









































The ban on federal funding for fetal tissue transplantation research severely restricted
research that showed enormous promise for developing treatments for men and women
suffering from a wide variety of medical conditions. Millions who suffer life-threatening
diseases including: Parkinson’s disease;* Alzheimer’s disease;* Huntington's disease;’
AIDS;® strokes and;’ spinal cord injuries® may benefit directly from research involving
fetal tissue transplantation.

President Clinton overturned the funding ban on fetal tissue research by Executive Order in
January of 1993.

Ban on the Performance of Privately Funded Abortions at Military Hospitals

In 1988, the Reagan Administration's Department of Defense (DOD) announced a new policy
prohibiting the performance of abortions at military facilities, even if paid for by the patient
and even if abortion services were not otherwise available where a woman or her husband
were stationed. Abortion would be permitted only when the life of the woman would be
endangered by carrying the pregnancy to term. Prior to the new policy, a woman in the
military or a military dependent could obtain an abortion at a military facility if she paid the
costs of the procedure.

The Military Health Care Initiatives Act of 1992 which would have entitled military
personnel stationed outside the United States to obtain reproductive health services including
abortion in military hospitals provided they paid the full cost reached final passage in the
House in October of 1992. It was pocket vetoed by President Bush on October 31, 1992.

President Clinton lifted the ban in January of 1993, permitting abortion services to be
provided at U.S. military hospitals if paid for with non-DOD funds.

AID Family Plannin nts/Mexi ity Polic

The "Mexico City" policy developed in 1984 at a United Nations Conference on Population
held in Mexico City prohibited the use of United States funds to support “non-governmental
organizations which perform or actively promote abortion as a method of family planning in
other nations."® The policy also specified that the United States "will insist that no part of
its contribution be used for abortion."'® These prohibitions were imposed on funds
appropriated through the Agency for International Development (AID).

This "international gag rule" seriously undermined efforts to promote safe and effective
family planning programs in foreign nations and greatly limited the extent to which the U.S.
could support international family planning programs. President Clinton overturned the
Mexico City Policy by Executive Order in January of 1993.
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TALKING POINTS

THE CANADY/SMITH BILL TO OUTLAW SOME ABORTIONS

HR 1833/S 939 is an extreme piece of legislation that would in many cases
prohibit physicians from using the abortion method safest for the woman.

HR 1833/S 939 uses ambiguous, non-medical language to describe a
technical surgical procedure and as a result does not clearly state exactly
which abortion procedures would be prohibited. HR 1833 may ban a
range of methods, including those that are most likely to preserve a
woman's health.

HR 1833/S 939 would have a significant chilling effect on doctors. The
bill provides no exceptions to the ban, although after a doctor is
prosecuted, he or she may escape conviction or liability by proving that the
prohibited method was the only one that would have saved the woman's
life. If the physician fails to prove that no other procedure would have
preserved the woman's life, he or she would be subject to imprisonment,
monetary fines and/or civil liability.

HR 1833/S 939 would permit "the mother, father, and if the mother has
not attained the age of 18 years at the time of the abortion, the maternal
grandparents” to bring a civil cause of action against the doctor.

Congress should not interfere with the judgement of trained physicians who
have a responsibility to protect the lives and health of their patients.

Abortion late in pregnancy is rare; only four one-hundredths of one
percent (.04 %) of abortions are performed after 26 weeks.
Moreover, such abortions occur under tragic circumstances,
including when a woman is carrying a fetus with no spinal cord and
theref h f survival, and i f Tay-Sachs disea oyt
erefore no chance of survival, and in cases of Tay-Sachs disease RO TN
or anencephaly. Action League
1156 15th Street NW

Surte 700
Wasningicn OC c0005
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THE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN

THE WHITE HOUSE b S 3-.Q 5
WASIHINGTON

February 5, 1996

MRNIDENT: )

Attached is a memo from Leon, Jack, George and Nancy-
Ann Min on the partial birth abortion bill, setting forth four
policy options and attaching a proposed letter to Senator
Hatch. DOIJ believes that only Option 4 is constitutional,
while our Counsel’s office believes any of Options 2-4 are
constitutionally sound. In essence these are the options:

1. No use of this procedure in pre- or post-viability stage
unless the abortion is being performed because the
pregnancy itself threatens life or serious adverse health
consequences.

2. Same as Option | post-viability, but broader use pre-
viability -- namely, if woman chooses an elective (non-
health) abortion, she could choose to use this procedure as
long as the procedure (as opposed to other procedures) were
necessary to avert risk to life or serious adverse health
consequences.

3. (Boxer) Same as Option 1 post-viability, but still broader
use pre-viability — namely, procedure could be used in any
pre-viability abortion, irrespective of a health rationale.

4. Same as Option 3 pre-viability; differs from Options 1-3
post-viability by requiring only "adverse" rather than
“serious adverse" health consequences.

The attached draft letter embodies Option 1 without the
bracketed language; Option 2 with such language.

xo{
Todd Ste




THE WHITE HOUSE ;

WASHINGTON . ( i
February 2, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDE% 93] %’ﬁr
FROM: LEON PANETTA—JACK QUINNB“‘J(-

GEORGE STEPHANOPOULOS, NANCY-ANN MIN

SUBJECT: PARTIAL BIRTH ABORTION ACT

Detailed below are four ways of amending the Partial Birth
Abortion Act. They differ with respect to (1) the meaning and
appropriate scope of a life and health exception and (2) the
permissibility of imposing any restrictions on use of the
procedure in the pre-viability setting. Of course, we need not
propose any statutory language. But these formulations will help
to bring into sharper focus the question of when the regulation
of partial birth abortions is impermissible.

