
The Third Sunday of Easter 

The Gospel of St. Luke 24: 35-48 

Ruth Marcus is the deputy editor of the Washington Post. On March 9, 2018, the Post published a 

bylined editorial written by Ms. Marcus, on the subject of various state legislatures introducing bills limiting or 

prohibiting abortions specifically chosen because the pre-born child has Down Syndrome.  

These legislators are responding to news reports that the country of Iceland has nearly eliminated all 

births of children with Down Syndrome. Almost 100% of those with pregnancies testing positive for a Down’s 

Syndrome child have chosen abortion. Those now living in Iceland with Down Syndrome will be the last to live 

with that condition. Many are promoting the Iceland model as though that nation has overcome and 

eliminated a disease plaguing the populace. 

Ms. Marcus is opposed to all these legislative efforts as “unconstitutional, enforceable, and wrong.” 

Her editorial recognizes the topic’s sensitivity and recognizes many Down Syndrome people live happy lives. 

She also expresses admiration for those “families that knowingly welcome a baby with Down Syndrome”.  

She then goes on to write, “I have had two children; I was old enough, when I became pregnant, that it 

made sense to do the testing for Down syndrome…(and) can say without hesitation that, tragic as it would 

have felt and ghastly as a second-trimester abortion would have been, I would have terminated those 

pregnancies had the testing come back positive. I would have grieved the loss and moved on… 

“I’m going to be blunt here: That was not the child I wanted. That was not the choice I would have 

made. You can call me selfish, or worse, but I am in good company. The evidence is clear that most women 

confronted with the same unhappy alternative would make the same decision.”  

There are three points needing to be addressed here. The first is critical: A child is not valued because 

it is wanted. A child is valued simply because the child exists; the child is created; the child is human and 

therefore shares full human dignity. This is true of every child regardless of intellectual capacity, compromised 

health, disabilities, or any other classification.  

The families always inspiring me are those parents that love “the children they have”, not “the children 

they wanted”. Often, this has come with the need for tremendous care, patience, and attention.  

Moving beyond universal value for all children, moves our nation again into the dark and distressing 

waters of eugenics. Eugenics was a public policy adopted by many states in the early twentieth century 

mandating sterilization in families with generations of offspring with low intellect or severe disabilities.  

Such policies, presented in the name of compassion and a stronger human gene pool, was upheld by 

the US Supreme Court. In their 1927 decision, the Court opinion, written and issued by the great jurist Justice 

Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr, wrote the state had an interest in compulsory sterilization because “three 

generations of imbeciles are enough”. (Buck v. Bell, 274 U.S. 200) 

Second, imagine Ms. Marcus’ children (not knowing how old they are now) reading her column and 

perhaps discovering they are alive today because they did not test positively for Down Syndrome while in their 

mother’s womb. If they had tested positively, more than likely they would not be alive to read her column. 

Does that impact their relationship with their mother the next time they see a Down Syndrome child with 

his/her family? Does that impact their ability to trust their mother’s love as “unconditional”? 

The third point concerns her professed ability to be able to abort her own children with Down 

Syndrome and then, “grieve the loss and move on”. The several women who have discussed their abortions 



with me over many years would not be so dismissive in describing their years and even decades of life 

following their abortions. “Moving on” simply had not happened to them. 

The second issue concerns the continual harsh reaction to policy demands generated by high school 

students surviving the Parkland, Florida shootings. Much reaction is not only focused on their legislative 

requests, but also includes speech condemning them personally. If these comments were coming only from 

anonymous “trolls” on social media, that would be bad enough but perhaps not worthy of parish’s attention.  

Rather, many other vicious comments came from professional news reporters, journalists, elected 

officials, or candidates for elective office. Those who should be acting as morally responsible adults abdicated 

the high ground for the gutters of cruelty.  

