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In short, I do not support the use of this procedure on an
elective basis where it is not necessary to save the life of the
woman or prevent serious risks to her health.

I wanted to let you know my thoughts regarding H.R. 1833, the 
late-term abortion bill. I understand that you feel very 
strongly about this matter.

It is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have studied 
and prayed about for many months. I am against late-term 
abortions and have long opposed them, except where necessary to 
protect the life or health of the mother. As Governor of 
Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that barred third trimester 
abortions, with an appropriate exception for life or health, and 
I would sign such a bill now if it were presented to me.

Dear Rev. Horne:

In the past months, I have learned of several cases of women who 
desperately wanted to have their babies, who were devastated to 
learn that their babies had fatal conditions and would not live, 
who wanted anything other than an abortion, but who were advised 
by their doctors that this procedure was their best chance to 
avert the risk of death or grave harm which, in some cases, would 
have included an inability to ever bear children again. For 
these women, this was not about choice. This was not about 
having a headache or fitting into a prom dress, as some have 
regrettably suggested. This was not about choosing against 
having a child. These babies were certain to perish before, 
during or shortly after birth. The only question was how much 
grave damage was going to be done to the woman.

Indeed, when I first heard the procedure referred to in H.R. 1833 
described, I thought I would support the bill. But as I studied 
the matter and learned more about it, I came to understand that 
this is a rarely used procedure, justifiable as a last resort 
when doctors judge it necessary to save a woman's life or to 
avert serious health consequences to her.

Dr. Rex M. Horne, 
[address]
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Presided

Dear Mr. President,

May the Lord bless you and always know of my prayers.

Sincen

>r.

Enclosure

M. Home, Jr. 
/mlw

I would appreciate a copy of what you send. If you would like for me to review it and send 
it back to you before you give it to the others, I would be glad to do so.

Of course, you know, any report will become a lightening rod for a number of people. It is 
still my conviction that giving your reason is better than not giving an explanation.

Clinton
The White^House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20500-2000

DR. REX M. HORNE, JR., SENIOR PASTOR
1000 BISHOP STREET • LITTLE ROCK, .ARKANSAS 72202 • 501-376-3071 FAX 501-396-3314

As you requested, I am sending you some names that you can send a detailed letter as to why 
you cannot sign the recently passed abortion bill. Rather than giving you a list of many 
pastors, I am sending you Jim Henry’s address and the address of two Baptist press 
organizations. These reports will be picked up by religious groups all over the country.

I enjoyed visiting with you last night. I know you are glad to have Hillary and Chelsea 
home.
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Dr. Jim Henry
First Baptist Church
3701 L. B. McLeod Road 
Orlando, Florida 32805-6691

Herb Hollinger
Baptist Press
901 Commerce Street #750
Nashville, Tennessee 37203-3699

Greg Warner
Associated Baptist Press 
P.O. Box 23769
Jacksonville, Florida 32241
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His Eminence Joseph Cardinal Bernardin 
Archbishop of Chicago
Post Office Box 1979
Chicago, Illinois

His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahony 
Archbishop of Los Angeles
1531 West Ninth Street
Los Angeles, California

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C.

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey 
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C.

FROM

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON, D.C.

FROM

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON. D.C.

FROM

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON. D.C.

FROM

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON. D.C.
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Mr. President^

From both a policy and political point of view, I would urge you to support the recently 
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present day America becoming less sensitive, less, caring toward the poor, the weak, the stranger.

must be committed to the defense of life in all its stages and in every’ condition.”
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Gordon MacDonald 
Grace Chapel
3 Militia Drive
Lexington, MA
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WillowCneek Community Church

W'

January 3,1996

Dear Bill:

Here to help...

Your friend in Christ,

67 Fast Altronauin Road • South Barrington, IL 60010-6143 • 708/765-5000

Happy New Year! I trust that you and your family got some rest and “together time” over 

the holidays.

President Clinton 
c/o Nancy Hemreich 
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington DC 20500-2000

rk

You’re a good man. Bill. And you are not only going to win re-election, but in your 
second term you are going to leave a legacy that will be honored for centuries! Really!

Enclosed are two items. The first is an approach to the end of the State of the Union 
Address. I’ll do further work on it, if you request. The second is some reading for you 
on the partial birth abortion legislation. I can’t stress enough what being on the wrong 
side of this issue will do to your support base in the Christian community. Although less 
that 600 of these procedures are done each year, the moral outrage over it has captured 
the hearts of tens of millions of Americans. In my opinion, signing the bill will cost you 
very little. Vetoing it will come to haunt you, not only in the near term, but all 
throughout the upcoming campaign. And if you ask me what I think Jesus would do if 

He were in your shoes... well, enough said.

Bill Hybels
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PRESIDENT CLINTONTO:

FROM:

APRIL 1, 1996DATE:

JOHN HART, Deputy Assistant to the President and 
Deputy Director of Intergovernmental Affairs

Cardinal Hickey asked me to personally convey the attached letter 
to you.

I also want to let you know that at six o'clock this evening 
members of the Catholic community will hold a vigil on the 
abortion legislation outside the White House. The vigil will be 
led by Cardinals Hickey, Law and Bernardin, as well as other 
prominent archbishops. The vigil reflects the depth of feeling 
within the Catholic community.
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Archdiocese of Washington

OFFICE OF THE AKCHBISHOF

April 1, 1996

Dear Mr. President,

Sincerely in Christ,

chbishop of Washington

I make one last urgent appeal that you sign into law the 
Partial Birth Abortion Ban Act.

I beg you to do this because the late term procedure takes 
the life of the child in a particularly heinous fashion. This procedure is 
repugnant, even to many so-called "pro-choice” physicians, since it so 
clearly involves the slaying of a developed child already partially born.

rmii

The President of the United States 
The White House
Washington, D.C.

sooi Eastern avenue 
I’ost Office box 29260 

Washington, D.C. 20017
Fl>r11

Mr. President, for you to veto this legislation during a time 
so sacred to the Christian and Jewish traditions is a true slap in the face 
to all those who believe in the sanctity of life. Moreover, many other 
people not of these traditions grasp the wrongness of partial birth 
abortions. As President of all the people, please do not allow the 
strongly entrenched and well financed campaign of Planned Parenthood 
and other allied groups to negate, not only the will of Congress, but 
indeed the will of the clear mstfority of Americans.
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Dear Gordon:

In short, I do not support the use of this procedure on an
elective basis where it is not necessary to save the life of the
woman or prevent serious risks to her health.

The Reverend Gordon MacDonald
Grace Chapel
Three Militia Drive
Lexington, Massachusetts

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have 
studied and prayed about for many months. I am against late-term 
abortions and have long opposed them, except where necessary 
to protect the life or health of the mother. As Governor of 
Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that barred third trimester 
abortions, with an appropriate exception for life or health, 
and I would sign such a bill now if it were presented to me.

I want to thank you for your letter on H.R. 1833. I appreciate 
and considered the strong moral convictions you expressed.

In the past months, I have learned of several cases of women who 
desperately wanted to have their babies, who were devastated to 
learn that their babies had fatal conditions and would not live, 
who wanted anything other than an abortion, but who were advised 
by their doctors that this procedure was their best chance to 
avert the risk of death or grave harm which, in some cases, would 
have included an inability to ever bear children again. For 
these women, this was not about choice. This was not about 
having a headache or fitting into a prom dress, as some have 
regrettably suggested. This was not about choosing against 
having a child. These babies were certain to perish before, 
during or shortly after birth. The only question was how much 
grave damage was going to be done to the woman.

WASHINGTON

April 10, 1996

Indeed, when I first heard abjalrt the procedure referred to in 
H.R. 1833 described, I chought I would support the bill. But 
as I studied the matter and learned more about it, I came to 
understand that this is a rarely used procedure, justifiable as 
a last resort when doctors judge it necessary to save a woman's 
life or to avert serious health consequences to her.
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Dear Rex:

I understand that you feel very
I wanted to let you know my[ thoughts regarding H.R. 1833, 
the lat-e ■term-abortion bill
strongly about this matter.

The Reverend Rex M. Horne, Jr.
Immanuel Baptist Church
1000 Bishop Street
Little Rock, Arkansas

In short, I do not support the use of this procedure on an
elective basis where it is not necessary to save the life of the
woman or prevent serious risks to her health.

4, n m 3

In the past months, I have learned of several cases of women who 
desperately wanted to have their babies, who were devastated to 
learn that their babies had fatal conditions and would not live, 
who wanted anything other than an abortion, but who were advised 
by their doctors that this procedure was their best chance to 
avert the risk of death or grave harm which, in some cases, would 
have included an inability to ever bear children again. For 
these women, this was not about choice. This was not about 
having a headache or fitting into a prom dress, as some have 
regrettably suggested. This was not about choosing against 
having a child. These babies were certain to perish before, 
during or shortly after birth. The only question was how much 
grave damage was going to be done to the woman.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have 
studied and prayed about for many months. I am against late-term 
abortions and have long opposed them, except where necessary 
to protect the life or health of the mother. As Governor of 
Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that barred third trimester 
abortions, with an appropriate exception for life or health, 
and I would sign such a bill now if it were presented to me.

Indeed, when I first heard the procedure referred to in H.R. 1833 
described, I thought I would support the bill. But as I studied 
the matter and learned more about it, I came to understand that 
this is a rarely used procedure, justifiable as a last resort 
when doctors judge it necessary to save a woman's life or to 
avert serious health consequences to her.
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Dear Rex:

banning a certain abortion procedure, 
very strongly about this matter.

I wanted to let you know my thoughts regarding H.R. 1833, a bill
I understand that you feel

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, 
studied and prayed about for many months.

The Reverend Rex M. Horne, Jr.
Immanuel Baptist Church
1000 Bishop Street
Little Rock, Arkansas

In short, I do not support the use of this procedure on an
elective basis where it is not necessary to save the life of the
woman or prevent serious risks to her health.

Indeed, when I first heard the procedure referred to in H.R. 1833 
described, I thought I would support the bill. But as I studied 
the matter and learned more about it, I came to understand that 
this is a rarely used procedure, justifiable as a last resort 
when doctors judge it necessary to save a woman's life or to 
avert serious health consequences to her.

In the past months, I have learned of several cases of women who 
desperately wanted to have their babies, who were devastated to 
learn that their babies had fatal conditions and would not live, 
who wanted anything other than an abortion, but who were advised 
by their doctors that this procedure was their best chance to 
avert the risk of death or grave harm which, in some cases, would 
have included an inability to ever bear children again. For 
these women, this was not about choice. This was not about 
having a headache or fitting into a prom dress, as some have 
regrettably suggested. This was not about choosing against 
having a child. These babies were certain to perish before, 
during or shortly after birth. The only question was how much 
grave damage was going to be done to the woman.

one which I have
I am against late-term 

abortions and have long opposed them, except where necessary 
to protect the life or health of the mother. As Governor of 
Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that barred third trimester 
abortions, with an appropriate exception for life or health, 
and I would sign such a bill now if it were presented to me.
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Sincerely,

That is why I implored Congress to add a limited exemption for 
the small number of compelling cases where use of the procedure 
is necessary to avoid serious health consequences. The life 
exception in the current bill fails to cover cases where the 
doctor believes not that the mother's death is probable, but 
rather that, without the procedure, serious physical harm, often 
including losing the ability to have more children, is very 
likely to occur. I want to say again that if Congress will amend 
the bill as I have suggested, remedying its constitutional and 
human defect, I will sign the bill.

Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope we 
can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the 
broad array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help and 
your insight.

Again, I thank you for your concern. These are painful and 
sobering issues. I understand your desire to eliminate the use 
of a procedure you see as inhumane. But to eliminate it without 
taking into consideration the rare and tragic circumstances in 
which its use may be necessary would be, in my judgment, even 
more inhumane.
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Dear Tony:

banning a certain abortion procedure, 
very strongly about this matter.

In short, I do not support the use of this procedure on an
elective basis where it is not necessary to save the life of the
woman or prevent serious risks to her health.

The Reverend Anthony Campolo
Eastern College
10 Fairview Drive
St. Davids, Pennsylvania 19087

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, 
studied and prayed about for many months.

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

I wanted to let you know my thoughts regarding H.R. 1833, a bill
I understand that you feel

Indeed, when I first heard the procedure referred to in H.R. 1833 
described, I thought I would support the bill. But as I studied 
the matter and learned more about it, I came to understand that 
this is a rarely used procedure, justifiable as a last resort 
when doctors judge it necessary to save a woman's life or to 
avert serious health consequences to her.

one which I have
I am against late-term 

abortions and have long opposed them, except where necessary 
to protect the life or health of the mother. As Governor of 
Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that barred third trimester 
abortions, with an appropriate exception for life or health, 
and I would sign such a bill now if it were presented to me.

In the past months, I have learned of several cases of women who 
desperately wanted to have their babies, who were devastated to 
learn that their babies had fatal conditions and would not live, 
who wanted anything other than an abortion, but who were advised 
by their doctors that this procedure was their best chance to 
avert the risk of death or grave harm which, in some cases, would 
have included an inability to ever bear children again. For 
these women, this was not about choice. This was not about 
having a headache or fitting into a prom dress, as some have 
regrettably suggested. This was not about choosing against 
having a child. These babies were certain to perish before, 
during or shortly after birth. The only question was how much 
grave damage was going to be done to the woman.
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Sincerely,

That is why I implored Congress to add a limited exemption for 
the small number of compelling cases where use of the procedure 
is necessary to avoid serious health consequences. The life 
exception in the current bill fails to cover cases where the 
doctor believes not that the mother's death is probable, but 
rather that, without, the procedure, serious physical harm, often 
including losing the ability to have more children, is very 
likely to occur. I want to say again that if Congress will amend 
the bill as I have suggested, remedying its constitutional and 
human defect, I will sign the bill.

Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope we 
can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the 
broad array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help and 
your insight.

Again, I thank you for your concern. These are painful and 
sobering issues. I understand your desire to eliminate the use 
of a procedure you see as inhumane. But to eliminate it without 
taking into consideration the rare and tragic circumstances in 
which its use may be necessary would be, in my judgment, even 
more inhumane.
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Diskette Title: 

This is not a presidential record. This is used as an administrative 
marker by the William J. Clinton Presidential Library Staff.

NOTICE: The files from this diskette are not available because 
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format.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 10, 1996

Dear Cardinal Hickey:

In short, I do not support the use of this procedure on an
elective basis where it is not necessary to save the life of the
woman or prevent serious risks to her health.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have 
studied and prayed about for many months. I am against late-term 
abortions and have long opposed them, except where necessary to 
protect the life or health of the mother. As Governor of 
Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that barred third trimester 
abortions, with an appropriate exception for life or health, and 
I would sign such a bill now if it were presented to me.

I want to thank you for your letters on H.R. 1833. I appreciate 
and considered the strong moral convictions you expressed.

In the past months, I have learned of several cases of women who 
desperately wanted to have their babies, who were devastated to 
learn that their babies had fatal conditions and would not live, 
who wanted anything other than an abortion, but who were advised 
by their doctors that this procedure was their best chance to 
avert the risk of death or grave harm which, in some cases, would 
have included an inability to ever bear children again. For 
these women, this was not about choice. This was not about 
having a headache or fitting into a prom dress, as some have 
regrettably suggested. This was not about choosing against 
having a child. These babies were certain to perish before, 
during or shortly after birth. The only guestion was how much 
grave damage was going to be done to the woman.

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C. 20017

Indeed, when I first heard about the procedure referred to in
H.R. 1833 described, I thought I would support the bill. But as 
I studied the matter and learned more about it, I came to 
understand that this is a rarely used procedure, justifiable as a 
last resort when doctors judge it necessary to save a woman's 
life or to avert serious health consequences to her.
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BOB GlAIMD DEVL. 

Kate Britton 
8708 Brook Road 

McLean, Virginia 22102 
(703)442-8430 Telephone
(703)893-7354 Facsimile

� <A/7-Y� k � 0.�� 

�001 

This infonnation contained in this facsimile message is privileged and/or confidential 
infonnation intended only for the use of the individual or entiJy named above. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distribution or copy of this communicatioll is unauthorized. If you have 
received this communication in error, please immediately notify us by telephone and return 
the original message to us at the above address via the U.S. Postal Office. Thank you. 
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BOB GIAIMO DEVL. @1 003

Fortitude
Fortitude is the gift that gives to the will an

it to act or en-

f°rli",d<! is displa-ved in funda-

courage and for

•ions of every kind,

is the meaning of the words

in the

04/08/96

ch°se what is foolish

IS weak m the world to shame the

mental ways:

- in action, I

doe. nT fortlt;‘de is a Sift of the Holy Spirit it 
I?”® ^Om US- S° We must Pray for it We 

recoBnizing our limits. The 
Spirit fortifies those who are aware of their 

°n »ie only O°„e

coming every obstacle. By its actlin th^Ho JsZi 
takes possession of the soul from above and commu- 
JS1 , over oneself and over the external
noTr™™.0. !!.fL^hLle ,he vlrtue Pf fortitude does 

“d Mure, the'gi^

, certainty, joy and certain hope of success. It

fear th. mby overtaking without hesitation and 
tear the most arduous things in order to preserve 

^CrTe; goodness, faith, purity of conscience? 

-----1 in divine providence, justice 
'"’e 211 sanctifying grace o? .M;

recon liation and above )«««..
Which is supernatural life and love of the T VX’ 

' lovePoie?Ce' br"dorlng with Zrag'^nd fo 

love of Jesus Crucified: grave illnesse. tHk, 1 
uons of every kind, difficult tria^Xve'n"^

impulse and an energy that enables
VLeJ°fty tHingS' fearlessly and even joyfully, over­

Holy Spirit fortifies those who 
own ’
can fortify them. This 
of St. Paul:

U ™lk°i Sh,bme 'h'W1“’ God chose what 
c^A^nTdXK  ̂

the world, even things that 
bring to nothing things that QiC, so [nai 

b?“‘f" 'he pres-

10:36 ©

--- .—a-, imngs tnat are not, to
bring to nothing things that are, so that 
no human being might boast in the pres­
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Words of Edith Stein, a convert from Judaism, and a Carmelite nun,

UNDOUBTEDLY, there will always and everywhere be this fearful truth.

who

GOOD is whatever conforms itself to the will of God 

and evil is all that is contrary to it.

WHATEVER did not fit in 
with my plan did lie 
within the plan of God. 
I have an ever deeper 
and firmer belief that 
nothing is merely an 
accident when seen in the 
light of God, that my 
whole life down to the 
smallest details has been 
marked out for me in the 
plan of Divine Providence 
and has a completely 
coherent meaning in God’s 
all-seeing eyes. And so 
I am beginning to rejoice 
in the light of glory 
wherein this meaning will 

be unveiled to me.

who died in 1942 in Auschwitz as Sister Teresa. 
She was beatified on May 1,1987.

died in 1941 in Auschwitz (as til6670) by offering his life in place of a fellow prisoner. 

He was canonized by Pope John Paul II on October 10,1982 as, 
“The patron saint of this difficult century. ”

Our free will has the capacity to render useless 
the best influence of the surrounding environment, 

even that of Divine Grace.

He was canonized by Pope John Paul II on October 10, 1982 as,
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Kate Britton wrote that she would like to come visit with you - for even 60 
seconds - re: your intention to veto the partihl-birth abortion bill. She asks this 
"in light of the significance of the issue and [her] deep concern for you."
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Dear Mr. Chairman:

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 28, 1996

The Honorable Henry J. Hyde 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515

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 woman's pregnancy in 
which, in a doctor's medical judgment, the use of this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman's life or to preserve her health. In 
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.
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I have concluded that H.R. 1833 as drafted does not meet the
constitutional requirements that the Supreme Court has imposed 
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Dear Joe:

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON

February 28, 1996

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.

The Honorable Joseph R. Biden, Jr.
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

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 woman's pregnancy in 
which, in a doctor's medical judgment, the use of this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman's life or to preserve her health. In 
those situations, the Constitution requires that a woman's ability to 
choose this procedure be protected.



2

Sincerely,

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 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.

I am prepared 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 selection of the procedure, in the medical 
judgment of the attending physician, is necessary to preserve the 
life of the woman or avert serious adverse health consequences to 
the woman.



Dear Senator Hatch:

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 28, 1996

The Honorable Orrin G. Hatch 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510

I understand that the House is preparing to consider H.R. 1933, 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 woman's pregnancy in 
which, in a doctor's medical judgment, the use of this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman's life or to preserve her health. In 
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.
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Sincerely,

life of the woman or avert serious adverse health consequences to 
trie woman.

I have concluded that H.R. 1833 as drafted does not meet the 
constitutional requirements that the Supreme Court has imposed 
upon us, in Rog 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. y 
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Dear John:

a certain type of abortion. ] 
position on this extremely complex issue.

I understand that the House is preparing to consider H.R. 1833, as 
amended by the Senate, which would prohibit doctors from performing 

' " ' ' ' . I want to make the Congress aware of my

WASHINGTON

February 28, 1996

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.

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.

