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. . about THE HUMAN LIFE REVIEW

With this issue we begin our third year of publication.'We are happy to
have made it this far (and, of course, grateful to our readers for having .
made it possible), and hope that, with your continued support, we may
be able to continue indefinitely.

We certainly find no lack of suitable editorial material. Two years ago
we thought ourselves hard put to find a) material within what we con-
sidered our purview that b) we wanted to pubhsh (which is the only kind
of thing editors should publish). Today, we are unable to publish even a
tenth of what we’d like to see appear in our pages, not only because there
is so much more available on the “life” issites we are concerned with, but
also because our purview has broadened considerably, a fact that, we think,
the current issue demonstrates. Certainly we have never before covered -
such-a wide range of topics and views. We trust that your response will
indicate whether or not we are moving in the right direction.

We are also happy to announce that all (zight) previous issues are now
.available, either individually or in bound volumes by year' (i.e., one each
for *75 and *76). You will find full information about how to order on the
inside back cover of this issue. The bound volumes are not only handsome
but quite permanent (in standard }ibrary -style hardcovers), and we hope
the interested reader will want to acquire them—not to mention use them
as gifts to a local s¢hool or library, or whatever.

. Finally, you will find (among the many and diverse items in this issue)
an excerpt from a new book, In Necessity and Sorrow: Life and Death in

~an Abortion Hospital, by Magda Denes. Many readers may want -to get
the book, which should be available from your local bookstore, or direct
-from the publisher (Basic Books, Inc., 10 E ast 53 Street, New York, N.Y.
10016; $10). :
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INTRODUCTION

MRS. CLARE BoOTHE LUCE is an invigorating addition to any contro-
versy, and we welcome her contribution to our own continuing debate on
the abortion question, which is the main subject of this issue.

It might be said that the 1976 election campaign merely raised the
abortion question: that is to say, it made abortion a major political issue
for the first time, but afforded little means of settling it on a national
level (although a number of local elections did hinge on the abortion vote).
That the question must be settled now seems beyond doubt. Indeed, many
(including Mrs. Luce) would argue that abortion has already become an
issue comparable to the Slavery question that plagued Americans from the
beginnings of our Republic until settled by a great civil war (the effects of
which are with us still). The great question, of course, is how to solve it,
and you will find a variety of ideas and suggestions in the articles presented
here.

Some argue that the question should never have been raised at all—
certainly not in the political arena. This is the position of Mr. James Jack-
son Kilpatrick, who expounded it, with his accustomed verve, in a na-
tionally-syndicated column in the midst of the election campaign. Mrs.
Luce makes that column her launching pad, and we hope you will want to
read it (you will find it conveniently reprinted as item #1 in Appendix A)
before finding out what Mrs. Luce has to say about it in our lead article.
In fact she has some very provocative things to say (e.g., “Many Ameri-
cans today are sadly short on hope . . . the prevalent doomsday attitude
. . . probably explains why many of our . . . intellectuals have copped out
on the abortion question.”) and, as always, says them beautifully. Don’t
miss a word of it. (You will also find arnother answer to Mr. Kilpatrick,
by Mr. Wm. F. Buckley Jr., reprinted as the second item in Appendix A;
among other things, this Luce-Kilpatrick-Buckley trilogy seems to us a
model of spirited disagreement among people who are, in “real life,” good
friends.)

Mr. M.J. Sobran follows with his own reflections on many of the same
questions. Our regular readers need no introduction to his formidable
ability not only to put forward his own arguments but also to dismantle
those of his chosen opponents (who in this instance seem to be a great
many people on both sides of the abortion question!). We hope you will
pay particular attention to his description of what he calls “the pro-abor-
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tionists’ skill in characterizing the abortion situation . . . to suggest that
only morally sensitive women. get abortions”—because it seems to provide
a kind of preface for our next article, “Watching an Abortion,” which is an
excerpt (without alteration of any kind) from a very controversial new
book by Magda Denes.

Dr. Denes, a New York psychologist who had an abortion herself, has
written elsewhere (see the New York Sunday News, November 28, 1976):
“Of course abortions should be legal. . . . In a free country, the right to
abort ought not to be in question (sic). ... What ought to be in question,
most urgently, is the recent propaganda which presents abortion as an easy
business, like pulling a tooth.” The selection reprinted here will, we think,
settle the latter point so overwhelmingly that many readers may wonder if
in fact Dr. Denes means it when she defends abortion as a “right.” We
wonder too (e.g., she writes, in the same Sunday News article, that “Abor-
tion is murder of a most necessary sort.”—but then ambiguity is no
stranger to the abortion controversy). Her book would seem on the face
of it to be so devastating an indictment of abortion as to justify its being
called, as one anti-abortion critic has labelled it, a potential “Uncle Tom’s
Cabin” of abortion, i.e., the book that could serve as catalyst for public
revulsion. Time will tell. Meanwhile, we apologize to those readers who
find it over-strong; on the other hand, we hope those who can take it will
read the entire book for themselves (the publisher’s name and address are
listed on our inside-front cover).

In the following article, Prof. John T. Noonan (a frequent contributor
and editorial advisor to this Review) brings the argument back to less
emotional ground. But Prof. Noonan too feels strongly about “the abortion
problem as it actually exists in America,” and his graphic description of
the current de facto legal situation may well surprise even the most knowl-
edgeable reader. In his opinion, the abortion dilemma is not only deplor-
able, but also impervious, on the record, to “normal” solution via our
ordinary legal or political processes. Thus he calls for a much-discussed
(but never effected) remedy: a Constitutional Convention for the purpose
of passing an amendment that will make our Constitution “unmistakable in
its protection of the unborn.”

He is followed by Prof. George Carey who (not surprisingly for regular
readers of this journal) disagrees. Mr. Carey begins by agreeing with Mrs.
Luce that “The abortion controversy mirrors a far wider battle that is
taking place in the Western world,” goes on to outline exactly how the
pro-abortion faction has managed to evade all the careful safeguards the
Founding Fathers set up precisely to frustrate such factions, and concludes
that the solution has been available all along: the Congress already has the
power (under the 14th Amendment) to undo what the Court has done in
Roe and Doe. (Please—we are not lawyers—it is not so simple as we
make it sound; hear Prof. Carey out for yourself. )

Next comes yet another look at the effects of the Court’s Roe and Doe
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decisions (now four years old), by two young professionals: Mrs. Nolan-
Haley is an attorney who was involved in the Edelin case; Dr. Hilgers is a
widely-known authority on the medical aspects of abortion. Both are obvi-
ously worried about the Court’s failure (either in the original abortion
cases or in subsequent ones) to define abortion. This has resulted, they
charge, in a situation in which no one is certain of “the sphere in which
human life is legally protectable . . .” To show that the Court’s “equation
of abortion with pregnancy termination and viability with meaningful life
is demonstrably erroneous,” the authors have prepared what would seem
to be a definitive survey of relevant medical opinion on the subject (which
you will find in Appendix B).

So much, for this issue, on the abortion debate itself. However, it is
by no means absent from what follows. Dr. Juliana Pilon writes again
(she contributed an earlier article on related subjects in the Summer *76
issue) on the vexing problems of Fetal Research, which would be much
less-discussed had legalized abortion-on-demand not provided a multitude
of potential subjects available for biomedical investigations. Here again,
it is impossible to summarize the many moral and ethical points Dr. Pilon
makes, but what she is concerned with is the obvious utilitarian approach
to disposing of what is, after all, human life. Some of it is sobering stuff
(“Not everyone would agree that dying as a human guinea pig is en-
nobling . . .”) and all of it bears careful consideration, for current prob-
lems in this area (if Dr. Pilon is correct) are merely the beginning of
what may come soon.

