“God 1s a Child-Killer!”

This is about your mentioning that the bible says abortion is
a sin. Then I would say that God should also not abort the
unborn. But when he drowned the world, he aborted thousands of
sinless unborn children.

So!!!!l! don’t talk about abortion. (That is if you believe in
the ark nonsense!)

We have over 5 billion people in this world, and when there
will be more, there will be famine, and those people that
listened to you will come after you, and demand an
explanation. And then your home made GOD will not be there to
help you. He never was there anyway. He is a figment of your
imagination. Those people have been black mailed by your
teachers and the teachers before them, but the time of
reckoning is not that far off. You have leached enough
monetarily of them. Your Churches are becoming emptier.

PS. In 2 Kings 2:23,24- he kills 42 Children by sending 2 she-
bears to rip them apart, because they called an old man a
baldhead. This has not a thing to do with abortion: But it
shows that if there was a God like the Bible describes, He
does not like children at all. I could give you many more text
to this effect, but I had my say.

I can tell you are very angry. I don’t know what caused your
anger, but whatever it was, I'm sorry.

Since you have arrived at the point of decided that there is
no God, then it seems to be inappropriate and pointless to be
angry at people who believe in Him. Because if there truly 1is
no God, then the Bible is a man-made book of myths, and all
the stories in it are meaningless. And if there is no God,
then you have no basis for outrage at anything that anyone
says about anything at all because there is no ultimate
meaning or purpose in life. And if there is no meaning or
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purpose in life, why waste your time getting angry at other
people’s false beliefs? You may as well rage at the fact that
the sky is blue or that there are 24 hours in the day. None of
it matters in the end anyway.

But I think underneath your insistence that there 1is no God,
you probably know better, and He may have allowed something
painful to happen for which you are angry at Him. I'm sorry
for that.

And if nothing happened, you’ve lived a great and charmed life
but you’re angry anyway, then I'm sorry for that too, because
it’s sad to be angry for no reason. Uses lots of energy that
could be used for other things.

Concerning the 2 Kings passage you mention, “children” 1is an
unfortunate translation. It should really be translated “young
men” like the majority of the other times this word appears in
scripture. Their disrespectful taunt of God’s prophet incurred
the discipline of God because He is holy and His prophet is
holy, and treating God and His prophet with contempt is a very
serious sin. God loves children, but He is also holier than we
can really imagine with our puny little minds. I don’t know
the answers to all the questions that bother you about God'’s
actions in the Bible, but I do know that He is bigger than our
questions, and we don’t have all the facts that would allow us
to fully understand why an immense and powerful and holy God
would do things that make us shake our heads and wonder about.

But I do know He loves us. Even when doing hurtful things,
like drowning the world. Just like a cancer surgeon can be
loving even when he’s cutting into people’s bodies to take out
cancerous growths.

Thank you for writing.
Sue Bohlin

Probe Ministries



Athlete Ranks New Life
Greater Than Olympic Gold

Suppose you had a chance to win a medal at the Athens
Olympics. Could anything make you turn it down?

Olympic success can bring fame, lifetime honor and lucrative
endorsement contracts. Olympic games usually bring many
inspiring stories of victory through determination and
achievement despite adversity. Stars are born and careers
receive quantum boosts.

Consider British hurdler Tasha Danvers-Smith. She has been
ranked sixth in the world in her event. Her Olympic prospects
looked bright.

But her ticket to the Athens track was never punched. It
wasn’'t injury or defeat that kept her from competing in the
games. It was her personal choice.

Tasha Danvers married her coach, Darrell Smith, in November
2003. In early 2004, she was in excellent physical shape and
keenly focused on her training. Then, as she told the
Telegraph newspaper, she felt tired all the time, feeling flat
for no reason.

In the spring, a home pregnancy test showed positive and she
learned she was nine weeks pregnant. “I was in shock, reports
Danvers-Smith. I only took the test because I wanted to stop
myself worrying about it. Not for one minute did I think it
would be positive. The couple had not planned to start a
family until after the Olympics.

Having a baby in December would eliminate her chances of
competing in Athens in August. It would increase their
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expenses and mean lean times. They did not own a home and were
living with her husband’s parents. She — through her athletic
competition — was the main source of income.