The Honorable John Conyers, Jr. 
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

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 woman's pregnancy in 
which, in a doctor's medical judgment, the use of this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman's life or to preserve her health. In 
those situations, the Constitution requires that a woman's ability to 
choose this procedure be protected.
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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,

r 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 prepared 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 selection of the procedure, in the medical 
judgment of the attending physician, is necessary to preserve the 
life of the woman or avert serious adverse health consequences to 
the woman.
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Good afternoon. I have just met with four 

courageous women who have had to make a potentially 

life-saving, although tragic decision to have the kind of 

abortion that would be banned by H.R. 1833. They 

represent a small, but extremely vulnerable group of 

women in this country. They may have different 

faiths...different political views...and come from 

different parts of the country. But, they have one thing 

in common: they all wanted their children; they didn’t 

want to have abortions; and they made the agonizing 

choice only when it became clear that their babies 

would not survive and their own lives and health were 

in grave danger.

- 2 -



No one can tell this story better than one of the women 

who has lived through it. At this time I would like to 

introduce Mary-Dorothy Line.

[MARY-DOROTHY LINE TELLS HER STORY]

Thank you, Ms. Line. Unfortunately, Mary-

Dorothy Line is not alone.

Tammy and Mitchell Watts were elated when they 

found out she was going to have a baby. But, that joy 

was shattered when they found out in her seventh 

month that the fetus would not live and her health was 

in serious danger.

-3-



She and her husband, in consultation with their doctor 

and pastor, tearfully made the decision to terminate the 

suffering of the fetus and protect her own health and 

life. It was the toughest decision they ever had to make 

— but it was right for them and gave them hope that 

someday they would have a healthy baby.

Thirty-two weeks into her pregnancy, Vicki Stella 

learned that her son had nine major abnormalities that 

added up to certain death. As a diabetic, Vicki’s 

doctors advised her that she faced grave health risks if 

she were to go through with a delivery that her baby 

could not survive.

- 4 -



Vicki has two other children and she told me that she 

made the painful decision to terminate the pregnancy 

because those children needed her alive.

Seven months into her third pregnancy, Coreen

Costello’s doctors broke the devastating news that her 

fetus had a severe and fatal disorder. They told her 

that going through with the pregnancy would be 

dangerous and even life-threatening for her. After 

much agonizing soul-searching, she and her husband 

finally decided that the safest option for Coreen’s health 

was to terminate the pregnancy.

-5-



This is a difficult and disturbing issue — one that I 

have studied and prayed about for many months. After 

much reflection, I have concluded that I could not 

support use of this method of abortion on an elective 

basis, where there are other equally safe procedures 

available. However, I understand that, as in the cases 

of these families here today, there are rare and tragic 

situations where, in a doctor’s judgement, this 

procedure may be necessary to save a woman’s life or 

to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

My concern is for the health of the mother. I am 

surprised that Congress would explicitly rule out 

consideration of the mother’s health in this legislation.

-6-



I have always believed that abortion should be safe, 

legal and rare. And that the decision to have an 

abortion generally should be between a woman, her 

doctor, her conscience and her God -- not the Congress.

I have always opposed late-term abortions except 

where necessary to protect the life or health of the 

woman.

I am opposed to H.R. 1833 because it contains a 

fatal flaw. It does not allow women to protect 

themselves from serious threats to their health, as 

required by the Constitution. I cannot, in good 

conscience, sanction this injustice.

-7-



Few people are faced with the tragic choices that the 

families here today have had to make. And we should 

be careful to judge them if we have not walked in their 

shoes. Were it not for access to the safest procedure 

for these women, they might not be here today with us 

or their families. It is for them, their children and their 

families that I am compelled to veto H.R. 1833.

Thank you.

- 8 -
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Good afternoon. I have just met with four 

courageous women who have had to make a potentially 

life-saving, although tragic decision to have the kind of 

abortion that would be banned by H.R. 1833. They 

represent a small, but extremely vulnerable group of 

women in this country. They may have different 

faiths...different political views...and come from 

different parts of the country. But, they have one thing 

in common: they all wanted their children; they didn’t 

want to have abortions; and they made the agonizing 

choice only when it became clear that their babies 

would not survive and their own lives and health were 

in grave danger.
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No one can tell this story better than one of the women 

who has lived through it. At this time I would like to 

introduce Mary-Dorothy Line.

[MARY-DOROTHY LINE TELLS HER STORY]

Thank you, Ms. Line. Unfortunately, Mary-

Dorothy Line is not alone.

Tammy and Mitchell Watts were elated when they 

found out she was going to have a baby. But, that joy 

was shattered when they found out in her seventh 

month that the fetus would not live and her health was 

in serious danger.
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She and her husband, in consultation with their doctor 

and pastor, tearfully made the decision to terminate the 

suffering of the fetus and protect her own health and 

life. It was the toughest decision they ever had to make 

- but it was right for them and gave them hope that 

someday they would have a healthy baby.

Thirty-two weeks into her pregnancy, Vicki Stella 

learned that her son had nine major abnormalities that 

added up to certain death. As a diabetic, Vicki’s 

doctors advised her that she faced grave health risks if 

she were to go through with a delivery that her baby 

could not survive.
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Vicki has two other children and she told me that she 

made the painful decision to terminate the pregnancy 

because those children needed her alive.

Seven months into her third pregnancy, Coreen

Costello’s doctors broke the devastating news that her 

fetus had a severe and fatal disorder. They told her 

that going through with the pregnancy would be 

dangerous and even life-threatening for her. After 

much agonizing soul-searching, she and her husband 

finally decided that the safest option for Coreen’s health 

was to terminate the pregnancy.

-5 -



This is a difficult and disturbing issue -- one that I 

have studied and prayed about for many months. After 

much reflection, I have concluded that I could not 

support use of this method of abortion on an elective 

basis, where there are other equally safe procedures 

available. However, I understand that, as in the cases 

of these families here today, there are rare and tragic 

situations where, in a doctor’s judgement, this 

procedure may be necessary to save a woman’s life or 

to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

My concern is for the health of the mother. I am 

surprised that Congress would explicitly rule out 

consideration of the mother’s health in this legislation.
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I have always believed that abortion should be safe, 

legal and rare. And that the decision to have an 

abortion generally should be between a woman, her 

doctor, her conscience and her God — not the Congress.

I have always opposed late-term abortions except 

where necessary to protect the life or health of the 

woman.

I am opposed to H.R. 1833 because it contains a 

fatal flaw. It does not allow women to protect 

themselves from serious threats to their health, as 

required by the Constitution. I cannot, in good 

conscience, sanction this injustice.
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Few people are faced with the tragic choices that the 

families here today have had to make. And we should 

be careful to judge them if we have not walked in their 

shoes. Were it not for access to the safest procedure 

for these women, they might not be here today with us 

or their families. It is for them, their children and their 

families that I am compelled to veto H.R. 1833.

Thank you.

- 8 -
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Dear Cardinal Hickey:

And that is why I implored Congress to add a limited exemption 
for the small number of compelling cases where use of the 

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have 
studied and prayed about for many months. I am against late-term 
abortions and have long opposed them, except where necessary to 
protect the life or health of the mother. As Governor of 
Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that barred third trimester 
abortions, with an appropriate exception for life or health, and 
I would sign such a bill now if it were presented to me.

I want to thank you for your letters on H.R. 1833. I appreciate 
and considered the strong moral convictions you expressed.

Therefore, it is simply not accurate to say that I support a 
broad exception that would allow the widespread use of this 
procedure. I do not support the use of this procedure on an 
elective basis where it is not necessary to save the life of the 
woman or prevent serious risks to her health.

In the past months, I have learned of several cases of women who 
desperately wanted to have their babies, who were devastated to 
learn that their babies had fatal conditions and would not live, 
who wanted anything other than an abortion, but who were advised 
by their doctors that this procedure was their best chance to 
avert the risk of death or grave harm which, in some cases, would 
have included an inability to ever bear children again. For 
these women, this was not about choice. This was not about 
having a headache or fitting into a prom dress, as some have 
regrettably suggested. This was not about choosing against 
having a child. These babies were certain to perish before, 
during or shortly after birth. The only guestion was how much 
grave damage was going to be done to the woman.

Indeed, when I first heard the procedure referred to in H.R. 1833 
described, I thought I would support the bill. But as I studied 
the matter and learned more about it, I came to understand that 
this is a rarely used procedure, justifiable as a last resort 
when doctors judge it necessary to save a woman's life or to 
avert serious health consequences to her.



Sincerely,

Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope we 
can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the 
broad array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help and 
your insight.

procedure is necessary to avoid serious health consequences. The 
life exception in the current bill is not adequate. The cases I 
have in mind are not those where a doctor is convinced that a 
woman risks death, but where the doctor knows that the woman 
risks grave harm. I made clear then and I make clear now that if 
Congress amended the bill as I have suggested, remedying its 
constitutional and human defect, I would sign the bill.

Again, I thank you for your letters. These are painful and 
sobering issues. I understand your desire to eliminate the use 
of a procedure you see as inhumane. But to eliminate it without 
taking into consideration the rare and tragic circumstances in 
which its use may be necessary is, in my judgment, even more 
inhumane.
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Good afternoon. I have just met with four 

courageous women who have had to make a potentially 

life-saving, although tragic decision to have the kind of 

abortion that would be banned by H.R. 1833. They 

represent a small, but extremely vulnerable group of 

women in this country. They may have different 

faiths...different political views...and come from 

different parts of the country. But, they have one thing 

in common: they all wanted their children; they didn’t 

want to have abortions; and they made the agonizing 

choice only when it became clear that their babies 

would not survive and their own lives and health were 

in grave danger.

- 2 -
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No one can tell this story better than one of the women 

introduce Mary-Dorothy Line.

[MARY-DOROTHY LINE TELLS HER STORY]

Thank you, Ms. Line. Unfortunately, Mary-

Dorothy Line is not alone.

Tammy and Mitchell Watts were elated when they 

found out she was going to have a baby. But, that joy 

was shattered when they found out in her seventh 

month that the fetus would not live and her health was 

in serious danger.

-3-

who has lived through it. At this time I would like to 



She and her husband, in consultation with their doctor 

and pastor, tearfully made the decision to terminate the 

suffering of the fetus and protect her own health and 

life. It was the toughest decision they ever had to make 

- but it was right for them and gave them hope that 

someday they would have a healthy baby.

Thirty-two weeks into her pregnancy, Vicki Stella 

learned that her son had nine major abnormalities that 

added up to certain death. As a diabetic, Vicki’s 

doctors advised her that she faced grave health risks if 

she were to go through with a delivery that her baby 

could not survive.
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Vicki has two other children and she told me that she 

made the painful decision to terminate the pregnancy 

because those children needed her alive.

Seven months into her third pregnancy, Coreen

Costello’s doctors broke the devastating news that her 

fetus had a severe and fatal disorder. They told her 

that going through with the pregnancy would be 

dangerous and even life-threatening for her. After 

much agonizing soul-searching, she and her husband 

finally decided that the safest option for Coreen’s health 

was to terminate the pregnancy.

-5 -



This is a difficult and disturbing issue - one that I 

have studied and prayed about for many months. After 

much reflection, I have concluded that I could not 

support use of this method of abortion on an elective 

basis, where there are other equally safe procedures 

available. However, I understand that, as in the cases 

of these families here today, there are rare and tragic 

situations where, in a doctor’s judgement, this 

procedure may be necessary to save a woman’s life or 

to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

My concern is for the health of the mother. I am 

surprised that Congress would explicitly rule out 

consideration of the mother’s health in this legislation.

-6-



I have always believed that abortion should be safe, 

legal and rare. And that the decision to have an 

abortion generally should be between a woman, her 

doctor, her conscience and her God -- not the Congress.

I have always opposed late-term abortions except 

where necessary to protect the life or health of the 

woman.

I am opposed to H.R. 1833 because it contains a 

fatal flaw. It does not allow women to protect 

themselves from serious threats to their health, as 

required by the Constitution. I cannot, in good 

conscience, sanction this injustice.

-7 -



Few people are faced with the tragic choices that the 

families here today have had to make. And we should 

be careful to judge them if we have not walked in their 

shoes. Were it not for access to the safest procedure 

for these women, they might not be here today with us 

or their families. It is for them, their children and their 

families that I am compelled to veto H.R. 1833.

Thank you.

- 8 -
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Dear Cardinal Hickey:

I appreciate and

Sincerely,

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C.

I want to thank you for your letters on H.R. 1833. 
have considered your strong moral convictions.

My hope is that a common ground can be found on this issue 
that respects the views of those, including myself, who find this 
procedure enormously troubling, while at the same time upholding the 
Constitutional requirement that laws regulating abortion protect the 
life and health of American women and allowing doctors to exercise 
their best medical judgment in the rare cases where this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman from serious adverse health consequences.

I have been moved, for example, by the stories of a number of young 
women who, although very opposed to abortion, ended up relying on 
the intact dilation and evacuation procedure upon the advice of their 
doctors in order to avoid the grave health consequences they otherwise 
faced.

I cannot sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because in permitting an exception 
solely to preserve a woman's life, it does not meet the legal require­
ments of the Constitution or protect American women against the risk of 
serious harm.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have studied 
and prayed about for many months. After much reflection, I concluded 
that I could not support use of this method of abortion on an elective 
basis, where there are other equally safe procedures available. 
However, I understand that there are rare and tragic situations where, 
in a physician's judgment, this procedure may be necessary to save a 
woman's life or to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

HOUSE 
t 
ton

Again, I thank you for your letters. These are painful and sobering 
issues. Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope 
we can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the broad 
array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help, your insight, 
and, at times, even your criticism.



O*nCE OF THE AWCM»iSHQp

April 1, 1996

Dear Mr. President,

people not of these traditions grasp the wrongness of partial birth

The President of the United States 
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Archdiocese of Washington

sooi Eastern avenue
I'osr Office box zaiso

U'xsuiNc.mN. nc. jrxwB

I beg you to do this because the late term procedure takes 
the life of the child in a particularly heinous fashion. This procedure is 
repugnant, even to many so-called "pro-choice" physicians, since it so 
dearly involves the slaying of a developed child already partially born.

Mr. President, for you to veto this legislation during a time 
so sacred to the Christian and Jewish traditions is a true slap in the face 
to all those who believe in the sanctity of life. Moreover, many other 
people not of these traditions grasp the wrongness of partial birth 
abortions. As President of all the people, please do not allow the 
strongly entrenched and weU financed campaign of Planned Parenthood 
and other allied groups to negate, not only the will of Congress, but 
indeed the will of the clear majority of Americana

I make one last urgent appeal that you sign into law the 
Partial Birth Abortion Ban Art.

Sincerely in Christ, /

Archbishop of Washington



Archdiocese of Washington

&
r

February 29, 1996i'lHCI .M Illi KKl'IIKlsiKM*

-€.iDear Mr. President,

Sincerely,

I? '»

Mr. President, if we deny the humanity of children as they 
are being born, whose humanity will next be denied?

In fact, there is no true medical reason for partial birth 
abortions. Medical experts do not maintain that this procedure saves the 
life of the mother nor does she derive any other medical benefit. What 
we do know is that partial birth abortion takes the life of a fully formed 
infant about to take a first breath.

The President of the United States
The White House
Washington, D.C.

I also received a copy of your letter to Senator Orrin Hatch for which I 
am gratefuL

I'oat I'rnr t Boa 
VVMtiiM.r.'s. O.C

But, Mr. President, I must protest your position on this bill 
with urgency and candor. The "health exception" subverts the entire 
intent of the bill. It permits abortion on demand of the most heinous 
type. In my weekly column to the Catholics of the Archdiocese, I 
explained that the "health exception" is a camouflage; it refers not only 
to the physical health of the mother but also to her presumed 
psychological and social well being.

Archbishop of Washington

^Jhwggjm-taexercisemQTBUesdeJ^iT-bysigningH.R. 1833
intp-Jaw without the ^-called "health exception-"

I appreciate the call I received a few days ago from Mr. 
Leon Panetta concerning H.R, 1833, the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act.
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December 14, 1995

Dear Mr. President,

procedure is a particularly awful form of abortion. A live child in the very process of

and

allow partly-born children to be killed in this brutal manner

I urge you, Mr. President, to sign this bill into law. If there is anything

notme.

Archdiocese of Washington

soot Eastern avenue

Post Ofrice Box zgzao
WASHINGTON. O.C. 200(7

f

I

myself writing to you once again about a matter of some urgency - 
concenung abortion. In the spirit of our past conversations, I appreciate your

Sincerely in Christ,

/ I Archbishop of Washington

The President of the United States
The White House
Washington, DC

^VUUUrtMM CAWTATT

Ol-FICE OF rut ARCHUISIIOI*

y0U “ your con5deral:i“n

willingness to seriously consider my correspondence.

rv , Ai .11 is rny’ understanding that you will soon be asked to sign the Partial­
birth Abortion Ban Act, which has been passed in both the House and the Senate 

aa6W mm°r differences between the bills which will likely be settled in favor 

being delivered with her bodymostiy outside of the mother, h ^rm^7suibbed? 
her head crushed before being completely delivered.

ik- attempted to deflect attention away from the
partial-birth abortion itself They have repeatedly made false claims about the nature 
etia reQaon3 doctors perform them, the actual cause of death of the

the very doctors who perform these and othe/llto term abortions, and by other 
medical experts.

• a not P033^9 bi the ease of this abortion, however, to avoid the thing 
m itself. Anyone reading about or seeing pictures of this procedure is confronted with 
the tembie'realtyjjf what is happening. The partial-birth abortion is one-fifth 

“i"1 J^ation for continuing to

_ 'f' 

.1 ’
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If1 VJanuary 26, 1996

tom (iJK

Dear Cardinal Hickey:

Sincerely,

6-

This issue demands careful reflection and prayer, 
and I am fortunate to have your insights.

.> •

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Thank you very much for your thoughtful letter. 
I understand how you feel about the difficult 
issue of the so-called "partial birth abortion."

As you know, I have long believed the decision to 
have an abortion should be between a woman, her 
conscience, her doctor, and her faith. Abortions 
should be safe, legal, and rare -- and I'm working 
hard toward those goals. I’have opposed late- 
term abortions, except where they are necessary 
to protect the life or health of the woman. Since 
currently proposed legislation fails to provide 
for consideration of the woman's health or, in the 
case of the House bill, even her life, I cannot 
support it.

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C. 20017



ITE HOUSE

IINGTON

90015-1194

Dear Cardinal Mahony:

I appreciate and

Sincerely,

I cannot sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because in permitting an exception 
solely to preserve a woman's life, it does not meet the legal require­
ments of the Constitution or protect American women against the risk of 
serious harm.

I want to thank you for your letter on H.R. 1833. 
have considered your strong moral convictions.

His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahony 
Archbishop of Los Angeles
1531 West Ninth Street
Los Angeles, California

My hope is that a common ground can be found on this issue 
that respects the views of those, including myself, who find this 
procedure enormously troubling, while at the same time upholding the 
Constitutional requirement that laws regulating abortion protect the 
life and health of American women and allowing doctors to exercise 
their best medical judgment in the rare cases where this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman from serious adverse health consequences.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have studied 
and prayed about for many months. After much reflection, I concluded 
that I could not support use of this method of abortion on an elective 
basis, where there are other equally safe procedures available. 
However, I understand that there are rare and tragic situations where, 
in a physician's judgment, this procedure may be necessary to save a 
woman's life or to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

I have been moved, for example, by the stories of a number of young 
women who, although very opposed to abortion, ended up relying on 
the intact dilation and evacuation procedure upon the advice of their 
doctors in order to avoid the grave health consequences they otherwise 
faced.

/

Again, I thank you for your letter. These are painful and sobering 
issues. Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope 
we can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the broad 
array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help, your insight, 
and, at times, even your criticism.

April a, i^o
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Archdiocese of to* Angeles

Dear President Clinton:

our

Los Angeles 
CeOfomU 
90015-1:94  

President Bill Clinton 
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, DC 20500

Office of 
the Archblsfiop 
(Z13) ZSl-3288

Palm Sunday
March 31, 1996

bl
>531 

West Ninth 
Street

NCCB/PRO-LIFE  

FAX NO. 0000000

S202 541 3054 _

CardinaI's Residence

J*

The vast Catholic Community across our land is following very closely your 
Presidential action on this vital legislation. Our assessment of whether your 
application of general moral principles and courageous leadership harmonizes with

04/04/96 11:48

hAR-31-96 SUN 8:52

This very Holy Week there is grave concern in my heart that a very small minority 
of people in our country may be urging you to ysto the Late Term Abortion Ban 
legislation recently sent to you. Congress has placed in the legislation ample 
protection for the life of the mother, should that very rare situation occur. While 
we as Catholics do not permit abortion for any reason, you should be amply 
assured that the only imaginable exception has been provided for.

I carmot imagine anything more contrary to this Holiest of Weeks than for our 
President to veto such important legislation. This ban is supported heavily across 
our nation’-even by those normally favoring abortion rights. Vast majorities of 
doctors-including those performing abortions-testify that there is simply no need 
to perform late term abortions, and that the practice of such abortions flies in the 
face of sound medical practice-not to mention the resulting, horrible death of a 
baby just moments from life.