The Office of Legal Counsel of the Justice Department
believes that only one of the following proposals meets
constitutional standards -- namely, Option 4 (the option, of the
ones presented here, allowing greatest use of the partial birth
procedure). The White House Counsel's Office disagrees,
believing that Options 2, 3, and 4 are all at least arguably
constitutional. On the other hand, the White House Counsel's
Office agrees with OLC that Option 1 is unconstitutional because
it prevents a doctor from using the partial birth procedure in
any previability case in which the woman desires the abortion for
non-health related reasons, even if the partial birth procedure
(as compared to other procedures) is necessary to protect her
from serious adverse health consequences.

Attached to this memo is a draft of a letter, which sets out
your basic position on the Partial Birth Abortion Act. The
penultimate paragraph of the letter, in which you say what kind
of bill you could sign, is most consistent with Option 1 in the
absence of the bracketed words and is most consistent with Option
2 when those words are included.

* * * * *

1= The prohibition of the Act shall not apply to any abortion
performed where, in the medical judgment of the attending
physician, the abortion is necessary to preserve the life of

the woman or avert a serious adverse health consequence to
the woman.

This option allows use of the partial birth procedure, whether in
the pre-viability or post-viability stage, in only one
circumstance: where the abortion is performed because the

pregnancy poses a threat to the life or the serious health
interests of the woman.



2 The prohibition of the Act shall not apply to any abortion
if, in the medical judgment of the attending physician, the
abortion (or, in the case of pre-viability abortions, the
abortion or election of particular method of abortion) is
necessary to preserve the life of the woman or avert a
serious adverse health consequence to the woman.

This option allows use of the partial birth procedure in the
post-viability stage in the same circumstance described in Option
1: where the abortion is performed because the pregnancy poses a
threat to the life or the serious health interests of the woman.
It allows use of the of the partial birth procedure in the pre-
viability stage in that circumstance and another: where the
abortion is performed for non-health related ("elective")
reasons, but the use of the partial birth procedure (as opposed
to other abortion procedures) is necessary to avert a threat to
the life or the serious health interests of the woman.

cy The prohibition of the Act shall not apply to any abortion
performed prior to the viability of the fetus, or after
viability where, in the medical judgment of the attending
physician, the abortion is necessary to preserve the life of

the woman or avert a serious adverse health consequence to
the woman.

This is the Boxer Amendment. It allows use of the partial birth
procedure in the post-viability stage in the same circumstance
described in Option 1: where the abortion is performed because
the pregnancy poses a threat to the life or the serious health
interests of the woman. It allows use of the partial birth
procedure in the pre-viability stage in any case at all,
regardless whether the abortion is performed for health-related
reasons and also regardless whether in "elective" cases, the use

of the partial birth procedure (as opposed to other procedures)
is medically necessary.

4. The prohibition of the Act shall not apply to any abortion
performed prior to the viability of the fetus, or after
viability where, in the medical judgment of the attending
physician, the abortion is necessary to preserve the life of
the woman or avert an adverse health consequence to the
woman.

This option allows use of the partial birth procedure in the
post-viability stage where the abortion is performed because the
pregnancy poses a threat to the life or the health interests of
the woman. Note that in this formulation, the adverse health
consequences to the woman do not have to be "serious." The
option allows use of the partial birth procedure in the pre-
viability stage in any case at all, as does Option 3. This is
the option preferred by the Justice Department's OLC.




DRAFT

Dear Senator Hatch:

I understand that the House is preparing to consider H.R.
1833, as amended by the Senate, which would prohibit doctors from
performing a certain type of abortion. I want to make the

Congress aware of my position on this extremely complex issue.

I have always believed that the decision to have an abortion
should be between a woman, her conscience, her doctor, and her
God. I strongly believe that legal abortions--those abortions
that the Supreme Court ruled in Roe v. Wade must be protected--
should be safe and rare. I have long opposed late-term abortions
except, as the law requires, where they are necessary to protect
the life of the mother or where there is a threat to her health.
In fact, as Governor of Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that
barred third trimester abortions except where they were necessary
to protect the life or health of the woman, consistent with the

Supreme Court’s rulings.

The procedure described in H.R. 1833 is very disturbing, and
I cannot support its use on an elective basis, where the abortion
is being performed for non-health related reasons and there are
equally safe medical procedures available. As I understand it,
however, there are rare and tragic situations that can occur in a

]
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DRAFT

woman’s pregnancy in which, in a doctor’s medical judgment, this

procedure may be necessary to save a woman’s life or to preserve
her health. 1In those situations, the Constitution requires that

a woman’s ability to choose this procedure be protected.

I have studied and prayed about this issue, and about the
families who must face this awful choice, for many months. I
believe that we have a duty to try to find common ground: a
resolution to this issue that respects the views of those--
including myself--who object to this particular procedure, but
also upholds the Supreme Court’s requirement that laws regulating

abortion protect both the life and the health of American women.

I have concluded that H.R. 1833 as drafted does not meet the
constitutional requirements that the Supreme Court has imposed
upon us, in Roe and the decisions that have followed it, to
provide protections for both the life and the health of the

mother in any laws regulating abortions.

