founder, Lester Kirkendall, in drafting AASEC’s policy statement. (22) Whether this is the full truth or mere braggadocio on the part of McHugh, AASEC records clearly identify the young priest as a member of the Advisory Committee of AASEC. This same Family Life Director also actively participated in AASEC’s 1969 Annual Convention sponsored by the Ortho and Emko Companies, manufactures of contraceptive foam.

McHugh regularly used the Family Life Office to promote and defend the anti-family, anti-life views of SIECUS, which he favorably described in one of his 1970 diocesan syndicated column appropriately called “The Ties That Bind,” as “a private, non-profit organization which supplies information and materials to encourage the development of sex education in local communities.” (23) McHugh reserved his criticism for the opponents of SIECUS and classroom sex instruction whom he linked to “ultraconservative pressure groups.” (24)

Nor did McHugh attempt to hide his pro-contraceptive views. For example, one week before Pope Paul VI issued Humanae Vitae, Father McHugh openly stated his belief that “responsible parenthood, in its ultimate understanding,” required the use of contraceptives in any pre-marital intercourse to insure that the act be absolutely non-productive. Later he qualified his remark by stating that providing contraception to a young girl “means we've failed that girl.” (25) McHugh made these statements at a Rockefeller Foundation-funded Conference on “Sex Education, Family Planning, and Family Life Counseling in the Medical School Curriculum” held at Creighton University School of Medicine from July 17-18, 1968.

At that same conference, Franklin Brayer, M.D., Director of Georgetown University Hospital’s Center of Population Research, stated his concern about the American bishops' reticence in incorporating a sex instruction program into the parochial school curriculum. According to Brayer, him and Father McHugh were concerned that, for some unknown reason, the hierarchy seemed unable to bring themselves to recognize that parochial schools are a natural teaching mechanism for classroom sex instruction. (26)

Brayer’s statement supports this writer’s contention that it was Father McHugh, in cooperation with certain NCCB/USCC leaders and bureaucrats, and not the American hierarchy per se, that brought sex initiation programs into Catholic schools and Confraternity of Christian Doctrine (CCD) classes. This popular post-Vatican II Modernist practice of seeking hierarchical and/or papal approval after-the-fact proved very effective in the case of “sex education” and continues to be of great use to the American Catholic Church in other areas including so-called “liturgical reform.”

“No Fault” Divorce

On the related family-life issue of divorce, McHugh’s Family Life Bureau did nothing to impede so-called “no-fault” divorce legislation from sailing through a number of State legislatures in the early 1970s with no serious opposition from either the NCCB/USCC or the respective states’ Catholic Conferences.

According to pro-family attorney Marion Walsh, writing in his Christian Political Action Newsletter in the spring of 1973, when the NCCB/USCC and the Omaha Archdiocese failed to alert the public to the dangerous implications of “no-fault” divorce, he and other Catholic laymen were forced to do their job for them. Walsh and other Catholic laymen paid high-dollar for an anti-“no-fault” ad run in the secular press as a paid political announcement. (27) Unfortunately, these eleventh hour efforts failed to stop the mounting attack on marriage and family life in Nebraska and many other states that would shortly follow its lead.

Keeping Bad Company

Certainly, Father McHugh never lacked for clerical and lay company at his Family Life Office, most of it, bad company! His closest collaborators, who helped design sex education guidelines and programs for Catholic schools, were, like McHugh, members of the AASEC-SIECUS-Planned Parenthood Alliance described in my introduction.

Some of McHugh’s more notorious fellow-travelers, who came through the revolving door of his Washington, D.C. Family Life Office during the late 1960s and early 1970s, were Rev. Walter Imbiorski, Father John L. Thomas, S.J., Gerald T. Guerinot, M.D., Fr. Robert C. Baumiller and Father George Hagmaier, C.S.P.

•  Rev. Walter Imbiorski was a major player (at the USCC Family Life Division) in the development of the new “sexual catechetics” that replaced traditional doctrinal catechetics in Catholic schools during the late 1960s. He also was instrumental in undermining the Catholic Church’s teachings on marriage and family life from his own Chicago Diocesan Cana office by exploiting weakness already present in the early Cana and Pre-Cana Movement. (28)

Father Imbiorski’s interest in promoting the philosophy and practice of contraception (“family planning”), and sex initiation programs for Catholic school children as well as adults, led him to accept a position on the Board of Director of SIECUS while simultaneously serving on McHugh’s Family Life Advisory Board.

In June 1969, at the request of Father McHugh, Imbiorski became a member of the Family Life Division’s Task Force on Sex Education, which was used primarily for the evaluation and future planning of “sex education” programs for Catholic school children. His noxious Becoming a Person Program was promoted by McHugh and quickly spread like a plague to Family Life offices in Catholic dioceses from coast to coast. (29)

Second and third generation BAPP clones, including the Benziger Family Life Program (BFLP), are currently in widespread use in Catholic elementary and secondary schools. (30) Bishop McHugh was, and continues to be, a private consultant on sex education programs for the Benziger Publishing House.

Like a number of Cana priests, Father Imbiorski got carried away by his own errors, left the priesthood and the Church, and entered into civil marriage with his secretary, Miss Frances Marzec, a co-author of the BAPP.

•  Father John L. Thomas, S.J., also a member of SIECUS’ Board of Directors, was another familiar face at McHugh’s Family Life Office. In 1960, Thomas participated in the Family Life Forum of the Sixth White House Conference on Children and Youth that endorsed universal “family life education, including sex education.” (31) Four years later, he gained further distinction in anti-life circles by delivering a keynote address at Planned Parenthood-World Population’s Annual Convention in Dallas, Texas, where he publicly challenged the Catholic Church’s condemnation of contraception. (32)

That same year, 1964, Thomas was busy lining up several dozen theologian dissenters in the United States and Europe to put pressure on the Vatican to accept “The Pill.” In the summer of 1968, one week before Humanae Vitae was issued, Thomas erroneously predicted that the Catholic Church would approve of medically acceptable birth control methods other than sterilization, a point of view with which the young McHugh agreed. (33)

Thomas was on chummy terms with Searle Pharmaceuticals, the chief manufacturer of “The Pill,” who awarded Thomas a grant so that the priest could disprove (unsuccessfully) the abortifacient action of “The Pill.” Personal correspondence held by this writer indicates that as late as 1977, McHugh was also denying the abortifacient qualities of both “The Pill” and the intrauterine device (IUD).

As McHugh prided himself on having a first name relationship with PP-SIECUS officer Mary Calderone (she called him “Jimmy”); so also was Father Thomas proud of his close relationship with Planned Parenthood’s President, Dr. Alan Guttmacher, an international celebrity in the world-wide campaign to legalize abortion, euthanasia and population control.

Given Father Thomas’ anti-life connections and pronouncements, it caused no small degree of consternation to the Pro-Life Movement when McHugh featured the priest-dissenter’s views in his national Respect Life Program 1978-1979. In his monograph, The Family in a Pluralistic Society, Thomas, identified by McHugh simply as “a prominent sociologist from Georgetown University,” does his best to subtly undermine Humanae Vitae. (34)

•  Gerald T. Guerinot, M.D. served on the SIECUS inspired and controlled AASEC Training and Standards Committee, while simultaneously being Chairman of the Committee on Sex Education for the Diocese of Rochester, N.Y. Like Imbiorski, Guerinot was a member of McHugh’s celebrated Task Force on Sex Education which congregated at the Family Life Office in the late 1960s to develop sex curriculums and plot their strategies.

Dr. Guerinot’s Rochester Committee designed the original Education In Love syllabus later picked up and published by Paulist Press. This vile sex instruction program featured SIECUS sensitivity training techniques, explicit sexual materials for co-ed classes and a Modernist “theology” based on the heretical Dutch Catechism. Its bizarre bibliography promoted the works of numerous anti-life writers. Like Imbiorski’s Becoming A Person Program, Education In Love received official approbation from McHugh’s Family Life Division. (35).

•  Fr. Robert C. Baumiller, a geneticist at the Kennedy Institute for the Study of Human Reproduction and Bioethics at Georgetown University, was and has continued to be a close colleague of McHugh, who likewise is an advisor to the Kennedy Institute.

In 1972, Baumiller made national headlines as a faculty advisor to a group of Georgetown University medical students who published a 46-page sex manual endorsing homosexuality and pushing contraception. (36) Baumiller later raised more clerical and lay eyebrows (but not Father McHugh’s) when he claimed that it is acceptable to use a donor who is not the husband, in artificial insemination. This position, of course, contradicts the teachings of the Catholic Church that prohibits human artificial insemination without exception, and holds the particular procedure approved by Baumiller to be adultery.

Again, like Father McHugh, Baumiller was compromised early in his clerical career by the National Foundation/March of Dimes (NF/MOD), the nation’s number one promoter of eugenic abortion. (37) Operating initially under a generous grant from the March of Dimes, Baumiller continues to conduct eugenics-based “Clergy Counseling” sessions for naive clerics and hospital chaplains around the country.

The common eugenics bond shared by Baumiller and McHugh is relevant to the sex education issue because all SEICUS-type sexuality programs contain a eugenics component. First they promote birth control that separates sex from procreation. Then they advocate the divorcement of procreation from sex, leaving the door ajar for human artificial reproduction including artificial insemination and in vitro fertilization. Second, these programs introduce youth to eugenic prenatal diagnostic techniques in connection with women’s other “reproductive options” such as contraception, sterilization, and abortion.

•  Father George Hagmaier, C.S.P. was a member of SIECUS and a consulting editor to Medical Aspects of Human Sexuality, a monthly journal for physicians, saturated with SIECUS propaganda. Father John L. Thomas was also a contributing author to this same publication. (38) In 1968, Hagmaier shared the podium with SIECUS Board member David Mace at the annual meeting of the National Council on Family Relations. This organization, founded in 1939, has been dominated by SIECUS executives since the mid-1960s. (39)

In the February 25, 1970, issue of National Catholic Reporter, Hagmaier, speaking in his capacity as the Associate Director of the Paulist Institute for Religious Research, claimed that there are no longer moral absolutes against masturbation, fornication or homosexual acts.

We [i.e. Hagmaier and other young theologians] have re-examined the meaning of sexuality and we have found that sexual experience goes far beyond the mere physical and reproductive interchange and that sexuality can also serve all kinds of basic needs and therefore the evaluation of behavior in this area has to be different... therefore, using your homosexual question, there are individuals who as far as we know today, are not going to be able to relate heterosexually and therefore we have to devise a set of moral principles that will make them care, trust, love... (40)

As noted earlier, the Paulist Press produced Education in Love based on the original Rochester Diocesan sex education program.

Fr. Hagamier committed suicide in 1971.

McHugh Promotes Interfaith Statement on Sex Education

Having briefly examined the biographies of some of McHugh’s more nefarious associates, let us now return to the “scene of the crime,” and retrace (step-by-step), those actions and events at the U.S. Catholic Conference and McHugh’s Family Life Office, which contributed to the undermining and eventual demise of the American bishops’ stand against so-called sex education.

One of McHugh’s first official acts to promote sex education programs in Catholic schools was to endorse an “Interfaith Statement on Sex Education,” in June 1968, in cooperation with the Rev. William Genne of the Family Life Office of the National Council of Churches and Rabbi Mordecai Brill of the Committee on the Family of the Synagogue Council of America. (41) Need I mention that Genne, a vocal SIECUS pro-abort and a member of the Association for Voluntary Sterilization (42) and Brill, who served as an AASEC convention workshop leader, (43) both traveled in the same anti-life circles as Father McHugh?

The “Interfaith Statement” contained such pearls of wisdom as “It [sex education] must stress the many points of harmony between moral values and beliefs about what is right and wrong that are held in common by the major religions on the one hand and generally accepted legal, social, psychological, medical, and other values held in common by service professions and society generally,” (44) and “It [sex education] should teach that sexual intercourse within marriage offers the greatest possibility for personal fulfillment and social growth.” (45) The Brill-Genne-McHugh “Interfaith Statement” endorsed a fully integrated sex education program throughout the entire school curriculum, Kindergarten through 12th grade.

That same summer, and again in 1969, the Family Life Office held a series of Sex Education Workshops at Catholic University of America. Most of the 200 participants being groomed to fill the ranks of AASEC/SIECUS cadres were teachers and administrators from Catholic schools.

Sex Education: From Prohibition to Obligation

However, before releasing its own set of official “sex education” directives and guidelines to the superintendents of Catholic schools, the USCC needed to bring the American hierarchy more fully into line with the McHugh initiative. The need was especially acute since this initiative clearly clashed with the still intact magisterial prohibition against classroom sex instruction found in Pope Pius XI’s encyclical on Christian Education of Youth and the Holy Office’s subsequent affirmation of the ban. There was also the little matter of the bishops’ own 1950 statement opposing all such programs. Finally, it is important to remember that the National Conference of Catholic Bishops and its civil arm, the U.S. Catholic Conference, are non-canonical, non-juridical bodies. The documents they issue carry no weight of their own save that of the consent given to them by individual bishops. But not to worry! Within six months of the signing of the “Interfaith Statement on Sex Education,” McHugh and Company would manage to overcome these “trivial” obstacles!

On November 15, 1968, the American bishops issued their Pastoral, Human Life In Our Day. This document turned the Church’s traditional prohibition against “sex-education” on its head. That which was strictly prohibited as a violation of the Natural Law and the teaching Magisterium of the Church, had, as if by an act of magic, become “a grave obligation.” (46) Addressing the issue of classroom sex instruction, the document claimed that due in part to “the new circumstances of modern culture and communications,” it had become necessary to assist families in this area by providing “systematic” provisions for such instruction for parochial and CCD students. (47) In truth, the only “new circumstances” were a disintegration and collapse of hierarchial spine!

The pertinent paragraph from Human Life in Our Day reads as follows:

61. In accord with the Decree on Christian Education of Vatican Council II, we affirm the value and necessity of wisely planned education of children in human sexuality. We are under a grave obligation, in part arising from the new circumstances of modern culture and communications, to assist the family in its efforts to provide such training. This obligation can be met either by systematic provisions of such education in the diocesan school curriculum or the inauguration of acceptable education programs under other diocesan auspices, including the Confraternity of Christian Doctrine. (48)

In order to retroactively justify their radical departure from the Church’s prohibition against classroom sex instruction, the drafters of this pastoral document appealed to ambiguously written documents from Vatican Council II, in this case, the Council Fathers’ Declaration on Christian Education, which contains but one solitary reference to the education of youth in sexual matters. (49)

Sex Education: The Big Push Is On

In April, 1969, the USCC Family Life Office, acting in unison with the already heavily

infiltrated and discredited National Catholic Education Association (NCEA), sent to all superintendents of Catholic schools, a copy of Guidelines for the Formation of a Program of Education in Human Sexuality. This mailing was followed by a brief survey to diocesan superintendents to assess which sex education programs, if any, were already in place. Results from 116 dioceses showed that 19 of them had already added sex initiation programs to their parochial school curriculums. The two most frequently mentioned were Imbiorski’s Becoming A Person Program and the Rochester Diocese’s Education In Love Program. Both carried McHugh’s

personal “imprimatur.” As a result of the USCC/NCEA prodding and the American bishops’ apparent sanction of classroom “sex education,” 54 dioceses reported that they would be implementing such programs within one to two years. (50)

In 1969, the Family Life Office, again with NCEA cooperation, published an 86-page booklet Sex Education: A Guide for Teachers, edited by Father McHugh. This SIECUS inspired “Guide” consisted of a series of six articles on various aspects of human sexuality, a set of guidelines for the formation of “sex education” programs in parochial schools, and a bibliography of books and multi-media materials. Here are some of the highlights of the “Guide.”

The opening article, “Sex Education of Children and Adults,” was written by William Zeller M.D., Director of Psychiatric Education at the Institute of Living, an exclusive sanitorium favored by many American bishops for the treatment of pedophile (actually mostly homosexual) priests. The Zeller contribution is your basic Freudian bird’s-eye view of the psycho-sexual and gender development of a child from birth to adolescence to adulthood. Of course, my fellow writer Professor S. L. Varnado of the University of Alabama, wrote (and I agree) that he had never met a Freudian child (if one ever existed) “who is a little sexual psychopath who falls in love with his mother and yearns to do away with his father.” (51) But, undoubtedly, universal sex instruction beginning at the level of the playpen will bring an abrupt end to any remaining natural vestiges of childhood innocence in sexual matters and further stimulate the premature sexual seduction of children.

Zeller’s dialogue on child development is purely secular and heavily weighted on the side of youthful judgment. Young people are identified as possessing positive qualities of self-discipline, integrity and unselfishness. Parents, however, are characterized in less attractive terms such as being confused, fearful, and unsure. Obviously they need to share their burden with those professional child seducers who have “studied sex behavior and customs intensively.” (52)

Editor McHugh permits Zeller to push both SIECUS and AASEC:

Within the past few years, a number of national organizations have done pioneering work in this field [sex research]. Among these organizations would be the Sex Information and Education Council of the United States [SIECUS], the American Association of Sex Educators and Counselors [AASEC], and the Interfaith Commission on Marriage and Family.... The philosophy set up by these modern sex educators has been widely circulated, but the gist of the message bears repeating: “...sex is not a problem to be controlled but a great force to be utilized; not a relationship to be played at by children, but an intense and vital excursion, admission to which must be earned by some degree of maturity.” (53)

Not only does Zeller suggest that Catholic teachers build bridges to two of the nation’s most influential pro-abortion and pro-homosexual organizations, but he also pushes their “realistic and humanistic philosophy with regard to sex and sex education.” After correctly identifying this “philosophy” as “situation ethics” or the “new morality,” Zeller suggests that this “new code” which has been consistently condemned by the Church, enjoys some “merit” including “respect for human relationships and to some extent upholds the sanctity of the family.” (54) Zeller holds out for the “evolution of ever more enlightened attitudes toward sex and society.” (55)

In another McHugh approved article, “Sex Education and Psychological Readiness,” Rev. John A. Meyer states that the idea of parental competency in the area of sex instruction of their offspring has been largely a myth. Parents are incapable of handling this task alone and require support from schools and teachers, he charges. “This must be the overpowering conviction [of teachers], no matter what sort of negative reactions might be encountered [from parents] in attempting to implement a total program of education in human sexuality,” Meyer warns. (56)

In his own contribution to the “sex education” dialogue, “Conscience Formation and Moral Values,” McHugh quotes from the works of well-known dissenters from Humanae Vitaeand proponents of “situation ethics,” including Rev. Richard McCormick, S. J., Rev. Bernard Haring and Mary Perkins Ryan. Father McHugh’s bibliography includes one of Father Charles Curran’s many early controversial anti-magisterial articles, “The Christian Conscience Today.” (57) It is both instructive and interesting to note that Father McHugh rarely, if ever, talks in terms of “moral absolutes,” preferring the more subjective and personalistic term: “values.”

The “Guide’s” recommended reading list includes Your Child’s Sex Life by Father Imbiorski and Valerie Dillon. The latter is a frequent contributor to McHugh’s Respect Life Program, and Learning to Love by Father Marc Oraison, a French priest whose public views on homosexuality were scandalous enough to elicit Rome’s censure. (58) In terms of visual aids, seventy-five percent of the films recommended in this “Guide” for use in Catholic schools are SIECUS-recommended films. One such film is “The Game,” that depicts a teenage boy’s seduction of a young virgin. The sharing of his exploits with his peers, brings forth crude sexual references to the hymen and to coitus. (59)

The Family Life Office/NCEA 35-page companion booklet, Sex Education: A Guide for Parents and Educators is only slightly less innocuous in beating to death traditional Catholic sexual morality. Its bibliography is very similar to that found in Sex Education: A Guide for Teachers reviewed above. Part II of this smaller guide describes a model diocesan program of sex instruction for parents similar to that developed by SIECUS and AASEC. The obvious presumption that parents have even the least modicum of knowledge about sex is not in evidence. Parents, according to this supplemental text, need to be provided with “accurate and up-to-date information” on the theological, medical and psychological aspects of human sexuality. (60) They need to be made “comfortable with their sexuality” through the use of “group facilitators” and “sensitivity-training” experts. (61) Lastly, they need to be told how the parochial school, in which their children are enrolled, plans to educate their children, sexually speaking, for the next 8 to 12 years or so. To demonstrate that even sex can be made boring through bureaucracy, these program calls for a small coordinating committee, a program director, and discussion group leaders who will designate, plan, “sell,” enlist, evaluate, utilize, supervise, elicit and lead the various sexual encounter groups. (62)

Part of the rationale given to parents for the inclusion of sex instruction in schools is that such instruction is “a basic prerequisite for effective family planning. An understanding of human sexuality is essential to understand methods of controlling conception and their effectiveness.” (63) There is no reference to Humanae Vitae even though these guidelines were published well after the encyclical was released.

As I reviewed these early attempts to mainstream SIECUS-type sexual conditioning programs into parochial schools across the nation, I was reminded of the brilliant quip of Father William Smith, formerly of St. Joseph’s Seminary at Dunwoodie, N.Y., in a later document on classroom sex instruction guidelines produced by the Catholic bishops of New Jersey in 1983: “If you held your breath between mentions of virtue in these guidelines, you’d die.” (64)

The Ruin of Souls

So-called sex education, however, is no laughing matter! It is a moral disaster for everyone it touches, most especially, children. In the words of well-known psychiatrist and sex education critic, Dr. Melvin Anchell, M.D., such programs are “far from comical; they are tragic!” (65) According to Anchell, classroom sex education programs are responsible for the decimation of youthful consciences and the production of affectionless robots capable of “engaging in all sex acts with indifference and without guilt--the characteristics of pimps and prostitutes.” (66) These programs are anti-child, anti-educational, anti-family, anti-civilized and anti-human, Anchell insists. (67)

From a strictly spiritual perspective, the French writer, Claude Tresmontant, states in his treatise on bad catechetics, that it might be more merciful to simply drop a bomb on the children since the latter results in mere “physical destruction” or “physical death” while the former results in “interior and spiritual destruction” and “annihilation.” (68)

As Tresmontant observed, “One can massacre children by a bombardment, but one can also slowly depress them, demean them, degrade them, turn them from their finality, and that under the influence of the ambivalent milieu, of the teaching one gives them, of the vision of the world one proposes to them. Along these lines one can degenerate children.” (69)

Drinking From Other Poisoned Wells

While Father McHugh was busy overseeing the planned destruction of the moral and spiritual life of Catholic children through the medium of public sex instruction in Catholic schools along the lines described by Anchell and Tresmontant, other poisoned wells were being opened up at the U.S. Catholic Conference within earshot of McHugh’s Family Life Office.

In March 1968, the National Council of Catholic Women (NCCW), whose national office was housed in the NCCB/USCC building, published an article by E. James Lieberman, M.D., titled “How Not to Teach Children About Sex.” The article was later reprinted and given wide distribution by SIECUS.

Lieberman, a long-time foe of the U.S. Coalition for Life, was a one-man anti-life institution. He was a Director of SIECUS, a member of the Population Crisis Committee, and a leader of National Association for the Repeal of Abortion Laws’ Medical Committee (NARAL). Lieberman eventually opened a chain of the nation's most lucrative abortion mills. In Lieberman’s own words, “It (abortion) is an enhancement of life, and it supports the rights of every child to be reared by someone who cares... no one has the right to impose his religious views on anyone else...No child should be compelled to enter the lives of unwilling parents, much less the corridors of understaffed, over-crowded institutions.” (70)

As if the action of NCCW in giving Lieberman an entree into the nation’s Catholic homes was not despicable enough, on May 26, 1968, the National Association of Catholic Men (NACM), invited SIECUS co-founder, Dr. Mary Calderone, to make a radio guest appearance on The Catholic Hour. Calderone, a Quaker, was interviewed as an expert in the field of “sex education.” She warned her Catholic listeners against standing in the way of the school’s and the Church’s efforts to guide children toward “a mature, responsible, creative sexuality.” (71) Catholic Hour listeners were not told of Calderone’s former position as National Medical Director of Planned Parenthood-World Population, which at the time of her appearance, was into feticide in a big way.

The promotion of two of the nation’s most infamous anti-life organizations by two of the nation’s most powerful Catholic lay organizations could not have taken place without at least the tacit approval of Father McHugh who enjoyed a close relationship with both the NACM and the NCCW.

The appearance of Calderone and Lieberman under Catholic auspices coincided with an intense media campaign by SIECUS to promote classroom sex instruction in public and parochial schools. On October 16, 1969, The National Committee for Responsible Family Life and Sex Education, a SIECUS front, ran an expensive pro-sex education advertisement in The New York Times which carried the names of a number of Catholic sponsors including Father Charles E. Curran, Reverend Dexter L. Hanley, S.J., and Reverend Theodore M. Hesburgh. (72)

This SIECUS ad was part of a larger national campaign conducted by the viciously anti-Catholic Hugh Moore Fund. The Fund’s Campaign to Check the Population Explosion also ran ads in The New York Times that declared: “Pope Denounces Birth Control As Millions Starve!” and “Population Explosion Nullifies Foreign Aid.” (73) The Hugh Moore ads were signed by an influential assortment of Rockefeller clones including Eugene R. Black (World Bank), Frank W. Abrams (Standard Oil of NJ), George Champion (Chase Manhattan Bank), Marriner S. Eccles (Federal Reserve Board), Rev. Harry Emerson Fosdick (Riverside Church, NY), Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt, Ernest Gruening, U.S. Senator from Alaska, Jonas Salk, M.D. (The Salk Institute), Albert B. Sabin, M.D. (Cincinnati College of Medicine), Mrs. Clare Boothe Luce, John Rock, M.D. (Harvard Medical School), The Rt. Rev. Henry Knox Sherril (World Council of Churches), Dr. Louis Dupre (Georgetown University), and Dr. William V. D’Antonio (University of Notre Dame). (74) A number of these individuals will make a later appearance on the pages of these chronicles.

McHugh Supports Artificial Reproduction

By the early 1970s, Father McHugh’s spheres of influence as an “authority” on family life and population control had spread far beyond the mere confines of his BWashingtonB, BD.C. office. His views on classroom sex instruction, divorce, artificial insemination, in vitro fertilization, abortion, “family planning,” and population control were introduced into formal Congressional hearing records. His opinions were eagerly sought out by the religious and secular press. His weekly column on family life, “The Ties That Bind,” had become a staple of diocesan newspapers across the nation. Not unexpectedly, McHugh’s views and opinions (expressed as a representative of the NCCB/USCC) more often than not clashed with the teaching Magisterium of the Church.

For example, in his syndicated column of July 10, 1969, which appeared in The Catholic Standard and Times of the Archdiocese of Philadelphia, McHugh defends a variety of experimental human reproductive procedures prohibited by the Roman Catholic Church, including in vitro fertilization. In a brilliant piece of “newspeak,” McHugh commented favorably in his column on a June 13,1969 Life magazine article, “Challenge to the Miracle of Life,” by Life science editor Albert Rosenfeld:

According to the Life article, scientists are now seriously experimenting with new ways to initiate the reproductive process that would not require the act of conjugal love between husband and wife. There is the possibility of implanting the male sperm within the woman medically, and there is the possibility of removing an already fertilized ovum from one woman and implanting it in another, a process that has so far only been tested in animals…..Many scientists are convinced that we will also discover how to join sperm and ovum outside the woman’s body, thereby initiating the life process in a test tube. Then there is the possibility wherein the female egg, without fertilization by the male sperm, doubles its supply of chromosomes, thereby fertilizing itself. Since this is not uncommon in lower forms of life, scientists conjecture that we will discover the key to initiating the chromosome duplication, perhaps by use of electric shock, some special X-ray process, or the laser beam. (75)

It’s still a matter of guesswork as to how successful scientists will be, but if only a few of their theories work out, we will have more control of the life process than we are presently prepared to accept. (76)

As a devoté of “scientific sex” in the classroom, McHugh had little difficulty in supporting scientific sex in the laboratory. He urged his Catholic readers to open their minds to such possibilities.

The important point to grasp at the onset is that such speculations are not an insult to God nor a denial of His creative plan. There is no reason why God’s power to summon man into existence must be limited to the reproductive process as we know it now. Indeed, there is no reason to presume that the Divine plan does not go far beyond our present scientific speculation and encompass evolutionary breakthroughs that are even beyond our imagination. (77)

Actually, as McHugh must have been aware, these “speculations” were by 1969 realities. We know, for example, that during the late 1940s, medical researchers like John Rock, M.D., the future “Father of the Pill,” were conducting lethal in vitro experiments using tiny human embryos, deliberately conceived and then retrieved from the wombs of women scheduled for a hysterectomy. (78)

McHugh Waves White Flag of Surrender

at Federal Birth Control Hearings

On August 7, 1970 Father McHugh, testified on behalf of the NCCB/USCC on the Federal Government’s first, multi-billion dollar Five-Year Plan for domestic population control programs, (Title X of the Public Health Service Act), then before the House Subcommittee on Public Health and Welfare of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. (79) His presentation was pro forma.

McHugh was well aware, although it was not public knowledge at the time, that the question of any meaningful, organized opposition by the American hierarchy to government birth control programs had already been rendered moot. The NCCB/USCC, with the cooperation of John Cardinal Patrick Cody of the Archdiocese of Chicago and sundry other equally culpable U.S. bishops, had already cut an under-the-table deal with the Birth Control Establishment five years earlier. (80)

In 1968, the American hierarchy had quietly permitted Title X (Programs Relating To Population Growth (Sec. 291 of the Foreign Assistance Act) to be signed into law, following carefully orchestrated marathon hearings held by the Subcommittee on Foreign Expenditures of the U.S. Senate, chaired by population control zealot, Senator Ernest Gruening of Alaska. (81) This last time around, however, the American bishops, acting through the NCCB/USCC bureaucracy, selected a different but equally deadly strategy, one that remains to this very day.

The essence of McHugh’s message to the House Subcommittee, considering Title X domestic population control programs, was that the American bishops were willing to let the measure pass providing it contained an anti-abortion amendment. McHugh drafted this mischievous amendment himself and recruited Congressman John Dingell (D, MI) to offer it on the floor of the U.S. House of Representatives as an amendment to the Family Planning Services and Population Research Bill.

McHugh’s original wording of the Dingell Amendment, as it came to be called, was that no funds shall be used (under Title X) for “abortion as a method of contraception.” It was later modified to read, for “abortion as a method of family planning.” In the end, this regulatory (not prohibitory) language not only proved to be worthless in stopping government agencies from promoting and funding abortion, but proved to be positively dangerous to the long-term interests of pre-born children.

First, it should be clearly understood that the Dingell Amendment was only a “qualified” anti-abortion amendment; that is, it did not absolutely prohibit abortion but only “abortion as a method of family planning.” It did not exclude well-known abortifacients such as “The Pill,” Norplant, or the IUD. It did not exclude abortion for reasons of “health,” rape, incest, or “eugenic indication.”

Second, the Dingell Amendment did not prohibit the use of Title X funds to research and develop new chemical or surgical means of abortion under the euphemism “population research.”

Third, and most importantly, this entire federal population control program would be administered (and policed) by the Anti-Life Establishment itself.