Just one year ago, Palm Sunday of 1995 [April 9], you and Mrs. Clinton graced < 
St Vibiana's Cathedral for our 10:00 a.m. Palm Sunday Liturgy.

We were very pleased to have you with us for the beginning of Holy Week, and 
we were grateful that you chose to join us for prayer on this most solemn day.

At the conclusion of our Palm Sunday Mass I gave you a copy of Pope John Paul 
H's newest Encyclical Letter, The Gospel of Life, and given your love for the 
Scriptures and God's Word, I urged you to read this important Letter emphasizing 
our call to pursue the "culture of life," not the "culture of death."



® 005

P. 03

am

Let
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NCCB/PRO-LIFE
 

FAX NO. 0000000

plea, and with kindest persona! regards, I

X'WXL. 

liis eminence f
Cardinal Roger Mahony / 
Archbishop of Los Angeles

J

04/04/96 11:48

i1AR-3!-96 SUN 8:53

& of Ameria“win hi,,ge -p™

any n'.Ore rePuSnant lhan 10 our President veto such 
be mo^ MmraS “ “ 8 H°ly W“k “ Week- No,hin8 could

his truly be a most Holy’ Week and joyous Easter Season by signing into law
necessary protection for each human life. " ’

S ±??Af“l^rati0n of my and "X “^nt

©202 541 3054 

Cardinal's Reside nee



ITE HOUSE

IINGTON

Apri^ K-' t

Dear Cardinal Bernardin:

I appreciate and

Sincerely,

I want to thank you for your letter on H.R. 1833. 
have considered your strong moral convictions.

I cannot sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because in permitting an exception 
solely to preserve a woman's life, it does not meet the legal require­
ments of the Constitution or protect American women against the risk of 
serious harm.

My hope is that a common ground can be found on this issue 
that respects the views of those, including myself, who find this 
procedure enormously troubling, while at the same time upholding the 
Constitutional requirement that laws regulating abortion protect the 
life and health of American women and allowing doctors to exercise 
their best medical judgment in the rare cases where this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman from serious adverse health consequences.

I have been moved, for example, by the stories of a number of young 
women who, although very opposed to abortion, ended up relying on 
the intact dilation and evacuation procedure upon the advice of their 
doctors in order to avoid the grave health consequences they otherwise 
faced.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have studied 
and prayed about for many months. After much reflection, I concluded 
that I could not support use of this method of abortion on an elective 
basis, where there are other equally safe procedures available. 
However, I understand that there are rare and tragic situations where, 
in a physician's judgment, this procedure may be necessary to save a 
woman's life or to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

Again, I thank you for your letter. These are painful and sobering 
issues. Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope 
we can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the broad 
array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help, your insight, 
and, at times, even your criticism.

His Eminence Joseph Cardinal Bernardin
Archbishop of Chicago
Post Office Box 1979
Chicago, Illinois 60690
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AFCHDIOCESE.OF CHICAGO

Office of the Archblihop

April 1, 1996

Dear Prasidenc Clinton:

Vi th cordial food wishes, I remain

&

Pn* Oftice Box 1979 
Chictfft. Olinoif 60690

The Honorable Bill Clinton 
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

©202 541 3054 NCCB/PRO-LIFE

3123376379 CARDINAL BERNARDIN

This letter will cone as no surprise because of our previous 
correspondence. I am profoundly saddened by your intention to veto the Partial- 
Birth Abortion Ban Act.

Please reconsider your position. Nov is a time for reasoned debate and 
consensus building. The politics of extremism must be left behind. Let us work 
together to protect the lives of the -vulnerable -• most especially the unborn.

Sincerely yours,

_____ shop of Chicago

Likewise, I do not find the reasons you have given for your veto to be 
convincing. There is no justification -- medically, legally or morally -- for 
allowing such an abhorrent procedure as partial-birth abortion to be performed 
on eny member of our human family.

Mr. President, as you have so often noted, we already live in a society 
plagued by brutality, particularly, brutality against children. By your veto, 
however, I fear that you will send a very disturbing message to the people of 
this nation, one co which persons of good will must give serious consideration 
as they cast chair ballots in November.

In fact, Mr. President, I find It Incomprehensible that you would choose 
to Ignore such an unusual consensus on abortion-related legislation. The bill 
enjoyed majority support among the American people and among our elected 
representatives in the House and Senate.
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Dear Cardinal Law:

I appreciate and

Sincerely,

Aprix

His Eminence Bernard Cardinal Law
Archbishop of Boston
Cardinal's Residence
2101 Commonwealth Avenue
Brighton, Massachusetts

My hope is that a common ground can be found on this issue 
that respects the views of those, including myself, who find this 
procedure enormously troubling, while at the same time upholding the 
Constitutional requirement that laws regulating abortion protect the 
life and health of American women and allowing doctors to exercise 
their best medical judgment in the rare cases where this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman from serious adverse health consequences.

I cannot sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because in permitting an exception 
solely to preserve a woman's life, it does not meet the legal require­
ments of the Constitution or protect American women against the risk of 

serious harm.

Again, I thank you for your letter. These are painful and sobering 
issues. Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope 
we can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the broad 
array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help, your insight, 
and, at times, even your criticism.

I want to thank you for your letter on H.R. 1833. 
have considered your strong moral convictions.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have studied 
and prayed about for many months. After much reflection, I concluded 
that I could not support use of this method of abortion on an elective 
basis, where there are other equally safe procedures available.
However, I understand that there are rare and tragic situations where, 
in a physician's judgment, this procedure may be necessary to save a 
woman's life or to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

I have been moved, for example, by the stories of a number of young 
women who, although very opposed to abortion, ended up relying on 
the intact dilation and evacuation procedure upon the advice of their 
doctors in order to avoid the grave health consequences they otherwise 

faced.

o f x jx u
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CARDINAL"S RESIDENCE 

2101 COMMONWE:Al. TM AIIENUE 

8AIGMTON. M.ASSACHUSrrTS 02135 

Th• Honore.bl• William Clinton 
Pr••ident Of th• Onit•d Stat•• 
The White Bol&ee 
1600 Penneylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Wa•hin�on, 0.c. 20050 

Dear Kr. Pr••ident: 

Feb�a.ry 22, 1996 

Thank you for yO\l.Z' latter explaininq that you feel compelled to 
veto B.R. lBlJ, the Parti&l-lliztb Atlonioo l&n A� of 1'95, 
becau■• it doe■ not contain a •health exception,• which lead■ you 
to believe that ii not in confoniity with RO• v. Wade. 

Kr, Pr••ident, Roe v. Wade did not addreae tbe laqality of killing 
a child in th• pr,,ceH ot birth. ae de■c:rib•d in the P�ial-llirth 
Abonion Ban Act. In fa«, it wa■ a crime in Texa■ in l97l to 
Ull a child in ■uc:b a aanner, and it i■ a crime in Tex&■ today 
bec:au•• the pl&l.ntitf• in Roe ■pecifically did not challenge it. 

Adding & •health exception• to the bill would render th• bill 
me�inqle••· u you know, Kr. Pr•■ident, in Doe •• Bolton, the 
Supr- Court defined •health• a■ related to &bortion, to include 
all m.&nner ot phy■ical, ■-otio�l, and ■ocial factor• that add or 
detract from one•• o,,.rall •well bei.nq. • Addinq language to the 
bill that would allow partial-birth &boniona to be perfonwd, for 
example, in c:aaee of •••rioue adver■• health co�equenc••· ( •• 
otfued by senator Barl:iara Boxer, and defeated in the Senate) 
would continue to allow thi■ horrible procedure becau•• of a 
aether'• •••riou■• financial concern■, or becau■e th• aotbar va■ 
•IINch too younq• or ■imply wae ••ry unhappy &bout havinc; a
child--all under the qui•• of •"9altn.•

The National Atlortion �iqht■ Action L••c;u• ■ay• that •medically 
nace■■ary• i■ a ·tan11 which generally include• th• broade■t ra.nqe 

·ot ■itu&tion■ tor which a ■tat• will !und abortion.• R.aqa.rding
the �•aning ot thi■ ■ame teni, former senator �obert Packwood, a
leading ad•oc:ate ot abortion, aaked: •t• there any abortion that
couldn't fit within thi■ definition1• Th• an■war to Kr.
Paekvood'■ Cl"••tion i• no. There i■ no abortion that couldn't tit
within a definition o! ·medically neceaaary.•

@005 
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Dr.

Mr. Pr««idanc, I urge you one* again to sign H-R- 1833 into law.

Making God to blaaa you, I

Sincaraly youra in Chriat,

Tha Honorable wllliaja Clinton
February 22. 1996
Page 2

krehbiahep of Boaton

Thera ia no reaaon, conatitutional or otherwiee, to allow 
children, in the very proceaa of birth, to be killed, and killed 
in a manner unworthy of a civilized people.

Nor would the partial-birth procedure be uaed in a true medical 
emergency. It ia a procedure that requirea three daya ao that the 
cervix can be dilated aufficiently to allow partial delivery 
before the child can be killed. Aaked why the abortion 
practitioner doea not dilate tha cervix for another day and 
deliver a live child, Dr. Martin Haakall, who perforsa auch 
abortiona, explaina that a live child ia not the deaired outcome: 
'The point here,* aaya Haakell, *ia you're attempting to do an 
abortion* (Senate Report No. J-104-54, p. 23).

Several women teetified before congreaa about their experiencea 
with •partial-birth abortiona.* But none had had a partial-birth 
abortion aa defined in the bill. In fact, one women teetified 
that ahe would never have allowed her live child to be moatly 
delivered and then brutally killed. But that ia the only 
procedure that the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act would prohibit.

Nor doea thia procedure aerve women'a health; in fact, it actually 
poena new riaka for women. It requirea the abortion practitioner 
to turn the child in utero from the normal "head first" poaition 
into a breech poaition. The abortion practitioner who virtually 
wrote the how-to book on late-tera abort ion a, Dr. warren Hern, 
calle the partial-birth abortion procedure •potentially 
dangeroua." He aaya, "You can't really defend it...I would 
diapute any etatement that this ia the aafaat procedure to uee' 
(American Medical Newt, November 20, 1995).
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 9, 1996

1

22314

Dear Fred:

Sincerely,

The Reverend Fred C. Kammer, S.J. 
President
Catholic Charities USA
Suite 200
1731 King Street
Alexandria, Virginia

I have found this to be a terribly difficult and disturbing 
issue, one which I have studied and prayed about for many months. 
It was only after a great deal of reflection, and after pondering 
the consequences, however unintended, that I believe this 
legislation could have on the lives of certain women, that I 
reached my decision.

I concluded that I could not support use of this method of 
abortion on an elective basis, where there are other equally safe 
procedures available; however, I understand that there are rare 
and tragic situations where, in a physician's judgment, this 
procedure may be necessary to save a woman's life or to avert 
serious adverse consequences to her health.

In reaching my decision, I have been moved by the stories of a 
number of young women — some of them staunchly pro-life — who 
ended up relying on this procedure upon the advice of their 
doctors in order to avoid grave health consequences. I cannot, 
in good conscience, sign a bill that would make it impossible for 
doctors, in their best medical judgment, to use this procedure in 
such circumstances.

These are painful and sobering issues. Although I know you 
disagree with me on this matter, it is important to me that we 
continue to work together on the broad array of issues on which 
we do agree. Thank you for your insight, your support and your 
heartfelt criticism.

Thank you for your note on the "partial birth" bill. I 
understand how strongly you feel about it.
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Melanne has now heard from Father Donovan 
at Georgetown that Cardinal Hickey is 
unhappy about not having received a 
response.

We obviously can't make Hickey happy on 
the substance, but we don't want to 
compound the problem by giving him cause 
to say he didn't get a response from you. 
Consequently, I have tried my hand at 
preparing a new letter.

As you may recall. Cardinal Hickey sent 
you a letter on the partial birth abortion 
issue in December. A draft response was 
prepared and sent up to you, but you 
didn't sign it. Hickey then sent a letter 
in February (which I did not see until 
last week) and another on April 1.

Finally, you also recently received 
letters from Amb. Flynn and Rev. Fred 
Kammer on this issue. I have prepared a 
draft answer to the Kammer letter as well, 
and will prepare one for Flynn if you 
wish.

r-'.
i

i

In addition, John Hart has received 
letters from Cardinals Bernardin, Law and 
Mahoney, which I have just seen. I have 
had the same letter prepared to them.

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHING TON

April 9, 1996
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‘O*HCB OF THE AFCHSISHOf

April 1, 1996

Dear Mr. President,

Sincerely in Christ,Sincerely in Christ, /

/ Archbishop of Washington

The President of the United States
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Archdiocese of Washington

sooi Eastern avenue
I’OST OffICt BOX 29260 

U'A.MIINOTON. D.C. 2OO<?

I beg you to do this because the late term procedure takes 
the life of the child in a particularly heinous fashion. Thia procedure is 
repugnant, even to many so-called "pro-choice" physicians, since it so 
clearly Involves the slaying of a developed child already partially born.

Mr. President, for you to veto this legislation during a timo 
so sacred to the Christian and Jewish traditions is a true slap in the face 
to all those who believe in the sanctity of life. Moreover, many other 
people not of these traditions grasp the wrongness of partial birth 
abortions. As President of all the people, please do not allow the 
strongly entrenched and well financed campaign of Planned Parenthood 
and other allied groups to negate, not only the will of Congress, but 
indeed the will of the clear majority of Americans.

I make one last urgent appeal that you sign into law the 
Partial Birth Abortion Ban Act.



Archdiocese of Washington

%

February 29, 1996<Hfkt <w rm Whhiv.k.m>

Dear Mr. President,

I urgayou-ta exercise moral leadership by aigning H.R. 1833 .
into, law without the so-called "health exception "

Sincerely,

Mr. President, if we deny the humanity of children as they 
are being born, whose humanity will next be denied?

In fact, there is no true medical reason for partial birth 
abortions. Medical experts do not maintain that this procedure saves the 
life of the mother nor does she derive any other medical benefit. What 
we do know is that partial birth abortion takes the life of a fully formed 
infant about to take a first breath.

I also received a copy of your letter to Senator Orrin Hatch for which I 
am grateful.

The President of the United States 
The White House
Washington, D.C.

IS'

■WOf EASfCKN AstNVf

Pent OtWE Box 29260 

WASIU.Mir.’S. D.C. loot?

Archbishop of Washington

I appreciate the call I received a few days ago from Mr.
Leon Panetta concerning H.R, 1833, the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban AcJ._

But, Mr. President, I must protest your position on this bill 
with urgency and candor. The "health exception" subverts the entire 
intent of the bill. It permits abortion on demand of the most heinous 
type. In my weekly column to the Catholics of the Archdiocese, I 
explained that the "health exception" is a camouflage; it refers not only 
to the physical health of the mother but also to her presumed 
psychological and social well being.

H
® 0 IP
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itiFiCE of rue Akchbishof

December 14, 1995

concerning abortion. In the^ri/of our pSt conveiatS, I a^rTcbte

other

me.

Ki
f'c 

.1’
Archdiocese of 'Washington

5ooi Eastern avenue

Post Office Bo.vzszso
V'VSIlINCTON. D.C. ZOOIT

F*'

of the procedure, the reasons doctors perform them, the actual cause of death of the

her head crushed before being completely delivered.

Sincerely in Christ,

/ I Archbishop of Washingtbn

The President of the United States
The White House
Washington, DC

medical experts.

allow partly-born children to be killed in this bruTal manner. commumg to

r 1 ^8® President, to sign this bill into law. If there is anything
y0U to y0Ur “f «■* please de not

Dear Mr. President,

I find myself writing to you once again about a matter of some urgency 
concerning abortion. In the spirit of our past conversations, I appreciate your 
willingness to seriously consider my correspondence.

R. ., understanding that you will soon be asked to sign the Partial-
Birth Abortion Ban Act, which has been passed in both the House and the Senate 

? a/eW *nmor dlfforenCGS between the bills which will likely be settled in favor 
of the Senate version). As both of us are aware at this point, the partial-birth
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January 26, 1996

Dear Cardinal Hickey:

Sincerely,

I

This issue demands careful reflection and prayer, 
and I am fortunate to have your insights.

IS'

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

toiffl a®

Thank you very much for your thoughtful letter. 
I understand how you feel about the difficult 
issue of the so-called "partial birth abortion."

As you know, I have long believed the decision to 
have an abortion should be between a woman, her 
conscience, her doctor, and her faith. Abortions 
should be safe, legal, and rare -- and I'm working 
hard toward those goals. I'have opposed late- 
term abortions, except where they are necessary 
to protect the life or health of the woman. Since 
currently proposed legislation fails to provide 
for consideration of the woman's health or, in the 
case of the House bill, even her life, I cannot 
support it.

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C. 20017
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Archdiocese of Los Angeles

Dear President Clinton:

our

Office of 
the Archbishop 
(213) 251-3288

Los Angeles 
CaL'fomU 
90015-1194

President Bill Clinton 
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, DC 20500

Palm Sunday
March 31, 1996

IS31 
Wes* Ninth 
Street

04/04/96 11:48

HAR-31-96 SUN 8:52
* • - *

The vast Catholic Community across our land is following very closely your 
Presidential action on this vital legislation. Our assessment of whether your 
application of general moral principles and courageous leadership harmonizes with

This very Holy Week there is grave concern in my heart that a very small minority 
of people in our country may be urging you to veto the Late Term Abortion Ban 
legislation recently sent to you. Congress has placed in the legislation ample 
protection for the life of the mother, should that very rare situation occur. While 
we as Catholics do not permit abortion for any reason, you should be amply 
assured that the only imaginable exception has been provided for.

I carmot imagine anything more contrary to this Holiest of Weeks than for our 
President to veto such important legislation. This ban is supported heavily across 
our nation-even by those normally favoring abortion rights. Vast majorities of 
doctors-including those performing abortions-testify that there is simply no need 
to perform late term abortions, and that the practice of such abortions flies in the 
face of sound medical practice-not to mention the resulting, horrible death of a 
baby just moments from life.

©202 541 3054 NCCB/PRO-LIFE

Cardinal's Residence

u

Just one year ago, Palm Sunday of 1995 [April 9], you and Mrs. Clinton graced < 
St Vibiana's Cathedral for our 10:00 a.m. Palm Sunday Liturgy.

We were very pleased to have you with us for the beginning of Holy Week, and 
we were grateful that you chose to join us for prayer on this most solemn day.

At the conclusion of our Palm Sunday Mass I gave you a copy of Pope John Paul 
H's newest Encyclical Letter, The Gospel of Life, and given your love for the 
Scriptures and God's Word, I urged you to read this important Letter emphasizing 
our call to pursue the "culture of life," not the "culture of death."
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necessary protection for each human life.
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am
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vast majority of Americans will hinge upon your action on
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plea, and with kindest personal regards, I

Si^erely youn i

I is eminence 
Cardinal Roger Mahony 
Archbishop of Los Angeles

• 
J
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NAR-31-96 SUN 8:53
F' t * *

_

the basic beliefs of the
this crucial legislation.

any m°r5 rcPu^ant than to have our President veto such 
be more comXo “ “ g Week " Nothin* «>u,d

2."d Vlu" I.l!"plor lhe I-ate Term Abortion Ban that is before you,
“is ™1V a mo«"Har. wgnv‘}' ’I ?°d'S *'*“ g"1 °f ho,nan life ’reva11- 
ne«J± r .L^and,J.?°US Eas,w S'aso" br ’’lining into iaw



. 04104196 

·--······ --- 11;49

- :
:

NCCBIPRO-LIFE

CARDINAL"$ RESIDENCE 

2101 COMMONWCA
L 

TH AVENUE 

BRIGMTON, WSSACHUSE"n'5 02135 

Tb• Bonoral)le William Clinton 
Pr•aideat of the United State• 
The White BO\lH 
1600 Pennaylvani& Avenue, M.W. 
Wa■hin�on, 0.c. 20050 

Dear Kr. Preeident: 

Febru&ry 22, 1996 

Thank yo" for yO\U' letter •xplaininq that yo" feel compelled to 
veto B,R. 1833, th• Parti&l-lirtb �rtion aan A� of 199S, 
bec&u•• it doe• not contain & •health exception,• which lead• you 
to beli••• that ii not in conformity vitb RO• v. Wade, 

Kr. Preaident, Roe•· Wade did not addreH th• le9ality of killin9 
• child in the pr,,caH of b�h. u dHcribed in the P&rtial-lirth
Abortion Ban Act. In fact, it waa & criAa in Tex&a i.n 1973 to
kJ.ll a child in auch a aa.nner, and it i9 a criA• _in T-•• today
beca'-'•• th• plaintiff• in Ro4l ■pecifically did not challenge it.