I‘am pfepared to support H.R. 1833, however, if it is
amended to make clear that the prohibition of this procedure does
not apply to situations in which the [etecttreomr-eof—the] procedure,
in the medical judgment of tﬁ; attending physician, is necessary
to preserve the life of the woman or avert serious adverse health

consequences to the woman.

i
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DRAFT

I urge the Congress to amend H.R. 1833 to ensure that it
protects the life and the health of the woman, as the law we have

been elected to uphold requires.

Sincerely,






















































Adoption debate
again focuses

on issue

of race

Congress may vote today on bill to
encourage interracial adoptions, but debate
lingers about what’s best for the children

By Mindy Feterman
and Desda Moss -
USA TODAY

When Gail and Bob Armsirong decid-
ed to adopt a tiny infant girl in 1968,
their parents gasped: ‘What's that? You
mean, she's black” "

“She wasn't all the things our parents
thought we should get,” Gail says dryly.

Today, they couldn’t ask for more.
Amy Allen, 27, is a makeup artist, bas
married, graduated from college, and is
in barber school so she can do hair and
makeup for TV productions.. Despite
the fact that she’s found herself at the
center of one of the adoption arena'’s
touchiest controversies, Amy calmly
says. “I turned out just fine.”

Amy is biracial. Her parents are
white. .

Congress may vote today on a bill to
encourage interracial adoption, grant a
$5,000 tax credit to middleclass fam-
ilies that adopt, and limit somewhat the
ability of Native American tribes to
block adoptions of their children.

The bill says no adoption can be de-
layed or denied on the basis of race, col-
or or natural origin of the child or par-
ents. Prospectsthat it will become law
are good-simce President Clinton en-
dorsed it.

Once agzin, the subject of mtermcxal
adoption is up for debate.

Can white famnilies properly raise a
black child in today’s society? What
about a Hispanic, Native American or
Asian child? Will a child lose its sease of
heritage, becoming what some call “a
cultural and spiritual orphan?”

Rita Simon of American University
says “no.” Alvin Poussaint of Harvard
University says they can.

Over nearly 20 years, Simon has stud-
ied ethnic children adopted by white
families. Most are well-adjusted and say
they didn’t feel like they lost touch with
their ethnic identities, she said.

“They said: ‘We are middle class
blacks: But that doesn't mean we’re any
less black. We may have different tastes
in clothes or music, but we're black. We
know th

Poussaint points to parents who “nev-

er combed their child’s hair. That wom- -

an is still dealing with that.”

At the center of the debate is a heart-
wrenching problem.

Despite record numbers of adoptions
nationwide of all children — from both
inside and outside this country -using
both public or private agencies — thou-
sands of children languish for years
waiting for a permanent home.

Most are from abusive homes, have
physical or emotional handicaps, or
have siblings who need to be kept to-
gether. Forty percent are black.

In 1968, about 733 children in the
United States were adopted interracial-
ly, a number that tripled in the next
three years. It reached a peak in 1971
with 2,574 interracial adoptions. The
most recent figures available show
about 600 interracial adoptions through
public agencies in 1993. No figures are
available for private agendes.

By 1972, the National Associstion of
Black Sodal Workers had declared in-
terracial adoption a form of “cultural
genocide.”

Since then, the rhetoric has softened
somewhat, although concerns remain
real. Families that adopt a minority
child need support groups, training and
counseling, adoption experts say. And
agencies ieed to be sure of a oouples
motives: Are they trying to prove they
have no prejudice? Prove there’s no
racism?

Some worry that encouraging a race-

blind adoption process doesn't gpply to
all adoptive parents, that an even more
subtle racism is afoot.

“White couples come in to adopt and,
demand a biracial child because they

think lighter<skinned is ‘better.’ They .

have a fear of Negroid features and
dark color,” said Poussaint. “But if a
black. couple comes in and says, Tl

-take the blond-haired, blue-eyed one

Jover there,” many agencies wouldn't al-
“fow that™

Often a white foster couple decides to
adopt a black or minority child it is car-
img for and that's when State agencies
may balk. Scott and Lou Ann Mullen of
Lexington, Texas, sued the state in 1995
to adopt Matthew, whom they had
cared for since he was nine days old.

“I was told not to get attached. I felt
like I was being scolded just for asking,”
says Low Lou: Ann,. who is a Native Amen-

“can. Four days aner suing, they got a
letter saying they could adopt.

“Same-race adoption is easier on the
kids, but children need homes,” said
Beth Hall, codirector of Pact, which
spedalizes in adoptions for ninority
children. “But white parents have to un-
derstand that there is a real difference
in being white and being a person of col-
or in this country.”

White adoptive parents need educa-
tion and counseling, before and after

_ the adoption, Hall said.

“Your entire family becomes a multi-
cultural, minority family,” said Jennifer
Geipe, of Columbia, Md., who adopted a
biracial girl in 1992.

Parents, though sensitive to issues of
race, are nonetheless surprised,
shocked, hurt and infuriated by the dis-
crimination that both their children —
and they — face.

Poussaint, who counsels multiracial
families as a professor of psychology at
Harvard University, says the white cou-

ple who adopts a black or biracial child |

often fails to see how racial discrimina-
tion will spill over to them.

“If you're a white couple who adopts
a black child, you become partally
black,” hesaid. “I had a woman call me
upset because she had men looking at
her lewdly. They thought she was a
loose woman because she had a black
child.”

Amy Allen’s parents Taised her firs
in New Hampshire. Then, they moved -
to Annapolis, Md., so their children
could be near others like themselves.

