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There is another charge against us, not infrequently made of late, which 

requires a refuting. The self-styled pro-lifers say that we engineer a 

state slaughter of innocents which is reminiscent of the Holocaust. 

What 'chutzpah' this, what gall, what a perversion of the truth! 

Our program is permissive, is it not? It serves the cause of a meaningful 

life. No one is compelled to perform an abortion. No one is required to 

undergo it. Everyone is free to choose life as he desires. 

Was the Holocaust all this? Did it serve the cause of l ife ? Were those 

who stumbled out of the box-cars in Auschwitz free to turn to the right or 

to the left? Could those who entered those infamous showers choose oxygen 

instead of cyanide? 

Analogous to the Holocaust indeed! The Holocaust is sui generis, unprecedented 

in its evil. There is a yawning gorge of blood which separates this from all 

other cataclysims engulfing modern man. The Holocaust defies all analogy. 

Our opponents are raising the shrillness-level of their argumentation. They 

have also grown in strength. Religious and political extremists have joined 

forces and they are determined to impose their particular brand of politics 

and morality on the laws of this land. The two become indistinguisable. 

It is almost as if the Almighty had given Moses on Sinai not the Te·n 

Commandments, but the le~icon of the radical rig~t. 

The means of our opponents are manifestly a threat to the democratic process. 

And their goal of narrow theological and political conformity is discordantly 

alien to the principle of diversity which has guided our nation since its 

founding. 

The focus of our co~cerns must widen, therefore. It is no longer just the 

single issue of fre e choice in abortion which is before us- the issue is 

rather political safety in a pluralistic community. 
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What has begun, in effect, is a struggle for the character and for the soul ~ 

of America. It will endure for many years transcending the immediacies 

of politics and of elections. It is a stuggle, teerefore, which none of 

us need fight alone. It must be waged by the entire American community, 

by interfa i th and intergroup coalitions of decency speaking out together 

against bigotry and hatred of every kind. 

Let us, then, worship and work together and thereby find that strength 

which flows only from the companionsh i p of kindred and aspiring souls. 
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STATEMENT BY ANNETTE DAUM --"'"' 
COORDINATOR# DEPAR1MENT OF. AFFAIRS 

at Press Confenenee, sponsored by Reltgfous Coalition for Abortion Rights 
8/20/80 

Judaism has revered the sanctity of human life for thousands of years. We have 
a long tradition of concern for the family and the well being of the woman wlthln 
that relatlonshlp. Whtie abortion ts a serious moral question, the fetus Is r~ 
garded as potential human life, not considered a person untJI the moment of birth. 
Its clafms are secondary to those of the human person who already exists - the 
woman. In normative Judaism, abortion Is morally permlssable, for the life and 
health of the woman teke precedence over that of the fetus. Attempts to depict 
abortion, the termination of pregaancy ,as analogus to the Holocaust, denigrates 
the f u I t pe rsonhood of a I I those who d t &d as a resu It of the Naz I de term J nat I on 
to murder an entire people - the Jews. Nazi poltcy was never pennfssive regarding 
abortton, which was forbidden for Germans but r:mndatory for Jews. 

The Jewish comnuntty overwhelmfngly supports -the 1973 Supreme Court dectston re
garding abortion, which ts permissive, granting al I women freedom of choice 
based on -their- own moral and rel tglous conscience. Having suffered as a peopte 
the consequences of lfvtng fn repressive societies, having been denied for 
centuries th4.e right to Jive In rellgtous freedom, we treasure ~rkllenJc~n 
herltage of religious plural Ism. We have a particular Interest 1n perservtng 
the rights of all fndtvlduals to the free exercise of their religious beliefs. 

We bet love that the Hyde Amendment prohJblts poor women from the exercise of 
their religious rights regarding abortion and must express our dlsappolntrr.ent 
that the Supreme Court did not consider this vital questton In ruling thts 
Amendment cons-tftutlonal. By protectlng the poterrttal life of the fetus, even 
when such protection dzsmagas the health of the wanan. the Supreme Court now 
appears to undennfne the 1973 decision. The new, unjust ruling creates second 
class ctttteaehip for poor, pregnant women. Only they may oow be dented Medlc~td 
funding for the medtcally necessary treatment of their choice based on their own 
rr.ora I consct ence. The Government ts rr.ak l ng an offer women can ref use on I y by 

~esortln{to suicide. The practtcal effect ts forced motherhood for the poor no 
,, matter the cos't to a woman's phys f ca I and menta I hei, I th. Encourag f ng bf rth under 

these conditions cannot enhance famfly stability. 

