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For decades, national pro-life leaders have been meeting together regularly
to strive to do what the movement expects them to do: come up with
practical and effective strategies to end abortion and work together
wherever possible.

For a long time — but not long enough because of his untimely death —
Michael Schwartz was part of those meetings. Though he is not with us
anymore, he left us a powerful summary of his strategic thinking, which we
present here again for the consideration of pro-life leaders and grassroots
activists.

Details always change as the years go by, and that is evident in reading
this paper.

Mike hit on some core dynamics and duties of the movement that are as
valid today as when he wrote about them — dynamics regarding lawmaking,
marketing, public opinion, and the nature of the abortion industry. At the
core of Mike’s strategic thinking is the fact that abortion exists not in the
abstract but in a powerful industry that has a lot of clients and, therefore, a
lot of money and much political strength.

Before you can end abortion or make it illegal, the industry must be
weakened. Likewise, a central consideration for Mike was that in America,
the people are sovereign. Americans don’t take well to policies being
imposed on them; they respond best when policies come from them, from
the consensus they have already reached.

So it is with abortion. Most people, Mike points out, do consider abortion
evil. But they also think it's a necessary evil and that those who make it
available are helping women and their health.

These narratives have to be changed, and not just with logic, but with
stories and images that grip the imagination and impact the emotions and
sensitivities of the public. Public opinion is stuck in a conflicted paralysis
that says, “Abortion is evil, but we have to help those who need it.” We
have to move it to “Abortion hurts both women and their babies, and we in
the pro-life movement serve them and protect them from dangerous
abortionists.”

We must end abortion. Mike was as passionate about that as anyone. Yet
he knew how opinion is shaped, how laws are made, how politics works,



and how the abortion industry operates. And the wisdom he shares in these
memos deserves to be more widely known.

Pro-life people never have to choose between principle and pragmatism.
Mike's strategic memos show that these are really two sides of the same
coin; neither can thrive without the other. The time for profound strategic
wisdom and united, decisive action is long overdue. It is our hope that
these memos will help us achieve this.

Michael Schwartz Strategy Memos
Parts One and Two

PART ONE (1/1/97)

TO: Interested Parties
FROM: Michael Schwartz
RE: Pro-Life Strategy

Executive Summary

A Human Life Amendment cannot be attained until some other intermediate goals are
reached. Before an Amendment can be passed, abortion must be outlawed. Before that
can happen, abortion must be neither common nor socially acceptable. In order to bring
those two conditions about, most abortionists must be driven out of business by higher
costs, lower volume, and social ostracism.

A national consensus in favor of life-protecting laws can ultimately be built only by
winning over those who are conflicted. Those in that position -- the majority of
Americans -- do not want to think about the issue. Most of them agree that abortion is
evil, and believe that it is the killing of a human being. But they also believe that legal
abortion is necessary for a variety of reasons (especially the horrors conjured up by the
image of “back-alley” abortions, and fear of the so-called “hard cases”), and they are
unwilling to “impose their morality” in any specific case, even if they may disapprove of
abortion in theory. They will not be moved by rational propositions, but by evocative
images that appeal to the emotions.

The pro-life message must refute certain myths that are part of the public imagination:
that abortion is a choice; that legal abortion equals safe abortion; that abortion is a
solution to problems; and that abortion is a necessary evil. At the same time, the public
perception of the pro-life movement and of pro-life people must be transformed. The
mission of the pro-life movement should be the protection of mothers and their babies
from abortionists, and pro-life people need to become advocates for those in need.

The right to life should be an issue in every session of every legislative body. In general
the main rule in selecting a pro-life legislative proposal should be its value in shifting
public opinion in a favorable direction. The legislative agenda should work together with
the message to convince the conflicted target audience that abortion is not necessary,
but simply evil.



1. The Elusive Human Life Amendment

For 24 years the political goal of the pro-life movement has remained unchanged: a
Human Life Amendment to the Constitution, which will guarantee the right to life of
every human being, regardless of the individual’s age, health, or condition of
dependency. Other formulations have sometimes been used (such as the less specific
“overturning Roe v. Wade”), but the rank-and-file supporters of the right to life
movement have always understood that what they are ultimately seeking is an
amendment to the Constitution which will make it impossible to commit abortions or
other homicides with legal impunity. While a consensus is yet to emerge on the exact
wording of such an amendment (dozens of proposed texts have been suggested), that
is largely an academic question at this point, because there is a general recognition that
it will take a long time before a Human Life Amendment is feasible.

This recognition is a step towards maturity for the pro-life movement. During the first
decade after the abortion decisions, there was an expectation that an amendment might
be achieved in short order -- perhaps after the next national election. Experience has
shown that those hopes were unrealistic. That experience itself should be a guide to
strategy.

Before a Human Life Amendment can be a real possibility, abortion (and other direct
assaults against the right to life) must already be against the law. A constitutional
amendment is not an instrument for shaping public opinion. It is the fruit of a broad pre-
existing consensus. No amendment can be ratified in the face of any significant
organized opposition, even the opposition of a relatively small minority. This is true not
only because of the inherent difficulties in the amending process but also because an
amendment is equivalent to the permanent removal of a question from the political
debate, and therefore opponents will consider stopping it a fight for their very survival.
In our system, intensity counts for far more than mere breadth of support.

The impossibility of adopting an amendment over organized opposition is evident from
the history of constitutional amendments. Slavery was already ended, and its institutions
were irrevocably destroyed before the Constitution was amended to recognize this new
reality. Certainly, there had been intense opposition to this constitutional change; but
that opposition was overcome by the bloodiest war in our history after the political
process had failed.

Only six amendments have been ratified since World War Il, and probably no more than
one person in a hundred could list them. Each one is trivial. None had any significant
opposition, and none affected the structure of our government or daily life in any
significant way. An amendment does not have to be about an important issue, nor does
it need intense and widespread support for passage and ratification. But it must not
have organized opposition.

The Equal Rights Amendment did enjoy intense and widespread support, and it would
have simply ratified a change that had clearly been accomplished in the culture. But it
was defeated because it ran into the organized opposition of a small but intense
minority. No other amendment on a politically disputed subject -- even on such
overwhelmingly popular causes as school prayer or flag burning -- has even mustered
the congressional supermajorities needed to send it to the states.



You have to go back to Prohibition to find an exception, and that exception proves the
rule. The Prohibition Amendment was passed hastily, in the fervor and confusion of the
post-World War | era when everything in our society was upside down. Before
opposition to the amendment could crystallize, it had already been ratified. And so the
opposition turned to the task of repeal, using blatant defiance of the law as a key tactic
in its campaign. Within a dozen years, the Amendment had not only been repealed, but
its supporters were so humiliated and discredited that they have never again had any
significant political influence.

These historical precedents make it clear that there will be no Human Life Amendment
until abortion is already against the law and political support for legal abortion has been
reduced to the fringes of the political dialogue.

2. A Human Life Bill

Roe v. Wade must be overturned by a statute which will have the effect either of
outlawing abortion directly or of enabling the states to do so. This idea was first
seriously proposed in 1981, and nhumerous Human Life Bills have been introduced in
Congress since then. In the House, there has never even been a hearing on such
legislation, and in the Senate, one subcommittee hearing in 1981 is as far as the
legislation has progressed. Of course, passage of a Human Life Bill requires pro-life
majorities in both Houses as well as a pro-life President -- conditions which have never
prevailed since the Supreme Court’s abortion decisions.

It is possible that with the next national election the pro-life forces could make enough
political gains to control the White House and both Houses of Congress. It is even
possible for the pro-life element to have enough votes in the Senate to defeat a pro-
abortion filibuster. But even if there were a pro-life president, 218 pro-life
representatives and 60 pro-life senators, there is no assurance that a Human Life Bill
would pass. Congressional procedures are deliberately designed to make it difficult to
pass laws and comparatively easy to delay or block them. It is one thing to have the
votes to pass legislation, and another to have the political will.

In the 103rd Congress, there were enough pro-abortion votes in both Houses to pass
the “Freedom of Choice Act.” But the political will to do so disappeared after a
weakened version of the Hyde Amendment survived and as public opposition to the
Clinton national health plan coalesced. A majority of the Members of that Congress
were pro-abortion, but many of them were not willing to jeopardize their careers by
pressing the point. They had no assurance that a public consensus existed in favor of
the pro-abortion bill they nominally supported, and only a minority of them were willing
to put the issue to a test. If pro-life majorities existed in Congress today, the same
inaction would ensue unless it was evident that there was a strong public consensus for
pro-life legislation. On any issue, only a minority of elected officials will be moved by
principle. Therefore, it is necessary to make pro-life office holders see that it is in their
interest to act on pro-life principles.