“My parents did their best to teach
.me about racism and cuiture, but you
‘learn that by yourself,” said Amy.
“They didn’t force feed me black books
or black dolls.”

Still, when she recently met her birth
family, “I wasn’t prepared. There was
lots of death and drugs and AIDS. My
sister, who looked: just like me said: T
wish it had been me! "

=

USA TODAY *
FRIDAY, MAY 10, 1996

Indian tribes fight attempt
to restrict adoption control

By Mindy Fetterman
USA TODAY

Race and ethnic background can
be used as a weapon in the adoption
battiefield. 2

A case in California is pitting a Co-
lumbus, Ohio, couple against the
rights of Native American tribes to
oversee and control adoption of Indi-

an children.

At the center are Zl,g-yur-old
twin girls who are 3/32nd Indian.

“We had no idea,” said Jim Rost,
the adoptive father.

Three months after the Rosts
brouglit Lucy and Briget home from
the hospital in November 1993, the
Pomo tribe notiffed them that the
twins must be returned to their birth
father. “We were shattered by that
call,” he said.

Two years and $300,000 later, an
appeal in the Rost case is pending in
the California Supreme Court

In respanse to that case and oth-
ers, Rep. Deborah Pryce, R-Ohio,
added an amendment to the interra-
cial adoption bill that would limit the
Indian Child Welfare Act, a 20-year-
old law that gives special control
over adoption of Native American
children to their tribes. The wording
is so controversial in the Native
American community that it could
scuttle the entire bill. -

But when is a child a member of a
tribe? And who decides?

The adoption bill says a child is a
member of a tribe when the birth
parents are active members of the
tribe with “significant social, cultural
or political affiliations.” It also would
deny retroactive membership in
tribes in adoption cases.

The Native American community
says a child is a member of a tribe
when the tribe says—so, said Mark
C.Tilden, a lawyer for the Native
American Rights Fund.

The child welfare law was origi-

nally passed in 1978 to halt wide-
spread adoptions of Native Ameri-
can children after hundreds were
taken from their families by social
service agencies in earlier decades.
But some adoption experts say
that a tribe’s ability to select mem-
_bers has been abused. They say law-
yers for birth parents use a tenuous
tribal connection to block an adop-
tion months, even years, later. “Kids
| are 6 and 7 years old when these
| families get disrupted,” said Pryce,
who is an adoptive mother.
Now the Rost family is waiting for
a court decision. Does Rost worry
now about losing the girls? “Yeah,
every night.”




Keep the campaign put-downs fat-free

The sllm and youthful Republican
consultant looked up from the luncheon
salad and pondered my question: What
could Newt Gingrich do to solve his im-
age problems? “Well, for starters Newt
could lose 30 pounds,” the GOP opera-
tive replied. “No, make that 50 pounds.”

Why do I find the Innocence of the
young so galling? The consultant's smug
tone made it sound like Gingrich could
transform himself into Newt the Hunk
by laying off the Fritos for a week and
subjecting himself to a few brisk work-
outs on the Stalrmaster. If only the mid-
dle-aged male metabolism were so easi-
ly adaptable to the facile pr&crlptlons of
a TV age.

As anyone who studies my picture
that accompanies ‘this column can un-
derstand, I have a certain innate sympa-
thy for all warriors in the Battle of the
Bulge. I tend to look/nervéusly In the
mirror each time I hear a TV comic llke
Jay Leno crack, “I wonder how Newt
Gingrich and Biil Clinton feel about Oles-
tra. Do you think that fat phonies will
like phony fat?”

We live in an era when chubby chuck-
les are about the only permissible form
of humorous insults left. Race, religion,
ethnic origin or sexual prererence are
taboo topics, as Sen. Alphonse D’Amato
learned after his maladroit Judge Ito Im-
pression on the ever tasteful Don Imus’
radio show. But if you want to giggle
about a politician’s girth, just sit yourself
down next to David Letterman and let it
rip with Jenny g jokes.

Thursday morning, I was In the Capi-
tol just as Gingrich was leading a few
Cub Scouts on a tour of the patriotic fig-
ures in Statuary Hall. Up close, I can tes-
tify that the Speaker does indeed cut an
impressive figure, suggesting that years
of hors d'oeuvres at political receptions

have added to his
avoirdupois. (I
knew my high-
school French

would come in
8y Waiter Shapiro  handy someday).
Just as I began

to sense that Gingrich, like myself,
would benefit from House arrest at Can-
yon Ranch, I noticed the more than am-
ple statue of William Jennings Bryan,
the most charismatic political figure of a
century ago. In a cape and a tightly but-
toned coai, Bryan loomed large, both
symbolically and figuratively.

But by the standards of the Victorian
Age, Bryan was majestic not marshmal-
low, formidable rather than fat. Ameri-
ca In those days was a nation of broad
shoulders and even broader bellies. Gro-
ver Cleveland was elected President
twice, though his playing weight was 280
pounds. William Howard Taft topped
(no make that toppled) the scales at
more than 300 pounds..And there was an
obvious reason why Teddy Roosevelt
(200 pounds on a 5-foot, &inch, phy-
sique) was known as the Roughrider.

Tony Blankley, Gingrich’s press secre-
tary, sniffed at the notion that the Speak-
er's low standing in the polls-was in-
versely related to his high readings on
the scale. “It's a de minimus factor,” he
said, “something for people to chatter
about”

On Blankley’s office wall, adding heft
to his argument, was a World War II
poster of a brandy-cheeked Winston
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Churchlll with the stern legend, “De-
serve Victory.” It was redundant for
Blankley to argue, “Churchill, who was
hardly underweight, was a great success.
And Tip O'Neill became a great leader

. and a popular national figure even

though he was unquestionably a large
man.’

