Gyula Gaizler – Kálmán Nyéky 

Abortion and life-ethics

We wouldn’t like to have a child, but it came.

Abortion: Choosing death
 “...I will not give to a woman an abortive remedy. In purity and holiness I will guard my life and my art.” (Excerpt from the oath of the Hippocratic medical school)

 “I will maintain the utmost respect for human life from the time of conception, even under threat, I will not use my medical knowledge contrary to the laws of humanity.” (Excerpt from The Declaration of Geneva – the corrected version)
I would like to start this chapter by saying that I will try to compose my message in a way that does not make you stop reading, saying to yourself: “This is a hard saying; who can listen to it?” You should rather reckon what the listeners did in Jesus’ company – may it sound high-minded – I am going to try to put the Words of Life into ordinary words. 

I am going to start by writing down the principles against abortion, then continue with human considerations, the difficulties and the suffering. I would like to remark well in advance that the things to be said here are not masculine speeches and exaggerations as such. We could often hear the same kinds of thoughts from Dr Irén Drenyovszky, the chairwoman of the Hungarian Society of Christian Physicians as well.

I find it important that practicing Christians and those having a humanistic way of thinking should be aware of the standpoint of the church in connection with abortion. So I am going to talk about the relevant part of the encyclical letter “Evangelium Vitae” in a separate point. Among the exceptionally high number of people asking for abortion there might presumably be a lot of practicing Christians. We do not know what part ignorance plays in this. Let me cite one thing: a bishop mentioned in the course of a conversation that there were fewer than 10 people in a year who confessed about abortion. Another priest said that for years there has been hardly anybody who considered abortion as a sin. Is it really ignorance? Is it the result of relying on an ignorant conscience?
In medical journals the question of abortion is only discussed on a technical basis, without any emotional vibrations.

Legally abortion should be treated as “a homicide committed with extreme cruelty – a murder”, considering that several times the head is severed, other times a salt solution is injected, which kills the foetus after long hours of suffering. If animals were killed that way, environmentalist would already have demonstrated in the streets against the barbaric murders.
For your information I am going to write down that a two-month-old human foetus is 2 x 2 = 4 centimetres long, a month later it is 3 x 3 = 9 centimetres, in the fourth month it is 4 x 4 = 16 centimetres and in the fifth month it is 5 x 5 = 25 centimetres long. 

It is rather typical that not even the doctors performing the abortion think it over carefully what they actually do. This is well justified by the case of the gynaecologist who, after performing numerous abortions, when first seeing the ultrasound pictures of the abortion he himself procured, put the curettage spoon down and has never again performed an abortion ever since. (That happened after showing the film entitled Silent Scream to the gynaecologist performing abortions.) This psychic factor must also play a relevant part in the fact that pregnant mothers, when they are in a more advanced stage in which the baby is visible, are more likely to retreat back from abortion. And if they have it procured at a later stage, the psychic effect is rather significant (Post Abortion Syndrome).

General ethical problems in connection with abortion

As a preliminary remark let me point out that here I only want to deal with general ethical and bioethical questions on a scientific level. I do not wish to dwell in detail on the sociological aspects of the issue, that of preserving Hungarians, etc.. I have already taken a stand on these in pro-life courses and conferences on several occasions, even fought for my views on the level of a movement. Of course I will sometimes give a few hints on the above-mentioned aspects of the question.

To discuss the question of abortion from a clearly scientific point of view is almost impossible. Arguments, emotions, dispositions are opposed to each other. Everybody knows that existential decisions are made here.
 Gábor Jobbágyi once said as a summarizing evaluation of the ethical questions concerning abortion and euthanasia: “We might have a never-ending argument about these matters, facing arguments against arguments. What is of decisive importance, however, is the following: Do I kill the foetus or not?! Do I kill the elderly person or not?!”

So I am asking my readers, if they happen to sense some emotional tuning behind the strictly scientific arguments, look at it as something inevitable. In these matters it is impossible to have even a scientific debate without a conviction of some kind. It will probably become obvious that people pursuing the clearest kind of science do this only after ensuring the possibility with definitions that they back up their own reasoning in a crystal-clear, scientific way. It is not at all new, it is mentioned in every philosophical book from the middle ages. It might help a lot if we think it over whether the arguments listed serve the culture of life or that of death.