A billion-dollar industry will not let itself be legislated out of existence -- especially a
billion-dollar industry with formidable ideological support behind it. The abortion
industry, in a fight for its life, could put several million dollars into a campaign to stop a
Human Life Bill. It would have the support of an intense citizen lobby that can deliver --
by itself as a single-issue cause -- a good two percent of the national electorate and five



to ten percent of the Democratic primary electorate. As long as the abortion lobby has
resources of this magnitude, it will be credibly able to threaten the careers of elected
officials, and hence to stop a Human Life Bill.

Three objectives must be achieved before a Human Life Bill becomes a real possibility:

1) the number of abortions must be significantly reduced,;

2) the number of abortionists must be reduced

3) public opinion must move significantly in favor of a pro-life position. The first two
objectives will weaken the abortion lobby’s political clout.

The third objective is obviously most important, but without the first two, such a shift in
public opinion would be neither attainable nor sufficient to result in life-protecting
legislation.

3. Fewer abortions

First, the total number of abortions must decrease. Of course, reducing the number of
abortions is good in itself. The main reason to have laws against abortion is to reduce
this evil. Nonetheless, reducing the number of abortions is also a means to achieving
better laws.

As long as abortion is the most common surgical procedure in the US, the abortion
industry will be strong enough, simply as a business, to defend itself. In addition, as
long as a large segment of the electorate has a personal experience of abortion (and
here | mean the fathers who dodged an inconvenient marriage or child support payment
through abortion; the parents who avoided social embarrassment by pressuring their
daughters to abort; the women who “helped” their friends go through the abortion
process; as well as aborting mothers themselves), they will be reluctant to support (and
in some cases will actively oppose) political efforts to make abortion unlawful.
Therefore, the first priority must be to reduce the number of abortions.

Among specific strategies for reducing the number of abortions are:

1) Reduce out-of-wedlock pregnancy by promoting chastity. The mother’s marital
status is the number-one risk factor for a baby. Roughly speaking, about half the
babies of unmarried mothers are executed, while less than one in ten of married
mothers is at risk.

2) Promote marriage through welfare reform, tax preferences for married couples, and
other social measures. The disappearance of marriage among the poor and the
excessive social condemnation of “early” marriage have put more babies at risk. In
addition, our public policies are anti-marriage in many ways: no-fault divorce, erosion
of the family wage, economic competition between men and women, etc.

3) Strengthen crisis pregnancy centers and their efforts to help mothers. The real
function of the pro-life movement at this time is to give choices to mothers who are
under pressure to have their babies killed. Every abortion that occurs represents
another mother who did not get the help she needed. Crisis pregnancy centers must
become better known and more accessible to those in immediate need.



4) Require waiting periods, informed consent, parental notice, and other steps to
protect a mother’s freedom of choice. Any hurdle that slows down the process can
give the mother under pressure more of a chance to resist that pressure.

5) Make adoption as easy and as confidential as possible. The alternative to adoption
is death. The abortion lobby is intense in its opposition to adoption and it has self-
interested allies in the foster care bureaucracies. Pro-life organizations should make
it clear that any opposition to adoption is unacceptable, and they should support
reform of the foster care system so that more children can be adopted.

6) Above all, turn public opinion away from abortion. Even if no laws or public policies
change, public opinion can be moved and this is absolutely indispensable. Of
course, the objective of all these strategies is to move public opinion, so in a sense
including this point is a begging of the question. However, in this situation, causes
and effects are confused. An important element of strategy is to raise negatives
about abortion in public opinion because this will significantly affect the kinds of
pressures brought to bear on mothers.

4. Fewer Abortionists

Reducing the number of abortionists is a necessary step in breaking the power of the
abortion lobby, and incidentally in reducing the number of abortions. Only a small
number of abortionists commit the great majority of abortions. This worries the industry,
which is why it tried to make abortion a routine part of the training of obstetricians (and
why defeating that mandate was a strategically significant pro-life victory). It should be
the goal of the pro-life movement to put one abortionist out of business each year in
every state or major metropolitan area. In a relatively short time this would have a
devastating effect on the abortion industry.

The most obvious way to drive an abortionist out of business is to increase the cost and
reduce the benefit of doing business. We need to find ways to make it easier to sue
abortionists successfully; to make their malpractice insurance cost more; to require
them to comply with expensive, detailed, and burdensome regulations that touch every
aspect of their business; to unionize their employees; to make them pay higher taxes;
and in general, to impose on them the same difficulties in making ends meet that honest
businesses have to contend with. We should attempt to get some laws passed which
are abortionist-specific, so that only abortionists, but not real doctors or honest
businesses, would have to comply with them.

In addition, there should be social ostracism of abortionists, supported by public policies
that treat abortionists differently from genuine doctors. Publishing their names and
pictures, excluding them from hospital staffs and office locations, having them expelled
from medical associations, and getting maximum negative publicity about them all help
contribute to social ostracism. Laws can require that they report certain data, that they
undergo frequent inspections and professional education. Insurance companies and
medical associations may require abortionists to identify themselves as such in
professional listings.

A variant on this -- and one which | believe can be easily and successfully implemented



everywhere -- is to have church congregations pray for a local abortionist by name,
begging God to intervene and stop him from committing more abortions. The operation
of grace on a matter such as this is not to be gainsaid. In addition, this is an excellent
first step for each member of the participating congregations to take part in the pro-life
movement; it is an easy, non-confrontational way for pastors to express pro-life
convictions; it is newsworthy and would produce favorable publicity; and the abortionist
will find it extremely unnerving.

Finally, there should be strict enforcement of medical licensing standards. No one goes
to medical school in order to become an abortionist. They become abortionists when
they cannot practice medicine legitimately. Many abortionists cannot hold a real job as a
doctor due to incompetence or personal problems, but they are allowed to continue
practicing, as long as all they do is kill people. Strong and constant pressure should be
mounted to remove the license of every abortionist. All their malpractice suits, all their
violations of regulations, all their personal misadventures are grist for the mill, and
should be relentlessly uncovered and publicized.

Negative publicity about abortionists will reduce public support for abortion, give
mothers another reason not to undergo an abortion, and also help put some abortionists
out of business. The one caution is that direct attacks may create sympathy for the
abortionist. The best carriers of negative messages are young mothers (especially
victims of the abortionists) and their families, and real doctors.

5. Turn Public Opinion

A. A Necessary Evil?
For a generation, a minority of Americans have firmly opposed abortion and other
assaults on the sanctity of life, while an approximately equal minority has
consistently supported a right to kill. But the majority of Americans are conflicted
on the issue. They recognize that abortion is evil, and most of them are even
willing to identify it as a form of murder. Yet they cannot bring themselves to
support laws against abortion, because of their strong emotional responses to
the horrors of “back-alley” abortions, to sympathy with the mothers who suffer so-
called “hard cases,” and because of a reluctance to find themselves telling
someone else what to do on a “deeply personal” matter. For the conflicted
majority, who are the crucial target audience for building a pro-life consensus,
legal abortion is a necessary evil.

In one sense, this is to the credit of the pro-life movement. Our educational
efforts have helped ensure that most Americans recognize that abortion is the
killing of an innocent human being. But for that, the conflict would have been
resolved long ago in favor of abortion.

But the ambivalence of the target audience is also a testimony to our failure.
Virtually all pro-life messages hammer home the point that abortion is evil -- but
the target audience already knows this. They agree with us that abortion is evil.
Our opponents do not even contest the point. The ambivalence of the majority is
not rooted in a failure to see that abortion is evil. If they did not think abortion was



evil, they would embrace the pro-abortion side. Telling them that abortion is evil
may heighten their tension, but it does not make them pro-life because it does
not address their concern.

Our messages have not worked because they have not addressed the source of
the tension. Our target audience believes that abortion is necessary, even if it is
evil. We have not given them sufficient reason to reject that claim. In order to
move people from the conflicted state to a pro-life commitment, messages about
the humanity of the unborn child, the sanctity of life, and the wickedness of
abortion are simply pointless. (These same messages are very important and
useful for other purposes. But what is under discussion here is how to move
someone from a state of conflict to a pro-life commitment.)