We need to mobilize ths pro-choice majority to express our sense of outrage at 
this declston which has given new lffe to those who would deny ill women the 
right to reproductlve freedom based on their own moral and rel fgtous conselence'!.,,. 



Abortion in the U. S., 1980 

Because of the delay involved ln collecting and processing data, the most recent 

figures available on abortion ln the U. S. are for 1977, four years after it was 

legalized by the Supreme Court decisions in Roe v . Wade. Those rulings were based on 

the constitutional right of individual privacy, and held that in the first trimester 

of pregnancy the state could not interfere with a woman's decision on whether or not 

to have an abortion . In the second trimester, states could regulate abortion only in 

the interest of protecting the health of the woman , but in the third trimester, when 

the fetus may be viable, the state may prohibit abortion except when the woman's I ife 

or health is in danger . 

The fol lowing facts and statistics are from the Abortion Survei I lance Report of 

the Center for Disease Control, U. S.-DHEW , and Family Planning Perspectives pub! ished 

by the Alan Guttmacher Institute. 

1,079,430 abortions ,,,,ere performed in the U. S. in 1977 . 

92% of al I abortions took place in the first trimester of pregnancy; 59% took 

place in the first 8 weeks. 

8% of 
major 

1 . 

2 . 

3. 

al I abortions took place between 12 and 21 weeks of gestation . Three 

factors account for second trimester abortions: 
genetic diseases such as Tay- Sachs or Downs syndrome which cannot be 

detected unti I after the 12th week of pregnancy; 
irregular menstrual periods or ignoranci of reproduction which delays 

diagnosis of pregnancy, especia l ly in the very young; 
lack of adequate funds to pay for an abortion or of access tc abortion 

s ervices. 

Physicians do not knowingly perform abortions after 21 weeks. If diseases such 

as renal failure or eclampsia present an immediate danger to the woman's I ife, 

premature del Ivery is induced , and every effort is made to sustain the I ife of 

a viable infant. 

From 1973 to 1977 there were 3,433 , 000 pregnancies among unmarried teenagers. 

49% were carried to term; 37% were aborted; 14% ended in miscarriage. 

31% of al I abortions in 1977 were obtained by teenagers; 77% by unmarried women . 

60% of a l I pregnancies in white women age 15 - 19, and 90% in black women of the 

same age , occurred outside of wedlock . 

About one in every eight U.S. women of reproductive age has had an abortion. 

Given an avera~e contraceptive failure rate of 5%, if every American woman of 

chi I db earing age used one of the ava i I ab I e contraceptives, there wou Id st i I I 

be 2 mi I I ion unplanned pregnancies every year . 
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Rabbi Alexander Schindler 
President, UAHC 
838 Fifth Avenue 
New York, New York 10021 

Dear Rabbi Schindler: 

Patricia A . Gavett 
National Director 

January 6, 1981 

January 22 is rapidly approaching and the final plans 
for our worship service and press conference are at last 
falling into place. As you can see from the enclosed leaflet, 
we have had a marvelous response from our religious leaders, 
and we are very grateful to each of you for giving so gen
erously of your time and efforts. 

As for your specific role in the day's program, we would 
like to ask you to give a five minute sermonette during the 
service. You may wish to touch briefly on the Jewish periJ 
spective on abortion and perhaps comment on the current 
attempts to imprint a particular brand of Christian theology 
and morality on the laws of our land. However, you are cer
tainly free to address whatever aspect of the issue you c oose. 

The schedule for the day is as follows: 

10:30 - 11:15: Participants will assemble in the Lincoln 
Parlor of the New York Avenue Presbyterian 
Church, 1313 New York Ave., NW. 

11:30 Processional and Service. Press conference 
participants, as well as those conducting 
the service, will be a part of the pro
cessional. To highlight the religious 
nature of the program, we ask that all clergy 
wear appropriate vestments. 



1:00 

2:00 

2:45 

3:00 - 5:00: 

Press Conference, Radcliffe Room, New York 
Avenue Presbyterian Church. 

Luncheon, New York Avenue Presbyterian Church. 

Depart by chartered bus for Capitol Hill. 

Conferences with Congressional leaders. 

