
Thanks to more liberal legislation,
medical doctors and the women whose
children they abort are exempt from these
laws. Yet if a woman self-aborts or other-
wise causes the death of her unborn child
she is liable for prosecution. The medical
profession, which recognizes themulti-bil-
lion dollar benefit to abortion practitioners,
has successfully lobbied government offi-
cials to enact laws that, in view of all prior
existing laws, legalize murder if done at the
hands of a medical doctor.

How can almost every law of the land
dealing with unborn children call the kill-
ing of an unborn child murder or man-
slaughter if that child isn't recognized as a
living human being-if, as the feminists
and abortionists insist, it is only tissue mat-
Ier that has no life on the simple reasoning
that it is not viable outside the womb?
Well, many people are not viable without
artificial support systems. Does that nullify
their humanity?

If the government wishes to grant ex-
emption for abortionists and say that the
unborn child is not a human being, then it
must strike down all the hundreds of other
statutes that declare that it is a human
being. And once that happens, then it
remains only for the social engineers to
determine any other factors that would dis-
qualify a person as a human being.

Suppose it is determined that those with
diminished mental faculties are no longer
considered human-~:ven those who suffer
from brain injuries. Will the state revise its
laws to allow for their desttuction at the
hands of the medical profession?

This isn't as far-fetched as some may
think. Writers of futurist fiction have en.
visioned such a world for many years. And
in many countries genocide has been the
norm against certain ethnic groups for the
simple reason that they were not con-
sidered human.

At one time, blacks were not recognized
as human beings. This was the rationale
behind the slave trade that brought black
Africans to the United States. They were
transported in slave ships that held them
confined in the same manner that livestock
is confined when shipped to the slaughter
houses. In Nazi Germany, only the Aryan
race was considered human, and we know
the consequences of that thinking. The
tteatment of Jews and other non-Aryans
was similar to that of animals. And the Nazi
genetic experiments remain a source for
horror stories even today.
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ABORTION
SOME COGENT ARGUMENTS

by Albert James Dager

W
hat's wrong with abortion?
After all, a consensus of
American opinion shows that a

significant percentage of people believe
that a woman should have the right to
choose whether or not to carry her baby to
term. Especially in extteme cases where
pregnancy is the result of rape or incest, or
if the child is determined to be at risk of
being born with severe disabilities. And
who's to say when a child in the womb is
really a live human being?

The fact is that, of the millions of abor-
tions performed each year in the United
States alone, only a small fraction ap-
proaching one percent are the result of the
above concerns. The vast majority of abor-
tions are performed for the sake of con-
venience.' But this fact aside, there is an
argument against abortion and for the
recognition of the fetus as human life that
has been supported by virtually every cul-
ture since man's appearance on earth. And
from the start, Americanjurisprudence has
recognized that the unborn child is a living
human being.

Virtually every state in the union has
statutes that tteat the unborn child as a
human being worthy of the right to life.
For example, If a person murders a preg-
nant woman and her child dies in the
process, that person can be charged with
double homicide. If a person accidentally
kills an unborn child, that person can be
charged with manslaughter, even if the
mother is unharmed. Even if, in the line of
duty, a medical professional through
negligence, causes the death of an unborn
child, that medical professional can be
sued by the parents for malpractice based
on the loss of their son or daughter.

Recent news reports have confirmed
lhat United States jurisprudence recog-
nizes the unborn child as a human being
worthy of protection under the law. In one
instance, a woman was charged with mur-

der for self-aborting her 14-week-old fetus.
And in San Francisco a woman was
charged with murder on grounds she reck-
lessly ingested illegal drugs that led to her
unborn child's death. She was acquitted on
the judge's interpretation of a 1970
California law against fetal murder on the
basis that the judge felt there was insuffi-
cient evidence that the Legislature in-
tended the law to be used in such a
circumstance.

Regardless of. the outcome from that
particular case, the fact remains that these
laws are still on the books and in force.