. Why the Confusion?

This paradox may be difficult for most pro-lifers to understand because we tend
to be people of strong moral principle, capable of rational thought. The syllogism,
“The unborn child is a human being. Abortion kills the unborn child. Therefore,
abortion is the moral equivalent of murder,” makes perfect sense to us and
seems to settle the question. But the conflicted can assent to the same syllogism
and simply find it a cause for distress. This is because, instead of moral
principles, they have absorbed an ethics of “values.” The conclusion that abortion
is the moral equivalent of murder is, for them, not the end of the discussion but
merely the beginning of a process in which they weigh the “value” of human life
against some other “value,” and find themselves perpetually going back and
forth, unable ever to reach a firm decision.

This is why most Americans consider the question of abortion to be a “difficult”
ethical issue. In truth, this is one of the clearest ethical questions imaginable. To
paraphrase Lincoln, if abortion is not evil, nothing is. But we must recognize that
our culture is afflicted with a moral imbecility that we cannot cure. Our conflicted
neighbors are people of good will, but they have been intellectually crippled in
their capacity to make moral judgments.

A second important characteristic about the target audience is that they do not
want to think about abortion because they find it painful. That means books and
articles, videos and debates will continue to be useful only as media for
“preaching to the choir” -- a useful endeavor, but not the task at hand. Our target
audience must be reached in the marketplace, through the mass media, through
personal conversations, in their daily lives. They will not seek out information on
this subject; instead, the subject has to be brought to them.

Closely related to this point is the futility of using sustained rational argument to
move a conflicted individual to a pro-life position. They will be convinced with
images rather than propositions, witnesses rather than arguments, appeals to
emotion rather than to reason. This is appropriate, because for the past thirty
years the abortion lobby has confused the public with images rather than
arguments. The belief that abortion is necessary is the product of powerful
emotional stimuli rather than consistent thought. Those stimuli embody myths or



stories that keep people convinced of the necessity of abortion.

C. The Six Myths That Sustain Abortion

There are six main myths that affect the emotions of the majority, convincing

them that legal abortion is necessary:

1. The “back alley” abortion myth. A potent and frightening image is that of the
mother killed or maimed by a filthy criminal abortionist. This is what came into
Newt Gingrich’s mind when he said that if we passed a Human Life
Amendment now, “millions of women” would resort to “back alley”
abortionists. This is the fear President Clinton plays off with his mantra, “safe,
legal, and rare,” and the constant linkage of “safe and legal” in the abortion
lobby’s propaganda. The legality of abortion is a price the public is willing to
pay in exchange for "safety,"” even though the trade-off is that legal inevitably
equals “frequent.”

But legal does not really equal safe. In 1973 the back-alley abortionists set up
corporations and became front-alley abortionists. The answer to this myth is
exposure of the dangers of legal abortion and the backgrounds and practices
of legal abortionists. In the political order, this will require a thoroughgoing
exposure of the cover-ups carried out by the Centers for Disease Control and
a reform of that agency. One necessary component will be a genuine study
on the rate of physical complications associated with legal abortion. Dr.
Koop's 1988 report claiming there is not enough evidence of psychological
harm has proven to be immensely helpful to the abortion lobby. Maximum
publicity should be given to every known case of a mother killed, injured, or
abused by an abortionist. Remember how the abortion lobby turned the case
of Becky Bell into an effective emotional argument against parental consent
legislation? We must become adept at creating icons like that.

2. The “hard case” myth. Abortion was sold to the American people with “Queen
for a Day” stories. Heart-wrenching circumstances are adduced. The
audience feels sympathy for the victims of these circumstances. Abortion is
proffered as the remedy. The audience relieves its own tension by crying, “All
right, just this once!” Whenever the abortion lobby finds itself in a tight spot
(cf. the partial-birth abortion debate), it rolls out a “hard case.” Pro-lifers have
yet to find an effective response to this tactic.

It is instructive that a popular pro-life handbook dealt with the question “What
if a woman is raped?” by citing statistics on how rarely conception occurs as a
result of forcible rape. That may be true (is true), but it is a dodge. We all
know that it is just as wrong to kill a baby whose father is a rapist as it is to kill
any other baby. But we also know that it is psychologically almost impossible
to refuse anything of a woman who has been raped. We feel her pain,
intensely, and we will do just about anything to make it stop.

On the other hand, a rape crisis counselor reports that about half the rape
victims who are impregnated by an assailant carry the baby to term (a far
higher proportion than most of us might imagine) and that the experience of
giving birth helps them overcome the trauma of the rape. Meanwhile, the rape
victims who abort do more poorly in recovering, and have additional
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emotional problems stemming from the abortion. These observations ring
true, but they need to be corroborated by a real study, and there are probably
not enough known cases of pregnancies by rape to yield good results.

My experience with audiences convinces me that what they really want to
know is, do the pro-lifers really believe the unborn child is as human as | am?
Do they really believe what they say? If they find that we really believe what
we say, we win their respect. If we give in on any point, then they know it is
just a matter of negotiating where the “line” is to be drawn. This is why it is a
strategic error to advocate or pass laws that legitimize abortion on the basis
of some external circumstance.

What makes the “hard cases” hard is not that it is more difficult to figure out
what is the right thing to do. It is just more difficult to do the right thing. No set
of complicating circumstances can ever make it right to kill a baby, but all
sorts of factors may make it difficult to resist the pressure for abortion. From
the perspective of the mother, every case is a hard case or she would never
even think about abortion. Frederica Mathewes-Green’s image of a trapped
animal biting its own leg off is apt here. It requires terrible pressure to make a
mother sacrifice her own child. But some circumstances are more frightening
than others to uninvolved third parties. The “hard case” tactic is just an
attempt to shift the argument from the reality to the fears of the observer. The
most effective answer to that, of course, is the courage of those who proved
that abortion was not necessary in the hard circumstance.

The best way to address the “hard case” myth is with real witnesses: a
mother who was raped and gave her baby life, or the child whose life was
such a gift of a courageous mother; the mother and father whose baby had
serious birth defects, but who still enriched her parents’ lives; the parents who
have adopted an AIDS baby or a crack baby; the mother who was warned
that she might die if she did not kill her baby. And on the other hand, there are
all those mothers who did allow themselves to resort to abortion, and who
regret it.

. The “choice” myth. This may be the most powerful myth the abortion lobby
has working in its favor. It is certainly the most powerful word. The target
audience thinks of aborting mothers as mature, morally autonomous actors
who have carefully weighed a difficult situation and coolly reached a firm
moral decision. The aborting mother is Helen Reddy singing “I Am Woman”
and her decision is a choice that followed a consideration of various options.
In the face of this image, it requires an impertinent moral arrogance for
anyone to step in and overrule this decision. Keep your morals to yourself!

The emotional strength of this myth is enormous. Even some people who are
firmly convinced that abortion is morally unjustifiable believe that it is immoral
to interfere with the private judgment of another person, and therefore oppose
legal efforts to protect the unborn.
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Of course, this image is simply ludicrous in contrast with the reality. Most
aborting mothers are frightened, confused, miserable and passive. They do
not “choose” abortion. Almost all of them, if they can be induced to talk about
it afterwards, say, “I had no choice.” And from their perspective, given their
panic, their isolation, and their inability to plan any other course of action, they
are perfectly right. No mother would “choose” abortion. That is what happens
when she runs out of choices.

The late Fran O'Meara was a wonderful counselor to troubled mothers. She
claimed that no mother she ever counseled submitted to an abortion. She
attributed this success to her understanding that a baby can be saved only if
we address the mother's problem. In her conversations with these mothers,
Fran would lead them through three questions, probing until she got the
correct answer. First, she asked, “What is happening inside you?" The
answer was, "My baby is growing." Next, she asked, "What does an abortion
do?" "It kills my baby." Then, after the mother has bluntly acknowledged this,
Fran asked, "Is that what you want?" The answer invariably was, "No, but |
have to because..." That "because” identified what the problem really was,
and the problem was never the baby. Mothers are in trouble because some
external circumstance puts pressure on them. Getting rid of the baby is the
expected response to that pressure because it seems to be quicker and
easier than solving the problem. Sometimes the problem cannot really be
solved. But if the mother understands that her baby is not the problem, and
that she does have another option, another way of dealing with the problem
that does not entail killing her baby, she will choose that option. Abortions
happen because mothers perceive that they have no choice.