Adding a •he&ltb exception• to the bill wo\lld render th• bill 
meanin;le••· Aa you know, Kr. Preaident, in Doe •• Bolton, the 
Supreme Court defined •health• aa related to al)ortion, to include 
all c.a.nner of pbyaical, ■1110tioft&l, &nd ■ocial factor• that add or 
detract from one'• overall •well being.• AddJ.nq lanquage to the 
bill that would allow partial-birth abortion• to be pexfonied, for 
-ample, in ca••• of •••rioua ad••r•• he&lth conaequ•ne••• (aa
offered by senator Barbara aoxer, and defeated in the Senate)
would continue to allow thia horril>l• procedl.lre becau•• of a
mother•• •••riou■• financial concern■, or becau■e the 110ther waa
•111uch too younq• or ai,iaply vaa ••ry \lnh&ppy &bout having a
child--all under th• qui•• of •twaltb,•

Th• National Al)ortion �ight■ Action teac,u• •ay• th&t •medically 
nece■aary• i• a •term wh.lch generally include• th• broadeat range 
of aituation• for which a atat• will fund abortion.• Regarding 
the meanJ.ng of thi• aame term, former senator �obert Packwood, a 
leadin9 advocate of al)ortion, a■ked: •ta there any abortion that 
couldn't fit within thi• definiti.on1• Th• an■wer to Kr. 
Packwood'• Q\l••tion ia no. There ia no abo�ion that couldn't fit 
within a definition of ·medically necea■ary.• 

laJooB
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Dr.

Mr. President, I urge you once again to eign H-R- 1833 into law.

Asking God to bless you, I am

Sincerely yours in Christ,

4

The Honorable william Clinton
February 22, 1996
Page 2

Archbishop of Boston

Nor does this procedure serve women's health; in fact, it actually 
poses new risks for women. It requires the abortion practitioner 
to turn the child in utero from the normal "head first" position 
into a breech position. The abortion practitioner who virtually 
wrote the how-to book on late-term abortions. Dr. Warren Hern, 
calls the partial-birth abortion procedure "potentially 
dangerous." He says, "You can't really defend it...I would 
dispute any statement that this is the safest procedure to use" 
(American Medical News, November 20, 199S).

There ia no reason, constitutional or otherwise, to allow 
children, in the very process of birth, to be killed, and killed 
in a manner unworthy of a civilized people.

Several woman testified before congress about their experiences 
with "partial-birth abortions." But nene had had a partial-birth 
abortion as defined in the bill. In fact, one women testified 
that she would never have allowed her live child to be mostly 
delivered and then brutally killed. But that is the only 
procedure that the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act would prohibit.

Nor would the partial-birth procedure be used in a true medical 
emergency. It is a procedure that requires three days so that the 
cervix can be dilated sufficiently to allow partial delivery 
before the child can be killed. Asked why the abortion 
practitioner does not dilate the cervix for another day and 
deliver a live child. Dr. Martin Haskell, who performs such 
abortions, explains that a live child is not the desired outcome: 
"The point here," says Haskell, "is you're attempting to do an 
abortion" (Senate Report No. J-104-54, p. 23).
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ARCHDIOCES£aOF CHICAGO

Office of the Aichblihop

April 1, 1996

Dear Praaidenc Clinton:

Hurchbiahfl

■X. X j Poet Office Box 1979 
Chicxjo. Olinoit 60690

Tha Honorable Bill Clinton 
Tha White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

©202 541 3054 NCCB/PRO-LIFE

3123376379 CARDINAL. EERNRRDIN
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This letter will cone as no surprise because of our previous 
correspondence. I am profoundly saddened by your intention to veto the Partial* 
Birth Abortion Ban Act.

In fact, Mr. President, I find it inconprahensible that you would choose 
to ignore such an unusual consensus on abortion«related legislation. The bill 
enjoyed majority support among the American people and among our elected 
representatives in the House and Senate.

Likewise, I do not find the reasons you have given for your veto to be 
convincing. There is no justification -- medically, legally or morally -- for 
allowing such an abhorrent procedure as partial-birth abortion to be performed 
on any member of our human family.

Mr. President, as you have so often noted, we already live in a society 
plagued by brutality, particularly, brutality against children. By your veto, 
however, I fear that you will send a very disturbing message to the people of 
this nation, one to which persona of good will must give serious consideration 
as they cast their ballots in November.

Please reconsider your position. Nov is a time for reasoned debate and 
consensus building. The politics of extremism must be left behind. Let us work 
together to protect the Ilves of the vulnerable -- most especially the unborn.

With cordial good wishes, I remain

Sincerely yours,

Hurchbishop of Chicago



April 8, 1996

20017

Dear Cardinal Hickey:

Although

(4PRES)

Again, I thank you for your letters, 
issues.
ground.

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C.

I cannot sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because in permitting an exception 
solely to preserve a woman's life, it does not meet the legal require­
ments of the Constitution or protect American women against the risk of 
serious harm.

These are painful and sobering
I remain hopeful that we can all find an appropriate common

My hope is that a common ground can be found on this issue 
that respects the views of those, including myself, who find this 
procedure enormously troubling, while at the same time upholding the 
Constitutional requirement that laws regulating abortion protect the 
life and health of American women and allowing doctors to exercise 
their best medical judgment in the rare cases where this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman from serious adverse health consequences.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have studied 
and prayed about for many months. After much reflection, I concluded 
that I could not support use of this method of abortion on an elective 
basis, where there are other equally safe procedures available.
However, I understand that there are rare and tragic situations where, 
in a physician's judgment, this procedure may be necessary to save a 
woman's life or to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

I want to thank you for your letters on the bill to ban so-called 
"partial birth abortion." I appreciate your strong convictions.

I was moved, for example, by the story of a young Catholic woman 
who became pregnant last year with her first child. More than 20 weeks 
into her pregnancy, after concluding that her baby had hydrocephalus 
and that there was no hope, her doctors recommended the intact dilation 
and evacuation procedure in order to minimize the trauma to her body 
and to best preserve her ability to become pregnant again, 
the loss of their baby was devastating, she and her husband are now, 
thankfully, expecting a child in the fall.

Sincerely,
BC/TS/ckb (4PRES) (hickey.Itr)
Xeroxed copy of signed original to NH thru Todd Stern
CLEAR THRU JOHN PODESTA
PRESIDENT TO SIGN
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Dear Fred:

I

Although I know you

Sincerely,

The Reverend Fred C. Kammer, 
President
Catholic Charities USA
Suite 200
1731 King Street
Alexandria, Virginia

Thank you for your note on the "partial birth" bill, 
understand how strongly you feel about it.

I concluded that I could not support use of this method of 
abortion on an elective basis, where there are other equally safe 
procedures available; however, I understand that there are rare 
and tragic situations where, in a physician's judgment, this 
procedure may be necessary to save a woman's life or to avert 
serious adverse consequences to her health.

I have found this to be a terribly difficult and disturbing 
issue, one which I have studied and prayed about for many months. 
It was only after a great deal of reflection, and after pondering 
the consequences, however unintended, that I believe this 
legislation could have on the lives of certain women, that I 
reached my decision.

In reaching my decision, I have been moved by the stories of a 
number of young women — some of them Catholic and staunchly pro- 
life — who ended up relying on this procedure upon the advice of 
their doctors in order to avoid grave health consequences. I 
cannot, in good conscience, sign a bill that would make it 
impossible for doctors, in their best medical judgment, to use 
this procedure in such circumstances.

These are painful and sobering issues.
disagree with me on this matter, it is important to me that we 
continue to work together on the broad array of issues on which 
we do agree. Thank you for your insight, your support and your 
heartfelt criticism.



April 9, 1996

Dear Cardinal Hickey:

Again, I thank you for your letters. These are painful and 
sobering issues. Although I know you disagree with me on this 
matter, I hope we can continue our dialogue and continue to work 
together on the broad array of issues on which we do agree. I 
need your help, your insight and, at times, even your criticism.

My hope is that a common ground can be found on this issue that 
respects the views of those, including myself, who find this 
procedure enormously troubling, while at the same time both 
upholding the Constitutional requirement that laws regulating 
abortion protect the life and health of American women and 
allowing doctors to exercise their best medical judgment in the 
rare cases where this procedure may be necessary to save a woman 
from serious adverse health consequences.

I have been moved, for example, by the stories of a number of 
young women who, although very opposed to abortion, ended up 
relying on the intact dilation and evacuation procedure upon the 
advice of their doctors in order to avoid the grave health 
consequences they otherwise faced.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have 
studied and prayed about for many months. After much reflection, 
I concluded that I could not support use of this method of 
abortion on an elective basis, where there are other equally safe 
procedures available. However, I understand that there are rare 
and tragic situations where, in a physician's judgment, this 
procedure may be necessary to save a woman's life or to avert 
serious adverse consequences to her health.

I want to thank you for your letters on H.R. 1833. I appreciate 
and considered the strong moral convictions you expressed.

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C. 20017

I cannot sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because in permitting an 
exception solely to preserve a woman's life, it does not meet the 
legal requirements of the Constitution or protect American women 
against the risk of serious harm.



April 8, 1996

Dear Cardinal Hickey:

Although

(4PRES)

These are painful and sobering
I remain hopeful that we can all find an appropriate common

My hope is that a common ground can be found on this issue 
that respects the views of those, including myself, who find this 
procedure enormously troubling, while at the same time upholding the 
Constitutional requirement that laws regulating abortion protect the 
life and health of American women and allowing doctors to exercise 
their best medical judgment in the rare cases where this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman from serious adverse health consequences.

I cannot sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because in permitting an exception 
solely to preserve a woman's life, it does not meet the legal require­
ments of the Constitution or protect American women against the risk of 
serious harm.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have studied 
and prayed about for many months. After much reflection, I concluded 
that I could not support use of this method of abortion on an elective 
basis, where there are other equally safe procedures available.
However, I understand that there are rare and tragic situations where, 
in a physician's judgment, this procedure may be necessary to save a 
woman's life or to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

Again, I thank you for your letters, 
issues.
ground.

I want to thank you for your letters on the bill to ban so-called 
"partial birth abortion." I appreciate your strong convictions.

I was moved, for example, by the story of a young Catholic woman 
who became pregnant last year with her first child. More than 20 weeks 
into her pregnancy, after concluding that her baby had hydrocephalus 
and that there was no hope, her doctors recommended the intact dilation 
and evacuation procedure in order to minimize the trauma to her body 
and to best preserve her ability to become pregnant again.
the loss of their baby was devastating, she and her husband are now, 
thankfully, expecting a child in the fall.

Sincerely,
BC/TS/ckb (4PRES) (hickey.Itr)
Xeroxed copy of signed original to NH thru Todd Stern
CLEAR THRU JOHN PODESTA
PRESIDENT TO SIGN

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C. 20017



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 8, 1996

Dear Cardinal Hickey:

Sincerely,

I cannot sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because in permitting an exception 
solely to preserve a woman's life, it does not meet the legal require­
ments of the Constitution or protect American women against the risk of 
serious harm.

My hope is that a common ground can be found on this issue 
that respects the views of those, including myself, who find this 
procedure enormously troubling, while at the same time upholding the 
Constitutional requirement that laws regulating abortion protect the 
life and health of American women and allowing doctors to exercise 
their best medical judgment in the rare cases where this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman from serious adverse health consequences.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have studied 
and prayed about for many months. After much reflection, I concluded 
that I could not support use of this method of abortion on an elective 
basis, where there are other equally safe procedures available. 
However, I understand that, there are rare and tragic situations where, 
in a physician's judgment, this procedure may be necessary to save a 
woman's life or to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

issues. 
ground.

I want to thank you for your letters on the bill to ban so-called 
"partial birth abortion." I appreciate your strong convictions.

I was moved, for example, by the story of a young Catholic woman 
who became pregnant last year with her first child. Otf^er concluding 
that her baby had hydrocephalus and that there was no ho^, her 
doctors recommended the intact dilation and evacuation procedure in 
order to minimize the trauma to her body and to best preserve her 
ability to become pregnant again. Although the loss of their\>aby was 
devastating, she and her husband are now, thankfully, expecting\ a child 
in the fall. \

Again, I thank you for your letters. These are painful and sobering
I remain hopeful that we can all find an appropriate common

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C. 20017
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WASHINGTON
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Dear Cardinal Hickey:
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Sincerely,

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C.
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I cannot sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because in permitting an exception 
solely to preserve a woman's life, it does not meet the legal require­
ments of the Constitution or protect American women against the risk of 
serious harm.

My hope is that a common ground can be found on this issue 
that respects the views of those, including myself, who find this 
procedure enormously troubling, while at the same time upholding the 
Constitutional requirement that laws regulating abortion protect the 
life and health of American women and allowing doctors to exercise 
their best medical judgment in the rare cases where this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman from serious adverse health consequences.
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This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have studied 
and prayed about for many months. After much reflection, I concluded 
that I could not support use of this method of abortion on an elective 
basis, where there are other equally safe procedures available.
However, I understand that there are rare and tragic situations where, 
in a physician's judgment, this procedure may be necessary to save a 
woman's life or to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

J was moved, fexample, by the^-sitory of a young 
who became pregnahtlast year with ner^f irst child.
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Ijis^Eminence James Cardinal Hickey 
Archbishop of Washington
Ptost Office Box 29260
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I have been moved, for example, by the stories of a number of 
young women who, although very opposed to abortion, ended up 
 relying on the intact dilation and evacuation procedure upon the
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Again, I thank you for your letters. These are painful and 
sobering issues. -But—1—hope^fhat~we“ can continue our dialogue. 
Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope we 
can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the 
broad array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help, 

.and, at times, even your criticism.\ your insight^
 

\---------- —

sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because /n permitt4ng an 
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allowing doctorsxto exercise their bestAiedical judgment in the 
rare cases where this procedure may be necessary to save a woman 
from serious adversAhealth consequences.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
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Tresiderrf

regarding H.R. 1833, a bill 
I lenow that you feel very

|c tt tfW

T-he Reverend-^Rex"Home-,
Emmanuel BaptJ st Church
100-0 Diahop Street-
LiXfc4e---Rcnsk7'^Arkan&as

Dear^
I wanted to l^t you know—Hty thoughts 
banning a certain abortion procedure.
strongly about this matter.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have 
studied and prayed about for many months. I am against late-term 
abortions and have long opposed them, except where necessary 
to protect the life or health of the mother. As Governor of 
Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that barred third trimester 
abortions, with an appropriate exception for life or health, 
and I would sign such a bill now if it were presented to me.

Indeed, when I first heard the procedure referred to in H.R. 1833 
described, I thought I would support the bill. But as I studied 
the matter and learned more about it, I came to understand that 
this is a rarely used procedure, justifiable as a last resort 
when doctors judge it necessary to save a woman's life or to 
avert serious health consequences to her.

In the past months, I have learned of several cases of women who 
desperately wanted to have their babies, who were devastated to 
learn that their babies had fatal conditions and would not live, 
who wanted anything other than an abortion, but who were advised 
by their doctors that this procedure was their best chance to 
avert the risk of death or grave harm which, in some cases, would 
have included an inability to ever bear children again. For 
these women, this was not about choice. This was not about 
having a headache or fitting into a prom dress, as some have 
regrettably suggested. This was not about choosing against 
having a child. These babies were certain to perish before, 
during or shortly after birth. The only question was how much 
grave damage was going to be done to the woman.

In short, I do not support the use of this procedure on an 
elective basis where it is not necessary to save the life of the 
woman or prevent serious risks to her health.



Sincerely,

JLL

That is why I implored Congress to add a limited exemption for 
the small number of compelling cases where use of the procedure 
is necessary to avoid serious health consequences. The life 
exception in the current bill fails to cover cases where the 
doctor believes not that the mother's death is probable, but 
rather that, without the procedure, serious physical harm, often 
including losing the ability to have more children, is very 
likely to occur. I want to say again that if Congress will amend 
the bill as I have suggested, remedying its constitutional and 
human defect, I will sign the bill.

Again, I thank you for your concern. These are painful and 
sobering issues. I understand your desire to eliminate the use 
of a procedure you see as inhumane. But to eliminate it without 
taking into consideration the rare and tragic circumstances in 
which its use may be necessary would be, in my judgment, even 
more inhumane.

Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope we 
can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the 
broad array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help and 
your insight.
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I underotund that you—feel

In the past months, I have-learned of several cases of women who 
desperately wanted to have their babies, who were devastated to 
learn that their babies had fatal conditions and would not live, 
who wanted anything other than an .abortion, but who were advised

April 10'

learn that their babies had fatal conditions, and would^o^live^

by their^doctors that this procedure was their best chance to 
avert the risk of death or grave harm which, in some cases, would 
have included an inability to ever bear children again. For 
these women, this was not about choice. This was not about 
having a headache or fitting into a prom dress, as some have 
regrettably suggested. This was not about choosing against 
having a child. These babies were certain to perish before, 
during or shortly after birth. The only question was how much 
grave damage was going to be done to the woman.

In short, I do not support the use of this procedure on an
elective basis where it is not necessary to save the life of the
woman or prevent serious risks to her health.

^The Reverend Jim HeTTry-
First-BaptTst Churdh
3-701 L. B. McLeod Road—

“Orbander- Florida—32805-6691

Dear

I wanted to let you know my thoughts regarding H.Rj,
banning a certain abortion procedure. -I J
very atrongly about this matX.er•

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have 
studied and prayed about for many months. I am against late term 
abortions and have long opposed them, except where necessary 
to protect the life or health of the mother. As Governor of 
Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that, barred third trimester 
abortions, with an appropriate exception for life or health, 
and I would sign such a bill now if it were presented to me.

Indeed, when I first heard the procedure referred to in^H.R. 
described, I thought I would support the bill. L _  --- 
the matter and learned more about it, I came to understand tha 
this is a rarely used procedure, justifiable as a last resort 
when doctors judge it necessary to save a woman's life or to 
avert serious health consequences to her.
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Sincerely,
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That is why I implored Congress to add a limited exemption for 
the small number of compelling cases where use of the procedure 
is necessary to avoid serious health consequences. The life 
exception in the current bill fails to cover cases where the 
doctor believes not that the mother's death is probable, but 
rather that, without the procedure, serious physical harm, often 
including losing the ability to have more children, is very 
likely to occur. I want to say again that if Congress will amend 
the bill as I have suggested, remedying its constitutional and 
human defect, I will sign the bill.

Again, I thank you for your concern. These are painful and 
sobering issues. I understand your desire to eliminate the use 
of a procedure you see as inhumane. But to eliminate it without 
taking into consideration the rare and tragic circumstances in 
which its use may be necessary would be, in my judgment, even 
more inhumane.

Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope we 
can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the 
broad array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help and 
your insight.
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MEMORANDUM

To: The President

From:

Re: Rev. Mangun's message

v\4

Nancy Hernreich
Amy Greenspun

Rev. Mangun called and said, "I'm sorry you're hurting, but I knew you would hurt 
deeply because to take the hurt out of dying you have to take the love out of 
living. You loved Ron deeply which we're glad of, so the only choice you have is 
to hurt. Love, Anthony."
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Dear Gordon:

The Reverend Gordon MacDonald
Grace Chapel
Three Militia Drive
Lexington, Massachusetts

Indeed, when I first heard the procedure referred to inH.R. 
described, I thought I would support the bill. L__ — -

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have 
studied and prayed about for many months. I am against late-term 
abortions and have long opposed them, except where necessary 
to protect the life or health of the mother. As Governor of 
Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that barred third trimester 
abortions, with an appropriate exception for life or health, 
and I would sign such a bill now if it were presented to me.

I want to thank you for your letter on H.R. 1833. I appreciate 
and considered the strong moral convictions you expressed.

Indeed, when I first heard the procedure referred to in H.R. 1833 
’ ’" . But as I studied 

the matter and learned more about it, I came to understand that 
this is a rarely used procedure, justifiable as a last resort 
when doctors judge it necessary to save a woman's life or to 
avert serious health consequences to her.

In short, I do not support the use of this procedure on an 
elective basis where it is not necessary to save the life of the 
woman or prevent serious risks to her health.

WASHINGTON

April 10, 1996

In the past months, I have learned of several cases of women who 
desperately wanted to have their babies, who were devastated to 
learn that their babies had fatal conditions and would not live, 
who wanted anything other than an abortion, but who were advised 
by their doctors that this procedure was their best chance to 
avert the risk of death or grave harm which, in some cases, would 
have included an inability to ever bear children again. For 
these women, this was not about choice. This was not about 
having a headache or fitting into a prom dress, as some have 
regrettably suggested. This was not about choosing against 
having a child. These babies were certain to perish before, 
during or shortly after birth. The only question was how much 
grave damage was going to be done to the woman.
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That is why I implored Congress to add a limited exemption for 
the small number of compelling cases where use of the procedure 
is necessary to avoid serious health consequences. The life 
exception in the current bill fails to cover cases where the 
doctor believes not that the mother's death is probable, but 
rather that, without the procedure, serious physical harm, often 
including losing the ability to have more children, is very 
likely to occur. I want to say again that if Congress will amend 
the bill as I have suggested, remedying its constitutional and 
human defect, I will sign the bill.

Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope we 
can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the 
broad array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help and 
your insight.

