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Bias in the AMWA Journal

To the Editor: Thank you for giving us the 
opportunity to respond to the allegation of 
bias and censorship in the AMWA Journal, 
the official publication of the American 
Medical Writers Association.1 In her essay, 
Charol Abrams refers to two brief meeting 
reports in the spring 2006 AMWA Journal, in 
which writers summarized the presentations 
given by two scientists who spoke at a local 
AMWA chapter conference.2 These sum-
maries were not original articles on stem cell 
research. More than a year later, Ms. Abrams 
submitted a full-length manuscript to the 
Journal responding to these brief meeting 
reports; her manuscript was rejected by 
Journal editor Lori Alexander on editorial, 
not ideological, grounds. Although Journal 
policy is that the editor’s decisions are fi-
nal, Ms. Abrams’ allegations of “unethical 
practices” and her request that the rejection 
be reconsidered led Ms. Alexander to ask 
for a review of the decision by her “chain 
of command,” headed by AMWA president 
Sue Hudson. This review determined that 
Ms. Alexander had acted appropriately and 
within the scope of her authority. Ms. Hud-
son sent an e-mail to Ms. Abrams stating 
that the editor’s decision had been reviewed 
and would stand. 

Over the course of several months, Ms. 
Abrams submitted two additional articles on 
the same topic to the Journal, both of which 
were rejected, again on editorial grounds, 
including content outside the scope of the 
Journal’s mission, length, timeliness, and 
similarity to an editorial that Ms. Abrams 
had previously published elsewhere.3 Like 
every publication, the Journal cannot pub-
lish every submission, and many submitted 
manuscripts are rejected. 

The AMWA Journal is published for 
medical communicators. Just as the National 
Catholic Bioethics Quarterly publishes 
articles that support the mission of The Na-
tional Catholic Bioethics Center,4 the AMWA 
Journal publishes articles that support the 
mission of AMWA: to promote excellence 
in medical communication and to provide 
educational resources in support of that 
goal. While promoting ethics is also part 
of AMWA’s mission, its focus is on ethical 
issues related to medical communication. 
We acknowledge that discussions of broader 
ethical issues in science and medicine are 
important, but they are beyond the scope of 
the AMWA Journal’s charter. 

No bias or censorship occurred; such 
allegations against AMWA, its Journal edi-
tor, and its officers are unwarranted. We are 
pleased that Ms. Abrams has found an outlet 
to publish her concerns about stem cell re-
search but regret that she has misrepresented 
the practices of AMWA and its Journal. 
While we appreciate the chance to respond 
to this article after publication, the damage 
inflicted on our association by these incor-
rect accusations cannot be undone. 

lori AlexAnder

Editor, AMWA Journal

sue hudson

Immediate Past President, AMWA
1 Charol Abrams, “Bias and Censorship in the 

AMWA Journal: Lack of Balance in Reporting 
on Embryonic Stem Cell Research,” National 
Catholic Bioethics Quarterly 8.4 (Winter 2008): 
639–654.

2 R. Levy, “Stem Cell Research Is Focus of Key 
Speakers at the Northern California Chapter Con-
ference, Keynote Address,” and Catherine Magill, 
“Stem Cell Research Is Focus of Key Speakers 
at the Northern California Chapter Conference, 
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Plenary Session,” AMWA Journal 21.2 (2006): 
91–93. The Magill report is available online at 
http://www.cmagill.com/yahoo_site_admin/as-
sets/docs/NC_Chapter_Plenaryfinal.70233635.
doc.

3 Charol Abrams, “Apply Medical Facts to a 
Greater Truth,” guest editorial, ADVANCE for 
Medical Laboratory Professionals 19.4 (February 
2007): 4.

4“Guidelines for Authors, 2008,” National Cath-
olic Bioethics Quarterly Web site, http://www.
ncbcenter.org/Q_AuthorGuidelines2008(rr).pdf. 

The Quarterly Editor replies: As an editor 
who has watched with dismay as many 
professional journals have succumbed to 
political bias, I hoped that the editors of the 
AMWA Journal might state, in a clear and 
straightforward manner, their intention to 
rectify the imbalance that Charol Abrams so 
patiently pointed out to them over the course 
of many months. As I have noted before, our 
aim in publishing Abrams’ essay was not 
to single out the AMWA for criticism.1 We 
have received other essays from authors who 
have been frustrated by the unwillingness 
of professional journals to acknowledge the 
serious moral issues that are part and parcel 
of so much of the progress of modern science 
and medicine. The AMWA Journal was but 
an example of that larger trend.

