Proctor’s Agnotological Principle Demonstrates Fufy How Roe v Wade Came
About and Continues to Exist.

The agnotological principle refers to the creatibiald ignorance and docile acceptance of Whatever
through the manufacture and propagation of dismédion. It was discovered in sorts and developed
by Stanford University History of Science Profesgtwbert Proctor. Michael Hiltzik, in his Sowing
Doubt About Scienc@ A Times Sunday, 3/9/14 at B1) insightfully (but, nevetéss, only

“partially”) pinpoints what, perhaps, poses theagest ever threat to Democracy, if not also tofll
Civilization: “commercially manufactured ignorancefis great example is the disinformation
manufactured by the tobacco industry on the demalnist dangers of smoking. But there is a far
greater example that can be given here, and ibeagiven so in a manner that completes the pdheof
agnotological equation which Hiltzik convenientby,at least unwittingly, leaves out: the propagatio
and dissemination of “manufactured ignorance” bynbers of the information media, such as
Hiltzik's own Los Angeles Times Newspapdilere is the far greater example (which | liffezin

Philip Lawler’s, The Faithful Departg@008) at p.63), and which explains in part, holmatwas once
accepted as “one of the worst crimes known to lae¢ame one of America’s most sacred and
inviolate constitutionally guaranteed rights - orsays the ideology of radical feminism:

As the leading abortionist Bernard Nathanson would resfesl his dramatic
conversion to the pro-life cause and the Catholic Chutdigegists for the abortion
lobby deliberately cultivated the notion that all paldpposition to abortion was
guided by the Catholic Church. The belief that a fetasignborn child, they
argued, was based on a Catholic theological tenet, whiclCatirelics could not be
expected to accept. This argumshbuldhave been recognized immediately as a
fraud. The humanity of a fetus is not a matter of theokdgpeculation; it can be
established by scientific tests. And opposition to abonvas never exclusively a
Catholic affair.

This can be shown, if not by scientific testingrtat least by scientific observation. And so sath
the medical science and the life sciences comnasnitbeee.g, Mosby’s Dictionary of Medicing20
(2009), which definefetusas a “human being” in utero:The human being in utero after the
embryonic [stage] and the beginning of developno¢tihe major structural features, from the ninth
week after fertilization [at which fetalbeginning stage the fetus is approximately onk indength]
". And then there is this observation set forthpage 4 of the 1976 edition ¥&n Nostrand’s
Scientific Encyclopediéhe_Prefac®f which reads, in pertinent part, as follows: &Téditors ... have
attempted to stress the proven, generally accejgectiption of both new and old ... concepts. In
soundly controversial areas, however, where twdl-:gveunded schools of thought may be arguing
while awaiting the results of further investigascand experimentation, both sides of such questions
are given.”)

The creation of an embryo and development of a fetus aaitl/fthe birth of an
infant is a continuous physiological process commencitiyaenception and
ending with the cutting of the umbilical cord. Iinist in any way a digital, step-
wise process with distinct periods....

Only for convenience in studying and teaching are certaieréihzily defined
phases or stages of embryo and fetus development identifiegham names ...



The embryo and later the fetus is an individual entity, dbwith individualistic
qualities [genes] which affects its rate of progress, muchexstted progress of the
infant to a mature adult will be determined by individstidi qualities. From a

purely scientific standpoint, there is no questiontbat abortion represents the
cessation of [a] human life.

Anti-religious bigotry, medical science, the lifl@ences, Anglo-American legal history on the
prosecution of abortion and unborn child-killingésny 1992 Workin www.parafferty.con have all
now been eliminated as supports for the acceptainttes insidious practice of procured abortion. And
there are no “generally accepted” philosophicaliahor ethical principles which would support siech
practice. And so, it seems that, indeed, the sapport left for this insidious practice is “manctizred
ignorance” topped off with, of course, private biaka: an anarchical sense of individualism coupled
with an utter lack of a sense or insight into th&une, and destiny of the human person in lighhef
truth of the Incarnation. (Seeww.parafferty and then click on Rafferty on the Human Person.)