As she put it, When my body is my business, then if my body is
not functioning, there 1is no business.

Feeling devastated, the couple considered an abortion. It
would seem a simple solution to an inconvenient problem, a
comparatively easy way to eliminate an obstacle to the success
and recognition she sought.

The thought [of an abortion] did cross our minds as an
option,” recalls Danvers-Smith. But this 1line from the
Scriptures kept coming into my head: ‘For what shall it profit
a man, if he shall gain the whole world and lose his own soul?

She tried to convince herself that she should terminate her
pregnancy but struggled through her tears with an alternative
she could not accept: “For me, the whole wide world was the
Olympics. At the same time, I felt I would be losing my soul.
It just wouldn’t fit well. It would be a forced decision
something that wasn’t going to make me happy at all.

Aiming now for the 2008 games, she seems happy with her choice
and philosophical about her mixed metaphor situation: Life
throws you curve balls and you just have to roll with the
punches.”

Abortion 1is, of course, one of today’s most controversial
issues. But regardless of one’'s views on this emotionally
explosive topic, it seems appropriate to admire the dedication
of a woman who wrestled with an agonizing decision and made
her choice to bear her child and postpone possible future
glory and fortune.

Regardless of what success eventually comes her way, might
that choice become Danvers-Smith’s lifetime golden moment?
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Why Dr. Laura 1is (Usually)
Right

Why Dr. Laura Is Popular

Dr. Laura Schlessinger’s call-in radio show is wildly popular
in North America. According to her web site, Dr.lLaura.com, the
purpose of her program 1is to dispense morals, values,
principles and ethics. Her refusal to coddle people’s self-
centered behavior and immoral or stupid choices is either
highly entertaining or absolutely infuriating, depending on
your worldview. She’s opinionated and not afraid to fly in the
face of the culture. Most of the time I agree with her, but
sometimes she misses the boat. In this essay I’'ll be looking
at why Dr. Laura is usually right-not because she agrees with
me (I mean, how arrogant is that?), but because her positions
are consistent with what God has revealed in the Bible.

Dr. Laura rejects the victim mentality. She says,
“Victimization status is the modern promised land of
absolution from personal responsibility. Nobody 1is
acknowledged to have free will or responsibility anymore.”{1}
Instead of coddling people because of past difficult
experiences, she calls her audience to make right choices. In
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her book How Could You Do That?, she writes, “I don’'t believe
for a minute that everything that happens to you is your doing
or your fault. But I do believe the ultimate quality of your
life, and your happiness, is determined by your courageous and
ethical choices, and your overall attitude.”{2} This call to
assume responsibility for our choices and our behaviors
resonates with us because it is consistent with the dignity
God endowed us with when He gave us the ability to make
significant choices and not be His puppets. Joshua encouraged
the Israelites, “Choose ye this day whom ye shall serve: but
as for me and my house, we will serve the Lord” (Josh. 24:15).
It was a real choice with real consequences. That’'s because we
live in a cause-and-effect universe where “God is not mocked:
a man reaps what he sows” (Gal. 6:7).

There is a most interesting postscript in Dr. Laura’s book How
Could You Do That? She quotes from the Genesis 4 passage where
God confronts Cain for his bad attitude after He would not
accept Cain’s offering. God tells Cain, “If you do what 1is
right, will you not be accepted? But if you do not do what is
right, sin is crouching at your door; it desires to have you,
but you must master it.” (Gen. 4:7) She makes the point that
God seems to be teaching that there is joy in doing right, and
“God also reassures us that we do have the capacity to rise
above circumstance and attain mastery over our weaker
selves.”{3} It’s a good observation, and this passage makes a
strong statement about what God expects of every person, as a
moral creature made in His image. He wants us to do what 1is
right and resist the pull of sin’s temptation.

In a culture that gets increasingly secular every day, where
we have lost our moral compass, listeners are relieved to hear
someone who has a strong commitment to God-given absolutes.
Dr. Laura acts like an anchor of common sense for many who
find life’s choices too confusing and overwhelming in today’s
postmodern world.