Our concluding article is perhaps the most unusual of all. Herr von
Kuehnelt-Leddihn (who is sometimes referred to by those who know him
well as “an authority”-—on whatever subject!) writes in what might be
called the “European manner,” i.e., he expects that the reader is already
aware of a great deal. Here, he reflects on the general subject of popula-
tion, discussing it from so many aspects that it is impossible to summarize
it easily. But we have no doubt that most readers will find it fascinating,
not least because most of the views expressed differ (often radically)
from the “accepted” views in this country and elsewhere.

Particularly interesting, we think, is Herr Kuehnelt’s discussion of “The
Indian Dilemma”—for India is much in the news nowadays in re popula-
tion control, sterilization, and so on—and his description of “The Pro-
vider-State” in relation to the strength and health of the family, which
has heretofore been thought of as the basic unit of any race or nation

(“. . . modern man works not only for himself and his children . . . but
also for a past generation still alive but improvident thanks to an ‘old
age security’ eaten away by inflation . . .”).

And there is still more. We have mentioned two of the items (by
Messers. Buckley and Kilpatrick) in Appendix A. You will find three
other items as well (the whole Appendix making up what might be called
“The Abortion Papers”—striking commentary produced by and/or during
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the late election campaign, all related more or less directly to the subject-
matter of this issue). The third item is a letter-to-the-editor by Rep. Henry
J. Hyde (R., Ill.), of Hyde Amendment fame; it was, so far as we (or the
Congressman) know, not published by The Washington Star, but Hyde’s
commentary on Mr. Kilpatrick’s column is trenchant, and deserves careful
consideration (and we thank Mr. Hyde for permission to print it here).

Item #4 is another such: an “Op-Ed” page commentary sent by Mrs.
Luce to her (hometown) Honolulu Advertiser, which has not been re-
printed elsewhere. We think it deserves the largest possible audience, cer-
tainly among those who (like the readers of the Review) are concerned
with the “life” issues she discusses so movingly. Item #5 is one of Mr.
George F. Will's Newsweek columns which is considered by many to be
perhaps the most penetrating analysis of the abortion issue to appear in
the mass-circulation media during the election campaign (it was printed
in mid-September, when Time magazine was calling abortion the dominate
campaign issue). Many readers will, no doubt, dispute some of Mr. Will’s
contentions. But we think he makes a powerful case, and hope that you
will give it a careful reading.

There you have it, certainly our most varied (and we hope, our best)
issue to date. In future issues we hope to have more on population mat-
ters, the family, and—a subject of growing concern—genetics (and the
“engineering” thereof). Certainly there is no lack of material available on
the matters that we have tried to make our special concerns, and we mean
to continue our efforts to provide the best we can find.

J. P. MCFADDEN
Editor



The “Kilpatrick Position”

Clare Boothe Luce

IN THE 18TH AND 19TH centuries Slavery presented itself to Ameri-
cans as a multi-dimensional issue. It raised religious, moral, eco-
nomic, political, legal, and Constitutional questions. But the core
question was scientific: Was the negroid race, although clearly be-
longing to the genus “mankind,” nevertheless a sub-human species?
Was the black man biologically inferior to the white man, or was he
biologically his equal, and consequently entitled to those rights guar-
anteed by the Constitution to “all men”?

By 1850, it was the consensus among scientists that by all the
criteria of biological science, a black man was as “fully human” as
a white man. But in 1858, in the famous Dred Scott ruling, the
Supreme Court totally ignored the findings of contemporary science,
and reflecting the widespread century-old prejudice against blacks,
the Taney Court ruled that it was legal for white men to treat black
men as property, or as animals of a lower order, and to continue to
deny them the constitutional rights accorded white men. Predictably,
the Dred Scott controversy spilled over into presidential politics. Lin-
coln, the anti-slavery candidate, was elzcted by a plurality, the South
seceded, and the Civil War became inevitable.

The constitutional question was finally settled by the passage in
1868 of the 14th Amendment which nullified the Supreme Court’s
Dred Scott decision. But the deep-rooted emotional bias of many
Americans against accepting the biological equality of blacks has
continued ever since to poison the moral and political life of the na-
tion, under the rubric of “discrimination.” (The recent Butz episode
is only the latest example of the persistence of prejudice at the emo-
tional level, even in those who, at the intellectual level, quite sincere-
ly think they are free of it.)

The abortion question, like the slavery question, also presents
itself as a religious, moral, economic, legal, and Constitutional ques-
tion. And curiously enough, it is also essentially a scientific, or bio-
logical question.

Is the child in utero a human being, a person? Or is a fetus non-

Clare Boothe Luce is well known as an author, playwright, diplomat, politician, etc.
This is her first contribution to this review.
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human, or sub-human matter, and if so, at what “point in time” does
the fetus become a human being?

In the 1973 (Roe and Doe) abortion decisions, the Burger Court,
like the Taney Court, studiously avoided weighing the answers of
contemporary science. The Court determined (7-2) that an unborn
child is an “it-thing” that does not become “fully human” until, in
effect, “it” is born; that as non-human or sub-human life, “it” is
solely the property of its mother, who may destroy “it” with im-
punity, whenever and for whatever reasons she chooses. In short, the
Court ruled that the unborn child has no constitutional right to life,
or like all other innocent beings, to the protection of the state.

Although legally settled by the Supreme Law of the Land, the
abortion question has now spilled over into politics, creating a
movement for the passage of a Right to Life amendment that would
nullify the Supreme Court’s unlimited abortion decision.

Perhaps the most dismaying aspect of the controversy is that so
many intelligent people go intellectually to pieces when confronted
with the core question: Is an unborn child a human being? And
whether unable, or unwilling to recognize it as the heart of the mat-
ter, they settle for whatever rationale pops into their heads for sweep-
ing the whole question of abortion under the political rug.

James J. Kilpatrick, one of America’s most respected columnists
(and one of my favorite pundits), offers a melancholy example of
the curious tendency of many intellectuals to cop out on a question
which is not only of profound, even agonizing concern to millions
of their fellow citizens, but of extraordinary moral and political sig-
nificance for the future of America. He writes in a recent syndicated
column: “. . . for every person who is absolutely against a right of
abortion, or absolutely for a right of abortion, there must be a hun-
dred persons whose inchoate views lie uneasily in between. I count
myself in this large number.” (Emphasis added)

Now Jack Kilpatrick has a well-deserved reputation for intellec-
tual integrity. I am inclined to believe that if he felt his views were
inchoate on any other public issue (political, economic, social, or
scientific) he would wait until he had got his own ducks in a rational
row before undertaking to clarify it for his readers. Instead (for
painful reasons I shall venture to suggest later), Mr. Kilpatrick
chooses to emulate the blind leading the blind.

“It may well be true, as a matter of theology,” he writes, “that a
‘person’ or a ‘human being’ exists from the instant of conception; but
the validity of this concept is a matter for theologians and not for
presidential candidates.”
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Imagine Kilpatrick, while breakfasting with his wife, suddenly
remarking, “It may well be true, dear, as a matter of theology, that
this egg I am eating became an ‘unborn chicken’ the instant it was
conceived by its mother-hen, but the validity of that concept is a
question for priests and ministers. I mean, I may be eating an unborn
chick, or I may be eating just a Julia Child’s recipe for an omelette.
But as my own views on the subject are inchoate, this clearly makes
the question. of what an egg really is a matter for theologians to
determine.”

