Chapter Preface

In 1973, the U.S. Supreme Court legalized abortion nation-
wide. Many people, particularly women's rights supporters, be-
lieved the decision would put an end to dangerous self-induced
and *back alley* abortions performed by unqualified abortionists.
But whether legalized abortion has improved women's health is
still the subject of heated controversy.

“Roe v. Wade made abortion safe and legal,” writes Angela
Bonavoglia in the introduction to her book The Choices We
Made. "Gone were the days of . . . traveling to unknown ad-
dresses in unmarked cars, having 'surgery’ without an anes-
thetic, and surrendering to the hands of charlatans and oppor-
tunists.” Bonavoglia believes that legal abortion saves women's
lives. She states that of the 1.6 million legal abortions performed
annually in the U.S., only 6 women die from the procedure. In
contrast, approximately the same number of abortions are per-
formed in Mexico, where abortion is illegal, but 140,000 women
die annually from the procedure.

Others argue that legalized abortion has not improved wom-
en's health. David C. Reardon contends in his book Aborted
Women: Silent No More that the number of abortions performed
annually in the U.S. since 1973 has risen dramatically. This in-
crease results in & high number of injuries suffered by women.
For example, he says, out of approximately 1 million abortions
performed in 1977, 100,000 complications, such as infection and
excessive bleeding, were reported. As Reardon explains,
*Though the odds of any particular woman suffering ill effects
from an abortion have dropped, the fotal number of women who
suffer and die from abortion is far greater than ever before."

While abortion-related deaths in the U.S. have decreased since
1973, experts disagree on whether legalized abortion has im-
proved women's health overall. The authors in the following
chapter debate this issue and other legal aspects of abortion.
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"Reproductive freedom . . . goes to the heart of
what this country stands for: to the principles
embodied in our Bill of Rights.”

Abortion Should Remain
Legal

!\tdany peoplF contend that courts should not limit the availabil-
w’ of abortion in any way. In the following viewpoint, Faye
thattleton argues that abortion is a womnan's fundamental rig)}:t

z?t must be !egal!y protected. Wattleton maintains that wom-
enl§ reproductive rights are sacrosanct, and that no government
g\? itician, or court should ever interfere with these rights'

attleton is president of Planned Parenthood Federation of

America, a New York City- i
abortion rights. y-based organization that advocates

As you read, consider the following questions:

1. What examples does Wattleton give
to show that the U.S
Supreme Court has historicall glx ] ar]
_ anded
expressed in the Constitution?y panded rights not clearly

2. Why will women inevitably have aborti
laws, in the author's opinign? ortions regardless of

3. What should government do in ord
: er to reduce th
abortion, according to Wattleton? @ need for

*Reproductive Rights An‘Fundlmemd Rights,"
." by Faye Wattleton fi
January/February 1991 issue of The Humanist mzyh t;rinled b;nperr;:lmfnd 1o the
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i i i iled as
oday, the reproductive rights of women are imperi _
mg:':r beore. Inr}uly 1989—16 years after Roe v. Wac;e rec?nge
nized women's constitutional right to abornon—th; upref ¢
Court retreated from that historic ruling. It clegred t ed\r\a‘rayt “?o
laws that victimize poor women seeking abortions. Ant }nﬁons
subsequent rulings in June 1990, the court invited restric
' access to abortion. . _
m}tt':e::sgyerti) ?:cognize exactly what the anti-choice ze?}llols a:;
doing by attacking society's most vulperable targets—the ;Foat
and the young—the anti-choice extremists are chlpplllngsawr grme
the reproductive rights of all women. Plainly put, t ef‘ u;p eme
Court rulings invite state governments to put fetK:es ;r]')s  And
radicals in every state are trying to do just that. More bat n 200
anti-choice bills were introduced in state legislatures er cen
July 1989 and January 1991. . . . Fortunately, the reenerg
pro-choice majority has defeated most _of .them. b thie
Eventually, one of these laws [or a similar one) wili bring
battle back to the Supreme Court. . . .