Much of Dr. Laura’'s “preaching, teaching and nagging” (her



words) is directed at helping people decide to make good moral
choices. Even if they don’t know God, their lives will work
better simply because they will be more in line with how God
created us to live. (Of course, from a Christian perspective,
this has no value in light of eternity if a life that “works
better” is lived separated from the life of God through Jesus
Christ.)

Dr. Laura’s emphasis on honor, integrity and ethics strikes a
nerve in eighteen million listeners.{4} No surprise, really:
that nerve is common to all of us—-the nerve called
morality—because we are made in the image of a moral God.

Self-Esteem

One reason why Dr. Laura’s values and beliefs attract millions
of listeners to her daily radio program is her common-sense
approach to the whole issue of self-esteem. When a caller
complains, “I don’t feel very good about myself,” Dr. Laura
will fire back a great question: “Why should you feel good
about yourself? What have you done that gives you a reason to
feel good about yourself?” In a culture where people want to
believe they’'re wonderful and worthwhile without any basis for
such an assessment, Dr. Laura has a completely different
approach: self-esteem is earned.

In her books and radio show, she suggests several means of
earning the right to enjoy self-respect, and all of them are
good ideas from a pragmatic perspective.

Dr. Laura points out that we derive pleasure from having
character. We need to choose high moral values and then honor
them during times of temptation. She writes, “There is no fast
lane to self-esteem. It's won on . . . battlegrounds where
immediate gratification comes up against character. When
character triumphs, self-esteem heightens.”{5}

She also says that choosing personal and professional



integrity over moral compromise will make us feel good about
ourselves in the long run. So will valuing and honoring our
responsibilities, which she calls “the express route” to self-
esteem.{6} We build self-respect by choosing loyalty,
sacrifice, and self-reliance over short-term self-
indulgence. {7}

In her book Ten Stupid Things Women Do to Mess Up Their Lives,
Dr. Laura astutely demonstrates one of the differences between
the sexes: “Women tend to make a relationship their life,
their identity, while men make it a part of their lives.”{8}
She’s absolutely right. The reason a relationship cannot
provide true self-esteem for a woman is the same reason a
man’s job or accomplishments can’t do it: it is idolatry to
look to relationships or accomplishments for meaning and
purpose. God will never honor our false gods.

But self-esteem is only part of the equation for a healthy
view of ourselves. Self-esteem is how we feel about ourselves;
it needs to be built on the foundation of how we think about
ourselves, which is our sense of self-worth. How valuable am
I? What makes me significant? It doesn’t matter how good we
feel about ourselves if on a purely human level, we’'re in
actuality worthless.

Pastor Don Matzat tells of a woman who came to him
complaining, “I feel like I am completely worthless.” He blew
her away with his response. Gently and slowly, he said, “Maybe
you are completely worthless.”{9} Are you shocked? This lady
was. But it's true. We are only valuable because God made us,
not because of anything within ourselves. We are infinitely
precious because He made us in His image, able to be indwelled
by God Himself. And He proved our value by paying an
unimaginable price for us: the lifeblood of His very Son.
Apart from God, we are completely worthless.

C. S. Lewis put it so well:



Look for yourself and you will find in the long run only
hatred, loneliness, despair, rage, ruin and decay. But look
for Christ and you will find Him, and with Him everything
else thrown in.{10}

Dr. Laura’s right: we earn our self-respect. But our sense of
worth is one of God’s great gifts to us, because He'’s the one
who determines our value.

Man as a Moral Creature

If you call Dr. Laura’s radio program, the screener will ask,
“What is your moral dilemma? What is the issue of right and
wrong that you want to discuss?” Zeroing in on moral problems
and not psychological ones sets her call-in talk show apart
from most others. Dr. Laura sees man as a moral creature,
capable of choosing good and evil. This is what she wrote in
her book, How Could You Do That?:

Why do people do good things?

In contrast to all other creatures on earth, only humans
measure themselves against ideals of motivation and action.
We are elevated above all other creatures because we have a
moral sense: a notion of right and wrong and a determination
to bring significance to our lives beyond mere existence and
survival, by actions that are selfless and generous.{11}

It's true, we are indeed elevated above all other creatures by
our moral sense. We are far, far more than animals. But where
does that morality come from?