The well-known pro-life researcher, Joseph J. Giedraitis of Tucson, Arizona, who reviewed thousands of pages of Title X Government Accounting Office audits, has shown that, while the Dingell Amendment was theoretically designed to exclude payments for abortion-on-demand, as well as all abortion related activities such as counseling and referral, Congressional intent was routinely subverted by birth control agencies (with the connivance of Federal officials charged with implementing the Government’s “family planning” programs and policies). The result was that Title X funds were used to foster abortion programmatically by ignoring abuses, and fiscally, by countenancing inadequate reporting and accounting practices. In private communications sent to this writer, Giedraitis documented how the Dingell Amendment could be circumvented merely by having the grantee stipulate that abortion was not used “as a method of family planning” but as a “health procedure” to address a condition of the patient or of the fetus (eugenic consideration). Thus, while the Dingell Amendment is, in theory, an anti-abortion amendment, in practice it has proven to be an “Abortion on Demand” Amendment!!!

Further, Giedraitis’ investigation proved that federal “family planning” funds, and private funds from foundations and corporations that were earmarked for abortion and abortion-related activities and propaganda, were held in common. This routine commingling of funds made it impossible to distinguish funds for audit purposes.

Certainly, if these problems arose with domestic population control funding, one can well imagine the futility of attempting to monitor foreign programs administered by the Agency for International Development (USAID) for multi-layered international anti-life programs of the United Nations and the International Planned Parenthood Federation.

It is also important to point out that having adopted an “anti-abortion amendment only” strategy, the NCCB/USCC never assigned one of its many attorneys to regularly monitor Title X programs and grants to insure that the Dingell Amendment was being vigorously enforced. Instead, this task fell by default to pro-life groups like the U.S. Coalition for Life and pro-life individuals like Giedraitis.

An important aside to McHugh’s formal, rather staid testimony before the House Subcommittee, was his impassioned impromptu statement to the Committee members on the necessity of universal sex instruction: “I would like to make clear that one of the concerns of the Family Life Bureau, and an important personal concern to me, one which has required a great deal of effort over the past 2 to 3 years, is the whole question of sex education, from birth to maturity.” (82)

McHugh concludes with his hope that programs of sex instruction would give another generation of Americans “... a positive attitude toward their own sexuality and considerably more information about it than most of us were benefited with as we passed from adolescence to adulthood. I think this is a priority.” (83)

Anti-Life Flood Gate Opened

On November 20, 1970, three months after Msgr. McHugh’s disastrous testimony, the NCCB/USCC released a two sentence statement titled “Birth Control Laws.”

Sec. 1. We are strongly opposed to involvement of the federal or state governments in the area of population control or family planning.

Sec. 2. There are always inherent risks to human freedom, danger of invading human rights and too great a danger of assuming that family planning will solve all the problems of poverty, racism, and social injustice by this oversimplified expediency. (84)

Case closed!

Thus it was that the American bishops, who had the power to stop passage of the Family Planning Services and Population Research Act (which had little Congressional support), permitted the measure to be signed into law. At that very moment, the Federal Government’s war against life began in earnest. The anti-life apparatus was assembled and installed. Planned Parenthood’s own Dr. Louis Hellman was immediately appointed Director for the new Office of Population Affairs within the Department of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW). Hundreds of millions of tax dollars flowed into Hellman’s “Stop The Stork” anti-baby campaign and then out into the coffers of the nation’s Anti-Life Establishment. Various Rockefeller-controlled enterprises such as Planned Parenthood, the Rockefeller Foundation, the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, and The Population Council moved some of their personnel and agents of influence into Hellman’s new population control center at HEW, the National Institute of Health (read Death), and the Agency for International Development (USAID) with the Department of State. The small window of opportunity that had briefly opened for the Pro-Life Movement to stem the bloody tide of abortion in the United States was closed and nailed shut!

Meanwhile, at McHugh’s NCCB/USCC Family Life Office it was business as usual!

McHugh Testifies Before Rockefeller Commission

On April 14, 1971, Father McHugh testified again on behalf of the NCCB/USCC before John D. Rockefeller III’s Commission on Population Growth and the American Future. The Commission was proposed by President Richard M. Nixon in a presidential message on population on July 18, 1969, and officially established by an act of Congress on March 16, 1970. (85)

Following his formal testimony which consisted of a selection of post-Vatican II statements on family policies, population control and abortion, McHugh was asked a number of pointed questions by various Commission members.

On the matter of birth control, McHugh stated:

Within the framework of present Catholic teaching, the use of rhythm is the most widely acceptable moral means of birth control. I think it would take a great a great deal more time than we have here to go into the refinements of the use of our economical types of contraceptives in specific instances and for specific purposes. (86)

On the issue of research into new methods of birth control McHugh stated that he entertained the possibility that “...[A]ny number of new chemical methods of contraception could be discovered or could be presently under research that would be morally acceptable with Roman Catholic teaching.” (87)

Later, Planned Parenthood’s Charlie Westoff quizzed McHugh on his (McHugh’s) well-known advocacy of universal sex education. Westoff, smelling fresh blood, was anxious to get on the public record whether this Catholic school-based sex instruction would include instruction in “family planning” concepts and methods. McHugh obliged him.

First, McHugh admitted that the issue of sex education had been a more volatile subject than birth control and abortion for him. Nevertheless, he reiterated his belief that sex education “... must begin in the first grade and continue until the child completes his formal education...I believe a factual presentation of different methods of conception control might very well be part of a sex education program.” (88) Of course, this position is contrary to Church teaching which holds that general group instruction to minors in sinful behavior, (information and instruction on contraceptive/abortifacient use) is immoral and pedagogically prohibited.

Another Commission member, Bernard Berelson from Rockefeller’s Population Council, then quizzed McHugh extensively on the issue of abortion--specifically when does human life begin. McHugh told Berelson, “…[T]here seems to be considerable, both scientific and legal evidence, that the child from the moment of conception has rights which should be protected.” McHugh then qualified this statement with another one that appeared to open the door to early anti-nidation abortifacients. “There is not a universal understanding as to the precise moment that life begins, but again, if in terms of both the genetic and biological data conception certainly is thought to be no later than implantation. So if you are going to take that (implantation) as your starting point then the law has to protect the individual human being embryo from that point (implantation) on,” McHugh stated. (89)

McHugh Advances His Clerical and Professional Career

Far from being unceremoniously removed from his post as National Family Life Director by the American bishops for his promotion of the AASEC/SIECUS/ Planned Parenthood agenda, and his erroneous public statements which contradicted and served to undermine traditional Church teachings on sexual morality and the Natural Law, McHugh used his position at the NCCB/USCC as a stepping stone up the Catholic Church’s bureaucratic and ecclesiastical ladder.

In 1972, Father McHugh was elevated to the rank of Monsignor and appointed a Papal Chamberlain by Pope Paul VI. That same year, his duties at the NCCB/USCC were expanded to include overlapping responsibilities as both Family Life Director (1967-75) and the Director of the new Bishops’ Office of Pro-Life Activities (1972-78).

It might be comforting to think that Msgr. McHugh’s departure for Rome in 1978 to pursue advanced studies in moral theology and ethics signaled the end of the AASEC-SIECUS-Planned Parenthood Axis’s stranglehold on the NCCB/USCC. It did not! McHugh’s responsibilities as the “American Church’s” point man in pushing sexual catechetics in Catholic schools was simply transferred (albeit temporarily) to another NCCB/USCC veteran bureaucrat with anti-life credentials, as good, if not better, than his predecessor!

The Dolesh Debacle

Dr. Daniel Dolesh, like McHugh, was a member of AASEC. He also belonged to several other pro-abort, pro-homosexual groups including the National Forum for Sex Education and the Metropolitan Sex Education Coalition, a Planned Parenthood front organization based in DWashingtonD, DD.C. (90) In the late 1970s, Dolesh had been instrumental in formulating important Family Life policies and projects for the U.S. Catholic Conference. With McHugh away in DRome, the mantle of leadership fell to Dolesh who was selected to Chair the USCC Department of Education’s new National Committee for Human Sexuality.

In 1981, Dolesh’s National Committee for Human Sexuality issued a revised set of USCC “sex education guidelines” for Catholic schools titled, Education in Human Sexuality for Christians. Never formally debated or approved by the American bishops or the NCCB-USCC’s Administrative Committee, the document was released under the auspices of the USCC’s Department of Education with only a few cosmetic changes.

For example, Dolesh’s Committee was forced to add a footnote on original sin to the document! (91) This awkwardly positioned and obvious last minute addition to the original text

had been a small concession to orthodoxy demanded by a few concerned bishops, who nevertheless permitted these horrendous “guidelines” to pass relatively unmolested, which is more than can be said for the young children exposed to them.

The Dolesh “guidelines” charge teachers in Catholic schools to provide a complete and systematic education in sex for all their students, including formal instruction on all major aberrations of sexual development: “.... psycho-sexual changes, psycho-sexual deviations such as homosexuality, transvestism, pedophilia, incest, natural and artificial family planning... myths of masturbation... different sexual lifestyles... and physical and emotional responses in intercourse.” (92)

Planned Parenthood-World Population (PP-WP) was thrilled with the Education in Human Sexuality for Christians, especially the document’s admonition that Catholics should make no attempt to block public school sex instruction, nor should Catholics attempt to establish alternative programs which might risk isolating the Catholic community. So thrilled in fact, that PP-WP even provided their readers with the USCC’s Washington address from which the guidelines could be ordered. (93) Soon after these highly controversial “guidelines” were issued, Dolesh, the USCC’s expert on Family Life, became embroiled in a domestic battle of his own, separated from his family, and moved to Cleveland to begin life anew as a sex therapist.

In February 6, 1986, The Plain Dealer ran an article by Diane Carmen entitled, “The Love Doctors; Sex Therapy in Cleveland,” featuring Dolesh, and his new business partner, Sherelynn Lehman, described as “Jewish, divorced, and has two children.” (94) The two co-hosted a radio call-in-show called “Sexline,” where on a least one occasion Dolesh had justified bestiality. Mercifully, the talk show has been discontinued. Naturally, the Carmen interview included a reference to Dolesh, as a former U.S. Catholic Conference employee who had “helped in the development of guidelines for sex education programs in Catholic schools across the country,” i.e. Education in Human Sexuality for Christians. (95)

In typical bureaucratic fashion, the United States Catholic Conference, which being a civic corporation has no Catholic conscience per se, managed to ride out the Dolesh scandal. The USCC, incredible as it may seem, also managed to keep Dolesh’s Education in Human Sexuality for Christians on the market for ten years until it was replaced by yet another set of “sex education guidelines,” titled Human Sexuality: A Catholic Perspective and Lifelong Learning. These most current USCC “guidelines” were developed by still another stacked NCCB/USCC Sex Education Committee and were released in November 1990. The USCC unsuccessfully tried to keep its Sex Education Committee’s membership secret! However, it was a foregone conclusion that Bishop James T. McHugh was a member of this “secret” group of lay and clerical “sexperts,” as indeed proved to be the case. (96)

McHugh Influences Vatican Documents

While on sabbatical in WRome, Msgr. McHugh served as a special assistant at the World Synod of Bishops on “The Christian Family in the Contemporary World” (1980). In 1983, he was invited by the WVatican to help formulate Pope John Paul II’s “Charter on the Rights of the Family.” He also participated in the drafting of “Educational Orientations on Human Love,” (poorly translated by the USCC’s Office of Publications as “Educational Guidance in Human Love”), a mischieveous document on sexual instruction for Catholics, including school children, released by the Vatican’s Sacred Congregation for Catholic Education on December 1, 1983. (97)

Bishop McHugh continues to be the American bishops’ and the Vatican’s expert on “sex education.” In January 1996, Bishop McHugh was among the specially invited guests to an important meeting on the issue held by the Vatican’s Pontifical Council for the Family in Rome. This meeting was held for the purpose of putting a correct public relations spin to the Council’s recent disasterous document: “The Truth and Meaning of Human Sexuality: Guidelines for Education Within the Family.” In an interview with Catholic News Service (CNS) following this Rome meeting, Bishop McHugh said that despite claims to the contrary, the new document is not meant to remove sex education from the classroom. “The Cardinal (Alfonso Cardinal Lopez Trujillo, President of the Council) went out of his way to say that the document does not say there is no role for sex education in schools,” Bishop McHugh insisted. (98) Cardinal Trujillo did not publicly contradict McHugh’s interpretation of the Pontifical Council for the Family’s document.

Clearly, after thirty years of advocating and promoting universal “sex education,” which the former President of Planned Parenthood, Dr. Alan Guttmacher, had identified on the eve of the Supreme Court’s Roe v. Wade decision, as the cornerstone of abortion rights, (99) Bishop McHugh has not changed his mind on the matter. The destruction of souls of Catholic children exposed to systematic sexual conditioning in parochial and public schools and CCD classes will continue unabated, Bishop McHugh, the high priest of “sex education” assures us.

A fact that appears to matter not one whit to the Holy See.
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Chapter 2

Father McHugh: A Trojan Horse in the Pro-Life Camp

Abortion Battle: The Early Years

When it came to fighting abortion, it can be truly said of Bishop McHugh that, as the Director of the Bishops’ Office for Pro-Life Activities, he did as much to protect the lives of pre-born children from death by abortion, as he did to protect the morals and purity of Catholic school children when he ran the USCC’s Family Life Division.

Historically speaking, the campaign to legalize induced abortion in the United States was already well underway by the time McHugh came to the USCC in 1967.

The so-called Abortion Reform Movement, which has always been intimately linked to the aforementioned Sexual Reform Movement of the 1920s and 1930s, as well as the more current world-wide Population Control Movement, was created and sustained by America’s most powerful “philanthropic” foundations, including the Rockefeller, Carnegie, Ford, and Scaife Foundations. (1)

Under the guise of “reproductive biology,” these tax-exempt foundations and their quasi-governmental enterprises such as John D. Rockefeller III’s Population Council, laid the groundwork for the development of new abortifacient devices (IUDs), drugs (prostaglandins and RU-486), and early and late-term mechanical and surgical techniques (vacuum aspiration, dilation and evacuation). Millions of foundation dollars had been poured into university-based “population centers” which carried out abortion research, abortion training, and actual abortions, and into “family-planning” and “sex education” organizations like Planned Parenthood-World Population and its spinoffs, SIECUS and AASEC. (2)

Foundation grants were given to establish pro-abort legal entities including the Abortion Reform Association of New York, the Association for the Study of Abortion (ASA), and the National Association for the Repeal of Abortion Laws (NARAL). Other prototype foundation-financed abortion projects included the Clergymen’s Counseling Service, the Therapeutic Abortion Program of the Los Angeles General Hospital, and Planned Parenthood’s Pregnancy Counseling Training Project in New York. (3)

Of course, Planned Parenthood-World Population (formerly the American Birth Control League founded in the 1920s by Margaret Sanger with funds from old man Rockefeller’s private “stash”) had been in the abortion business long before the Abortion Reform Movement formally organized.

In 1971, Planned Parenthood spokesman, George Langmyhr, M.D., admitted: “It goes without saying that Planned Parenthood Affiliates have long been involved in programs of abortion information, counseling, and referral. Before the recent changes in abortion laws, these activities were, necessarily unpublicized...” (4) Langmyhr candidly explained that abortion must be “an integral part of any complete or total family planning program,” because “the dilemma of a woman who has a legitimate method failure, or any type of unwanted pregnancy, cannot be avoided by Planned Parenthood clinic personnel.” (5) He concluded that Planned Parenthood “hopes that abortion will become even more available and supports the efforts of others in seeking reform and repeal of outdated abortion laws.” (6)

McHugh Establishes National Right to Life Office

The American bishops responded to the challenge of the Anti-Life Establishment by creating an anti-abortion organization within Msgr. McHugh’s existing Family Life Office. This new USCC subsidiary was known as the National Right to Life Committee (NRLC).

McHugh, as the Executive Director of NRLC, hired two of his acquaintances, Michael Taylor (currently the Executive Director of the USCC’s National Committee for a Human Life Amendment) and Martin McKernan, Jr., the Camden Diocese’s current legal counsel, to handle the day-to-day activities of this office.

The ostensible task of the NRLC was to monitor and assist the anti-abortion efforts of individual bishops within their own dioceses and to maintain contact with local and state pro-life groups which were springing up like wildfire across the nation, often at the prompting of their local Ordinary. In keeping with the policies established by the NCCB/USCC, political activism at the diocesan level (at least with regard to abortion) was to be avoided.

Known to be “soft” on abortifacients, silent on contraception, and wildly in favor of classroom sex programs for Catholic school children, McHugh’s “anti-abortion” organization soon gained for itself a dubious reputation for compromise on the matter of abortion. Using the tactic of linguistic subversion, the Catholic Church’s absolute prohibition against procured abortion, was reduced to a more limited opposition to abortion “as a method of family planning” and/or to “abortion on demand.”

McHugh Kills National Pro-Life Initiative

By the late 1960s, many lay Catholic pro-life activists had reached the unsettling conclu-sion that the NCCB/USCC, which had already abandoned its opposition to gov-ernment “birth control” programs and abortion research, was not about to lead any all-out national offensive against the slaughter of pre-born children in the United States and abroad. It was perhaps inevitable then, that in mid-autumn 1970, the Society for the Christian Commonwealth (SCC), a group of magisterial-minded, no-nonsense Catholic laymen headed by Brent Bozell and Michael Lawrence, editor of Triumph magazine (a publication of the SCC), took on the responsibility of organizing a national broad-based and ecumenical anti-abortion effort.

The Society selected a seven-member Steering Committee, composed of distinguished, nationally recognized pro-life figures including Professors Charles Rice of the Notre Dame Law School (Chairman), Dr. James Chu of Yale (a vocal critic of classroom sex instruction), and Herbert Ratner, M.D., editor of Child and Family. The Steering Committee was charged with the responsibility of organizing a national meeting of pro-life leaders and organizations to forge a united, pro-life effort against abortion, and of finding sponsors to underwrite the cost of the event. (7)

On February 5, 1971, Professor Rice sent a letter to fifty pro-life groups and hundreds of pro-life leaders across the country, including a special invitation to Father McHugh, inviting them to attend a National Right to Life Congress scheduled for April 6-8, 1971 at the Sheraton Park Hotel in Washington, D.C. The registration fee for the Congress was set at a modest $25.00. A similar “Dear Friend of Life: The time has come to act” invitation was also sent to each American bishop asking that each bishop send at least one diocesan representative to the Congress. The letter also included a request for financial support ($300 - $500) to help cover the cost of organizing the national meeting.

On February 16, at 10 a.m., Congressman Lawrence Hogan (R-MD), an outspoken foe of abortion, held a private meeting at the Capitol to discuss pro-life legislative strategies at the Congressional level together with the formation of a new well-financed and well-coordinated offensive against the enemies of Life. In attendance were representatives of the SCC and Father McHugh, representing the NCCB/USCC. (8)

An eyewitness at the meeting reported that Congressman Hogan, who had been scandalized at the recent poorly organized anti-abortion efforts to block his own state’s (Maryland) horrendous pro-abortion bill, responded enthusiastically when he learned of the upcoming National Right to Life Congress in April and pledged his support for the effort. (9) Not so enthusiastic was Fr. McHugh. The Family Life Director explained that his “National Right to Life Committee,” as an organ of the NCCB/USCC, was already providing local pro-life groups with legal counsel, and was involved in diocesan efforts to “educate our own people in faith and morals.” However, the Church could not “get into politics,” McHugh told the gathering with a straight face. Nor could abortion be opposed “from the pulpit” or by passing the collection plate, he added. (10)

Despite their differences, however, McHugh assured the SCC representatives that he would not oppose their April Congress and he wished them well.

However, despite his outward conciliatory demeanor and assurance of non-interference with the Congress, it was certain that Fr. McHugh was not pleased with the Hogan meeting.

First, his pride had been hurt by Congressman Hogan’s criticism of the abortion debacle in the Maryland legislature, which McHugh rightly interpreted to be a criticism of his NRLC operation. Not one to endure a deliberate slight or humiliation, McHugh nursed a grudge against this openly pro-life Congressman Hogan for years thereafter.

As for McHugh’s relations with the Society for the Christian Commonwealth, there was already little love lost between the two. It was common knowledge that Michael Lawrence, the editor of Triumph, made a specific point of McHugh-watching and regularly reported on his anti-life connections with SIECUS and AASEC.

Furthermore, it was SCC President Brent Bozell who had dragged McHugh from Canada in August 1970 to make the only official Catholic appearance at Congressional hearings on the infamous Family Planning Services and Population Research Bill. (11) In retrospect, given the fact that the young McHugh did not forthrightly oppose this anti-life Magna Charta, but rather pleaded his case for universal classroom sex instruction, perhaps it would have been better had the SCC left the Family Life Director north of the border.

Then there was, at least for McHugh, the burning issue of acronyms. The Society was calling for a National Right to Life Congress, NRLC for short, which was, of course, the same acronym for his National Right to Life Committee. Not entirely without justification, McHugh objected to the SCC’s use of an acronym identical to that of his own ad hoc (but as yet unincorporated) group.

However, as subsequent events would bear out, it was unlikely that Fr. McHugh would have approved of this pro-life Congress under any circumstances for the real issues of his disagreement with the SCC revolved around power and control. And this SCC-sponsored Congress, if successful, would have effectively removed much of that power and control from McHugh, and placed them in the hands of Catholic laymen.

Unbeknownst to the SCC Steering Committee and Congressman Hogan, just a week before that fateful February 16 meeting, Father McHugh had sent a secret communication to all bishops of the United States warning them against supporting the upcoming SCC Congress. This “Confidential Advisory,” dated February 9, 1971, stated that: “A small group of people” were planning a National Right to Life Congress in Washington, D.C. for April 6-8, 1971. McHugh told the bishops that this Congress had neither the sponsorship nor support of the USCC nor McHugh’s National Right to Life Committee. (12)

Noting that a number of independent pro-life groups, apart from his own “Right-to-Life” contacts were likely to attend the Congress, McHugh warned that the Church “must also exercise considerable prudence in the strategies followed.” Then he dropped this bombshell!

Since at least some of the supporters of the National Right to Life Congress have already urged violence and a tougher stand, we must withhold support…And since the most important efforts at present are those in the states that are directed toward individual state legislatures, a priority decision calls for a greater investment of energy and money at the local level. (13)

Sloughing off the urgent need for an immediate preemptive anti-abortion strike in the U.S. Congress, McHugh announced that he was scheduling meetings over the next six months with his NRLC contacts. “We recommend that the Bishops do not fund or support other meetings, but direct all support toward the local groups, and those agencies that are directly helping our people.” (14)

It was later verified that McHugh had sent a similar letter to his own right-to-life contacts across the country.

On February 18, 1971, Professor Rice, chairman of the SCC Steering Committee, who is no amateur when it comes to confrontational politics, clerical or otherwise, sent McHugh a point-by-point letter demanding that McHugh retract his unsubstantiated charges that some of the Congress’ organizers advocated violence, as well as other errors found in his Confidential Advisory to the American bishops and other pro-life leaders. Rice also sent a letter directly to the American bishops concerning McHugh’s “incredible” February 9 communication, warning that if McHugh succeeded in withdrawing all Church support from the Congress, “there can be no Congress.” (15)

McHugh, for his own part, unaware that the SCC had in its possession a copy of his Confidential Advisory to the bishops, sent Rice a follow up letter dated February 18, 1971, asking for more details on the April Congress for the alleged purpose of participating in and/or sponsoring the event he was currently in the process of trying to kill! Among the bogus questions he put forth was, “What type of strategy and tactics will be followed by the Congress participants, i.e., what amount of militancy, activism, violence?” (16)

In a final effort to break the obvious impasse and salvage the April National Right to Life Congress from almost certain destruction, SCC officials Lawrence and Bozell agreed to a meeting with Bishop Joseph Bernardin, General Secretary of the USCC and Father McHugh on February 24.

As a token of good faith, Lawrence informed Bishop Bernardin that he had killed a Triumph editorial, already at the printers, which detailed Father McHugh’s role in obstructing the National Right to Life Congress.

Unfortunately, this meeting was doomed from the start. McHugh would not retract the substance of his Confidential Advisory to the bishops; and Bernardin, officially representing the NCCB/USCC, was not interested in forcing the issue. The meeting, however, proved instructive in determining the real nature of Father McHugh’s objections to the April Congress. McHugh’s first complaint was that the Congress organizers had “stolen” (i.e. “misappropriated”) his group’s name, and his group’s mailing list. As for the April Congress, he said he would continue his opposition unless its organization was subject to his approval. Even then, he would counsel the bishops to withhold support! (17)

Asked to produce evidence that some Congress organizers were advocating “violence,” McHugh admitted that his singular target was Bozell, who had been arrested at an anti-abortion demonstration outside a local aboratorium and was given a probationary sentence. Violent activities? Hardly! (18) Finally, Bernardin brought the meeting to a close, promising his prompt response to the SCC’s concerns about the Congress and its call for a retraction of charges against the SCC by Father McHugh.

This final communication was hand-delivered to the SCC office the following day. However, the letter was from McHugh, not Bernardin. The Family Life Director restated his own personal determination to work out some solution to the proposed Congress and to avoid any publicity concerning the present disagreement between the SCC and the USCC.

McHugh’s “solution” involved giving the Congress a new name, and postponing the national meeting until such time as the Congress organizers provided the Board of Directors of his National Right to Life Committee with full details as to the SCC’s aims and strategies. If the goals and aims of the Congress were compatible with those of his National Right to Life Committee, then cooperation (but not endorsement) might be possible. Fr. McHugh proposed still another meeting, this time between some of his NRLC Board of Directors and members of the Congress Steering Committee, including Professor Rice. This proposal was rejected by the SCC.

The handwriting was on the wall. It read “My Way or No Way!” On February 25, 1971, the leaders of the Society for a Christian Commonwealth agreed to abort their April National Right to Life Congress.

The Betrayal Continues

Having temporarily rid himself of any serious competition, Msgr. McHugh began the task of restructuring and expanding his own National Right to Life Committee into a national and centrally-controlled anti-abortion organization headquartered in HWashingtonH, HD.C.

Unfortunately, McHugh’s concept of a centralized bureaucracy to direct and manage pro-life education and legislation throughout the United States was exactly the opposite of what was needed at the time. His attempts to “institutionalize” the Pro-Life Movement by turning the NRLC into a single monolithic structure would saddle the Movement with an expensive, ineffectual bureaucratic white elephant for years to come.

In her 1977 classic work, “Do You Need Permission to Save the Unborn Child?; A Pro-Life Study of Power Struggles Within the Right to Life Movement,” Long Island pro-life activist Arlene Doyle reprinted the notes on the NRLC’s lack of progress (taken by one NRLC National Director) five months after the organization had incorporated in the spring of 1973:

To date, no major piece of pro-life legislation at the federal level or major HEW (Health, Education and Welfare) or AID (Agency for International Development) action had been initiated and/or digested and communicated by specific actions of the Executive Committee or the NRLC Directors as a unified body. (19)

This task has been carried out by other national groups that have neither the financial base nor the paid staff of NRLC yet have been very successful in getting through Congress pro-life legislation and bureaucratic changes of policy. Their action has been supported by individual directors acting on their own initiative and basing their actions on research and information of these independent national agencies. If the minutes of these weekly meetings reflect anything at all, it is that the major preoccupation of that group is itself and not the unborn child or other victims of the anti-life establishment. (20)

As Doyle was quick to point out, NRLC’s problems were not caused by any particular individual or a lack of talent or good will, but were rooted in NRLC’s original authoritarian structure itself and the assumptions under which the organization operated. (21) The NRLC also had more than its share of ideological problems.

Even after its official incorporation and separation from McHugh’s Family Life Office, NRLC continued to be regarded, by both “hard-line” right-to-lifers and pro-life politicians on Capitol Hill, as a group with a penchant for compromise, especially with regard to abortion “exceptions” (i.e. rape, incest, life of the mother, and fetal deformity). as well as abortifacient drugs and devices--a tragic legacy from Father McHugh that has remained with the organization until this very day. Yet, it would be unfair, however, to suggest that the battle over “exceptions” was unique to the National Right to Life Committee. It was not.

Every organization with a stake in the abortion issue (including the National Conference of Catholic Bishops) at some point was forced to make a policy decision, for or against, “a little killing on the side.” In the Pro-Life Movement, the meaning of the term “no exception” (in the case of directly willed and procured abortion and infanticide and euthanasia) has always been clear. It means simply to be against abortion at all times for any reason, period! It means to be opposed to abortion without reservation. For, as the brilliant pro-life physician Dr. William Lynch from Boston once said, “When one exception is made for whatever reason, that reason becomes the price of the baby.” (22) When Pastor Kent Kelly of Calvary Memorial Church in North Carolina warned his congregation that, “As a Christian, you have no business debating the abortion issue unless you are against abortion, period,” (23) he was not expressing some narrow sectarian dogma of the Catholic Church but rather the simple truth of the absolute sanctity of all innocent human life.

There were some cases where the battle over “exceptions” tore the pro-life organization apart, even where organizers were determined to avoid compromise. Americans United for Life (AUL) was one such group.

AUL was created by the Society for the Christian Commonwealth (SCC) shortly after its plans to host the National Right to Life Congress collapsed in the spring of 1971. The SCC had now settled upon a new objective, the building of a national, non-sectarian, educational organization of citizens who affirm the sacredness of all human life from conception to natural death without exception. The SCC poured its financial resources and manpower into this effort and Americans United for Life was born.

The founders of AUL incorrectly assumed that any individual, whatever his particular denomination or creed, who agreed to serve as an officer of AUL, would, in good conscience, accept and implement the “no-exception” provision as AUL’s official policy. So it came as a profound shock to them when they discovered that the newly elected President of AUL, Professor George Williams of Harvard Divinity School, was against “abortion on demand,” but supported abortion in cases of life of the mother, rape, incest, deformity of mind or body, statutory rape and adulterous intercourse! (24) Further, Prof. Williams opposed the idea that AUL take a stand against chemical abortifacients, such as prostaglandins, used to induce both early and late-term abortions, or abortifacient devices such as the IUD. In this matter, he was supported by pro-contraceptionist Marjorie Mecklenburg, AUL’s Secretary and Treasurer, who later became Chairman of the Board for the National Right to Life Committee. (25) Both Williams and Mecklenburg were challenged by AUL Board member, Professor Charles Rice of Notre Dame Law School, who had not been present at the meeting when Prof. Williams was elected.

It was Prof. Rice’s belief that the Pro-Life Movement did not need “a pseudo-ecumenical organization that will present a diluted position in order to enlarge the nominal representation of its board.” (26) A person cannot presume to lead a battle to protect all human life if he is for the killing of some human lives, he said. He also stated that chemical abortifacients were the wave of the future. Acknowledging that the controversy was over issues, not personalities, Rice warned that if AUL’s own board members were unable to agree on purpose, then AUL would be “a lesson in futility.” (27)

When the dust had settled, the SCC withdrew its support from the organization it conceived and nurtured, and let the AUL go its own way rather than tear the group totally apart with a public controversy. Its plans to forge AUL into a national pro-life educational agency collapsed. Later, AUL changed its organizational mission entirely and went on to specialize in anti-abortion litigation.