His wife might well reply, “Sorry darling, but if that’s some ‘in’
joke, I don’t get it. Everyone knows an egg is an unborn chicken,
even if you can’t taste the feathers. That’s a biological fact, not a
theological concept. Dear . . . think you may have a touch of fever?”

It is hard to believe that Jack Kilpatrick (or any educated person)
is totally unaware of the overwhelming scientific proof which now
exists that human life, like all animal life, is a biological continuum.
From the moment of conception to the moment of death, the biolo-
gists say, there is no point at which a living human organism is not
a “human being,” be it in the uterine or infantile process of develop-
ment, or in the process of disintegration called “dying.” Geneticists
have now discovered that in the very instant the ovum is fertilized
by the sperm, the new human life receives its entire genetic inheri-
tance from the parents: the color of eyes, hair, skin, the shape of
nose, ears, mouth, jaw—all the physical characteristics the child will
be born with; as well as the intellectual and creative capacities (the
“brains” or “talent”) that may (with opportunity) lead in adult
life to fame and fortune, or obscurity. Moreover, science asserts that
no two inherited genetic structures are exactly alike. No two humans,
even identical twins, have identical fingerprints. It is science, not
theology, that has now determined that the unborn child, however
tiny, helpless or “unviable,” is not only a human-in-being, but an
utterly unique human-in-being—in short, a person.

The inchoate feeling of a pregnant woman—who, for whatever
reasons, does not want to bring her child to term—that the “thing”
growing in her belly is not “really human,” does not change her un-
born child into a non-human blob of jelly or a “blueprint” for a
person.

Nor do Mr. Kilpatrick’s “inchoate views” on abortion change a
question of science into a “matter for theologians” to determine..

No one with any intellectual pretensions can ignore the fact that
the abortion question (like the slavery question) turns on an either-
or biological question that cannot be evaded by any honest mind:
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Either the child in utero is, from conception, a human life in the
process of developing fully into childhood, just as the born infant is
a human life in the process of developing fully into adulthood; or
the unborn child is a non-human form of life which becomes a hu-
man being only by virtue of being born. And this is to say that a
miracle takes place at the split-second of birth much like the miracle
performed by Cinderella’s fairy godmother who, in the twinkling of
an eye, changed a pumpkin into a coach and six mice into liveried
footmen.

The weight of science is overwhelmingly on the side of the first
proposition, and against the Supreme Court’s view that the unborn
child is simply disposable tissue (like a wart or tumor) until he or
she can live outside the womb. Consequently, if the scientific view is
the correct one, the question of abortion inescapably becomes a
theological question, because it involves not only the taking of human
life, but the question of the circumstances in which one person may
morally take the life of another.

The Jewish and Christian religions teach that God is the Author
of the Commandment Thou shalt not kill. But also, as in many other
religions, they make notable exceptions. Theologians of all Western
faiths are agreed that a person may kill innocently in defense of his
or her own life, or the lives of innocent persons, or as in war, in de-
fense of the life of one’s nation and fellow citizens. Otherwise, the
willful act of killing—the taking of a life for personal and selfish
reasons, has been regarded as the crime of murder for thousands of
years by all theologians—and up to now by all the governments of
the Western nations. But also, the theologians have always recog-
nized extenuating circumstances, and their theological positions have
been reflected in the criminal laws of America. “Killing” can be first
or second degree murder, or various less culpable degrees of homi-
cide—manslaughter, killing while temporarily insane, etc.

If, as the scientists say, human life is a continuum from womb to
tomb, theologians are required in faith and in conscience to protest
against the Supreme Court’s virtually unlimited right of abortion
decision. It is a matter of record that many Protestant and Jewish
theologians, as well as Catholics, have protested it. The Rev. Harold
Brown, a well-known Evangelical theologian, wrote (in this Re-
view): “The opinion that opposition to abortion stems chiefly from
Roman Catholic sources remains widely held, although it is contrary
to fact. The overwhelming consensus of the spiritual leaders of Prot-
estantism, from the Reformation to the present, is clearly anti-
abortion. There is very little doubt among biblically oriented Protes-
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tants that abortion is an attack on the image of God in the develop-
ing child and is a great evil.”*

And, speaking recently in my hometown, Honolulu, Rabbi Julius
J. Nodel told his congregation of Temple Emmanuel, “. . . The dis-
posability of unborn children nowadays is simply another aspect of
getting rid of things for which we have no use . . . there is a straight
line from disposable things to disposable ideas, to disposable rela-
tionships, to disposable lives.” Life, the Rabbi said, “is a gift of God
... an unborn child is not a ‘thing’ which can be cut off like a finger-
nail . . . Judaism vigorously opposes the total disposability of the
unborn . . . we do say ‘yes’ to the inherent sanctity of life, which once
created, may be ended only under the most stringent controls, both
moral and legal.” (Emphasis added)

But revenons nous a nos moutons. . . . How are we to explain the
sheep-like preference shown by so many intellectuals—even by those
of known intellectual integrity like Kilpatrick—in refusing to come
to grips with the scientific findings about fetal life?

Certainly one reason is that many intellectuals are profoundly
concerned about the economic and political threat of overpopulation
to America and to the whole world. If the present world birthrate is
maintained, by the year 2000 there will be seven billion people on a
planet which already seems to be running short of crucial raw ma-
terials and food. Many see the increasing quantity of human life
as an intolerable threat to the quality of life. So, for humanitarian
reasons, they are “uneasily” inclined to feel that although abortion
may be the taking of human life, it is nevertheless a relatively simple,
unbloody, and—today—popular way of slowing down the birthrate,
and maintaining the present high living standard of individual Amer-
ican lives,

In a more optimistic century, the poet Wordsworth wrote:

“A child more than all other gifts
that earth can offer to declining man
Brings hope with it, and forward-looking
thoughts.”

Many Americans today are sadly short on hope for both the eco-
nomic and political future of their posterity. “Eat, drink, be merry—
and abort our unborn children, for tomorrow our posterity will die,”
is the prevalent doomsday attitude which probably explains why
many of our Western intellectuals have copped out on the abortion
question.

*Harold O. J. Brown, “Protestants and the Abortion Issue: a Socio-Religious Prognostica-
tion,” The Human Life Review, Vol. II, No. 4 (Fall 1976) 131.
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But there is also something else unmistakably influencing many
of those who are quick to sidetrack the abortion question without
troubling to think about it: There exists among many intellectuals a
strong, emotional anti-Catholic bias which leads them almost auto-
matically to disagree with any moral, legal, or political position
which seems to be of more concern to Catholics than to non-
Catholics.

Historian Arthur Schlesinger bluntly states that “prejudice” against
Catholics is “the deepest bias in the history of the American people.”
And many other students of American history agree with him. Adam
Walinsky wrote that liberals have more or less consistently “treated
defeats of Catholic interests as triumphs over the devil.” Professor
Peter Viereck avers that “Catholic-baiting is the ‘anti-Semitism’ of
American liberals.”