Human beings are moral creatures because God created us in His
image. That means we can choose between good and evil because
God chooses between good and evil. We can think on a higher
level, contemplating abstracts and ideals like goodness and
nobility, because our minds are a reflection of God’s



unimaginably complex mind. We can choose to love others by
serving them sacrificially because that’s what God is like,
and He made us like Himself. Dr. Laura thinks it’s because
we’'re lapsing into our animal natures.{12} But we are not the
product of evolution. We were never animals. People do bad
things because we are born as fallen image-bearers. I love the
way Larry Crabb described it: “When Adam sinned, he disfigured
both himself and all his descendants so severely that we now
function far beneath the level at which we were intended.
We’'re something like an airplane with cracked wings rolling
awkwardly down a highway rather than flying through the air.
The image has been reduced to something grotesque. It has not
been lost, just badly marred.”{13} But our airplanes keep
wanting to wander off the runway and go our own way because we
let our flesh rule us. That’s why we do bad things.

Why do people do bad things?

But although Dr. Laura is right about man being a moral
creature, she misses the boat on what it means to be human:

When Adam and Eve were in the Garden they were not fully
human because they made no choices between right and wrong,
no value judgments, no issues of ethics or morality. Leaving
Eden, though, meant becoming fully human.{14}

They certainly did make a moral choice in the Garden. They
chose wrong over right and chose disobedience over fellowship
with God. Actually, when Adam and Eve were still living in the
Garden, they were more fully human than we’ve ever been since,
because God created man sinless, perfect and beautiful. When
we look at the Lord Jesus, the Second Adam, we see just how
sinless, perfect and beautiful “fully human” is.

Dr. Laura is right to insist that we see ourselves as moral
creatures, because a moral God has made us in His image.



Dr. Laura’s Wisdom

Dr. Laura’s strong positions on certain topics has made some
people stand up and applaud her while others fume 1in
frustration at her bluntness.

She makes no bones about the sanctity of marriage and that sex
belongs only within a committed relationship sealed with a
sacred vow. People living together and having sex without
marriage are “shacking up.” She’s right because God ordained
sex to be contained only in the safe and committed
relationship of marriage.

Another of her well-known positions is that abortion is wrong
because it’s killing a baby. The much better alternative is
adoption. She gets particularly frustrated with women who say,
“Oh, I could never do that. I could never give up my baby once
it was born.” Her answer to that is, “You can kill it but you
can’t wave goodbye?” Here again, she’s right because abortion
is the deliberate taking of a human life. God’s Word clearly
commands us not to murder (Ex. 20:13).

Her strong views on abortion continue in her commitment to
children, and her disdain for the way so many parents indulge
their own whims and agendas at the expense of their kids. In a
day when divorce 1is so prevalent, she makes an impassioned
case for doing what's best for the children, with parents
remaining active and involved in the raising of their Kkids.
She believes that the family 1is the cornerstone of
civilization, and this is consistent with the biblical view
starting right in the first chapter of Genesis.(Gen. 1:28)

Part of the way parents should take care of their children is
to make sure they raise them in a religious faith shared by
both parents. Dr. Laura warns people not to enter into
interfaith marriages because usually the kids end up with no
religion at all. Both the 0ld and New Testaments warn against
being unequally yoked; God knows it’s a recipe for heartbreak



at best and disaster at worst.

She shows practical wisdom in many ways. She makes a
distinction between those who are evil and those who are
merely weak. In the same way, the book of Proverbs goes into
great detail about the difference between the wicked and the
fool.

Another evidence of her wisdom is her response to the fact
that some people are uncomfortable keeping secrets, believing
it’s dishonest to not tell everything you know. Dr. Laura says
there is a difference between maintaining privacy and
withholding truth. The question to ask is, “Will this benefit
the person I tell?” If not, don’'t tell. The reason this works
is that this is how God operates. Everything He tells us in
His Word is truth, but it’s not exhaustive truth. Plus, God
doesn’t owe it to us to tell us everything He knows, and He’s
not being dishonest when He keeps information from us, like
the “whys” of our trials and sufferings, or the exact details
of how the endtimes will play out.