Wresting Control from Women

Historically, we have counted on the Supreme Court to nle]):pafm:
rights that were not explicit in thehCocr‘nish:;;t?n];ur:gto ;a}gs
minorities, children, and the disabled. S
K:;::tl:-backed courts interpret the Conshtl;ltt.lon tl}_mte w?y rrfam;?aa
ists i ible—wi tubborn literalism.
mentalists interpret the Bible—with a st iteralism. Tf 2
i n‘t spelled out by that first quill pen, it do ' !
ﬁlggtthv;ﬁvordg, "If you don't see it on the shelf, we don't carry
it— on't order it!" ' .
y S;';)dl;el:;rrif}ring step, our government is commatn;lfr:;::::E
i duction, our mos
control of our bodies, our repro e oo ot
ices. Unless we act now, this dangerous tren r -
ggg:t:f:n. It won't even stop at eliminating cqulltraceptfél.d(é:)emn_
regnancy, forced caesareans, surveillance an :
ﬁ:l::o;}r greggnantywomen-—these are the chilling, logical out
come of laws that reduce women to i.nstrrmﬁnti (t)f] ,t:hﬁ iittilotf)-r o
think I'm being an alarmist, look a :
Rgfnzzlila under Nicolae Ceausescu. To boost the blr'thrat%_ ttl;:
dictator banned contraception andbabc:;ltmn. E)\;z:; ltl(r]r;z,l A lrrate
re virtually unchanged—but the matern
;;t;:o:;'cited. Nearl);r 1,000 Romanian wolrlnen dmdheai:leﬁtet:;
i i just the ones who
from itlegal abortions—and those are jus ent to
i fied of the law, chose to die
hospitals. Countless others, tern »
i to 30,000 women awai
me. Today, in Bucharest alone, up to 30, ’
ll:gspita.l treaﬂment for abortion. complications. And 4(;,1000 il;;:
bies have been left orphaned or abandoned. Th'ls is t c;: gtr_ Y
legacy of a state that tried to control its citizens’ reproduc 13::
Women are not instruments of the state—in Romania, in
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United States, or anywhere else in the world. We are perso
with human needs and human rights. Without reproductive au-
tonomy, our other rights are meaninglegs. Our dignity is de-
stroyed. And the first victims will be those among us who are
already most vulnerable, those whose rights are already precari-
ous, those whose access to health care is already limited: the
young and the poor. And that usually means minorities.

Fundamental Freedoms

But reproductive freedom is an issue that goes beyond the dis-
advantaged, beyond state boundaries, and far beyond abortion
itself. It goes to the heart of what this country stands for: to the
principles embodied in our Bill of Rights. The authors of that
great document and its great defenders—such as Daniel Web-
ster, Claude Pepper, and William Brennan—knew that certain

fundamental freedoms must be guaranteed—insulated from pub-
lic debate and immune to partisan politics.

Protect Legal Abortion

1 am opposed to a repeal of the Supreme Court’s decision on
Roe v. Wade. 1 am opposed to a constitutional amendment ban-
ning abortion. I am opposed to laws that remove what is legal
from the reach of some, especially the poor, by saying some
medical plans will pay for this legal procedure but some will
not. I am opposed to approaching what I believe to be a moral
and ethical decision by writing sweeping laws that put every
man, woman, child, and developing fetus into one category for
judgment. Such legislative action results in indiscriminate denial
of the variety of human ¢ircumstances and becomes discrimina-

tory intrusion into one of the most private moments of decision
in the human life span.

Judith Craig, Christian Sociat Action. April 1990.

For over 200 years, America has been "a light unto the na-

tions.” How disgraceful that, as the Berlin Wall came down and
the Iron Curtain parted, the only barricade that began to crum-
ble in this country was the precious wall protecting our private

freedoms!

Those fundamental freedoms are the proudest heritage of our
nation. But our heritage of Puritanism also remains deeply
rooted. As a nineteenth-century humorist said, "The Puritans
fled from a land of despotism to a land of freedom—where they
could not only enjoy their own religion but where they could
prevent everybody else from enjoying theirs!”

The flames of intolerance still burn brightly in this nation.
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And, . . all fanatics, today's Puritans subscribe to their own
moral code—a code that embraces far more brutality than
morality. To *save lives,” they burn clinics. To “defend woman-
hood,” they taunt and threaten pregnant women. To "strengthen
the family," they invade our privacy. Blinded by their disregard
for the neediest of women, they insist that making abortion
harder to get will make it go away.

- Basic Rights Attacked

Haven't these zealots learned anything from history? Through-
out time, women with unwanted pregnancies have always
ended them, regardless of the law, regardiess of the risk to their
lives. Throughout the world, women and men equate freedom
and democracy with the right to make private reproductive de-
cisions free from government intrusion!