Mr. Kilpatrick, I regret to say, seems to be one of the heirs of this
historic American bias. His anti-Catholic prejudice, certainly uncon-
scious, clearly provides him with his particular rationale for intellec-
tually copping out on the abortion question. The nature of fetal life
is a “matter for theologians,” he insists, only to proclaim that theo-
logical matters have no place in American politics. “The abortion
issue is being hotly pursued by a relatively small group of unusually
zealous persons, most of them fervent Catholics.” But when Cath-
olics claim there are “valid arguments” against abortion they are
talking “arrogant nonsense,” for “Neither the Catholics, nor the
members of any other denomination, have a right to impose their
theology upon a free people through amendment of the supreme law
of the land . . . people can advocate any constitutional folly they
have a mind to” but to “write the ‘Catholic position against abortion’
into the Constitution would be profoundly wrong” since the Consti-
tution “flatly forbids any law respecting an establishment of reli-
gion.” And when Catholics demand that the presidential candidates
take a stand against unlimited abortion, Kilpatrick finds that “reason
flees the temple.”

K % %k

One morning not long ago, when Dr. Mortimer Adler, the philoso-
pher, was visiting me in Honolulu, I came on him in the garden,
sitting on a bench and staring somewhat blankly at his feet. Think-
ing he might be bored I said, “Mortimer, is there something you’d
like to do this morning?” “I am doing something,” he replied, “I’'m
working.” Seeing my puzzlement he explained, “I'm thinking. And
that’s the hardest work in the world, because you see, when you
really want to think a question through, you’ve got to begin by laying
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all your own prejudices on the table. And that’s the toughest thing
for anyone to do, even for a philosopher.”

Let us suppose that Mr. Kilpatrick, resolved to think the abortion
question through, managed to lay his own prejudices on the table.
He might then write a column confessing (again) his ignorance of
the findings of science on uterine life, and saying it would not be
useful to his readers to make a final judgment on the abortion issue
until he had thought through this core question. Having done so
much, he might then tell his readers that, under the Constitution, no
Supreme Court ruling is considered infallible. First, historically the
Court has been prone to reflect the political mood (and emotional
prejudices) of the public, and as the mood changed or new facts
emerged, the Court has often reversed itself. Secondly, as in the case
of the Dred Scott decision, the Court’s decision has been reversed
by amendment to the Constitution when it ceased to reflect a public
consensus.

He might also point out that those who say it is “profoundly
wrong” for members of any religious denomination to “impose their
theology” on the Constitution have little knowledge of how often this
was done by Americans in the days when they were a religious peo-
ple. He could cite America’s first “sacred” political document, the
Declaration of Independence, as the supreme example. The declara-
tion of “these truths we hold” is the statement of a purely theological
position—namely, that God, the Creator of Man, created all men
equal in their humanity and endowed them equally with “certain
rights,” for which precise theological reasons these rights must be
recognized as “unalienable.” The Founding Fathers, God-fearing
men, also imposed this theological position, with no Kilpatrickian
compunction whatever, on their second “sacred” document, the Con-
stitution.

Another purely theological concept of ancient vintage imposed
on the Law of the Land, by a predominately Protestant American
people, was the Judeo-Christian concept of monogamous marriage,
which they made the only legal form of marriage in the United
States.

(In passing, this theological concept was definitely imposed by
law by a predominately Protestant Congress on the Mormons in
1862, and upheld by a Supreme Court decision in 1890.)

Mr. Kilpatrick might also remind his readers that the movement
to abolish slavery was begun, and for a long time “hotly pursued by
a relatively small group” of religious people who were determined to
impose their theological position that “all God’s chillun” were equal
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in His sight on the Constitution. And happily they succeeded in
doing so, in the end. Millions of American lives would have been
spared if they had “imposed” it when many religious leaders had
wanted it imposed—which was some decades earlier.

In an even more philosophical mood, Kilpatrick might point out
that not only the legal roots of our political and social system but of
our economic system as well lie in the teachings of Judeo-Christian
theology. The 8th and 10th Commandments (against stealing and
coveting) sanction the ownership and acquisition of private prop-
erty. These particular Commandments, as any Marxian will tell you,
are the origin of the “Capitalistic System.” They are not the least of
the reasons why Communists consider the Jewish and Christian re-
ligions the enemy of communism, since the first commandment—
according to Marx—is: Thou shalt abolish all private property.

Another commandment upheld by Judeo-Christian theologians
over the centuries is “Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.” This
theological position is politically reflected today in many of our
welfare laws, and in our laws seeking to eliminate discrimination
against the minorities.

But returning to the abortion question, an unprejudiced Mr. Kil-
patrick might point out that all Protestant theologians, until the
last few decades, considered abortion, except for sound medical rea-
sons, a crime against both God and Nature, and that most of the
state anti-abortion laws, now struck down by the Supreme Court
decision, were first put on the books by Protestants.

And, filled with righteous indignation, Kilpatrick might suggest
that “reason” indeed “flees the temple” when Catholics are accused
of trying to establish their church as the official church of America
simply because they continue to support a theological position which
many Protestants have abandoned. Finally, Mr. Kilpatrick might
recognize the fact that as the majority of Catholics themselves do not
practice abortion, clearly their purpose in seeking the passage of a
Right to Life amendment is to save the lives of the unborn children
of people of all faiths and of no faith.
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The Abortion Ethos
M. J. Sobran

\

A MONG THE lessons of the 1976 presidential campaign is that the
anti-abortion movement is not only alive but potent. Until then,
media coverage had convinced many who were concerned about the
issue that they were almost alone, and that most of those on their
side were sectarians, eccentrics, and cranks.

This was one more bit of evidence that watching the television
phantasmagoria of news events is an unreliable way to get the feel
of American life. Abruptly, the abortion issue was there: at last the
message had accommodated itself to the medium, had “made a
scene,” and it was clear that many, perhaps most, Americans do
care about the matter. In fact they care strongly.

They have good reason to care. Millions of them have been
touched by abortion, getting, arranging and participating in the
operation that is variously described as “murder” and “termination
of pregnancy.” Obviously an incipient life is ended by abortion, and
if that is serious it follows that millions bear a burden of guilt. But
if it is not serious, then abortion advocates can reasonably accuse
their opponents of wanting to impose¢ needless hardship on women
by forcing them to bear children they do not want, children whose
lives might have been, without moral qualms or social dislocation,
snuffed out early.

There has been melodramatic rhetoric, it must be acknowledged,
on both sides of the issue. Anti-abortionists have been guilty of
representing the unborn child as a child, (and of killing him or her
as murder). Pro-abortionists, understandably, find this hard to for-
give. Their technique has been to blur categories, and to represent
as simple-minded any characterization of abortion as simply evil.

The conflict is drama indeed, and pro-abortionists have found
their own way to make it melodrama—what one might call anti-
melodramatic melodrama. As they portray it, the abortion issue is
“complex” and “sensitive,” full of ambiguity. There can be, in such
a matter, no Good Guys or Bad Guys. The only Bad Guys, to their

M. J. Sobran Jr. is a contributing editor to this review, and is now generally con-
sidered as one of the finest young social and cultural critics in America.
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minds, are those who say there are Bad Guys. Thus columnist James
J. Kilpatrick derides anti-abortionists as “fervent Catholics,” and
the derision is perhaps aimed less at Catholicism than at fervor.
To oppose abortion vehemently is to sin against urbanity.

