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Dear Madam Senator,

Thank you for your reply.

I agree with you that we should reduce the number of abortions in our

country.

You posited in your letter the yet-unproven theory that increased use of

birth control will limit the number of abortions. Oral contraceptives,

however, do not have a 100% success rate; and, thus, the number of

pregnancies that result during contraceptive use are 100% unplanned.

The Guttmacher Institute itself noted that half of all abortions are

had by women who were on contraception (see

http://www.guttmacher.org/pubs/fb_induced_abortion.html). It is also

worth noting that some oral contraceptives act as abortifacients.

How, then, can we argue that oral contraceptives reduce the number of

abortions?

I agree with you that we should promote women's health.

The World Health Organization, however, has classified oral

contraceptives as a Class I Carcinogen (see

http://monographs.iarc.fr/ENG/Monographs/vol100A/mono100A.pdf).

How does a product linked to cancer promote women's health?

And since contraception does not get at the root of the reproductive

troubles that women are experiencing-- for example, endometriosis,

ovarian cysts, painful cycles, etc-- but rather, simply masks the

symptoms, how can we say that contraception promotes women's health?

Contraception is a band-aid to these reproductive issues. If we really

cared about women, then shouldn't we promote a cure-- not a band-aid?

Let's consider the cost. I understand that you believe that women cannot

afford contraception. Only 12% of sexually active women, however, said

that cost prohibited them from purchasing contraception (see that same

Guttmacher study). Sometimes, it seems, a greater percentage of people

in my parish have difficulty buying food and clothing for their families

and getting gasoline and repairs for their cars.

And as a former pharmacy technician, I can tell you that contraception

does NOT cost $3,000 per year, as Ms. Sandra Fluke would want us to

believe. Even without insurance, contraceptives cost no more than $2 a

day-- which is far less than $3,000 per year!

But, Madam Senator, you also noted how "28 states" already require

health care insurance plans to cover contraceptive services. While this

is true, I think you should be more honest with your constituents: of

those 28 states, 20 allow for religions to opt out. Furthermore, we

aren't talking about a STATES' mandate. We are talking about a FEDERAL

mandate.

In this new FEDERAL mandate, the HHS-- even in its 'compromise'-- has

chosen the narrowest state-level religious exemption as the model. That

'exemption' exists in only 3 states (New York, California, and Oregon).

Nevertheless, in all 28 states-- including these 3 mentioned here-- in

all 28 states, religious employers could avoid the state-level

contraceptive mandate by self-insuring their prescription drug coverage,

dropping the coverage altogether, or opting for regulation under a federal law

(ERISA) that preempts state law.

This is where the HHS mandate differs dramatically from the states'

paradigm: this new HHS mandate closes off all of these avenues of

relief. (It is, after all, a mandate).

Which brings me to my final concern. Mrs. McCaskill, you say that you

are a Catholic. I understand that Catholics practice their faith to

varying degrees. I respect that, although I wish it were otherwise. I

respect your "moral objection" to Catholic teaching-- I cannot force

anyone to see it the Church's way.

I would hope, then, that you would respect my "moral objection" to

government teaching-- just as you would allow someone to conscientiously

object to serving in the military. But like a religious fanatic and Grand Inquisitor,

you mandate that I convert, else I face the penalty.

This leads me to ask you, my Senatorial Representative:

Where will your new church and its moral laws stop? After it mandates

that we pay for contraception (and please do not patronize me and say

that it will only be our insurers' who foot the bill. Who pays the

premiums?!)-- after this, will you mandate that women take

contraception?

Will you then mandate that men, after they have had a few children and,

in the name of their health and their family, will you mandate that they be 

sterilized? Will you finally mandate that families, for the sake of their health

and country, only have one child?-- like Communist China?

And will you mandate that the Church be quiet about it?

And when Mother Church, the one who brought you from her womb in baptism and

nursed you by her Blessed Sacrament of the Eucharist, is finally neutralized

in the US, who will you seek to stand as an advocate for you when you stand

before the power of God and the power of hell?

Madam Senator, I want the very best for women. I want the very best for

their children. I want the very best for our country. But, Mrs.

McCaskill, you have chosen to do the very worst. And I fear for you-- I

want the very best for you too.

Father Anthony Gerber

Associate Pastor

St. Joseph Catholic Church

Imperial, Missouri
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