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Supporters of abortion assert that terminating a pregnancy is a woman’s constitutional right 

according to the Supreme Court’s decision in Roe v. Wade. Opponents object vigorously insisting 

that there is a higher law – “thou shalt not kill” – that governs and for that reason a woman has no 

moral right to kill her unborn baby. 

Advocates of a woman’s right to an abortion like to bring up the special case of the pregnant 

woman whose life is threatened by her unborn baby. Who is to be protected? Who is to be 

sacrificed? The mother or the child?  The answer they give is the mother. However, the answer 

well-known throughout medicine is that prior to viability the only way that the unborn child can 

survive is when the mother survives. After viability, the unborn child can be taken by caesarean 

section and placed in the care of neonatal specialists. There is no strict need to sacrifice the one for 

the other. Additionally, as lawyers and elected officials know, hard cases make bad law. 

 

The Court’s decision in Roe v. Wade rests on the proposition that the unborn baby has no 

constitutional rights because the baby is not a person. Critics of that decision assert that the Court 

is simply wrong, that it provided no convincing argument that personhood is activated once the 

baby is born. They argue that from the moment of conception the unborn baby is a human being 

because at conception the baby has all the human DNA material necessary for development 

through his/her entire lifetime.  

Further, because no new DNA is added at the moment of birth, the nature of the unborn baby is 

essentially unchanged at birth and thus is no less a person before birth than after birth. By denying 

the personhood of the unborn baby, the Court engaged in an “exercise in raw judicial power.” The 

six assenting judges said in effect that the unborn baby is not a person, has no constitutional right 

to live, because in the end they said that it is so. The terrible precedent set by Roe v. Wade is that 

the Court may declare that other human beings – the insane, the permanently and totally disabled, 

the terminally ill -- are not persons and therefore have no constitutional right to live. 

Providing public funds for organizations that perform abortion is morally wrong because those 

funds are the means by which a morally wicked act is carried out. Paying for the abortion and 

performing the abortion are moral equivalents. The funds are the material cause making the 

abortion available. This conclusion applies in those cases where the federal funds provided are not 



to be used directly to provision abortions because no matter how the books are kept those funds are 

fungible. They displace other monies in the organizational budget to pay for abortions. Sleight-of-

hand bookkeeping does not alter the fundamental wickedness of paying to kill the unborn.  

Cutting off funds for an organization like Planned Parenthood because it engages in performing 

abortions is morally justified unless it leads to shutting down the government and as a consequence 

human lives are put at risk.  However, there is an important difference. Funding abortions has a 

clear and certain outcome: the unborn babies that are aborted are dead. Shutting down the 

government has an unclear and uncertain outcome: it is problematical at best as to whether those 

who are put at risk actually die. Until it can be shown that death has occurred, shutting down the 

government is not the moral equivalent of paying for or performing an abortion.  

The Planned Parenthood case is complicated by the selling of body parts taken from unborn babies 

who have been aborted. It is argued that using these body parts for medical research may lead one 

day to a good outcome such as eradicating cancer, Dengue fever, HIV/AIDS, or diabetes.  

Even so, the wickedness of abortion cannot be dismissed by any good that might follow. Justifying 

abortion on the grounds that killing the unborn may, due to medical research, have desirable 

outcomes is wrong for one compelling reason. It is wrong to kill the unborn.   

The remains of the unborn who are killed through abortion should be respected in the same way 

that we respect the remains of anyone who dies, by providing a suitable resting place. Selling the 

body parts of an aborted baby is not the same as donating one’s body for medical research. First, 

the donor’s body is released for medical-research purposes with the consent of the donor or with 

the consent of those who must make arrangements for the disposition of the body. There is no 

consent on the part of the unborn baby and the mother is hardly in a principled position to give 

consent since she is the one who consented to killing her baby. Second, anyone who actively hastens 

the donor’s death, for example in a mercy killing, may face criminal charges. With Roe v. Wade 

there are no criminal charges for taking the life of an unborn baby through abortion. 

In the end, the issue reduces to a woman’s constitutional right to abort her unborn baby vs. the 

commandment that killing is a wicked act. The most recent continuing resolution just puts off the 

issue until December 11. Then the harsh reality will set in again: whatever position an official takes 

on funding Planned Parenthood could terminate his/her political career.    
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