Abrams’ essay was particularly interest-
ing, however, because it concerned a trade 
journal that serves as a vital bridge between 
medical writers and the general public. Any 
unacknowledged bias in the AMWA Journal 
potentially affects a lot of published material, 
because the Journal’s readers are also 
 writers. They frame and define the medical 
stories that are consumed by the general 
public. So it is vital that a publication like 
the AMWA Journal display the highest level 
of objectivity.

What is most striking in the response of 
Lori Alexander and Sue Hudson is how they 
completely avoid the substance of Abrams’ 
concerns. The journal published two reports 
on embryonic stem cell research that made 
no mention of the controversial moral ques-
tions that surround this field. Human beings 
are destroyed whenever an embryonic stem 
cell line is begun. Ms. Abrams asked that 
some mention of this pertinent fact be made 
in the journal and offered a response of her 
own. When this was rejected, she asked 
that the AMWA find some other author who 
could address the omission. To this day, the 
AMWA has not corrected its reports.

In their letter, Alexander and Hudson note 
that the mission of the AMWA is “to promote 
excellence in medical communication and to 
provide educational resources in support of 
that goal.” They also state that the “broader 
ethical issues in science and medicine” are 

Charol Abrams replies: The AMWA has 
still not responded to my concerns, nor has 
the editor corrected the imbalance in the 
Journal by printing any type of article that 
lays out the moral issues connected with 
embryonic stem-cell research.1 This cor-
rection is essential after the editor chose to 
include information in the original articles 
discussing the subjects of “ethics” and “What 
makes a human?”

Alexander and Hudson express concern 
for AMWA’s credibility. However, the facts 
described in my article speak for themselves. 
As a sixteen-year member of AMWA, I 
sincerely hope that the organization has not 
lost credibility because of this or for any 
other reason. I am encouraged by the fact 
that AMWA members perform many good 
services individually and collectively; these 
services speak well of the organization. If 
AMWA has lost any credibility, it has been 
self-inflicted owing to editorial imbalance 
and blind support for the same.

chArol ABrAms, m.s.
Clinical Laboratory Scientist 

Medical Writer and Editor

1 I have sent a letter to Alexander and Hudson 
detailing my response to the specific concerns 
mentioned in their reply above. Anyone interested 
in this level of detail may contact NCBC to obtain 
a copy of the letter.
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“beyond the scope of the AMWA Journal’s 
charter.” And yet they acknowledge that 
promoting ethics is part of the Journal’s 
mission and that, in this area, the Journal’s 
“focus is on ethical issues related to medi-
cal communication.” This is not an effective 
reply, because presenting a controversial 
field of medical research as if it bore no 
controversy violates the ethics of medical 
communication. How will the readers of the 
AMWA Journal be able to frame embryonic 
stem cell research within its proper social 
context if their professional publication does 
not acknowledge the moral dimension?

Instead, what we have here is a bland 
rehearsal of details. Ms. Abrams sent a 
manuscript, Ms. Hudson replied in an e-mail, 
the process was reviewed, we all acted 
 appropriately, etc. Ms. Alexander and Ms. 
Hudson are locked into a point of view that 
apparently makes it impossible for them to 
see what is at issue. This is not a question of 
process; it is a question of substance. The 
question is, Do you serve your readers well 
when you ignore crucial facts about certain 
types of medical research?

When programs of involuntary steriliza-
tion were begun in the United States in the 
1900s, did the journals which published 
 material on them serve their readers well 
when they decided to ignore the serious 
 moral issues? Was it sufficient for these jour-
nals to relay the latest statistics in the steril-
ization efforts, describe the most successful 
means of effecting these sterilizations, and 
print interviews with scientists and physi-
cians who supported the elimination of the 
“feeble-minded”? Or did these journals have 
a moral obligation to report on the serious 
objections raised against this practice by 
those who saw human dignity violated?

The irony of editorial bias in favor of 
 embryonic stem cell research is that the 
hype about the research is completely out 
of proportion to the results. Adult stem 
cells have been used successfully in various 
 clinical settings, but embryonic stem cells 
just do not seem to work. With the recent 
 development of induced pluripotent stem 
cells, however, yet another promising alterna-
tive has been opened up. Induced pluripotent 

stem cells show all the properties of the em-
bryonic type but do not cause tissue rejection 
in the recipient. Because they are derived 
from the body of the individual patient, and 
not from an unwilling embryo “donor” of a 
different genetic type, they are more promis-
ing for clinical use. This avenue of research 
also completely resolves the moral question 
of using embryos for research.