Finally, Dr. Laura exhorts people to choose “as if” behavior.
“What a radical idea: choosing how to behave regardless of how
you feel-and discovering that behaving differently seems to
change how you feel.”{15} In 2 Corinthians 5:7 we are told to
“walk by faith, not our senses” (a paraphrase), which 1is
another way of urging us to act as if something were already
true instead of being limited by our feelings. I do love Dr.
Laura’s practical wisdom.

Where Dr. Laura’s Wrong

Most of the time, Dr. Laura’s views are right on the mark
because they are consistent with the laws and values of
Scripture. A fairly recent convert to conservative Judaism,
she is still developing her own belief system, yet she can be
fair and open- minded in considering other viewpoints. But
there are some areas where she departs from the Bible’s



teachings.

For example, Dr. Laura believes that all religions are equally
effective for establishing morality. If a young mother calls,
looking for a religion in which to raise her children, Dr.
Laura doesn’t care if 1it’'s Hinduism or Islam or
Presbyterianism, just as long as there is a religion. To her
the issue is what works, or what seems to work, and most
religions are the same to her in the area of shaping behavior.
On the other hand, the truthfulness of religious claims 1is
apparently not as important to her. Yet only one religion
offers a personal relationship with God on His terms, by His
own definition. Only one religion is God reaching down to man:
Christianity, with its roots in Judaism.

Dr. Laura misunderstands biblical Christianity. She rejects
the notion that Jews can believe in Christ. Many rabbis teach
that to be Jewish is to reject Jesus as Messiah; they teach
that Jesus is the God of the Gentiles. Two thousand years of
unjust persecution feeds a heartbreaking “anti-Jesus”
mentality. But Jesus Christ was a Jew, and almost all of the
first believers were Jewish. As one messianic rabbi put it, to
believe in the Jewish Messiah is the most Jewish thing someone
can do!{16} Dr. Laura 1is mistaken in her belief here. When a
Jew trusts Christ as Savior, he does not stop being Jewish.
What he discovers, in an 1intensely personal way, 1s that
Judaism is the root, and Christianity is the fruit. He feels
“completed” in ways many Gentiles never can.

What is the purpose of life? Dr. Laura has told many people
who are floundering without personal meaning that they need to
find their niche in life to do their job, which is to perfect
the world. This sounds noble . . . but there is nothing in
Scripture that calls us to perfect an unperfectable world. In
fact, God plans on scrapping the whole thing and starting over
(Rev. 21:1). Perfecting the world is not our purpose in life:
the reason we are here is to bring glory to God (Eph.
1:6,12,14).



One other area where Dr. Laura misses the boat is in dealing
with guilt. I remember one caller who was filled with remorse
and regret over her abortion, and she asked what to do with
her guilt. But since Dr. Laura’s belief system doesn’t offer a
way of handling it, she advised the woman to just carry the
guilt. This is her usual advice in such circumstances because
she believes the person will learn a deep life lesson from the
continual pain. I grieve that she has no understanding of the
cleansing that comes with Christ’s forgiveness. Jesus paid for
our sins on the cross, and when we come to Him in belief and
trust, He not only forgives the sin but cleanses us of the
guilt. We don’t have to carry guilt that He washed away!

There are a few subjects where Dr. Laura departs from the
Scriptures, most notably about Jesus and salvation, and we
can’'t agree with her. But for the most part, as far as her
positions and beliefs, Dr. Laura is usually right, and I think
she honors God as she proclaims His laws and ways. I just pray
she will respond to the light of the WHOLE truth.

Addendum on why I left out Dr. Laura’'s views on homosexuality
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“Abortion Isn’t Your Decision
to Make For Others”

You assume your belief in the bible is the truth. If you
disregard that book of stories to live by, then the arguments
of right and wrong are invalid.

Now if your points against abortion were based on your feeling
of terminating a life, not what you are told in a book then I
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would have much more respect for your point of view.

For those who feel abortion is wrong... good for them, they
have that choice.. others choosing to have an abortion will
deal with it.