Again, I thank you for your concern. These are painful and 
sobering issues. I understand your desire to eliminate the use 
of a procedure you see as inhumane. But to eliminate it without 
taking into consideration the rare and tragic circumstances in 
which its use may be necessary-would be, in my judgment, even 
more inhumane.
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Dear Kate:

I want to’ thank you for your letter on H.R. 1833.

Kate Britton
8708 Brook Road
McLean, Virginia

I want to’ thank you for your letter on H.R. 1833. I appreciate 
and considered the strong moral convictions you expressed.

WASHINGTON'

April 10,

In short, I do not support the use of this procedure on an
elective basis where it is not necessary to save the life of the
woman or prevent serious risks to her health.

In the past months, I have learned of several cases of women who 
desperately wanted to have their babies, who were devastated to 
learn that their babies had fatal conditions and would not live, 
who wanted anything other than an abortion, but who were advised 
by their doctors that this procedure was their best chance to 
avert the risk of death or grave harm which, in some cases, would 
have included an inability to ever bear children again. For 
these women, this was not about choice. This was not about 
having a headache or fitting into a prom dress, as some have 
regrettably suggested. This was not about choosing against 
having a child. These babies were certain to perish before, 
during or shortly after birth. The only question was how much 
grave damage was going to be done to the woman.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have 
studied and prayed about for many months. I am against late-term 
abortions and have long opposed them, except where necessary 
to protect the life or health of the mother. As Governor of 
Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that barred third trimester 
abortions, with an appropriate exception for life or health, 
and I would sign such a bill now if it were presented to me.

Indeed, when I first heard the procedure referred to in H.R. 1833 
described, I thought I would support the bill. But as I studied 
the matter and learned more about it, I came to understand that 
this is a rarely used procedure, justifiable as a last resort 
when doctors judge it necessary to save a woman's life or to 
avert serious health consequences to her.



Sincerely,
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That is why I implored Congress to add a limited exemption for 
the small number of compelling cases where use of the procedure 
is necessary to avoid serious health consequences. The life 
excaption in the current bill fails to cover cases where the 
doctor believes not that the mother's death is probable, but 
rather that, without the procedure, serious physical harm, often 
including losing the ability to have more children, is very 
likely to occur. I want to say again that if Congress will amend 
the bill as I have suggested, remedying its constitutional and 
human defect, I will sign the bill.

Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope we 
can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the 
broad array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help and 

your insight.

Again, I thank you for your concern. These are painful and 
sobering issues. I understand your desire to eliminate the use 
of a procedure you see as inhumane. But to eliminate it without 
taking into consideration the rare and tragic circumstances in 
which its use may be necessary would be, in my judgment, even 
more inhumane.
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MR IDENT:

odd Stern

THE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN
b I T/9b

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Alexis and Flo understand that the letter will be released at 
the Annual Conference, which begins Tuesday, June 11. 
(The SBC’s Board Meeting will be held June 6-9 and a 
Preacher’s Meeting will be held June 10.) In addition, Flo 
has learned that Henry’s office released the letter to the 
press this afternoon.

Alexis and Flo McAfee received a letter today from Jim 
Henry and 10 former Presidents of the Southern Baptist 
Convention sharply criticizing your veto of the partial birth 
abortion bill. (A few past Presidents of the SBC, including 
Dr. Wayne Dehoney, declined to sign the letter. Dr. 
Dehoney fully supports your position. )

If you approve the letter, we will send it to Henry and then 
release it early tomorrow. Moderates in the SBC are also 
prepared to distribute it at the Annual Conference. Alexis 
and Flo concur in this approach, as do Leon and George.

I have prepared a response for you, slightly modifying the 
letters I originally drafted for Rev. Browning and David 
Matthews’ friend Robert Brothers. A copy of the SBC letter 
and my draft response is attached.



Dear Dr. Henry:

many months.

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

In April, I was joined in the White House by five women who
desperately wanted to have their babies and were devastated to
learn that their babies had fatal conditions and would not live.

I have received the June 5 letter that you and a number of past 
Presidents of the Southern Baptist Convention sent me concerning 
H.R. 1833, legislation banning a certain abortion procedure, 
commonly referred to as partial birth abortion. I understand 
that you are distressed about my veto of that bill. Indeed, I 
realize that a great many people of good faith — and of all 
faiths — are sincerely perplexed.

Dr. James Henry
President
The Southern Baptist Convention
First Baptist Church
3701 L.B. McLeod Road
Orlando, Florida 32805-6691

Regrettably, my views on this legislation have been widely 
misrepresented and misunderstood. Therefore, I want to take this 
opportunity to set forth my position as clearly and directly as I 
can.

Let me say first that I am against late-term abortions and have 
long opposed them, except, as the Supreme Court requires, where 
necessary to protect the life or health of the mother. As t
Governor of Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that barred third 
trimester abortions, with an appropriate exception for life or 
health, and I would sign a bill to do the same thing at the 
federal level if it were presented to me.

The particular procedure aimed at in H.R. 1833 poses a difficult 
and disturbing issue, one which I studied and prayed about for 

“ „ Indeed, when I first heard a description of this
procedure, I anticipated that I would support the bill. But 
after I studied the matter and learned more about it, I came to 
believe that this rarely used procedure is justifiable as a last 
resort when doctors judge it necessary to save a woman's life or 
to avert serious consequences to her health.
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The problem with H.R. 1833 is that it provides an exception to 
the ban on this procedure only when a doctor is convinced that a 
woman's life is at risk, but not when the doctor is sure that she 
faces real, grave risks to her health.

At the same time, I cannot and will not countenance a ban on this 
procedure in those cases where it represents the best hope for a 
woman to avoid serious risks to her health. Some may believe it 
morally superior to compel a woman to endure serious risks to her 
health — including the possible loss of her ability to bear 
children — in order to deliver a baby who is already dead or 
about to die. But I am not among them.

Some have raised the question whether this procedure is ever most 
appropriate as a matter of medical practice. The best answer 
comes from the medical community, which broadly supports the 
continued availability of this procedure in cases where a woman's 
serious health interests are at stake. In those rare cases, I 
believe a woman's doctors should have the option to determine, in 
the best exercise of their medical judgment, that the procedure 
is indeed necessary.

These women wanted anything other than an abortion, but were 
advised by their doctors that this procedure was their best 
chance to avert the risk of death or grave harm which, in some 
cases, would have included an inability to bear children. These 
women gave moving, powerful testimony. For them, this was not 
about choice. It was not about choosing against having a child. 
Their babies were certain to perish before, during or shortly 
after birth. The only question was how much grave damage they 
were going to suffer. One of them described the serious risks to 
her health that she faced, including the possibility of 
hemorrhaging, a ruptured cervix and loss of her ability to bear 
children in the future. She talked of her predicament:

Let me be clear. I do not contend that this procedure, today, is 
always used in circumstances that meet my standard. The 
procedure may well be used in situations where a woman's serious 
health interests are not at risk. But I do not support such 
uses, I do not defend them, and I would sign appropriate 
legislation banning them.

"Our little boy had...hydrocephaly. All the doctors told us 
there was no hope. We asked about in utero surgery, about 
shunts to remove the fluid, but there was absolutely nothing 
we could do. I cannot express the pain we still feel. This 
was our precious little baby, and he was being taken from us 
before we even had him. This was not our choice, for not 
only was our son going to die, but the complications of the 
pregnancy put my health in danger, as well."
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Sincerely,

ju.

I also understand that many who support this bill believe that 
any health exception is, as you suggest, a "loophole...to 
include any reason the mother so desires," such as youth, 
emotional stress, financial hardship or inconvenience.

That is why I implored Congress, by letter dated February 28 and 
in my veto message, to add a limited exemption for the small 
number of compelling cases where use of the procedure is 
necessary to avoid serious health consequences. Congress ignored 
my proposal and did so, I am afraid, because too many there 
prefer creating a political issue to solving a human problem. 
But I repeat my offer: if Congress will produce a bill that meets 
the concerns outlined in this letter, I will sign it promptly.

That is not the kind of exception I support. I support an 
exception that takes effect only where a woman faces real, 
serious adverse health consequences. Some have cited cases where 
fraudulent health reasons are relied upon as an excuse — excuses 
I could never condone. But people of good faith must recognize 
that there are also cases where the health risks facing a woman 
are deadly serious and real. It is in those cases that I believe 
an exception to the general ban on the procedure should be 
allowed.

I continue to hope that a solution can be reached on this painful 
issue. I hope as well that the deep dialogue between my
Administration and people of faith can continue with regard to 
the broad array of issues on which we have worked and are working 
together. Thank you again for your letter. I hope that you now 
have a better understanding of my position.

Further, I reject the view of those who suggest that it is 
impossible to draft a bill imposing real, stringent limits on the 
use of this procedure — a bill making crystal clear that the 
procedure may be used only in cases where a woman risks death or 
serious damage to her health, and in no other case. I know that 
it is not beyond the ingenuity of Congress, working together in a 
bipartisan manner, to fashion such a bill.

In short, I do not support the use of this procedure on demand or 
on the strength of mild or fraudulent health complaints. But I 
do believe that it is wrong to abandon women, like the women I = 
spoke with, whose doctors advise them that they need the 
procedure to avoid serious injury. That, in my judgment, would 
be the true inhumanity.
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The Southern Baptist Convention

Jim Henry, President

JuneS, 1996

Dear Mr. President,

We appeal to you not only as religious leaders, but as many of the former presidents of the 
Christian denomination you claim as your own, the Southern Baptist Convention. You should 
know that our concern is felt very deeply, as evidenced by the fact that this is the only time in the 
150-year history of our denomination that such a letter has been sent to a United States President.

The President
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Ave. 
Washington, D.C. 20500

Partial-birth abortion is, by any civilized moral measurement, inhumane and unconscionable. With 
ultrasound for guidance, a doctor uses forceps and hands to deliver an intact baby feet first until 
only the head remains in the birth canal. The doctor pierces the base of the baby’s skull with 
surgical scissors. He or she then inserts a canula into the incision and suctions out the brain of the 
baby so the head can be collapsed. That you could countenance this procedure, and with one 
stroke of your pen, veto a ban on partial-birth abortions is unimaginable to us.

You stated that you had prayed about this issue before deciding to veto the Partial-birth Abortion 
Ban. It is difficult for us to understand that God somehow would condone this procedure in the 
light of what the Bible says about unbom human life, or perhaps, you were gravely misinformed 
about the barbaric nature of the procedure.

The Old Testament scriptures demonstrate that every human being is made in the image of God 
(Genesis 1127). Furthermore, God told the prophet Jeremiah that he was known intimately from 
even before he was formed in the womb (Jeremiah 1:4-5). Every human life is sacred and 
possesses unique dignity. Jesus our Lord showed special love and regard for children during His 
earthly ministry and cursed those who would despise His little ones (Mark 10:14-16). Partial­
birth abortion is not defensible in light of God’s revelation. As our friends, the American Roman 
Catholic Cardinals, said in their April 16, 1996 letter to you, partial-birth abortion is “more akin to 
infanticide than abortion.”

It is with heavy hearts and profound disappointment that we express our united and unambiguous 
opposition to your veto of the Partial-birth Abortion Ban Act. This grisly procedure cannot be 
morally justified.

Your often-repeated rationale for an exception “for the mother’s health” is a discredited, catch-all 
loophole which has been demonstrated to include any reason the mother so desires.
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Dr. Franklin Paschall, Pres 1967 & 1968 Dr. W. A. Criswell, Pres. 1969 &1970

c

Dr. James Sullivan, Pres. 1977

We pray for you and for the awesome responsibilities of the high office which God has allowed 
you to hold. We know these duties can only be fulfilled responsibly by God’s grace and wisdom. 
God bless you, Mr. President, and God bless America.

We further pledge that we, and the overwhelming majority of Southern Baptists, will do 
everything we are able to encourage Congress to override this shameful veto. As you know, 
Southern Baptists are on record for their decade-and-a-half-long, adamant opposition to abortion. 
We can assure you that Southern Baptists are even more vigorously opposed to the partial-birth 
abortion procedure

Mr. President, should you, under the leadership of the Holy Spirit, reverse your thinking on this 
matter and sign the Partial-birth Abortion Ban Act into law, we will defend you and your decision 
in the face of the enemies of the sanctity of every human life.

The Honorable Bill Clinton
June 5, 1996
Page 2

The Apostle Paul enjoined Christians to restore with gentleness those who are caught in “any 
trespass” (Galatians 6:1). We appeal to you in that spirit to repent of your veto of the Partial­
birth Abortion Ban Act and to express publicly your personal regret at having made such a 
decision in the first place.
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Dr. Adrian Rogers, Pres. 1980,1987,1988 Dr. Bailey Smith, Pres. 1981 & 1982

/

Dr. James T. Draper, Jr., Pres. 1983 & 1984 Dr. Charles F. Stanley, Pres. 1985 & 1986

Dr. Jerry Vines, Pres. 1989 & 1990 Dr. Morris Chapman, Pres. 1991 & 1992

J

Dr. H. Edwin Young, Pres. 1993 & 1994 Dr. James Henry, Pres. 1995 and 1996

—^5

The Honorable Bill Clinton
June 5, 1996
Page 3



cl

Sj . O '4

April 11, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ALEXIS HERMAN

SUBJECT: RELIGIOUS OUTREACH ON HJL 1833

I.

III.

IV.

cc: Leon Panetta
Harold Ickes
Evelyn Lieberman

Other Religious Leaders
We will send a personalized letter from you (the original letter staff secretary sent) and 

a copy of the transcript to approximately 400 friends in the religious community including 
leaders from Jewish and Hispanic communities.

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASH INGTON

Per our conversation, I wanted to outline our outreach efforts to religious outlets on H.R.
1833. As you are aware, personalized letters were sent to several prominent leaders outlining 
your position on the bill. In addition, we are taking the following steps to ensure the 
religious community understands the reasons why you vetoed H.R. 1833.

If this issue continues to play out and you are interested in continuing the dialogue with 
religious groups, we could consider the following:
1) bring in religious organizations for a briefing by senior administration officials on your 
position;
2) accept the invitation for you to speak to the Catholic Press Association's convention in 

May.

Ci - i i - A Ls

Catholic Leaders
We are working with Catholics who are influential on the national level and in 

targeted states in order to convey your position and rationale adequately to the Catholic lay 
community. We are talking and sending materials that include: the transcript of the veto 
event, your veto message, and the letter to Cardinal Bemardin.

The following list of Religious press organizations have been sent copies of the
transcript, letter and remarks: Religious News Service, Associated Baptist Service, Catholic 
News Service, Catholic Health World, and Religious News Service.
At this point, we know that Religious News Service is writing a story; the special press office 
has been in close touch with the reporter to make sure she had the transcript and letter.
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MR. PRESIDENT:

odd tern

We obviously can't make Hickey happy on 
the substance, but we don't want to 
compound the problem by giving him cause 
to say he didn't get a response from you. 
Consequently, I have tried my hand at 
preparing a new letter.

Melanne has now heard from Father Donovan 
at Georgetown that Cardinal Hickey is 
unhappy about not having received a 
response.

As you may recall. Cardinal Hickey sent 
you a letter on the partial birth abortion 
issue in December. A draft response was 
prepared and sent up to you, but you 
didn't sign it. Hickey then sent a letter 
in February (which I did not see until 
last week) and another on April 1.

Finally, you also recently received 
letters from Amb. Flynn and Rev. Fred 
Kammer on this issue. I have prepared a 
draft answer to the Kammer letter as well, 
and will prepare one for Flynn if you
wish.

In addition, John Hart has received 
letters from Cardinals Bernardin, Law and 
Mahoney, which I have just seen. I have 
had the same letter prepared to them.

THE WHI TE HOUSE
WASHING TON

April 9, 1996

V -3*



April 8.

20017

Dear Cardinal Hickey:

I appreciate and

Sincerely,

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey 
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C.

I want to thank you for your letters on H.R. 1833. 
have considered your strong moral convictions.

I cannot sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because in permitting an exception 
solely to preserve a woman's life, it does not meet the legal require­
ments of the Constitution or protect American women against the risk of 
serious harm.

My hope is that a common ground can be found on this issue 
that respects the views of those, including myself, who find this 
procedure enormously troubling, while at the same time upholding the 
Constitutional requirement that laws regulating abortion protect the 
life and health of American women and allowing doctors to exercise 
their best medical judgment in the rare cases where this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman from serious adverse health consequences.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have studied 
and prayed about for many months. After much reflection, I concluded 
that I could not support use of this method of abortion on an elective 
basis, where there are other equally safe procedures available. 
However, I understand that there are rare and tragic situations where, 
in a physician's judgment, this procedure may be necessary to save a 
woman's life or to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

I have been moved, for example, by the stories of a number of young 
women who, although very opposed to abortion, ended up relying on 
the intact dilation and evacuation procedure upon the advice of their 
doctors in order to avoid the grave health consequences they otherwise 
faced.

HOUSE

ton

Again, I thank you for your letters. These are painful and sobering 
issues. Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope 
we can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the broad 
array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help, your insight, 
and, at times, even your criticism.

J
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April 1, 1996

Dear Mr. President,

The President of the United States 
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Archdiocese of Washington

sooi Eastern avenue

Tost Offset Box zaiso
WxstiiNc.nw. n.c. zcxxz

I beg you to do this because the late term procedure takes 
the life of the child in a particularly heinous fashion. This procedure is 
repugnant, even to many so-called "pro-choice" physicians, since it so 
clearly involves the slaying of a developed child already partially born.

Mr. President, for you to veto this legislation during a time 
so sacred to the Christian and Jewish traditions is a true slap in the face 
to all those who believe in the sanctity of life. Moreover, many other 
people not of these traditions grasp the wrongness of partial birth 
abortions. As President of all the people, please do not allow the 
strongly entrenched and well financed campaign of Planned Parenthood 
and other allied groups to negate, not only the will of Congress, but 
indeed the will of the clear majority of Americans.

I make one last urgent appeal that you sign into law the 
Partial Birth Abortion Ban Act.

Sincerely in Christ, /

Archbishop of Washington
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February 29, 1996«'l rill \KrHHI’iiKM’

Dear Mr. President,

I iirgejoju-ta exercise moral leadership by signing H.R. 1833
into law without the ao-called "health exc^ptinn ’*

Sincerely,

Archbishop of Washington

Tfri' /Kt I

In fact, there is no true medical reason for partial birth 
abortions. Medical experts do not maintain that this procedure saves the 
life of the mother nor does she derive any other medical benefit. What 
we do know is that partial birth abortion takes the life of a fully formed 
infant about to take a first breath.

Mr. President, if we deny the humanity of children as they 
are being born, whose humanity will next be denied?

The President of the United States
The White House
Washington, D.C.

I also received a copy of your letter to Senator Orrin Hatch for which I 
am grateful.

But, Mr. President, I must protest your position on this bill 
with urgency and candor. The "health exception" subverts the entire 
intent of the bill. It permits abortion on demand of the most heinous 
type. In my weekly column to the Catholics of the Archdiocese, I 
explained that the "health exception" is a camouflage; it refers not only 
to the physical health of the mother but also to her presumed 
psychological and social well being.

■woi Emukn Am.nit 
l'<>>r I’rFM t Box 39260 

«\snoa.ros O.C

fem
I appreciate the call I received a few days ago from Mr. 

Leon Panetta concerning H.R 1833, the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act
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CWice Of rue Amiibisnor

December 14, 1995

Dear Mr. President,

;<•

allow partly-born children to be killed in this brutal manner.

t Mr. President, to sign this bill into law. If there is anything
StVto^duP“ y0U “ y0Ur of ‘his matter, please do not

c • -------------------— xxx uutu me xiuuse anu me oenaie(with a few minor differences between the bills which will likely be settled in favor 
proeel^^^

Archdiocese of Washington

Soo, eastern avenue

Post Office Bovzgzeo
Washington. d.C. zooit

^|vwuriM w« ctmtATT

Sincerely in Christ,

/ I Archbishop of Washington

The President of the United States
The White House
Washington, DC

willingness to seriously consider my correspondence.

n. , I* my understanding that you will soon be asked to sign the Partial­
birth Abortion Ban Act, which has been passed in both the House and the Senate 
(with a few mmor differences between the bills which will likely be settled in favor 
p2of us. ™ .“ware. " ‘Ms.potat, the partial-birth 

bemg delivered with her bodyTm^ bru^^be^d 
her head crushed before being completely delivered.

taavK i n- pP?rte” °£a^rtion have attempted to deflect attention away from the
partaai-birth abortion itself. They have repeatedly made false claims about the nature 
0J pr°CGdure’ the reasons doctors perform them, the actual cause of death of the

Othi.er rnatxters- claims ^e just as frequently contradicted by
medka7e^ertsS PerfOrni the3e 6111(1 °ther late term Portions, and by other

. .. _ 11 is not■possible in the case of this abortion, however, to avoid the thing

T 
. z' 
.1 ’

I find myself writing to you once again about a matter of some urgency 
concemmg abortion. In the spirit of our past conversations, I appreciate your

a
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Dear Cardinal Hickey:

Sincerely,

I

This issue demands careful reflection and prayer, 
and I am fortunate to have your insights.