I have remarked before in these pages that the rhetoric of pro-
abortionists is aimed at educated people to whom urbanity ranks
high among virtues, and to whom fanaticism is abhorrent. Their
success, I contend, is largely due to their ability to portray them-
selves as alert to moral nuance, and their foes as obsessive and
obtuse. It is a technique of snobbery, of making a position dis-
creditable by association. No pro-abortionist ever feels compelled
to demonstrate his tolerance of his adversaries to the extent of say-
ing that some of his best friends oppose abortion. Even if it is true,
he does not wish to reveal that he keeps such company.

Each side has its cliches; those of the pro-abortion side, however,
are polysyllabic, and therefore do not embarrass respectable people
the way those of the other side do. To speak of “termination of
pregnancy” or “a woman’s right to control her own body” is to
utter formulas that somehow convince educated people that you
are thoughtful. To say “abortion is murder” is to invite the same
kind of haughty derision as attaches to talk of “the Communist
conspiracy.” And it should be noted that the distinctions are pri-
marily esthetic: whether abortion is murder, or whether there is a
Communist conspiracy, hardly matters. The phrases themselves are
infra dignitatem, almost taboo, by the same kind of purely historical
prejudice that applies to certain phrases associated with the Nixon-
Watergate era, like “perfectly clear” and “at that point in time.”

But equally important, and more neglected, has been the pro-
abortionists’ skill in characterizing the abortion situation. Typically,
we are given to understand, a pregnant woman comes to a doctor
(if he is available) or a cynical butcher (if no doctor is available)
to “terminate her pregnancy.” Her decision is described as “an-
guished” or “agonized,” the presumption being that she is doing
something highminded, to spare her child misery, rather than some-
thing selfish and squalid, to spare herself responsibility and shame.
Now the decision may well be conscientious; but is it typically so?
It is likely enough to be “anguished,” even as Macbeth’s decision
to stab Duncan is anguished, since she is deciding to have her child
(to adapt Macduff’s phrase) ripped from her womb. The point of
the pro-abortionist propaganda, of course, is to suggest that only
morally sensitive women get abortions. And to plant the axiom that
to be troubled by one’s conscience is as laudable as to obey it. Sure-
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ly, we are led to feel, the woman has suffered enough without the
added burden of societal interference. Which is where the Bad Guys
of this carefully nuanced drama come in: the enemies of nuance
and individual conscience, the Catholic hordes who, egged on by
their bishops, threaten to burst into the obstetrician’s chambers and
rupture the delicate relation of doctor and patient.

What never gets answered is the question why, if abortion is not
wrong, it is even necessary to be conscientious about it. Let alone
the question why it should be the decision to kill the child, rather
than the decision to let it live, that is represented as the triumph
of conscience; although, it is true, the plight of the pregnant woman
is shown in such lugubrious terms that one feels that to give birth
is almost a form of child abuse. Furthermore, if the “right” to abort
is unqualified, it is needless to adduce misery as a justification: for
it must be equally the right of a healthy, wealthy, happily married
woman who decides whimsically that she doesn’t want to carry this
one to term, thank you.

All these evasions, loaded arguments, irrelevantly bathetic tab-
leaux, and euphemisms are signs that America has still refused to
grant abortion full cultural assimilation. Anti-abortionists have pre-
dicted such assimilation in terms I regard as alarmist. They have
said that abortion leads to infanticide, genocide, geronticide, and
other evils. There is a grain of truth in that, but to say it in flatly
prophetic and unqualified terms is to be guilty of the kind of stri-
dency that serves only the pro-abortionist propagandist. After all,
people can live long and happily with inconsistency. The Nazis re-
stricted abortion, but hardly out of reverence for life. Those who
denied the humanity of the Negro did not, so far as I can see, deny
the humanity of a single white.

The fact is that we are not going to have legalized infanticide in
the foreseeable future, for the very simple reason that nobody wants
it. Abortion is here, and it will be hard to extirpate; but other kinds
of killing are not yet clear and present dangers, and to say that they
are imminent is to give the impression of having lost touch with real-
ity. In fact it is to have lost touch with a very important reality: the
moral sense of America, from which any effective anti-abortion
movement will have to draw its strength. An alarmism that overlooks
the presence and the power of that national conscience simply helps
to defeat itself. “Our doubts are traitors,” as the poet says,

“And make us lose the good we oft might win,
By fearing to attempt.”
Just as I find encouragement in the dishonesty of certain pro-abor-
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tion propagandists, so do I find it in the lack of response to the
honesty and logic of certain pro-abortion philosophers. I will give
two examples.

The first, whom I have mentioned before, is Michael Tooley. He
favors not only abortion but also, on what appear quite consistent
grounds, infanticide. His argument, put briefly, is as follows: The
decisive criterion for whether it is seriously wrong to kill any being,
human or otherwise, is whether it is conscious of itself as a self, ra-
tional, aware of its potentialities and therefore concerned about its
future. Animals, fetuses, and babies don’t measure up. By the way,
Mr. Tooley does not shrink from using the word “kill”—in contra-
distinction to most of his fellow abortion advocates, who prefer the
Orwellian locution “terminate.” Once you accept abortion, Mr.
Tooley’s case appears at least plausible. All I want to point out here
is that his ideas on the subject have attracted nobody, but nobody,
in practical politics. Those who want abortion do not necessarily
want consistency along with it, and this fact is more than a mere
debater’s point.

The second philosopher is Peter Singer, author of Animal Libera-
tion. Mir. Singer’s great thesis is that humans who regard their species
as intrinsically superior to other species are guilty of “speciesism,”
and that we all ought to become vegetarians. In a recent issue of The
New York Review of Books, Mr. Singer addressed the question of
the morality of research on live aborted fetuses, and here is the sort
of reasoning he offered:

“Is there any morally relevant difference between doing (an)
experiment on a dying dog and doing it on a dying fetus? . . . It is
the dog that is the more intelligent, sensitive, and autonomous being.
How could any comparison not unthinkingly prejudiced in favor of
our own species attribute greater dignity or integrity to the dying
fetus than to the dying dog? . . . To say that merely being a member
of our species entitled a being to special protection . . . is to discrimi-
nate on the basis of species alone, a form of discrimination no more
defensible than discrimination on the basis of race alone.”

One is temped to sigh: Only in the New York Review! And yet,
like Mr. Tooley, Mr. Singer makes a case that is plausible on its own
grounds, and much more rational and coherent than the usual pro-
abortion arguments. One would expect a good deal more of their
kind of reasoning if people really believed that it was all right to kill
unborn children. But infanticide and animal liberation are not going
to acquire either traction or momentum in our culture, for the same
reason, I contend, that abortion has not really acquired them.
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Let us leave our philosophers here with the observation that those
who seriously try to address the question of the fetus’s rights while
advocating abortion seem to head for conclusions that most pro-
abortionists want nothing to do with. A serious justification of abor-
tion-in-general requires abandonment of the common moral idiom
of our culture, which assumes that it is specially wrong to kill human
beings, even in their infancy.

Perhaps the real test of what people actually feel, aside from what
they only profess to feel, is whether they are willing, so to speak, to
put their money where their mouth is. The number of people willing
to advocate abortion may be great; but how many, aside from the
doctrinaire who are out to make a point, will admit to having gotten
one? And how many are willing to discuss contemplating getting
one? This I take to be a point of some significance, since young
couples now speak openly about family planning in other respects:
they are not usually abashed about practicing contraception, even
if they are Catholic. But they are abashed about getting abortions,
even if they are not Catholic. A special odium, moral and social,
attaches to the act of destroying a life already begun.