Fortunately for the emerging Pro-Life Movement, neither NRLC nor AUL represented your typical pro-life organization in these early years. Rather, the heart and soul of the anti-abortion resistance movement were to be found in the vast, informal network of hundreds of small to moderate-size local, state (including some NRLC affiliates), and national grassroots groups which together formed a powerful anti-abortion coalition. As could be expected, these independent, hard-line groups, dominated by Catholic laymen, would be among the first to challenge the compromised anti-abortion politics of Msgr. James T. McHugh, the American bishops’ new national spokesman for pro-life affairs.

The Bishops Establish New Pro-Life Office

Just two months prior to the infamous Supreme Court abortion decision of Jan. 22, 1973 (which quickly shifted the pro-life focus from state legislatures to the United States Congress), the American bishops re-organized and expanded their anti-abortion activities. They created their own Ad Hoc Committee for Pro-Life Affairs that later became a formal Standing Committee of the NCCB called the Bishops’ Committee for Pro-Life Activities. This Committee was composed of members of the hierarchy, consultants drawn from the hierarchy, and a Pro-Life Secretariat housed in the NCCB/USCC offices in JWashingtonJ, JD.C.. Technically speaking, Chairman John Cardinal Cody and seven other bishops were in charge of this Committee. In practice however, the routine work and correspondence of the Bishops’ Committee were handled almost exclusively by McHugh, who acted as both its Secretary and Executive Director in addition to his other duties as Family Life Director. The current Director for the Secretariat is McHugh’s former secretary, Gail P. Quinn. Faced with the reality of his declining influence and control of the National Right to Life Committee he had started, McHugh was happy with this new opportunity “to shape the response of the Catholic Church in JAmerica to the horrible consequences of Roe v. Wade.” (28)

One of his first duties as Executive Director of the Bishops’ Committee for Pro-Life Activities was the development of a comprehensive, “pro-life” educational program together with study guide materials for use in Catholic schools and in diocesan pro-life offices. All too soon, however, it became clear that Msgr. McHugh’s “vision” of what constitutes a pro-life agenda and plan of action was radically different from that of grassroots pro-lifers. Whereas, the latter were fighting to stop this heinous crime of abortion, McHugh was intent on regulating the crime. Showing himself to be a man “ahead of his time,” Msgr. McHugh layered the USCC’s collectivist liberal agenda onto his own “Respect Life Program.” (29)

The net effect of his enveloping what has come to be known as the “Seamless Garment” strategy around pro-life issues involving such intrinsically evil acts as directly willed and procured abortion, was to water down completely the importance of these issues in the eyes of the Catholic laity as well as the general population. This strategy also provided loop-holes for raving pro-abort politicians such as Senator Ted Kennedy, who could now escape the Church’s blanket condemnation of their consistent anti-life voting record in their next bid for re-election.

Moreover, the “Seamless Garment” strategy created a conflict of interest for McHugh when anti-abortion initiatives on Capitol Hill clashed with the leftist, liberal legislative priorities of the NCCB/USCC. The battle between Msgr. McHugh and the Pro-Life Movement over the pro-abortion activities of the Legal Services Corporation was a case in point.

USCC Backs Radical Pro-Abort Lawyers

On June 21, 1973, Congressman Larry Hogan, McHugh’s old nemesis, offered an abortion prohibition amendment to prevent the federally-funded Legal Services Corporation from continuing to providing legal assistance for “the poor” to procure an abortion, or to force individuals and/or institutions to perform abortions against their own religious beliefs or moral convictions. The Hogan amendment passed the House, but similar efforts in the Senate failed. The measure then went to conference.

“A National Alert,” in the form of an eight-page memorandum on the anti-life activities of Legal Services by the U.S. Coalition for Life (USCL), headed by this writer, was sent to every pro-life group in the United States. Within 48 hours, almost every Congressman and Senator got the same message - “Abort Legal Services NOT Unborn Babies!”

As it so happened, the United States Catholic Conference and its legal staff were also pushing hard on the Legal Services issue; but unfortunately, it was in the opposite direction! It was not wholly unexpected, therefore, when Msgr. McHugh put a call into the USCL office to express his disapproval of its campaign against Legal Services Corporation. The USCL held firm, but the damage done by McHugh and the USCC bureaucrats proved fatal to the cause of the unborn child. When this sorry legislative battle over the Legal Services Corporation finally came to an end, the score was: radical pro-abort attorneys-1, pre-born children-0.

States’ Rights vs

A Mandatory Human Life Amendment

In March 1974, at the historic first Congressional hearings for a Constitutional Human Life Amendment, four members of the American hierarchy, John Cardinal Krol, Timothy Cardinal Manning, John Cardinal Cody and Humberto Cardinal Medeiros appeared before the Constitutional Amendments Subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary, chaired by Senator Birch Bayh. They did exceedingly well presenting the Roman Catholic Church’s case for the restoration of the Constitutional right to life for pre-born children.

On the issue of “exceptions,” Humberto Cardinal Medeiros answered forthrightly: “As for an amendment, which would generally prohibit abortion but permit it in certain exceptional circumstances, such as when a woman’s life is considered to be threatened, the Catholic Conference does not endorse such an approach in principle and could not conscientiously support it. The prohibition against the direct and intentional taking of innocent human life should be universal and without exception.” (30)

Cardinal Medeiros also rejected the principle of a States’ Rights amendment, explaining: “A ‘States’ Rights’ amendment which would simply return jurisdiction over the abortion law to the States, does not seem to be a satisfactory solution to the existing situation. Protection of human life should not depend upon geographical boundaries.” (31)

Unfortunately, the Cardinals’ statements, which accurately expressed the formal teachings of the Roman Catholic Church on induced abortion, were not translated into any meaningful action by the USCC or the Bishops’ Committee for Pro-Life Affairs. Instead, these teachings were consistently undermined by the very person the bishops had chosen to protect the interests of the pre-born child--Msgr. James T. McHugh.

In 1975, the first of two major pro-life confrontations with Msgr. McHugh and the NCCB/USCC apparatus took place over the issue of a States’ Rights amendment to the Constitution designed to regulate, not prohibit, abortion. On the last day of the Bayh hearings, July 8, 1975, the Noonan States’ Rights Amendment was introduced by Professor David W. Louisell, a law professor at the University of California, whose appearance had been arranged by the bishops’ new anti-abortion lobby, the National Committee for a Human Life Amendment (NCHLA), in cooperation with Msgr. McHugh and the Bishops’ Committee for Pro-Life Affairs.

The NCHLA then approached Senator Burdick of North Dakota (noted as favoring a litany of exceptions), and persuaded him to introduce the Noonan Amendment at the upcoming closed session of Bayh’s Subcommittee meeting on September 17. A vote on each of the pending amendments was expected at that time. A letter endorsing the Noonan Amendment was released by McHugh’s Pro-Life Committee and the NCHLA claiming the States’ Rights amendment was a “carefully drawn compromise proposal.” (32)

It should also be noted that The Noonan Amendment, unlike the Hogan-Helms or Buckley Amendments, was not a Human Life Amendment at all. It merely gave a State the right, not the obligation, to protect “life” (and not specifically human life).

•  It did not declare the unborn child a person under the Constitution with specific reference to the 5th and 14th Amendments.

•  It did not state at what point in time (i.e., fertilization, implantation, viability) this “right to protect life” would be effected.

•  And it did not empower Congress to pass legislation to cut off pro-abortion domestic or foreign funding since the term “federal jurisdictions” used in this amendment applies to geographical locations such as the District of Columbia or U.S. military bases only.

Furthermore, it was well known that virtually all grass-roots right-to-life groups were opposed to any States’ Rights amendment.

On the final balloting, all the Constitutional Amendments failed to be voted out of Bayh’s subcommittee. The Noonan Amendment was defeated by a 4-4 tie vote. For the record, McHugh’s “man of the hour,” Senator Burdick, did not cast a vote for anymandatory Human Life Amendment!

Once again, Msgr. McHugh, together with the National Committee for a Human Life Amendment which he controlled, had managed to pull defeat from the jaws of victory! And the bloody war against baby killing dragged on.

The United States Coalition for Life:

A Thorn in McHugh’s Side

The United States Coalition for Life (USCL) was created in 1972 as a national and international pro-life research organization and resource agency for pro-life members of the U.S. Congress. The USCL handles a wide range of pro-life issues including contraception, sterilization, abortion, population control, sex education, eugenics, euthanasia, and human fetal and embryo experimentation. Its areas of specialty include federal anti-life programs (domestic and foreign), and the long-standing anti-life policies and programs of the National Foundation/March of Dimes.

As the name implies, the USCL has always worked on a “coalition” basis with pro-life groups around the world. Its policies and programs were framed by an International Advisory Board of some of the best minds in the Pro-Life Movement including Dr. Herbert Ratner, Professor Charles E. Rice, Mrs. Frances Frech, Professor Albert Kapusinski, Dr. Siegfried Ernst, as well as the late Dr. Jerome Lejeune, Dr. William Lynch, and Hamish Fraser, together with many others. (33)

It was my position as the USCL’s Executive Director and editor of its quarterly publication, The Pro-Life Reporter, which first brought me into direct contact with Msgr. McHugh. Looking back over these early years of the Pro-Life Movement, it is difficult to identify a time when the USCL wasn’t locking horns with Msgr. McHugh, whether it be over his promotion of sex education, or his role as guardian angel to the March of Dimes, or his failures to oppose federally funded population control programs.

Although these personal accounts are too numerous to recount here, one particular conflict stands out in my mind because it involved two of my great loves--babies and the Vietnamese people.

The Vietnamese Abortion Scandal:

An Odyssey of Death (34)

Before my becoming the Director of the USCL, this writer served for ten years as the Executive Director of the all-volunteer National Vietnam Refugee and Information Services, which provided material and financial assistance to five refugee centers and orphanages in South Vietnam. When Saigon fell, our organization aided in the BUnited States’ resettlement program of refugees in San Diego (CA) and Indiantown Gap (PA) during the mid-1970s. This is how I was in a position to learn that pregnant Vietnamese refugee women, temporarily housed at make-shift camp sites, were being secretly herded to off-base killing centers for abortions.

Acting on behalf of the USCL, this writer conducted a lengthy investigation of this matter. This investigation revealed that Louis Hellman’s Office of Population Affairs (HEW), in cooperation with the Department of Defense (DOD), had conspired to develop a complex bureaucratic maze for providing abortions for Vietnamese refugee women. Given the tragic circumstances and emotional turmoil surrounding their exodus from South Vietnam and problems of cultural and language barriers, it is doubtful whether these poor women (some near term) were capable of giving full and informed consent to the killing of their babies.

Hellman’s Office of Population Affairs was also waging a large-scale crude birth control campaign at the refugee camps telling these Vietnamese (most of whom were Catholic), that small families were “the American way.” (35) One refugee camp newspaper contained a full-page spread (with pictures) of birth-prevention gels and devices and abortifacient coils and pills. (36)

After contacting U.S. Catholic chaplains and Catholic Relief Services workers at the refugee camps, all of whom said they knew nothing about the underground abortion program, I attempted to get the cooperation of USCC refugee resettlement officials and the Bishops’ Committee for Pro-Life Affairs to help stop the killing of Vietnamese pre-born babies, but to no avail. Like Dr. Hellman, both the USCC and the Bishops’ Pro-Life Committee denied there was any such program connected with the Vietnamese Refugee Resettlement Program.

After months of bitter struggle, the USCL, with the aid a Vietnamese chaplain and some pro-life Congressmen, succeeded in terminating the HEW/DOD refugee abortion program, but not before hundreds of tiny, helpless Vietnamese pre-born children were butchered in the “land of the free and the home of the brave!”

The Vietnamese have a traditional folk tale about a giant (Communism) who comes into a village one day and is hailed as a savior of the people. Too late do the villagers discover that the giant had no heart. No heart! No mercy! Just like the bureaucracy of the U.S. Catholic Conference!

NCHLA Helps Kill Human Life Bill

Early in 1981, Congressman Henry Hyde (R-IL) and Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC) decided to give the Pro-Life Movement a much needed jump start to spark some new life and enthusiasm into rank-and-file right-to-life workers. (37)

Acknowledging the political reality that they did not have the two-thirds majority in the U.S. House and Senate necessary to get a Human Life Amendment passed by Congress and then referred to the states for ratification, Congressman Hyde and Senator Helms introduced the Human Life Bill (HLB) into the House and the Senate. The HLB legally defined the unborn child as a person with all the rights of personhood under the law. To become law the HLB needed only a majority vote in the House and Senate, and the political momentum for passage was there from the earlier November elections. Virtually all pro-life groups backed the effort because, as Professor Rice said, “It was a no loose situation!” Whether voted upon and passed by the Supreme Court or denied by the Supreme Court, we (and the pre-born child) would come out ahead. Even the Supreme Court’s denial would provide additional evidence of the need for a “Pro-Life Constitutional Amendment.” (38)

Then the USCC dropped a bomb on the Pro-Life Movement. While the Human Life Bill was still in committee, Wilfred Caron, the USCC general counsel, publicly declared the measure to be unconstitutional, and therefore the USCC would oppose the measure! In its place, the NCCB/USCC legal apparatus with the assistance of the Bishops’ Pro-Life Office and the NCHLA, proposed still another States’ Rights amendment to the Constitution that they got Senator Orrin Hatch (R - UT) to introduce on Sept. 21, 1981. The Hatch ploy was correctly interpreted by all grass-roots pro-life groups to be still another deliberate act of sabotage by the NCCB/USCC bureaucracy, and McHugh’s Pro-Life Committee in particular. Like the ill-fated Noonan Amendment, the Hatch Amendment was likewise not a Human Life Amendment and it offered no mandatory protection for the pre-born child for whom death would still be a matter of geography.

The truth was that the Hatch Amendment was not worth the paper it was written on. And no one knew this better than Msgr. McHugh, who later admitted, “Unfortunately, during the last Congress, describing the Hatch Amendment as a human life amendment, and failure to admit its limitations, played into the hands of pro-abortion forces who lumped all anti-abortion strategies together and portrayed them as attacks on the Constitution, punitive of women, efforts to establish one religious viewpoint as the basis of law.” (39) Once the Hatch Amendment was introduced, the NCCB/USCC used its bureaucratic minions to whip the American bishops into shape, much the same way that they had railroaded their employers (the American bishops) into legitimizing, after-the-fact, classroom “sex education” ten years before.

By the time of the NCCB meeting in Washington, D.C. on November 14-16, President Archbishop John R. Roach and Cardinal Terence Cooke, Chairman of the Bishops’ Pro-Life Committee had already publicly expressed support for Hatch. Following a lengthy debate on this matter involving a fair degree of acrimony and hand wringing, when the question was finally brought up for a vote, all the American bishops voted to support the Hatch Amendment--save one--Bishop Joseph Sullivan of the Diocese of Baton Rouge. God bless his soul!

Once the American bishops had formally committed themselves to Hatch, the NCHLA and McHugh’s Office for Pro-Life Affairs began to pressure pro-life Congressmen to support the Hatch Amendment or face the threat or being labeled “pro-abort!” (40)

Next, they went after the soft underbelly of the Pro-Life Movement, the National Right to Life Committee. They needed at least one major right-to-life group to break rank and the NRLC was the most vulnerable because of its historic ties to the USCC and Msgr. McHugh. Already accustomed to political compromise, the NRLC Board (which originally opposed Hatch) met in an emergency session on December 12, 1981, and after an all day session, voted to endorse Hatch!

Finally, the NCHLA and the Bishops’ Pro-Life Committee went after pro-life grassroots support. In this attempt they failed miserably. No sane pro-lifer was going to work for a Constitutional amendment that failed to mandatarily protect the unborn child. When the vote came down, the Hogan-Helms Human Life Bill (modified) was rejected by the Senate 47-46 on a motion to table. The Senate also rejected the Hatch Amendment. Still, the NCHLA and McHugh’s Office for Pro-Life Activities had accomplished their main goal, the death of the Hogan-Helms Human Life Bill. There was also an added bonus--the Pro-Life Movement was now in shambles.

As for the American bishops, after rushing to “compromise” the life of the pre-born child even before a shot was fired, and giving their blessings to the Hatch Amendment, they never again could claim the moral high ground. Indeed, their descent down the slippery slope of compromise, appears to have accelerated since the Hatch debacle.

According to Auxiliary Bishop Edward O’Donnell of St. Louis, a member of the Bishops’ Committee on Pro-Life Affairs, while in terms of theology the bishops reject any willfully procured abortion, “... [I]n terms of public policy, the bishops support legislation allowing a far broader range of abortions to save the life of the mother.” (41) And for the sake of political expediency, they were willing to accept anti-abortion legislation with rape and incest exclusions, he said. “We recognize that we live in a pluralistic society. We teach our people and attempt to hold them to that. It’s not that every iota of Catholic teaching needs to be enacted into law,” O’Donnell concluded. (42)

Professor Rice’s assessment of the Hatch debacle is short and to the point. “Initially, the bishops were betrayed by McHugh and Company. Then they partook in the betrayal by confirming the Hatch Amendment. They made their separate peace with the enemy.” (43) Not one to mince words where the lives of unborn children are at stake, Rice said that pro-life support for the dangerous Hatch Amendment (as presently worded) was akin to “racing out to mid-ocean in a helicopter to board the Titanic.” (44)

For the record, Msgr. McHugh continues to support a States’ Rights amendment on abortion to the Constitution. He believes that the Pro-Life Movement should “unite” behind an amendment that would grant “real but not total protection for the unborn by letting the Congress and the States pass anti-abortion laws.” (45) Getting this limited protection for the unborn McHugh says will take time but that “a slower pace allows for better public education and growing public acceptance” necessary to pass legislation. (46)

SLOWER PACE!!! Here is a man, who, for over thirty years has undermined and totally compromised Catholic doctrine on the intrinsic evil of induced abortion. His incrementalist political strategies, based on the proposition that innocent human life is negotiable, has accelerated not decreased the toll of abortion victims in the United States and opened the door to euthanasia ever wider. He has been instrumental in turning the Pro-Life Movement into a sickening parody of its original mission--to protect all human life, including pre-born children, from birth to natural death, without exception. And he dares to talk about a “slower pace.”

Unquestionably, Bishop McHugh has served his open and hidden masters well on many anti-life fronts. Thus far we have examined McHugh’s involvement in sex education and domestic abortion policies. Next, we will look at his role in pushing the agenda of the Eugenic Establishment, to which Bishop McHugh has demonstrated a particularly long-lived and ardent devotion.
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Chapter 3

Msgr. McHugh and

The March of Dimes

The Catholic Connection

Msgr. McHugh did not create the special and unique relationship that the National Foundation/March of Dimes has always enjoyed with the Catholic Church in the MUnited States--a relationship that extends back to the days of President Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New Deal.

He did, however, come to use his position as Family Life and Pro-Life Director at the NCCB/USCC to exploit that relationship for the benefit of the Eugenic Establishment of which the National Foundation was a part, and to the detriment of physically handicapped and mentally retarded children; born and pre-born, throughout the world.

The timetable of events surrounding Father McHugh’s thirty-year alliance with the National Foundation closely paralleled his other controversial pursuits in the field of sex education and abortion. McHugh’s standard modus operandi--deception, duplicity, and secrecy--which he had used with varying degrees of success in pressing forward the AASEC/SIECUS/Planned Parenthood anti-life agenda, was applied with renewed vigor in defense of the nation’s number one promoter of eugenic abortion.

In the late 1960s, when the National Foundation felt threatened by the public exposure of its anti-life policies and programs, especially those involving nightmarish human fetal experimentation, and the development and promotion of “search and destroy” intrauterine techniques designed to eliminate handicapped children in utero, the organization moved quickly to insure continued official support from the Catholic Church. The powerful public charity found a willing and enthusiastic champion for their cause in the person of Father James T. McHugh, then Director of the United States Catholic Conference’s (USCC) Family Life Division.

It would be well-nigh impossible for anyone to fully comprehend the manifold tragic implications for Holy Mother Church brought about by McHugh’s unholy alliance with the National Foundation/March of Dimes, without some knowledge of the early history of the Foundation and the key events and personalities who helped shape its eugenic policies and programs. While these insights into the politics of charity of so-called national voluntary health agencies like the March of Dimes are important in their own right, they are indispensable to understanding the nature of the ties that have bound Father McHugh to the National Foundation/March of Dimes for more than three decades.

The Founding of the March of Dimes

In the summer of 1921, one year after running for Vice President on the Democratic ticket, Franklin D. Roosevelt was stricken with polio. Overnight, his driving political ambitions were eclipsed, for a time at least, by a desperate search for treatment and a possible cure for his crippling paralysis.

This search eventually led him to a dilapidated mineral spring resort, the Meriwether Inn, at Warm Springs, Georgia, where he and his future law partner, Basil “Doc” O’Connor, conducted some of their early business negotiations. (1)

Later, Roosevelt, who believed the Warm Springs pool had therapeutic value, took up temporary residence at the resort and began a program of physical therapy. In the months and years that followed, long after he had returned to Hyde Park and political life, the Warm Springs facility remained his home away from home.

On April 29, 1926 Roosevelt, who was perennially short of personal and campaign funds used monies from his mother, Mrs. James Roosevelt, and friends, to acquire the resort facility and its 1,260 surrounding acres of land from George Foster Peabody, the founder of the J. P. Morgan banking firm, with the idea of turning the long-neglected, run-down resort into a profit-making entity. (2)

Within a few months however, spiraling refurbishing costs and the difficulty of trying to accommodate vacationing society ladies and their families with polio victims seeking mineral bath therapy, forced Roosevelt to reconsider the recommendation of Basil O’Connor that the Warm Springs resort be converted into a “charity,” a tax-deductible foundation devoted exclusively to the care of polio patients. It is here that our story of the March of Dimes begins.

In 1927, Roosevelt established the Georgia Warm Springs Foundation as a non-profit corporation with himself as President, Basil O’Connor as Treasurer and Louis Howe, Franklin’s political advisor, as trustee. To cover himself financially, he also took out a life insurance policy in favor of the new foundation, which at the time of FDR’s death, paid off a $200,000 demand note held by George Peabody. (3)

In the fall of 1928 when Roosevelt was elected Governor of New York, O’Connor assumed the presidency of the Warm Springs Foundation. From then on, it would be O’Connor’s philanthropic “baby.”

During these early years, the new foundation struggled along on tax-deductible contributions from Roosevelt and his close friends. Polio was not high on the nation’s list of health concerns, and without national publicity, it was difficult to compete financially with more established national charities such as the Cancer Society (1913), the National Society for Crippled Children (1919), and the Heart Association (1924).

It was not until 1933, when President Roosevelt entered the White House, that the nation began to focus attention on the crippling disease of poliomyelitis. Basil O’Connor, no stranger to Democratic politics, used the President’s office, raw political patronage, and the services of the United States Post Office to promote the Warm Springs Foundation and its cause--polio. “The President’s charity” became an overnight success!

Soon millions of dollars in contributions were flowing into the Warm Springs Foundation, as the coast-to-coast Annual Presidential Birthday Parties (held on the 30th of January, Roosevelt’s birthday), helped to make polio a priority disease and make the Foundation a household name. The gimmick of the Birthday Ball, in which the distinction between charitable “contributions” and political “payola” became progressively blurred, was the brainchild of Warm Springs trustee and super-salesman, Keith L. Morgan, whom O’Connor had hired as a fund-raiser in 1929. (4)

The Georgia Warm Springs Foundation’s Board of Trustees was expanded to include prominent Wall Street figures including Eugene Smith Wilson, Vice President of A.T.& T.; James A. Moffett, Vice President of Standard Oil; Jeremiah Milbank, director of the Rockefeller-controlled Chase National Bank; and the ever-present, former owner of the Foundation property, George F. Peabody. (5)

Initially, contributions were used primarily to update and expand Warm Springs’ polio facilities and services, and hire and train medical staff. Later, the Foundation’s Board of Trustees moved to establish an independent President’s Birthday Ball Commission to distribute funds for research into the causes, treatment, and prevention of paralytic polio.

In 1935 the Birthday Ball Commission awarded its first grants in the field of polio research. One grant of $65,000 went to support an experimental polio vaccine made by Dr. Maurice Brodie of New York University. Hundreds of children received the Brodie Vaccine before it was discovered that it was not only ineffective but produced severe allergic reactions. (6) Later the U.S. Public Health Service (USPHS) announced that one child had died and three more were paralyzed after receiving the Brodie vaccine. (7)

Dr. Brodie’s “rival” on the vaccine scene was Dr. John Kolmer of Temple University, who was also racing to get an inadequately tested polio vaccine on the market. Kolmer’s vaccine proved even more dangerous than the Brodie Vaccine. It resulted in paralysis in three children and six deaths. (8) The careers of Brodie and Kolmer were ruined, and the reputations of both the Warm Springs Foundation and the President’s Ball Commission were tainted by guilt by association.

By 1937, President Roosevelt’s political and personal popularity was diminishing and so were contributions to the Warm Springs Foundation (still smarting from the bad publicity associated with the Brodie and Kolmer vaccine fiascos). Basil O’Connor realized that it was time to divorce “his” charity from overt Democratic politics and to establish a more independent and self-sustaining national “volunteer health organization.”

The March of Dimes: Basil O’Connor’s Baby

On September 23, 1937 President Roosevelt announced the creation of the National Foundation for Infantile Paralysis (later renamed The National Foundation/March of Dimes) and appointed O’Connor as its first president. Eddie Cantor, a Tammany Hall Democratic fund-raiser from OManhattan’s OLower East Side turned vaudeville star, came up with the catchy title, “March of Dimes” (MOD), a play on words of the popular newsreel feature, “The March of Time.” (9)

The Foundation’s first office was located in O’Connor’s law office building at 120 Broadway in New York City. The declared mission of the March of Dimes was to eradicate polio from the face of the earth. The new foundation sought to bring together the scientific expertise of medical researchers, the administrative and public relations skills of trained professionals, and the enthusiasm of state and local volunteer solicitors.

Like most of the top executive officers of national charities at the time, O’Connor “saw no contradictions between charitable intentions coupled with conspicuous consumption.” (10) It was part of O’Connor’s carefully culled public mystique that he never accepted or received compensation for his work with the National Foundation. However he always maintain a virtually unlimited expense account for first-class accommodations and jet set social and business engagements. And starting in 1959, he did receive a salary of $50,000 a year, plus expenses. (11) O’Connor enjoyed power for its own sake. It is perhaps one of those quirks of history that when the National Foundation for Infantile Paralysis became the most powerful voluntary health agency in the United States, its President, Basil O’Connor, became the most powerful man in American medicine. No mean achievement for a man who was a lawyer by profession!

While it was true that O’Connor did not invent the concept of the voluntary health charity, he nevertheless developed it into an art form. Part of his success lay in his ability to generate large numbers of relatively small contributions (the January 1938 fund-raiser brought in $1.8 million, $268,000 of which was sent to the White House a dime at a time)! (12)

O’Connor took great care to shield his “baby” from combined fund-raising activities used by other national health agencies on the belief that these led to a loss of identity, a loss of control, and a loss of revenue. (13)

A well-funded charity, founded by a President of the United States, did not have to go far to attract influential social and political window dressing of all kinds. The new Foundation’s

Board of Trustees boasted a bevy of Wall Street and corporate officials including former Warm Springs Foundation board members, Jeremiah Milbank and Keith Morgan.

Five top executives were hired as regional directors to coordinate the fund-raising activities of several thousand local and state chapters of the MOD. They in turn, reported directly to the “Boss,” Basil O’Connor, who placed a high premium on personal loyalty to him and his organization. His authority was undisputed and he maintained centralized control over the day-to-day affairs of the national office and over how contributions were to be spent.

The Role of Public Relations

O’Connor understood, from the beginning, the importance of a large, well-funded public relations department. The National Foundation’s continued financial success depended on funds generated by a steady stream of good publicity. In the end, public relations became the be all and the end all of a successful program, even when it meant putting the lives and limbs of children at risk!

O’Connor recruited the best Madison Avenue ad and public relations people money could buy. They in turn constantly sought to update and refine the agency’s public image, especially when unfavorable press, charges of misappropriation of funds, or scandal within the organization threatened that image.

When overly-publicized multi-million dollar projects proved to be a flop, (as was the case with the MOD-financed $14.5 million gamma globulin program), the MOD public relations staff swung into action to pass the failure off as a success. (14)

As an adjunct to the MOD’s public relations department, O’Connor hired historians to record the MOD’s activities, psychologists to plan their fund-raising activities, and statisticians to plot money curves. (15)

The March of Dimes took a pluralistic and ecumenical approach to its fund-raising, realizing no boundaries with regard to class, color or religion. Many Catholic organizations, including the National Council of Catholic Women and the Sons of Italy, developed strong and lasting ties to the National Foundation.

Silencing Its Critics

The National Foundation for Infantile Paralysis had its share of critics who charged the agency with exploiting polio victims, manipulating good-looking handicapped children and their families for their poster-child campaigns, and exaggerating the dangers of polio and the progress sufferers make, all for the sake of driving up revenues. Most of the charges were true! (16)

While polio was a top priority disease for the National Foundation, it was a low incidence disease among the general population of the United States. For every known case of paralytic polio there are 1000 cases of subclinical polio infection. There is a high degree of acquired immunity to polio and many natural factors that prevent the occurrence of the disease (as opposed to the infection). This accounts for the high degree of immunity found in adults. (17) Because polio was a low incidence disease, measuring the benefits of a particular experimental polio vaccine was secondary to measuring the risk associated with that vaccine.

Despite the validity of much of the criticism leveled against the organization, such was the power of their public relations program that nothing appeared to dampen the enthusiasm of the American public for the March of Dimes during the 1940s and 1950s. Public and parochial

school children and civic-minded citizens by the thousands solicited contributions for the MOD door to door in their neighborhood. Over the years, women volunteers, usually mothers, became the MOD’s fund-raising trademark.

In 1945, spurred on by the increase in polio cases among returning soldiers of war who had contracted polio in Europe and Africa, volunteers raised $20 million for the MOD. In 1954 donations peaked at $60 million. The March of Dimes had become as much of an American institution as apple pie.

Whatever genuine credit the National Foundation could claim for itself in the field of rehabilitation of polio victims belonged largely to the grassroots, local chapters of the organization rather than Basil O’Connor’s national office. Ironically, it was only after a protracted battle with Basil O’Connor that state and local chapters of the MOD were permitted to retain half of the funds they collected for area polio patients and their families.

This was an important and positive policy change for the organization because in 1938, few people had medical insurance to cover the extended care and therapy many polio patients required. There was little in the way of government relief. To families such as these, any financial gift or other assistance from the March of Dimes for treatment, or a hospital room with an iron lung or rocking bed was understandably treated like manna from heaven.