We live in Hungary, so it is impossible not to mention the following: every year the population decreases by 30,000 people. In our country we cannot refer to the fact that there would be overpopulation. It is also generally known that thousands of families wish to adopt children. It is well-known that recently several still unborn babies have been adopted abroad – of course only after their birth – for impressive amounts of money. The recently established Alpha Association
 has an immense importance in saving unborn lives. 
In this chapter we have to cope with several aspects of crucial ethical questions. If for example one takes only his or her own immediate benefit into consideration as a basis of ethics, the result will be different from the one gained after considering further-reaching aspects as well. I have mentioned in several of my presentations that the ethical value of a society can be measured on how much it spends on people who can never pay it back (at least not in material assets). Such people are, for example patients with chronic diseases, the physically disabled and those suffering from renal insufficiency. From a certain point of view we can also rank those people among them who have not yet been born, the forthcoming generation. In the past the next generation took care of the parents, more children did not mean more hungry mouths bur more helping hands. Nowadays people do not seem to think about the fact that even their pension depends on the size of the next generation, and do not question how many of them are willing to make material sacrifices for supporting old people. It is especially problematic if the only value for the present generation is seen in financial assets – what ensures the maintenance of their life if they themselves are unable to do so? If the present generation thinks only of their own short-term material interests, it even brings financial loss for them. In his book entitled My blood, Hungarian cannibals! Indictment on robbing the future 
 Gyula Fekete writes in detail about his theory according to which those who are not willing to have descendants, but rather pursue material assets, practically “eat their children up”. They should not be surprised that those few people who are still born and grow up are not eager to help the generation of their parents.
It is difficult to imagine that nowadays there would be too many people who give birth to children out of patriotic compulsion, so that “the Hungarian nation would multiply”. The following short story is still thought-provoking: A Roma mother expecting a child (not the first one) registered at the gynaecological department with some kind of disorder. The gynaecologist suggested abortion immediately, but this Roma mother answered the following: “You, Doctor, should kill your own kind, if you want to, but you cannot do it to mine!”

Even the words used refer to the given author’s philosophy of life. A blessed state, expectancy, pregnant state, pregnancy! That is the order of terms. Behind this we can find deep emotions. An expected child, an accepted child, a child to be aborted. Are we expecting the child? Is childbirth really a blessing?

I do not want to repeat in detail all the things written down in the chapter entitled Determining the beginning and the end of human life, I only intend to give short hints at the findings there.

The essential question is: From when do we consider the conceived foetus as a human being? Is the foetus a “potential human being” or rather an actual human being and for example a potential adult, a managing director or a teacher?! What is its ethical estimation like? Is it a person? Is it a person from the very beginning – from the conception – or does it become one only some time later? And when it is ‘just’ something, who knows what it is? Does it depend on my own judgement, or is it objective reality?

When does life start and when does it end? This double question has got a new significance in the moral judgement of induced abortions and genetic modifications at the beginning of life and also at the end of life in cases of suicide and euthanasia.

The theological approach has always relied on the natural scientific knowledge, and actually it is still the case. What makes the question problematic is, as I have already mentioned, the fact that there is no real opportunity to discuss the matter objectively, with scientific rigour. Worldwide it is surrounded by so much emotional tuning and so many prejudices that without taking all of them into consideration and answering all the questions, we cannot expect the understanding of those either who actually share the same views. 
Let us take another look at the question from which the difficulty of the judgement becomes clear: “When does life start for an expected baby and when does it start in the case of an unexpected one?” If we are expecting the child with joy and love, as God’s blessing, then everybody knows that the baby’s life has started when the two cells, the sperm and the ovum (or egg cell) joined. Even if we did not expect the child it happens quite often that we readily or a little bit harder accept it. We do not have to ponder over our answer given to the beginning of life.

It is a totally different situation if the parents do not want the foetus to be born at all. But it is not only the mother considers her state to be a blessing, who does not want to see herself as a murderer, but also the ‘pregnant’ woman. What can she do? It comes in very handy that several theologians, philosophers and physicians find it difficult on principle to define the exact beginning of life. There are some who refer to the fact that we can only consider the fertilised cell a person only if it cannot divide into two lives of full value any more, as the immortal soul cannot be divided. There are others who think that the cell-formation should be considered as a person if a few brain-cells have already developed, to which the immortal soul can connect. There is a third theory that links becoming a human being, a person to an external factor, the implantation of the cell in the mother’s womb.

Still, all these things happen within the first two weeks after the fertilisation. But, unless the mother takes a laboratory pregnancy test every week, she will only think of pregnancy if her menstruation ceases. This means we are already over the period which philosophers and theologians find problematic. How does a woman think who does not intend to be a murderer and knows about the above arguments? She presumably thinks – at least unconsciously – that if scientists and theologians alike find that issue problematic in the first two weeks and if the question is not settled until then, maybe the beginning of real human life can be disputable later as well. Although in matters related to life and death we must be absolutely positive when making decisions, the struggling mother might not be aware of that.

Let us think this question over the other way around. May it be that philosophers and theologians feel they might help these struggling mothers when they deliver these arguments? We should not forget that values are still values for a suffering mother! They definitely do not intend to become murderers! What can we do, can anything be done at all to save them from this horrifying decision: “I’m going to destroy it. And then what?!” This latter question “And then what?!” can cause long sleepless nights to those meaning to help.