His Eminence James Cardinal Hickey
Archbishop of Washington
Post Office Box 29260
Washington, D.C.

As you know, I have long believed the decision to 
have an abortion should be between a woman, her 
conscience, her doctor, and her faith. Abortions 
should be safe, legal, and rare -- and I'm working 
hard toward those goals. I’have opposed late- 
term abortions, except where they are necessary 
to protect the life or health of the woman. Since 
currently proposed legislation fails to provide 
for consideration of the woman's health or, in the 
case of the House bill, even her life, I cannot 
support it.

Thank you very much for your thoughtful letter. 
I understand how you feel about the difficult 
issue of the so-called "partial birth abortion."

(4:
tiDEi ME

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

4Z' • 
r
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Dear Cardinal Mahony:

I appreciate and

I need your help, your insight.

Sincerely,

His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahony 
Archbishop of Los Angeles
1531 West Ninth Street
Los Angeles, California

I want to thank you for your letter on H.R. 1833. 
have considered your strong moral convictions.

I cannot sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because in permitting an exception 
solely to preserve a woman's life, it does not meet the legal require­
ments of the Constitution or protect American women against the risk of 
serious harm.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have studied 
and prayed about for many months. After much reflection, I concluded 
that I could not support use of this method of abortion on an elective 
basis, where there are other equally safe procedures available. 
However, I understand that there are rare and tragic situations where, 
in a physician's judgment, this procedure may be necessary to save a 
woman's life or to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

I have been moved, for example, by the stories of a number of young 
women who, although very opposed to abortion, ended up relying on 
the intact dilation and evacuation procedure upon the advice of their 
doctors in order to avoid the grave health consequences they otherwise 
faced.

April ts, xaao

My hope is that a common ground can be found on this issue 
that respects the views of those, including myself, who find this 
procedure enormously troubling, while at the same time upholding the 
Constitutional requirement that laws regulating abortion protect the 
life and health of American women and allowing doctors to exercise 
their best medical judgment in the rare cases where this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman from serious adverse health consequences.

Again, I thank you for your letter. These are painful and sobering 
issues. Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope 
we can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the broad 
array of issues on which we do agree.
and, at times, even your criticism.
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Archdiocese of Cos Angeles

Dear President Clinton:

our

our

Office of 
the Archbishop 
(213) 251-3288 

President Bill Clinton 
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, DC 20500

Palm Sunday
March 31, 1996

Los Angeles 
ClDfomls 
9O0IS-1I94

1531 
W». Ninth 
Street

The vast Catholic Community across our land is following very closely your 
Presidential action on this vital legislation. Our assessment of whether your 
application of general moral principles and courageous leadership harmonizes with

This very Holy Week there is grave concern in my heart that a very small minority 
of people in our country may be urging you to ysto the Late Term Abonion Ban 
legislation recently sent to you. Congress has placed in the legislation ample 
protection for the life of the mother, should that very rare situation occur. While 
wc as Catholics do not permit abortion for any reason, you should be amply 
assured that the only imaginable exception has been provided for.

I caimot imagine anything more contrary to this Holiest of Weeks than for 
President to veto such important legislation. This ban is supported heavily across 
our nation-even by those normally favoring abortion rights. Vast majorities of 
doctors--including those performing abortions-testify that there is simply no need 
to perform late term abortions, and that the practice of such abortions flies in the 
face of sound medical practice-mot to mention the resulting, horrible death of a 
baby just moments from life.

Just one year ago, Palm Sunday of 1995 [April 9], you and Mrs. Clinton graced < 
St Vibiana's Cathedral for our 10:00 a.m. Palm Sunday Liturgy.

We were very pleased to have you with us for the beginning of Holy Week, and 
we were grateful that you chose to join us for prayer on this most solemn day.

At the conclusion of our Palm Sunday Mass I gave you a copy of Pope John Paul 
H's newest Encyclical Letter, The Gospel of Life, and given your love for the 
Scriptures and God's Word, I urged you to read this important Letter emphasizing 
our call to pursue the "culture of life," not the "culture of death."

04/04/96 11:48 

MAR-31-96 SUN 8:52
©202 541 3054 NCCB/PRO-LIFE

Cardinal's Residence
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necessary protection for each human life.

Let
' a

2
vast majority of Americans will hinge upon your action on

©202 541 3054 NCCB/PRO-LIFE  

Cardinal's Residence FAX NO. 0000000
04/04/96 11:48

HAR-31-96 SUN 8:53

the basic beliefs of the 
this crucial legislation.

LseS any S\e? m°rf rcPu^ant than t0 have our President veto such
be moro ± d0 “ dUnng H°ly Week °r Week’ ^thing could
be more contradictory. 7 CCK’ iOining could

?nndtna±wI/hmpl°r lhe Late Term Abortion Ban is before you,
thk t™? b ™gnity of God's «reat S*11 of huraan We Prevail. L
n^e bC 8 m?St H° y Weck and J°yous Eastcr Season by signing into law

plea, and with kindest personal regards, I am

Ilis fiminence f
Cardinal Roger Mahony / 
Archbishop of Los Angeles

• 
J
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Dear Cardinal Bernardin:

I appreciate and

Sincerely,

I cannot sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because in permitting an exception 
solely to preserve a woman's life, it does not meet the legal require­
ments of the Constitution or protect American women against the risk of 
serious harm.

I want to thank you for your letter on H.R. 1833. 
have considered your strong moral convictions.

His Eminence Joseph Cardinal Bernardin 
Archbishop of Chicago
Post Office Box 1979
Chicago, Illinois

My hope is that a common ground can be found on this issue 
that respects the views of those, including myself, who find this 
procedure enormously troubling, while at the same time upholding the 
Constitutional requirement that laws regulating abortion protect the 
life and health of American women and allowing doctors to exercise 
their best medical judgment in the rare cases where this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman from serious adverse health consequences.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have studied 
and prayed about for many months. After much reflection, I concluded 
that I could not support use of this method of abortion on an elective 
basis, where there are other equally safe procedures available. 
However, I understand that there are rare and tragic situations where, 
in a physician's judgment, this procedure may be necessary to save a 
woman's life or to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

I have been moved, for example, by the stories of a number of young 
women who, although very opposed to abortion, ended up relying on 
the intact dilation and evacuation procedure upon the advice of their 
doctors in order to avoid the grave health consequences they otherwise 
faced.

Again, I thank you for your letter. These are painful and sobering 
issues. Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope 
we can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the broad 
array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help, your insight, 
and, at times, even your criticism.
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ARCHDIOCESE .OF CHICAGO

Office of the Archbiihop

April 1, 1996

Dear PrasldenC Clinton:

VIth cordial good viahea, I raoain

Hurchbiaheshop of Chicago

The Honorabla Bill Clinton 
Tha Uhita House
Washington, D.C. 20500

S202 541 3054 NCCB/PRO-LIFE

3123376379 CARDINAL BERNARDIN

k J

This letter will cose aa no aurprise because of our previous 
correspondence. I am profoundly saddened by your intention to veto the Partial- 
Birth Abortion Ban Ace.

Sincerely yours,

Pnc Office Box 1979 
Chiexjo. Dlinois 60690

In fact, Kr. President, I find it inconprehenslble that you would choose 
to ignore such an unusual consensus on abortlon«related legislation. The bill 
enjoyed majority support among the American people and among our elected 
representatives in the House and Senate.

Likewise, I do not find the reasons you have given for your veto to be 
convincing. There is no justification -- medically, legally or morally -- for 
allowing such an abhorrent procedure as partial-birth abortion to ba performed 
on any member of our human family.

Mr. President, as you have so often noted, we already live in a society 
plagued by brutality, particularly, brutality against children. By your veto, 
however, I fear that you will send a very disturbing message to the people of 
this nation, one to which persons of good will must give serious consideration 
as they cast their ballots in November.

Please reconsider your position. Nov is a time for reasoned debate and 
consensus building. The politics of extremism must be left behind. Let us work 
together to protect the lives of the vulnerable -- most especially the unborn.



f I X JZ V

02135

Dear Cardinal Law:

I appreciate and

Sincerely,

UTE HOUSE

HINGTON

Aprix

His Eminence Bernard Cardinal Law
Archbishop of Boston
Cardinal's Residence
2101 Commonwealth Avenue
Brighton, Massachusetts

Again, I thank you for your letter. These are painful and sobering 
issues. Although I know you disagree with me on this matter, I hope 
we can continue our dialogue and continue to work together on the broad 
array of issues on which we do agree. I need your help, your insight, 
and, at times, even your criticism.

I want to thank you for your letter on H.R. 1833. 
have considered your strong moral convictions.

This is a difficult and disturbing issue, one which I have studied 
and prayed about for many months. After much reflection, I concluded 
that I could not support use of this method of abortion on an elective 
basis, where there are other equally safe procedures available. 
However, I understand that there are rare and tragic situations where, 
in a physician's judgment, this procedure may be necessary to save a 
woman's life or to avert serious adverse consequences to her health.

I have been moved, for example, by the stories of a number of young 
women who, although very opposed to abortion, ended up relying on 
the intact dilation and evacuation procedure upon the advice of their 
doctors in order to avoid the grave health consequences they otherwise 

faced.

My hope is that a common ground can be found on this issue 
that respects the views of those, including myself, who find this 
procedure enormously troubling, while at the same time upholding the 
Constitutional requirement that laws regulating abortion protect the 
life and health of American women and allowing doctors to exercise 
their best medical judgment in the rare cases where this procedure may 
be necessary to save a woman from serious adverse health consequences.

I cannot sign H.R. 1833 as drafted because in permitting an exception 
solely to preserve a woman's life, it does not meet the legal require­
ments of the Constitution or protect American women against the risk of 

serious harm.
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CARDINAL'S RESIDENCE 
2101 COMMONWC.t.l. TM AVENUE 

BRIGHTON, ""'5SACHUSE'T1"S 02135 

Th• Bonorallle Willia.m Clinton 
Pr••ident of th• United Stat•• 
The White Bouee 
1600 P•nn•ylvani& Avenue, K.W. 
Waahinqton, D.C. 20050 

Dear Kr. Pr••ident: 

Februa.ry 22, 1996 

Thank you for your latter explaining that you feel compelled to 
veto 8.R. 1833, the Partial-8ir,:h Abortion ■an Act of 199S, 
becauae it doe• not contain a •health exception,• which laada you 
to believe that ii not in conformity with RO• v, Wade. 

Kr. Pre•ident, Roa v. Wade did not addr••• tbe le9ality of lti.lling 
a chil.d in the pr�cea• ot birth a• deecribed in the Partial-lirth 
Abortion Ian Act. In fac,;, it wae a crime in texa• in 1973 to 
kl.11 a child in auch a a&nner, and it i• a criJD• in Taxa• today 
becau•• the plaintiff• in Roe apecitically did not challenge it. 

Adding a •health exception• to the bill would render th• bill 
mea.nin9l•••· As you know, Kr. Pr••ident, in Doe v. Bolton, th• 
Supr■IM Court defined "health• al related to &l)ortion, to include 
all e&nner of phyeical, emotion&l, &nd aocial factor• tbat add or 
detract from on••• o,,..rall •well being.• Adding lan�age to the 
bill that would allow putial-birth &bortiona to be perfonied, for 
example, in ca••• of • ••r iou• adv•r•• heal th co�•qu•nc•• • ( ae 
ottered by Senator Barbara Boxer, and defeated in the senate) 
would continue to allow thie horrUil• procedure becau•• of a 
mother•• -••riou•• financial concern•, or becauae the aother wa• 
"aiuch too young• or ■imply wa• very 11nhappy &bo11t having a 
child--all under the 9Uiae of "h.ealtb." 

Th• National Abortion JU9ht1 Action League ••Y• that ·medically 
nec•••ary• i• a •term which generally include• the broadeet r&nge 
of aituation1 tor which a ■tat• will fund &.bonion.• Re9uding 
the �eaning of thi• aame term, former senator Jtoben PackWood, a 
leading advocate of abortion, aaked: •1• there any &.bortion that 
couldn't fit within thia definition?" Th• &newer to H.r. 
Paclcwood'• question i• no. ther• i• no �o�ion that co�ldn't fit 
within a definition of ·-dically neceeeary.• 

@ooa 
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Dr.

Dr.

Mr. Pr««idant, I urge you once again to sign H-R- 1833 into law.

Asking God to bless you, I aa

Sincerely yours in Christ,

The Honorable williani Clinton
February 22, 1996
Page 2

Archbishop of Boston

There is no reason, constitutional or otherwise, to allow 
children, in the very process of birth, to be killed, and killed 
in a manner unworthy of a civilized people.

Nor does this procedure serve women's health; in fact, it actually 
poses now risks for women. It requires the abortion practitioner 
to turn the child in utero from the normal "head first* position 
into a breech position. The abortion practitioner who virtually 
wrote the how-to book on late-term abortions, Dr. warren Hern, 
calls the partial-birth abortion procedure "potentially 
dangerous." He says, "You can't really defend it...I would 
dispute any statement that this is the safest procedure to use* 
(American Medical News, November 20, 199S).

Nor would the partial-birth procedure be used in a true medical 
emergency. It is a procedure that requires three days so that the 
cervix can be dilated sufficiently to allow partial delivery 
before the child can be killed. Asked why the abortion 
practitioner does net dilate the cervix for another day and 
deliver a live child, Dr. Martin Haskell, who performs such 
abortions, explains that a live child is not the desired outcome; 
"The point here," says Haskell, "is you're attempting to do an 
abortion" (Senate Report No. J-104-54, p. 23).

Several women testified before congress about their experiences 
with "partial-birth abortions." But nona had had a partial-birth 
abortion as defined in the bill. In fact, one women testified 
that she would never have allowed her live child to be mostly 
delivered and then brutally killed. But that is the only 
procedure that the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act would prohibit.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 9, 1996

22314

Dear Fred:

Sincerely,

The Reverend Fred C. Kammer, S.J. 
President
Catholic Charities USA
Suite 200
1731 King Street
Alexandria, Virginia

I concluded that I could not support use of this method of 
abortion on an elective basis, where there are other equally safe 
procedures available; however, I understand that there are rare 
and tragic situations where, in a physician's judgment, this 
procedure may be necessary to save a woman's life or to avert 
serious adverse consequences to her health.

In reaching my decision, I have been moved by the stories of a 
number of young women — some of them staunchly pro-life — who 
ended up relying on this procedure upon the advice of their 
doctors in order to avoid grave health consequences. I cannot, 
in good conscience, sign a bill that would make it impossible for 
doctors, in their best medical judgment, to use this procedure in 
such circumstances.

I have found this to be a terribly difficult and disturbing 
issue, one which I have studied and prayed about for many months. 
It was only after a great deal of reflection, and after pondering 
the consequences, however unintended, that I believe this 
legislation could have on the lives of certain women, that I 
reached my decision.

These are painful and sobering issues. Although I know you 
disagree with me on this matter, it is important to me that we 
continue to work together on the broad array of issues on which 
we do agree. Thank you for your insight, your support and your 
heartfelt criticism.

Thank you for your note on the "partial birth" bill. I 
understand how strongly you feel about it.
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President William J. Clinton
The White House J !
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As Pope John Paul H so appropriately stated in New York on (October 6, 1995,
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present day America becoming less sensitive, less, caring toward the poor, the weak, the stranger, 
» i r , » .i • 1 r* Z'n i. - 1- 1 • '

must be committed to the defense of life in all its stages and in every' condition.”
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As someone who has the honor of representing you and our great country, 1 urge you to 

give carefill consideration to this bill.
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Gordon MacDonald
Grace Chapel
3 Militia Drive
Lexington, MA 02173
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67 East Algonquin Road 
South Barrington IL 60010 

Phone: 708/765-5000 
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WillowCreek Community Church

January 25, 1996

Dear Bill;

God’s best,

Bill Hybels

67 East Algonquin Road • South Barrington, IL 60010-6143 • 708/765-5000

President Clinton 
c/o Nancy Hemreich 
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington DC 20500-2000

1 called yesterday just to tell you about Waveland Avenue. Every Chicagoan knows that 
Waveland Avenue is the street that borders the left field fence at Wrigley Field. 
Whenever a Cub batter hits a homerun, every Chicagoan waits for the announcer to 
clanfy whether it was just a homerun or whether is was “over the fence and out on 
Waveland Avenue”.

Your State of the Union Address was “out of the park and onto Waveland Avenue”. It 
was clear, compelling, visionary, properly paced and balanced, and most importantly, it 
came out of your moral center. As I’ve told you so often, God is constantly at work in 
your heart. Bill. When you quiet yourself enough to become aware of the convictions 
He s building in your soul, and then when you speak from that center, you are believable, 
riveting, and unstoppable. Great job, friend, .. great job.

Enclosed is my associate’s response to the two difficult partial-birth abortion situations 
that you requested Please, Bill, do the right thing on this legislation.

If I can help you further on this or anything else, feel free to call. . .. Until then, as 
always. I’ll pray.



WillowCneek Community Church

January 3, 1996

Dear Bill:

Here to help...

Your friend in Christ,

Bill Hybels

67 East Algonquin Road • South Barrington, IL 60010-6143 • 708/765-5000

You’re a good man. Bill. And you are not only going to win re-election, but in your 
second term you are going to leave a legacy that will be honored for centuries! Really!

Happy New Year! I trust that you and your family got some rest and “together time” over 
the holidays.

President Clinton 
c/o Nancy Hemreich 
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington DC 20500-2000

Enclosed are two items. The first is an approach to the end of the State of the Union 
Address. I’ll do further work on it, if you request. The second is some reading for you 
on the partial birth abortion legislation. I can’t stress enough what being on the wrong 
side of this issue will do to your support base in the Christian community Although less 
that 600 of these procedures are done each year, the moral outrage over it has captured 
the hearts of tens of millions of Americans. In my opinion, signing the bill will cost you 
very little. Vetoing it will come to haunt you, not only in the near term, but all 
throughout the upcoming campaign. And if you ask me what I think Jesus would do if 
He were in your shoes. . . well, enough said.

1
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How is a married woman able to plan schooling or commit herself to 
a career or vocation as long as her life is continually open to the disrup­
tion of unplanned pregnancies? Unless, of course, she can fall back on 
an abortion when all else has failed!

Virginia Ramey Mollenkott, Christian feminist (1988)

Recall that the young Mary was pregnant under circumstances that 
today routinely terminate in abortion. In the important theological con­
text of Christmas, the killing of the unborn child is a symbolic killing of 
the Christchild.

Dr. Paul Vitz, New York University psychologist (1977)

"Daughters of Jerusalem, do not weep for me, weep instead for your­
selves and your children, for indeed the days are coming when people will 
say, 'Blessed are the barren, the wombs that never bore and the breasts 
that never nursed.'"

Jesus Christ (Luke 23:28-29 nab)

%

ome people defend abortion rights by appealing to the Hebrew- 
« ■ Christian Scriptures. They argue either that the Bible does not

specifically condemn abortion or that the Bible actually sup­
ports the abortion rights position. For those who do not consider the 
Bible authoritative, arguments for or against abortion based on its con­
tents are obviously not compelling. But the material in the first seven 
chapters is sufficiently devoid of any theology that any reasonable non­
believer could accept the pro-life position without sacrificing his unbe­
lief. Many people, however, do consider the Bible authoritative and 
many others hold it in high respect. Thus the following critique will be 
important to these people.

Argument from the Claim That the Bible
Does Not Specifically Forbid Abortion

Some people, such as Virginia Ramey Mollenkott, claim that 
"nowhere does the Bible prohibit abortion .. ."1 This claim is untrue if 
one recognizes that the Bible's statements on some other matters can

Dr. Francis J. Beckwith -
University of Nevada, Las Vegas



teaches the full humanity of the unborn, al- t^1Qt w^en Elizabeth heard Mary's greeting,

though the list is not exhaustive.2

"Before I formed you in the womb I knew 
you, And before you were bom I consecrated

you; I have appoi 
nations.” [Jer. 1:5]

In Luke 1:41, 44 the word baby (brephos') is 
applied to the unborn: "And it came about

For Thou didst form my inward parts; Thou 
didst weave me in my mother's womb. I will 
give thanks to Thee, for I am fearfully and 
wonderfully made; Wonderful are Thy 
works. And my soul knows it very well. My 
frame was not hidden from Thee, When 1 
was made in secret, And skillfully wrought 
in the depths of the earth. Thine eyes have 
seen my unformed substance; And in Thy 
book they were all written, The days that 
were ordained for me, When as yet there was 
not one of them. [Ps. 139: 13-16]

Then the angel of 
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following categories of Scripture passages are 
sufficient to show that the Bible clearly

Listen to Me, O islands, And pay attention, 
you peoples from afar. The Lord called Me 
from the womb; From the body of My 
mother He named Me. [Isa. 49:1]
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be used to draw an inference that is consis- "male," "man," or "husband" (see Ps. 34:9; 
tent with a pro-life position. For instance, it 52:9; 94:12; Prov. 6:34).5
is clearly taught in the Bible that murder— Another passage, Psalm 51:5, states: "Be-

The Unborn Are Known by God
in a Personal Way

________________________ _ A number ofbiblical passages are clear on
the same, namely, Cain." What follows from this Point:

this is that Cain's "conception, birth, and
postnatal life form a natural continuum,
with the God of the covenant involved at
every stage."3

In Job 3:3, the author writes: "Let the day
perish on which I was to be born. And the
night, which said, 'A boy [geber] is con­
ceived.'" This passage connects the individ­
ual born with the individual conceived. "Job
traces his personal history back beyond his
birth to the night of conception. The process
of conception is described by the biblical
writer in personal terms. There is no abstract
language of the 'products of conception,' but
the concrete language of humanity."4 It is in­
teresting to note that the Hebrew word geber 
is translated as "boy" and specifically applied
to the unborn, although it is usually used to
describe postnatal humans and translated

138

the baby leaped in her womb; and Elizabeth 
was filled with the Holy Spirit. 'For behold,

Personal Language Applied when the sound of your greeting reached my
to the Conceptus ears’the baby leaPed in my womb for joy.'"