Strengthening the pregnancy help agencies that exist and passing strong
informed consent laws can help give more mothers choices. This is the most
important day-to-day work of the pro-life movement at this time.

. The medical myth. Abortion is considered a medical procedure and
abortionists are called doctors. It is true that, according to the Supreme Court,
a valid medical license is all that is needed to qualify as an abortionist
(although some states have even looser standards as the industry presses to
fill in the shortage of abortionists). Our message, however, should be that the
commission of abortion is the opposite to the practice of medicine, the healing
art, and that an abortionist is the antithesis of a physician.

People like and respect doctors. Doctors are authority figures. They have
earned trust. In our society doctors share with clergymen and elected officials
the privilege of being addressed by title. It is folly to permit abortionists to
share this prestige, simply because they hold a degree.

Abortion is no more a medical procedure than is tattooing. But abortion is far
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more dangerous. The language of pro-life advocates should reflect this, and
in public policy abortion facilities should be regarded as business locations
which are hazardous to the health of their patrons, like bathhouses or toxic
waste dumps. Abortion facilities should be segregated from legitimate medical
facilities, and abortionists should be excluded from the medical community.
This should be a major focus of the work of pro-life medical groups.

. The “women’s rights” myth. Abortion is supposed to be good for women, and
a woman's "right.” According to media shorthand, "women's rights" is nothing
but another euphemism for abortion. Therefore, anyone who opposes
abortion is against women's rights and vice versa.

In reality, legalized abortion is very bad for women. The reason why abortion
is legal in the first place is because of what might be called the Packwood-
Clinton Effect: legal abortion enables predatory males to face fewer obstacles
in their sexual exploitation of women. It is no accident that young single men
are the most pro-abortion constituency in the electorate; nor that the women’s
rights movement of the last century actively opposed prostitution. Women are
more secure when the marriage bond and sexual discipline are strengthened,
and less secure (declining to the level of commodities for sale) when sexual
discipline is relaxed. The legalization of abortion has probably been the single
greatest factor in fostering sexual promiscuity, the disappearance of marriage,
and the normalization of illegitimacy over the past generation. This is because
fear of pregnancy (real or assumed) was a very strong deterrent to
fornication, premarital pregnancy was a strong incentive to marriage, and the
social stigma of illegitimacy a powerful motivator of young mothers and their
parents to enforce standards of chivalry where the standards of chastity had
been breached.

In addition, and not unrelated to the observation above, anecdotal evidence
from pregnancy counselors indicates that in most cases, abortion leads to the
end of a relationship. The mother feels betrayed by a man who took
advantage of her but refused to marry her; the fathers feel robbed of their
offspring by a process from which they were excluded. In this respect, life
imitates art. (See, for example, Hemingway’s “Hills Like White Elephants,”
Didion’s “Play It As It Lays” and numerous other literary works touching on the
theme. Happy abortions are as rare in literature as they are in real life.)

This insight lays the groundwork for pro-chastity, pro-marriage efforts as an
expression of the rights of women, and it can put the abortion industry on the
defensive as exploiters of women.

We have been needlessly reticent about our own record as the genuine
advocates of the rights of women. The abortion lobby exists to keep women
available to sexual predators. This is why, for example, Planned Parenthood
opposes chastity programs so intensely and why abortionist Henry Foster
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spoke out against prosecuting men who commit statutory rape. Of course, in
order to make this case effectively, we need more young women as the
voices of the pro-life movement. This is not because men have no right to say
such things, but because our message needs to be conveyed in images
rather than propositions.

In the public policy arena, we should pursue strong enforcement of rape laws,
as well as laws against fornication and adultery (where they still exist) and
prostitution; abolition of mandatory “no-fault” divorce; and the end of
government programs that debauch the young by teaching promiscuity and
distributing contraceptives.

. The “problem-solving” myth. This, in fact, is the key linkage with the
"necessity” of abortion. Americans are acculturated by commercials to think in
terms of problems and solutions. Every commercial is a little morality play
consisting of the statement of a dilemma, intervention with a product, and a
happy ending. An inconvenient pregnancy fills the role of dilemma; abortion is
the product; and the result is supposed to be relief from the problem.The
reality is that abortion is a bad product. It never solves the problem (which, as
we have seen, is never the baby). No abortion ever made a sick woman
healthy, a poor woman rich, or a singlewoman married. No abortion ever
erased the trauma of a rape or a betrayal. No abortion ever gave comfort to a
girl who was alone and frightened. Whatever the problem was that made
abortion seem necessary (and is it not ironic that something called a “choice”
must also be a “necessity”?), abortion does not solve it.

Pregnancy help centers, however, often do solve the problem, and in any
case, they help mothers deal with the problem. The work of pregnancy help
centers must become well known within their communities. An essential part
of the pro-life message in every community should be promotion of the local
help centers, and testimony from mothers who have received assistance. To
meet a mother who discovered that she did have a choice, and was free from
the necessity to undergo abortion helps the target audience understand that
abortion is not necessary. It also inspires pity for those who fell into the
abortion trap.

It is normal to think of an abortion as the end of the story, but in truth, for
almost all mothers, a life still has to be led after the abortion decision.
Mothers who choose life generally have a happier ending than those who
allow themselves to be pressured into abortion. (Note the emphasis: giving
life is a choice; undergoing abortion is a passive surrender to pressure.
These are typically true descriptions, and these are the images we should be
projecting, just as the abortion lobby presents its false image of the self-
confident, reflective woman who “chooses” abortion.)

Stories about real people can help troubled mothers and observers alike
“‘visualize” the alternatives when you decide to deal with the problem instead
of attacking your baby, when you surrender to the pressure and then try to
piece your life together afterwards. Telling those stories is important. They are
convincing because they are witnesses, not arguments. And they are
interesting because they are true. In addition, the other side can counter them
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only with hypothetical cases, because there are no cases where abortion
produces a happy ending.

D. Words and Images

The abortion lobby has been able to keep people from thinking clearly about this
subject because it has been allowed to control the language of the debate. It is
common even for pro-life leaders to refer to the advocates of abortion as “pro-
choice” Nothing more clearly illustrates our failure to appreciate the importance of
words and images, for this claim of theirs is a total lie (as we have seen above), yet
it positions them as the defenders and us as the enemies of freedom.

Words are always important, but especially so when the target audience is one that
is moved more by emotion than reason. Compare the differing emotional weight of
these terms:

Abortion Propaganda Reality

choice abortion

woman mother

doctor abortionist

perform commit

fetus baby, unborn child, developing child
need (for abortion) market

The abortion lobby has paid attention to words because it understand that its
business is propaganda. We have occasionally complained about biased
terminology, but generally succumbed to the abortion lobby’s definitions because
we have failed to appreciate the emotional power of words.

We have also failed fully to grasp the emotional power of images, with one
exception. The pro-life movement has done an excellent job in keeping before the
public the image of the unborn child as something wondrous and precious. Pictures
have done this, including ultrasound imaging and even newer technology. These
pictures of beautiful, living developing babies have overwhelmed the careful words
of the abortion lobby designed to dehumanize their victim: fetus, pregnancy,
products of conception, etc.

We have not done so well with three other images: the image of the abortionist, the
image of the aborting mother, and the image of the pro-lifer.

1. The abortionist has a neutral-to-negative public image, perhaps on a par with a
divorce lawyer or a usurer. His work is ugly, but someone has to do it, and at
least he is a competent professional, better than a “back-alley butcher.” We
should increase the negatives on abortionists by highlighting the stories of their
careless medical practice, the contempt they show to their patients, their
unsavory personal lives, and the harm they inflict on mothers. Driving
abortionists out of business is a crucial element of our overall strategy, and this
is much harder to do as long as they enjoy a relatively high social status. As a
class, they should become pariahs who exploit vulnerable mothers and babies.