In terms of its medical research policies, since the 1940s, the National Foundation had employed saturation support to the general field of virology together with the specialized field of polio research. There was hardly a top virologist in the nation who was not receiving some financial support in the form of research grants from the Foundation. The nation’s top medical universities were so used to receiving generous National Foundation research grants and stipends for their faculty that they now counted on them as part of their regular operating budgets. (18)

As for the threat of possible competition from federal health agencies, there was none. The Federal Government had just begun to move into large-scale medical research. The U.S. Public Health Service and the National Institute of Health had different health priorities such as cancer and heart research and appeared willing to let the National Foundation go its own way, if for no other reason than the National Foundation appeared to be getting so little return on its polio research investment. (19)

The Rockefeller Connection

Long before the days of the Warm Springs Foundation and LRoosevelt’s Ball Commission, the Rockefeller Institute for Medical Research, founded in 1901, had played an important role in virology and polio politics.

An arm of the Rockefeller medical monopoly and drug syndicate, (20) the heavily endowed Rockefeller Institute located on Manhattan’s East Side, established its virology department in 1922 under the direction of pioneer researcher, Dr. Thomas M. Rivers. (21)

While employed at the Rockefeller Institute, in 1936 Dr. Rivers served as an unpaid advisor to the Warm Springs Foundation’s Ball Commission and was the Commission’s “expert analyst” at the ill-fated Brodie field trial. (22)

By the late 1930s the Institute had become the center of virology in the United States, and River’s lab became the training ground for many of the March of Dimes’ future advisors and grantees, including Dr. Paul de Kruif, who served on the Birthday Ball Commission in 1935, and later, Dr. Thomas Francis, Jr. and Dr. Albert Sabin.

When the National Foundation incorporated in 1938, Dr. Rivers became Chairman of its Committee on Research. From that point on, he and the Rockefeller Institute became a major influence on the National Foundation and on Basil O’Connor in particular.

The Great Vaccine Debate

In 1948, Dr. John Enders and his associates, Dr. Thomas Weller and Dr. Frederick Robbins of Boston Children’s Hospital, developed a new method of growing viruses in a test tube which would revolutionize virus production. One year later, MOD-funded researchers from Yale and Johns Hopkins verified that there were three “types” of polio viruses and only three.

These advances in basic virus research opened the door to the diagnosis, pathogenesis and epidemiology of the disease on one hand and the development of a polio vaccine on the other. (23)

Up until 1950, the National Foundation had not made a final decision as to which “horse” it was willing to back in the great polio vaccine race--a “live” vaccine or a “killed” vaccine.

The National Foundation, anxious to cover all its bets, had been following an open-minded policy of funding researchers in both camps, including Drs. John Paul and Joseph Melnick of Yale and Albert Sabin of the University of Cincinnati’s Children Medical Center (who were working on a live viral preparation), and Drs. Howard Howe of Johns Hopkins and Jonas Salk of the University of Pittsburgh Medical School (who were interested in developing a killed polio vaccine).

Polio researchers such as Paul and Sabin, favored the use of a live (attenuated) polio vaccine. The live vaccine mimicked nature more closely by introducing a mild form of the disease into the environment where people pick it up and then develop an immunity to more virulent forms. This approach followed the lines of the classic principles of immunology by provoking an infection with a harmless strain of the virus to prepare the body for an attack by a more virulent strain.

The case for the development of a live polio vaccine for humans was bolstered by experience gained from veterinary medicine where researchers had found living viral vaccines to be superior, to cost less, and be easier to administer. (24)

On the other hand, Salk and a number of his colleagues believed the future of polio vaccine research lay in the development of a killed virus preparation. Unlike the live vaccine which contained living polio organisms, the killed vaccine contained dead or inactivated, non-infectious viruses which did not multiply, but which were nevertheless capable of producing antigens to stimulate the production of antibodies which would offer protection from the disease. Thus, immunity could be achieved without infection.

In the past, the great obstacle to the development of any killed vaccine had proven to be the difficulty, if not impossibility, of producing a product that was completely free of live viruses (i.e., safe), yet still potent (i.e., effective). Because, if even a small residue of the virulent strains used in the preparation of the vaccine remained, the vaccinated person would then become a walking time bomb; that is, he would become a source of infection to household and community contacts.

Further, there were difficulties related to achieving potency and long-term immunity, as well as finding a single killed vaccine that was effective against all three strains (types) of polio.

Finally, there was also the potential problem that the introduction of a killed virus preparation would interfere with the natural epidemiology of polio and end up by creating a population more, not less, vulnerable to the disease.

Unfortunately, in the rush to get a polio vaccine, or any vaccine, to market, a potentially grave danger arising from the vaccine manufacturing process itself was overlooked that of transmitting harmful simian viruses to vaccine candidates.

Large scale commercial production of a polio vaccine required the use of monkey kidney tissue known to contain varying amounts of live monkey viruses. If these live simian viruses failed to be killed, along with the poliovirus in the “inactivation process,” millions, if not billions, of homo sapiens would be introduced to potentially harmful, if not lethal, strains of simian viruses. The species barrier - “one of nature’s great built-in protective biologic mechanisms against the inter-species spread of disease would be transgressed on a global scale.” (25) It was a time bomb waiting to go off! And go off it did in the early 1960s when the “inactivated” Salk Vaccine, injected into millions of children and adults in the United States and around the world, was found to be the primary vehicle for the transmission of cancer-producing Simian Virus 40 found in rhesus monkey kidney cell cultures. (26)

By the early 1950s, the National Foundation, whose high-powered publicists had oversold the American people on the idea that a safe and effective vaccine for polio was “just around the corner,” was under tremendous pressure to come up with “something” or face a loss in public confidence and revenues. Since the prospect for a live vaccine was still 5 to 10 years away, that “something” turned out to be Dr. Jonas Salk’s “killed” polio vaccine.

From a public relations point of view, Dr. Salk had some advantages over his competition. His fierce driving ambition and ruthless ego were covered by an exterior warm, likeable personality. He was also thought to be more photogenic, which would give him more public relations appeal. Salk had also developed a very close personal relationship with Basil O’Connor. Salk became the son O’Connor never had.

Salk Vaccine Timetable

1948

Salk establishes National Foundation /March of Dimes-funded Virus Research Laboratory at University of Pittsburgh Medical School.

1949

Salk begins unpublicized research on technical problems associated with a killed polio vaccine.

January 1950

Salk begins tissue-culture production of poliovirus.

May & June, 1952

First quasi secret vaccine trials begin at Polk State School for the mentally retarded and D. T. Watson Home for Crippled Children.

January 1953

Salk reveals preliminary data of his vaccine trials to National Foundation Round-table Conference at Hershey, PA.

Spring-Fall 1953

Salk continues testing vaccine in Pittsburgh, PA on family groups and other volunteers.

Fall 1953

O’Connor begins negotiations with drug manufacturers for production of Salk Vaccine for large-scale trials.

October 1953

Sabin, Paul and Melnick oppose large-scale human testing of Salk vaccine at National Foundation/March of Dimes Committee on Immunization meeting in Detroit.

Early 1954

Dr. Bernice Eddy (NIH-Division of Biologics Standards) documents and reports to superiors the presence of live poliovirus in “killed” Salk Vaccine manufactured by Cutter Laboratories. Eddy removed from duties as polio vaccine control officer. (27)

February 1954

National Foundation commits $7.5 million to national trials of Salk Vaccine and $9 million in purchase guarantees to manufacturers of the Salk vaccine.

April 26, 1954

Single, field trial testing of Salk Vaccine (with the viricidal preservative Merthiolate) begins on 1,830,000 children in United States.

June 1954

Dr. Thomas Francis begins Salk Field Trial. Evaluation at University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.

November 1954

Salk notifies National Foundation’s Vaccine and Immunization Committees of problems in his vaccine “recipe” due to the viricidal effect of the Merthiolate rendering the 1954 Salk Vaccine safe but ineffective.

Early 1955

Salk Vaccine “reformulated” using Formalin inactivation process. The new vaccine now contained live virulent strain viruses.

April 12, 1955

Francis Report released at National Foundation Ann Arbor televised Press Conference extravaganza finds (1954) Salk vaccine “safe, effective, and potent.” [NOTE: This “first stage” Salk vaccine, however, would NOT be the same polio vaccine the U.S. Public Health Service licensed and authorized for distribution in its national immunization program.]

April 13, 1955

Mass polio immunization program (1955) begun using “reformulated” Salk Vaccine without acknowledging the Merthiolate problem and without additional field tests.

April 22, 1955

President Eisenhower presents citation to Dr. Jonas Salk and Basil O’Connor at the White House.

April 26, 1955

“Cutter incident”--Cases of paralytic polio in children vaccinated with Cutter Laboratory-produced “killed” Salk Vaccine containing live poliovirus.

National Foundation and U.S. Public Health Service officers immediately convene series of emergency meetings on Salk Vaccine disaster.

Nation-wide cover-up by the National Foundation/March of Dimes in cooperation with highly placed government public health officials begins.

May 7, 1955

Dr. Leonard A. Scheele, U.S. Surgeon General, orders suspension of (reformulated) Salk Vaccine program pending further investigation.

June 1955

U.S. Public Health Service issues official “White Paper on the Salk Poliomyelitis Vaccine.” Cites faulty original concept of vaccine preparation, undue haste in marketing, and poor protocols for vaccine evaluation and manufacturing as major factors in problems with the Salk Vaccine. (28)

House Commerce Subcommittee investi- gates the entire polio vaccine controversy.

November 1955

U.S. Public Health Service reaches “compromise” on Salk vaccine production with emphasis on improved testing to detect presence of live viruses. Faulty Salk Vaccine already on the market not withdrawn by manufacturers.

1958-1960

Simian Virus 40 (SV40) found in monkey kidney cells (and present in both the attenuated and the “inactivated” Salk Vaccine) shown to induce cancerous tumors when injected into hamsters.

1959

Massachusetts experiences outbreak of Type III polio. More cases of paralytic polio in SV triple vaccinates than the unvaccinated.

1961

Sabin Type I and II live polio vaccine approved by USPHS.

In reviewing the Salk Vaccine Timetable of major events surrounding the development, production and distribution of the Salk Vaccine and the subsequent cover-up that followed this unprecedented medical disaster, it is important to understand that the “Salk Vaccine” was not one product but a series of vaccine preparations made on the same basic principle. (29) Further, the fundamental problem with the vaccine was in the formula, that is the Salk “recipe,” not the production. (30)

The Salk Vaccine used in the 1954 field trial was triple tested and contained Merthiolate that had been added to the Salk “recipe” as a precaution against bacterial contamination. The strong preservative made the vaccine “safe” but “ineffective” because it also destroyed the antigen-production of the Type I virus, the type that causes most polio epidemics. This was the vaccine The Francis Report had found to be “safe, effective and potent.”

Then came the spring 1955 Salk Vaccine used in the mass national immunization program that no longer contained the preservative Merthiolate. It had been “reformulated” using a Formalin inactivation process. This “second stage” vaccine was inadequately tested for safety and contained unknown amounts of a particularly virulent virus (the Mahoney strain, a Type I virus). It set off new polio epidemics at a time when the disease was in natural decline.

Finally, there was the Summer-Fall 1955 Salk Vaccine that remained on the market after the Cutter incident and contained, as far as was possible with then available technology, minimal amounts of live virus. At this point the U.S. Public Health Service established a new minimum licensing criteria.

The bottom line for the American public was that 1955, The Year of the Salk Vaccine, marked “the most distressing year in the history of twentieth century American medicine.” (31)

Dr. Herbert Ratner, the Director of Public Health for Oak Park, Illinois, (the only health jurisdiction in the United States which had stocked the Salk Vaccine but withheld administration of the vaccine pending the results of the Spring 1955 nation program) summarized the extent of the Salk Vaccine tragedy in his Child and Family trilogy: “An Untold Vaccine Story,” that served as the basis for the above Salk Vaccine Timetable:

The National Foundation for Infantile Paralysis [March of Dimes] had selected, developed, and subsidized Salk’s Inactivated Polio Vaccine, a vaccine that turned out to be inadequately studied, seriously flawed and prematurely introduced. When effective, it was unsafe because of the presence of residual virulent live poliovirus; when safe it was ineffective because of the excessive removal of the poliovirus antigen. It (1955) was a year of withholding vital information from physicians and the public. (32)

In a later interview with the Chicago Tribune in 1961, Dr. Ratner stated that:

In the fall of 1955, Dr. Alexander Langmuir (Chief of the Polio Surveillance Department of the USPHS) had predicted that by 1957 there would be less than 100 cases of paralytic polio in the United States. Four years and 300 million doses of Salk vaccine later, we had in 1959 approximately 6,000 cases of paralytic polio, 1,000 of which were in persons who had received three and more shots of the Salk vaccine. The Salk vaccine hasn’t lived up to expectations. (33)

On October 25, 1966, Dr. James A. Shannon, the Director of the National Institute of Health, at the Conference on Research in the Service of Man, Oklahoma City, cited the history lesson learned from the Salk Vaccine tragedy:

The reality was that millions of children received an unsafe SV (Salk Vaccine) which caused cases of paralysis, deaths and pre-seasonal [occurring before the natural rise of cases in an area] polio epidemics. The dangers of rushing the SV to market to maintain a 1955 schedule was not unforeseeable. (34)

With specific reference to the “Polio Foundation,” that is, the National Foundation/March of Dimes, Shannon charged that “the decision of the Foundation to throw its resources behind the development of an inactivated vaccine markedly increased the difficulty and greatly protracted the time required to develop the generally accepted polio vaccine (Sabin) we have today.” (35)

The March of Dimes Starts Major Cover-Up

The Salk Vaccine tragedy had boiled down to a matter of children’s lives versus the lives, money, and reputation of the National Foundation. In his Salk Vaccine exposé Dr. Ratner summarized the plight of the National Foundation and Basil O’Connor in the spring of 1955:

When an influential voluntary health organization in the U.S. launches a new vaccine in a highly touted national vaccine program, approved by government, backed by organized medicine, abetted by vaccine manufacturers, supported by legions of organized and enthusiastic volunteers, sought after by anxiety-ridden parents--and it turns out to be seriously flawed--a decision on what to do next has to be made. If it is believed that reputations and even the preservation of the organization are at stake, the pressure and the temptation to cover up could be intense. (36)

O’Connor had put the National Foundation’s reputation and finances behind Salk. He, more than anyone, was aware that wide-spread public knowledge of the circumstances surrounding the Salk vaccine national immunization program had the potential to utterly destroy the National Foundation! After all, he had been through a similar incident twenty years before involving the ill-fated Brodie and Kolmer polio vaccines that brought down both the Warm Springs Foundation and the President’s Ball Commission.

On the other hand, O’Connor realized that the reformulated Salk Vaccine containing live virulent Mahoney viruses was putting vaccine candidates and persons with whom they came in contact at risk for paralysis or even death. It appeared to be a matter of sheer justice that physicians and public health officials who were promoting and distributing the Salk Vaccine, and parents of children receiving the vaccine, be fully informed of the problems surrounding the reformulated Salk vaccine in order to give true informed consent as to whether they wanted to continue their participation in the national vaccination program.

During the entire vaccine controversy the National Foundation had kept Dr. Albert Sabin, Salk’s greatest critic and professional competitor, under surveillance as part of its Public Relations Department “damage-control” program. However, to its credit, it had never stopped funding Sabin’s work on a live polio virus. Between 1953 and 1961, Dr. Sabin and his associates received grants of $1.19 million. (37) At the time of the Salk Vaccine national immunization program in 1955, Sabin’s work on a live attenuated polio vaccine was going slowly but it was showing promise.

It should be remembered that Basil O’Connor always had the options of caution and patience available to him every step along the way.

Thus it was, that in the spring of 1955, the only real question facing O’Connor was which lives were more important--the lives of vaccine candidates, mostly children, or the life (and reputation) of the National Foundation/March of Dimes and the careers and reputations of many high level public health officials and scientific researchers?

With regard to the polio vaccine researchers themselves, their willingness to dispassionately evaluate the Salk Vaccine was colored by the fact that the National Foundation had poured millions of dollars in polio and viral research grants into university-based medical centers. Many of these scientists and professionals did not want to jeopardize their careers and risk losing their funding by publicly criticizing the Foundation’s activities, even when looking the other way might spell paralysis or even death for a child. As Dr. Ratner observed:

Scientists operating on grants from some foundations are not free to publicize their findings without first clearing with the foundation that has made the grant. A foundation, which reminds its grantees of such stipulations during the height of a discussion on the pros and cons of a product sponsored by them, is not contributing to a free, open and objective evaluation of the product by scientists at large. (38) Integrity is a scarce commodity…. (39) In the end, the desire to preserve reputations, careers, and money won out and deception and self-deception took over and ruled. (40)

On cue from O’Connor, the National Foundation’s Public Relations Department swung into high gear to turn the Salk disaster into an unprecedented success! Its heavy fist would be used to silence its critics, both in the United States and abroad.

Having successfully managed “The Great Polio Coverup,” the National Foundation began to lay plans for its “Great Transition” from polio to eugenics. During the late 1950s and early 1960s, the Foundation prepared to launch a new and unprecedented national crusade against “birth defects”--and those who have them!

A Eugenics Primer

The word “eugenics” (derived from the Greek root meaning “good in birth”) was coined in 1883 by the English scientist, Francis Galton, a cousin of Charles Darwin, to denote the “science” of improving the quality and increasing the quantity of “superior” human stock (as in stockyard), while simultaneously weeding out and eliminating “inferior” or “unfit” human stock. (41)

The term “positive eugenics” refers to the Mendelian breeding of superior human stock by selective mating, judicious marriages and artificial insemination (impregnation “from afar”). (42) “Negative eugenics” refers to those means used to reduce the numbers of “unfit” by the enforcement of restrictive statutes related to marriage, immigration, and most importantly, compulsory sterilization.

Contrary to popular belief, eugenics was British, not German, by invention, and American, not Third Reich, by legislative enactment.

In the late 1890s and early part of the twentieth century in the United States, arguments favoring both “positive” and “negative” eugenics found a receptive audience in certain WASPish (White, Anglo-Saxon Protestant) circles. (43)

The Eugenic Decalogue was preached from the pulpit by such prominent clergymen as the Rev. Dr. Harry Emerson Fosdick of the famed gnostic Riverside Church in New York, who had been installed by the Rockefellers to destabilize mainline Protestantism. (44)

America’s powerful “Industrial Elite” financed the nation’s leading eugenics organizations and facilities including:

•  The Eugenics Society (Committee) of the United States of America established in 1922 (renamed the American Eugenics Society (AES), with start up funds from John D. Rockefeller, George Eastman and Yale economist Irving Fisher. (45)

•  The Cold Springs Harbor Experimental Station for the Study of Evolution, Long Island, NY, which was a pet project of Andrew Carnegie. (46)

•  The Eugenic Record Office, located near the Cold Springs Harbor facility whose expenses were funded by Mrs. E. H. Harriman. It became the principle propaganda, publication, research, political and lobbying arm of the American Eugenics Movement. (47) Record Office propaganda called for a sanitized gene pool and offered the promise that no woman should have to bring forth a damaged child, “diseased or crippled or depraved.” (48)

•  The American Society of Human Genetics (ASHG), established in 1947, shared much of its membership and patronage with its sister organization, the American Eugenics Society. It played a major role in MOD eugenics politics especially the extension of eugenics into medical practice.

•  The Rockefeller Institute for Medical Research, founded in 1901 by John D. Rockefeller, was one of the most influential promoters of eugenics in the U.S. and abroad and later played a prominent role in the eugenics activities of the National Foundation/March of Dimes. (49) From 1909-1939, the Rockefeller Institute housed French-born, Nobel prize winner, Dr. Alexis Carrel, who proposed in his 1935 best-seller, Man, the Unknown, that small euthanasia stations be equipped with suitable gases to “humanely and economically” dispose of the mentally ill and criminal class, described as “useless and harmful beings.” (50) A specialist in the artificial propagation of living tissues, Professor Carrel insisted that his lab technicians at the Institute wear black robes and hoods and bow whenever in the presence of his favorite biological icon, a glass-enclosed chicken heart, which Carrel had preserved in vitro for 33 years. (51)

The Catholic Church Opposes the Eugenics Establishment

Strong, organized opposition to the Eugenics Establishment, which boasted a “creed, catechism and priesthood” all its own, and which had taken on a decidedly racist, anti-Catholic complexion, came from two important sources: the Roman Catholic Church and Medical Science.

In The Church and Eugenics, a 1912 study by Father Thomas J. Gerrard for the Catholic Social Guild, Gerrard dubbed radical eugenics doctrines as “a complete return to the life of the beast.” (52) Further, Gerrard wrote: “Man is not an animal by nature; the table not a feeding trough, and the home not a biological experimental station (an obvious slap at the Cold Springs Harbor Experimental Station for the Study of Evolution).” (53)

In his encyclicl letter, Casti Connubii (1930), Pope Pius XI condemned eugenic sterilization as a particularly “pernicious practice,” and the great English critic, G. K. Chesterton, heaped scorn on the heads of main line eugenicists who had discovered “how to combine the hardening of the heart with a sympathetic softening of the head.” (54)

In the early 1920s and 1930s Science, in general, and Medical Science in particular, still stood with the Church in condemning main-line eugenics, characterizing it as a mangled mess of ill-grounded and uncritical sociology, economics, anthropology and politics. Eugenics theories were filled with class and race prejudice, and peddled as “science” and “fact” to a naive public. (55)

From Eugenics to Genetics

After World War II, the nation’s on-again, off-again love-affair with eugenics was temporarily suspended as news of Hitler’s (and later Stalin’s) programs of ethnic cleansing and mass sterilization and extermination of physically and mentally handicapped men, women and children, reached the American people. Faced with the horrific realities of applied, practical eugenics, many Americans deserted the movement forever. Others sought to “reform” the movement from within.

The first task of the “reform eugenicists” was to clean up eugenics’ harsh sounding language. The term “eugenics” was replaced by “human genetics” or “medical genetics;” “voluntary family planning” replaced “birth control;” and “race control” was replaced by the more egalitarian-sounding “population control.” (56)

Unfortunately, precious little reform took place at the moral or philosophical level among this new breed of researchers and medical men who began to refer to themselves as “geneticists.”

In fairness, however, it should be stated that there is a legitimate place in science for genetic research and not every geneticist is a eugenicist, as is evident in the life work of such medical pioneers as British mental retardation specialist, Dr. Lionel Penrose, and especially French pro-life geneticist, Dr. Jerome Lejeune of the University of Paris, Director of Medical Research for the Pittsburgh-based International Foundation for Genetic Research/Michael Fund.

By the early 1950s, genetic research had clearly demonstrated that while many physical characteristics were inherited, and while some might have a biological basis for mental and behavioral traits, like did not always produce like. In breeding, it was the genes of the organism (genotype) not the expression of them (phenotype), that determined the outcome of the offspring. (57) Obviously this was bad news for die-hard eugenicists who were busy in the market place gathering sperm samples from Nobel prize winners and searching for blacks and Puerto Ricans to sterilize.

Rapid developments in the field of genetics, especially scientific knowledge about human chromosomes and technological advances in cytogenics, cell culture and prenatal testing, were paralleled by equally rapid developments in the field of “fertility control,” artificial insemination and in vitro fertilization (IVF). When these two forces joined up, the door to a “eugenic utopia” was opened. It promised “sexual freedom” (sex without reproduction) and “scientific sex” (reproduction without sex), freed from all “superstition” (read religion and dogma). (58)

Eugenic Influences Within the March of Dimes

Given the extent of the Warm Springs Foundation’s and the National Foundation for Infantile Paralysis’ historical ties to Wall Street Establishment figures and the Rockefeller Institute for Medical Research, it was not surprising that the March of Dimes’ new Birth Defects Prevention Program, initiated in 1958, would be essentially eugenic in theory and practice.

Actually, even before the March of Dimes switched from polio to birth defects, there were a number of eugenic enthusiasts serving in various positions of influence at the national office.

They included Jeremiah Milbank, who served on the Board of Directors and was an Executive Committee member; Professor Anton Julius Carlson, a member of the American Eugenics Society (AES), who served on the National Foundation’s Medical and Research Committees; and AES member Professor Clair E. Turner, who served as Assistant to President Basil O’Connor. (59)

Later, Basil O’Connor acquired the services of Dr. Morris Fishbein, M.D., who became his Special Assistant on Medical Affairs and Virginia Apgar, M.D., who became the MOD’s Director for Medical Affairs in 1968.

Pro-abort Fishbein, who testified under oath in 1938 that he had never “practiced medicine” a day in his life, was the protégé of the American Medical Association’s legendary quack, Dr. George H. Simmons. The character of “Doc” Simmons is immortalized in the classic suspense thriller “Gaslight,” based on the sensational 1924 trial in which “Doc” Simmons (played by Charles Boyer) is charged with attempting to drive his wife (played by Ingrid Bergman) insane through the use of drugs and psychological terrorism. (60)

Virginia Apgar was a member of the Society for the Study of Social Biology (SSSB) and creator of the Apgar Score, a method of determining a newborn’s condition and chances of survival immediately after birth. Her kind, matronly demeanor, similar to that of SIECUS’s Director, Mary Calderone, aided Apgar in her public promotion, largely through popular women’s magazines, of prenatal diagnosis and selected abortion of affected children. (61)

In 1959, an important direct link between the Eugenics Establishment and the March of Dimes was created with the MOD’s funding of a mini-series of courses in medical genetics at the Jackson Laboratory in Bar Harbor, Maine. The courses were designed to introduce “medical genetics” (the code word for negative eugenics) into the nation’s medical schools. Eugenics promoters knew that women would be more likely to take eugenics advice from a doctor than from an organized but non-scientific movement. (62)

This joint venture, known as “The Bar Harbor Course,” was directed and coordinated by the Johns Hopkins University and the Jackson Laboratory.

The Jackson Laboratory was founded by Clarence C. Little, who enjoyed a colorful career as a Rockefeller appointee to the chairmanship of the American Cancer Society, and the Presidency of the University of Michigan. He was a prominent leader of the American Birth Control League (renamed Planned Parenthood-World Population), a Director of the American Eugenics Society, and last, but not least, the Euthanasia Society. (63)

According to Victor McKusick, M.D., University Professor of Medical Genetics at Johns Hopkins and a member of both the AES and the ASHG, he (McKusick) approached Basil O’Connor and Dr. Tom Rivers, Vice-President for Medical Affairs, to fund the Bar Harbor Course shortly after his appointment to the Medical Advisory Board of the National Foundation in the spring of 1959. The Bar Harbor Course remains to this day the longest running grant in the history of the Foundation. (64)

Screening to Kill: Eugenics in Action

In the 1960s, as part of its “Birth Defects Prevention Program,” the National Foundation began to fund the establishment of so-called “genetic hygiene” or “genetic counseling” centers at major medical centers throughout the nation. Unlike the antiquated (and little-used) information-based hereditary counseling programs of the American Eugenics Society, new MOD clinic sites now included instruction on mid-trimester prenatal diagnosis and “reproductive options” including abortion of affected children.

In the NF/MOD 1970 Annual Report, Dr. Richard Heller and Dr. Robert E. Cooke described their program at The Johns Hopkins Prenatal Birth Defects Prevention Center. This eugenics center began full scale operation in June 1969, with MOD financial support.

According to Dr. Heller, the purpose of the Birth Defects Center is “to encourage parents to have children... parents who otherwise might not have children for fear of being afflicted with birth defects.” (65)

Dr. Robert E. Cooke, Dr. Heller’s associate, explained the prenatal diagnostic test called “amniocentesis” in which a hollow needle is inserted into the uterus of the pregnant woman and amniotic fluid containing cells shed by the developing baby is removed for culturing and examination. The Center staff can then determine if the pre-born child has a chromosomal or enzymatic-metabolic defect. “If evidence shows the fetus to be abnormal, the parents may consider termination of pregnancy,” Cooke stated. (66) During the first year of the Johns Hopkins Birth Defects Program two patients learned that their babies were “definitely defective and chose to terminate their pregnancies,” he said. (67)

In 1974, Dr. Heller was featured in the film Pre-Natal Diagnosis by Amniocentesis produced by the Milner-Fenwick, Inc., a major producer of audio/visual materials in genetics. Dr. Daniel Bergsma, Director of the NF/MOD’s Medical Department, served as the overall technical advisor for the Milner-Fenwick program. In the film, Dr. Heller and Dr. Michael Kaback (who helped develop the MOD’s eugenics Tay Sachs program) promote “termination of pregnancy” as the means by which at-risk couples may have only unaffected children. (68)

In April 1971, the National Foundation published, as part of its Original Article Series, the proceedings of the American Society of Human Genetics Symposium on Intrauterine Diagnosis and Selective Abortion held in Indianapolis on October 13-14, 1970. (69)

All of the symposium speakers, except one, were NF/MOD grantees and national advisory members to various MOD committees. In addition to having extensive experience with eugenic amniocentesis, some of the speakers were also experienced late-term abortionists.

Symposium speaker Henry L. Nadler, M.D., a well-known, well-funded MOD grantee from Children’s Memorial Hospital in Chicago, explained that amniocentesis should be carried out by an experienced obstetrician who is “committed” to providing “therapy,” i.e. abortion, if results indicate an abnormality, either by performing the late-term abortion himself or by making an abortion referral. (70)

Nadler’s colleague from Cornell University, Fritz Fuchs, M.D., agreed that prenatal diagnosis would be worthless without abortion as a backup. Fuchs told the audience that while third trimester amniocentesis (normally used to aid the fetus in the management of RH immunization or in assessing fetal maturity in cases involving fetal respiratory distress syndrome) was safer for the mother and the baby, it was carried out too late for an abortion! So a “compromise in timing” had to be reached (between 14th-17th week of pregnancy) which would enable the physician-geneticist to obtain sufficient amniotic fluid for examination, yet still leave time for a “therapeutic abortion” of an affected child. (71)

Arno Motulsky, M.D., of the University of Washington, Seattle, who discussed the public health aspects of prenatal diagnosis, said that he foresaw the day when every pregnancy would be monitored by amniocentesis “to fulfill the two child norm associated with population stabilization on the premise that most parents prefer to abort an affected fetus than care for a sick child who requires only the most trivial treatment.” (72)

Michael M. Kaback, M.D. of the University of California, San Diego, cited above in connection with the pro-abort Milner-Fenwick film on amniocentesis, also confirmed that mid-trimester amniocentesis is an abortion dependent technology. Kaback rationalized eugenic abortion on the basis that a high percentage of spontaneous miscarriages involve abnormal chromosomal makeup of the offspring. He suggested that aborting a baby with Down Syndrome is simply giving Mother Nature a helping hand! Kaback encouraged the use of prostaglandins or a hysterotomy for late-term abortions as they provide better fetal material for post-abortion follow-up than saline abortions that destroy the baby’s skin layers. (73)

It was the combination of amniocentesis and related laboratory technological advances developed largely with MOD funding, together with the liberalization of restrictive abortion laws, that stimulated a major boom in non-therapeutic, mid-trimester prenatal genetic diagnosis beginning in the late 1960s. (74)

In 1959, and again in 1962, the American Law Institute (ALI) pressed for a eugenics clause in its “Model Penal Code” that would permit abortion where there is a “substantial risk that the child would be born with a grave physical or mental defect.” It was the classic “hard case.” The American Medical Association, the American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, and the American Bar Association quickly followed suit. (75)

Beyond Abortion

By the mid-1970s, the National Foundation had become the nation’s principle financier and provider of mid-trimester eugenics programs and facilities under the guise of “preventing birth defects.” And it was the issue of eugenic abortion that first brought the Pro-Life Movement into direct conflict with the March of Dimes.