Why have we as a nation become so
tolemnt of pudgy put-downs? I blame it
on the triumph of Callfornia culture —
the absurd Lala Land notion that the
body is the mirror of the soul, that eter-
nal youth can be achieved with the right
personal trainer and plastic surgeon. If
Gingrich and Clinton don’t care enough
to make time for four-hour workouts,

their laziness suggests a lack of moral fi- |

ber and invites the inevitable compari-
sons {0 the Pillsbury Dough Boy.

At last Saturday night's White House
Correspondents. Dinner, comedian Al
Franlien joked that the Clinton team had
given him a list of safe satiric targets,
most notably the president’s eating hab-

its. Cbmpared to-Whitewater or Paula |
.Jones, Clinton’s mind-If-I-eat-those- !
Frem'h-frles love of junk food does con-

vey a'populist I-feel-your-hunger image.
But it is telling thet the Big-Mac-Attack
cracks about Clinton continue, even at a
time when the president has obviously
slimmed down " 'r the voters.

Michigan Go ..rmor John Engler faces
thinning odds of being tapped as Bob
Dole’ss running mate since it turns out
that he flunked his Vletnam-era draft
physical twice — for being 2 pounds

overweight These days, every Michigan
columnist seerrs to be howling over
Engler’s heft. Fair comment? Probably

" only if it can be proved that Engler gtew

larger to beoome a dran dodger

plains, “Sure. there have always been fat.
jokes. But the nasty, meansplrited barbs
are uncalled for.”

I'm not pumping for the le@l rights of
the plump. And politicians who are fat
targets are always worth a chuckle or
two. But let’s not create such a fat-free
culture that all our elected leaders look
like they are better suited for cast of Bay
Watch.

Walter Shapiro, 5-foot-10 and 210™
pounds, appears here Wednesdays and
Fridays. Past columns on USA TODAY
Online at http://www.usatoday.com
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EDITORIAL

1 I

A VETO TO HAUNT A PRESIDENT

S THEY MADE CLEAR in their 32-page
pre-election guide issued last November, the American
Catholic bishops oppose much of Newt Gingrich’s agen-
da in Congress. On broad social issues like health care,
immigration and social welfare, the bishops’ stands
come close to those of the Clinton Administration’s. On
April 10, however, that fragile harmony came undone—
for on that day Bill Clinton vetoed the first serious effort
of Congress to restrict late-term abortions since the Roe
v. Wade decision in 1973. The legislation, H.R. 1833,
which passed the House with broad bipartisan support,
would have banned a particularly gruesome abortion
procedure known antiseptically as “intact dilation and
evacuation”—performed only after 20 weeks of gesta-
tion—and it offered Mr. Clinton the unusual chance to
show that he means what he says when he claims that he
wants abortions in this country to be *“rare.” The
President, appearing in an emotional White House cere-
mony with five women who had undergone the proce-
dure, muffed it.

The tears of those agonized women—and the voices of
pro-choice advocates like Kate Michelman’s National
Abortion Rights Action League, who will brook no com-
promise on this issue—moved the President and were lis-
tened to. As in the past, the dull groans of that vast mushy
middle of Americans, who want abortion legal. safe and
restricted in some way, were not heard.

More remarkably, the moral qualms of certain dissent-
ing pro-choice feminists were not heard either. In adopting
the strategy of depersonalizing the fetus as a “mass of
dependent protoplasm,” wamed Naomi Wolfe in the New
Republic (Oct. 16, 1995), the pro-choice movement risks
“losing something more important than votes; we stand in
jeopardy of losing what can only be called our souls.”
Abortion supporters should admit, wrote Wolfe, “that the
death of a fetus is a real death; that there are degrees of
culpability, judgment, and responsibility in the decision to
abort a pregnancy.” Writing in The New Yorker (Dec. 4,
1995) Jane Mayer conceded that “intact dilation and
extraction...can be portrayed—and not altogether implau-
sibly—as bordering on infanticide.”

President Clinton’s veto drew an angry protest from the
nation’s Catholic cardinals and a stinging rebuke from
Pope John Paul II. Comparing the procedure to infanti-
cide, the Pope said that it “morally and ethically imperils
the future of a society which condones it.” He condemned
Mr. Clinton’s decision as “a shameful veto that in practice
is equivalent to an incredibly brutal act of aggression
against innocent humans.”

In a three-page letter dated April 16 and signed by the
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nation’s eight cardinals and Bishop Anthony Pilla, the
president of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops,
the cardinals write: “[W]e strenuously oppose and con-
demn your veto of H.R. 1833 which will allow partial-
birth abortions to continue.... Mr. President, your action
on this matter takes our nation to a critical turning
point.... It moves our nation one step further toward
acceptance of infanticide.”

The cardinals’ words translate into an undisguised
political threat. *“In the coming weeks and months, each of
us, as well as our bishops’ conference, will do all we can
to educate people about partial-birth abortions,” they
write. “We will inform them that partial-birth abortions
will continue because you chose to veto H.R. 1833.”