Compare this with Luke 2:12, 16 where the 
A number of passages in the Bible apply infant Jesus is called a baby (brephos): "And 

personal language to the unborn from con- this will be a sign for you; you will find a baby 
ception. Genesis 4:1 reads: "Now the man wrapped in clothes, and lying in a manger.' 
had relations with his wife Eve, and she con- And they came in haste and found their way 
ceived and gave birth to Cain." Comment- to Mary and Joseph, and the baby as he lay 
ing on this passage, theologian John Jeffer- in the manger."
son Davis has observed that "the writer's
interest in Cain extends back beyond his 
birth, to his conception. That is when his per­
sonal history begins. The individual con­
ceived and the individual born are one and

The Unborn Are Called Children

The Bible refers to the unborn in the same 
directly prohibits abortion J believe that the way as 11 refers to infants and youn9 children-

is clearly taught in the Bible that murder— / ‘ t 7—1_____
the unjustified killing of a human being—is hold, I was brought forth in iniquity, and in 
wrong (Exod. 20:13). And it follows logically sin my mother conceived me." Again, we 
from this that if the Bible teaches that the un- have evidence that one's beginning of exis- 
born are fully human, then it would be tence can be traced back to conception, 
morally wrong in most circumstances to kill
the unborn. So the real question is whether
the Bible teaches that the unborn are fully 
human, not whether the Bible mentions or
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the womb I knew 
bom I consecrated

you; I have appointed you a prophet to the 
nations." [Jer. 1:5]

Then the angel of the Lord appeared to the 
woman, and said to her, "Behold now, you 
are barren and have borne no children, but 
you shall conceive and give birth to a son" 
... Then the woman came and told her hus­
band, saying, "A man of God came to me 
and his appearance was like the appearance 
of the angel of God, very awesome.... But 
he said to me, 'Behold, you shall conceive 
and give birth to a son, and now you shall 
not drink wine or strong drink nor eat any 
unclean thing, for the boy shall be a Nazirite 
to God from the womb to the day of his death."' 
[Judg. 13: 3, 5, 6, 7, emphasis added]

Although he makes some valid points con­
cerning some passages, a criticism that 
should provoke pro-lifers to clarify their ex­
egesis, Wennberg tries to rob the right-to- 
lifer's biblical case of its strength by a 
hermeneutical slight of hand. First, concern­
ing those passages that use personal lan­
guage to describe the unborn, Wennberg 
writes that "such references designate indi­
viduals not only before birth but before con­
ception ..., and so they are not really to the 
point."7 One problem with this criticism is 
that it is not applicable to all such passages, 
for some do speak exclusively of personal ex­
istence beginning at conception (e.g., Gen. 
4:1; Job 3:3). Another problem is that none 
of these passages claim that the persons in 
question existed prior to their conception, but 
rather, that God knew them or had plans for 
them before conception. This is certainly pos­
sible for an eternal God, who knows all things 
simultaneously (see Ps. 147:5; Job 28:24; Isa.

tiborn in the same 
id young children. 
1 baby (brephos) is 
md it came about 
d Mary's greeting, 
mb; and Elizabeth 
pirit. 'For behold, 
eeting reached my 
fiy womb for joy.'" 
1:12, 16 where the 
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ou will find a baby 
ying in a manger.' 
id found their way 
the baby as he lay

Extending our examination, it would be a 
mistake to argue that since it was David who 
was being formed [or "brought forth" in 
nasb] in his mother’s womb (Ps. 51:5) it must 
therefore have been David the person who 
was in his mother's womb. That would be to 
confuse "formation/creation" of a thing 
with the "completion/existence" of that 
thing. The fact is that an entity can be on 
the way to becoming a particular thing 
without it being that thing. It is quite nat­
ural for us to refer to what is in the process 
of becoming (the zygote or fetus in a Semite 
woman's womb) in terms of what it will 
eventually become (a King David), but we 
are not then speaking with technical accu­
racy. If a butterfly is being formed in a co­
coon, it does not follow that there is a but­
terfly there (rather than a caterpillar or 
something betwixt or between).8

iward parts; Thou 
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not be cited in order to explain away either 
conception as the beginning of personal ex­
istence or that personal existence is attrib­
uted to prenatal life when a passage in ques­
tion specifically says, for example, that a 
certain individual either has personally ex­
isted from conception (e.g., Gen. 4:1) or has 
personally existed prior to birth (e.g., Jer. 1:5; 
Ps. 139:13-16; Luke 1:41-44). Moreover, the 
word conception or to conceive implies a gen­
esis or a beginning, such as when I say, "This 
is the finest idea I have ever conceived." 
Hence, when God speaks of a person prior to 
conception, he is making an epistemological 
claim (a knowledge claim) not an ontologi­
cal claim (a being claim). In light of these 
clarifications, the burden of proof is on

Some authors, such as Robert Wennberg,6 Wennberg to show us why the more simple 
have questioned the use of many passages to and clearly natural interpretation of the pas- 
establish the full humanity of the unborn, sages should be given up.

Wennberg puts forth a second argument:

■

In essence, Wennberg is arguing that one 
41:21-24; 46:10) and is not bound by time or cannot cite passages such as Psalm 51:5 to 
space (see Ps. 90:2, Isa. 40:28; 43:12b,13; show that the unborn are fully human, since 
57:15a), since he is the creator of time and such passages are only saying that the per­
space (see Acts 17:25; Col. 1:16,17; Heb. 11:3; son in question is "being formed," not that 
Rev. 4:11). That is, it is possible for him to the human being in the womb has become 
know each and every one of us before we that person. There are several problems with 
were conceived. Thus such foreknowledge of this argument. First, even if Wennberg's in­
human persons prior to their conception can- terpretation of passages such as Psalm 51:5

■i
i
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born or interferes 
One who will be c

Minucius Felix: In fact, it is among you that 
I see newly-born sons at times exposed to 
wild beasts and birds, or dispatched by the 
violent death of strangulation; and there are 
women who, by use of medical potions, de­
stroy the nascent life in their wombs, and 
murder the child before they bring it forth.

In summary, tf 
its very beginning 
life ethic. Since the 
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Concerning the cl 
abortion, one stud

Tertullian: But with us murder is forbidden 
once and for all. We are not permitted to de­
stroy even the foetus in the womb, as long 
as blood is still being drawn to form a 
human being. To prevent the birth of a child 
is to anticipate murder. It makes no differ­
ence whether one destroys a life already

The Evidence of Church History

It is sometimes forgotten in the debate over 
the Bible and abortion that there has been a 
long and rich tradition in Christian church 
history, extending back to the early church 
fathers, against the practice of abortion. 
Since the early church fathers were much 
closer to the writing of the New Testament 
than we are today, it is reasonable to say that 
there is a presumption in favor of their in­
terpretation of Scripture and their applica­
tion of what they believe are its ethical teach­
ings. Of course, the church fathers could have 
been wrong, but the burden of proof is on 
those who would bring this accusation 
against them.

In an early church document (second cen­
tury), the Didache or the "Teaching of the 
Twelve Apostles" as it has been called, the 
author writes, "You shall not kill a child in 
the womb or murder a new-born infant. .. . 
You shall not slay the child by abortions." The 
second-century Christian apologist Athen- 
agoras states, "We say that those women who 
use drugs to bring on abortion commit mur­
der and will have to give an account to God 
for abortion.” Another early church father of 
the second century, Clement of Alexandria, 
writes: "But women who resort to some sort 
of deadly abortion drug kill not only the em­
bryos but, along with it, all human kind­
ness."11 This ethic is echoed by other Chris­
tian theologians of the same historical 
period:

&E. kJ-
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were correct, he would still have to deal with 
other passages that clearly state that indi­
vidual personal existence begins at concep­
tion (e.g., Gen. 4:1). Second, Wennberg com­
mits the hermeneutical fallacy that James 
Sire calls "worldview confusion."9 This fal­
lacy "occurs whenever a reader of Scripture 
fails to interpret the Bible within the intel­
lectual and broadly cultural framework of 
the Bible itself and uses instead a foreign 
frame of reference."10 Wennberg's distinction 
between person and human being is an in­
vention of some contemporary philosophers 
who argue that a human being becomes a 
person at some stage in his or her develop­
ment (see chap. 6). Since Wennberg has the 
burden to prove that the author of Psalms 
was assuming such a distinction, and since 
he provides no reason to believe he has sat­
isfied this burden, it is reasonable to con­
clude that Wennberg is reading back into 
David's assertion a foreign worldview. Third, 
the passage does say that "in sin my mother 
conceived me." This clearly indicates that 
David's personal existence can be traced 
back to conception, since it was at concep­
tion that he asserts he was conceived. And if 
this is the case, then it seems natural to in­
terpret the first half of Psalm 51:5 ("I was 
brought forth” or "I was being formed") as 
describing the subsequent physical develop­
ment of David in the womb, development 
that continues afterbirth into infancy, child­
hood, adolescence, and adulthood. Al­
though Wennberg is correct in saying that 
"if a butterfly is being formed in a cocoon, it 
does not follow that there is a butterfly there 
(rather than a caterpillar or something be­
twixt or between)," the insect that is becom­
ing the butterfly is still the same insect that 
was once a caterpillar and will be a butter­
fly. In the same way, the being at conception 
is the same person who will become the in­
fant, the child, the adolescent, the adult, and 
maybe even a philosopher. In sum, it is clear 
that passages such as Psalm 51:5 are de­
scribing a person who is in the process of de­
velopment, not a thing which is in the process 
of developing into a person.
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born or interferes with it coming to birth. 
One who will be a man is already one.12

A
1. Cod created human persons as free moral 

agents.
2. Any public policy that limits free moral 

agency is against Cod's will.
3. Public policy forbidding abortion would 

limit the free moral agency of the pregnant 
woman.

4. Therefore, forbidding abortion is against 
Cod's will.
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For the whole of Christian history until ap­
preciably after 1900, so far as we can trace 
it, there was virtual unanimity amongst 
Christians, evangelical, catholic, orthodox, 
that, unless at the direct command of God, 
it was in all cases wrong directly to take in­
nocent human life. Abortion and infanti­
cide were grouped together as early as the 
writing called the Didache which comes from 
the first century after the crucifixion. These 
deeds were grouped with murder in that 
those committing or co-operating in them 
were, when penitent, still excluded from 
Communion for ten years by early Councils. 
... The absolute war was against the delib­
erate taking of innocent life, not in the sense 
of sinless life, but in the sense of life which 
was innocens (not harming). . . . We may 
note that this strictness constituted one of 
the most dramatic identifiable differences 
between Christian morality and pagan, 
Greek or Roman, morality.14
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Conclusion; The Bible and Abortion

We can conclude that just as the Bible does 
not forbid murdering people with subma­
chine guns, the Bible does not forbid abor­
tion. But since one can infer that murdering 
persons with submachine guns is wrong from 
the fact that the Bible forbids murdering in 
general, one can also infer that the Bible 
teaches that abortion is not justified from the 
fact that the Bible refers to unborn human 
beings as persons and forbids the murdering 
of persons in general. If one were to accept 
the hermeneutical principle that whatever 
the Bible does not specifically forbid is per­
missible, one would be in the position of sanc­
tioning everything from slavery to nuclear 
warfare to computer vandalism. Hence, the 
question is not whether the Bible specifically 
forbids abortion, but rather, whether the un­
born are treated as persons. If they are, then 
we can infer that abortion in almost all cir­
cumstances is morally wrong.

Arguments from Theology and the Bible 

contemporary philosophical inventions that 
are often read back into the biblical text.

r
*

Argument from God's Granting of Free 
Moral Agency

This argument is defended by Mol- 
lenkott.15 She argues that because God cre­
ated us as free moral agents, to use public 
policy to make abortion illegal would be to 
rob the pregnant woman of the opportunity 
to be a responsible moral agent. Mollenkott's 
argument can be put in the following form:

Among the many authorities in church 
history who have written against abortion 
are Basil the Great, John Chrysostom, Am­
brose, Jerome, and Augustine. Although 
some church authorities, such as Thomas 
Aquinas and Augustine, under the influence 
of the erroneous biology of the Greek philoso­
pher Aristotle, disputed as to when the un­
born entity receives its soul (Thomas claimed 
it was at forty days for a male and eighty days 
for a female),13 they nevertheless opposed 
abortion at any stage during prenatal de­
velopment (though disputing if it was less se­
rious prior to ensoulment), except when abor­
tion is needed to save the life of the mother. 
Concerning the church's historical view of 
abortion, one study concludes:

In summary, the Christian Church from 
its very beginnings has held firmly to a pro- 
life ethic. Since the early church was directly 
spawned by the New Testament church, it is 
safe to say that the interpretation of the Bible 
through the eyes of the early church will give 
contemporary scholars a better idea of what



___

"16

--------- -

1

This argument can be criticized on four 
counts. First, assuming that the abortion-

afe jit >'r

B
1. In Exodus 21: 22-25 a person who acci­

dently kills a pregnant woman is given the 
death penalty.

2. In Exodus 21: 22-25, a person who causes 
a miscarriage is only fined for the crime.

3. Therefore, Exodus 21:22-25 teaches both 
that the pregnant woman is of greater 
value than the unborn human she carries 
and that the unborn human does not have 
the status of a person.

4. Therefore, abortion is justified.
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public policy that limits free moral agency is beliefs when it comes to public policy. When 
against God’s will." For example, laws pro-life Christians are asked to subsidize what 
against drunk driving, murder, smoking they believe is murder, and when such a total 
crack, robbery, and child molesting are all disrespect for their deeply held convictions is 
intended to limit free moral agency, yet it called justice, can anyone doubt that our re­
seems counterintuitive, not to mention un- ligious freedoms are founded on a fragile po- 
biblical, to assert that God does not approve litical foundation? George Orwell's Big 
of these laws. Such laws are instituted be- Brother (or should I say, Big Sibling) would 
cause the acts they are intended to limit often be proud.
obstruct the free agency of other human In sum, it seems clear that Mollenkott 
persons (e.g., a person killed by a drunk dri- must assume that the unborn are not fully 
ver is prevented from exercising his free human in order for her argument from free 
agency) and/or cause them serious harm or agency to work. Thus she begs the question, 
hurt. Hence, it would seem consistent with Only if the act of abortion does not limit the 
biblical faith to say that God probably ap- free agency of another and/or does not harm 
proves of a public policy that seeks to main- and/or hurt another person would a law for- 
tain a just and orderly society by limiting bidding abortions unjustly limit the free 
some free moral agency (e.g., drunk driving moral agency of the pregnant woman. How- 
or murder), thus increasing free moral ever, in chapters 3 and 6 we saw that there 
agency for a greater number (e.g., fewer are good reasons to think of the unborn as 
people will be killed by drunk drivers and persons. Hence, a public policy forbidding 
murderers, and hence there will be a greater abortions would not be against the will of 
number who will be able to act as free moral God as Mollenkott defines it. 
agents), and is intended to protect human
beings from serious harm and/or hurt.

In fact, Mollenkott herself advocates a 
public policy that limits the moral free

Argument from Exodus 21:22-25

This is a theological argument popular 
agency of those who do not believe it is their among biblical scholars. It can be put in the 
moral obligation to use their tax dollars to following outline: 
help the poor pay for abortions. She believes
that "if Christians truly care about justice for
women...," we will "work to assure the avail­
ability of legal, medically safe abortion ser­
vices forthose who need them—including the
public funding without which the impover­
ished women cannot exert their creative re­
sponsibility."16 In Mollenkott's world a tax­
paying Christian woman has a greater moral
obligation either to pay for the abortions of
poor women or to support their children if
they are carried to term than she does to carry
her own unborn children to term. In Mol­
lenkott's world no one who opposes abortion
is forced to have an abortion, which is well
and good; but the anti-abortionist is never- rights interpretation of Exodus 21: 22-25 is 
theless forced to pay for the abortions of oth- correct, does it logically follow that abortion 
ers even if she believes that the practice re- on demand is morally justified? After all, the 
suits in murder. For Mollenkott, the pro-lifer passage says that the unborn are worth 
can believe what she wants to believe about something. In stark contrast, contemporary 
the unborn, but she has no right to act on her defenders of abortion rights seem to be say- 
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itself, which does seem in other texts to treat

21:22-25 (rsv):

21:22-25

the slave was less than a fully human life."17 is a much more serious offense. Therefore, the
Third, one can also raise the more general death of the unborn is not considered the

in.
is justified.
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If, when men come to blows, they hurt a 
woman who is pregnant and she suffers a 
miscarriage, though she does not die of it, 
the man responsible must pay the compen­
sation demanded of him by the woman's 
master; he shall hand it over, after arbitra­
tion. But should she die, you shall give life 
for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for 
hand, foot for foot, bum for bum, wound for 
wound, strike for strike.
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When men strive together, and hurt a 
woman with child, so that there is a mis­
carriage, and yet no harm follows, the one 
who hurt her shall be fined, according as the 
woman's husband shall lay upon him; and 
he shall pay as the judges determine. If any 
harm follows, then you shall give life for life, 
eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, 
foot for foot, burn for burn, wound for 
wound, stripe for stripe.
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hermeneutical question, as John Warwick same as the death of an adult. Some trans­
Montgomery has pointed out, "as to whether lotions, such as the Jerusalem Bible, seem to
a statement of penalty in the legislation God support that interpretation: 
gave to ancient Israel ought to establish the
context of interpretation for the total bibli­
cal attitude to the value of the unborn child
(including not only specific and nonphe-
nomenological Old Testament assertions
such as Psalm 51:5, but the general New Tes­
tament valuation of the [brephos], as illus­
trated especially in Luke 1:41, 44)." Mont­
gomery goes on to ask: "Should a passage
such as Exodus 21 properly outweigh the
analogy of the Incarnation itself, in which
God became man at the moment when 'con-

The ambiguity of this passage is sufficient 
neatly divide commentators into two 

fetus is less than a human being." For "in the camps. One camp holds that the passage is 
preceding case, the judgment did not apply teaching that the woman and the unborn are 
the principle of lex talionis in the case of a de- valued differently.19 According to this group, 
batable death of a servant at the hands of his the passage is saying that if the unborn is ac- 
master. But it does not follow that since ‘life cidentally killed, there is only a fine, but if 
for life' was not exacted here that therefore the pregnant woman is accidentally killed, it

______________________ This interpretation, however, has been 
ception by the Holy Ghost' occurred—not at called into question by many critics.20 They 
a later time as the universally condemned argue that the Jerusalem Bible and other 
and heretical adoptionists alleged?”18 If the translations like it (e.g., rtv) are mistransla-
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ing that the unborn are worth only the value abortion-rights supporter is indeed correct in 
that their mothers place on them. Hence, this his interpretation of Exodus 21, he still has 
passage does not seem to support the sub- to deal with the grander context of Scripture 
jectively grounded value of the unborn as- itself, which does seem in other texts to treat 
sumed by the abortion-rights movement. Fur- the unborn as persons.
thermore, even if the abortion-rights Fourth, one can show at most that the 
interpretation is correct, the passage in ques- word miscarriage in premise 2 is incorrectly 
tion is not teaching that the pregnant interpreted to mean the "death of the fetus." 
woman can willfully kill the human contents At least, there is no scholarly consensus on 
of her womb. It merely teaches that there is this interpretation. Let us first look at Exodus 
a lesser penalty for accidently killing an un- 2
born human than there is for accidently
killing her mother. To move from this truth
to the conclusion that abortion on demand
is justified is a nonsequitur.