We should mourn for every single life, especially every single human life, irrespective of whether it is Slavish, Jewish, German, Hungarian or Roma.

I am going into greater details concerning János Kis’s arguments which he listed with a piercing logic. In the first part of his book on abortion
 he tries to prove that nobody can be obliged to place his or her organs or body “at anybody’s disposal”, in this way saving others’ lives. He brings an example from abroad. If someone would be able to save another “full value” adult’s life with the operation of his or her kidney, even if the treatment has already started, he or she could stop it any time, tear the tubes off without being made responsible for it legally. (Anyway such a treatment does not exist.) On the basis of this, the expectant woman, who puts the foetus up and feeds it, can also say: “I’ll kill it, that’s it?!” Legally nobody can hold her responsible for it. Although it is also true that no one is willing to take the charge of a murder kindly. (The listener of a lecture on the same topic strongly objected to being called a murderer.) It is also true what János Kis describes in his third example: if there is a father who does not choose his own child if there are two boys in mortal danger, his wife would definitely react like this: “You are a beast and not a father!” The readers certainly also agree with this. But if a mother refuses to provide accommodation for her own child and because of this the aborted foetus dies – what does and what can the father say to this? And what can the society say? Has she set herself right? János Kis does not find this reasoning adequate either, so after this he tries to prove it by the characteristics of the foetus (its ability to feel etc.) that it cannot have its own rights, and even list cases when it can still happen. In his book he endeavours to make the horizontal, worldly arguments coherent. Rifts can only be noticed if we happen to venture from the field of the law to morality or the problems of humanity. He thinks that killing a foetus is “lawful”, but on the basis of his example a person enforcing this “right” can easily be considered a beast!

In the meantime newer and newer theories come out. According to the above-mentioned Peter Singer and Norbert Hoerster
 advocating similar principles, not every individual’s life belonging to the human race should be protected as that of a human’s, only those who already have a sense of self and rationality. On the basis of this embryos and children until the age of one are not persons, similarly to the mentally handicapped and those mentally retarded in their late years. In this way even a developed mammal has more right to live than a child until the age of one! By the way, if we are only humans when we are in the conscious state, can we be killed when we are asleep, for example?! Not even Singer agrees to this. R. Spaemann
 remarks that if a couple of years ago the terrifying consequences of the abortion campaign could have been foreseen, the person doing so would have been condemned as an irresponsible fear monger. The defenders of the theory did not dare to advocate their own concepts consistently, they considered them applicable “only” before birth. The womb of a mother has become the most dangerous place in the world.

According to Spaemann the doctors rejecting to carry out abortions, in order to distance themselves from it, should again hang the text of The Hippocratic Oath on the wall of their hall, as they did in the times of Hitler – when then they did that mainly because of euthanasia.
The other objection is: do we have the right to pass a law against others’ conviction? Can it be that the law only refers to those who consider the conceived ovum as a human being? It is especially important for lawyers to see this matter clearly. The protectors of animals do not only want to stop those cruelties to animals the executioners of which believe that an animal is able to suffer. If we take a more careful look at this question, it would be impossible to pass a law against thefts and murders either, as thieves and murderers do not consider their deeds as a crime in the same way.

It is also brought up against legal prohibition that it would increase the number of secret abortions and consequently the number of the mothers’ deaths as well. In England there were twenty mothers who died every year as a result of criminal abortions before 1967, when it was forbidden to perform an abortion, as opposed to the two hundred thousand killed and unborn foetuses nowadays.
 
A psychiatrist, Mihály Tapolyai made a TAT-test among women waiting for abortion. The method of the TAT-test, which is also called Murray-test after one of its “elaborators”, Henry Alexander Murray, is based on the supposition that somebody – while making up a story on the basis of pictures – expresses determinative motifs, needs, forms of behaviour and conflicts from his or her personality. More than 70 % of the people questioned envisioned a scene after manslaughter when seeing the pictures. But when they were asked: “do you think you kill your child?”, they protested indignantly.

And what if I convince the mother that this is, in fact, a murder? And what happens if she still decides to have the abortion performed? What should we choose? Our mission is a slow, loving persuasion and also easing the problems leading to the idea of abortion.

Having said all this I have to confess that I find the responsibility of the people forming conscience quite serious. It is easy to say that everybody should act according to their own conscience. But who formed and who “trimmed” that conscience? What kind of moral norms should I follow? Who dares to give a helping hand in forming your conscience as the compilers of the Declaration of Hawaii did?

The difficulties on the level of principles are made even more serious by two factors. One of them is that the kind of principles I follow when I make my decision about the beginning of life also determines what kind of opinion I form about its end. What is a murder at the beginning of life is also a murder near the end of life and vice versa. The other factor is the genetic experiments. If that “something” is just a cell-formation and not a human person, it can be torn, cut and frozen. But what if it is a human being?!