These are just two of many such cases.
History shows that American juris-
prudence has always recognized that
human life exists in the womb. And there
are no time limits from conception to birth
to determine whether or not a child is
protected by laws against desttuction of a
fetus. Only recently have some states
begun to apply these laws only to those
cases where the child has passed into the
second mmester. This itself infers that,
until recentlY-illld only after strong lob-
bying by pro-abortion forces, all U.S. law
has been predicated upon the belief that life
begins at conception.

Now a child can be aborted at any time
up to birth. All that is needed is a doctor's
certification that the abortion is for the
mothers physical or mental health.'

In view of these facts, is it not hypocriti-
cal of the medical profession, the legal
profession, the feminist lobbies and
government in general to grant exemption
from these laws for doctors who perform
abortions? And what of those mothers who
consent to the desttuction of their babies?
Why does the law exempt them from
prosecution for fetal murder when a
woman who attempts self-abortion, or
even through negligence kills her unborn
child, faces prosecution for murder?



Once government begins to define life
and humanity there is no end to the pos-
sibilities for subjective and selective deter-
mination as to who will be allowed to live.

Therefore, the argument that the pro-
abortionists rai__that government has no
business telling a woman what she can do
with her body-is fallacious. By allowing
abortion at all, the government has over-
stepped its bounds in determining when
human life becomes worthy of defense
against assault and death.

Governments have, since time im-
memorial, told people what they can and
can't do with their bodies. And, except for
abortion, all those laws against suicide and
self-mutilation are meant to preserve life,
not destroy it. The fact is that anyone who
contributes to the death of a fetus can be
med for murder, manslaughter, wrongful
death, and any number of crimes and mis-
demeanors that apply only to human life.

And the media have perpetuated the
myth that abortion is a moral issue subject
to one's personal discretion-the govern-
menthas no business interfering. But by its
enacting laws to allow for abortion, it is
interfering. It is interfering with the very
process of life. It is intruding into a moral
area in a manner just the opposite of what
it has done for centuries.

Moral issues cannot arbitrarily be
separated from government legislation,
especially if they affect others. Murder is a
moral as well as a legal issue. So are pros-
titution, drug abuse, pornography, theft,
and even the running of a traffic light.
Every law, no matter how mundane it ap-
pears, raises a moral issue simply on the
basis of its being a law. Because every law
is based on the presupposition that there is
a standard of right and wrong.

The root question is whether or not the
law itself is predicated upon a subjective or
an objective standard. Laws based upon
objective standar(\S-{)bvious evidence of
what is right and wrong according to na-
ture, science and God's Word-are
righteous laws. Laws based upon subjec-
uve standards-human reasoning, special
interest objectives or the prevailing politi-
cal climate-are unrighteous laws.

When subjective laws do not conllict
with nature or God's Word they must be
obeyed. When subjective laws do conllict
with nature or God's Word they must be
disobeyed. This assumes, of course, that
there are objective standards upon which
all law must be based.

IS THERE AN OBJECTIVE STANDARD?
Actually, there are three objective

standards: nature, true science and God's
Word. Nature is objective in that, unless
God intervenes (through what we call
miracles), there are definite consequences
for certain actions. The laws of nature can-
not be violated. Attempts to violate those
laws result in natural calarnities.

For example, the law of gravity dictates
that what goes up must come down (or at
least be held in orbit). Man has devised ways
to overcome the law of gravity by using other
natural laws to offset its effect. But he has not
been able to nullify the law or to disobey it
capriciously. To attempt to fly by jumping
off a cliff will hring dire results.

There are also objective natural laws
that pertain to genetics and to human life.
To attempt to abrogate those laws will also
bring dire results: disease, pain, suffering.

Man has learned about the natural laws
through observation and testing. This is
called scientific inquiry. True science is
hased on objective facts, not theory. Theory
is the foundation of pseudoscience. What
man doesn't know for certain he has been

Once government
begins to define life and
humanity there is no end
to the possibilities for sub-
jective and selective
determination as to who
willbe allowed to live.
able in some cases to deduce based on
certain evidence. And it is on the basis of
that evidence that he makes his judgments.
The problem is that man's sin nature gets
in the way and he tends to want to fly in the
face of reason and the evidence that natural

law and true science provide. In the same
manner, man tends to fly in the face of the
reason and evidence presented in the other
objective standard, the Bible.