This is the fundamental fact the pro-abortionist forces are up
against, and their clichés will ultimately, one trusts, founder on it.
The urbane voice of Newsweek columnist George Will, for one, has
risen against abortion, with satirical thrusts at the semantic legerde-
main of its advocates. Mr. Will is the very clarion voice of common
sense, and nobody can acuse him of being agitated by his bishop:
in fact, he wrote a pro-abortion column a few months ago, before
he had reflected much on the subject, so he speaks with the de-
liberate authority of the convert.

On the other hand, certain Catholic writers like Andrew Greeley
have turned pro-abortionism into a presumption of anti-Catholicism:
an unfortunate co-option of an issue of universal concern, that, since
it confirms the feeling of some people that there is no reason for a
non-Catholic to oppose abortion. During the 1976 campaign, Father
Greeley accused Jimmy Carter of insensitivity to Catholic feelings
because of his ambiguous abortion stand. But presumably one should
take a stand on abortion with respect not to the Catholic voter, but
to the unborn child.

Religious distractions apart, abortion is one of those potent issues
that seems to have a bit of what the late Willmoore Kendall called
“civil war potential,” because of the depth of the division they sym-
bolize. Everyone senses that our stand on abortion will decide what
kind of nation we are to be. The two sides do indeed get “fighting
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mad” at each other. The whole matter has deep, almost unexplored
subterranean connections to other questions affecting our national
destiny, and even the larger destiny of Western civilization.

It seems obvious that abortion is the natural consequence of a
hedonistic society, one that recognizes pleasure as a legitimate end
in itself, without respect to moral and metaphysical considerations.
What used to be denounced as “free love” is now widely taken for
granted, almost as an inalienable right; so that it seems an arrogant
presumption for a child to get himself conceived during a sexual act,
as if he were violating his parents’ privacy. Indeed it seems incon-
gruous to refer to fornicators as “parents,” or for that matter as
“fornicators,” and one suspects that our culture’s general diffidence
about asking them to take responsibility for their act, and behave
like parents, accounts for the prevailing permissiveness about abor-
tion. Ours is a society in which people do not dare assert standards
of conduct in general, apart from a few political and economic cate-
gories about which we are compensatingly fetishistic; and least of all
are they asserted in sexual matters. It is probably true that most
people are hypocrites-in-reverse about sex: they live by higher prin-
ciples than they dare to preach. They would not dream of letting the
public watch them in bed, but they have no vocabulary of con-
demnation for those who do.

Terms like “sin” and “wicked” are now used only in irony by
most educated people, and our indices of well-being are almost ex-
clusively material rather than moral. Those who look with favor on
the achievements of Chinese Communism, for instance, praise the
apparent cleanliness and comfort of its subjects today, as against the
disease and famine that prevailed at its advent: they can evaluate
it only in Epicurean terms which any idolator of Mao Tse-tung
would regard as contemptible, when compared with the martial sense
of mission and duty that animate every public utterance permitted
in that nation. And it is typically the American liberal, who approves
of Red China for what both the Communist and the conservative
would consider all the wrong reasons, who approves of abortion at
home. It is the Western liberal who is governed by a uniquely abject
sense of man’s dignity and destiny. The revolt against abortion is in
part a reaction against a salient of articulate and aggressive liberal-
ism, by people who feel it urgent to assert that pleasure and con-
venience are not the highest values in life, and that still higher ones
have claims on all of us, no matter how unfortunate.

The spirit that authorizes abortion is thus a spirit of moral capitu-
lation. Anti-abortionists may well be reluctant to get their cause
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tangled up with political issues they see as distinct or subordinate
in importance. But if so, they are liable to a charge of both political
and metaphysical naivete. One of the cultural beachheads of liberal-
ism is the whole area of sex. It has been difficult, in an age of secu-
larism (misnamed “pluralism”) to talk back to the claims of sexual
freedom, since they come solemnly attired in the borrowed robes of
personal liberty. But absolute liberty of conduct transmutes into
utter relativism of standards, and experience soon discovers that a
society cannot cheapen sex without also cheapening life. It is often
said that “immorality,” in puritanical America, has always meant
sexual immorality. Today, however, it is widely denied that there is
such a thing as sexual immorality, and it is almost widely denied that
the general term “immorality” includes the act of killing a child in
his mother’s womb, so long as she is a party to it.

But no immorality can be confidently identified unless its opposite,
a compelling ideal of dignity and integrity, stands forth as the meas-
ure of everything beneath it. No such ideal exists in our public life.
Nor can a potent one be expected to emerge from amid the sleazy
preoccupations of contemporary art, high or popular. Liberal control
of strategic institutions—communications, universities, courts—
seems to guarantee the ascendancy of that libertine anti-culture that
is the matrix of the abortion ethos. A resistance movement must
necessarily come from the grass roots, the Catholic Church being
the only nationally prominent institution to assist it. That is partly
why Catholicism is under such heavy attack.

Still, the kind of ideal of which I speak does exist at the grass
roots level, in the personal and religious lives of ordinary people.
They carry the tradition of the West, as Kendall liked to put it, “in
their hips.” That tradition, with its deep respect for virginal inno-
cence and manly restraint, is both powerful and galvanizing. Its
opposite, a doctrinaire ethos agglutinated by slogans and impelled
by chaotic appetites, is politically strong, but spiritually so moribund
that even its own advocates are ashamed to admit that they live
down to its vile code of license. (The public prurience of the age is
largely a way of comparing notes, of making sure that one is not
sinking too far beneath the practice of one’s peers.) In a fair fight
between both views at their best, there can be little doubt which
would win. Since the fight is not conducted on even terms, anti-
abortionists and other carriers of the Western tradition will have to
discover each other, and make common cause. It will take wisdom,
and fortitude of a heroic order.

A final and encouraging word. It is true that changing the law—
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or rather, since the Supreme Court has taken the matter out of the
realm of ordinary political process, restoring the law—will be diffi-
cult. But even if that object is never attained, anti-abortionists may
accomplish much on another plane. Their ultimate purpose, after all,
is to prevent the killing of the unborn. And the greatest strength
they have is the system of morals and manners they implicitly share
with their fellow citizens. If the battle is waged at that level, if it is
felt to be morally dubious to abort, if people can be made to feel
the distinction between what the Court permits us to do and what
civilized people choose to do, then the moral tone of American life,
out of which any legal reformation must grow, will be preserved.
And this means that anti-abortionists must avoid stridency, demon-
strating instead a deep and decent solidarity with the rest of non-
liberal America, instead of seeming to assail without distinction. If,
as William Buckley puts it, bad taste leads to murder, good taste
can save lives.
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Watching an Abortion
Magda Denes

[The author is invited by “Dr Szenes” (all names except the author’s are
fictitious) to watch a saline abortion; she describes here what she saw, and
her reactions to it and to other things she sees in the hospital—Ed.]

“I HAVE TO get back to work, do you want to watch?”

“Very much, thank you.”

