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I

recently had the privilege to attend
Evangelicals for Life in Washington
DC, and participate in my second
March for Life. The March was huge
— thousands and thousands of all generations walking from the Washington
Monument, east on Constitution Ave, to
the Supreme Court Building northeast of
the U.S. Capitol.
I watched the local news that night in
Washington. Very little, if any, was said
or shown of this 100,000 plus (I believe
more — many more) in the march. Much
coverage by the local stations was given to
a small group of liberal, pro-abortionists,
who were to gather the next day. Skeptical
is an appropriate attitude when watching,
listening, and reading the “mainstream”
media and news. As a whole, they are
biased against a Biblical World View and
anyone who holds a Biblical World View.
Don’t swallow hook, line, and sinker, everything you learn from the regular media
and also social media. Fact check your
info, and be careful who does the check-

Check It Out
ing. Better yet, “Bible Check” your info.
We need more “Berean” Christians who
“searched the scriptures daily, whether
those things were so.” Acts 17:10-11.
We must also be skeptical when we
hear polling information. If polling were
scientific and accurate, we would have a
different President right now. But nearly
all the pollsters were wrong — that’s why
you go ahead and vote. Too often, perception is 90% of reality. Don’t pay attention
to the polls. Don’t let the media and their
polls influence you. They want to suppress
your vote as conservative believers with a
Biblical World View. Don’t listen.
Some of their misinformation is
because of ignorance. But much of their
propaganda is willful, premeditated, and
malicious. If you can eat whole catfish
and discard the bones — great; if you need

fillet of fish, be careful what you watch and
what you read.
We read the Bible in context. The
Bible is 100% accurate, but you need to
know who’s talking. Is it Satan, or Job’s
“friends,” or the disillusioned penman in
Ecclesiastes, who is talking? Check the
source. Be a Berean.
Even God’s people are far too quick to
accept falsehoods on a brother or sister
without giving them the opportunity to
explain or refute. The protocol in Mathew
18:15-19 is much needed in many situations in our Christian walk. We should
give our brother or sister the benefit of the
doubt that we too often give the enemies
of the Gospel.
Too many Christians are cynical about
their situation, because they were not
skeptical. Whether news, polls, social me-

dia, or the rumor mill, we need a healthy
dose of skepticism. We don’t need the
blind leading the blind, or we will fall into
a ditch of discouragement and despair.
“Know the truth, and the truth shall make
you free.” John 8:32
The only “polls” that matter are the
voting polls. We should never allow the
world to dictate our attitude or actions.
The world did not give us our joy, and the
world can’t take it away.
Regardless of the source of your info —
Check It Out. When you hear a preacher
or teacher — Check It Out. When you
watch the news — Check It Out. When you
interview a pastoral candidate — Check
It Out. When you read social media —
Check It Out. When is doubt — CHECK
IT OUT.
Digby is executive director-treasurer
of the Christian Action Commission. He
can be reached at (601) 292-3329/office, (662) 284-9163/cell, or by e-mail at
kdigby@christianaction.com.