How do we know that the Bible is an
objective standard upon which men's
morals must be based? By the evidence it
presents for the existence of God as the
law-giver. That evidence is three-fold:

The Evidence of History
The Bible is the oldest written historical

record that man has. And it has proven itself
historically accurate. No historical revela-
tions disprove the Bible's account of history.
New historical findings continue to verify the
accuracy of the Bible's historical basis.

2

The Evidence of Archaeology
The Bible has proven to be archaelogi-

cally accurate. No archaeological evidence
has ever been unearthed that disproves the
Bible's account of civilizations and cul-
tures that have existed since the beginning
of man's life on earth.

The Evidence of Prophecy
The Bible has proven itself prophetical-

Iy accurate. Every single prophecy relating
to future events has come to pass with one
exception: those pertaining to the return of
Jesus Christ to establish His reign on earth,
and the subsequent establishing of the new
heavens and the new earth.

The odds of all three of these accurate
revelations taking place from the figment
of various men's imaginations (men who
lived at different times over a period of
some two thousand years) is infinite-
especially the prophetic revelations. They
are, in fact, similar to the odds of the
universe coming into existence by pure
chance--of matter evolving from nothing.
The difference is that the Bible has met the
odds, while the theory of evolution is just
that-a theory that has never been proven.

So where does the truly wise person
place his faith? In the subjective, theoriz-
ing of human wisdom, or in the objective,
proven wisdom of God's Word, the Bible?

Unless we recognize the objective na-
ture of God's Word and the natural laws He
has established, humanity will reap the
whirlwind for its actions.

WHAT DOES THE BIBLE SAY?
God's Word says that to kill an innocent

life is sin:
Thou shalt not kill (Hebrew. ratsach,

murder). (Deuteronomy 5:17)

Thou shalt do no murder. (Matthew
19:18)

Whosoever hatelh his brother is anwr-
derer..and yo know that no murderer hath
eternal life abiding in him. (I John 3:15)

No one will deny that murder is wrong.
Even nature confll1Tls God's Word within
the human heart. For even nations where
God's Word has not been preached have
laws against murder. But the question for
the skeptic is, "is abortion murder?" To
answer that, we have to see what God's
Word says about life in the womb.

Before I formed thee in the belly, I
knew thee; and before thou cames!forth
out of the womb I SGnc/i[Jedthee, and I
ordained thee aprophet unto the nations.
(Jeremiah 1:5)



For thouhastpossessed my reins: thou
hast covered me in my molher's womb.

I will praise thee; for I am fearfully
and wonderfully made: marvellous are
thy works; and that my soul /cnoweth
righlwell. (Psalms 139:13-14)

And it came to pass, that, when
Elisabeth heard the salutation of Mary,
the babe leaped in her womb....

For, 10, as soon as the voice of thy
salutation sounded in mine ears, the
babe leaped in my womb for joy. (Luke
1:41-44)

Scripture confirms that God recognizes
the reality of human life in the womb by
virtue of His Law given to Moses:

Iff1U!nstrive, and hurt a woman with
child, so that her fruit depart from her,
and yet IWmischieffollows; he shall be
surely punished, according as the
woman's husband will lay upon him: and
he shall pay as the judges determine.

And if any mischieffollows, then thou
shaltgive lifefor life, eyefor eye, tooth
for tooth, hand for hand,foot for foot,
burning for burning, wound for wound,
stripefor stripe. (Exodus21:22-25)

So Scripture is clear that life resides in
the unborn child. The blessings of a child
are reiterated time and again, suggesting
that it is a precious life. And if murder is
evil, then to kill a child, whether inside or
outside the womb is evil.

The only question remaining is, when
does the object in the womb actually begin
to be human? Let's see what science says.

WHAT DOES SCIENCE SAY?
The terms "embryo" and "fetus" are

merely scientific terms to describe the
developmental stages of human life. They
were never meant to suggest that they are
anything other than human life.