The bill in question would have prohibited a relatively
rare procedure, involving considerably less than 1.5 per-
cent of the 1.3 million abortions performed annually in
this country, “in which the person performing the abortion
partially vaginally delivers a living fetus before killing the
fetus and completing the delivery.” The unbom child is
killed by puncturing a hole at the base of its skull, insert-
ing a catheter into the opening and suctioning out the
brain—so as to allow the head to pass through the birth
canal. H.R. 1833 was not absolutist; exceptions were
allowed to preserve the life of the mother. Mr. Clinton,
clearly troubled by this late-term procedure, insisted he
would have signed the bill if Congress had only expanded
its provisions to allow it in cases where a pregnancy car-
ried “serious health consequences” for the woman. The
problem here is that in the context of abortion the courts
have defined “health” so very broadly.

HEALTH, counter the cardinals, “means virtually
anything that has to do with a woman's overall ‘well-
being.”” If the woman is not married, too young, too old,
“if she is emotionally upset by pregnancy, or if pregnancy
interferes with schooling or career,” write the cardinals,
“the law considers those situations as ‘health’ reasons for
abortion. In other words, as you know and we know, an
exception for ‘health’ means abortion on demand.”

Come next November, Mr. Clinton’s veto will haunt
him—especially among Catholic voters. It aligns him
with the pro-choice militia, who as Mary McGrory wrote
in her Washington Post column (April 14, 1996), “are like
the N.R.A: They fight like steers against sensible prohibi-
tions in regard to guns and abortion, respectively.... The
National Abortion and Reproductive Rights Action
League defends a procedure so harrowing that even
agnostics or pro-choice voters are repelled by it.”
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ROM A Manhattan street-side
window | hear one of my
favorite sounds, the sound of
children playing—that strange-
ly melodic melding of laughter
and singing, bouncing balls
and roller skates. It’s sad to think that when
it starts to get dark and it’s time for these
kids to go home for supper, two out of five
of them will return to a home without a
father. The active presence of a father,
something most of us took for granted
as kids, is no
longer a given.

In his article “A
World Without
Fathers” in the
Spring issue of
The Wilson Quar-
terly, David Pope-
noe points out that
between 1960 and
1990 the percent-
age of children
estranged from their biological fathers has
risen from 17 percent to 36 percent.
Rampant fatherlessness is not a new phe-
nomenon for the American family, but the
reasons for it have certainly changed.
Fatherlessness in America often used to be
the result of death; today, it is most often due
to the breakdown of marriages, desertion
and out-of-wedlock births.

Paternity has become a bad word in our
fin de siecle culture. Nowadays, the once-
heralded institution of fatherhood is much
maligned. “Our cultural view of father-
hood itself is changing,” Popenoe com-
ments. “Few people doubt the fundamen-
tal importance of mothers. But fathers?
More and more, the question of whether
fathers are really necessary is being raised.
Many would answer no, or maybe
not...fatherhood is said by many to be
merely a social role that others can play:
mothers, partners, stepfathers, uncles and
aunts, grandparents. Perhaps the script can
even be rewritten and the role changed—
or dropped.”

Why the drastic change in attitude
toward fatherhood? Certainly fathers
themselves are much to blame. The ideal
father of, say, the early 20th century—that
is, a breadwinning autocrat, aloof from the
challenges and doldrums of child care—is
hardly adequate for the late-20th-century

family. This cultural form, which is per-
haps best described as a flawed composi-
tion of the male mind, has never been
fully functional and is certainly no ideal.
In today’s world, such a father is a mere
nuisance. Naturally, he’s been replaced—
by a flawed composition of the female
mind. The apotheosis of the modern
woman—a Murphy Brown, for example—
is the career breadwinner, mother-father,
child-bearer and rearer and sole head of
the household. (The difference between

Fatherlessness is not a new
phenomenon for the American
family, but the reasons for it

have certainly changed.

these two cultural forms is that Murphy
Brown was inspired mainly by necessity,
whereas Mr. Brown was a byproduct of
social presumptions.)

There are, of course, instances in which
a mother and her children are far better off
without their respective (alcoholic or abu-
sive) patriarch. But can the role of father
really be tossed out? For optimum child-
rearing, the answer is a resounding no.

On the practical side, there is the loss of
the father’s income. This often makes the
difference between an impoverished family
and one able to scrape by. Mr. Popenoe
points out a study that estimates: “Fifty-one
percent of the increase in child poverty
observed during the 1980’s (65 percent for
blacks) can be attributed to changes [read:
the absence of a father] in family struc-
ture.” Husbandless mothers and their chil-
dren are the most likely members of our
society to fall into poverty and the least
likely to be able to rise out of it. In 1969, 14
percent of America’s children were impov-
erished; today, 25 percent of our infants are
born poor.

What are some of the results of income-
related stresses upon the single-mother
family? For answers, Mr. Popenoe suggests
a look at an “authoritative review of this
research” by Sara McLanahan and Gary
Sandefur, titled Growing Up With a Single

Parent (1994). Their book indicates, among
other things, that single-parent children are
twice as likely to be high-school dropouts
and 2.5 times as likely to become unwed,
teen-aged mothers. (Incidentally, the
United States has the highest teen-pregnan-
cy rate in the industrialized world—about
1,000,000 per year, 35 percent of which
end in abortion.)

Much of the preliminary work of social
scientists done in the 1970’s (in the midst
of the divorce revolution), which conclud-
ed that fatherless-
ness is not neces-
sarily harmful to
a child’s develop-
ment, has since
been debunked
by more compre-
hensive research
done over longer
periods of time.
According to Po-
penoe, one 26-
year study made the surprising discovery
that fathers are vitally important in devel-
oping in their children some of the so-
called “soft virtues,” such as empathy.
“The most important childhood factor of
all in developing empathy,” he says, “is
paternal involvement in child care. Fathers
who spent time alone with their children
more than twice a week, giving meals,
baths, and other basic care, reared the most
compassionate adults.”