If you have any questions or if 
you in any way, please let us know. 
this special day with all of you. 

we can be of assistance to 
We look forward to sharing 

Sincerely, 

;~ap 
Patricia A. Gavett 
Executive Director 



Faith Triumphant Over Fear 

The Religious Coalition for Abortion Rights 

Urges You 

To Join Us In An Inter-Faith Service 
Commemorating the 8th Anniversary 

of the Supreme Court Decision 
Allowing Freedom of Choice 

DAT-E: Thursday, January 22, 1981 

TIME: 11: 30 a. m. ..-----.+,,-..--+--' 

PLACE: The New York Avenue Presbyterian Church 
"The Churcli of the Presidents" 
1313 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. (11/2 blocks from Metro Center) 

Participants 
William P. Thompson, Stated Clerk 
United Presbyterian Church, USA 
Rabbi Alexander Schindler, President 
Union of American Hebrew Congregations 
Rev. Dr. Kenneth Teegarden, President 
Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) 
Rt. Rev. Walter D. Dennis 
Episcopal Diocese of New York 
Rev. Dr. Wyatt Tee Walker 
Canaan Baptist Church-
Ruth Daugherty, President 
Women's Division, Board of Global Ministries 
United Methodist Church 
Eleanor Gregory, President 
United Presbyterian Women 
Lillian Maltzer, President 
National Federation of Temple Sisterhoods 
Chiae Herzig, Co-President 
Women's Division, American Jewish Congress 
Marilyn Breitling 
United Church of Christ 

Rev. A very D. Post, President 
United Church of Christ 
Rev. Eugene Pickett, President 
Unitarian Universalist A ssociation 
Rev. Frederick D. Wertz 
Bishop of Washington, United Methodist Church 
Rev. Patricia McClurg 
General A ssembly Mission Board 
Presbyterian Church in the U.S. 
Rev. Pat Merchant Park, Chair 
E piscopal Women's Caucus 
Rev. Joseph O'Rourke 
Catholics for a Free Choice 
Goldie Kweller, President 
Women's League for Conservative Judaism 
Natalie Gulbrandsen, President 
Unitarian Universalist Women's Federation 
Rev. S. Garry Oniki 
United Church of Christ 
Blair Stambaugh, Vice President 
Young Women's Christian Association 

For Further Information, Please Call 202-543-7032 



JUDAISM AND ABORTION 

Testimony presented by 
Rabbi Balfour Brickner 

Statement of the 
Religious Coalition for Abortion Rights 

before the 
Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional Rights 

of the 
Committee on the Judiciary 

U.S. House of Representatives 
March 24, 1976 

I am Rabbi Balfour Brickner, a national sponsor of the Religious Coalition for Abortion Rights. I serve as the national director 
of the Department of Inter-Religious Affairs for the Union of American Hebrew Congregations, central congregational body of 
Reform Judaism in the United States. My organization embraces over 1 million constituents in over 750 congregations throughout 
this country. While we do not always agree on all matters of policy, I am pleased to say that there is an overwhelming consensus 
on this subject of the constitutional right of a woman to be free to choose to have a legal abortion. As recently as November, 1975, 
our national movement, gathered in a national general assembly of nearly 2,000 delegates, overwhelmingly endorsed a resolution 
on the subject of abortion which reads in part: 

The Supreme Court held that the question of when life begins is a matter of religious belief and not medical or legal fact. While recog
nizing the right of religious groups whose beliefs differ from ours to follow the dictates of their faith in this matter, we vigorously oppose the 
attempts to legislate the particular beliefs of those groups into the law which governs us all. This is a clear violation of the First Amendment .. . . 

We oppose those riders and amendments to other bills aimed at halting medicaid, legal counselling and family services in abortion
related activities. These restrictions severely discriminate against and penalize the poor, who rely on governmental assistance to obtain the 
proper medical care to which they are legally entitled , including abortion . 

We are opposed to attempts to restrict the right to abortion through constitutional amendments. To establish in the Constitution the view 
of certain religious groups on the beginning of life has legal implications far beyond the question of abortion. Such amendments would 
undermine constitutional liberties which protect all Americans. 

One would have hoped that three years after the United 
States Supreme Court's historic decisions of January 22nd, 
1973, it would no longer be necessary to justify whether the 
freedom to choose a legal abortion should be available to 
women in this country, especially during the early weeks of 
pregnancy. I am saddened that again one has to defend against 
those who, by one legislative tactic or another, would seek to 
overturn the judicial decision of the highest court of our land 
in a matter which in our judgment ought to remain a matter 
of individual conscience . 