2. The aborting mother is now perceived as someone who has made an intensely
personal decision after due consideration of the options. In reality, she is usually
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in a desperate panic, unable to think clearly, and acting in fear. Fear has
immobilized her from thinking about the consequences of her actions, either
how she will cope with the aftermath of abortion or what she needs to do to clear
away the apparent obstacles to giving birth. Very often, she thinks abortion is
necessary because she did not find love where she expected it. She practically
never thinks she has any real choice in the matter, and she almost always
wishes she did not have to do this, but she sees no way out. If abortion was not
legal or if there were no abortionists in her locality, her parents, her boy friend
and others in her life would behave differently, and she would have choices. As
long as an abortionist is in business, abortion is the first resort. It is usually more
convenient for others if she undergoes the abortion, and she does not want to
be a burden to them. So, the second resort is never even considered. But she is
the one who has to live with the secret pain that never really goes away. The
aborting mother should be perceived as an object of pity, someone who has
allowed herself to be pressured into doing something that she did not want to do
because there was no one around to help her when she needed a real friend.

3. Pro-lifers have a terrible image. We are perceived as self-righteous ideologues
who think we know what is best for other people and who are determined to
make them do what we think they should do. The abortion lobby has invested a
lot of thought and money into creating negative images of pro-lifers, and we
have obliged by furnishing a few real examples of negative stereotypes. This,
however, was inevitable because they attack first and find the example
afterwards. Smearing pro-lifers is a major element of the strategy of the abortion
lobby for two reasons: First, they have to take attention away from abortion
itself, which they never want to talk about, and so they created the issue of how
bad we are. Second, if they portray us as sufficiently negative, then even people
who agree with us intellectually will avoid us emotionally.

It will never be possible to avoid attacks by the abortion lobby, because this is all
they want to talk about. The best counter-strategy is to override their smears by
presenting the face we want to show the world. And because image matters,
that face should be female, young, and empathetic. She should specialize in
helping mothers find choices so they do not have to sacrifice their babies. She
should be the friend in need who protects mothers and their babies from
abortionists, and the rest of the pro-life movement should be the people who
help her. New leadership at every level must be recruited, composed of young
women with warm personalities. It is an asset if they have faced a difficult
pregnancy, even if they underwent an abortion. These women are everywhere.
There are over three thousand pregnancy help agencies in the United States
and every one of them has dozens of stories of mothers who turned away from
the necessity of abortion and chose life. This is the pool from which the new
voice of the pro-life movement should be drawn, because these mothers are
witnesses, and their very existence is more compelling than anything anyone
can say.

6. Legislative Agenda
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It is important to try to advance some pro-life legislative initiative in every legislative
body in every session. This issue should never be regarded as settled, not even in
Hawaii or Vermont. The specific proposals offered will obviously depend on
circumstances. The key element in choosing a legislative proposal is to find an issue
that unites your own side and divides the opposition.

It is not necessary to choose only those legislative proposals that have a chance of
passage. While it is obviously a good idea to pass some laws that might reduce the
number of abortions, the most important purpose of legislation, short of a Human Life
Bill, is to move opinion in a pro-life direction.

This is why the Partial Birth Abortion Ban was such an excellent issue to debate. Every
day that issue was in the news, support for abortion dwindled and the morale of the
abortion lobby sank. Merely by being debated, it moved public opinion in the right
direction. That should be the main criterion in selecting a legislative initiative. Ironically,
if the Partial Birth Abortion Ban had become law, it might have presented only a minor
inconvenience to some abortionists and perhaps not have saved a single life. But as a
subject of public discussion, it has exposed the abortion lobby as extremists and forced
millions of reluctant Americans to confront the brutality of abortion.

We should appreciate how lucky we have been in this whole matter. If the other side
had simply said, “Yes, you're right. That is a horrible way to terminate a pregnancy. We
agree this technique should never be used,” they would have scored a knockout. They
would have appeared reasonable and moderate while the typical pro-lifer would have
still been presented as a gun-toting fanatic whose respect for life was so phony that he
shoots people who disagree with him.

The Partial Birth issue probably has some more life to it, but it will not last for more than
another year or two. After that, it will be possible to move on to other abortion
techniques. This is useful, for it keeps the abortion lobby on the defensive. But,
essentially, this type of issue does not bring about the kind of shift in public opinion that
is necessary. Partial Birth and similar issues hammer home the point that abortion is
evil, but those who are conflicted already know this. In order to bring about permanent
change of sufficient magnitude to create a consensus in favor of outlawing abortion, we
need to raise issues that help show that abortion is not necessary.

Many such issues have been mentioned in the course of this memo: investigation and
reform of the abortion surveillance unit in the Centers for Disease Control; informed
consent; tough regulation of abortion facilities; malpractice reform, etc. The point is to
select an issue which, merely by being debated, helps move public opinion in the right
direction. Prudent political judgment addresses the question “How do we use the
legislative process to change public opinion?” A legislative tactician may tell you what
can be passed. A lawyer may tell you what will be upheld by the courts. Those are
expert opinions, of value in the proper context. But those opinions are irrelevant to the
selection of an issue that moves public opinion. If the primary purpose of a legislative
proposal is the formation of public opinion, its prospects of passage and its
“constitutionality” are secondary considerations.

In a second category of legislative proposals, these considerations become most
important. These are proposals that, if they are enacted, will really hurt the abortion
industry. Some examples include the end of public funding for abortions, informed
consent, and bans on certain types of abortion. Here, it is assumed that a favorable
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consensus already exists in public opinion, and the main question is how to design a
proposal that can be enacted into law. Here, the opinion of the legislative tactician
becomes paramount. Two risks to beware of designing a proposal that divides our side
and unites the opposition and enacting a law that will be declared unconstitutional by
some judge. The latter risk is always present now that constitutionality has been
rendered meaningless, but that risk can be minimized by attending to the expert
opinions of our lawyers.

7. Judicial Tyranny

Just a few words are needed here about the problem of the courts. As the recent
symposium in First Things showed, constitutional government is a figment today.
Lawless judges have destroyed self-government, and their imposition of abortion in the
name of the Constitution is one of the many very obvious examples of this. Probably all
of the legislative proposals suggested in this paper could be declared “unconstitutional”
by some criminal in a black robe who thinks his office entitles him to substitute his
prejudices for law. This is a problem that goes far beyond the pro-life community, and it
is one that calls for a three-step approach.

First, a constitutional amendment to limit judicial terms should be introduced and turned
into a major populist crusade. This will not pass, for the reasons advanced above about
constitutional amendments. But it will elevate the issue of judicial tyranny to public
awareness and make it more respectable to challenge the judiciary. It will also frighten
cowardly judges away from making some obviously illegal power grabs.

Second, Congress must pass some laws with provisions forbidding their review by the
federal courts. These do not have to be life-related laws, because the purpose is simply
to reassert legislative authority against the illegitimate pretensions of judges. The point
is that there is a specific constitutional provision (Article IIl, Sec. 2, para. 2) which
empowers Congress to limit the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court (and, by implication,
the lower federal courts established by Congress). This power has not been used in
nearly 100 years. It should be used, especially with respect to some very popular issue
(e.g., forbidding federal courts to review state decisions about letting prisoners out of
state penitentiaries on the grounds of “cruel and unusual punishment”). Then it should
be used again and again.

Third, Congress should reassert its exclusive constitutional right to legislate by passing
(when occasion warrants) a joint resolution declaring some erroneous judgment of the
Supreme Court to be an incorrect application of constitutional principle, and therefore
not valid as precedent in constitutional interpretation. The theory behind this is that
courts are empowered only to decide cases, and only the Congress has the power to
legislate (i.e., enact a general rule of law). When the Supreme Court interprets the
Constitution in a certain way, that interpretation is binding on lower courts under the
doctrine of stare decisis. In effect, a Supreme Court decision therefore becomes a
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general rule of law. This would be a usurpation of the legislative power, except that the
silence of Congress in the face of such interpretations of the Constitution may be taken
as consent. But if the Congress refuses to consent, and explicitly declares a certain
interpretation of the Constitution to be in error, then two equal and coordinate branches
of government are in conflict over the interpretation of the Constitution, and the
precedent does not stand. It is important to bear in mind that this does not entail a claim
that Congress may reverse a holding in a specific case, nor direct a verdict in any
prospective case. The power to decide cases remains exclusively in the judiciary, just
as the power to legislate rests exclusively with the Congress.

Breaking the tyranny of the courts is a major political challenge, but it is not the
responsibility of the pro-life movement alone. It is, however, something that must be
accomplished in order for the pro-life movement to achieve many of its goals. What is at
stake here is something even more general than the right to life, namely, the essence of
democratic self-government. The Supreme Court has become, in effect, a nine-headed
absolute monarch. Unless that monstrosity is institutionally restrained by a reassertion
of legislative authority by Congress, not only the right to life but the whole tissue of
republican government will have perished.