Researchers also attribute the develop-
ment of certain emotional, intellectual and
interpersonal faculties in growing children
to the indispensable presence of fathers.
Let any newspaper’s metro section speak
to the effects of fatherlessness on teen-age
boys. Teen-age girls, too, learn much from
their fathers that they are unlikely to learn
from their mothers—notably habitual ways
of interaction with men. “They learn from
their fathers about heterosexual trust, inti-
macy and difference,” says Popenoe.
“They learn to appreciate their own femi-
ninity from the one male who is most
special in their lives. Most importantly,
through loving and being loved by their
fathers, they learn that they are love-wor-
thy.”

Dad, it’s time to come home and start
helping out around the house—for your
kids’ sake. DANIEL T. WACKERMAN
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Making Abortion Rare

As President
Welfare Reform: The President has fought hard for welfare reform that promotes work and
responsible parenting, but that does not deny people benelits because they are underage and

unmarnied. which the Catholic church has argued provides an incentive for more people to have
abortions and would lead to increased abortions. He has also opposed a mandatory family cap.

Eunding Familv Planning: To help prevent unwanted pregnancies. the President has requested budget
increases for the federal Family Planning Program for each vear he has been in office. Among other

reproductive health and education services, this program makes family planning information and
contraception available to millions of women who might not otherwise get reproductive health care.

Preventing Teenage Pregpancy: The Clinton Administration strategy is driven by two fundamental

goals: instilling a greater sense of personal responsibility in young people for the consequences of
their behavior. while providing increased opportunities for education, jobs and hope for the future so

that they are more likely to make the nght choices.

President Clinton’s challenge to the private sector to address the high rates of teen pregnancy has also
prompted formation of a National Campaign to Reduce Teen Pregnancy. This effort aims to marshal
the resources across the country to effectively reduce teen pregnancy rates by 1/3 in ten vears.

Eacilitating Adoption: The President has taken impornant actions to encourage adoption. to recruit
families. to reduce unnecessary delays in moving children from foster care to adoption. and to

support families that choose to open their hearts and homes to waiting children.

We will continue to champion programs that break down barriers to adoption through aggressive
recruitment of adoptive and foster care parents; support for placement of special needs children: and
technical assistance to agencies committed to special needs adoption. We are shifting the Federal
focus from paperwork to outcomes for children. By increasing flexibility for states and communitics
and by working with them. we will find better ways to guarantee safety and stability for these
vulnerable children. Finally. we are developing a national strategic plan to promote the adoption ot

special needs children.

Record:
o  The Multiethnic Placement Act. which the President signed into law in October 1994. removes

barmers to adoption based on race or ethnic ongin.

o  During this .Administration. the number of children with special needs who have been adopted
with Federal adoption assistance has increased by about 30%.

o  The President has stood tirm during the budget debate to protect funds for adoption. toster care.
child abuse and neglect. Medicaid. and SSI -- programs that are critical to many adoptive families

and children.

Signed [omily and Medical [eave Act: President Clinton signed the Family Medical Leave Act into

law. allowing workers to take up t12 weeks of unpaid leave to care for an infant or ailing loved vne
without losing their jobs. American workers arc no longer forced to choose between their jobs and

their tamilies in times ot crisis.
































































































Friday June 14, 1996

WASHINGTON LETTER (from WASHINGTON) Backgrounder and analysis.
PRO-LIFE DEMOCRATS WORK QUIETLY AT GETTING A PLACE IN THE PLATFORM
By Patricia Zapor

Catholic News Service

@) WASHINGTON (CNS) -- Four vyears after firmly staking out
opposite extremes on abortion in party platforms, Democrats and
Republicans are both moving toward accommodating differing opinions
on the volatile issue.

(@) Republican presumptive nominee Bob Dole generated controversy
in early June when he said he would include a ‘'‘declaration of
tolerance'' of differing views about abortion in the GOP platform,
which will continue to advocate a human life amendment to the
Constitution and oppose federal funding of abortion.

O Meanwhile, pro-life Democrats have been working quietly behind
the scenes to secure wording in the platform that would affirm
their right <to disagree with the party's support for legal
abortion.

O Four years ago, Democrats who oppose abortion felt shut out and
ignored in platform discussions and by organizers' refusal to
permit then-Gov. Robert Casey of Pennsylvania to address the
convention. Casey was and is a vocal advocate of moderating the
Democratic Party's stance on abortion. Party leaders maintain Casey
was not allowed to speak because he never endorsed Clinton's
candidacy, not because of his abortion views.

O Since then, polls have made it clear that Democrats as well as
Republicans have lost some of their long-term supporters because
of rigidity over abortion. Neither party is likely to dramatically
shift its position, but doors to accommodation that had been closed
are at least being cracked open.

@) Ten pro-life Democrats met with Democratic National Committee
chairman Donald Fowler June 12 to discuss how to include their
views about abortion in the party platform.

@) ‘‘We believe that the Democratic Party is committed to
continuing discussions and recognizes that millions of Democrats
share our views and support the party,'' said a statement from the
group issued by Rep. Tony Hall, D-Ohio.

@) In a phone interview with Catholic News Service, Hall said the
pro-life contingent has been reluctant to make their efforts public
because discussions with party leaders have been friendly and
productive.