I would like to give one single example how far we can get by judging the question either this way or the other. In Hungary Attila Pajor
 and his colleagues wrote in a medical article a few years ago that the heartbeat of the foetus of mothers waiting for abortion is listened to before the abortion, and the foetus is taken out in a way that the heartbeat may also be listened afterwards, and the chest and stomach are only open after all in order to take tissue samples from its liver for the purpose of medicine production. It was necessary to listen to the heartbeat to make sure that the foetus is still alive, because in that case the tissue of the liver is more viable. There was only one Hungarian doctor, Tibor Mertz,
 living abroad, who found something objectionable in the method saying that this procedure is the same as the vivisection done in experiments with animals! The editorial of the Medical Journal (Orvosi Hetilap) defended the authors by saying that the mother consented to the abortion and also to the removal of the tissue. And what about the foetus? It cannot be asked.
So what is the truth, what can we say? I am convinced that when the two cells unite, there is a human life formed which is to be protected. As a person dealing with natural sciences I cannot find a second, more applicable moment for this purpose than the moment of conception. If a lot of people became aware of this recognition, several questions could be solved. Can we already talk about little brothers and sisters at that point?!

And what if one’s problem is still not solved? We have to think it over who has the right to kill a human being and for what reasons. In the past we could give obvious answers to this question. Let us see some examples: the soldier who is commanded to shoot at the enemy. The person who is attacked, whose life is in danger – there are several cases of lawful self-defence. The judge who sentences a murderer to death based on legal provisions. (It can only happen where capital punishment is allowed by the laws.) So there are existing rules for direct and indirect forms of homicide.

Naturally, we all know that today these cases are also heavily debated and fought against. They say it is not allowed to pass a verdict of capital punishment, you cannot aim a weapon at another person, etc.. Is it not appalling that a certain group of these life-defenders find it a human right to execute a foetus in the womb without any rhyme or reason claiming that: my flat is not big enough, my husband is a regular soldier, my love has left me and anyway it is for certain that one of its fingers will be missing or it will develop Down-syndrome, when it is born, etc..
The defence of the disadvantaged is kept in another bundle – the mentally retarded are also defended once they are born, but we should prevent the problem, they say, we should not let them be born. Is this homicide? Is the mother’s womb the most dangerous place nowadays? Why did it go there? How did it get there? If it was drowning in water, we would save it out, but it is just a worm! It should be killed in time! (These are opinions that have been heard!)
After all this let us turn to a few less scientific, but existential questions. I do not know what the next decade is going to be like. Will we manage to make ourselves and our fellows at least a little more humane? I have seen a poster warning would-be grandparents to save their grandchildren from the hands of their children. Does the realisation of the questions lead us to this solution or it only makes the oppositions even worse? I reckon we have to try to do what we consider to be right. This is what our ancestors also did. It is true that some of them were crucified, some were sawed into two. None of them were likely to wish for a horrifying death like this, but they accepted it. What shall we do?
“Now choose life!”
 You should choose a better, a more complete life even if you have to pay dearly, with yours. It is not easy to go on the route of moral reconstruction. A narrow path will never be wide, there are several hard passages as well. “Whoever wants to follow me, should take up his or her cross...” Everybody their own. These can be intellectual crosses, crosses of not being understood, for being pushed into the background, for being laughed at.

The bioethical problems of abortion
Let us take a short look at the question, from a medical-professional point of view.

Abortion from a medical point of view is the (spontaneous or artificial) termination of the pregnancy within the first three months, – in a wider sense within seven months – before the normal foetal maturity. After this we usually talk about premature birth. A moral problem is only brought up by the induced, artificial termination. Selective abortion is a subtype of the latter: when out of several fertilised ova, one or more are eliminated.

The usual indications of artificial abortions are classified as follows:

1. Medical indication
a) In defence of the mother’s life and health.
In reality it is very seldom justified. In the vast majority of cases it would be possible with careful protection that after the foetus reaches the age considered viable, a premature birth is started. In most of the remaining cases the abortion happens spontaneously during the mother’s treatment. Spontaneous abortion is not a tool for saving the mother, it is not meant to happen, it is just an accepted event. If we wait for it until it happens, we do not commit a murder. Sometimes it also happens that it has to be decided if the mother or the child should stay alive. The possibility of the heroic and voluntary self-sacrifice is only given to the mother, the foetus is not yet able to express its will. John Paul II. cites the behaviour as an example when a mother sacrifices her life for her unborn baby, so that it could live on. 
 It is not as unique as it seems at first sight, if we think over the following: is there a mother who would not protect her child’s life, even if she has to pay with her own life for it?