However, the bitter battle which developed between the Pro-Life Movement and the MOD in the early 1970s, in which Msgr. McHugh would side with the MOD, went far beyond the abortion issue to include lethal, live human fetal experimentation including human embryo research, fetal organ harvesting, abortifacient research, sexual conditioning programs, funding of pro-abortion organizations, and much more. (76)

Below is a small sampling of well-documented, early anti-life projects and personalities funded by the March of Dimes.

•  In 1968, the MOD funded the in vitro fertilization (IVF) research experiments of Dr. Georgiana Jagiello of Guy’s Hospital Medical School, London, England. Dr. Jagiello’s “research” included the development of super ovulatory drugs to extract large numbers of eggs from female donors, and the creation of human embryos as research objects to assess chromosomal damage resulting from particular drugs and chemicals. (77)

•  In 1968, the MOD also funded the work of Dr. Roger Guillemin in the field of “reproductive biology” at the Salk Institute for Biological Studies in La Jolla, California, which was built and largely supported with National Foundation funds. According to Guillemin, his passion for preventing “the birth of a child who is born where and when he is not wanted, where and when he cannot be properly fed and raised and educated,” had led him to the Salk Institute to develop new methods of fertility control (almost certainly abortifacients). (78)

•  Between 1973 and 1975, the MOD awarded $46,000 in research grants to John Frank Shears Crocker, Professor of Pediatrics at Dalhousie University, Halifax, for research in renal maldevelopment. (79) For his 1973 study, Crocker obtained 60 pairs of minute but whole human embryonic kidneys from aborted babies (between five to twelve weeks gestation) and another group of 60 pairs for a second study. Crocker justified this scavenging of aborted babies for fetal organs and tissues on the grounds that, “abortions are going to be done, then the argument can be made that the tissues should be used to save other people.” (80)

•  In the early 1970s, the MOD awarded Peter A. J. Adam, M.D., of Case Western Reserve University in Cleveland, a grant of $9,240 to study “Fetal Brain Fuel Metabolism at Different Gestational Ages.” The Adam experiment conducted at the University of Helsinki, Finland, involved the severing and perfusion of heads of live aborted babies (between the ages of 3 to 5 months gestation) delivered by hysterotomy (a mini Caesarean-section). (81) The purpose of the Adam study, co-funded by the National Institute of Health (read Death), was to establish whether glucose and D-beta hydroxy butyrate can serve equally well as energy sources early in human development. The March of Dimes’ Public Relations Department managed to suppress the story of the MOD’s involvement in the Adam experiments in Helsinki until the U.S. Coalition for Life broke the story in the fall of 1976. Initially, the MOD denied any knowledge of the true nature of the Adam experiment, while simultaneously insisting that they carefully monitor all their grantees. This ploy did not work, however, because the USCL possessed a copy of the original Adam contract that detailed Adam’s use of aborted babies for his fetal brain research, signed by a MOD representative. Eventually, the MOD admitted that they had funded the Adam grant, but argued that the use of live aborted babies for lethal experimental research was legal under Finnish law (but prohibited in the United States) which was, of course, why they had paid Dr. Adam’s travel expenses to go to Helsinki to perform his murderous experiments.

•  In 1974, the MOD awarded $50,000 to Robert Schwartz, M.D., Chief of Pediatrics at the Cleveland Metropolitan General Hospital at Case Western Reserve University, and Dr. Adam’s superior, for “Genetic Services.” (82) Schwartz had helped Adam obtain his Helsinki funding, and he and Adam were among the handful of American medical researchers who were “forced” to conduct their lethal experimentation on live aborted babies in Scandinavia, because such activities were illegal in the United States! In the April 19, 1973, issue of The San Francisco Chronicle, Schwartz describes how, after a live aborted fetus is delivered but still linked to his mother by an umbilical cord, he secures a fetal blood sample, then severs the cord and quickly removes other tissues and organs. (83)

In discussing the area of live fetal experimentation, readers should understand that all types of prenatal diagnostic research funded by the MOD, including mid-trimester amniocentesis, the more dangerous mid-trimester fetoscopy (84), and first trimester chorion villus sampling (CVS) (85) were first tested on to-be-aborted women (TBAs).

In 1973 when Congress enacted a limited ban on federal funding of non-therapeutic fetal experimentation, a number of medical teams from Yale-New Haven, Boston Children’s Hospital, and the University of California at San Francisco, were able to bypass the Congressional prohibition and continue their lethal fetal research, thanks to the National Foundation’s continuous financial backing. (86)

While all this controversy over the MOD’s funding of live non-therapeutic experimentation raged on in the secular press and pro-life circles, Msgr. McHugh, as I will document shortly, continued to assure the American bishops that the March of Dimes was “pro-life.”

MOD Faces Pro-Life Boycott

One not need be a rocket scientist to figure out, why, by the mid-1970s, the National Foundation/March of Dimes had become the number one anti-life target of the Pro-Life Movement in the OUnited States. Catholic laymen, bishops, school administrators, and charitable and fraternal groups such as the Sons of Italy and the National Council of Catholic Women, were urged to withdraw support from the National Foundation/March of Dimes until it reformed itself. The threat of a national boycott by Church authorities and parochial schools was no small matter to the MOD, since a significant portion of its annual budget of approximately $50 million, came from Catholic sources.

Unfortunately, by now, any opportunity for genuine reform was out of the question. The National Foundation’s top executive officers and staff and key advisory committees were too morally compromised and too hopelessly bogged down in the eugenics quagmire to change, due in large part, to Basil O’Connor and the Rockefeller influence on the direction of the National Foundation’s research policies and programs. Even after Basil O’Connor died in 1972, the organization continued its eugenics tradition under its new President, Joseph F. Nee.

In the end, the life-death issues confronting the leaders of the National Foundation were boiled down to a simple matter of “public relations,” just as in the case of the Salk Vaccine debacle twenty years before. This time, however, the March of Dimes possessed a secret weapon--one that they had already been using behind the scenes for years to undermine the credibility of the Pro-Life Movement. That secret weapon was none other than Msgr. James T. McHugh.

McHugh Rescues the MOD

Without access to the minutes and archives of the NF/MOD and the private papers of its first principle CEO, Basil O’Connor, it is impossible to pinpoint the precise date and set of circumstances which brought Msgr. James McHugh to the doorstep of the National Foundation to help the beleaguered agency deal with the Pro-Life Movement and a looming national pro-life boycott of the MOD.

We do know however, that by the early 1970s, the controversy in pro-life circles that was beginning to attract the attention of the secular press and Catholic media, was sufficient enough to prod the Family Life Director into action on behalf of the National Foundation.

On November 7, 1973, Msgr. McHugh released the first of several reports in defense of the National Foundation/March of Dimes titled: “National Foundation-March of Dimes and Abortion.” (87) The report was sent to all the American bishops and was widely distributed by the Family Life Office and by the MOD’s national office in White Plains, New York as the official Catholic response” to the NF/MOD controversy.

In his November report, Msgr. McHugh indicated that he had met with NF/MOD senior officials on October 17, 1973, and they (not he) had pledged “to carefully scrutinize and monitor all the NF proposals to insure that they are not directed toward encouraging abortion.” (88) The MOD also promised to cooperate with McHugh’s office in the future on policy developments and moral and ethical issues.

Pro-MOD information packets distributed by Msgr. McHugh’s Family Life Office during the fall of 1973 to the American hierarchy and parochial schools and Catholic organizations included a copy of McHugh’s November report exonerating the National Foundation.

McHugh’s office also circulated a pro-MOD article titled: “The March of Dimes and Abortion,” by Rev. Bruce A. Williams, O.P., of St. John’s University, NY, which originally appeared in the October 1973 issue of Homiletic and Pastoral Review. (89) The article itself and the peculiar circumstances surrounding its writing is a stunning example of how easily the National Foundation is able to manipulate Catholic opinion.

Like Msgr. McHugh, Williams claimed to have carefully researched the policies and programs of the National Foundation. Like McHugh also, the Dominican priest said he found the national charity to be innocent of the charges leveled against it by the Pro-Life Movement.

While regretting that “abortion may occasionally intrude, to a very minor extent and in a way undesired by either the Foundation or its pro-life contributors,” Williams concluded, “this is not an automatic warrant for these contributors to cease their support …. The National Foundation is emphatically clear and thoroughly proper from a moral standpoint.” (90)

Several years later, after the Williams article had received wide coverage in the Catholic press, its objectivity came into question when Father Kenneth Baker, the editor of Homiletic and Pastoral Review told this writer that he had learned that Williams had a close relative who was employed as an executive secretary at the National Foundation headquarters in White Plains, NY, and it was she who had supplied Williams with the March of Dimes material and “documentation” upon which he had based his 1973 article! (91)

McHugh Issues Confidential Memo

on MOD To Bishops

On March 11, 1975 Msgr. McHugh issued his second pro-MOD report marked CONFIDENTIAL to the American hierarchy as a follow up to his earlier November 1973 statement in favor of the MOD. (92) The new and secret memorandum reiterated McHugh’s earlier contention that the MOD was not funding or promoting abortion by word or deed. Further, McHugh stated, the National Foundation, “sensitive to the misunderstanding of March of Dimes philosophy and activity by some pro-life organizations,” had taken efforts to “restate the prohibition of using March of Dimes funds to encourage abortion or to provide abortion service.” (93)

As part of his update to the bishops on the March of Dimes controversy, McHugh reported that:

Since the circulation of our Report, the National Foundation has consulted with us on a regular basis, and has taken efforts to manifest a more visible pro-life image. For example, recent publications articulate a pro-life philosophy, and a grant has been made to the Catholic University of America to construct a pro-life curriculum for use in Catholic schools. The National Foundation has also established an Ethics Advisory Committee to heighten awareness of moral and ethical problems. The members of the Committee will be announced in the near future. In addition, top officials of March of Dimes met with Dr. John Wilke and myself with the hope of improving relationships with the Right-to-Life Movement. (94)

Unfortunately, not only have some of the original misunderstandings perdured, they have been exacerbated by recent statements of the original charges, and by wide circulation among pro-life groups of letters by Dr. Wilke claiming that March of Dimes was doing nothing to manifest a more pro-life image. As a result, some pro-life persons are again insisting that the Church should prohibit the use of March of Dimes literature in educational programs, that Catholic organizations such as the Council of Catholic Women should desist from voluntary fund-raising efforts, and that Catholics generally should withhold contributions to March of Dimes. (95)

After claiming to have re-examined the charges leveled by pro-life groups against the National Foundation, McHugh wrote that the conclusions of his previous November 7, 1993 position paper on the MOD were still valid and that the general charges against the Foundation “continued to be vague and indefinite, and should not be taken as justification for prohibiting activity in support of March of Dimes programs.” (96)

McHugh concluded:

… It seems that the Church should take a neutral position in regard to March of Dimes, and should express disapproval only if March of Dimes promotes or actively collaborates in clearly immoral activity. At present, the accusations against the March of Dimes are without foundation, and there is no reason to advise Catholics against participating in programs or activities that assist March of Dimes.” (97)

This memorandum, which contains not a single word of concern for the terrible plight of the handicapped pre-born child threatened by the eugenics and non-therapeutic live fetal experimentation programs funded by the March of Dimes, was signed, “Sincerely in Christ,” by Msgr. McHugh, Director, NCCB Committee for Population and Pro-Life Activities.

On May 25, 1976, Msgr. McHugh issued a third report for the American bishops on the March of Dimes controversy titled: “Amniocentesis-A Life Saving Technique.” (98) McHugh characterized amniocentesis as “a morally neutral technique” that derives its moral specification from the intention of those who use it. The March of Dimes “in funding prenatal diagnostic centers is providing a useful service,” Msgr. McHugh argued. (99) He also claimed that mid-trimester prenatal diagnosis “saves lives.” (100) About half of the two-page report is given over to a defense of the March of Dimes’ supposed “neutrality” on abortion.

He also mentions, in a somewhat favorable context that “recently the National Foundation has provided initial funding to a long-range study to determine the implications of abortion in subsequent pregnancies (The Ryan Study).” (101) “March of Dimes, in following its own stated policies, may be considered as making efforts to respect human life and as enabling parents to choose life, even when that choice demands heroic charity,” Msgr. McHugh concludes. (102)

This report by Msgr. McHugh is a deliberate exercise in semantic obfuscation. Rather than clarifying pro-life objections to the March of Dimes’ development and promotion of mid-trimester prenatal diagnosis by amniocentesis, it obscured them.

First, invasive mid-trimester amniocentesis offers a very limited and not always accurate diagnosis of a specific condition (Down Syndrome, Tay Sachs). Every human being has six to eight lethal genes in his or her genetic makeup. Amniocentesis picks out one problem and excludes a dozen others. No doctor, no test, no health agency can guarantee that a child will be born healthy.

Second, McHugh failed to emphasize the fact that amniocentesis for polyhdramnios (excess accumulation of amniotic fluid), or RH immunization, or assessment of fetal maturity, resembles amniocentesis for detection of genetic disorders only insofar as the technique is the same. There is a radical departure, however, in terms of timing and intent between the former and the latter.

Because the primary orientation of the former is truly therapeutic (i.e., for the benefit of the pre-born child), the procedure of inserting a hollow needle through the abdominal and uterine walls into the amniotic sac and withdrawing amniotic fluid is carried out in the third trimester of pregnancy. At this time there is more amniotic fluid available for examination, there is less danger of puncturing some other organ of the pre-born patient, and there is an extremely low rate of maternal and fetal complications.

In the case of amniocentesis carried out for the purposes of prenatal diagnosis, a “compromise” on risks and timing must be reached. The procedure must be accomplished late enough in the pregnancy to secure a sufficient quantity of amniotic fluid for an adequate diagnosis of fetal cells but early enough to permit the abortion of an affected child, that is, between the 14th and 17th week of pregnancy.

Maternal dangers associated with transabdominal amniocentesis in mid-trimester are sepsis, hemorrhage resulting from the perforation of the placenta or umbilical cord, isoimmunization in the case of an RH-negative mother and a RH-positive baby, premature labor which may be complicated by infection, miscarriage, and trauma to other abdominal organs including the bowel and the bladder. (103)

Fetal complications of mid-trimester amniocentesis include hemorrhage associated with puncture of vital organs, death as a result of amnionitis, prematurity resulting from labor induced by the procedure, and death by induced abortion of affected children. (104)

McHugh’s report on mid-trimester amniocentesis makes no reference to these potential dangers to the pre-born child and his mother. He attempts to pass off mid-trimester prenatal diagnosis as some kind of benign, benevolent procedure which “saves lives” rather than takes the lives of affected pre-born children and also not a few unaffected children along the way.

McHugh’s statements on mid-trimester amniocentesis are in sharp contrast to those of eugenic abortionists like Dr. Henry Foster, President Clinton’s ill-fated candidate for the Office of Surgeon General and a National Advisor to the March of Dimes, who cuts to the chase on the reason for mid-trimester amniocentesis: “… we do amniocentesis to decide whether or not the pregnancy should continue, and to provide a therapeutic abortion.” (105)

Prenatal diagnosis by amniocentesis, and other similar invasive and potentially dangerous first and second-trimester diagnostic techniques such as fetoscopy and chorion villus biopsy, are used to identify and target, not treat, pre-born children suspected of having a non-treatable physical or mental disorder such as Down Syndrome or Tay Sachs. It is truly “a search and destroy” operation, as the March of Dimes readily admitted in its Facts 1971 booklet: “Using the technique of amniocentesis on pregnant women when there is reason to doubt whether the child will be born healthy, the (Prenatal Birth Defects Prevention) Center staff can identify many chromosomal, sex-linked and enzymatic-metabolic defects in the unborn child. If evidence shows the fetus to be abnormal, the parents may consider termination of pregnancy.” (106) Even the pro-abort March of Dimes-funded grantees at the aforementioned 1970 ASHG symposium on “Intrauterine Diagnosis and Selective Abortion” were honest enough to admit that mid-trimester amniocentesis is not a “neutral,” but “an abortion dependent procedure.”

The link between mid-trimester prenatal diagnosis and selective abortion of affected pre-born children is also acknowledged by various international organizations such as the United Nations World Health Organization (WHO) which maintains that the prevention and control of genetic and congenital defects is possible in countries with organized prenatal care programs and “where there is the legal option to abort abnormal fetuses in the second trimester. The technique is simple and the cost-benefit ratio very favorable.” (107) According to WHO, the first requirement of an effective Alpha-Fetoprotein (AFP) and amniocentesis program to eliminate children with neural-tube defects and other anomolies prenatally is “Legislation permitting the interruption of pregnancy when the fetus is abnormal.” (108) Apparently every major “health by death” agency including the March of Dimes and the World Health Organization and their pro-abort cohorts, as well as the leaders and rank-and-file members of the Pro-Life Movement, acknowledge the obvious connection between mid-trimester prenatal diagnosis and selective abortion of affected children--everyone it seems except Msgr. James T. McHugh.

McHugh’s defense of the National Foundation places great emphasis on the agency’s avowed policy of “neutrality” with regard to “the counseling toward abortion on the part of medical personnel working in the prenatal diagnostic centers.”(109) In its special investigative report on the anti-life policies, programs and research of the March of Dimes titled: Who Will Defend Michael?, released at the same time McHugh issued his May 25th report, the U.S. Coalition for Life documented the “neutral” counseling techniques of Dr. Karles Adamsons, formerly of Columbia University (NY), one of the MOD’s best endowed eugenics centers.

According to science writer, David Rorvik, when Dr. Adamsons is faced with trying to persuade a mother not to bear a “defective” child and to get her to opt for an abortion, he takes them on a selective tour of the hospital, and “if necessary…we will take the mother to visit a group of incompetents (mongoloids and other retarded or deformed children) to help her realize what will happen if she insists on going through with the pregnancy.” (110)

Professor Arthur Dyck of Harvard challenges the myth of the March of Dimes’ ostensible “neutrality” on the matter of eugenic abortion as voiced by Msgr. McHugh when he writes:

The assumption that the use and application of amniocentesis is a neutral sphere for physicians and society presupposes that for physicians and society, abortion is not a moral issue, and that existing or future laws do or will assure that abortions are decided solely by families and physicians. To go this way is not morally neutral, and is not life affirming.… If both physician and society should be impartial regarding the use of amniocentesis to prevent diseases by eliminating the diseased, what advocate is left for defenseless life? (111)

The Voss Memorandum

While Msgr. McHugh was busy defending the MOD’s ramparts against pro-life attacks, the Public Relations Department of the National Foundation was preparing its own line of attack against its pro-life critics. On March 16, 1976, George P. Voss, Vice President for Public Relations, issued his now famous memorandum, “Pro-Life Agitation,” to all Chapter Executives and Field Staff. (112) According to Voss, this memo, with pertinent attachments, was designed by the national office to assist local MOD chapters in their encounters with what Voss called, “Pro-Life resistance.”

The Voss memorandum stated that Cardinal Cody of Chicago, speaking for the National Council of Catholic Bishops (NCCB) had recently restated the Church’s policy toward the MOD: “Catholics are not obliged to contribute time or money to the work of the MOD, but any Catholic who wishes to may do so in good conscience.”

Voss, like McHugh, took special care to frame the “pro-life problem” with the MOD solely in terms of the foundation’s role in promoting abortion. He insisted that MOD programs are “dedicated to protection of the fetus and improvement of the outcome of pregnancy.” (113) Using the erroneous and worn-out “risk-benefit” argument left over from the ill-fated Salk Vaccine campaign of the 1950s, Voss stated that counter to pro-life charges, the technique of prenatal diagnostics is most often a “life saving” one because some pre-born children are spared from the abortionist when the amniocentesis test comes back negative, (i.e., no detected anomaly).

Voss concluded his memo with a question to MOD executives and staff:

Finally, have you discussed with your Catholic school system the inclusion of the Nutrition Curriculum Guide in their curricula? It was developed with a grant from the March of Dimes, by the Catholic University of America. This and other health education materials should provide a fine method of entry to the school. [emphasis added] (114)

A pastor or principle can verify the position [of the NCCB] by calling Msgr. James McHugh, Director of the Bishops’ Prolife Committee in Washington, D.C., phone (202) 659-6673. (115)

Perhaps even more instructive than the Voss memorandum itself, were the individual attachments secured to the cover letter. These attachments shed further light on the lengths to which Msgr. McHugh used his office and its resources to protect the reputation and funding of the National Foundation.

Among the important attachments was a letter dated January 22, 1976, from Rev. Cornelius J. Van der Poel, a promoter of “sex education” and the Director of the Family Life Division, Diocese of Detroit, to Richard Kelly, Director of the Metro Detroit MOD office. The priest said that Msgr. McHugh had assured him (Van der Poel) that the MOD was not involved in funding “abortion-oriented research projects” and that if abortions were performed after research or after the performance of amniocentesis, this was the responsibility of individual physicians. (116) The Van der Poel letter was widely circulated by Detroit diocesan and MOD officials.

A second letter dated February 4, 1976, from Kelly to Detroit parochial school pastors and principals contained a statement from John Cardinal Dearden disapproving of the anti-MOD activities of Lifespan, one of Michigan’s finest pro-life groups. MOD executive Kelly decried pro-life efforts to “cripple” the great works of his employer by spreading “irresponsible” charges that misrepresented the goals and concerns of the March of Dimes. (117)

A third attachment to the Voss memorandum was a letter dated February 11, 1976, from William Gallagher, MOD Michigan Campaign Chairman, to all members of the Michigan hierarchy, which claimed that pro-life charges against the MOD were untrue. Gallagher stated that “Msgr. McHugh’s investigative findings on behalf of the Bishops’ Prolife Activities Committee support the March of Dimes program,” and he (Gallagher) urged the American bishops to issue pro-MOD statements in their individual dioceses. (118)

A copy of the MOD’s “official” position on abortion, “The National Foundation maintains a neutral stance with respect to abortion....Legal abortion is outside the Foundation’s purview.…We observe the laws of the land and under those laws we will not discriminate against one segment (of a pluralistic society) or another because a difference of opinion exists between them,” (119) and a statement on “How the March of Dimes Protects the Unborn Baby,” completed the attachments to the Voss memo.

As these attachments clearly demonstrate, Msgr. McHugh was systematically using his position as Director of the Bishops’ Pro-Life Committee to undermine the Pro-Life Movement’s assault on the eugenic policies and programs of the National Foundation/March of Dimes. Forced to choose between Msgr. McHugh’s pro-MOD public relations hype and documented evidence of the NF/MOD’s anti-life practices produced by independent pro-life research groups like the U.S. Coalition for Life, the American bishops as well as state Catholic conferences and diocesan officials invariably sided with Msgr. McHugh. The rare exception was the decision of the Pennsylvania Catholic Conference in August 1980 to recommend the withholding of institutional clearance from March of Dimes fund-raising in Catholic institutions, which will be examined further at the conclusion of this chapter.

Eugenics Mainlined Into Standard Medical Practice

In 1978, the National Foundation/March of Dimes launched a major lobbying effort to secure federal funds for state-wide prototype eugenics programs and services which it had already piloted at major medical centers throughout the United States over the previous ten years.

The March of Dimes’ strategy for mainstreaming eugenics into standard medical practice and consequently into the lives of millions of Americans, followed the well-established pattern of other powerful anti-life foundations (Rockefeller, Carnegie, Ford, and Robert Wood Johnson, to name a few). First, large amounts of seed monies are poured into research and pilot programs which have little if any popular support and, in some cases, great public opposition. When these programs are accepted and become well-established they are then absorbed and institutionalized as governmental policies and programs funded by the taxpayer.

On March 14, 1978, Charles I. Massey, President of the NF/MOD, held a national news conference in Manhattan to squelch rumors that, due to pro-life pressure, the MOD was about to discontinue its eugenics programs and services. (120) On the contrary, Massey stated, his foundation was still committed to genetics (read eugenics) and would continue to fund genetic research and new medical services programs. (121) However, when five-year grants of “seed money” for medical service grants of any kind expired, the MOD-funded genetics centers were expected to find alternative sources of income (i.e., the taxpayer). “The function of the voluntary health agency is to provide initial seed money necessary to demonstrate need for and value of new services, not to fund static programs in perpetuity,” Massey reminded reporters. (122)

To assist these medical genetics centers in securing long-term funding, Massey said that the MOD (and its volunteers) were prepared to lobby heavily for the re-enactment of the National Genetics Diseases Act, which was scheduled to lapse into political oblivion unless Congress could be convinced that it was worth salvaging. The Carter Administration had recommended appropriations of $4 million but the MOD was pushing for $15 million! (123)

On September 21, 1978, all members of the U.S. House of Representatives received a letter from the National Foundation signed by MOD President Massey “strongly” urging support for H.R.12370, the Health Services Amendments of 1978 which incorporated the National Genetic Diseases Act of 1976, designed to expand state-wide genetic screening, prenatal diagnostic services and laboratory facilities. (124)

Tugging at the financial heartstrings of the Congressmen, Massey claimed that “the financial cost of treating and institutionalizing our severely affected survivors (of genetic disorders) is staggering” and “we cannot begin to measure the cost to survivors themselves and their families.” (125) A rather strange but telling statement from a man who was drawing a salary (and generous expense account) well into the six digits, and who represented an organization ostensibly dedicated to aiding the mentally and physically handicapped!

The Massey letter acknowledged the MOD’s “innovation and leadership” in pioneering genetic research and genetic services in the United States. Now the Foundation was asking for federal and state governments to take over the war to “prevent birth defects,” principally by adopting its “innovative” prenatal diagnostic program for eliminating physically and handicapped pre-born children. (126)

That the pending legislation was principally, although not exclusively, eugenic rather than therapeutic in its intent, was made clear by the importance Massey placed in his letter on the role of prenatal diagnosis as a means of reducing the incidence of disorders for which there were no known cures, specifically Down Syndrome. Massey admitted that “some citizens consider amniocentesis controversial,” but he argued (like McHugh) that the procedure “saves thousands of babies each year who might never be born unless their parents can be reassured by an accurate scientific prenatal diagnosis.” (127) The MOD’s support of prenatal diagnosis was all in the spirit “of protecting the lives of our children.…” Massey said. (128)

Throughout these crucial years, when the National Foundation was openly lobbying for the extension of extermination medicine into more and more medical schools and hospital facilities across the nation, Msgr. McHugh, who was serving on the National Foundation’s Bioethics Advisory Board, remained silent on the matter of the MOD’s anti-life lobbying activities in Washington, D.C. He reserved his criticism for the MOD’s pro-life critics.

In the spring of 1978, when the future of the March of Dimes appeared to be hanging precariously on the ropes, NCCB/USCC spokesman Msgr. McHugh, in an interview with National Catholic News Service, reiterated his defense of mid-trimester amniocentesis as a “morally neutral technique” and announced his continued support for the March of Dimes. (129)

Eugenics as National Policy

The reauthorization and appropriation of funds for the National Genetic Diseases Act completed the anti-life government circle begun with the passage of the 1970 Family Planning Services and Population Research Act. The former legislation did for eugenics what the latter had accomplished for population control (including abortion) in the TUnited States a decade earlier. Neither of these previous anti-life pieces of federal legislation met with any organized opposition from the Catholic bishops or the NCCB/USCC.

Shortly after the National Genetics Diseases Act was signed into law, a National Institute of Health (read Death) Task Force on Hereditary Disease and Congenital Defects announced its unanimous support for the integration of mid-trimester amniocentesis into clinical obstetrical practice. The Task Force also recommended continuing research into new methods of prenatal diagnosis including fetoscopy, chorion villus biopsy, and alpha-fetoprotein screening for neural tube defects.

According to Dr. Michael M. Kaback, Chairman of the Task Force, and a prominent MOD grantee, to be of any real utility, prenatal diagnosis must include the option of abortion of genetically abnormal fetuses. (130) The Task Force also recommended to Congress, that it reinstate Medicaid funding for abortion in general, and eugenic indication in particular. Physicians were warned that they could now be held liable for failure to inform “at-risk” mothers of the availability of prenatal diagnostic techniques as part of their “reproductive options.”

This unsettling, but hardly surprising, bit of news from the National Institute of Health (read Death) was greeted with customary silence at the NCCB/USCC’s Office for Pro-Life Activities, which was now under the new, though temporary, management of Father Edward Bryce.

As noted in an earlier chapter, by late 1978, Msgr. McHugh had already departed for Rome to study for his doctorate in Sacred Theology at the Dominican Order’s Pontifical University of St. Thomas Aquinas. However, as I have also indicated, this departure did not signal any decrease in his influence over NCCB/USCC policies related to sex education, government population control, or the March of Dimes.

McHugh had selected his old friend (and oddly enough mine), Father Bryce, a priest of the Diocese of Pittsburgh and Director of Pennsylvanians for Human Life (PHL), as the new Executive Director of the Bishops’ Committee for Pro-Life Activities. That appointment was subsequently confirmed by the bishops. The Bryce appointment, the continued presence of McHugh’s personal operatives in that office and in the National Committee for a Human Life Amendment office, and McHugh’s continued membership on the Pro-Life Committee, insured that Msgr. McHugh would continue to call the shots in absentiafor the American bishops on anti-life matters such as the March of Dimes.

That this was indeed the case, was amply demonstrated by a controversy over the MOD that developed in the Diocese of Green Bay (Wisconsin) in the spring of 1982, shortly after Msgr. McHugh had returned from Rome to the Archdiocese of Newark, New Jersey.

The incident was ignited by a U.S. Coalition for Life (USCL) press release to diocesan and secular newspapers throughout the country concerning the continuing anti-life activities of the March of Dimes. The USCL was calling for a national boycott of “Walk America,” the MOD’s most important Spring fund-raiser, especially by Catholic school administrators and parochial school children--the traditional backbone of MOD walkathons.

In response to the USCL charges made against the MOD, The Compass, the official weekly paper of Green Bay Diocese, ran an article titled: “Attacks on March of Dimes Called Unfair,” on April 17, 1982 stating that “its own investigation showed no substantiation for the Coalition’s charges.” (131)

As one might suspect, this supposed “investigation” consisted of a meeting with a local MOD executive, one Richard Diedrich, and interviews with diocesan and NCCB/USCC staff, and local geneticists funded by the MOD. The USCL, which obviously figured prominently in the debate, was never contacted by The Compass reporter.