@) ‘‘We're working on language that might be acceptable,'' said
Hall. ‘‘The door is still open. We're trying to not fight in
public. !

(@) Michigan Rep. James A. Barcia said he's pleased with the
results of meetings with party 1leaders and believes an
accommodation can be reached before the platform committee convenes
in July.

O The general idea of the wording being proposed is a recognition
that the party includes members in good standing who oppose its
support for legal abortion and that individual members may, without
fear of censure, abide by their consciences in opposing abortion,
Barcia explained.

(@) ‘‘*The polls show that 56 percent of Democrats consider



themselves pro-life,'' said Barcia. ‘'‘And the Democratic Party has
historically included persons of all beliefs.''

©) Barcia and other Democrats who oppose abortion have felt not
only abandoned by their own party, but ignored by voters who
presume that any Democrat must support access to abortion.

@) ‘‘When the Democratic Party says it's wrong to be pro-life,
that sends the exactly wrong signal to people who we want to be in
the party,'' he said.

O Hall, who's finishing his 18th year in Congress, said it's been
frustrating to be part of an unrepresented viewpoint when it comes
to the party's platform.

@) ‘‘There are 35 to 40 of us in the House who vote pretty solidly
pro-life,'' Hall explained. ‘'‘'‘And I think in the party in general
the percentage would be much higher than that.''

O The members of Congress working with party leaders on the issue
realize a total change in the Democratic plank on abortion would
be out of the question, said Barcia.

@) ‘‘But we will feel better as pro-life Democrats if the platform
says we can follow our consciences,'' he added.

©) ‘‘There's no way we could ever get an anti-abortion plank in
the platform, '' he said. ‘'‘'But it's very important that we get an
acknowledgment that we have a place -- that we can campaign as pro-
life Democrats.''

@) Like Barcia, many of the pro-life Democrats working for the

platform change are Catholics. They include Reps. Bart Stupak of
Michigan, Harold Volkmer of Missouri, Marcy Kaptur of Ohio and Mike
Doyle of Pennsylvania.

O Barcia said losing control of both houses of Congress to
Republicans in 1994 was a great wake-up call to the Democratic
Party, particularly when it comes to regaining some of its
traditional supporters, who voted GOP over issues including
abortion and homosexuality.

@) For example, polls in Michigan showed voters felt ‘‘the
Democratic Party had become captive to small special interest
groups, so the people turned their backs on it,'' Barcia said.

@) And while party leaders were shaken by the losses, some
traditional Democratic constituencies such as labor unions also
were startled by some of the changes the Republicans have brought,
Barcia believes. At both ends, there's been re-evaluation of
positions and what they expect of politicians and each other.

@] ‘‘They realize their entire existence is on the line,'' Barcia
said. ‘'‘Now they see what the Republicans are prepared to do.''

O Organizations that had previously demanded that candidates for
office line up with their own issues straight down the line are
backing off.

@) ‘‘*They see you can agree less than 100 percent of the time and
still be a good Democrat,'' Barcia said.

END
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CASEY-DEMOCRATS

DEMOCRATS MUST HEED EFFORTS OF PRO-LIFE MEMBERS, CASEY SAYS
~Byline-

By Patricia Zapor

-Text-

Catholic News Service

WASHINGTON (CNS) -- An effort by pro-life Democrats to get a
few words of accommodation for their beliefs into the Democratic
platform this year was lauded by former Pennsylvania Gov. Robert
Casey as the politically wise course for the party.

Ten pro-life House Democrats met party chairman Donald Fowler
in June to discuss amending the election-year platform to include
language recognizing their right to differ from the party's support
for legalized abortion.

Several participants in the meeting described it as productive
and said they believe the door is open to the minor wording change
that will make them more comfortable running as Democrats who
oppose abortion.

““The story here is not whether the language in the platform
should be changed in some cosmetic way,'' Casey said in a June 21
phone interview, ~“but that these Democratic congressmen are
speaking from a key constituency which all parties agree is still
to be claimed.''

That constituency of culturally conservative,'' ethnic, or
Reagan Democrats may return to the Democratic Party after
supporting Republicans in the 1992 congressional elections, if
party leaders recognize that most Americans are not as strongly
supportive of abortion as the platform and the party's national
leadership, said Casey.

He believes it's significant that the pro-life House Democrats
who met Fowler are from electoral vote-rich states that President
Clinton needs to win this year -- Pennsylvania, Ohio, Missouri,
Michigan and Illinois.

““The fact that these congressmen are raising this tells us
they're receiving pressure from constituents in key states on a key
issue,'' said Casey, a Catholic. In some of those states, the
margin of just 2 to 3 percent of voters who might be influenced by
a pro-life concession is enough to afiect whether Clinton or Bob
Dole wins the election, according to Casey.

““If the Democrats make no change it will worsen the
situation,'' he predicted.

““This is not, as Kate Michelman, said, “Much ado about
nothing, ''' Casey said. Michelman is the leader of the National
Abortion and Reproductive Rights Action League.

"It is much ado about something critical,'' Casey continued.
“TIt's not over. It's not decided. It was central to the Republican
takeover of Congress in 1994.''

In that congressional election, the economy was good, there was
no major scandal to drive voters away from one party, yet more
Democrats voted for Republicans than they had in a very long time,
Casey noted.

An outspoken advocate of moderating the Democratic Party's
abortion support, Casey still believes he was kept from speaking
at the 1992 convention because of his opposition to abortion.

Party leaders say the issue in refusing Casey's request to
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