The greatest ethical problem emerges for those who by no means wish to exterminate an innocent human life intentionally in the case when both the mother and the child are in definite mortal danger. But this can only happen in one single case, when the child’s head gets stuck in the birth canal. In the past when such a thing happened, the child’s head was crushed, so that it could be pulled out. Naturally it was actually a medical malpractice, as it should have been recognised in time that caesarean section was necessary. In this case the following question comes up from a moral point of view: wouldn’t it be a better way to keep the balance of the operation if the physician caused a permanent injury to the mother to save the infant? Today, however, the majority of the physicians value an adult’s health more than the life of a child to be born.

The most important principle is that the doctor should do everything he can to save both the mother’s and the child’s life. We cannot kill an innocent life on purpose. Permanent health injury with the mother is not proportional with the intentional terminating of an innocent human life.

b) In case of the foetus’s developmental disorder

It cannot be called a therapeutic indication in defence of the foetus, as the first and most relevant interest of the foetus is to live. There is no way to ask the foetus if it rather wants to die or to live with a Down-syndrome. By the time this question is to be asked, everybody obviously considers the termination of life a murder (see Nazi eugenic laws). Do we practice eugenics within the womb?
2. Criminological indication

What belongs here is the abortion of pregnancies for various reasons, usually outside marriage. The abortion which is a result of a raping attack also ranks here. But it is a question if the foetus can be held responsible for the circumstances of the conception. It is natural that, if the mother is mentally unable to cope with the circumstances of her child’s conception, adoption is the right thing to do.
3. Social indication

It means the kind of abortion which is the result of economical, financial reasons. It is questionable whether so-called welfare states have the right to permit the termination of a life simply because they cannot ensure a proper standard of living. There was a professor of gynaecology in Sweden, who recommended a mother who came to him for an abortion that they should rather kill her 10-year-old child since he consumes more! “The recognition of social indication means that a society finds itself unable to offer an alternative, secluding murder in an overburdened situation.” “If a woman accepts a child without any social support, »it is her fault«... so the weight of the decision is loaded on her”, says Robert Spaemann.

It also ranks among social problems that pressure from a masculine society in many cases seriously influences the struggling woman instead of helping her. Let us not forget that most women want to have their own children inherently, by their nature. Suppressing it is a serious slandering into the female conscience. 

We make a decision of life and death. A young woman told me her story: when her mother was expecting her, she choose her child – that is why she is here. When her mother was pregnant with her next child, she chose abortion and she did not survive it herself. That is the reason why she has neither a mother nor a brother or a sister.

Social pressure is really changeable and it can be quite serious. We can even follow this in literature when the pregnant girl commits suicide, being afraid of the people surrounding her. In these situations the only way to help mothers is to make them feel that they are lovingly accepted.

The main principles of the legal regulations of abortion
1. Those who apply the indicational rule always refer to one of the above-mentioned indications when reasoning abortion.

2. According to those who prefer a time limitation there is no need for an indication before a certain period of time in the life of the foetus, which is usually a few weeks, but it can differ from country to country.

The rigour of the indicational regulation varies significantly from country to country. In certain places only the serious endangering of the mother’s life or the criminal origin of the conception can give enough reason for an abortion to be performed. In Hungary, as we all know, it is enough to declare that the mother is in a “crisis situation”, which can be really widely interpreted. Medical-legal books deal with these questions in greater detail. From among the latter ones let me mention Gábor Jobbágyi’s outstanding summarizing work A foetus’s right for life in the mother’s womb. The contradictions and illegality of the legalisation of abortion, which was published in 1997.

The physician’s problems of conscience

What should happen to the doctors who want to be faithful to the moral principles laid down in the Hippocratic Oath? The present situation has resulted in the fact that these people – with only a few exceptions – have all been excluded from the obstetrician and the gynaecological profession. There are only a few of them left. Are we supposed to change the text of the oath? The legal regulation should be the lawful formulation of the moral obligation.
It is a significant and serious problem that according to § 13 (2) of Act LXXIX of 1992 entitled “In Defence of Foetal Life”: “In institutions run by the state or local authorities where an obstetrical and gynaecological ward is operated, at least one group of physicians should be employed who perform abortions.” That makes it practically impossible that a gynaecologist exercises his legal right and deny performing an abortion referring to his or her conscience according to § 14: “Physicians and health care worker cannot be obliged to perform an abortion or to assist it – except for the case when the pregnant woman is endangered.” There are always a number of doctors applying for vacancies in gynaecological units, but only a few places are available. It is natural that the head physician chooses from the candidates who do not cause any problems, i.e. the ones who are willing to perform abortions. In Hungary there is no health care institution which is not run by the state or by local authorities and operates a gynaecological unit. In the few institutions that are run by the Church there are no gynaecological units, at most a gynaecological out-patient unit, like in a monastic hospital in Buda (the Brothers of Mercy Hospital). Practically there is no place where a physician not wishing to perform an abortion could be educated to become gynaecologists. Which means that we are completely secluded from this profession. In theory it might occur that in a few hospitals the colleagues tolerate the education of those who have some kind of moral scruples. In reality, however, there are few people who are ready and willing to perform the task, so it is quite difficult to avoid it continuously. There are some physicians who claim they never perform abortions, but unfortunately it only means they do not do it in each and every case. It is usually the old colleagues who can already act like that.