Again, Romania provides a perfect example. When Ceaucescu
was overthrown, two of the first acts of the new government
were to decriminalize abortion and to deregulate the private
ownership of typewriters. The new regime clearly recognized
that reproductive choice is as fundamental as freedom of speech.

If only our own government were so wise. On the contrary,
President Bush has taken a jackhammer to the bedrock of our
basic rights. He has repeatedly asked the Supreme Court to
overturn Roe v. Wade. He has attacked the federal family plan-
ning program, which helps prevent half a million abortions each
year. And in a Supreme Court brief, his administration attacked
not only the right to abortion but the very concept of privacy
that underlies our right to contraception!

It's nothing short of obscene that women are forced to expose
themselves to politicians—to submit our private matters, our
private decisions, and our private parts to public debate! Surely,
America's politicians have more important things to do—like
house the homeless, feed the hungry, and educate the ignorant.
Like tackle the root cause of the abortion issue: unintended preg-
nancy.

Hands-Off Government Needed

Instead of compulsory ignorance, we need comprehensive ed-
ucation on human sexuality—in every home and in every
school, from kindergarten through twelfth grade. Instead of
laws that punish pregnant women, we need our government's
commitment to develop better birth control. Instead of pontifi-
cations about the unborn, we need proper care for the children
already born.

Finally, instead of state contro} of our reproduction, we need to
be left alone by the government. We need to remove the abortion
issue forever from the legislative arena. We need a universal recog-
nition that our civil liberties are off limits to partisan debate!
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Our advocacy is vital to makin i
g these ideals a reality. Ev.
gg:&n :ft:]si( can and must make a difference. We mustYstart. at
pome, Ing openly and often with our children about sexual-
ty. We must activate our communities, promoting comprehen-
ZL\;fe:Exuahtydedutcat:on in local schools. We must activate our
ues and return reproductive rights to thei
text. These are profound’ethical rel'gr 1 philosophical
' . religious, and phi i
lc;uestlons—-to be' debated and decided %)y individu!;lsll::gpfh lcql
18;_, nﬂ:er by politicians. ame
inally, we must activate our elected officials i
—write t
::111; themi lobby them. Tell them to stay out of our ebe(zhfc{]:;]s;
out of our family affairs! Tell them again and again that our

reproductive rights are f i ivisi i
Nomepactab riihts! undamental rights! Indivisible rights!
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"Society must take a stand through the law that
killing is wrong.”

Abortion
Should Be Illegal

Nancy E. Meyers

i ional Research Council in Washington,

gc(cf“:;)?ro;(;r:)gfegalt lg million abortions are performed gnnu.iz;
| a]iy in the U.S. Many Americans who believe this nu;:'lbft{m
much too high advocate legislat:gn restricting or pro la reeg
B e Betuse She belleves abortian is murder and a
i is vi se she belie _

321232: :flelr:l.n?:rf a1':1'lght$, Meyers argues that abortlcn;\I s?oulacll
be illegal. Meyers is the media relations director of Ctlhf.- u.':1 lct,;:at
Right to Life Committee, a Washington, D.C.-based group

opposes abortion.

As you read, consider the following questions:
1. In Meyers's view, why are legal restrictions on personal

ice necessary in society?
2 il:z:;:iil;lg to thrgauthor, how does a lack of knowledge of the

medical facts affect a woman's aborti_on glecisi-on? |
3. Do you agree with Meyers that abortion is as immoral as
slavery? Why or why not? e
' Wrong.” This article appeared in the
E:::Yl:d xmﬁt;{bﬁﬁu:mﬂyfmm%l World and I, & publication of The
Waihington Times Corporation, copyright ® 1989.
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Abortion is becoming the great moral issue of this century,
much as slavery was in the last. The July 1989 Supreme Court
decision in Webster v. Reproductive Health Services marked a new
stage in the debate because, for the first time in 16 years, the
American people were given back at least limited power to pro-
tect unborn life, and pending court cases may give back even
more. :

Media attention has begun to focus on strategies and politics
in the abortion debate—how the proabortion and prolife ac-
tivists work, how the issue will play in elections, and how law-
makers will work to pass or block protective legislation.

The proabortion side, especially, is attracting media attention
by talk of strategy, activism, and increased momentum on the
issue. They talk about choices, politics, personalities, and fram-
ing the debate properly. They talk about anything except the
central issue before our country—abortion.