From the moment of conception a child
is a human being. Consciousness has noth-
ing to do with the person's nature. A person
can be totally unconscious and still be a
human being. When a person falls into a
dreamless sleep does he cease to be a
human life? And the physical makeup of
the person-whether in the form of one cell
or billions of cells-is inconsequential
simply because the element oflife is in the
spirit, not in the body. The body merely
offers a place of residence for the spirit.
And the human being, even while in the
embryonic stage, is nevertheless a human
being simply on the basis of the life of the
spirit within. Who can play God and deter-
mine that at a certain point in development
a child in the womb is not a human being?

Within a matter of days, the embryo has
begun to exhibit growth. And where
growth is, there is life. The reality of mis-
carriages proves that life goes beyond the
physical. It is possible for the child to die
within the womb at any stage of its life,
from conception to birth; then the mother's
body naturally rejects the physical element
and expells it. The mother's ability to carry
the developing child in the womb proves
that the child is alive from conception.

The mere fact of developing life, even
from the moment of conception, is scien-
tific evidence that human life exists from
that point on-that the spirit necessary to
sustain that life is present. And to say that
a fetus can "die" implies that there had to
be life in the first place. To say otherwise
is to ignore reality.

WHAT DOES NATURE SAY?
In the case of abortion, nature tells a

woman that the child she carries in her
womb is a human life worth protecting. It
is the selfless love of a mother that has kept
the human race functioning. It is only when
others convince a woman that her personal

The physical makeup
of a person is inconse-
quential because the
element of life is in the
spirit,not in the body. The
body only offers a place
of residence for the spirit.
desires should supercede the life of her
child that she can will decide to kill it. It is
not a natural, inherent tendency for a
woman to kill her unborn child. And the
propaganda mill of the pro-abortionists has
done its job with millions of unsuspecting
women who now believe that it is lawful to
kill their child simply because the govern-
ment says that it's lawful.

What is truly sad to contemplate is the
number of women who abrogate their role
of life givers and llfe nurturers, and kill
what even nature says is something a
mother should die to protect.

How sad that a large percentage of
American womanhood has bought into the
killing of innocent, unprotected children.
Many women who would not themselves
have an abortion, have believed the lie that
the fetus is not really a human life, and that
a woman should have the right to choose
whether or not to allow it to be born.
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Even some professing Christians--ad-
mitting that abortion is murder-say that,
while they would never have an abortion
themselves, they believe that others should
have the choice to do so.

We've often heard the argument that, if
women ran the world, there would be no
wars-the world would be a place of peace
and safety. The media play up this theme
by touting the benefits of more women
running for governmental office. But don't
you believe it. All that women have needed
to demonstrate that the evil in the female
breast is equal to the evil in the male breast
is the opportunity to give vent to that evil.
The demand of millions of women for the
right to kill the innocent life within them is
testimony to that fact. And try to tell that
unborn child about to be tom to pieces that
his world is one of peace and safety.

Yet while God's Word and natural law
affmn right and wrong, each person will be
allowed to make his own choices. Until
Jesus returns, mankind will be given every
opportunity to vent his evil so there will be
no arguments that His judgment is not just.

Only faith in Jesus Christ and repentance
ftom sin will cause men and women to give
up the wholesale destruction of life within the
womb. The problem is, most of these people
have already heard the Gospel and have
rejected it They stand entrenched in the fIlth
of their bloodthirst for the simple reason that
they love their sins too much to turn ftom
them. They are, as the Apostle Paul said,
brute beasts, whosegodis theirbelly. Intruth,
they are worse than brute beasts. For even
brute beasts protect their young.

WHATS REALLY BEHIND ABORnON?
One factor behind the abortion-rights

movement is the world planners' im-
plementation of means to control popula-
tion growth. Populations must be reduced
if the New World Order is to realize its
objective of population control.

Another factor behind abortion rights is
the hope to improve the genetics of the
human race. Among other proponents of
race purity, Margaret Sanger, founder of
Planned Parenthood, stated that her goal
was to reduce the proliferation of non-
white races and the poor. Her reason for
founding Planned Parenthood was to pro-
vide information on contraception to these
elements of society. Interestingly, Sanger
was opposed to abortion, seeing it as an evil
consequence of withholding from women
information on contraception:
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