Do the readers of the AMWA Journal 
know about the important scientific advance 
represented by iPS cells? Does the AMWA 
Journal publish chapter-conference reports 
about iPS cell research?

Medical writers who understand and 
appreciate the profound moral issues that 
are connected with this and other areas of 
research are being deprived of their place 
in print, not on editorial grounds but on 
 ideological grounds. Far too many editors 
have decided that the moral issues are 
simply not important. This decision leaves 
the readers of their journals uninformed, 
and it does not help the public understand 
the dangers of certain research practices or 
recognize solutions that can overcome these 
dangers—solutions that allow everyone to 
benefit from the progress of the sciences in 
good conscience.

edwArd J. furTon, m.A., ph.d.
Editor-in-Chief 

National Catholic Bioethics Quarterly

1 Edward J. Furton, “In This Issue,” National 
Catholic Bioethics Quarterly 8.4 (Winter 2008): 
621.

A Nonexisting “False Theory”

To the Editor: As its subtitle indicates, 
Steven Long’s article, “The False Theory 
Undergirding Condomitic Exceptionalism: 
A Response to William F. Murphy Jr. and 
Rev. Martin Rhonheimer,”1 the response to 
William Murphy’s article “Developments in 
Thomistic Action Theory”2 is also intended 
as a response to me. I was greatly astonished 
because the “false theory” with its five con-
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stitutive errors that Long presents as mine 
has nothing in common with my thought. It 
is entirely a construction of Long’s mind. In 
fact, he does not offer a single quotation from 
any of my writings that might substantiate 
his charges.

In particular, I have never held anything 
like the spiritualistic theory of moral action 
that Long attributes to me. I am certainly 
not guilty of, as he says, “the error of those 
who reduce the object of the moral act 
merely to an ideational or mental intention” 
or of reducing the moral object to a simple 
proposal, excluding the integral nature of the 
moral act (731). Back in 2001, in a draft of 
an article he sent me, Long already asserted 
something similar. I then responded in a 
personal letter:

I agree with you, that “the physical char-
acter of what is done . . . cannot simply be 
excluded from the object.” I, too, think 
that the object of the act is something more 
than simply an “adopted proposal.” In 
fact, it essentially is a proposal, but to ex-
plain the nature of this proposal one must 
not abstract from the physical structure of 
the act (in the sense of materia debita).

Some years later, I wrote,
Even though every “object” is in fact a 
type of intentionality—a “proposal”—we 
must not forget that these proposals are 
also naturally conditioned. The object 
of an act is not therefore only “what I 
want” or “what I propose to do”; rather, a 
 materiality proper to the “physical” nature 
of the act is also present, a materiality 
which enters into the constitution of the 
object. In particular cases, this natural 
matter of the act can have a special impor-
tance for reason, due to the fact that we are 
speaking of a nature that doesn’t merely 
surround us, but that we ourselves are.3

So I agree with Long when he says that 
“the most formal aspect of the object of the 
moral act is the relation to reason, [yet that] 
the object of the moral act cannot be reduced 
merely to the relation to reason” but must 
include “the integral matter of the act itself” 
(725). Nonetheless, Long reproaches me for 
denying the role of the matter of the object, 
and accuses both Murphy and me of hold-
ing, contrary to Aquinas, that “the species 

derived from the object of the external act is 
a purely physical rather than moral species” 
(717). But I have never held such a thing. For 
my position regarding the constituents of 
moral action, see, for example, what I wrote 
in The Perspective of the Acting Person:

The exterior act or the “materia circa 
quam”—which St. Thomas identifies with 
the object that morally specifies the act—is 
not an aggregate of “pre-existent matters” 
on which the will then confers its moral 
significance in a “creative” way . . .  but a 
“good understood and ordered by reason,” 
presented by reason to the will as an objec-
tive datum, a practical proposal or good, 
already bearing moral significance.4

My account of moral action is based on a 
doctrine which is essential for Aquinas—that 
reason, the measure of morality of the human 
act, is a truth-attaining faculty, participating 
in the nature of the divine intellect. Human 
reason is not only what determines the sub-
jective “ratio of the acts choiceworthiness,” 
as Long notes on page 726 of his article, but 
also what brings into light the objective truth 
of one’s acting in the context of the person’s 
bodily-spiritual unity. Therefore, I wrote:

This does not mean that Thomas would 
want to reduce the objective significance 
of the exterior act—making it indifferent 
in itself—to that which, in each case, “is 
willed,” thus reducing the object to an 
intention which is somehow separable 
from its material conditions. This would 
be, essentially, Abelard’s claim. Such 
an interpretation loses sight of the fact 
that the exterior act, as the object of the 
interior act of the will, is already a good 
understood and ordered by reason. For 
this reason, . . . St. Thomas affirms that the 
exterior act receives its goodness not from 
the will, but “from the commensuration of 
the circumstances, according to which the 
exterior act is proportioned so as to attain 
the goal of man” [In Sent. II, d. 40, 1, 3]. As 
we know, this commensuratio is a work of 
reason. This being the case, it follows that 
the “proposal” or proximate end which 
is “the object” is, certainly, that which 
is willed, but this willing cannot direct 
itself to other than what is presented by 
reason. The measure, therefore, according 
to which the exterior act is configured as 
a practical good and chosen by the will is 
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not the will itself, or “that which the agent 
proposes,” but reason. We cannot define or 
redefine the objective significance of our 
actions in function of what we propose. 
Rather, that which an agent can reasonably 
propose (and consequently choose) in a 
given situation is understood by reason, 
not simply as a function of “proposals” or 
“intentions” that can be freely oriented by 
the agent, but subject to the concrete cir-
cumstances in which the choice is carried 
out, according to criteria of reasonableness 
inherent—in virtue of the natural law—in 
practical reason, criteria which are there-
fore also objective.5

It is ironic that Long accuses me of that 
which I have always rejected: the dichotomy 
between reason—as the “subjective”—and 
nature—as the “objective”—a dichotomy 
which disregards that, in the case of man, 
reason, too, is a constituent part of nature 
and, because of its truth-attaining, illumi-
nating character, something intrinsically 
objective (though reason can be misguided 
by passion and will). Granted, Long rightly 
calls Bill Murphy’s comment on Summa 
theologiae I-II, q. 18, a. 7, “flatly errone-
ous.” Being well acquainted with Murphy’s 
habitual accuracy and care in dealing with 
texts, his having committed this embar-
rassing faux pas—which he immediately 
admitted to me as such—surprised me. Yet, 
Long is induced by this isolated mistake to 
accuse both Murphy and me of being guilty 
of subverting moral teaching. Such an accu-
sation against me, however, should be proved 
not by referring to an incidental mistake of 
textual interpretation, committed by another 
author independently from me. A critique of 
my thought should be based on references to 
my own writings.6

Long also claims that one of my con-
stituent errors is to hold the view that human 
reason is freestanding and wholly indepen-
dent from nature. Yet, to take a more recent 
example, in a 2003 article I argued that 
human practical reason is embedded into 
and cognitively dependent on the natural 
inclinations and that

not even the acts of the intellect or 
 reason (both theoretical and practical) are 
 carried out by intellectual power alone. 

Actus sunt suppositi: acts are not of the 
individual faculties but of the concrete 
subject in the totality of his being. It is not 
reason that knows but the person in the 
 globality of his corporeal-spiritual being 
who knows through his reason. Man is a 
set of tendencies and vital, sensual, and 
intellectual/volitional inclinations. The 
“person” is all of this.7

Long also makes the baseless claim that 
I am guilty (as is Murphy) of “confusion in 
reducing the natural to the physical” and of 
holding “the absolute rationalist bifurcation 
of physical and moral” (726, 717). But, quite 
the contrary, I include reason, and generally 
the spiritual, within the natural—human 
nature—in order to overcome the modern 
and especially Kantian dichotomy between 
reason and nature. I usually work with a 
classical use of the term physical, which is 
distinguished, not from the immaterial or 
the spiritual, like the corporeal (as in the 
doctrine of hylomorphism), but from moral, 
as in the traditional distinction, common also 
in the manuals, between the obiectum physi-
cum and the obiectum morale, and between 
bonum/malum physicum and bonum/malum 
morale. In all this, physical does not refer to 
the corporeal, the bodily or the biological, 
but generally to the ontological and to onto-
logical goodness, both corporeal and spiri-
tual (such as being, life, knowledge, beauty, 
health, etc.) as differentiated from the level of 
moral goodness (such as justice, temperance, 
generosity, humility, brotherly love, faithful-
ness, etc.). So, for human persons, blindness 
and ignorance (lack of intellectual knowl-
edge) are physical evils—evils on the level of 
the ontological constitution of a being which 
does not involve moral disorder—while 
ignorance, as far as it is imputable, denotes 
a moral evil, that is, a disorder in the will. 
Morally imputable ignorance is the lack of 
knowledge one should possess.