I do not question the right of any individual or group to 
seek such a reversal; that is indeed inherent in our democratic 
process. But it does sadden me to realize that once again the 
forums of government are burdened with a matter where 
competing religious groups so strongly disagree. It is prob
ably quite correct to suggest, as some have, that opposition 
to the civil right of a woman to obtain a legal abortion can be 

traced to the activity of organized religious groups. The 
American Law Institute was undoubtedly correct when it 
determined that objections to abortion reform are not pri
marily grounded on legal considerations but rather on some 
religious beliefs which deem abortion sinful because it is con
sidered murder. 

If it is true, as I believe it is, that theology has played an 
inordinately important role in determining our value judg
ments on the subject of abortion, then how much the more 
should the view of Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes be heeded 
when he said that "moral predilections must not be allowed 
to infuence our minds in settling legal distinctions" (The 
Common Law). The coercive powers of the state must not be 
employed in the service of sectarian moral views. To do so 
would be to violate the establishment clause of the First 
Amendment: "Congress shall make no law respecting an 
establishment of religion ... " 

.-



The preservation of that right of individual conscience 
was essentially what the Supreme Court of the United States 
sought to support in its historic decision . Just as the state 
must never say (and has not said) that a person not wishing an 
abortion must have one, so too the state must never be allowed 
to legislate so as to prevent a woman wishing an abortion from 
having one. The right of individual conscience must be main
tained. That right is being challenged again, and the agencies 
of the state are being asked to arbitrate and decide between 
conflicting theological beliefs. That places the agencies of civil 
government in an unfair and untenable position. 

There are those who believe that a fetus is a full human 
being from the moment of conception. But there are also 
those, and I number myself among them, who seriously ques
tion that conviction. Certainly we in the Reform Jewish move
ment would hold that such a definition is subject to so much 
question that it should be impossible for any legislative body to 
deal with this matter definitively. Determining when life 
begins is a medical and theological matter-not a legal one. 

I do not wish to enter into a debate on the subject of when 
life begins. That is a matter of personal belief and individual 
consci ence. I respect another's diffe ring view. This difference 
of perception is so important that one individual 's or one 
grou p's view must not be imposed on another. Neither can the 
right to hold a differing view be denied nor an action taken as 
a result of such a variant perception be circumscribed or pre
vented. 

Roman Catholics, Methodists, Orthodox and Reform 
Jews, humanists, and atheists can and do diffe r on the crucial 
issue of when life begins and thus over whether an abortion is 
or is not murder. Some maintain that life begins at the moment 
of conception, others with "quickening," still othe rs at birth . It 
is not a new controve rsy. In ancient Greece, Aristot le held that 
life begins for males 40 days after conception and for fe males 
80 days after conception . Under Roman law 40 days was the 
determining point for both sexes. An abortion before that time 
was not considered murder. The thirteenth century Roman 
Catholic theologian St. Thomas Aquinas held that the begin
ning of life and sou l occurred at the moment a fetus first 
moved in the womb. It was not until 1869 that the Roman 
Catholic Church under Pope Pius IX proclaimed the doctrine 
of " immediate animation." Until that t ime the Roman Catholic 
Church seemed to accede to some more ancient law. 

Neither is there total agreement on this issue in the 
world of science. Does l ife begin when sperm reaches egg, 
or when sperm penetrates egg? Is it when the chromosomes 
inside the egg and spe rm pair or when fertilized egg begins to 
split for the fi rst time? Or, is it when the egg becomes attached 
to the wall of the womb or even at some later stage? There is no 
way of presently deciding this old argument. 

Judaism has its view too. In Judaism, a fetu s is not con
sidered a fu ll human being and for this reason has no " ju ridi cal 
personality" of its own . In Judaism, the fetus in the womb is not 
a person (lav nefesh hu) until it is born (Rashi, Yad Ramah, 
and Me' iri , all to San hedrin 72b). According to Jewish law, 
a chi ld is considered a " person" only when it is "come into • 
t he world ." Thus, there is no capital liability for foetic ide. By 
this reckoning, abortion cannot be co nsidered murder. The 
basis for this decision is scriptural. The Biblical text states: 

If men strive, and wound a pregnant woman so that her 
fruit be expel led, but no harm befall her, then shall he be fined 

as her husband shall assess, and the matter placed before the 
judges. But if harm befall her, then thou shalt give life for life. 
(Exodus 21 :22) 

Talmudic commentators made the teaching of this Biblical 
passage quite explicit. They said that only momentary com
pensation is exacted of him who causes a woman to miscarry. 
No prohibition is evident from this scriptural passage against 
destroying the unborn fetus. Clearly, and here the major 
rabbinic commentators on the Bible agree, the one who was 
responsible is not culpable for murder, since the unborn 
fetus is not considered a person. This concept is reiterated 
in many different instances and in many different places in 
rabbinic writing. 