PART TWO
A STRATEGIC VISION FOR THE PRO-LIFE MOVEMENT

The objective of the pro-life movement is (as it has been from the beginning) to gain
legal protection for the right to life of every human being.

Prior to 1973, this meant resisting and, where necessary, repealing laws authorizing
abortion. After 1973, it meant passing life-protective laws at a national level, specifically
a pro-life amendment to the U.S. Constitution. In 1981 the political side of the
movement self-destructed in a civil war between the partisans of the Human Life Bill
and the Federalism Amendment. Since then, perhaps without realizing it, we have
confined the legislative objectives of our movement to a ground game between the 40-
yard lines. Battles over federal funding of abortion, the details of conscience protection,
etc., have an importance of their own, but they are really skirmishes in the struggle for
the right to life. And while we have been caught up in skirmishes, the ground has shifted
beneath our feet.

In the seventies, we believed — probably correctly — that the public was generally pro-life
and would support life-protective laws if they could be enacted. Our opposition
consisted mainly of powerful elites. But over the past generation, the American public
has made its peace with commercial abortion. The terms of that peace are that
commercial abortion will be tolerated as long as it does not intrude too much on those
who don’t want to be involved in it.

Today, perhaps 15 to 20 percent of the voting-age public hold a principled pro-life
position, believing that human life requires legal protection and that commercial abortion
should be prohibited by law. A minority of no greater size (probably not even half as
great) holds a principled position in favor of murder, believing that the killing of the
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unborn is a private matter that the government has no right to intrude upon. The great
majority of the public — including the people we work with and go to church with and
members of our extended families — are conflicted. They know that abortion is the killing
of a baby and they don't like that, but for a number of reasons, they do not want to pass
laws against it. They do not have a carefully thought out list of abortions they approve of
and those they disapprove: in fact, the issue causes them so much psychic pain that
they do not want to hear anything more about it. Moreover, they hold generally negative
views of the partisans on either side. Abortionists are generally regarded as
disreputable as pimps, while their political supporters are frightening extremists — but
they view pro-lifers as equally unpleasant: judgmental fanatics who want to harass
women. Their position can be summed up as: we will reluctantly tolerate abortion as
long as we don’t have to approve it, and as long as the status quo is not upset.

Clear evidence for this is found in the results of the South Dakota referenda in 2006 and
2008, where voters in one of the most strongly pro-life states in the nation repeatedly
rejected a legislative proposal to ban abortion. The great conflicted middle is in internal
conflict because, on the one hand, they know abortion is bad for babies (Most of them
are even willing to use the term “murder.”) but they are also persuaded that abortion
must somehow be good, or at least necessary, for women and that, in any case, it is a
private matter, or at least that they have no business interfering in someone else’s
decisions. They are willing to agree that, no matter what the law says, there will always
be abortions, and while it may be evil, it is a necessary evil. Above all, they just don’t
want to think about it, talk about it, or be a witness to discussions about it. The whole
subject is just too painful.

As long as this condition prevails, there is no possibility of attaining our objective of a
society that protects life in its laws. Our task is to understand the mentality of that
conflicted majority and help them resolve that conflict in favor of life, by recognizing that
abortion is bad for women as well as for babies. When that happens, we will have a pro-
life public consensus and the law will follow.

In order to bring about a pro-life consensus, three factors must be present. First, the
total number of abortions committed and the number of abortion facilities must be
drastically reduced — to about one-tenth their present magnitude. Instead of trying to
eliminate commercial abortion by outlawing it, we need to think about outlawing abortion
by first eliminating it. There has been some considerable progress in this direction, but
not nearly enough. When the total number of commercial abortions committed is no
greater than 100,000 annually and the total number of abortion shops is less than 100,
then we can say that the cancer has been shrunk sufficiently to cut it out. It is not
possible to outlaw a thriving industry with a large client base; but an industry that is
vestigial and operating only on the margins of society is vulnerable.

Second, the service and support network for mothers threatened by abortionists must
be far stronger than it is. This is the best and most important part of our movement, but
we should realize that pregnancy services are not a stopgap measure until some
political victory is achieved. We will always need such services, and perhaps the reason
why God allowed the evil of abortion to fall upon us was to awaken us to the need to
stop trying to affix scarlet letters to women with untimely pregnancies and begin helping
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our sisters when they need us most. The need for improved pregnancy support services
is especially critical in the black community and on college campuses.

Third, we must move the conflicted middle from the status quo to the pro-life side,
thereby building a solid consensus for life in public opinion. This will be done by helping
them draw the conclusion that abortion is bad for women (since they already know it is
bad for babies, which is why they feel conflict).

These goals need to be pursued concurrently because each contributes to the others.
As more people come to understand that abortion hurts women, there will be fewer
abortions; and as more abortion shops close their doors and fewer women are
abandoned to the abortionists, more people will come to understand that abortion hurts
women.

The means for pursuing these goals fall into three broad categories: prayer, service,
and a reframing of the issue through legislative initiatives that pit the well-being of
women against the profits of abortionists.

Prayer

The prayer component is not merely a pious nod. This victory will be Christ’s or it will
not happen, because there can be no doubt that we are contending against something
more formidable than flesh and blood. From the beginning, our movement has been
characterized by prayer, and that has been one of its strengths. Two new directions that
we should concentrate on are engaging entire congregations in prayer on a regular
basis; and emphasizing the conversion of our opponents and the protection of women
as intentions in our prayers.

In believing churches, it is recognized that abortion is gravely sinful. Without denying
that, many active members of such churches — even many of the clergy — are in the
conflicted middle and feel intensely uncomfortable about dealing with this issue except
in the most sanitized terms. They may very well feel offended and react negatively if
prayers for the cause of life (which might appear political) are offered as part of a
regular worship service — unless they are prayers that are clearly appropriate as
expressions of Christian sentiment.

Two subjects of prayer appear to be useful for integrating into our worship. First, we
should pray that all mothers in danger will find the help they need to stay out of the
hands of the abortionists. Focusing on the mother instead of the baby breaks a
stereotype and helps our neighbors see the compassion that we certainly feel for those
mothers but that is not always recognized by others.

Second, we should pray that the local abortionist — and he should be mentioned
specifically by name — will receive the grace of conversion. A prayer of this kind, offered
in a public worship service, has a number of benefits. First, it will be very powerful
before the Throne of God, Who desires the conversion and not the death of sinners.
Second, it will make us better people and better witnesses for life because we cannot
hate someone for whom we are sincerely praying. Third, it will help our conflicted
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brethren understand that pro-lifers are not judgmental bigots, but sincere Christians.
Fourth, the abortionist is sure to hear that his name is being mentioned in church. He
will find this very unsettling, and this could potentially be the event that starts him on the
road to conversion.

An additional benefit of offering prayers for the cause of life as part of our regular
worship services is that joining in such prayers is the most minimal first step our
conflicted brethren may take for the pro-life cause — but taking that first step may lead
them to take the next step.

Service

No mother has an abortion by choice. Abortion is what happens to a mother when she
runs out of choices. Nowhere is the cunning of our Adversary more evident than in his
appropriation of the word “choice” — one of the most positive in the language — as a
synonym for commercial murder.

The thousands of women and hundreds of men who staff the network of pregnancy
centers across America are the real pro-choice movement in this country, and what they
do is heroic. It must be amplified and strengthened in every possible way. We have just
a few suggestions.

First, every believing church should adopt a pregnancy center as an official “mission” of
the church. This does not mean giving church funds to its support (which would make
some pastors drag their feet), but rather praying regularly for the staff and clients of the
center; urging members of the congregation to contribute their time, talent and treasure
to the center; carrying news about the center on a regular basis in the church bulletin or
similar communications medium; hosting annual or semi-annual informational
presentations by the center so everyone in the congregation can become familiar with
its work. If seven or eight churches of different denominations adopt a center, the center
will have a more secure financial and volunteer base, and when young women from
those congregations need the center’s services, they will know where to go and will be
confident that they will be given the support they need. Obviously, lining up church
support of this kind will help in the establishment of new centers.

Second, there is a critical need for more help within the black community. Four out of
every ten black babies are murdered by abortionists and blacks, who represent only
about one-tenth of the US population, account for nearly half of all abortions. Ironically,
blacks are significantly more likely than any other racial group to attend church — but
black churches are not sufficiently involved in the pregnancy center effort. Pastors in
believing churches need to approach their black colleagues and give them the guidance
and support they need to establish centers in their communities.