Long’s charge of Murphy’s and my 
 reducing the natural to the physical is 
based on confusing the different mean-
ings of physical as (1) non-moral (merely 
ontological) and (2) non-spiritual (corporeal, 
bodily, and in this sense material). Long 
also thinks that such distinctions imply our 
claiming that the moral good is not rooted in 



14

The nATionAl cATholic BioeThics QuArTerly  spring 2009

being or, as he says in his article, the “failure 
to acknowledge that nature or ‘fact’ is not de-
void of good or ‘value’ or telos,” and even the 
“typical modern and postmodern exorcism 
of good from nature” (712, 717). Perhaps 
Long attributes such a view to me because he 
does not sufficiently distinguish ontological 
goodness from moral goodness (which for 
Aquinas is goodness simpliciter, i.e., “in the 
proper sense”) and because he often does not 
differentiate between questions of ontology 
and metaphysics on one hand, and questions 
of moral epistemology on the other.8

Long substantiates his further charge—he 
calls it a “disastrous lacuna”—that I have 
“a deficiently metaphysical insight into the 
character of the natural law itself,” with the 
argument that I have eliminated “what the 
tradition refers to as the ‘passive participa-
tion’ in the eternal law,” that is, the consid-
eration of man having received “from God 
its being, nature, natural powers, teleological 
ordering to perfection,” etc. (710–711). Yet, 
the term “passive participation” in natural 
law, as far as I know, is not to be found in 
tradition, as Long contends, but was, perhaps 
for the first time, used by me in my book 
Natural Law and Practical Reason, which 
contains two entire sections about man’s two-
fold participation in eternal law.9 On page 68 
of that book I wrote (against German moral 
theologians influenced by Kant),

If, in the case of man, the natural law 
consists essentially in this active, rational 
participation in the eternal law, it must 
not be forgotten that man is also subject, 
in his being and in the natural inclinations 
of his being, to a passive “measurement” 
(mensuratio) that lies at the basis of this 
higher participation. Students of Thomas 
who think they find a “creative reason” 
in his doctrine have no textual support 
for their neglect of this twofold nature of 
participation.10

In 2001, Long reviewed my book for First 
Things, so he should know it well.11 This 
book (along with my subsequent writings) 
are the best disclaimer for this “disastrous 
lacuna” in my moral philosophy.

As to the alleged Kantian dichotomy be-
tween practical and speculative reason, which 

is one item in a list that Long calls “constitu-
tive errors” of my thought: Such a dichotomy 
simply does not exist in my thinking except 
insofar as I respond to it with my Aristote-
lian critique of Kantian ethics. In chapters 
5, 8, and 9 of The Perspective of the Acting 
Person, I propose the Aristotelian doctrine 
based in considering practical reason as a 
process—what Aristotle calls the “practi-
cal syllogism”—in which speculative and 
practical reason are intimately intertwined. 
Long got it right when, in his 2001 review, he 
generously wrote that my book “gives an ac-
count of the speculum—the element of purely 
contemplative knowledge—that is embedded 
pearl-like within practical knowledge.”

Bill Murphy is not guilty of Kantianism 
either. His deep understanding of the essen-
tials of my approach is well documented in 
his still useful extended review of Natural 
Law and Practical Reason—in fact, an 
astonishingly accurate and penetrating sum-
mary.12 As an antidote to Long’s allegations, 
I also recommend Anthony Flood’s review 
of this book.13 

Everything for which Long reproaches 
me in his response leads to one tremendous 
accusation: he depicts me as one who at least 
implicitly denies the existence of intrinsi-
cally evil acts. The last of Long’s moves 
in this direction concerns my definition of 
the contraceptive choice. He criticizes that 
I include the final clause: “and which is a 
choice made just for this reason” (note 29 
and pp. 729–730). On the basis of this he 
attributes to both Murphy and me the view 
that one may do evil things as long as one 
does not do them with the intention of doing 
the evil thing (e.g., to fornicate, as long as 
“one fornicates not precisely for the reason 
of gaining illicit venereal pleasure but for 
some other proportionately grave reason”). 
Yet I would never claim that contraception 
is a sin only when one contracepts for the 
reason of contracepting (730). I wrote that 
preventing a freely consented performance 
of sexual intercourse, which is foreseen to 
have procreative consequences, from hav-
ing these consequences (e.g., by swallowing 
an anovulatory pill) is then, and only then, 
a contraceptive choice if it is “made just 
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for this reason” (the reason of preventing a 
conception).