“Stand here, then,” he says, opening the swinging door and
pointing me to a strategic corner where I can see but will not be in
his way. To the girl he says, “Come in, young lady, I am Dr. Szenes.
This is Dr. Denes, she’ll be with us for the duration. Okay?” The girl
nods, yes. He guides her to the treatmeént table and hands her over to
the nurse who has been silently waiting. The nurse helps the girl onto
the table and makes her lie down. She lifts the girl’s white hospital
gown to her waist and covers her thighs and genitals with a sterile
disposable towelette, leaving her round protruding belly exposed.
With a small gauze pad she washes the area with alcohol. Mean-
while, Dr. Szenes scrubs his hands at a tiny sink in the corner op-
posite to mine. “What is your name, young lady?” he asks. “Flo.
Florence Sullivan.” “Sullivan. Irish, eh? And how old are you?”
“Well, my father was Irish. Sixteen and a half.” “That’s pretty
young, to be going through this. When was your last period?” “June
or July.” “Which?” “June, I guess.” “That makes you twenty-two
weeks pregnant. Right?” “That’s what 1 was told.” The conversa-
tion goes on, partly to gather information, partly I suppose to re-
assure the girl, who looks terrified.

When he is through scrubbing, Szenes stands in front of the nurse,
who holds open first a left, then a right sterile rubber glove so that
the doctor can slip his hands into them. “Now this whole thing should
not hurt you,” he says, again addressing the girl. “It will be uncom-
fortable, but it should not hurt.” The nurse hands Dr. Szenes a sy-

Magda Denes is a clinical psychologist who had an abortion several years ago, after
which she decided to revisit the hospital to observe other abortions, as well as inter-
view members of the medical staff, patients, family members, etc. Her new book In
Necessity and Sorrow: Life and Death in an Abortion Hospital is based on that
research. This excerpt is taken directly from the book (beginning on page 53 and
continuing through page 61) without alteration or omission, and is reprinted with
permission by the publisher, Basic Books, Inc. (Copyright © 1976 by Magda Denes,
all rights reserved).
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ringe. He expels a little liquid into the air, then injects Flo, near her
belly button, just under the skin, holding the syringe parallel to the
girl’s abdomen. About two seconds later without removing the needle
he jerks the syringe upward to made the needle plunge straight down
into the abdominal cavity. At this point the needle is invisible and
the syringe is completely vertical in the doctor’s hands. The injected
liquid is 5 cc’s of Novocain. Flo winces and her eyes well up, but she
remains silent. Szenes smiles at her. “That was the worst part, the
rest is apple pie.”

The nurse sprays the area with iodine solution, tinting Flo’s skin
the color of brown mustard. She takes the syringe from the doctor
and hands him a needle. It looks enormous. He holds it up to show
me. “It is an eighteen-gauge, three-and-a-half-inch long spinal needle.
We use this to tap the fetal sac. It works very well.” Turning back
to the patient he places the needle on the exact spot of the injection
and pushes it in to the hilt in one firm fluid motion resembling the
choreographed movement of a dancer. Now that the horsing around
is over, Szene’s first-rate professional competence is unmistakable.
There is no reaction from Florence. The needle ends in a pink hub
about half an inch long. Holding on to it, Szenes removes the stylet
to permit the free flow of amniotic fluid. As he lifts the stylet, I see
a little squirt of yellowish liquid shoot up through the pink hub.
Szenes says: “That’s good. We're doing very well.” The nurse hands
him a short, thin rubber tube, one end of which he attaches to the
needle hub. To the other end of the tube he connects a large syringe.
Holding it steady, he slowly pulls the plunger outward, filling the
syringe with a thin liquid the color and consistency of urine. He is
suctioning out the amniotic fluid. When the syringe is filled he dis-
connects it from the rubber tube and squirts the liquid into the
corner sink. The process is repeated three times—amounting alto-
gether to one hundred and fifty cc’s of amniotic fluid removed from
Flo’s belly.

“How do you feel, young lady?” “Fine.” Flo’s voice is barely
audible. Her hands are clutched on her chest, and she is very pale.
“Excellent, because we are almost finished. I am going to hook you
up now to the saline to replace the fluid we took out. While that’s
going on, youll have to tell me whether you feel anything unusual.
Like if your face gets flushed or if you suddenly feel numb or very
thirsty. Things like that, okay?” Flo nods. “Talking doesn’t interfere
with this process, you know.” The intent is to console, the result is
disaster. Flo breaks into racking, body-shaking sobs. Her belly
heaves up and down causing the rubber tube to flop about. “Stop

23



MAGDA DENES

it,” says Szenes, his voice rising. “Stop it at once, you will dislodge
the needle.” The nurse, who until now has not uttered a sound,
puts her hand on Flo’s forehead and says, “Come on, dear, it is al-
most over.” Flo grabs a corner of her folded-up white gown, stuffs it
into her mouth and bits down on it. She looks like a broken-hearted
three-year-old. For the first time since I have entered the room the
context of the scene reasserts itself in my mind. Riveted, I have been
watching on the level of pure performance something I have not seen
before. Szenes, the nurse, even Flo, have been actors in a dramatic
medical procedure, for me to observe and learn first hand. But the
sobbing? The hand on the forehead? The rising inflection laden with
concern of potential danger? This is no instructional demonstration,
and the withdrawn liquid is no urine. It is fluid essential to the life
of the child whose heart is beating in the belly of this other child.
This other child who lies here, terrified, heartbroken, tormented,
sucking on her shirt.

Next to the treatment table there is an intravenous stand about
ten feet tall with an inverted bottle hanging from each side of its
crossbar. One of the bottles has a long rubber tube attached to it.
Szenes removes the short tubing from the hub of the needle in Flo’s
belly and connects it to the long tube leading from the bottle. The
bottle contains hypertonic saline solution. He checks that the flow
is steady by lowering and raising the bottle a couple of times, before
replacing it on the crossbar of the stand. “I want about two thou-
sand,” he says to the nurse. It is evidently her duty now to keep an
eye on the amount and the evenness of the flow.

Szenes sits down at a small desk in my corner to make notes in
the charts. “Look here,” he says to me, pointing to a number that
exceeds nine thousand. “What is it?” “The patient’s number.” “You
mean you have done this many?” “Well, not I, the five of us. Four,
really, because Dr. Marcus joined us only a couple of hundred ago.
I’d say about two thousand apiece, give or take a few.”

The words of a pamphlet I had picked up weeks ago come back
“As a result of the concentrated solution of saline in the uterus the
fetus will not survive more than a few hours after the injection.”
There is no way then to assert, except by pretense, that what is being
salinated in its mother’s womb is not alive or not human. There is no
way to say that this is not a type of rmurder. And yet, there is no way
to say that it would not be just as surely murder, more cold and
vengeful, to force little Flo to give birth to her bastard.

This is no floor for self-assurance. No floor to feel good about any-
thing.
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“Okay,” says Dr. Szenes, getting up and checking the bottle. “I
think we can remove this now.” He disconnects the bottle, retracts
the needle, and the nurse puts an adhesive strip on the tiny puncture
site. “Do you feel all right?” Flo nods. “You can go back to your
‘room now. Lie down for a half-hour. Then drink two glasses of
water. After that, you can walk around. Watch TV. Make phone
calls, whatever you want to do. When dinner comes you must eat it
all whether you like it or not. All of it. After dinner you are to stay
in bed. The house doctor will come to your room and put an intra-
venous needle in your arm. Once that’s done you may not move at
all, nor eat or drink anything. The IV contains glucose to nourish
you and a medicine called Pitocin to stimulate labor. If the cramps
get bad you can ask the nurse for some Demerol, a pain killer. You
must ask for it if you want it, because the nurses can’t tell when
your pains get really bad. Don’t believe anyone who says it retards
labor. It does nothing of the sort. With any luck, you should be all
done twenty-four hours after the IV is inserted. Any questions?” Flo
has climbed off the table and is adjusting her gown in the back,
where it is open, in preparation for leaving. She say, “No.” “Fine.
Good day, young lady.” Flo leaves, and Szenes sticks his head out
the door: “Next please.”