Third, college students who become pregnant face overwhelming pressure to submit to
abortion. As a group, they come as close as anyone to having no choice. There must be
counseling centers on every campus — starting with the church-related colleges that are
supposed to be pro-life -- whose mission shall be to help pregnant students complete
their education without being forced to undergo abortion. They should handle the
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necessary negotiations with faculty and administration, with parents and boyfriends, and
with arranging whatever financial and domestic adjustments that may be needed.
Today, when a college student becomes pregnant, all she will hear from those around
her is, “You have to get an abortion. You can’t have a baby.” Our task is to make sure
that is never the case.

Legislation

The third prong of our strategy is legislative, but the primary objective of our legislative
efforts should be to move public opinion in a pro-life direction by raising issues that can
be plainly seen as setting the well-being of women against the profits of abortionists.
That way, even if these initiatives are not passed into law, they move people out of the
conflicted camp and into the pro-life camp. And when they are passed, they will
financially weaken the abortion industry and cause more abortion vendors to close.

Our legislative efforts should be mainly focused on the states rather than Washington.
This is because more can be accomplished at the state level, but also, as we shall see,
because public opinion will change in the states before it changes nationally — mainly
because of the relatively strong pro-abortion presence in several large states.

At the national level, only a few things are really worth seeking for the near future:

1. End federal subsidies to the industry by enacting the Vitter Amendment that prohibits
Title X dollars from going to any entity that commits abortion. Mike Pence has
proposed something very similar, naming Planned Parenthood specifically, but a
head-on attack on Planned Parenthood (which remains popular) is much harder to
pass than a ban on giving money to abortionists (who are very unpopular) —
especially in a program that was sold as the way t reduce the “need” for abortions.
Making the “commits” abortion the standard rather than including the vague term
“‘promote” is also a tactic that will make this limitation easier to pass and to enforce.
Of course Planned Parenthood will still get their Title X money, but now they will
have to set up separate corporations (with no intermingling of funds) to carry on their
abortion business — and separate corporations are more vulnerable to state
regulation. After they are barred from getting Title X funds, that can be expanded to
any funds under Labor/HHS and then to all federal funds from any source. Entities
that commit abortions are just not a popular interest group, and it should be an
attainable goal to prevent them from receiving federal funds.

2. Revoke the illegal approval of RU-486 and authorize suits by the survivors of those
women who have been killed by this drug on account of the known collusion of FDA
bureaucrats in putting their lives needlessly at risk.

3. Publish the research that has already been done documenting the negative mental
and physical health sequelae of abortion. The most common surgical procedure in
the United States is known to have devastating consequences for the women who
undergo it, but as far as our government is concerned (and specifically the Office of
Women'’s Health), it is “see no evil, hear no evil, speak no evil” — which tells you all
you need to know about how much they value women'’s health!

4. Define “coerced abortion” in the Violence Against Women Act as any abortion in
which the consent is the consequence of any act or threat of physical force,
abandonment, withdrawal of financial support, or termination of the custody of
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children already born, As anyone who has worked in a pregnancy center knows, this
list accounts for the great majority of abortions that are committed. We can leave it
to the states to decide what to do about “coerced abortion,” but getting a uniform,
comprehensive definition will be immensely helpful.

Apart from these limited objectives, however, there is nothing to be gained by
attempting to influence national policy at this time. Policy always reflects a
consensus, as today’s modus vivendi does (i.e., commercial abortion is protected
but the public generally is not taxed to support it). Nationally, there will be no major
change until the conflicted majority is persuaded to embrace the pro-life position,
and we are a long way from that. Moreover, that change will happen locally rather
than nationally.

The real action, therefore, must be in the states. In every state, the goal of the pro-
life movement should be to put the abortion industry out of business. In about one-
third of the states the abortion industry is so fragile that there are fewer than ten
abortion vendors. Most of these states are places where pro-life sentiment is fairly
strong, and we should hope to eliminate the industry in perhaps as many as ten
states within five years (assuming the prayer and service components of our
strategy are working well). In other places, the industry is strong and public
sentiment is in the wrong direction, but even there some real headway can be made
with the right kind of legislative battles, aimed at changing minds even if we cannot
change the law.

Obviously, the way to put the industry out of business is to reduce sales, increase
the cost of doing business, and turn public opinion against the industry. The prayer
and service elements of our strategy will contribute to all three of these objectives,
but the legislative programs should be aimed most directly at them. In general,
legislative proposals should be sought that enable the public to see that abortion
hurts women, that the interests of women are opposed to the interests of
abortionists, and that the abortion lobby is the enemy of women'’s rights. For too long
we have allowed the abortion lobby to get away with claiming to support “choice”
and “women'’s rights” — and this is the reason why the majority of the public is
conflicted.

In every state we should introduce two bills in every legislative session: facilities
regulation and informed consent. If laws on these issues already exist, then they can
be improved each session. If they do not yet exist, the Adversary can be
embarrassed by having to explain why hiding information from women and exposing
them to dangerous and unsanitary conditions represents “a woman’s choice.”

Facilities regulations really work. South Carolina adopted such a law in 1995. That
year there were 13 abortion vendors in the state and collectively they committed
13,000 murders. Ten years later, there were only three vendors left and the number
of killings was halved to 6,500 — simply by requiring them to clean up after
themselves. In a really tough state like Vermont or Washington (the only jurisdiction
in the US where the citizens voted in a referendum to authorize commercial baby-
killing), we can begin by lifting the health and safety standards for veterinary clinics
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and proposing identical standards for abortion shops. Let the abortion lobby explain
why we should treat our dogs with greater care than we treat our daughters.
Opposing health and safety standards unmasks the abortionists as predatory
exploiters of women, and repositions us as the protectors of women.

The same goes for informed consent. Every time we require a new disclosure under
the informed consent law, we have an opportunity to educate the public about how
abortion causes breast cancer, suicide, substance abuse, etc. so the public
becomes informed regardless of what the legislators do. Merely having debates
about how filthy and dangerous abortion is will reduce the pressure on mothers in
danger to submit to an abortion and hence reduce the number committed. Over the
course of a few years, the industry will be unable to sustain a constant barrage of
negative imaging as they defend hiding information and keeping filthy places in
business.

It is very important that the legislators who vote against informed consent and
sanitary conditions be challenged in their next election — preferably in their primary —
as oppressors of women. Anyone who would want to hide information from women
“for their own good” has sinned mortally against the canons of feminism and needs
to pay the consequences. It is amazing what a change can be brought about by
defeating just two or three of these clowns. If that were to happen, there would be a
stampede to pass the law that was defeated in the last session.

A list of other possible legislative initiatives is attached separately. Each state needs
to design its own legislative initiatives, so this list is merely suggestive of the kind of
thinking we need to advance: abortionists v. women, not mothers v. babies. We
need to reframe the debate so that we are perceived as being on the side of mothers
and babies while our opponents are on the side of sleazy, death-dealing profiteers.
In the most difficult states, the main priority should be to create a negative image for
the industry by exposing its predatory and hypocritical nature. In the states where we
are likely to prevail in the legislature, the main objective should be to enact laws that
raise the cost of doing business and reduce volume, thereby putting the abortion
shops out of business.

One example of the kind of reframing we need is provided by laws requiring
ultrasound before an abortion is committed. This is a good idea, but it needs to be
explained a lot better if it is to have the right impact on public opinion.

Current proposals look to the conflicted majority as if we are simply presenting
another hoop a woman has to jump through in order to exercise a constitutional
right. We just look like censorious busybodies. The abortionist, meanwhile, gets to
lie to the mother and add the cost of the ultrasound to his bill. Does such a law
reduce the number of abortions or cut into the profits of abortionists? Hardly!