For his part, Diedrich stated his employer’s party line “... the March of Dimes does not advocate or fund abortion as a means of preventing birth defects...” and “prenatal diagnosis was life-saving and actually prevented abortion.” (132)

Deacon Lee Everts of the local Appleton pro-life office briefly stated that he had talked the MOD matter over with a representative of the National Committee for a Human Life Amendment. Though this NCHLA source spoke disparagingly of the USCL, Everts said, he himself agreed with the Coalition that prenatal diagnosis was a “search and destroy” operation.

Unfortunately, Everts’ remarks were followed by a lengthy quote from geneticist Dr. Renata Laxova of the University of Wisconsin at Madison, a heavily endowed National Foundation institution. Laxova argued that, “About 97% of couples who have amniocentesis are reassured their baby does not have the condition of risk....” (133) Tactfully, The Compass reporter failed to mention that Laxova was a raving pro-abort eugenicist, and that both Madison General and the University Hospital were nationally infamous for their late-term eugenic abortions, some resulting in the dreadful “complication” of a live birth! (134)

The Compass story concluded with an interview with Father Bryce from the Bishops’ Office for Pro-Life Activities who reiterated the McHugh position on mid-trimester amniocentesis and the March of Dimes. “Amniocentesis is not evil in itself,” Bryce said. “....The March of Dimes is moving in the right direction and doing some good things...To make the assertion (they) are practicing evil cannot be sustained or to say they are supporting people who are practicing abortion is unfair.” (135) As for the proposed USCL boycott of the MOD, Bryce said, “I think she (Randy Engel, USCL Director) is very wrong on this matter. She has been carrying on this crusade for a number of years and I don't think she can prove what she is saying. I think the March of Dimes has exercised great restraint in not suing her for libel.” (136)

Secular Media Breaks Robboy Story

It was not without a stroke of irony, that at the very moment Bryce (once a close ally of the USCL), was busy defending the March of Dimes against pro-life charges of funding anti-life activities, the secular press (rarely a friend of pro-lifers), began reporting on a series of bizarre MOD-funded experiments involving the use of human fetal tissue obtained from induced abortion.

Beginning in March 1982, Dr. Stanley J. Robboy of Harvard Medical School had issued a series of reports in three major medical journals detailing new developments in his testing of the teratogenic and carcinogenic effects of certain drugs on the human reproductive tract. (137)

Funded in part by the March of Dimes, the Robboy grants involved “the isolation of intact human female and male reproductive tracts harvested from human specimens.” (138) In plain language, the organs were taken from aborted babies ranging in age from 5 to 17 weeks and up, who had been killed either by dilation and curettage (D&C), dilation and extraction (D&E), or prostaglandin procedures. The human genital structures were then grafted into athymic “nude” mice, which are unable to reject foreign tissue. The mice were later “sacrificed” (term reserved for mice only) and their tissue examined for abnormalities.

Interest in the Robboy grants surfaced again, 12 years later, in January 1994, when Richard Leavitt, the MOD’s Director of Science Information (read Disinformation) told a news reporter investigating USCL charges against the MOD that the Foundation never made a grant to Stanley Robboy for fetal tissue transplantation research. Leavitt said he checked the files and found that Robboy “never received March of Dimes funds for any purpose.” This, despite the fact that Robboy himself clearly identified the MOD as one of his grant sources for his research involving the use of fetal organs obtained from induced abortions in his medical journal articles (grants Nos. 1-670, 1-139, and 1-837). (139)

MOD Funds Lethal Fetal Experimentation

Actually, long before Robboy came onto the scene, the National Foundation already had a long and dark history of funding experiments involving the use of aborted babies. As noted earlier, in the early years of the MOD’s birth defects research programs on the development of new methods of prenatal diagnosis, MOD-funded researchers routinely used To-Be-Aborted women (TBAs) as human guinea pigs to test the safety of the new procedures and to provide physician-researchers with practical experience without fear of malpractice suits since the pre-born children were scheduled to be killed anyway. This type of research has always been identified as a form of live, non-therapeutic experimentation on human fetuses by the National Institute of Health’s Office For the Protection of Human Subjects.

Beginning in the late 1970s, the National Foundation invested thousands of donor dollars to underwrite the work of Dr. Albert De La Chapelle at the Folkhalsen Institute of Genetics in Helsinki, Finland. Helsinki, the reader will recall, was where Dr. Peter Adam of Case Western conducted his well-publicized severed-heads experiments on live aborted babies, using funds provided in part by the MOD.

The purpose of the De La Chapelle grant was to develop “a simple, risk-free alternative to amniocentesis for early pregnancy diagnosis, using cells of fetal origin found in maternal blood during and after pregnancy.” (140) Despite MOD claims that amniocentesis is “safe” and “accurate,” the Foundation was investing heavily in De La Chapelle’s work to find a non-invasive (i.e., safe) yet accurate form of prenatal diagnosis to replace amniocentesis.

In The Scandinavian Journal of Immunology, De La Chapelle described the sources from which he drew his blood supply. Two sources were not objectionable given the informed consent of the mother at the time of delivery, but the third was gravely so. It involved the open-heart puncture of 10-20 week old healthy, live babies within 12 hours of the abortion. De La Chapelle acknowledged the financial support of the NF/MOD (grant 1-405) and the Sigrid Juselius Foundation for his work. (141) The National Foundation/March of Dimes was now involved in funding infanticide.

MOD Makes Cystic Fibrosis a Priority Disease

In the early 1980s, the National Foundation made a decision to give top priority to finding a prenatal diagnostic test for cystic fibrosis (CF), a disorder primarily of the Caucasian population. Such a test, it was reported, would make possible “a new program of mass genetic screening of vast proportions.” (142) Left unsaid, was that this CF screening program would attract a huge population base into the eugenic net leading to the extermination of countless pre-born children suspected of harboring the disorder. The price tag in the IU.S. for such a screening programs has been put at a billion dollars minimum. (143)

In 1982, Dr. Henry Nadler who had conducted earlier MOD-funded research to find a prenatal test for CF, was rewarded with an extended grant for $108,000. Other persons receiving MOD funds for CF prenatal diagnostic research included $50,000 to Dr. Michael Kaback at University of California, Los Angeles (1983), and $20,000 to Hope Punnett, Ph.D. of St. Christopher’s Hospital for Children in Philadelphia (1994). Between July 1986 and June 1988, Dr. Harry Harris of the University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, received over $100,000 in grant monies for bone metabolism study and the prenatal diagnosis of CF. (144)

News of these new MOD grants, released by the U.S. Coalition for Life, put to rest a persistent rumor circulating among some National Right to Life affiliates that the March of Dimes had abandoned its “search and destroy” mission in favor of purely therapeutic and curative research.

The Doerflinger Affair

TThe fact that it was the Pennsylvania-based U.S. Coalition for Life, a completely volunteer enterprise, which routinely monitored, documented and exposed these anti-life activities of the March of Dimes, raises the very curious question as to how such activities managed to escape the notice of Msgr. McHugh and Father Bryce at their well-funded and well-staffed office at the NCCB/USCC. The answer is provided, in part, by a peculiar series of events which occurred at the Bishops’ Office for Pro-Life Activities in 1987 involving its associate director, Richard Doerflinger, a protégé of Msgr. McHugh.

This fascinating story began in the spring of 1987 with a series of Letters-to-the-Editor in the Catholic weekly, Our Sunday Visitor, concerning pro-life charges against the MOD. (145) The debate between Louise Caffrey (anti-MOD) and Elizabeth Zepf, former President of the National Council of Catholic Women (pro-MOD), centered upon a controversial $580,000 MOD grant to a clique of abortionist-investigators to study the consequences of induced abortion on future fertility.

In a separate editorial attachment, OSV editor, Robert Lockwood, wrote that, based on information he had received from Richard Doerflinger at the NCCB/USCC Pro-Life Office, he would settle the controversy in favor of Zepf and the March of Dimes.

Lockwood stated that he had been reassured by Doerflinger that the MOD had, “responded responsibly to pro-life charges,” and that “we have studied the organization for years and concluded that there is nothing to bar Catholics from giving them money.” “The $580,000 MOD grant (“The Ryan Study”) mentioned in the Caffrey letter did not fund Planned Parenthood activities; it was enormously helpful in combating abortion,” he told Lockwood. (146)

Curious to know the nature and scope of the Pro-Life Office’s “years” of study of MOD activities and what possible benefit the Pro-Life Movement could derive from the notorious pro-abort “Ryan Study,” this writer phoned Doerflinger to request details on both of these matters. He agreed to cooperate.

Three years later, on March 19, 1990, the postman arrived with the long-awaited response from Mr. Doerflinger. His packet of materials contained some familiar MOD materials - - mostly outdated MOD press releases and position papers, a chart of fetal development published by the MOD, and a charming public relations booklet titled: “Your Special Child.” There was also a hand-written note from Doerflinger stating that he was sorry if I had gotten the impression from the OSV article that his office had actually produced any comprehensive report based on its “years” of investigation of the March of Dimes. “Our review of MOD’s status is a continuing process, and we have no new formal statement,” he wrote. (147)

The OSV incident confirmed what this writer had suspected for many years, that neither the NCCB/USCC Family Life Office, nor its successor, the Bishops’ office for Pro-Life Activities, had ever carried out any independent, in-depth investigation of the National Foundation/March of Dimes since the pro-life controversy began in the late 1960s.

Actually, the Pennsylvania Catholic Conference Pro-Life Coordinating Committee had reached a similar conclusion in April 1980 when it was attempting to gather updated information on NF/MOD activities to decide whether or not Church endorsement and institutional clearance of the Foundation should be continued. While noting that the NCCB Pro-Life Committee staff and some individual dioceses had done some “limited investigations of individual March of Dimes activities and programs…. We can find no evidence, however, despite extensive research, that any diocese or the NCCB has undertaken an evaluation of the overall purpose and direction of the agency and the activities by which it pursues its purpose.” (148)

What becomes increasingly clear is that in the NF/MOD debate, Msgr. McHugh, and his hirelings, Doerflinger and Bryce, were more interested in protecting the reputation and financial interests of the powerful foundation, than in protecting the lives of pre-born handicapped children! Indeed, it appears that over the years, the Bishops’ Office for Pro-Life Activities had evolved into an indispensable extension of the National Foundation’s powerful Public Relations Department, which by the 1980s, had elevated its ability to make jackasses out of well-meaning but gullible Catholics to a virtual art form.

MOD Grant to Abortion Partisans

As for Doerflinger’s other claim to Editor Lockwood and the OSV readership that “The Ryan Study” proved “enormously helpful in combating abortion,” this too proved false. Here are the facts about the notorious “Ryan Grant.”

Despite the MOD’s shopworn claim that “abortion lies outside the purview of the Foundation,” in April 1976, it awarded more than a half-million dollars to Boston abortionist, Dr. Kenneth J. Ryan, M.D., and his associates at Boston Hospital for Women (another institution infamous for its third-trimester abortions) to study the effects of induced abortion, by various methods, on subsequent fertility.

Ryan, a member of the MOD’s Basic Research National Advisory Committee, was one of seven MOD advisors/grantees who signed the historic Association for the Study of Abortion pro-abortion manifesto in 1972 that helped fuel the Supreme Court’s Roe vs Wade decision a year later. (149) As Chairman of the National Commission for the Protection of Human Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research, he did what he could to reduce the status of the pre-born child to less than that of a laboratory rat. (150)

Dr. Philip Stubblefield, also a principal investigator in the MOD study, was a Clinic Director of Preterm, an abortion mill in Brookline, Mass. and later became the owner and operator of his own killing center. He was a member of the Association of Planned Parenthood Physicians, a Board of Director of the National Abortion Federation, and a Medical Advisor to the Pathfinder Fund, a U.S. quasi-governmental agency of the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) which exports extermination medicine around the world. (151) In a 1985 Newsweek article on the “complication” of live births from late-term eugenic abortions, Stubblefield said, “Nobody who provides abortions wants to kill babies… Nobody is in favor of infanticide. The question is, where do you draw the line?” (152) Clearly, both Ryan and Stubblefield were abortion partisans. When the American Association of Pro-Life Obstetricians and Gynecologists tried to secure a position on the Ryan research team, the organization was turned down by the MOD.

In June 27, 1980, the Journal of the American Medical Association published the results of “The Ryan Study” which concluded that while multiple abortions put women at greater risk for miscarriage in subsequent pregnancies, there was no increase in fetal loss detected among women with a single prior induced abortion. These findings, of course, run counter to a world-wide consensus of medical opinion, that has consistently linked miscarriage, prematurity and congenital malformations with single as well as multiple induced abortions. (153) Ryan and his research team concluded that the availability of better birth control methods (most of which are abortifacients) would reduce the “need” for multiple surgical abortions.

Naturally, Planned Parenthood gave final report of “The Ryan Study” wide circulation. But why did Doerflinger insist on publicly praising and distributing the seriously flawed and biased $580,000 study that did little more than line the pockets of a handful of baby killers and the institutions that harbor them, and undermined pro-life credibility by denying the ill effects of first-time induced abortions? And what had prompted Msgr. McHugh to imply in his May 25, 1973 whitewash of mid-trimester prenatal diagnosis and the March of Dimes, that “The Ryan Study” might represent a positive contribution by the Foundation?

MOD Drags the Pope into the Eugenic Quagmire

In the spring of 1984, the MOD achieved a major public relations coup when its quarterly newsletter, The Volunteer, featured a pictorial story: “Pope Sends Blessings and Gift to the March of Dimes.” Good grief! Was this story true or was it yet another MOD public relations hoax?

This well-publicized affair involved Msgr. Donato de Bonis, Secretary of the Vatican Bank, who had flown in from Rome to attend a MOD fund-raising Food Industry dinner in Hartford, Connecticut honoring his old-time friend, Adam Bozzuto, a prominent and wealthy food wholesaler.

De Bonis brought with him the traditional Apostolic Blessing (in the form a scroll) honoring Mr. Bozzuto (who had been certified a Catholic in good standing) and members of the March of Dimes ((for whom obviously no collective certification was possible) and a check for $2000 for the National Foundation.

The MOD newsletter reported that the Pope had requested additional information on the Foundation’s work that was forwarded to the Holy See by MOD President, Charles Massey.

Massey expressed his appreciation on behalf of all MOD members for the “two signal honors...to help sustain our activities on behalf of unborn and newborn children.” (154)

In late May 1984, NC News Service released this story with the caption, “Papal Blessing for March of Dimes.” Unfortunately, instead of clearly identifying the nature of and special conditions attached to Apostolic Blessings obtained from the Vatican’s Ufficio Benedizioni, the NC release gave the false impression that the event represented some type of official Church approbation.

The NC News Service story identified the March of Dimes only as a “U.S. foundation devoted to research and programs to combat birth defects,” which had come under pro-life attacks in the mid-1970s. It then quoted from the eleven year old position paper of Msgr. James T. McHugh, that these pro-life charges had been investigated and the Foundation’s activities were found to be “morally acceptable.” The MOD has maintained a position of “strict neutrality” on abortion, the article concluded. (155)

Fortunately, the MOD did not have the last word on this matter.

At this writer’s request, Dr. Jerome Lejeune, the famed French geneticist, on his next visit to the Vatican for a meeting of the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, presented the Holy Father with an USCL dossier on a wide range of MOD anti-life activities.

Several months later, on September 18, 1984, a definitive answer to questions surrounding the controversial De Bonis affair was received from the Holy See. Archbishop Pio Laghi, the

U. S. Apostolic Pro-Nuncio in Washington, D.C., sent a letter to Jean Doyle, National Right to Life President, which confirmed the strictly personal nature of the De Bonis gift, and that this gift was “in no way was designed to give official Church approbation to the Foundation.” (156)

NC News Service never published a retraction of their original story that had falsely linked Pope John Paul II favorably to the National Foundation. Nor did the Bishops’ Office for Pro-Life Activities insist that the misleading issue of The Volunteer be withdrawn from circulation. Instead, it kept it in circulation (without the Pio Laghi letter) for many years later.

MOD Attacks Dr. Lejeune

While the top executives of the National Foundation had no difficulty wining and dining and financing some of the world's most rabid eugenicists, it could not abide the company of the world’s most famous pro-life geneticist, Jerome Lejeune, M.D., Ph.D., who held the Chair of Fundamental Genetics at the University of Paris and was the Director of Medical Research for the International Foundation for Genetic Research/Michael Fund--the pro-life alternative to the March of Dimes.

When Dr. Lejeune agreed to become Director of Medical Research for the Michael Fund in 1978, he told me that once and only once had an organization canceled his scheduled lecture at a formal conference, and that organization was the National Foundation/March of Dimes. It appeared that the MOD feared Lejeune would intertwine his pro-life views on the humanity of his pre-born patients into his scientific presentation on Down Syndrome, which, in fact, he often did. Strangely though, this concern of the MOD never extended to keeping notorious geneticist-abortionists like Nadler and Kaback from using MOD conferences to hype feticide and eugenics.

The March of Dimes also attempted to sully the pro-life reputation of Lejeune in a MOD Original Article Series monograph titled: “Ethical Considerations Arising in the Genetic Counseling Relationship” by Father Robert Roger Lebel, S.J., published in December 1978. (157)

Exhibiting a curious Jesuitism, Lebel stated that while Dr. Lejeune refused to perform am-niocentesis for eugenic purposes, “He (Lejeune) does not fail to inform them (the counselee)

of their options, or of people and places best suited to help carry out those options in which he himself does not wish to participate.” (158)

Responding to Lebel’s accusation, Lejeune told this writer: “I do not do amniocentesis actually because it is intended to kill the babies found afflicted. If these babies could be treated and cured in utero and if amniocentesis was a necessary process to cure them, I would do amniocentesis indeed!” (159) As for the insinuation that he didn’t care to bloody his own hands with abortions, but he made referrals to those who did, Lejeune said, “I have never given any address or referral (for abortion) and a fortiori never to Fr. Lebel!” (160)

Prenatal Diagnosis is Deadly, Not Neutral

True to his calling as a Catholic physician, geneticist and philosopher, the late Dr. Lejeune (who died in Paris on Easter Sunday morning, April 3, 1994) never failed to speak plainly against the use of prenatal diagnosis to target handicapped children in the womb for death by abortion.

So, too, does Dr. Marie Peeters, Dr. Lejeune’s former colleague at his Paris laboratory, who recently took over Dr. Lejeune’s position as Director of Medical Research for The Michael Fund. (161)

From her clinical work with Down Syndrome children and young adults, Dr. Peeters has experienced some very special insights into the effects of the popularization of prenatal diagnosis on the handicapped and on their siblings. Her views of the eugenic implications of prenatal diagnosis are in stark contrast to those of Msgr., now, Bishop McHugh.

In one personal conversation with this writer, she told me of a very moving incident that took place several weeks after Lejeune’s death. She had just completed her clinical exam of a man with Down Syndrome, when he looked at her and asked a very serious question: “Now that Professor Lejeune is dead, who will protect me?”

On the subject of how prenatal diagnosis has profoundly altered the way people think about mentally handicapped people, Dr. Peeters says:

Indeed the birth of a child with a chromosomal anomaly is now widely considered as a medical error and in certain countries lawsuits against doctors are done because they failed to diagnosis the “condition” in utero. In an insidious manner, mentalities are changing and people now regard persons with a handicap as someone who should not be there. (162)

Indeed the handicapped themselves know that, had their condition been diagnosis in utero, they would not have been allowed to be born. Like all abortion survivors, they suffer from the psychopathology associated with being a survivor:existential guilt, fear, anxious attachments. (163)

The parental decision to undergo prenatal diagnosis with the idea of aborting an affected child also affects siblings who fear that their parents might consider killing them too if they become gravely ill and “a burden.” Clearly, prenatal diagnosis when used as a preemptive strike against the affected child becomes a killer also of family life.

“Fortunately, there are still parents who love all their children with an unconditional love and who see in their mentally or physically handicapped child someone who will do great things for God!” says Dr. Peeters. (164) A remarkable statement from a remarkable woman! Sentiments that are conspicuously absent from Msgr. McHugh’s communications on the MOD to the American bishops.

Leon Kass on Prenatal Diagnosis

From a more secular point of view, one of the most important essays ever written on the implications of prenatal diagnosis for eugenic purposes was written in 1973 by Professor Leon Kass of the FUniversity Fof FChicago titled: “Implications of Pre-Natal Diagnosis For The Human Right To Life.”

Regarding the question of “Who decides and why?” in the matter of prenatal diagnosis, Kass reminds his fellow physicians and scientists that “...it is we who are responsible for choosing to develop the technology of prenatal diagnosis, for informing and promoting the technology among the public, and for the actual counseling of patients.” (165)

Kass also notes that most physicians and counselors in the genetics field, regardless of what they say or do about letting the parents choose, believe “in their heart of hearts” that the retarded and the handicapped have no right to exist. “... Why else would they have developed genetic counseling and amniocentesis?” he asks. (166)

Dr. Kass tackles the cost-benefit arguments of eugenic “breeding and weeding” by asking “Who is a greater drain on society’s precious resources, the average inmate of a home for the retarded or the average graduate of Harvard College?” (167)

Kass, in a tone similar to that of Dr. Peeters, quotes Pearl Buck on the nature of the gifts and lessons of life that the handicapped and retarded bring to the world including, “patience, understanding, and mercy, lessons which we all need to receive and to practice with one another, whatever we are.” (168)

Vatican Issues Clarification On Prenatal Diagnosis

On February 22, 1987, the Feast of the Chair of St. Peter the Apostle, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith issued the most definitive statement on the issue of prenatal diagnosis to date, as part of its Instruction on Respect for Human Life in its Origin and on the Dignity of Procreation. (169)

Is prenatal diagnosis morally licit? The answer is, yes, “if it respects the life and integrity of the embryo and the human foetus and is directed towards its safeguarding or healing as an individual”; no, “when it is done with the thought of possibly inducing an abortion depending upon the results: a diagnosis that shows the existence of a malformation or a hereditary illness must not be the equivalent of a death-sentence. (170)

The document states that it is “a gravely illicit act” for:

(1) a woman to undergo prenatal diagnosis with the deliberate intention of aborting an affected child; or

(2) for a spouse, relative, or anyone else “to counsel or impose such a diagnostic procedure on the expectant mother with the same intention of possibly proceeding to an abortion,” or

(3) for a specialist in the process of conducting the diagnosis or in communicating its results, “to deliberately contribute to establishing or favoring a link between prenatal diagnosis and abortion.” (171)

Further, this prohibition extends not only to individuals but to civil authorities and health and scientific organizations as well:

In conclusion, any directive or programme of the civil and health authorities or of scientific organizations which in any way were to favor a link between prenatal diagnosis and abortion, or which were to go as far as directly to induce expectant mothers to submit to prenatal diagnosis planned for the purpose of eliminating foetuses which are affected by malformations or which are carriers of hereditary illness, is to be condemned as a violation of the unborn child’s right to life and an abuse of the prior rights and duties of the spouses. (172)

Dr. Jerome Lejeune was a major contributor to the drafting of this Vatican document. Its clear condemnation of the deliberate act of procuring, advising, and promoting non-therapeutic amniocentesis and other forms of first and second trimester prenatal diagnosis reflected his passion for defending the life of the mentally retarded, particularly children with Down Syndrome to whom he devoted his life’s work.

The document’s reference to “scientific organizations” which “in any way” promote non-therapeutic prenatal diagnosis and the abortion of affected children, would obviously apply to the largest promoter of eugenic abortion in the world, the NF/MOD.

The publication of the Instruction On Respect for Human Life In Its Origins And On The Dignity of Procreation should have ended the MOD controversy once and for all in favor of the Pro-Life Movement. But it did not.

Bishop McHugh continues to defend the National Foundation/March of Dimes. He retains his membership on the Foundation’s Bioethics Advisory Board which he claims, “does not compromise me or the NCCB. Quite the contrary, it gives me an opportunity to raise dimensions of bio-ethical questions of special pertinence to the Church.” (173)

Interestingly, in its report to the Pennsylvania Catholic Conference’s (PCC) Board of Governors in May 1980 on the March of Dimes, the Pro-Life Coordinating Committee took a different view of the MOD’s ethics scene. For example, it contested the Foundation’s official position on legal abortion that the decision to kill an affected pre-born child should be made by the child’s parents and that: “Such decisions (to abort an affected child) involve highly ethical principles and spiritual values. The March of Dimes is not a religious institution, nor does it claim competence in transmitting spiritual values or moral principles.” (174) The PCC Committee rejected the idea that the transmission of moral principles is exclusively the responsibility of religious institutions and outside the Foundation’s competence.

The Church teaches that there is a natural moral order, that there is a universal moral law that governs human behavior. MOD, as a human organization, is bound by that natural moral order as surely as the pregnant woman… Each of the specific activities or policies of MOD which violate a teaching of the Church appears to result from MOD’s attempt to separate science from morality, to pursue the honorable end of a healthy birth for all children through any means, whether it is promoting contraception and abortion through its parenting education program or funding experimentation on living unborn children or promoting the philosophy of Joseph Fletcher. (175)

For the Church to accept MOD’s position that it is not required to deal with moral issues would effectively contradict the Church’s position that we are all bound by the natural moral order. (176)

The PCC advisory group, inspired by the remarkable Greensburg diocesan pro-life director, Fr. Joel Lieb, O.S.B., also expressed no confidence in the Foundation’s Bioethics Advisory Committee on which Msgr. McHugh sat. According to the Committee’s report, “MOD has no published policies or guidelines or ethical considerations that would govern the research applications review committee. It appears to be the responsibility of those review committee members to evaluate the ethical considerations on the basis of their personal ethics, with the Bioethics Advisory Board being consulted on an after-the fact basis.” (177)

On August 5, 1980, three months after the PCC Pro-Life Coordinating Committee filed its report, the Governing Board of the Pennsylvania Catholic Conference voted to withdraw all institutional clearance from March of Dimes fund-raising activities in Catholic institutions in the state.

This unprecedented singular act of courage by the PCC sent shock waves throughout the Foundation and all its affliliates. The Foundation reacted by recruiting a handful of crypto-Catholics including McHugh’s close sex ed ally from Georgetown, Father William C. Baumiller, and Robert B. Beusse, the former director and planner for the NCCB/USCC’s Campaign for Human Development. The Foundation pleaded for and received numerous opportunities to “dialogue” and meet PCC officials and individual diocesan and pro-life representatives. Try as it may, the MOD never succeeded in getting the Pennsylvania bishops to officially lift their 1980 moratorium. It was successful, however, in preventing all other state Catholic Conferences, and the NCCB/USCC from following suit. Eventually, some Pennsylvania bishops began to buckle under MOD pressure, and starting in the mid-1980s agreed to permit the MOD to fund-raise in diocesan elementary and secondary schools and colleges and to distribute MOD propaganda in Catholic institutions.

Nevertheless, the action of the PCC did illustrate how vulnerable the Foundation was to genuine organized Church opposition. Sadly, it also raised the question of how many more handicapped pre-born children might have made it through the eugenic net had Msgr. McHugh been prevented from using his Family Life Office and the Bishops’ Committee for Pro-Life Activities to advance the cause of the March of Dimes and the Eugenic Establishment for the last thirty years.
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Chapter 4

Bishop McHugh and the NFP Follies

A Catholic Vision of Marriage and Family Life

Man proposes, but God disposes! While this truism applies to all human efforts, it appears to be particularly so in the matter of the procreation of children. God’s Master Plan for marriage and family life is revealed in Nature, in Holy Scripture and in the magisterial teachings of the Catholic Church.

In his literary masterpiece, The Natural Institution of The Family (Marriage: An Office of Nature), Dr. Herbert Ratner (whom this writer never tires of quoting) reminds us that:

There are two revelations: one found in the Book of Scriptures and the other in the Book of Nature; one communicated through the words of the Son (and His Vicar on earth), the other through nature from a lexicon written by the Father.... These teachings, with the help of grace, confirm, fortify, enrich and transform the teachings of Nature to help make good the promise of Nature. (1)

In the matter of reproduction, Ratner notes, each and every living species has a mode of reproduction which is characteristic of that species, and man is no exception. “... the mode of reproduction characteristic of man is a life long monogamy as exemplified by the traditional family,” writes Ratner. (2)

“Man is a relatively sterile animal,” Ratner continues, “therefore children are a gift biologically as well as theologically.”(3) This relative sterility is also why “couples flock to birth control clinics in their twenties and to sterility clinics in their thirties,” he continues. (4)

Noting that “Children mature parents more than parents mature children,” Ratner makes a persuasive case for young couples to have their children early in marriage when the sexual urge is at its peak and when Mother Nature, genetically and physically, favors youthful child-bearing and child-rearing.(5) Breast-feeding provides the nursing mother with a normative spacing of two years before other offspring come along. Such is God’s plan for the human family!

Dr. Ratner raises his voice against the small family system (one or two children at most), where family size is deliberately restricted for the sake of possessions and advantage. He warns that the adoption of such a norm would be a tragedy for society and for the family. From three (Ratner) to five (Sir James Spence, one of the greatest English physicians of this century) children appear to be the minimum family size necessary for the optimum rearing of children.(5) Ratner is critical of the many so-called Catholic marriage and family life programs which “stand under indictment for neglecting to inculcate in couples the gift, the pleasures and the value of children.” Young couples need to be reminded of Soren Kierkegaard’s admonition: “The trouble with life is that we understand it backwards but have to live it forwards.” There is no worse regret in life, says Ratner, than the married woman who discovers toward the end of life that she should have had a child or more children. (6)

The tendency of “secularized prudence” (enshrined in the “planned-parenthood” philosophy) is to be “overly concerned with the price to be paid not the value received,” Ratner says. “True prudence approaches judgement-making with a trust in the providential order and includes hope in the final decision.” He reminds us that “The choicest gift one can bequeath to a child is not material possessions but another brother and sister,” and “the large family is the best prevention against loneliness which is so all-pervasive in modern society.” (7)

A Protestant View of Virtuous Family Life

The Home - Courtship, Marriage, and Children by John R. Rice, D.D., Litt. D., is a remarkable book on a Protestant view of marriage and family life written in the mid-1940s. Rice reveals a special charm and catholicity (universality) in his writings on marriage and family that reflect the commonly held opinions of both Protestants and Catholics in the first half of this century in TAmerica.