The classic source for this Jewish attitude toward the 
status of a fetus and thus toward abortion may be found in the 
Mishnah, a preliminary code of Jewish law that dates back to 
the second century of the common era and forms the basis of 
the Talmud, the most definitive statement of Jewish law avail
able in our tradition. Here it states: " A woman who is having 
difficulty in giving birth , it is permitted to cut up the chld 
inside her womb and take it out limb by limb because her life 
takes precedent. However, if the greater part of the child has 
come out, it must not be tou ched, because one life must not 
be taken to save another" (Mishnah Ohalot 7.6). Rashi, the 
pre-eminent com mentator on the Bible and the Talmud, ex
plains the talmudic passage as follows: "As long as the child 
did not come out into the world , it is not called a living being 
and it is therefore permissible to take its life in order to save 
the life of its mother. Once the head of the child has come out, 
the child may not be harmed because it is considered as fully 
born, and one life may not be taken to save another." 

There are, to be sure, laws relating to fetuses more than 40 
days old. Laws of ritual uncleanliness must be observed for 
fetuses older than 40 days (see the Mishnah Niddah 3.5), 
suggesting that the unborn fetus, though not considered a 
living person (nefesh), still has some status. However, no
where does it state that destroying this fetus by premature 
artificia l termination of pregnan cy is prohibited. 

It is clear that Jewish law does not equate abortion with 
murder. Moreover, it totally disagrees with those who con
sider a fetus "a person." In this, Jewish law agrees with the 
majority opinion of those on the Supreme Court, who stated : 

The Constit utio n does not defi ne 'person' in so many 
words. Th e use of the word is such that it has application only 
postnatally ... 

The unborn have neve r been recognized in the law as 
persons in the whole sense. 

Despite this plethora of evidence from Judaism recog
ni zing the legal ity of abortion, O rthodo x Jewish authorities 
have taken and continue to hold a negative view toward abor
tion . Indeed, most Orthodox rabbis prohibit this act, except 
in such special instances as when a woman is impregnated 
through rape or incest or when it is clear that continuation 
of the pregnancy to birth would const itute a clear danger to 
the life and / or health of the mother. 

The reasons traditional Judaism gene rally prohibits abo r
tion despite the rabbinic literature permitting therapeutic 
abortion are complex and diverse. Some Orthodox rabbis are 
more lenient in th is area than are others. Conservative and 
Reform Judaism drawing from this long tradition take the more 
libera l stance. 

While Jewish law teaches a reverent and responsible at ti -



tude to the question of life and thus views abortion w:TI·th 
great concern, reasons affecting basic life and health may 
sanction or even require therapeutic abortion. Were 
beliefs of another religion concerning abortion to be enacted 
into law, our right to follow our religious convictions as we 
understand them would be abrogated . This is a most serious 
matter since Jewish women are particularly subject to Tay
Sachs disease-a genetic disease fatal to infants. No Tay
Sachs child has ever lived beyond 5 years of age and they die 
an agonizing death . Tay-Sachs disease cannot be detected 
until the second trimester and thus no therapeutic action can 
be taken until that time. 

The differences in religious belief regarding abortion 
should be quite obvious to any and all. Yet hard as it may be, 
in the absence of any theological, religious or scientific 
ag ree ment, the agencies of society have an obligation to seek 
a path through conflicting theology and belief so as to protect 
the rights of all. 

What should be their yardstick? 
In our judgment the criteria that ought to be applied 

shou ld be a civil one: that is, one which interferes /east 
with individual conscience. Or, to put it positively, that which 
guara ntees most the individual freedom of every member of 
society in the free exercise of that member's religious, unre
ligious or even a-religious commitment. 

A seco nd criterion that ought also to be applied is that 
which considers the legitimate and compelling interests of the 
sta te (the government, be it federal, state or loca l). That is 
what the Supreme Court considered in Roe v. Wade. 