I find it of crucial importance that the Hungarian Medical Association has declared it again that “all physicians and health workers have the right to reject the performance of abortion or assistance in it based on conscientious objections. He or she shall not be discriminated against for that at his or her workplace”.
 At the same time everything should be done to unanimously ensure this right legally by an act or decree as soon as possible.
I would also find it essential to alter the above-mentioned § 13 (2) of Act LXXIX of 1992 on the defence of foetal life.

It is also important that physicians and other health care workers should have the right to deny performing abortions and assisting in them, referring not only to a religious conviction but also to humanistic one.

Let me refer to the numerous battles fought in defence of foetuses but not on the basis of religious arguments. I wish to put special emphasis on Gyula Fekete’s arguments: It is cannibalism (we exterminate, “eat up” our own children, so that we ourselves could lead a better life), unlawful exploitation (the foetuses cannot go and demonstrate with boards in the streets, protesting against taking their own life), murder of the nation, etc.

I have to remark here that although the surgical completion of a spontaneous abortion is not judged by the same moral criteria, even in these cases – after thorough consideration – all should be done to save the pregnancy that is considered medically adequate. 

It is my personal conviction that the importance of this question cannot be overemphasised: my wife and my younger daughter were born because their mothers – in spite of all dissuasion – accepted and expected them with love in spite of their disease. (Gyula Gaizler)

In my opinion it is indeed of utmost importance that we should not fight for an abortion law, but an adequate Pro-life Law, which should lay down if anybody has the right has the right to murder a conceived human life, and if yes, who and when should be allowed to do so. This might make a lot of people think this question over.

The fundamental principle of the Hungarian Magzatvédő Társaság (Society for the Protection of Unborn Children) in accordance with the “personalist” approach is the following: “A Person is a human being from the moment of his/her conception, this way it has the right to develop within the womb and the right to be born.” The association held a conference on the issue and it ended with a consensual decision. The signing of this consensus was a very significant act indeed, and serves as a reference for many people. 

I assume that my readers are already suspecting that even the above consensus is interpreted in several different ways by the signatories, not to mention the fact that the consequences deriving from it are also very different. For physicians, for example, it is indeed significant that there was a professor of gynaecology who declared that those doctors who refuse to perform an induced abortion (i.e. he did not speak about spontaneous abortions, which have already started) should not choose the profession of gynaecologists! The Christian Church, for example, teaches that a physician performing an abortion is automatically excommunicated, thus, and as a result of the above consequence, all Christian physicians are excluded from the profession, together with those colleagues who are unable to square it with their conscience. This is a strange interpretation of respecting the freedom of the conscience. “We do not tell you to do it, but if you don’t, you cannot be a gynaecologist”, and you can hardly become a physician either, since interns are also expected to perform abortions! The same professor said on a different occasion that it would not be right to organise gynaecological units where abortions are prohibited because sooner or later, those willing to do it would get condemned! Altogether is there any moral problem with it?!

Let me also remark here that in the view of the Catholic Church even diagnostic surgical interventions are prohibited before birth, if they are not performed in defence of the foetus or they are not meant to cure it. “...it is unpardonable if a woman asks for a surgical intervention with the purpose of having an abortion if the results show a developmental disorder or any hereditary disease.” 
 The same refers to the husband, the physician and everybody else assisting. The situation is made even more complicated by the fact that in Switzerland, for example, if no intrauterine examination is carried out, and it turns out later that the foetus has a serious developmental disorder (which could have been diagnosed with such an examination) the insurance company does not take the consequent extra costs. So they try to force the performing of such intrauterine examination by financial means and if the test is positive they even urge the killing of the foetus. 
In California it is not obligatory to perform an abortion, if one refers to conscientious objections. Here the question of reasoning comes up. From a Christian point of view it would be theoretically acceptable that one who refers to conscientious objections should also give an explanation. Some people could also say that with these the number of people confessing their conviction would increase. However, in practice it is quite likely that the number of those performing abortions would rise, because a lot of people would not be able to give clear explanation why they do not want to do it, they could only claim that they are disguised from it. In Hungary it also sounds very strange that those who do not wish to perform abortion have to give long explanations why they are against it, while for those who want to have it performed it is enough if they mention a “crisis situation”, the content of which does not need to be defined.