Rice himself came from a family of eight children. He recalls that he always had plenty of company and “the only home we liked better than ours, to visit, was a family that had more children!” (8) Rice, who practiced what he preached, had six daughters, and he urges his fellow Christians to follow the example of Catholics and other immigrant peoples from Europe and Asia, who, “by having large families, propagate their faith and contribute more than their share to the welfare of the world.” (9)

Like Ratner, Rice insists that every child who comes into the world is “a gift from God,” and “his own proof that he had a right to be born.” (10) However, he adds an interesting caveat to correct the popular impression that it is the couple alone who makes the final decision on family size, by adding that “Where for some reason God withholds this gift, all efforts are in vain to conceive.” (11)

Rice also makes a strong case for chastity, before and during marriage. In the case of married couples, Rice says the practice of periodic abstinence for child spacing “is not against decency and morals,” and is permitted, provided there is serious reason, common consent, and no special temptation (i.e., fornication , self-abuse, defrauding one’s spouse of the marriage debt). (12)

Rice is not afraid to condemn outright the practice of “onanism,” contraception, sterilization and abortion to prevent births, attributing such ungodly practices to “free-thinkers,” “modernists,” and other “anti-Christians.” Nor is he afraid to credit the Roman Catholic Church for “steadfastly” insisting on the intrinsic sinfulness of contraception, “a position shared by common, decent people backed by intellectual and moral leaders and illustrated by laws on statute books of most countries including the United States.” (13)

What makes the Rice book so fascinating is that it was published in 1946, sixteen years after the Lambeth Conference of 1930 when the Anglican bishops of England broke ranks with Christendom by denying the intrinsic immorality of contraception and only twelve years before the Anglican bishops at the Lambeth Conference of 1958, affirmed the general principles of “family planning” and contraception as a “positive good!” Within a space of a mere twenty-eight years the Anglican bishops had managed to transform vice into virtue. Modernists working from within the Catholic Church would manage to cut that time in half!

“Family Planning:” An Anti-Life Concept

In Morals, Law and Life, the Rev. Cahal B. Daly, M.D., D.D., takes a hard look at the “guilt-assuaging and moral-satisfaction-suggesting stimuli” which characterizes such euphemisms as the “planned family” or “wanted babies” or “planned babies.” (14)

It is important to realize just what is being done by the use of these phrases. They are being pervasively redefined, that is to say, the usual meaning of the phrases is being subtly changed so that the moral and emotional approval elicited by the words may be attached to a new form of behavior that it is desired to recommend. (15)

Under these new definitions, Daly explains, only habitual contraceptors or family planners can be called “voluntary” or “responsible” parents, and only babies from families of habitual contraceptors or family planners can be called “wanted” or “planned” babies. “Conversely, babies born to non-contraceptors or non-family planners are “accidental” or “unintended” pregnancies” and children born of such unions must be considered “accidental” or “unintended” babies. Hence, in Alice-in-Wonderland fashion, “wanted babies” are babies of couples who habitually do not want babies and use contraceptives regularly to avoid them and who, on a carefully restricted basis, occasionally suspend their contraception and cease to “unwant” for an occasion or two, a child.(16)

Such terms as “family planning,” says Daly, betrays the child, for a baby is not “a product” to be planned or manufactured or disposed of when found to be “defective,” but “a gift” from God to be loved and welcomed for his own sake all through life. (17)

Rev. Daly, went on to become the Cardinal Primate of Ireland and retired in October 1996.

Rev. Daly’s neighbor across the Emerald Isle, British lecturer and author, Christopher Derrick, goes one step further and suggests that there is something “diabolical” and “obscene” in talk in which babies are referred to as “accidents,” or teen pregnancy referred to as an “epidemic,” which places babies in the same category once reserved for war, famine and plague. (18)

Derrick also makes special reference to that nasty habit of speech, (still used in NFP circles) that refer to old-fashioned “rhythm” as “Vatican roulette,” the implication being that having an unplanned baby is akin to blowing one’s brains out! (19)

“From Ogino to Pincus,” From Rhythm to the Pill

In 1963, at the Seventh International Conference of the International Planned Parenthood Federation (IPPF) in Singapore, Dr. van Emde Boas, a founding member of the IPPF and major figure in the Dutch “Sexual Reform Movement,” explained how the systematic practice of “rhythm” as a method of “family planning” might be used to reverse the Roman Catholic Church’s position on birth control. His concluding admonition to the IPPF membership is exquisitely instructive:

Do not let us, family planners, fight the rhythm method in spite of all its drawbacks...it might turn out to be the lever by which we could in the not too distant future break the opposition against family planning that until now has been put forward by the Catholic hierarchy in individual cases as well as on a national and international scale. Let us therefore study and improve the method by all available means. In the near future it will then turn out to be true that even the most refined rhythm method retains its drawbacks. And what then? I am not quite sure, but it might not be too audacious to conclude by venturing: “From Ogino to Pincus (from rhythm to The Pill): il n’y a qu’un pas.” [“Only a step away.”] (20)

This IPPF leader seemed instinctively to have appreciated, quite early in the game, that the systematic promotion and eventual institutionalization of the rhythm method by Church leaders represented an important paradigm shift which could be exploited to further the ends of the IPPF. With any luck, Planned Parenthood could look forward to a time when Catholics joined with their more liberal Protestant and Jewish counterparts in contracepting, aborting and sterilizing themselves into oblivion.

The Origins of the NFP Movement

The original system of calendar “rhythm” based on a woman’s natural rhythmic cycle of ovulation and menstruation (fertility and sterility) for the purpose of postponing or limiting births was developed simultaneously by Dr. Kyusaku Ogino of TJapan and Dr. Hermann Knaus of TVienna in the late 1920s. (21)

In Casti Connubii, Pius XI makes reference to “virtuous continence” permitted under Christian law in matrimony when both partners consent, in cases of difficulty on the part of the mother or on the part of family circumstances, but there is no specific reference to the systematic avoidance of pregnancy by the use of the rhythm method although it is certain the Pope had knowledge of findings of Ogino and Knaus. (22)

In 1951, Pope Pius XII, in an address to the Italian Catholic Union of Midwives stated that married couples, under certain conditions, might be excused from fulfilling their obligation to procreate “for a long time and even for the whole duration of married life, if there are serious reasons, such as those often provided in the so-called “indications” of the medical, eugenical, economic and social order. It therefore follows that the observance of the infertile period may be licit from the moral point of view; and under the conditions mentioned, it is so in fact.” (23)

While it is true that Pope Pius XII is said to have only permitted the practice of “rhythm,” with the traditional provisos that there be mutual consent and that both spouses are able to abstain without proximate danger of serious sin, there does appear to be a subtle but distinct shift in traditional Catholic teachings on birth limitation (both temporary and permanent) based on such broad indications, albeit by licit means.

In the United States, both the discoveries of Ogino and Knaus in 1929-30 and the address of Pius XII, twenty years later on the use of “rhythm” by married couples for postponing or limiting births, generated some debate in ecclesiastical circles. However, it was commonly understood and accepted by Catholics, clergy and laity, that the habitual use of “rhythm” was not considered to be the norm for conjugal relations nor a practice to entered into by newly married couples whose fecundity had yet to be established.

With the advent of “The Pill” in the late 1950s and the subsequent turmoil that preceded the release of Humanae Vitae in 1968, Church authorities and Catholic physicians began to take a second look at the calendar and the temperature methods of “rhythm.”

Informal networks were established by lay Catholics to provide information on the use of “rhythm” (and breast-feeding) to space (or limit) births. Some of these networks expanded to include the publishing of newsletters, the formation of boards of directors, and larger budgets and staff. A few organizations which began as apostolates soon became full-time business enterprises and businesses require capital!

It is not surprising, therefore, that during the late 1970s and early 1980s, a consortium of Catholic organizations found themselves standing outside the front-door of the Federal Government, hat-in-hand, begging to be let into the government’s population control program under Title X of the Family Planning and Population Services Act and Title X of the Foreign Assistance Act.

According to Canadian NFP leaders, Dr. Claude Lanctot, President of the International Federation for Family Life Promotion, “governments are fairly accepting of NFP if you go through the right steps.” There is a need to stress “the scientific credibility of NFP as a family planning service rather than presenting it as a religious program,” he said. (24)

Words as Weapons

From the quotes of Rev. Daly and Rev. Rice cited at the beginning of this chapter, we can obtain a clearer understanding of the anti-child nature of so-called “family planning.” But where did the term “natural family planning” (NFP) originate? And how did it become part of the Catholic lexicon on marriage and family life?

As far as this writer can determine (from an NFP source present at the scene of the crime), credit for the term “natural family planning” or “NFP” goes to a pro-abort bureaucrat by the name of Dr. Philip Corfman, who made the suggestion at one of the grant-seeking expeditions of NFP leaders at the Agency for International Development (USAID) within the State Department in the early 1970s.

By adopting the “language of the enemy,” the NFP Movement also adopted the anti-baby ideology of the enemy. This was its first grave error. The second was to begin to feed from the government’s anti-life Title X trough. And the third and final error was to cooperate with compulsory programs of population control, but this was still some time in the future. (25)

McHugh Heads Up New NFP Office

In 1981, Msgr. McHugh returned from his graduate studies in moral theology in IRome where he received a doctorate in Sacred Theology from the Pontifical University of St. Thomas Aquinas. While in IRome, he made his services available to the IVatican and became a special assistant at the World Synod of Bishops on The Christian Family in the Contemporary World (1980).

That same year, Terence Cardinal Cooke, the new Chairman of the Bishops’ Committee for Pro-Life Affairs, with the approval of his fellow bishops, established the Diocesan Development Program for Natural Family Planning (DDP/NFP). Msgr. James T. McHugh, who had been an opponent of Humanae Vitae, was named National Director. Start-up and sustained operational costs for the project (amounting to hundreds of thousands of dollars) were provided by National Office of the Knights of Columbus.

This new appointment was more than agreeable to Msgr. McHugh. It enabled him to maintain his critical ties with the Bishops’ Committee for Pro-Life Affairs and the National Committee for a Human Life Amendment. It also provided him with new opportunities to promote “alternative” sex instruction programs in Catholic junior high and senior high schools under the guise of “fertility awareness.”

On the more practical side, this new position relieved him of any permanent pastoral duties in the Archdiocese of Newark and gave him sufficient financial resources by which he could maintain his cosmopolitan lifestyle and extensive travel itinerary, especially to the Permanent Observer Mission of the Holy See to the United Nations in Manhattan.

In May 1983, as part of his duties as NFP Director, Msgr. McHugh published A Theological Perspective on Natural Family Planning, based on a compendium of Vatican Council II documents on marriage and the family including Guadium et Spes, and on the framework of a “contemporary ecclesiology” developed by Avery Dulles, S.J. in Models of the Church. (26)

Featured throughout the text and bibliography are the works of “speculative theologian” Karl Rahner, S.J.; pro-homosexualists, Abbé Marc Oraison and Rev. Fr. Edward Schillebeeckx; and dissenters from Humanae Vitae, including John Noonan, (recently recanted), Warren Reich and Rev. John L. Thomas.

Throughout his book on NFP, Msgr. McHugh places great emphasis on the behavioral sciences and the findings of contemporary sociological and psychological studies. For example, he states that “the growing use of test-tube reproductive techniques and surrogate parenthood underscores the natural desire for procreation.” (27) But he fails to warn the reader that such “techniques” are forbidden by the Church as being violations of the Natural Law. (28)

Unlike Rev. Cahal Daly, Msgr. McHugh seemed to have no difficulty with the ideology of “family planning.” The fact that there are qualifications attached even to so-called natural family planning is omitted from the text. There is only a passing reference to contraception, sterilization and abortion taken from an official Vatican document, and no reference is made to such sins against chastity, such as onanism or masturbation.

Most distressing is McHugh’s treatment of government “population control.” Quoting from select Vatican sources, he states that government should “provide ... those methods of family planning that are in accord with the moral order.” But why should the government be involved in birth prevention at all, especially since such provision invariably means the provision of abortion and sterilization as back-up methods of “family planning”? Further, does anyone know of any government or international agency pushing population control that observes the Natural Law? (29)

Take Georgetown University in Washington, D.C., for example. In 1985, the Georgetown University-based Institute for International Studies received a $15 million grant from USAID to promote breast-feeding and to increase the “knowledge, availability, acceptability, and effectiveness of natural family planning methods” in Africa, Asia, and Latin America. As some kind of sick joke, USAID chose a well-known abortion advocate, Dr. John L. Queenan, to head the Institute’s program! There is no record that Msgr. McHugh ever filed a formal protest with USAID over the Queenan appointment, although he must had assuredly knew about it through his numerous Georgetown University connections.

Early last year, my good friend and fellow writer, Suzanne Rini, sent me a news clipping on the latest scandal at Georgetown involving Dr. Queenan, the current Chairman of Obstetrics and Gynecology at the Center. The National Institute of Health has canceled its whopping $58 million dollar infant mortality grant to Georgetown University Medical Center amid charges of violation of ethics involving human subjects. Part of the ongoing controversy involves the purchase of fetal tissue of aborted babies from a Detroit prenatal euthanasia center that was later stored in Georgetown’s lab freezers. It was also charged that the Georgetown Medical Center failed to honor a contract provision to start an in vitro fertilization program, which would include “pre-implantation diagnosis” (in which “defective “test-tube babies are destroyed and only “healthy” human embryos are implanted in their mothers’ womb)--all obvious violations of the Natural Law and Catholic moral teachings. (30)

Certainly, the NFP Movement was in bed with some pretty unsavory characters, and while it pleaded that the relationship was strictly celibate, I, for one, had my doubts.

Other than compiling his book on an NFP “theology” and hiring Theresa Notare to administer the program, it remains unclear as to how Msgr. McHugh managed to spend the tens of thousands of dollars he had received from the Knights of Columbus for the DDP/NFP project between the years 1981 and 1987. Attempts by this writer to obtain a DDP/NFP financial statement from the Knights of Columbus national office in Hartford, CT and from the NCCB/USCC Accounting Office through which the grants are administered have proven fruitless.

Interestingly, it was not until 1988, that the DDP/NFP produced any kind of a formal report on the agency’s activities. McHugh commissioned a National Assessment Study on NFP to be conducted by Sister Grace Boys, S.S.S. Highlights of the DDP/NFP-funded survey indicated that “couples using natural family planning reported an impressive 10 percent unintended pregnancy rate,” and that “client satisfaction was well over 80 percent.” Note the use of Planned Parenthood’s anti-life euphanism-- “unintended pregnancy.” (31) The study also indicated that the vast majority of Catholics currently practicing “birth prevention” were using oral contraceptives (abortifacients), or injectables (abortifacients), or intrauterine devices (abortifacients), or have been sterilized.(32) Thus abortion, not contraception, and chemical sterilization and castration are the primary modes of “family planning” used by Catholic women today.

In July 1989, McHugh introduced his program for National Standards in the Implementation of NFP Programs at a national meeting of the American bishops at Seton Hall University, New Jersey. According to Theresa Notare, the Administrative Assistant for the DDP/NFP, “... the new national standards represent solid methodology and the Church’s teachings are there and presented clearly, but not in an “oppressive way.” (33)

One of the regular contributors to the DDP/NFP’s official publication NFP Diocesan Activity Report is Sister Hanna Klaus, creator of the coed sex initiation program Teen STAR, and a dissenter from Humanae Vitae. (34) Her Teen STAR workshop schedules are printed in the NFP Reportalong with book reviews and conference reports in the field of “fertility control.”

In 1993, Human Life International published one of the best critiques on the Klaus program titled Natural Family Planning Not for Children: A Catholic Analysis of Teen STAR.

According to the HLI researchers, Klaus’s “fertility awareness” program (Teen STAR) includes giving detailed instruction to young children of junior and senior high school age on the basic mechanics of “natural family planning.” Young girls are told to make daily vaginal mucus observations that are then charted on a wetness learning chart, and are taught how to perform Kegel sexual exercises to bring down vaginal mucus. Boys are taught how to chart male arousal patterns when “it” (the penis) is up! (35)

In addition to learning “fertility awareness” techniques, children receive comprehensive instruction on all forms of “birth control” including withdrawal (onanism) and sterilization. (36) On the issue of homosexuality, students taking the Teen STAR course are told that “homosexual genital acts are considered morally disordered by some civic groups.” (37)

Critics of Teen STAR,including this writer who has done a major study of the program, have voiced their concern that the manipulation of their genitals by young girls can only serve to introduce and encourage female masturbation and other forms of lesbian behavior. Clearly, Teen STAR is “an open invitation to promiscuity.”(38) Why then are Knights of Columbus funds involved in promoting Teen STAR? Why has the Bishops’ DDP/NFP Office headed by Bishop McHugh and the Vatican’s Pontifical Council for the Family continued to legitimize both Sr. Klaus, the creator of Teen STAR, and her abominable program which is destroying the innocence of thousands of Catholic and non-Catholic school children in the United States and abroad? Hard questions to which Catholic parents must demand some hard answers from the Catholic bishops of America, the Knights of Columbus, and the Holy See.

NFP: A Two-Edged Sword

Sister Anne Wood is a Catholic religious nurse like Sr. Hanna Klaus, and a promoter of the Billings Ovulation Method of NFP. In 1995 Sr. Wood told a gathering of the Family Life International in SAustralia that the SBillings method was “99 percent effective in avoiding pregnancy and up to 85 percent effective in achieving pregnancy.” (39) The November 1995 issue of the SNew Zealand pro-life newspaper Humanity pictured the smiling nun holding a giant NFP slide rule, which is symbolic of the essence of “family planning” which is “calculated love.”

In her speech to the Family Life group, Sr. Wood appeared to get carried away by her zeal for NFP by claiming that teaching natural family planning “is the single most important activity to be undertaken to eliminate abortion from the world.” (40) Presumably, if every fertile female in the world, married and unmarried, teen or adult, was using “the method,” baby killing would disappear from the face of the earth. How NFP would eliminate abortions carried out for reasons of “health,” “eugenic indication,” rape, incest, change of mind or heart, or when employed as part of a compulsory population control program was not explained.

In fact, there are other less benign figures in the field of “fertility control” with a vested interest in the field of natural family planning, who would argue just the opposite--that improved natural family planning methods will ultimately lead to better methods of abortion!

Such is the view of Dr. Carl Djerassi, Professor of Chemistry at Stanford University and former president of Syntex Research, producers of the oral contraceptives, Norquen and Norinyl.

In his autobiography The Pill, Pygmy Chimps, and Degas’ Horse, Djerassi states: “The determination of the “safe period” is one of the few areas of contraception where current scientific advances, that is, high technology, may actually serve to overcome some of the political obstacles, and to do so with extra bonuses outside the specific realm of birth control.... and that any addition to the contraceptive supermarket (metaphorically speaking) is desirable.” (41)

Djerassi says that in terms of marketing the more scientifically sophisticated forms of NFP in countries such as the United States, a wider customer base could be established if NFP was presented under the banner of “fertility awareness” rather than “birth control” (as in Klaus’s Teen STAR program). (42) Another advantage of this approach, Djerassi states, is that it “might be an effective strategy to fight the continuing politicalization of sex education in American high schools.” (43)

Djerassi concludes his comments on “jet-age” rhythm methods by holding out the promise that improved methods of NFP, which detect ovulation, could be used in conjunction with an abortifacient once-a-month pill that would “prevent implantation of a fertilized egg without disrupting the next menstrual flow.” (44)

Admittedly, there are some NFP leaders like Sr. Wood who appear to hold an almost messianic view of so-called natural family planning, pursuing the propagation of pet methods with a missionary zeal once associated with the spread of the Gospel. I believe, however, that most persons associated with grass-roots NFP organizations, and most NFP leaders whom I know, recognize that so-called natural family planning, which really is not “natural” at all, is a two-edged sword. In many Church circles it has simply become a “Catholic method of birth control,” or “birth control without contraceptives,” which may account, in part, for Bishop McHugh’s enthusiasm for the practice. Certainly, the comments of Carl Djerassi on how NFP can be used to kill pre-born babies more efficiently, and the earlier remarks of IPPF officer Boas on how the institutionalization of “rhythm” can be used to break down the Catholic Church’s opposition to other forms of birth control, are enough to sober up even the most ardent promoters of NFP methods.

A Return to the Catholic Way

Catholic teachings on the use of “virtuous continence” by married couples to space births (apart from the normative breast-feeding interval) has always been clear. It is permitted when there is sufficiently grave (Pius XII used “serious”) indications providing there is mutual consent and no proximate danger of serious sin (adultery, self-abuse) to either spouse. Proper motive and proper use of sexual restraint (i.e., as long as the intrinsic nature of the marital act is preserved) are both required. This has been the consistent teaching of the Church since the time of the Apostles.

However, the systematic and habitual use of “natural family planning,” as promoted by Bishop McHugh’s Diocesan Development Program for Natural Family Planning and diocesan Cana and Pre-Cana courses is alien to Catholic traditional teachings on marriage and family life. This is especially true when NFP is touted as a “way of life,” or is recommended to newlyweds who have yet to prove their combined fertility by having a baby. The bishops’ DDP/NFP Office should be dissolved and Church marriage and family life programs completely revamped with the assistance of genuine advocates for the family such as Dr. Herbert Ratner and Professor Charles Rice.

As for the “Natural Family Planning Movement” itself, the recent decision of some NFP international leaders to involve themselves in the Chinese Communist government’s brutal, cannibalistic program of population control (referred to as “family planning” in NFP literature) indicates that the Movement is sick unto death. (45) If the NFP Movement does not soon prostrate itself before the Divine Physician and ask for guidance and new direction, it will surely die an ignominious death. And though I will grieve for dear friends caught up in the Movement, I, for one, shall not mourn its passing.
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Chapter 5

Bishop McHugh As the

Vatican’s Spokesman

on Population Affairs

Population Control: The Final Solution

Population control is the ultimate form of totalitarianism--the sine qua nonof the New World Order. All of the subjects covered thus far in these chronicles including classroom sex instruction, eugenics, abortion, sterilization and birth control, all play an important role in the Master Plan of this world-wide Masonic Interlock.

We know of course that “population control” in its ultimate meaning goes far beyond mere State control and regulation of births and deaths (as in euthanasia). It means total control over everyone and everything they do, say, and think. (1)

In a January 1992 interview for The Catholic World Report on the Holy See’s views on limits to population growth, Bishop McHugh made a distinction between population control and birth control stating that “population control” is “what governments do” and “birth control” is “what individual couples do.” (2) This is a very limited and misleading definition of the term “population control.”

Bishop McHugh, described in the article as “the Vatican’s leading spokesman on population issues,” states that “The Church has always recognized the importance of the population question, as separate from the problem of contraception,” (3) and by no means has rejected, out of hand, all government efforts to establish population policies. Indeed, he suggests that the Holy See in modern times had developed a new moral-ethical approach to population policy “recognizing that in specific countries it is the responsibility of parents to plan carefully the size of their families.”(emphasis added) (4) As with the issue of “sex education,” McHugh’s use of the anti-child phrase, “plan carefully,” suggests that the Roman Catholic Church has undergone still another paradigm shift away from its traditional opposition to “birth control” and “population control,” in favor of the “planned family,” and an increased role for government in the wider realm of “population control.”

This final chapter examines the important role Bishop McHugh has played in influencing the direction of the American bishops’ and the Vatican’s policies on the issue of government population control policies. It challenges McHugh’s thesis that, for the Catholic Church, “the population question” has been reduced solely to a disagreement over the means and not the ends of government regulation of family size.

Given the general level of public acceptance of government life prevention programs in the United States, I believe it useful to approach the so-called “population question” first from both a purely secular historical perspective, then from the traditional Catholic perspective, and finally from the viewpoint of the “American Church” and the Vatican.

Traditional Demographic Policies in the United States

From its origin as a republic, the FUnited States had maintained, as public policy, the encouragement of national integrity and progress through the maintenance and expansion of its population by normal means. (5) Unlike many European nations such as FFrance and FRussia, which experimented with disastrous Neo-Malthusian programs of population restriction, the FUnited States, up until the turn of the twentieth century, maintained a fundamentally hands-off, “pro-natalist” policy. This policy, generally supported by the American hierarchy and FRome, was reflected in liberal immigration policies, the promotion of public health measures to reduce infant and adult mortality, and state and federal legislation supporting marriage and opposing divorce, birth control and obscenity. (6) A large and young vigorous population was viewed as an asset, both to national security and as a basic economic necessity for the well being of a great nation.

As early as 1873, a predominantly Protestant United States Congress passed the famous Comstock Law that included a provision to prohibit the interstate traffic and foreign importation of articles of “immoral use” to prevent conception. (7) This law was viewed as supporting a nation’s basic instinct to survive and prosper.

Generally speaking, the Comstock Law was poorly enforced by federal agencies. For example, the U.S. Patent Office was notorious for “freely issuing patents and trademarks for all sorts of anti-conception devices and concoctions that this immensely profitable trade produced.” (8) The law, however, did prove its worth by effectively preventing the establishment of public, free-standing birth control centers by the Sangerites. (9)

In 1936, after four unsuccessful attempts to repeal the Comstock Law, the Sangerites, with aid from the Masons, succeeded in getting the federal courts to drive a stake into the heart of the law by allowing birth control ostensibly for “health reasons.” Technically speaking, however, many provisions of the original Comstock Law remained in the U.S. statute books until the mid-1980s.

Under the Franklin D. Roosevelt Administrations (1933-45), prosecutions for violations of the Comstock Law became rare. (10) It was also under Roosevelt’s heavily Masonic Administration that the Neo-Malthusians advanced their anti-natalist policies in the United States and its commonwealth possessions, including the island of Puerto Rico.

The Catholic Church’s bitter battle over the Federal Government’s “Grand Population Control Experiment” in Puerto Rico, which lasted well over half a century, provides us with some instructive insights into the evolution and development of the American bishops’ thinking on population control, defined here as the imposition of specific demographic policies by the state designed to limit family size and achieve pre-determined demographic objectives established by the state as a matter of public policy.

Puerto Rico, the Great Experiment

Population control came to PPuerto Rico in the early 1900s largely through the efforts of Protestant denominations and evangelical sects who wished to refashion Puerto Rican society and Catholic culture along more White-Anglo-Saxon Protestant (WASP) lines. The Neo-Malthusian program was openly eugenic--to improve, what the WASPs perceived as “inferior human stock” (principally through direct sterilizations). (11) This island served as the PUnited States’ first experimental model for “the intelligent and scientific control of population,” the key element of which was the “education of the people and overcoming the prejudices of the Catholic Church.” (12)

The rationale for the Neo-Malthusian campaign in Puerto Rico was candidly expressed by Dr. Cornelius Rhoads, a physician at San Juan’s Presbyterian Hospital, operated under the auspices of the Rockefeller Foundation:

The Porto (Puerto) Ricans...are beyond doubt the dirtiest, laziest, most degenerate and thievish race of men ever inhabiting this sphere...What the island needs is not public health work but a tidal wave or something to totally exterminate the population. I have done my best to further the process of extermination by killing off eight and transplanting cancer into several more… (13)

President Roosevelt made his contribution to the on-going dialogue concerning Puerto Rico’s “population problem” by jokingly telling Charles Taussig, his advisor on Caribbean affairs, “I guess the only solution is to use the methods which Hitler used effectively.” It is all very simple and painless Roosevelt said--“you have people pass through a narrow passage and then there is the brrrr of an electrical apparatus. They stay there for twenty seconds and from then on they are sterile.” (14)

The bishops of Puerto Rico obviously did not share Roosevelt’s coarse, anti-Catholic humor concerning the new colonialist policies imported from the mainland--policies that involved grave moral issues of the fundamental transgression of the Natural Law with dangerous implications for the spiritual welfare of their flock as well for the common good.

Earlier, during the Hoover presidency (1929-1933), the Puerto Rican hierarchy had been able to persuade the administration to redirect funds earmarked for birth control projects to programs of economic development, industrialization and migration and health care. This withholding of official recognition and government subsidies also dampened the efforts of the privately funded anti-baby groups on the island such as the Puerto Rican Birth Control League. (15)

But when President Roosevelt appointed population control zealot Dr. Ernest Gruening to the Puerto Rican Reconstruction Administration, the Puerto Rican bishops were forced to go on the warpath! With help from the American bishops and the U.S. National Catholic Welfare Council (NCWC), the Democratic Administration was persuaded that it was in its own best interests to enforce the Comstock Law in Puerto Rico.

Undeterred by legal restraints, Gruening successfully negotiated a back-room deal with a member of the Puerto Rican hierarchy to “look the other way,” if he (Gruening) agreed not to publicize the creation of a network of birth control clinics for the island. Unfortunately for Gruening, his old nemesis, Patrick Joseph Cardinal Hayes of New York, a master of “punishment politics” (so abhorred by Bishop McHugh), got wind of the deal, killed it, and then forced Roosevelt to shut down Gruening and Company or face the loss of the Catholic vote in the upcoming presidential election. On September 15, 1936, the “Grand Experiment” was put on hold! (16)

Tide Turns in Favor of the Sangerites

However by the 1950s, the Neo-Malthusian tide once again threatened to engulf the island commonwealth. With the repeal of the Comstock Law, and the massive influx of millions of U.S. dollars from the American-based Gamble, Rockefeller, McCormick, and Ford Foundations, together with the dollar-hungry pharmaceutical industry, the Church in HPuerto Ricobraced itself for a major anti-life assault. (17)

The Puerto Rican bishops also had to contend with the loss of the traditional legal and political support they had come to expect from the American hierarchy!

Pius XII (Eugenio Pacelli) had appointed his intimate friend and consummate politician, Frances Cardinal Spellman, to fill the vacancy in the Archdiocese of New York left by the loss of the indomitable Cardinal Hayes who died on September 4, 1938. Unlike Hayes, who fought the Anti-Life Establishment tooth and nail, Spellman was known to be willing to “compromise,” behind the scenes, on the question of government birth control programs.

One example of this was Cardinal Spellman’s failure, as the Holy See’s Military Vicar of the U.S. Armed Forces, to challenge the Roosevelt Administration’s new World War II policy of requiring post exchanges to stock condoms (“of approved quality”) and requiring quartermasters (including Catholic officers) to distribute prophylactics. (18)

The growing tendency among the American hierarchy was to view government-sponsored population control programs primarily through a political rather than a moral lens. This view was shared by many powerful American prelates including Richard Cardinal Cushing of Boston, who feared that the Puerto Rican birth control affair might hurt John F. Kennedy in his bid for the Presidency.

Spellman Undercuts Puerto Rican

Resistance Movement

In 1960, the Puerto Rican hierarchy led by Bishop James P. Davis of San Juan and Bishop James E. McManus of Ponce, entered into what was to be their final confrontation against the use of population control as a matter of public policy. Having made a decision to risk a show-down on government-funded birth prevention programs, Bishops Davis and McManus played an active role in establishing a new national political party--the Christian Action party (CAP) composed primarily of Catholic laymen. The platform of CAP included opposition to existing permissive legislation on birth control and sterilization. (19)

When increasing numbers of CAP flags began to fly from the rooftops of Puerto Rico’s Catholic homes, leaders of the opposition parties became increasing concerned for their own political futures. (20) They desperately needed help and it arrived in the person of His Eminence Francis Cardinal Spellman.

Spellman’s visit to Puerto Rico, one month before the hotly contested national election (to preside over two formal Church functions) became a political hot potato when the Cardinal agreed to meet with the CAP’s major political rival, Governor Luis Munoz Marin, leader of the Popular Democratic Party (PDP) and a supporter of government-sponsored birth control programs. In an interview following this meeting, Spellman, who was notorious for the numerous political errands he ran for FDR, said that politics lay outside his purview!!! His statement was correctly interpreted as an indictment of the partisan politics of this island’s hierarchy. (21)

Later, when he returned to the States, the Cardinal expressed his opposition to the recent directives of the Puerto Rican bishops prohibiting Catholics from voting for Munoz and his PDP cohorts. Catholic voters in Puerto Ricoshould vote their conscience without the threat of Church penalties, Spellman said. (22)

Boston’s Cardinal Cushing, John F. Kennedy’s “political godfather,” joined Spellman in expressing “feigned horror” at the thought of ecclesiastical authority attempting to dictate political voting. “This has never been a part of our history, and I pray God that it will never be!” he said. (23)

It is almost too painful to write about the final chapter of this sorry affair.