Second, the severity of an Old Testament
penalty is not always indicative of the full
humanness of a victim. For example, in his
important article on the Old Testament and
abortion, Bruce K. Waltke writes that "it does
not necessarily follow that because the law
did not apply the principle of lex talionis, that
is ‘person for person,' when the fetus was
aborted through fighting that therefore the to

—
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Dr. E Michael Womack points out that

When a married woman... is unfaithful to 
her husband, and has sexual intercourse 
with another man ... and the crime is un­
detected . . . but when ... a fit of jealousy 
comes over a husband which causes him to 
suspect his wife,... the husband shall bring 
his wife to the priest.... He [the priest] shall
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word ydsa’. .This is not the normal word for 
miscarriage. In fact, when used of children, 
the word refers to offspring and live birth. In 
the context of Exodus 21 it refers to the pre­
mature live birth of a child or children (it is 
in the plural—even multiple births are in 
mind)." Womack adds that "this becomes 
quite significant when one realizes that the 
normal Hebrew term for miscarriage is used 
in Exodus 23:26. There the word is shakal. It 
means to make childless or miscarry." Had 
the author of Exodus "intended to mean mis­
carry in Exodus 21, he would have used 
shakal. He did not! Exodus 21, therefore, 
based on simple lexical definitions, promotes 
life in the highest possible fashion."23

Hence, Exodus 21:22-25 is saying that if 
the incident in question results only in a pre­
mature birth, the perpetrator should be fined. 
However, if "harm follows" (that is, if either 
the mother or the child is injured or killed), 
the same should be inflicted upon the per­
petrator.

In summary, since the interpretation of Ex­
odus 21:22-25 is at best divided,24 and since 
the Bible's larger context teaches that the un­
born are persons, it seems rather foolish for 
the abortion-rights advocate to put all his ide­
ological eggs into one dubious biblical bas­
ket.25

The statute commences, And when men strive 
together, etc., in order to give an example of 
accidental injury to a pregnant woman, and 
... the law presents the case realistically. De­
tails follow: and they hurt unintentionally a 
woman with child—the sense is, that one of 
the combatants, whichever of them it be (for 
this reason the verb translated 'and they 
hurt' is in the plural) is responsible—and her 
children come forth (i.e., there is a miscar­
riage) on account of the hurt she suffers (ir­
respective of the nature of the fetus, be it 
male or female, one or two; hence here, too, 
there is a generic plural as in the case of the 
verb 'they hurt’), but no mischief happens— 
that is, the woman and the children do not 
die—the one who hurt her shall surely be pun­
ished by a fine, according as the woman's hus­
band shall /ay—impose—upon him, having 
regard to the extent of the injuries and the 
special circumstances of the accident; and 
he who caused the hurt shall pay the amount 
of the fine to the woman's husband with 
judges, in accordance with the decision of 
the court that will confirm the husband’s 
claim and compel the offender to pay com­
pensation, for it is impossible to leave the 
determination of the amount of the fine to 
the husband, and, on the other hand, it is 
not within the husband's power to compel 
the assailant to pay if he refuses. But if any 
mischief happen, that is, if the woman dies 
or the children die, then you shall give life for 
life, eye for eye, etc.: you, O judge (or you, O 
Israel, through the judge who represents 
you) shall adopt the principle of "life for 
life," etc.21

Argument from Numbers 5:11-31

This passage is quoted in a tract published 
by Episcopalians for Religious Freedom, "A 
Pro-Choice Bible Study."26 It is from the New 
English Bible:

y-..A-----------

Gleason Archer points out that Cassuto's 
rendering is an appropriate interpretation 
because the portion of the Hebrew translated 
in the New American Standard Bible as "so 
that she has a miscarriage" (wZyasSu 
ygladeyah) does not necessarily entail the 
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tions and that in the Hebrew the passage is death of the unborn, but can also mean the 
really saying that the mother and the unborn expulsion of a premature infant from his 
are to receive equal judicial treatment; that mother's womb, regardless of whether his ex- 
is, the mother and the unborn are both cov- pulsion results in death.22
ered by the lex talionis. One such critic is Um- Dr. F. Michael Womack points out that 
berto Cassuto, who offers the following in- "Exodus 21:22 uses a derivation of the root 
terpretation:
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the direct intention of both potential parents ness. But if she did not commit adultery, she
plus a holy man to cause a miscarriage, an "will be able to have children” (Num. 5:28b
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take clean water in an earthenware vessel, 
and shall take dust from the floor of the 
Tabernacle and add it to the water. He shall 
set the woman before the Lord, uncover her 
head, ... shall... put the woman on oath 
and say to her,'. . . may the Lord make an 
example of you ... by bringing upon you 
miscarriage and untimely birth [abortion]; and 
this water that brings out the truth shall 
enter your body, bringing upon you miscar­
riage and untimely birth.’ The woman shall 
respond, 'Amen, Amen.' . . . After this he 
shall make the woman drink the water. If 
she has been unfaithful to her husband, 
[and] when the priest makes her drink the 
water that brings out the truth ... she will 
suffer a miscarriage or untimely birth ... But 
if the woman has not let herself become de­
filed and is pure,... she will bear her child, 
[emphasis added]
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Argument from "Breath”

Some people argue that since Adam be- 
which a husband who suspects his wife of came a living soul when God "breathed into 
having committed adultery is granted the his nostrils the breath of life” (Gen. 2:7), birth 
right to take her to a male priest who ad- is the time at which a child becomes a living
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abortion."27 niv).28 This seems to be the most natural in-
There are several problems with this in- terpretation of this passage, since Numbers 

terpretation. First, even if the passage were - --------------------- - ------------------------

■ “ • ■ . ~ adultery that procured an abortion would
the passage does not support abortion on not be a very good test. What good would 
demand by a human being. Second, nothing such an adultery test be if the wife had com­
in the passage is saying that the unborn mitted adultery and yet did not get pregnant? 
human is not fully human. If execution by Thus it makes sense to reject the New English 
God makes one a nonperson, then everyone Bible translation, 
who died in the flood, including babies and
small children, were not persons.

Third, it is peculiar that someone defend­
ing women’s rights would cite a passage in

— > 5:11-31 is a test for a woman if her husband
saying that abortion is justified in circum- is unsure of her fidelity. It is not a test for a 
stances of infidelity, the passage is also say- pregnancy that may or may not result from 
ing that it is "the Lord" who brings upon her adultery. Since a vast majority of adulterous 
"miscarriage and untimely birth," not the unions do not result in pregnancy, a test for 
priest, the husband, or the wife. Therefore, adultery that procured an abortion would

Arguments from Theology and the Bible

ministers a drug and then prays that God 
cause an abortion if the pregnancy was the 
result of adultery. This is certainly not pro­
choice. I doubt that this approach to a 
woman's infidelty would be welcomed by 
contemporary feminists.

Fourth, there is good reason to suppose 
that the translation from which this passage 
is quoted (nlb) is not accurate. The Jerusalem 
Bible translates "miscarriage and untimely 
birth" as "making your thigh shrivel and 
your body swell.” The New American Stan­
dard Bible says "making your thigh waste 
away and your abdomen swell." Other trans­
lations are similar: "make thy thigh to rot, 
and thy belly to swell" (kjv); "make thy thigh 
to fall away, and thy body to swell" (asb); 
"May he cause your genital organs to shrink 
and your stomach to swell up” (tev); "he

The author of "A Pro-Choice Bible Study" causes your thigh to waste away and your 

claims that this passage proves that "a 1 - -

barrenness.”
All these translations seem to be saying 

agree to drink a potion prepared by a Hebrew that if the wife had committed adultery, her 
priest. If the woman has been unfaithful, God sexual organs will become useless, thus re­
initiates an abortion. This passage illustrates suiting in a miscarrying womb and barren-

claims that this passage proves that "a abdomen to swell (niv). An alternative read- 
planned abortion is in the Bible as part of God's ing in the New International Version states: 
law given to Moses." He interprets the pas- "causes you to have a miscarrying womb and 
sage to mean that the request for abortion 1
"comes from a husband, and his wife must



human." Therefore, "to apply Genesis 2:7 to race that we are conceived in sin” (see Rom. 
uynrn /-'/nr-rior! ninn ^•'17^ ^2
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Miscellaneous Passages and Arguments

Since the following passages and argu­
ments are weak biblical defenses of the abor­
tion-rights position, my critique of them will 
be brief. Almost all of them come from "A 
Pro-Choice Bible Study." Since many people 
may come across this work, I believe it is nec­
essary to address some of its arguments.

Answering the Arguments for Abortion Rights

being. At birth it begins to breathe oxygen 
through the lungs. There are at least two 
problems with this argument.29

First, it is false to so say that the unborn 
from conception do not breathe in a true bi-

Argument from Psalm 139:13, 16a

This passage is also used to defend the pro- 
life position. The passage reads: "For Thou 
didst form my inward parts; Thou didst 
weave me in my mother's womb . . . Thine 
eyes have seen my unformed substance." The 
abortion-rights advocate argues that since 
this passage is saying that the unborn is still 
being "weaved" and is "unformed," therefore 
it is not fully human.

There are at least two problems with this 
interpretation. First, "'un-formed' (v. 16) does 
not mean unhuman any more than de-

, _ formed does."33 Far from casting aspersion
Argument from Psalm 51:5 upQn the unborn)s full humQnness, Psalm

In this passage David writes, "Behold, I 139 eloquently describes God's creative ac- 
was brought forth in iniquity, and in sin my tivity in prenatal human development, thus 
mother conceived me." Strangely enough, as implying the full humanness of the unborn 
we have already noted, this passage is also from the moment of conception. For in 
used to defend the pro-life position. In any human development, "unformed" is a rela- 
event, the abortion-rights defender argues tional term that implies a lack a person may 
that since David could not have been an ac- have in relation to a more advanced state of

tual sinner because he had yet to actually sin,
David was only a potential sinner. But this is 
because he was only a potential person.

There are several problems with this ar­
gument. First, it does not address the fact that 

ological sense. As Davis points out, "while Fsalm 51:5 does clearly state that it was 
breathing in the usual sense does not begin David who came into existence at concep- 
until birth, the process of respiration in the tion. Second, even if this passage were claim- 
more technical biological sense of the trans- ing that the unborn are potential sinners, this 
fer of oxygen from the environment of the would still imply that the unborn are actual 
living organism occurs from the time of con- persons, since only actual persons can be po- 
ception." Thus it is "the mode but not the fact tential sinners, just as only actual persons 
of this oxygen transfer which changes at can be potential violinists, philosophers, bas- 
birth."30 Therefore, the "breath of life" exists ketball players, or deli managers. And third, 
from the moment of conception. the passage is not saying that David, as a zy-

Second, there is no analogy between the gate, performed a sin, but rather, that he was 
creation of the first man, Adam, which was conceived a sinner by virtue of being Adam's 
a unique historical event, and the ordinary descendant. That is to say, Adam's sin nature 
birth of a child. As theologian Harold O. J. is passed on to all who share his human na- 
Brown points out, "If God took inanimate ture. But this supports the pro-life position, 
matter and made a man from it, as Genesis As Norman Geisler points out, "the very fact 
2:7 seems to be saying, then obviously what that humans are declared sinners from con- 
he created was not a human being until it ception reveals that they are human, that is, 
was given life. But the fetus is not 'inanimate part of the fallen human race. It is only by 
matter.' It is already alive. And it is already virtue of being part of the Adamic human

human beings who were carried for nine 5:12). 
months in a mother's womb before birth is 
clearly ridiculous. This argument is seldom 
used by people who take Scripture seri­
ously."31
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mean that "Job did not consider the prena- 
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This interpretation is unjustified. First, the

Argument from Job 10:18-19

This pasage reads: "Why then hast Thou
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The problem, however, with this interpreta- A b°y 15 conceived-'" Therefore, the passage 
tion is that the text does not say that the days m ^uestlon' and the Book of Job in particu-

Argument from Psalm 139:16b

The second part of Psalm 139:16 is some­
times used to deny the unborn's full hu­
manness: "And in Thy book they were all 
written, The days that were ordained for me, 
When as yet there was not one of them." The

ginning from conception (e.g., Gen. 4:1; Ps. Prenatally- Job is saying that if he were not 
51:5), refer to the unborn by personal pro- born jt would be "as though" he "had not 
nouns (e.g., Jer. 1:5), and apply terms to the been” (emphasis added). He is not saying 
unborn that are used of postnatal children that if he were not born he would have never 
(e.g., Luke 1:41, 44 cf. 2:12, 16). existed, only that it would be as though he

had never existed. People speak like this all 
the time. For example, a disenchanted hus­
band may say that his wife treats him as 
though they were not married, but he is still 
married to her. In the same way, when Job 
claims that if he were stillborn it would be as 
though he had never existed, he still existed.

of David’s life exclude his prenatal existence. lar' suPPorts tbe pro-life position.

Argument from Ecclesiastes 11:5

tu. f „ --------/ This verse reads: "Just as you do not know
a„ e^erni,ty'.it follows that God the path of the wind and how bones — 

not one of them," a phrase that may refer to [or, 'how the spirit comes to the bones of a 
the time prior to his conception. Psalm 51:5 woman with child,' rsv], so you do not know

passage is saying that while in the womb the u Second'fob 3:3 affirms the personhood of 
days of David's life had not yet begun the concePtus: "Let the day perish on which 
("When as yet there was not one of them") !^S t0 be born’ Qnd the ni9ht which said, 
ti_ __  ii « 1A nDV ic rnnmum/J ftt _ ___ _

his development. That is to say, a pre-embryo <-------- ------------
j.Sm'b±rmCd7n rel7‘On “ “ embry°: “ QbOrtiOn ■norally jusMeT 
embryo is unformed in relation to a fetus;
a fetus is "unformed” in relation to an infant;
an infant is "unformed" in relation to an
adolescent, and an adolescent is "unformed" - , __________
in relation to an adult. So it does not follow brou9ht me out of the womb? Would that I 
that since one is "unformed" one is therefore hQd died and no eye had seen me! I should 
not fully human. have been as though I had not been, carried

Second, it is bad hermeneutics (i.e., the art from womb to tomb." The author of "A Pro­
of intepretation) to quote this passage in iso- Choice Bible Study" interprets this passage to 
lotion from other statements about the un- mean that "Job did not consider the prena- 
born found in both the Book of Psalms (e.g., tal Period Qs an existence."34
Ps. 51:5) and the rest of the Bible, passages This interpretation is unjustified. First, the
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Argument from the Fact That 
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the unborn entity is not fully human during from heaven. As is the earthy, so also are 
the entire nine months of pregnancy. Fur- those who are earthy; and as is the heavenly,

Second, even if the abortion-rights inter- ing soul.’ The last Adam became a Itfe-givinq 
pretation were correct, the verse does not sup- spirit. However, the spiritual is not first, but

Argument from 1 Corinthians 15:46

This verse reads: "However, the spiritual is 
not first, but the natural; then the spiritual." 
The abortion-rights advocate who uses this 
verse is arguing that the physical reality of 
the unborn precedes its spiritual endowment. 
So prior to a certain point in gestation, the 
unborn does not possess a spirit, and hence, 
it is not a person. The problem with this use 
of 1 Corinthians 15:46 is that the verse has 
nothing even remotely to do with embryol­
ogy or human development. The context is 
clearly human salvation. As the verses be­
fore and after verse 46 reveal, the author,

port abortion on demand. Certainly abortion the natural; then the spiritual. The first man 
could still be a serious moral wrong even if is from the earth, earthy; the second man is

and "a child is ready to be named at birth be­
cause the sex is only then normally known 
(Gen. 29:31-35; Eccles. 6:4),"36 the abortion­
rights advocate concludes that one is only 
fully human at birth.

This argument is factually and logically
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abortion-rights intepretation of this verse, one is inside). 
First, the verse is not commanding that "the
Bible reader not speculate about how and 
when the spirit of the child arrives." There is 
no mention of when in the verse but only that 
one does not known how the "bones are 
formed in the womb of the pregnant 
woman." But it does not follow from my ig­
norance of the mechanism by which the soul 
or spirit is given by God that I don't know 
when this occurs. For example, just because 
a person may not know how his mind works 
does not mean he cannot know when his 
mind is working. Although we may not know 
how God brings human persons into exis­
tence, we do know when one's personhood

this verse could still be used <
prooftext: since one does not know when life
begins, therefore one should not kill the  
born entity, for it is a real possibility that if choice" interpretation of these verses and^till 
one performs an abortion one is committing remaining pro-life. That is to say, it does not 
a homicide. It is legal negligence to perform follow from not being named that one is not

thermore, the abortion-rights advocate is ad- so also are those who are heavenly. And just 
mitting that the verse is teaching that the as we have borne the image of the earthy, we 
spirit of the child arrives some time before shall also bear the image of the heavenly" 
birth (after all, the woman is said to be "with (1 Cor. 15:45-49, emphasis added), 
child," rsv). Hence, the abortion-rights view
of this verse does not support the abortion­
rights position.

Third, if this verse were really claiming
that one does not know when the unborn be­
comes 1
presumptuous to deny that personhood be­
gins sometime before birth (i.e., the abortion­
rights position) as it would be to affirm that
personhood begins at conception. Therefore,
even with an abortion-rights interpretation,

: ----------- 1 as a pro-life absurd. First, none of the verses cited^estab-

lish the abortion-rights position. There is no 
logical problem with one accepting the "pro-
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Argument from the Fact That Every
Person Lives under God's Care from the
Time of Birth

Since both the psalmist and the prophet 
Isaiah teach (Ps. 22:9, 10; 58:3; 71:6; Isa. 
49:5) that "every person lives under God's 
care from the time of birth, instead of con­
ception,"37 therefore, the abortion-rights ad­
vocate argues, full humanness does not begin 
until birth.

To be frank, this is a strange argument. 
None of the passages cited support the abor-
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Argument from the Fact That Life
Begins When Blood Cells Come into 
Existence

Since certain biblical passages teach that 
tion-rights position on abortion. In fact, they "life is in the blood” (Lev. 17:11,14; Gen. 9:4; 
all lend support to the pro-life position. Psalm Deut. 12:23), and since "embryologists have 
22:10 says that "from my mother's womb you determined that blood cells do not develop 
have been my God” (jb). Psalm 58:3 merely until 20 days after fertilization," therefore, 
asserts that "wicked men . . . have been in the abortion-rights advocate argues, "life” 
error since birth” (jb). This hardly proves that does not arrive "until three weeks after con- 
these men had no prenatal existence. After ception.
all, if the passage was asserting that birth was

rr-.

Arguments from Theology and the Bible

had not given the child a name. For it is could reasonably argue that it would most 
persons that are named; named things do likely not say "in error since birth," but 
not become persons simply because they are rather, "always in error.” For it is certainly 
named. Consequently, it also does not follow possible, and quite likely, for an author to use 
that because something is named it is a per- the word since in reference to when a thing 
son. Even abortion-rights advocates must acquires a certain attribute, such as "being 
admit this, since some parents have named in error,” while at the same time not deny- 
their miscarried children. Will the abortion- ing that the thing in question existed before 
rights advocate who denies the full human- acquiring that attribute. For example, if I say 
ity of such beings now concede that they were that I have weighed 180 pounds since 1988, 
fully human simply because they were it is implied that I existed at another weight 
named? If I name my pet gerbil Richard G., prior to 1988.
does that make the gerbil fully human? Psalm 71:6a ("I have relied on you since I

Second, since we now know that gender is was born," jb) can be understood along the 
genetically determined from conception, and same lines as Psalm 58:3, for verse 5 says, 
that it is now in priniciple possible to know "Yahweh, I have trusted you since my youth" 
the gender of one's unborn child after con- (jb), and the second part of verse 6 states, "you 
ception, is it now wrong to abort the offspring have been my portion from my mother's 
of parents who name them long before their womb" (jb). If the Psalmist is claiming in the 
birth? first part of Psalm 71:6 that there was no

And third, although it is true that God prenatal existence, then in verse 5 he is 
"calls us by name," it does not follow that claiming that there is no pre-adolescent ex­
one who is not named by another human istence. But the second part of verse 6 is af- 
being, such as a parent, does not have a firming prenatal existence. Therefore, Psalm 
name known only to God (see Isa. 49:1). For 71:6 not only does not support the abortion- 
if this were the case, then unnamed new- rights position, but in fact supports the pro- 
boms, infants, and adults would not be fully life view.

Isaiah 49:5a reads: "And now Yawheh has 
spoken, he who formed me in the womb to 
be his servant, to bring Jacob back to him, to 
gather Israel to him” (jb). Since being 
"formed in the womb” is consistent with, and 
lends support to, personhood beginning from 
conception, it is a mystery why this passage 
is cited in defense of the abortion-rights po­
sition.
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. . Aside from the fact that these passages do
the beginning of personal existence one not support the abortion-rights position that
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Answering the Arguments for Abortion Rights

abortion on demand should be legal for the mortal existence. The pre-twenty-day-old 
entire nine months of pregnancy, there is a human embryo, however, is a mammal, and 
fundamental interpretative problem with the a living human being in particular, who does 
use of these biblical passages to establish the not need blood as a necessary condition for 
conclusion that personhood begins three his existence. Therefore, it does not follow 
weeks after conception: not one passage from the fact that blood is a necessary con- 
refers to unborn humans, but they all refer dition for the existence of post-twenty-day- 
to mammals at a stage in their development old humans that pre-twenty-day-old humans 
when blood is a necessary condition for their are not fully human.