Let me give a short summary of the topic: In Hungary the law allows health care workers in theory to refuse to perform an abortion referring to conscientious objections. But practically there is no possibility to do so since the abortion law prescribes that abortions should be performed in health care institutions run by the state or local authorities where an obstetrical and gynaecological ward is operated.” So the head physician will only employ doctors who do not cause further difficulties and declare that they are ready to do it already at the interview. For the time being there is no church-run hospital in Hungary with a gynaecological unit, so a physician taking his/her Christian conviction seriously cannot apply for gynaecological training. There are some exceptions, of course. For example, even an association exists under the name “Obstetricians for Life”!

The consequences of abortion

It is becoming more and more widely known that women who have had an abortion suffer not only from physical injuries but also from several different psychic symptoms. This is what we call Post Abortion Syndrome. The amount of the medical literature on the issue is constantly rising. Professor Philip G. Ney
, an outstanding expert in the field had a lecture on the topic at a conference in 1993 in the Christian Bioethical Centre entitled “Bioethical Questions with Christian Eyes.”

Women suffering from the symptoms of the syndrome have gathered into separate self-healing groups in many countries. Among the mental disorders we can mention alcoholism, depression, suicide, disorders of self appreciation, nightmares and a feeling of sexual futility.

Let me briefly refer to the fact that abortion very often has a harmful effect on the later expected child as well: premature birth and developmental disorders are more frequent etc.. Thus, when choosing abortion not only the mother, the father and naturally the foetus itself get harmed, but a fourth person as well, the next child to come. 
The encyclical letter “Evangelium Vitae” on abortion
"Your eyes beheld my unformed substance" (Ps 139:16): the unspeakable crime of abortion
John Paul II utters fairly stern words on abortion in his encyclical on abortion. .
 “Among all the crimes which can be committed against life, procured abortion has characteristics making it particularly serious and deplorable.”
 The Second Vatican Council already mentions it together with infanticide and calls it an “unspeakable crime.”
 

The encyclical states that today “in many people's consciences, the perception of its gravity has become progressively obscured”. 
 This is manifested in the everyday way of thinking, in people’s habits and also in the state legislation itself. All this “is a telling sign of an extremely dangerous crisis of the moral sense, which is becoming more and more incapable of distinguishing between good and evil, even when the fundamental right to life is at stake”.
 This is a serious and really grave situation when “we need now more than ever to have the courage to look the truth in the eye and to call things by their proper name, without yielding to convenient compromises or to the temptation of self-deception. ... procured abortion is the deliberate and direct killing, by whatever means it is carried out, of a human being in the initial phase of his or her existence, extending from conception to birth.”
 
Naturally, John Paul II does not forget about the arguments of those deciding for abortion either. He can see it clearly that “the decision to have an abortion is often tragic and painful for the mother, insofar as the decision to rid herself of the fruit of conception is not made for purely selfish reasons or out of convenience, but out of a desire to protect certain important values such as her own health or a decent standard of living for the other members of the family”.
 Nevertheless, in his words uttered with all his papal authority “these reasons and others like them, however serious and tragic, can never justify the deliberate killing of an innocent human being”.

There is an important emphasis here on the above-mentioned intention. A procured abortion in contrast to the usual descriptive wording arises from intention. It is not merely an event that took place without an actor like a spontaneous abortion.
In most cases abortion is not only the mother’s decision. As well as the mother, there are often other people too who decide upon the death of the child in the womb. In the first place, the father of the child may be to blame, not only when he directly pressures the woman to have an abortion, but also when he indirectly encourages such a decision on her part by leaving her alone to face the problems of pregnancy. (...) 
 Nor can one overlook the pressures which sometimes come from the wider family circle and from friends. Sometimes the woman is subjected to such strong pressure that she feels psychologically forced to have an abortion.”
 “Certainly in this case moral responsibility lies particularly with those who have directly or indirectly obliged her to have an abortion. Doctors and nurses are also responsible, when they place at the service of death skills which were acquired for promoting life.”
 
However, the responsibility is even more extensive: it “likewise falls on the legislators who have promoted and approved abortion laws, and, to the extent that they have a say in the matter, on the administrators of the health-care centres where abortions are performed.”
 Let me also mention the serious responsibility of those “who have encouraged the spread of an attitude of sexual permissiveness and a lack of esteem for motherhood.”

The social aspect of the issue is of even greater importance than we might think. Elaboration of an adequate family and social policy could be a bond connecting today’s and the future’s generations regardless party affiliation. It is an issue that concerns us all.
It might be a surprise to many, but Evangelium Vitae stands on serious scientific grounds. Its conclusions are based on biological-genetic facts. It starts out from the supposition that “from the time that the ovum is fertilized, a life is begun which is neither that of the father nor the mother; it is rather the life of a new human being with his own growth. It would never be made human if it were not human already. This has always been clear, and ... modern genetic science offers clear confirmation. It has demonstrated that from the first instant there is established the programme of what this living being will be: a person, this individual person with his characteristic aspects already well determined....the results themselves of scientific research on the human embryo”
 “provide a valuable indication for discerning by the use of reason a personal presence at the moment of the first appearance of a human life: how could a human individual not be a human person?”