My 1989 article in the Linacre Quarterly, 
to which Long refers, contains sufficient 
explications to show just how mistaken 
Long is in his critical interpretation. (See 
especially the case of the female athlete.)14 
Moreover, my description of the contracep-
tive choice was inspired by Humanae vitae 
n. 14, quoted in n. 2370 of the Catechism 
of the Catholic Church, which teaches as 
intrinsically immoral “every action which, 
whether in anticipation of the conjugal act, 
or in its accomplishment, or in the develop-
ment of its natural consequences, proposes 
[Latin intendat], whether as an end or as a 
means, to render procreation impossible.”15 
So, with Paul VI and John Paul II, I am in 
good company.

“Fornicating” and “murdering” are not 
like the physical descriptions of “preventing 
conception” or “taking an anovulatory pill,” 
but rather like the “contraceptive choice” (or 
simply “contraception” in the moral sense). 
“Fornication,” “theft,” and “murder,” like 
“contraception,” are names for already 
morally specified intentional basic actions, 
according to which Aquinas says, “theft and 
murder are special kinds of sin, on account of 
their denoting the intention of doing a special 
injury to one’s neighbor.”16 Like the con-
traceptive choice, a choice to fornicate can 
thus never be justified, not even for cheering 
up Wanda (Long’s example), because it is a 
proposal and a choice not simply of having 
sexual intercourse, but of having it outside 
marriage. This is why I wrote that

there are given contexts (shaped by 
 circumstances and recognizable, as a 
morally significant contextual unity, only 
by practical reason) that, in a basic sense, 
decide what kind of intentions we reason-
ably can have if we choose a determined 
“kind of behavior,” independently of 
further intentions. From this it follows 
that even if there is no act (and no object) 
possible without an involved intention, 
what the intention reasonably can be does 
not depend on pure preferences, or deci-
sions, or any other power of the subject. 
This is (in many cases, but not always) 
simply given.17

I regret that, with his noteworthy talent 
and loyal commitment to serve the Church, 
Long has published such a polemical and 
baseless critique, but here I offer a concil-
iatory move. We have all committed our 
mistakes. It was rash on my part to publish 
an opinion on a delicate and controversial 
question in a venue like the Tablet, known 
for its dissenting standpoint toward the 
magisterium in questions of sexual ethics; 
I wish to express my sincere regret for any 
confusion this may have caused. Bill Murphy 
made infelicitous use of a text of Aquinas 
and proposed an erroneous commentary. 
Perhaps these two mistakes have induced 
Long to grossly disfigure the thought of two 
of his colleagues.

I propose to reboot and to take a fresh 
start. I have already publicly declared not 
to continue to defend disease-preventing 
condom use while leaving the judgment to 
competent Church authorities. And my good 
friend Bill Murphy has surely learned to be 
more consistently careful in his reading of 
Aquinas. To Steven Long, I dare propose to 
take more seriously the opinions of others 
and engage them with genuine arguments, 
based on textual evidence.

rev. mArTin rhonheimer

Pontifical University  
of the Holy Cross, Rome 

School of Philosophy
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Correction

In the Winter 2008 issue, Steven Long 
stated in a footnote that a group of Belgian 
nuns, doing charitable work in the war-torn 
Belgian Congo, were permitted to use inter-
uterine devices as a means of defense against 
pregnancy from possible rape by marauding 
soldiers.1 Our understanding is that the per-
mission was for use not of IUDs but of oral 
contraceptives.2 We apologize for the error.

1 Steven A. Long, “The False Theory Under-
girding Condomitic Exceptionalism,” National 
Catholic Bioethics Quarterly 8.4 (Winter 2008): 
721–722, note 22. 

2 John L. Allen Jr., “Exception to Birth Con-
trol Ban Raises Questions,” National Catholic 
 Reporter, February 16, 2001, http://www.natcath.
com/NCR_Online/archives/021601/021601j.htm.