I look at my watch. Fifteen minutes have passed since I entered
the room. I am drenched in sweat. I have a bellyache. I gather my
stuff together. “Oh, you are leaving?” “Yes. I think so. Thank you
very much. And I'd like to come back later if I may.” “Any time, a
pleasure.” I walk out as I hear him begin to explain the procedure
to the new girl in the room, who is black, whose name is Joan, and
whose age is thirteen.

I do not get to see Flo deliver. In fact, I do not see anyone deliver
for a very long time.

Once the IV is inserted the patients are confined to bed, and they
deliver there, anywhere from twenty-four to thirty-six hours later.
The precise moment is unpredictable. The process is exactly like giv-
ing birth to a child: cramps, water-break, fetus, placenta, end. Al-
though I frequently hear screams from this room and that, I am
somehow never in the right room at the right time. “Did your water
break?” “Yes.” “Then you’ll deliver very soon.” “Within the hour, I
was told.” “Oh my God, it’s ten to four, I have to be in my office at
four o’clock. Goodbye. Good luck.” I never invent my excuses, they
just come up. Repeatedly.

I decide to put an end to my stalling and spend an uninterrupted
afternoon on the floor. Nothing happens, not even screaming.
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Toward evening I turn in desperation to one of the nurses. “Isn’t
anybody going to give birth today?” Before she can open her mouth,
her face tells me that I have spat in the soup. “Doctor, that is not
what happens here.” “I am sorry, I mean deliver a baby, I mean
fetus. To hell with it, nurse, I am going home. Good night.”

The next afternoon I return determined, regardless of where I am
at the time of delivery, to look inside the buckets.

Two doors down from the nurses’ station there is a little room with
several large garbage cans, each neatly marked for different types of
garbage, and a medium-sized table on top of which stand paper
buckets—the type in which one buys fried chicken from take-home
stores. The buckets are covered with their paper lids. Attached to
each lid there is a white cardboard label bearing—printed in ink—
the mother’s name, the doctor’s name, the time of delivery, the sex of
the item, the time of gestation. Inside each bucket, I have been told,
there is a fetus and its placenta stored in formaldehyde. At the end
of the day the buckets are transferred to the laboratory where the
contents are examined for abnormalities. That done, they are col-
lected in a large plastic bag, and a special messenger takes them to
a sister hospital in possession of an incinerator. There they are
burned.

I ask the nurse on duty for some rubber gloves. “What size?” she
asks. I am unaware that they come in sizes. Somehow I always
thought that they were one-size-fits-all stretch. I hold up my left
hand to show her its size. She misunderstands the gesture and says
astonished: “You want size five gloves?” “No, I mean six,” I answer,
faking it. “I have only six and a halves.” “That’s fine, thank you.” I
have learned that with nurses I must disguise my ignorance of medi-
cal matters, otherwise they become suspicious of my right to do
whatever I am doing and they put obstacles in my way.

I go into the little room, place my stuff on the floor next to the
garbage cans, and pull on the gloves. Their fit is remarkable. My
hands feel completely protected without any noticeable loss of agility.
I enjoy very much having them on. I touch several objects at random
—my pencil, the curving outside of a bucket, the edge of the table,
the handle of my briefcase, my nose—-and I am delighted with the
experience of false contact. My hands can gather accurate informa-
tion without being in the slightest way exposed. I can touch anything,
I think, and feel what it is, and yet it can not touch me. A paradise
of one-sidedness. I have a vague sense that there is some kind of
parable hidden in the experience, but I cannot arrive at it in words.

26



THE HUMAN LIFE REVIEW

Besides, I am also a little ashamed that I can stand in this garbage-
can-filled graveyard, playing with gloves.

Planting myself in front of the table, balanced, legs slightly apart,
I remove with one hand the lid of a bucket. The sharp fumes of
formaldehyde instantly hurt the insides of my nose and throat. The
smell also brings with it the long-forgotten memory of fetal pigs. The
association strikes me as unseemly; nevertheless I remember, with
unwanted total recall, the misery of my sophomore year in college,
when in Bio. 1., every Wednesday from three to five, for six months,
we dissected the fetal pig. On the first day of class the instructor
brought in a huge container filled with formaldehyde and floating
pigs. He fished out one pig for each student, tagged with the student’s
last name, giving the impression that the pig was a lost, finally re-
turned relative, in regrettable shape. My English at the time was very
poor so that it took me weeks to catch on why the pigs were so small.
I thought “fetal” was a brand name like “Jersey” for cows. When [
did catch on, I cut classes for a month. That entire semester I would
at odd and inconvenient moments think that I could smell the burn-
ing odor of mildly decomposed flesh stored in acid.

I look inside the bucket in front of me. There is a small naked
person in there floating in a bloody liquid—plainly the tragic victim
of a drowning accident. But then perhaps this was no accident, be-
cause the body is purple with bruises and the face has the agonized
tautness of one forced to die too soon. Death overtakes me in a rush
of madness. Oh yes, I have seen this before. The face of a Russian
soldier lying on a frozen snow-covered hill, stiff with death and cold
—on one hand an erect, bloody stump, where someone has cut off
his ring finger to get at his wedding band. Oh yes, I have seen this
face before, on humans and on a castrated horse, left lying in its
blood across some unrooted streetcar tracks by someone demented
with hunger who thought he had found food. Oh yes, I am no strang-
er here—I have seen brains spilled on sidewalks and hearts crushed
forever with one blow. Who says you can’t go home again? A death
factory is the same anywhere, and the agony of early death is the
same anywhere.

I take the lid off all the buckets. All of them. I reach up to the
shelf above this bucket graveyard tabletop and take down a pair of
forceps. With them I pull aside in each bucket the placenta, which
looks like a cancerous mushroom shrouding the fetus. With the
forceps I lift the fetuses, one by one. I lift them by an arm or a leg,
leaving, as I return them again, an additional bruise on their purple,
wrinkled, acid-soaked flesh. I have evidently gone mad. I carry on the
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examination, whose sole purpose by now is to increase the unbear-
able anguish in my heart. Finally, I lift a very large fetus whose posi-
tion is such that, rather than its face, I first see its swollen testicles
and abnormally large stiff penis. I look at the label. Mother’s name:
Catherine Atkins; doctor’s name: Saul Marcus; sex of item: male;
time of gestation: twenty-four weeks. I remember Catherine. She is
seventeen, a very pretty blond girl. Not very bright. This is Master
Atkins — to be burned tomorrow — who died like a hero to save
his mother’s life. Might he have become someday the only one to
truly love her? The only one to mourn her death?

“Nurse, nurse,” I shout, taking off my fancy gloves. “Cover them

”

up.
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Abortion in the American Context
John T. Noonan Jr.

I MEAN TO set out here the abortion problem as it actually exists in
America and I shall argue for the response which should be made
to it within the context of the American tradition of pluralism and
constitutional democracy.

First, then, the situation as it exists. Since January 22, 1973, the
date of Roe and Doe, abortion on demand has been the law of the
‘land.* That is, since that date it has been constitutionally impermis-
sible to regulate by law the practice of abortion in any significant
respect. In making decisions the Supreme Court normally balances
one competing interest against another and strikes a compromise
according some recognition to each. But the balance the Court has
struck here has tilted so far