The highly motivated prolife movement, meanwhile, contin-
ues its activities of education about abortion, lobbying, and pub-
lic affairs to bring about meaningful protection for all human
life. The talk, as it has been since 1973, is about abortion.

Freedom of Choice Is Not Absolute

The current strategy of abortion advocates is to frame the de-
bate in terms of "choice.” They ask, who should decide whether
a woman may have an abortion—the woman or society at large?
Freedom of personal, private choice, they assert, should be ab-
solute in a free country, regardless of reason, timing, or the
opinions of others. Society at large should not impose its views
on individuals.

The argument is seductive, both because it appeals to the
American sense of individuality and because it allows us to not
have to wrestle with the moral and philosophical complexity of
abortion. The argument for choice allows people to abdicate re-
sponsibility; that is, to express discomfort and moral misgivings
about abortion while at the same time dismissing the entire ar-
gument.

But unqualified free choice, especially in life-and-death issues,
does not exist. Despite our many freedoms in the United States,
restrictions are in place to protect the vulnerable and to assure a
reasonably orderly society. For instance, society does not give a
man the choice whether he may rape or beat his wife, though
these acts may occur in privacy. Society does not sanction the
choice, because rape and beating are wrong.

The plain fact is, our choices are limited by our interdepen-
dency and our mutual rights. Simply put: my freedoms stop
where your rights begin. A woman's freedom over her own
body stops where another body, another life, begins—the life of
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her child.

., Choice also implicitly requires an informed decision-making

- process, with knowledge of all the facts and the options. Yet
those who advocate abortion protest vehemently against in-
formed consent legislation, which would require a woman to
know exactly what is involved in abortion. They argue that to
give a woman information about the developing life within her
and the procedure involved clouds the decision-making process.

Certainly, facts such as that babies have beating hearts at 18
days, have brain waves at 40 days, and suck their thumbs at six
weeks might have the effect of dissuading a woman from choos-
ing to destroy that life. Surely, the knowledge that in early abor-
tions a suction machine many times more powerful than the
household vacuum pulls apart a developing child limb from
limb and sucks her out into an unrecognizable mass of pulp is
unsettling. So is the fact of how most later abortions are per-
formed. Later abortions—second trimester and afterward--re-
quire the abortionist to dismember the fetus, which is too large
to get through the cervix, and pull the pieces out of the womb
with a pliers-like instrument, then put the baby back together to
ensure no body parts remain in the uterus o cause infection.

But what reasonable argument can there be to deliberately
withhold undisputed medical facts from women? When does
the plain truth prevent a conscious, careful choice? How does
more information in any way diminish the ability to decide?
Clearly, the proabortion side wants to keep people in the dark,
to withhold the very medical information that is critical to an
informed, rational decision, because they advocate abortion—at
any stage and for any reason—as the best alternative. Many
women now active in the prolife movement suffered greatly af-
ter having abortions and discovering, sometimes years later,
what the procedure involved and how unborn children develop
and grow. These women now speak out actively for informed
consent so that other women will understand the "choice” in-
volved in every abortion: life or death.

An Undeniable Humanity

Medicine and technology are advancing more quickly than
ever thought possible, and these scientific developments compel
us to recognize the undeniable humanity of all people, regard-
less of age, race, or status in society. Proud parents can show
sonograms of babies at six weeks to friends and family. Doctors
are able to diagnose and treat children in the womb for a variety
of conditions. Medical advances are helping younger babies to
survive, making the point of viability earlier than ever dreamed

ssible. Babies born at 20 and 21 weeks have survived, and
close to one-third of babies born at 24 weeks survive. Yet abor-

; 174
»\

tions are performed throughout the entire stage of pr

Wn'th our ever-increasing knowledge about %he ugd‘;ﬂ}:ﬁl‘-‘ey hu-
nlaslmty of unl'aorn babies, the concept of “choosing” to kill these
cff dren at will becomes increasingly indefensible. So we must
offer protection for those who cannot speak for themselves °

The Sﬁent Voices

1 SNOULD B
ApLL TO
DRCIDE

There are those whom we do n i

ot hear, since the
cannot speak for themselves. Justice and morality crgrr
out that we must speak for them. No one else will.

Nackey Loeb for The Union Leader, reprinted with permission.

Ultimately, this is not a debate about whether a woman has a
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