U.S. Supreme Court rulings confuse abortion debate
WASHINGTON (BP) — The U.S. Supreme Court’s latest
action in an abortion-related case again has prompted prolife Americans to wonder whether a majority on the court
even exists to protect unborn children and their mothers.
In an order issued Feb. 7, the high court blocked enforcement of a Louisiana law to require that an abortion
doctor have admitting privileges at a nearby hospital. The
Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals in New Orleans had upheld
the 2014 law, which is intended to protect the health and
lives of women who suffer complications from abortion.
The action, which four justices opposed, followed by
less than two months the Supreme Court’s refusal to review lower court opinions rejecting decisions by Kansas
and Louisiana to remove Planned Parenthood as a Medicaid provider. The cases in that Dec. 10 action did not
address abortion directly but involved whether Medicaid
recipients could challenge a state’s decision on who qualifies as a provider in the government program that helps
with health care expenses.
Both actions left pro-life advocates questioning where
the court stands on abortion regulations and the 1973 Roe
v. Wade decision legalizing the procedure since two justices named by U.S. President Trump have been added in
the last two years.
“We are disappointed this law has been enjoined, but we
are hopeful that the state of Louisiana will prevail in the
end,” Travis Wussow, general counsel and vice president
for public policy of the Southern Baptist Ethics & Religious
Liberty Commission (ERLC) in Nashville, said in written
comments for Baptist Press.
“The abortion lobby’s relentless opposition to regulations like these exposes the industry’s drive for profits
above all else. We will continue to stand for the dignity of all as image bearers of God as we seek to care for
the vulnerable.”
Catherine Glenn Foster, president of Americans United
for Life, said her organization “is disappointed that a bare
majority of [justices] continued to stay the enforcement
of a commonsense safety measure that will protect Louisiana’s women from substandard abortion practitioners.”
Two days before the high court’s action, David French,
senior writer for National Review and former senior counsel for Alliance Defending Freedom said a stay of the Fifth
Circuit opinion by the justices would be “quite frankly ominous news for the pro-life movement.”
A stay means a possibility exists that a majority will ulti-
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U.S. Supreme Court
mately decide a lower-court decision was in error.
“If the Court grants the stay, pro-life advocates should
be gravely concerned,” French wrote Feb. 5.
The pro-life movement’s hopes are the justices will review and uphold the Fifth Circuit decision. “We look forward to a closer look at the real facts of this case by the
Court,” Foster said, “and we’re confident that in doing so,
the Justices will vote to uphold it.”
Louisiana’s Unsafe Abortion Protection Act requires
a doctor to have admitting privileges at a hospital within
30 miles of the abortion clinic where a procedure is performed. While a federal judge struck down the law, a threejudge panel of the Fifth Circuit reversed the decision in a
2-1 ruling in September.
The appeals court denied Jan. 18 a request for a review
by all the judges. An abortion clinic in Shreveport and two
unnamed doctors responded by requesting a stay from the
Supreme Court.
Chief Justice John Roberts split from what is considered the court’s conservative branch to join the high court’s
liberal wing –- Associate Justices Ruth Bader Ginsburg,
Stephen Breyer, Sonia Sotomayor, and Elena Kagan — in
granting the stay. Associate Justices Clarence Thomas,
Samuel Alito, and Neil Gorsuch joined the court’s newest
member, Brett Kavanaugh, in a four-page dissent.
Kavanaugh and Roberts joined the four liberal justices

in their December decision not to review the appeals regarding the removal by Kansas and Louisiana of Planned
Parenthood as a Medicaid provider.
In his dissent on the Louisiana case, Kavanaugh said the
stay should be denied while three abortion doctors affected
by the case seek admitting privileges at hospitals. Louisiana
has three abortion clinics and four doctors who perform
abortions at those facilities. One of the doctors already has
admitting privileges.
The doctors have a 45-day regulatory transition period
in which to obtain privileges from hospitals and could
bring a complaint at the conclusion of that time if they are
unsuccessful, Kavanaugh wrote.
Ed Whelan, president of the Ethics and Public Policy
Center and a contributor to National Review, said in a Feb.
8 post he does not think Roberts’ vote for the stay “signals
anything about how he will rule on the merits of the case.”
Whelan said he would be “very surprised” if Roberts
considers a 2016 decision on a similar Texas law to be
“sound precedent.”
In that case, the high court voted 5-3 to rule that portions of a Texas law regulating abortion doctors and clinics
constitute an “undue burden” on a woman’s right to abort
her child and are therefore unconstitutional. Overturning
a Fifth Circuit opinion, the justices invalidated a section
mandating an abortion doctor to have admitting privileges
at a nearby hospital. They also struck down a requirement
that an abortion clinic must meet the health and safety
standards of other walk-in surgical centers.
Defenders of the Louisiana law say it does not include
the health and safety requirements of the Texas law and
the situation in the state does not burden women seeking abortions like the Texas mandate does.
Ilyse Hogue, president of NARAL Pro-Choice America, applauded the Supreme Court’s stay, saying in written comments, “While this particular ruling thankfully
falls on the right side of history, it illustrates a sobering
reminder: the thread that women’s rights hang by is
dangerously thin in so many places across the country.
[NARAL and its members] will continue to combat attempts by hostile state legislatures and courts to gut the
protections of Roe v. Wade.”
The case is June Medical Services v. Gee.
Editor’s note: Photo courtesy of Fred Schilling, Collection of the Supreme Court of the United States.
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