All of us are capable of saying things in the heat of anger we would never say when we are rational and 

then immediately regret. All of us need to get our comeuppance from time to time, or need to be brutally 

honest about someone’s behavior. It’s also OK to be passionate about those issues we hold to be the core of 

our beliefs. Even at these times, the basic boundaries of human dignity measure what is appropriate. 

But many of these comments come from patterns of speech or writing employed as a way of either 

crushing those who disagree with certain opinions, or intimidating them from further presenting their views. 

Regrets seem to come with reluctance, lacking a certain sincerity, and issued only after consequences have 

been applied.  

Many in our nation seem to enjoy these contests of slandering people’s reputations with malicious and 

cruel speech. In many ways, we have returned to the gladiator games of the Roman Coliseum as voyeurs of 

violence and blood and gore. Only this time, the wounds inflicted are interior of the human person, and 

destructive of the whole national fabric of community.   

In both these instances and in so many more, what is ultimately damaged is human dignity and 

unconditional love. The news is not completely bleak or despairing. Far from it. On two occasions, I found 

hope in two elected officials in the Maine Legislature. One, State Sen. Eric Brakey, wrote a bylined article for 

the Portland Press Herald responding to the Parkland high school students. As a strong gun rights supporter, 

he disagreed with the students, but engaged them in a respectful manner, offering another point of view for 

them to consider. He was decent and inviting toward these students. 

Around the same time, State Senator Amy Volk from the Scarborough/Gorham district openly criticized 

a legislative candidate from her own party for his mean spirited attacks on these high school students. Her 

public criticism along with others lead to this candidate withdrawing from the legislative race.  

I wrote to thank her for her comments, “Your criticism…was more courageous coming from the same 

political party as he, but that made it more important. If you received your share of hurtful, repulsive social 

media comments for your courage, please know many others like me are extremely appreciative. Your 

comments showed a proper way of holding someone accountable for derogatory remarks. You spoke as an 

adult, something we are losing in our conversations.” 

The homily closes with a story. One day as I was walking from St. Peter’s Rectory in Portland where I 

resided in my last assignment. St. Peter’s Church is one block from our Cathedral, and the neighborhood is 

undergoing gentrification. Some of the very poor still live among the growing number of affluent residents.  

Each day  I witnessed what I called the “great migration”. Dozens of poor often homeless people 

moved from their space to the St. Vincent DePaul Soup Kitchen at the Cathedral. Then they walked back 



towards St. Peter’s Rectory and lingered there until Milestone shelter opened for the chemically dependent.  

One day as I left the rectory, one of the homeless men familiar to me stopped to talk.  

He said, (with words that cannot be quoted from this pulpit) “Father last night me and a couple of my 

buddies stopped some young punks about to spray paint St. Peter’s Church wall. We told them pretty bluntly, 

‘You leave this church alone and you leave the Cathedral alone’.” Then he said these words that moved me 

deeply, “We told them, these people are good to us. They make sure we have a meal, warm clothing, and 

friendly words. They treat us like human beings!”  

This homeless man could feel “like a human being” because people from those Catholic parishes 

welcomed, cared for and loved him and his friends. This was not the usual experience he encountered in 

Portland as a homeless chemically dependent man. That is the Church’s mission, “treat everyone like a human 

being”. In so many ways, we do that extremely well. Time and again you have heard me praise all three 

parishes in this cluster for their outreach to disadvantaged folks and people suffering from loneliness, grief or 

other deprivation. 

That is the best advice for Ms. Marcus and for all those with poisoned tongues and poisoned 

keyboards. “Treat them like human beings!” When that is the foundation of our moral life, choices become 

much clearer, and different choices become inevitable. “Treat them like human beings” The Lord is Risen, 

Alleluia! He has appeared among his disciples and given them “Peace”. “Peace” comes from the Hebrew word 

“Shalom” indicating humanity restored to wholeness, now bathing in the glory of God. “Treat them like human 

beings”. Everything else will take care of itself.  

 

 

 

 