The encyclical cites the instructions of Donum Vitae, which declared in 1987 that “the human being is to be respected and treated as a person from the moment of conception; and therefore from that same moment his rights as a person must be recognized, among which in the first place is the inviolable right of every innocent human being to life.”
 The inviolable right to life is not a new human right at all. There was a reference to it even in the Declaration of Geneva.
The additional element in Christianity is that it declares the following about human life: “Human life is sacred and inviolable at every moment of existence, including the initial phase which precedes birth.”
 “Christian Tradition...is clear and unanimous, from the beginning up to our own day, in describing abortion as a particularly grave moral disorder.”
 One of the oldest ancient Christian writings, the Didache clearly refers to the fact that the following was a generally accepted principle among Christians even at that time: “You shall not put a child to death by abortion nor kill it once it is born.” 
 It is especially significant because at those times abortion and infanticide was extremely widespread. Tertullian, a Latin author also assumes “It is anticipated murder to prevent someone from being born; it makes little difference whether one kills a soul already born or puts it to death at birth. He who will one day be a man is a man already.”

We have already mentioned the scientific and philosophical debates on animation and on the exact time of the appearance of the spiritual soul. Reading them today we can get a very interesting picture of the way of thinking of the people at the time. These discussions, however, “have never given rise to any hesitation about the moral condemnation of abortion.”

It is likewise obvious in Christian teachings that "from the moment of its conception life must be guarded with the greatest care.”
 The encyclical refers to the fact at one place that “abortion and infanticide are unspeakable crimes.” 
 We can more frequently hear voices demanding infanticide if we talk about seriously disabled infants. The logic here is the same as in the case of abortion. However, the good will of people still protests against it today. But for how long?
The case of families who even adopt disabled children is exemplary. “The Church is close to those married couples who, with great anguish and suffering, willingly accept gravely handicapped children. She is also grateful to all those families which, through adoption, welcome children abandoned by their parents because of disabilities or illnesses.”

Finally, the Encyclical refers to the fact that “the Church's canonical discipline, from the earliest centuries, has inflicted penal sanctions on those guilty of abortion.” The renewed canonical legislation also declares that “a person who actually procures an abortion incurs automatic excommunication”
, so excommunication takes place automatically. This expression, which might sound strange for many people, means that the Church considers abortion a very dangerous crime “thereby encouraging those who commit it to seek without delay the path of conversion. In the Church the purpose of the penalty of excommunication is to make an individual fully aware of the gravity of a certain sin and then to foster genuine conversion and repentance.”
 So the purpose of the Church is to get the sinners back after proper repentance and show them that God does not want to cast anybody off but wants us to return to him after repentance.

Conclusions

Personal and mental problems: When trying to define the beginning of life I have already mentioned the basic mental problems and the various ways of trying to find a solution for them. It all starts when somebody seeks to find help in case of an unexpected pregnancy that she does not want to accept. The difficulties accumulate if one does not choose life, in these cases the symptoms of Post Abortion Syndrome might appear.

National catastrophe: It is generally known that as far as the number of abortions is concerned, Hungary is one of the leading countries, just like in many other kinds of fast and slow ways of suicide. Over the last 30 years the number of abortions has been between 74,000 and 90,000 thousand every year. The Hungarian population decreases by a number amounting to the population of a middle-sized town annually. While Gyula Fekete takes a stand for Hungarian children, I speak up for the protection of every child. In Budapest the number of children born alive was 27,300 in 1980, by 1994 it went down by 10,000. All this must definitely be in connection with the “Hungarian state of mind.”
 
The so-called pro-life law, which is in fact a law on abortion, does not prescribe compulsory abortion the way it is regulated in China, does not even allow it explicitly – it simply does not punish it under certain circumstances. There are hardly any people, however, who recognise this subtle difference. Most of the people only know that if a “pregnant woman” considers her condition a crisis situation, it provides enough reason for the abortion to be performed.
In Hungary a continuously increasing despair is to be observed. Our nation does not wish to live on. The number of the different forms of suicides (both slow and fast) is growing. Our future prospects are not so positive either if we think about the decreasing number of the population due to abortions.

There have been several associations and societies established for the protection of life. There is even a Pro-Life movement that organises several conferences. There are hardly any demonstrations or marches. In Hungary there are still more than 50,000 abortions performed each year. In our home country the most dangerous place today is a mother’s womb!
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