Instead, an ultrasound requirement should be offered as the solution to a real
problem. We know that abortion procedures are committed on women who are not
pregnant. We know this because in the 1970s about 40 TV news crews in as many
cities proved it by having a young female reporter hand in the cameraman’s urine
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sample only to discover that the guy was pregnant! This is how Carol Everett’s
abortion shop in Dallas was shut down, and it was a crucial step in bringing her to
Christ and launching her career as a great pro-life activist. Now, anyone who
believes abortionists have become more honest over the past thirty years probably
also believes in global warming. We can be quite confident that this same variety of
fraud still goes on because we know that abortionists prey upon vulnerable women
and will do anything for money. Imagine how many women'’s lives have been ruined
by such fraud. How many suicides and other acts of despair were rooted in the
horrible guilt those mothers felt over having their babies destroyed — when there was
never a baby to begin with! And yet, this is the kind of fraud that can never be
discovered after the fact. How can we protect women from this horrible exploitation?
Require that the abortionist maintain in the permanent patient record a copy of the
ultrasound image — provided by a sonographer with no financial interest in abortion —
showing a viable pregnancy.

This does two good things: it provides a pro-woman rationale for the law (and at the
same time implicitly acknowledges the innate criminality of abortionists), and it
prevents the expected fraud and dishonesty of the abortionist by requiring that the
ultrasound imaging be done by a party with no financial interest (including kickbacks)
in abortion. This means mothers in danger will either come to a pregnancy center for
their ultrasound, where they might actually find choices; or they will incur significantly
higher costs in dollars and time by going to a private physician. Either way, it will
mean fewer abortions. It has the added benefit of establishing a record-keeping
requirement (which does not generally exist today) thereby making it easier to hold
abortionists legally accountable for other aspects of their practice. Framed this way,
it moves public opinion in our direction, but framed as it is now, it confirms the
conflicted folks in their opinion that we are more interested in harassing women than
anything else and it leaves the door wide open for the abortionist to profit by lying to
women he is already exploiting in other ways.

When all three prongs of this strategy are operative, they will be mutually
strengthening. The legislative program cannot achieve its objectives in a vacuum,
any more than the prayer component or the service component can. But taken all
together, within a comparatively short time, they should begin to have measurable
results in reducing the number of abortions and moving public opinion in a prolife
direction. When an abortion shop goes out of business, that is a huge victory for life,
and if this strategy unfolds as it should, that should become a fairly common
occurrence in three or four years.

Within a foreseeable time horizon (i.e., less than ten years) we should expect to see
commercial abortion completely eliminated from about ten states and reduced to just
a handful of vendors in another ten to fifteen — and the total volume down even in
the big urban states. When people in California hear that in a whole stretch of the
South and Midwest there are no abortions — not because neo-Prohibitionists passed
a law against abortion, but because the people there got so serious about taking
care of women in danger that there was no longer any demand for abortion, what
effect will that have on the smug certainties of those who are sure that commercial
abortion is the hallmark of women'’s rights? More to the point, what effect will it have
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on those decent people who do not like abortion but who think women just can’t do
without it? When it becomes apparent that the women in entire regions of the
country can get along just fine without abortion because their communities don’t
abandon women to predators, just how many people will remain in conflict?

That shift in public opinion in a pro-life direction will accelerate the decline in the
number of abortions and abortion shops, so that eventually we will achieve the
objectives of shrinking the cancer to the extent that it can be cut out and of growing
the proportion of the public who are committed to the sanctity of life so that we
become the kind of super-majority necessary to a consensus. When there are fewer
than 100,000 abortions a year in America; when there are fewer than 100 abortion
shops; when two-thirds of the American people hold a principled pro-life position —
then there will no longer be a political constituency for commercial murder. At that
point, we can pass a law protecting life and expect that law to be respected and
enforced. Moreover, no power on earth can overrule a popular consensus of the
American people because judges can behave like dictators only when public opinion
is divided.

The Supreme Court

Currently, to the extent that any discussion exists about how we are to win, much of
it centers on the hope that the Supreme Court will “reverse” Roe v. Wade.

This is an utter waste of time. If the Supreme Court “reversed” Roe v. Wade
tomorrow, we would still be exactly where we are now. Yes, it would be nice if we
had judges who were morally superior to Nazis — but what really matters is building a
public consensus in favor of life. In the presence of such a consensus, the opinions
of judges and other politicians are simply irrelevant. The Supreme Court never
apologized for Dred Scott or Buck v. Bell or Korematsu or any of its other horrific
crimes against humanity. Being Supreme means you never have to apologize. But
there is now a public consensus against declaring people to be “non-persons” on
account of race, against involuntary sterilization of the innocent, and against locking
people in concentration camps because of their race, so Supreme Court edicts in
favor of these offenses no longer amount to anything. When there is a public
consensus against murdering babies for money, the views of the Supreme Court on
that subject will become similarly irrelevant.

LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS

Every state needs:

1. Facilities Regulation. This can actually start very modestly, but once it is enacted,
it needs to be amended in every legislative session to be made more detailed
and more onerous. After all, every time you have this debate, it is women’s
health and safety v. abortionists’ profits, which is exactly the framing we want to
promote. In the really hostile states, we should just lift the safety standards for
veterinary clinics from the current state code and defy the abortion lobby to show
why they think more of puppies than of women.
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Informed Consent. Same point: a minimal law should be amended every session.
This has great potential down the line, when we make abortionists legally liable
to ensure that the consent is uncoerced.

Move into the shut-down phase with:

1.

Protection from Fraudulent Abortion Act: Require abortionist to maintain in each
customer’s permanent patient record a copy of the printout of the ultrasound
showing that she has a viable pregnancy; ultrasound must be provided by a
licensed sonographer who has no direct or indirect financial interest in abortion.
This does many things: 1) establishes a record-keeping requirement, facilitating
other types of lawsuit; 2) increases the time and cost of buying an abortion; 3)
guarantees that the mother will see at least one person who is not necessarily
motivated to push her into killing her baby; 4) creates a huge opportunity for
pregnancy centers; and 5) makes it very difficult to commit an abortion on a non-
pregnant woman.

. Require RU-486 to be prescribed only in accordance with FDA regimen. Penalty:

forfeiture of medical license. Ohio passed this law, which is all a state can do
until we really get a minimally pro-life Administration in Washington. It does not
eliminate, but does sharply curtail the use of RU-486.

Prohibit abortions in state-owned facilities or with any state funding. Oklahoma
passed this. In most states, it does not make a huge practical difference, but it is
symbolically useful.

Require health insurers to offer abortion coverage only as an optional, extra-cost
rider — in other words, a reverse mandate.

Require that all employees of abortion shops be bonded, disclosing to state
health department (and hence to the public) a record of all their criminal
convictions, malpractice judgments and professional sanctions.

Require every state university to have a counseling and referral center on
campus whose mission will be to help pregnant students complete their
education without having to undergo an abortion.

Establish an Abortion Injury Compensation Fund, to cover actual damages for
women injured by abortionists. The Fund is to be financed by an excise tax on
each abortion, starting at, say, $20 per case and then being adjusted as needed.
(Failure of the abortionist to pay into the fund would be a criminal offense, so this
gives you an accurate count of commercial abortions and it increases the cost at
the same time. The real point of the fund, however, is to get trial lawyers to
demand payment from the fund on behalf of their clients, thereby both increasing
the cost of abortion and publicizing the dangers of this procedure.)

Require sales personnel (“counselors”) at abortion shops to be professionally
trained and licensed by the state.

Require abortionists to arrange for a post-operative exam at a nearby hospital for
each patient. This has to be part of the abortionist’s fee since the purpose is to
protect her from damage that he did to her.

10.Make abortionists civilly liable for participating in a conspiracy against the

customer if they fail to exercise due diligence to ensure that the consent is not
coerced. Consent to abortion is coerced if any act or threat of physical force,
abandonment, withdrawal of financial support or termination of the custody of her
children has been brought to bear against the mother by any person or persons
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in order to pressure her to undergo an abortion. Since the abortionist is the only
person she is certain to see who will not personally be a participant in a
conspiracy against her, and is also certain to be the only person who will profit
financially from her consent, it is reasonable to make that person responsible for
making sure that her freedom of choice is protected.

Then, once the mills are shut down, we keep new ones from opening up with these:

1.

2.

Require abortionists to hold valid medical licenses from the state in which they
are doing business.

Require abortionists to have admitting privileges at a hospital in the county where
they are doing business. (This will put out of business the itinerant abortionists
who fly from city to city — often in several different states — because local
physicians will not kill for hire.

Reject federal Title X funding. (This isn’t strictly necessary, but it is such an
intrinsically good thing to do that we should keep it on the list.)

Require that abortions be committed only in a full-service general hospital.
(Since public hospitals cannot be used, this limits the trade only to private
general hospitals.)