In considering the state 's interest in materal health, th e 
Court took into account the fact that modern medical tech
niques have great ly reduced the ri sks in abortion . In the first 
trim ester of pregnancy (roughly the first 12 weeks or three 
months), a properly performed abortion presents no more, and 
apparent ly even less, of a threat to a woman 's life than child
birth . Therefore, the Court said, during this period the state may 
not interfere with the decision to terminate a pregnancy except 
to require th at the abortion be done by a physician . . . 

As fo r the state 's interest in protecting the fetus, the Court 
held that legally the word 'pe rson ' as used in the Constitution 
applies only afte r birth and that therefore the Fourteenth 
Amendment 's provision that no person shall be deprived of 
' life, liberty, or property, without due process of law' does not 
app ly to the unborn. Thus the Court concluded that the fetus 
is not a 'person ' with constitutional rights. In the light of the 
sharp disputes among physicians, theologians, philosophers, 
and othe rs as to when life begins, the Court further concluded 
that neither courts nor legislatures could, by adopting a single 
theory on when l ife begi ns, override a woman 's constitutional 
r ight to choose abortion . (Abortion : public issue, private 
decis ion by Harriet F. Pilpel , Ruth Jane Zuckerman and 
Eli zabeth Ogg. Public Affairs Pamphlet No. 527, 381 Park 
Avenue South , New York, N.Y. 10016) 

As a religionist and as a civi l libertarian I find that 
posture acceptable . It is basic, it is funda mental , it is just. 
It ought to be sufficient. It is a position which neither com
pe ls nor restricts the right of an individual's conscience and it 
guarantees every woman that right freely to choose. This right 
to conscience is a freedom which I as a religious person believe 
is worth fighting for eve n agai nst every effort to restrict, 
curtail or deny that right. 

If the polls are correct it would seem that the majority 

of Americans (Roman Catholics included) share that belief. 
In February, 1976, 1,117 men and women were polled nation
ally by the Knight-Ridder Newspaper Poll. That poll put the 
following statement to those it interviewed: "If a woman wants 
to have an abortion, that is a matter for her and her doctor to 
decide and the government should have nothing to do with 
it." Ninety-eight percent of the Jews polled agreed, 82 per
cent of the Protestants polled agreed, and 76 percent of the 
Catholics polled agreed ; 81 percent of the total group polled 
expressed agreement. 

One final word. My religious tradition is one which has 
revered and santified human life for nearly four thousand 
years. During the time when "religious men " were marching 
heedlessly across the face of the world in wanton destruction 
of the family of man, in the name of Christ or Allah, we, the 
Jewish people, were teaching our children that the home was a 
" mikdash m'at," a miniature sanctuary where parents and 
children ministered in the house as priests before an altar of 
God. We have always sought to preserve a sensitive regard for 
the sanctity of human life. It is precisely because of our 
regard for that sanctity that we see as most desirable the 
right of any couple to be free to produce only that number 
of children whom they felt they could feed and clothe and 
educate properly; only that number to whom they could de
vote themselves as real parents, as creative partners.. with 
God. 

It is precisely this traditio nal Jewish respect for the sa nct ity 
of human life that moves us now to support legislation which 
would help all women to be free to choose when and under 
what conditions they would elect to bring life into the world. 
It is that regard for the sanctity of human life which prompts us 
to support legislation enab ling women to be free from the 
whims of biological roulette and free mostly from the oppres
sive, crushing weight of ideologies and theologies which, 
for reasons that escape my ken, continue to insist that in a 
world already groaning to death with overpopulation, with 
hate and with poverty, there is still some noble merit or pur
pose to indiscriminate reproduction. Let those who cry so for 
the unborn exp ress the same kind of active concern for the 
already born and the too frequently dying. 

I am well aware that the issue of abortion is one that is 
emotionally charged. I am well aware that there are some citi
zens of this cou ntry who hold deep religious convict ions 
which ca use them to consider abortion morally wrong. I do 
not quarrel with their view. But I cannot believe that the 
state has the right to foist through legislation the religious 
conviction of any one group upon all the cit izens of the coun
t ry. To do so would discriminate against large seg ments of our 
population, and would foster the return to illegality and the 
continuation of deception in the matter of abortion. It would 
particularly negatively affect the poor and the indigent among 
us. 

If the Supreme Court's ruling on abortion were to be 
overtu rned or if legal barriers to block the effects of the 
decision are imposed, the disastrous and well-known conse
quences that accompanied the former restrictive abortion 
laws could once again reach alarming proportions. That 
would be truly hurtful to our society, already overburdened 
with more social problems than it •can resolve . I urge you to 
leave the situa tion as it presently stands. 
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