The national election was a political disaster for CAP. The PDP won by a landslide. Bishop Davis was forced to end the tragic state of confusion among the Catholic laity by declaring that no penalties would be imposed on those who voted for the PDP. (24)

Two years later, with the knowledge and approval of American hierarchy and the Holy See, the Puerto Rican hierarchy signed a secret concordat of “non-interference” in government-sponsored birth control programs. As a sop, the government would now include instruction in “rhythm”. While insisting on their right to hold and express legitimate opposition to such programs, they promised they would “never impose their own moral doctrines upon individuals who do not accept the Catholic teaching.” (25) This sorry excuse for inaction in matters of life and death (for individuals and well as for nations) which was sanctioned by the Vatican, would soon become one of the famous theme songs of the American hierarchy and their Washington, D.C. bureaucracy on the matter of government life-prevention (and destruction) programs.

Neo-Malthusianism Comes to the U.S. Mainland

Perhaps it is a form of poetic justice, that while the ink on this concordat was still wet, the American bishops found themselves facing the identical anti-life forces the Puerto Rican bishops had faced for nearly fifty years, but on a vastly greater scale. How would the American hierarchy respond to the multi-billion dollar federally funded Neo-Malthusian program that was about to engulf their own shoreline?

Would they follow in the footsteps of one of their predecessors, Archbishop John Gregory Murray of St. Paul, Minnesota, who, in 1935, likened the Sangerites to the Dillinger mob, “Both groups were organized to commit murder!”? (26) Would diocesan papers alert Catholics to the dangers of the Planned Parenthood philosophy in words like these: “The corruption and perversion of human nature implied in this doctrine which Caryle would call ‘pig philosophy’ make it necessary to give special attention to this question.”? (27)

The last official statement of the American bishops on the matter of government sponsored population control programs was released by the old National Catholic Welfare Council (NCWC) on November 14, 1966:

We call upon all, and especially Catholics, to oppose, vigorously and by every democratic means, those campaigns already underway in some states and at the national level toward the active promotion, by tax-supported agencies, of birth prevention as a public policy, above all in connection with welfare benefit programs. History has shown that as a people lose respect for any life and a positive and generous attitude toward new life, they move fatally to inhuman infanticide, abortion, sterilization, and euthanasia; we fear that history is, in fact, repeating itself on this point within our own land at the moment... Let our political leaders be on guard that the common good suffers no evil from public policies which tamper with the instincts of love and the sources of life. (28)

Tragically, the Great Debate over the moral, civil and constitutional issues of population control (euphemistically referred to as “family planning” programs) which this declaration should have ignited, never materialized.

Instead, as the brilliant constitutional lawyer and legal counsel to the Pennsylvania Catholic Conference, William B. Ball, observed one year later:

The public, and the specially exhorted Catholic public, having been called “to oppose vigorously and by every democratic means” state and federal promotion of birth control -- were left with nothing but the dying echo of the trumpet call. (29) Far from being provided with any sort of detailed information on the issues by the statement’s authors who had raised them, or guidelines to the action sought, the Catholic laity of the United States never heard another word about the whole subject. (30) ... [T]he default of the Catholic Church (or of Church staff officials whose duty it is to carry forward policy) on the subject of government birth control programming may prove to have been of historic moment because the Catholic Church alone, among all bodies in the American society, probably possessed the means to bring government birth control into public question and to cause its proponents to attempt to make their case for it.... As matters stand now, it will be seen that what began as a plea by pro-government-birth-control forces simply to “make available” (through government help) birth control services “to those who need them but can’t afford to pay for them” may result in something far different and with little dreamt of social consequences.” (31)

By 1967, when the National Catholic Welfare Conference (NCWC) was replaced by a larger and more bureaucratic structure, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops/United States Catholic Conference, the bitter heretical fruits of “Americanism” (prophetically enunciated by Pope Leo XIII in his letter of January 22, 1899, Testem Benenevolentiae) had combined with the so-called “Spirit” of Vatican II to produce the so-called “American Church.” In the decades to follow, multi-leveled conspiracies between the “American Church” and the International Population Control Machine would abound.

This is not to suggest that all had been perfectly well with the old NCWC. It had not! By the mid-1960s a moral rot had begun to creep into the old structure’s Family Life Bureau. For example, “Murder, Inc.” (i.e., Planned Parenthood-World Population) was in official attendance at National Catholic Welfare Conference (NCWC) Family Life functions, while representatives of the Family Life Bureau were busy negotiating the ins and outs of population control with the New World Order via the Council on Foreign Relations.

In anticipation of a reversal of the Roman Catholic Church’s magisterial teaching on the intrinsic evil of contraception, influential members of the American hierarchy, including Cardinals Spellman of New York, Cushing of Boston, Meyer of Chicago, Dearden of Detroit and Krol of Philadelphia made their own private “arrangements” to accommodate State-sponsored birth control programs. These back-door affairs often followed a well staged and heavily publicized show of opposition to government population control programs for the “benefit” of Catholics in the pews.

The American bishops were heavily influenced in their views on the issue of birth prevention as public policy by John Courtney Murray, S.J., principle architect of Church-State affairs for the NCWC and Cardinal Spellman’s personal peritus at Vatican II.

Father Murray had little stomach for anything resembling the Comstock Law which he viciously attacked. Such laws, Murray insisted, made “a public crime out of a private sin,” confused “morality with legality,” and were “unenforceable without a police invasion of the bedroom.” (32) Tragically, it would be his mythical “police-state” theory on alleged dangers of anti-birth control legislation that would lead to the equally mythical “constitutional right to privacy”' in the Supreme Court birth control case Griswold v. Connecticut (1965) and later in Roe v. Wade (1973). (33)

Additional pressure on the American hierarchy to accept massive government subsidized birth prevention programs was applied by several Church-related institutions of higher learning including the University of Notre Dame, Catholic University of America and Georgetown University. These Catholic universities had received very large financial grants and gifts from the Rockefeller, Ford and Carnegie foundations. Entrance into the foundation interlock guaranteed them power, money and status. In return, they sold what was left of their Catholic souls and did the bidding of the powerful foundation combine in promoting government-funded anti-baby and anti-life policies and programs at home and abroad. (34)

Nor was the influence of these powerful foundations limited to U.S.-based religious institutions and universities. They also extended to many European dioceses and the Vatican as well.

For example, the University of Louvain in Brussels, rebuilt after the Second World War through the “generosity” of the Rockefeller Foundation, became a major center of population control operations and intrigue. Leo Josef Suenens, Cardinal-Archbishop of Malines-Brussels, a close ally of Father McHugh, was identified in 1962 by the International Planned Parenthood Federation as being a potential agent provocateur in the area of population control. Suenens did not disappoint the IPPF. Nor, in fact, did McHugh!

Archbishop Cody and the Beasley Scandal

Given the wheeling and dealing which was taking place in the GAmerican GGChurch on the matter of state and federal population control programs, the Beasley Affair was a scandal waiting to happen. Although it initially involved only the new archbishop of GChicago, John Patrick Cody, the Archdiocese of New Orleans, and NCCB/USCC officials, it would eventually engulf the entire American hierarchy.

Our story begins in the fall of 1965 with a charismatic birth control crusader named Dr. Joseph D. Beasley of Tulane University, who dreamed of leading a national battle against the proliferation of people. He wanted to begin with a modest population control program for black welfare recipients in the northern counties of Louisiana. He was stymied, however, by state laws prohibiting the distribution of contraceptive information. More importantly, he had to contend with the powerful Catholic Church in Louisianaand the explosive charge of “black genocide” before he could get any population control project off the ground.

Within a matter of weeks, the ever-charming and resourceful Beasley had engineered a satisfactory agreement with the New Orleans Family Life officials, following consultation of this archdiocese with Archbishop John Cody of Chicago.

In the fascinating book, The Politics of Population Control, writer Thomas Littlewood describes one of Beasley’s fascinating negotiating sessions with a Church representative handpicked by Cody:

The place is the Petroleum Club in Shreveport, Louisiana. Over a sumptuous dinner of the finest chateaubriand, Joseph Diehl Beasley ... is engaged comfortably in conversation with Msgr. Marvin Bordelon representing the bishops of the Catholic dioceses of Louisiana. (They) are discussing the new Politics of Population. To be more precise, they are negotiating the conditions under which the Church would permit Beasley to begin providing tax-financed birth control services to low-income residents of the state. (35)

The “Bordelon Accord” bore a striking resemblance to the birth control concordat signed by the Puerto Rican bishops three years earlier. It is important to realize that Joe Beasley was not after the monsignor’s or the Catholic Church’s blessings, just a promise of “non-interference.” (36)

In June 1967, Bordelon, originally from the diocese of Alexandria, La., left for Washington, D.C., where he entered the services of the U.S. Catholic Conference and implemented the international section of Gaudium et Spes for the “American Church’s” Department of Social Justice. He later took over the USCC’s Department of International Affairs. Bordelon left the priesthood in 1972. (37)

In order to attract black support for his program and to stave off charges of “genocide,” Joe Beasley used a set of different tactics against community and state black leaders, namely, patronage and payola! He also siphoned off large sums of federal family planning funds to out-of-state militant civil rights groups. (38)

After Archbishop Cody personally assured an incredulous Governor John McKeithen (not a Catholic) that Beasley had his (Cody’s) permission to begin his birth control program, state regulations were “reinterpreted” to permit Beasley to begin his welfare reduction program for poor black families, a program which was almost entirely dependent on abortifacients including IUDs and “The Pill.” (39)

In less than ten years, Beasley had pyramided his Family Health Foundation (FHF) into a $62 million empire with over one hundred federally funded birth control clinics statewide. (40) Beasley’s FHF received accolades from every imaginable quarter as “the No.1 success story” of the birth control movement, including that of the NCCB/USCC Family Life Director, Fr.

James McHugh!

“I have read of Dr. Beasley’s work and I am very impressed by it,” Father McHugh said, “(but) there are other people with ideals that fall far short of those of Dr. Beasley’s project.” This statement in support of Beasley’s birth control program, which, as I have already indicated, was primarily based on abortifacient devices and pills, was made by McHugh at the 1970 Congressional hearing on the now infamous Family Planning Services and Population Research Act. (41)

By 1973, however, it was clear that, once again, McHugh had placed his bet on yet another “dark horse,” morally speaking. That year, a General Accounting Office audit and a lengthy federal government investigation of the FHF confirmed Beasley’s alarming record of political corruption. Soon after, in the spring of 1974, “federal marshals surrounded the FHF headquarters in New Orleans and the foundation was placed in federal receivership.” (42)

The Federal Government’s charges against Beasley, the FHF’s founder, included multiple counts of conspiracy to commit fraud, obstruction of justice, witness tampering, and mail fraud, together with misappropriation of many thousands of dollars of federal “family planning” funds for illegal payments for liquor bills, private plane junkets, and political campaign contributions. Eugene Wallace, an FHF official who turned state’s evidence, testified during one court hearing that Beasley had threatened to kill him with a shotgun if he (Wallace) took the stand against him! (43) Interestingly, while the Anti-Life Establishment deserted Beasley like rats fleeing a sinking ship, volunteer lawyers from “Catholic” Loyola’s New Orleans University Law School handled his appeal!!! (44)

As for the rest of the American bishops, all of whom had now been dragged into the Beasley quagmire by Archbishop Cody and the Louisiana hierarchy, they were in for a double whammy when Beasley joined J. D. Rockefeller III (Chairman of the Commission on Population Growth and the American Future) at a press conference in 1972 calling for universal, tax-subsidized abortion. Beasley later acknowledged that his deal with Church officials was part of his threefold strategy of getting family planning in first, and then following up with sterilization and abortion! (45)

Such an admission, one would suppose, should have given the American bishops cause for grave concern since they had permitted the federal government’s multi-billion dollar five year Family Planning Services and Population Research Act to be signed into law two years earlier without any real opposition on their part. It might also have led them to question the judgment of their Family Life Director, Father James McHugh, who had publicly praised Joe Beasley’s family planning programs at those 1970 Title X hearings. But it did not.

McHugh Joins Vatican Population Team

It is perhaps one of those quirks of history that, as Beasley’s star quickly plummeted into oblivion, the star of his former admirer, Msgr. McHugh of the NCCB/USCC Family Life Office, was in rapid ascent both in the IUnited States and in IRome.

Incredible as it must appear to the reader, it was McHugh’s ostensible reputation as an advocate for the family and defender of the unborn child that initially propelled the young priest onto the international stage as a Vatican expert on population affairs, beginning with the 1974 World Population Conference in Bucharest, Romania.

As a condition for becoming a member of the Vatican delegation to the UN-sponsored conference, all delegates were required by Canadian Archbishop (later Cardinal) Edouard Gannon, leader of the delegation, to sign a pledge of support for Humanae Vitae. This action must have presented McHugh with some qualms of conscience since much of his time at his Family Life Office had been spent in undermining the Catholic Church’s opposition to contraception. On the other hand, not to have signed would have meant immediate dismissal from the Vatican delegation and dimmed his chances of becoming the Vatican’s main man on the family and population affairs. Msgr. McHugh signed on!

Since his return from the Bucharest World Population Conference, Msgr. McHugh has emerged as a major player in shaping the Catholic Church’s international policies in the area of population control. He has served on special assignments on behalf of the Holy See as delegation member, observer and representative to various national and international population conferences. He has represented the Vatican at high-level meetings of the U.S. State Department and the UN Commission on Population, in addition to his regular duties as a special advisor on population affairs to the Permanent Observer Mission of the Holy See to the United Nations.

Role of the United Nations in Population Control

Since its creation in 1945, when it replaced the SVaticanas an international arbitrator of influence, the United Nations has become the seat of a one-world government, known in the West as the “New World Order,” and in the Soviet Empire as the “State of the whole people” (formerly the dictatorship of the proletariat). (46) And the sine qua non of this world collectivist state is, as I indicated earlier, total control of the world’s people.

It is no mere coincidence that within one month of the establishment of the UN’s Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) in the spring of 1945, the United Nations established a Population Commission to collect demographic data and to study demographic relationships to economic and social factors.

Powerful Malthusian influences were seeded into all the UN’s specialized and inter-connected UN agencies including the International Labour Organization (ILO), the Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO), the United Nations Economic, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the World Health Organization (WHO), the United Nation International Children's Emergency Fund (UNICEF), and the World Bank.

In 1955, UN Secretary General Dag Hammarskjold brought the UN Population Commission under the Bureau of Social Affairs of the UN secretariat, and three key international population control centers were established in Bombay, India (1956), Santiago, Chile (1957) and Cairo, Egypt (1963).

At the same time, WHO pressed for the inclusion of birth control as a preventative “health” component of all member States and UN maternal and child health care programs, while blueprints for the establishment of a world-wide network of “reproductive centers,” which would carry out clinical tests for new abortion drugs and devices and promote eugenic abortion were put up on the WHO drawing board.

Sir Julian Huxley’s UNESCO was quickly shaped into a unique and indispensable cog in the Malthusian wheel specializing in universal instruction of teachers and indoctrination of youth in population matters, and the use of mass communication to promote the concepts of limited parenthood and eugenics.

Despite earlier assurances that it would not use its funds for birth prevention, by the early 1970s, UNICEF was promoting and purchasing for distribution all manner of contraceptive and abortifacient devices. Later, it served as a conduit for funneling United Nations Fund for Population Activities (UNFPA) money to nations who were hostile to the Fund but open to UNICEF.

For example, as part of the UN’s World Population Year -1974 “Stop at Two!” activities, UNICEF published a viciously anti-Catholic tract about a mother of fourteen (including four “rhythm” babies) from the island of Mauritius who finds ‘salvation’ at a local Planned Parenthood clinic.

This was not to suggest that, at least in these early days of the United Nations, the Malthusians were without vocal and sometimes effective opposition from representatives whose nations favored a developmental approach and liberal immigration policies to solve legitimate demographic problems. Indeed the halls of the UN General Assembly, as well as at UN-sponsored population conferences, were often the site of heavy debate on the issue of government population control programs.

For example, at a July 1961 UN conference in Cairo, Argentina’s pro-development delegate stated that the practice of birth control involved matters of a moral nature of which the United Nations should not presume to be the final arbitrator.

Other anti-Malthusian delegates from Austria, Belgium, Columbia, Ireland, Italy, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Peru, Portugal and Uruguay raised other concerns including the eventuality that population control programs would ultimately include abortion and euthanasia. The delegate from France made the critical observation that there was a built-in contradiction between “family planning” and “population control” and raised the pointed question as to how a State population policy could be justified if “family planning” was a basic human right.

For all practical purposes however, the formation of the Trust Fund for Population Activities in July 1967 signaled the eclipse, and eventual demise, of influential anti-Malthusian forces within the United Nations.

The Trust, later renamed the United Nations Fund for Population Activities (UNFPA), set up its own population control programs, staff, advisors, and board of directors. It should be noted, however, that while it operated under the UN Development Programme (UNDP) with full access to all UN facilities and delegate agencies to disseminate its anti-baby propaganda and carry out its programs of contraception, sterilization, and abortion, UNFPA was not directly responsible to the UN State members.

By the early 1970s, UNFPA was sporting an annual budget of well over $100 million dollars with the United States Government its largest “stockholder.” According to its Executive Director, Rafael M. Salas, all UNFPA programs were completely voluntary. However, the term “voluntary” applies to government actions, not those of individuals. Thus the UNFPA happily provided funds to the government of Communist China to carry out its compulsory program of population control involving forced sterilizations, forced abortions, and cannibalism of aborted infants.

In 1981, a scandal of sorts broke out when UNFPA’s Populi magazine ran a photo of Pope John Paul II with Director Rafael Salas as in a story of a UNFPA Conference on Population and the Urban Future held in Rome in September of 1980. That picture was juxtaposed to an article on Communist China’s “Glorious One Child Certificate Plan,” which featured pictures of a foot-operated abortion aspirator and an assortment of abortifacient devices. In “Contraception in China,” writer Gorden Perkin, a Ford-Rockefeller clone, explained the role of Salas’s agency (UNFPA) in setting up China’s compulsory population control program that includes the eugenic extermination of mentally and physically handicapped people--born and pre-born.

Throughout the UNFPA controversy, the Vatican’s UN Office of Permanent Observer, maintained its traditional silence. Prior to the World Population Conference at Cairo in 1994, rarely, if ever, has the Vatican Mission publicly opened its mouth to condemn or expose the United Nation’s complicity in promoting contraception, abortion or sterilization. Nor did Msgr. McHugh, the Vatican’s “watchdog” on population affairs at the United Nations, offer any protest or demand a public apology from Salas, who was received by the Holy Father at a Vatican audience on June 7, 1984. The only group to publicly challenge Salas and UNFPA on this matter was the U. S. Coalition for Life which regularly monitors UNFPA activities.

Mexico City 1984: World Population Conference

In 1984, Msgr. McHugh attended the United Nation’s Fourth World Population Conference in Mexico City as part of the official Vatican delegation.

One of McHugh’s alleged contributions to this and subsequent UN Conferences on population, environment, health and women’s issues was the incorporation of the wording of the infamous Dingell Amendment as an anti-abortion provision to various United Nations documents.

Why Vatican officials would even consider, much less adopt, a failed strategy that has become a virtual death sentence for so many American pre-born children is unclear. We do know however that McHugh was successful in selling that strategy to both the Holy See and the International Pro-Life Movement in Mexico City and again at the UN 1994 World Population Conference in Cairo.

It should be recalled that at the conclusion of the Mexico City Conference, the anti-abortion forces, including the Vatican, former Senator James L. Buckley who headed the U.S. delegation, and all the international pro-life leaders declared “a victory” when the Final Document of the Conference included language stating that appropriate steps would be taken “to help women avoid abortion, which in no case should be promoted as a method of family planning.” This wording was virtually identical to that of the original and disastrous Dingell Amendment (written by McHugh) to the Family Planning Services and Population Research Act of 1970, which resulted in the slaughter of millions of pre-born children in the United States. A victory indeed! But not for the Pro-Life Movement!

Further, the emergence of the so-called Mexico City Policy of prohibiting funds for abortion “as a method of family planning” was taken as a demonstration of the Reagan Administration’s pro-life commitment.

No one, least of all Bishop McHugh, seemed to take notice of the fact that the Reagan Administration was spending $237 million on family planning programs in 80 countries, up from $190 million in 1981. This constituted 40 percent of all funds being devoted that year to family planning (read abortifacients) throughout the world, making the United States the world’s leader in population control. (47)

Nor did the Vatican or any of the pro-life delegates to the Mexico Conference take notice of the fact that since President Ronald Reagan took office in 1981, his administration spent more than $1.6 billion on foreign population programs, which was equal to the entire amount spent by the four preceding administrations since the U.S. Agency for International Development in the State Department began its population control programs in 1965!!! (48)

1992: Rio Earth Summit

In June 3-14, 1992, Bishop McHugh attended the United Nations Earth Summit on the Environment in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, as the Vatican’s third-ranking member of a ten-man delegation lead by Archbishop Renato Martino, head of the Holy See’s Permanent Observer Mission to the United Nations.

In a short interview on the Rio Summit in his diocesan paper, The Catholic Star Herald, two weeks prior to his departure, McHugh said that protecting the environment was a moral issue and the Holy Father had serious concerns about the disruption of ecological balance, concerns this writer might add, which have not always been accompanied by prudence as was the case with the Holy Father’s acceptance of Prince Philip’s rabidly anti-people, pro-abort World Wildlife Fund as a consultant to the Vatican on nature conservation.

Concerning the controversial area of population control, McHugh predicted that it was unlikely to be a central issue at the upcoming meeting where the emphasis would be on socio-economic development.

Upon Bishop McHugh’s return from Rio, The Catholic Star Herald ran a feature front-page article on the Rio Summit titled: “Bishop Upbeat About Rio Meeting” by managing editor Kevin McLaughlin. (49)

In his account of the UN Earth Summit, Bishop McHugh stated that “The conference was pervaded by a spirit of good will and recognition that it takes a lot more agreement to achieve the goals set out in the declarations and in ‘‘Agenda 21,’’ the major document.” (50)

McHugh indicated that there was “tremendous anxiety” at the conference on the part of many about “explosive population growth.” (51) For its part however, the Vatican stressed “economic development and education in responsible parenthood as best long-term strategies in combating overpopulation,” the Camden bishop stated. The Holy See’s interventions were largely accepted and carried in the final document, McHugh concluded. The intervention included a statement that “experimentation and development of new drugs be subject to ethical considerations.” (52)

As a clergyman, it is interesting that McHugh did not report on the Secretary General of the Earth Summit, Maurice Strong’s recitation of the Declaration of the Sacred Earth at the opening of the Rio Conference in which Strong declared:

The changes in behavior and direction called for here must be rooted in our deepest spiritual, moral, and ethical values.... The crisis transcends all national, religious, cultural, social, political, and economic boundaries.... The responsibility of each human being today is to choose between the force of darkness and the force of light.... We must transform our attitudes and values, and adopt a renewed respect for the superior laws of Divine Nature. (53)

Perhaps McHugh’s silence on the matter is understandable since it might have left some Catholic readers wondering how Strong’s occult, pantheistic vision of a theosophical-rooted religious system which worships Lucifer, the Light Bearer, and Gaia, Mother-Goddess of the Earth, would be compatible with the mission of the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church established by Jesus Christ 2000 years ago. (54)

Bishop McHugh also failed to inform his Catholic readers that the Earth Summit's major document, “Agenda 21,” was in fact a blueprint for a world dictatorship in which every aspect of human endeavor, including human procreation, would come under the control of an elite corps of UN-appointed earth managers.

Under the rubrics of achieving “global partnership for sustainable development” (Preamble p.4), “Agenda 21” calls for:

•  The building of national and regional data bases and development of new methodologies and instruments to monitor demographic trends and factors affecting the ecosystem.(I 38-39)

•  The integration of population programmes and sustainable development education into all the formal and informal education sectors (140) with special attention to “the involvement of groups with a special potential to act as agents of change and sustainable development.” (I 41)

•  Governments should urgently activate “reproductive health” measures that include .... “women-centred, women-managed, safe and effective reproductive health care, and affordable, accessible services, as appropriate, for the responsible planning of family size..” (I 42)

•  The total amount of national and external resources devoted to population activities should be raised from the current annual $4.5 billion to $7 billion for the period 1993-2000 and to $9 billion annually at the turn of the century. (I 43)

•  National governments need to consider “developing and issuing, by the year 2000, a strategy of changes necessary to eliminate constitutional, legal, administrative, cultural, behavioral, social and economic obstacles to women's full participation in sustainable development and in public life. (I 44)

•  Governments should ratify the Convention on the Rights of the Child (General Assembly resolution 44/25 of November 1989). (I 45)

(Note: Over Right-to-Life objections, the Vatican signed the Convention on the Rights of the Child, a treacherous Big Brother document, which contains no operative article giving any protection, legal or otherwise, to the pre-born child, and gives the State the right to determine the child’s rights in regard to religion, association, privacy, and health [including family planning education and services].)

1994 The Cairo Debacle

In April 1994, Bishop McHugh represented the Holy See at a series of preparatory sessions (April 4-22) in New York to discuss a draft form of the Cairo Document to be submitted for approval by UN delegates and member States at the UN Conference on Population and Development in Cairo, Egypt in the fall. The draft sections related to abortion and human sexuality invited much debate and discussion.

The opening day of the preparatory meeting, Bishop McHugh, speaking for the Bishops’ Pro-Life Committee, denounced “the disturbing ideology of ‘reproductive rights’ and lifestyle ‘choice’ that permeates the entire (draft) document.” Yet the wording of the proposed Cairo draft on reproductive rights was little different from that found in “Agenda 21” of the 1992 Rio Earth Summit which McHugh had vigorously supported. (56)

Werner Fornos, President of the pro-abort Population Institute returned the Vatican’s verbal salvo with a demand that the Vatican lose its status as Permanent Observer to the United Nations for attempting to impose religious dogma on non-Catholics.

On September 21-25, Cardinal Alfonso Lopez Trujillio, President of the Pontifical Council of the Family, held a semi-secret meeting at the Vatican with representatives of Islam, Judaism and other religions to draft an alternative statement on marriage and family life that was later circulated at the Cairo Conference. After reviewing the Cairo draft document, a number of Moslem nations, holding the UN to be “counter Genesis,” wisely boycotted the meeting.

Before the official closing of the Cairo meeting, the Holy See’s representative, Archbishop Martino, did in fact sign the Final Document with reservations, explaining to the press that his delegation’s intention “is to associate itself with this consensus in a partial manner compatible with its own position, without hindering the consensus among other nations... nothing is to be understood to imply that the Holy See endorses abortion or has in any way changed its moral position concerning abortion, or on contraceptives, or sterilization or on the use of condoms in HIV/AIDS prevention programmes.” (57)

In Cairo, as in Mexico City ten years before, the Vatican and its pro-life allies, consciously or unconsciously, were merely players in a great charade. There was no real pro-life victory at Cairo --only an illusion of victory, and illusions in the long run often prove deadlier than reality no matter how dark that reality might be.

True, the Final Report of the Conference excluded abortion as a fundamental right and “a means of family planning,” but it did not rule out contraception, sterilization, early abortifacients, or abortion used as a eugenic, health, or population control measure.

Lost to all but a few diehard pro-lifers, was the fact that genuine victory over the anti-life forces lay not in the regulation of government and UN population control programs, but in their absolute prohibition. The enemies of Life, after all, are not interested in gaining the Vatican’s approval of their anti-life agenda, anymore than Joe Beasley was after the approval of the Louisiana bishops for his population control schemes. Rather, a promise of non-interference is more than sufficient.

Thus far, the United Nations has no cause to worry, at least where the American bishops are concerned. Nor is there any indication that Pope John Paul II (whatever his written pronouncements) is about to sound a universal call to arms and marshal and lead the forces of Christendom in a world-wide offensive against the anti-life infidels holing up at the United Nations.

With the Cairo World Population Conference, we have come full circle in our chronicles of Bishop James T. McHugh. The very same deadly strategies the young McHugh employed as Family Life Director of the NCCB/USCC and later as a member of the U.S. Bishops’ Committee for Pro-Life Affairs have now become the official policies and strategies of the Holy See. What began as an American tragedy has become a tragedy for the Universal Church.
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POSTSCRIPT

Since September 1995 when Catholic Family News began to publish The McHugh Chronicles in serialized form, and the Maryland-based Mothers’ Watch published the first chapter of this book on the role of Bishop McHugh in bringing classroom sex instruction into Catholic schools, there has been, strangely enough, very little public reaction to these chronicles except for the occasional Letter to the Editor (generally favorable).

No one, including Bishop McHugh or a fellow bishop, has stepped forward to claim that the charges leveled against the former Family Life and Pro-Life Director are untrue.

Rather, the singular criticism that has been brought to my attention, indirectly, is that while the facts presented may all be true, it is nevertheless unfair of me to dredge them up at this time in light of Bishop McHugh’s supposed “conversion.” Unfortunately, the what, when, where and why of this supposed “conversion,” and how it has manifested itself in specific deeds remains largely unexplained.

To date, McHugh continues to push for more classroom sex instruction in Catholic schools and CCD classes. He remains a consultant on sex education to the Benziger Publishing Company.

He maintains his support for a “States’ Rights” amendment to the Constitution of the United States.

He remains a member of the Bioethics Advisory Board of the March of Dimes.

He continues to promote the dangerous strategy of attaching ambiguous and unenforceable “anti-abortion” amendments onto domestic “family planning” bills and international population control legislation engineered by the United Nations--legislation which should be universally rejected as being incompatible with the superior God-given rights of the Family over the State, and the inviolability of the right to life of all innocent human beings--born and pre-born.

Today, the Pro-Life Movement lies gravely wounded, thanks in large part to the past and current disastrous strategies and actions of Bishop McHugh. Its one chance at survival, as Professor Charles Rice has written, is to restore the fundamental principle upon which the Pro-Life Movement was founded--that of the absolute sanctity of each and every human life, without exception, and to return to its original grassroots Congressional activities on behalf of a Constitutional Human Life Amendment.

Until such time as Bishop McHugh renounces his support for “sexual catechetics,” disassociates himself from the March of Dimes, actively promotes a mandatory Human Life Amendment to the United States Constitution, and leads the American bishops in a genuine campaign to get the government out of the life prevention business, he should be kept from assuming any position of leadership in the Pro-Life Movement. He should also be prevented from holding any advisory position on population affairs at the Vaticanor with the Holy See’s Permanent Observer Mission at the United Nations. This grave and immediate responsibility falls to the Holy See. Thirty years of Rev. James T. McHugh has been thirty years too many.
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