It’s not your decision to make for others. You must understand
that we all don’t subscribe to your beliefs.. and that’s the
great thing about our country, we are free to do as we feel
right based on our upbringing.

I hope I have not misinterpreted your writings on this web
page.

Thanks for writing about my abortion article at the Probe
Ministries site.

You assume your belief in the bible is the truth. If you
disregard that book of stories to live by, then the arguments
of right and wrong are invalid.

Yes, I do assume that the Bible is true. Just as you assume
that your beliefs are true. I used to dismiss the Bible as a
fanciful “book of stories to live by,” but after I found out
how unusual it is, how incredibly consistent it is internally
even though written by scores of authors on four continents
within a span of thousands of years, I came to the conclusion
that it was actually quite a miraculous book, inspired by God,
and worth my trust.

If we disregard the Bible, which claims to be God’s
communication with us, then why even talk about issues of
right and wrong? Without God in the picture, who says there IS
a right and wrong? Without God, the universe just IS. No
meaning, no purpose—and certainly no right and wrong.

Now 1if your points against abortion were based on your
feeling of terminating a life, not what you are told in a
book then I would have much more respect for your point of
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view.

So, if I based my position against abortion on feelings alone,
you could respect that. . .but since I base my position on
what I completely believe to be God’s revealed truth, it'’s
fluff? Feelings are a dangerous basis for opinions; they often
have nothing in common with reality. How do you know that that
$20 bill in your wallet is actually worth $20? Somebody told
you it was, right? Does that make that belief invalid? But if
you use that bill to buy $20 worth of merchandise, a store
will accept that money. That’'s because it corresponds to
reality. I believe that my position on abortion-regardless of
where I got those beliefs—also corresponds to reality. The
question that ought to be asked about my position 1is not
“where did you get it,” but “is it true?”

It’s not your decision to make for others. You must
understand that we all don’t subscribe to your beliefs.. and
that’s the great thing about our country, we are free to do
as we feel right based on our upbringing.

I'm sorry, where did you read that I make a decision for
anyone else? I state that abortion is wrong because God says
that it’s wrong. I state that abortion is hurtful because
that’'s what experience teaches us. That’s a long way from
stopping someone from having an abortion. You are more than
free not to subscribe to my beliefs; but why would you
challenge my right to hold them? I don’t know how you ended up
at that article, but the way the Internet works, you had to go
out and search it out. It seems rather strange to me that you
would look for and read an article on abortion, then castigate
the author for not agreeing with you. . .777?

I hope I have not misinterpreted your writings on this web
page.
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Well, I think you probably have, but that’'s your right. Almost
all the articles at the Probe site started out as radio
transcripts for a 5-minute program that airs on about 400
Christian radio stations; then we put the transcripts online.
I'm glad you read it, even though I'm not sure why you would
want to, if you so easily dismiss others’ positions if they’re
based on revelation and not gut feelings.

But have a good day.

Sue Bohlin
Probe Ministries

Partial Birth Abortion — From
a Biblical Perspective

A Commitment to Gruesomeness

This year is the twenty-seventh year of legal abortion, and
the only thing that appears to have changed in the debate is
the addition of newer and more gruesome abortion procedures.
At the top of the list is partial birth abortion.

The first legislative debate on partial birth abortion took
place back in 1995 when Representative Charles Canady
introduced a bill to ban this unknown procedure. Congressional
testimony revealed that a fetus was delivered feet first, up
to the head, so that the skull could be pierced and the brain
suctioned out.

Canady’s bill was a response to a paper delivered by Martin
Haskell, a doctor from Dayton, Ohio, at the National Abortion
Federation. At the time, reaction to Haskell’s practice ran
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high in Ohio and eventually nationwide. The state of Ohio
became the first state to prohibit the procedure and Canady’s
bill began to focus the issue on a national level.

Who would have predicted that such a long and protracted
battle would take place over the last five years? And perhaps
that shows how extreme the abortion lobby has become by its
willingness to defend any abortion procedure no matter how far
advanced the pregnancy might be. It also demonstrates the
judiciary’s willingness to defend abortion at every turn.

Although Charles Canady’s bill was passed by both the House
(288 to 139) and Senate (54 to 44), it was vetoed by President
Clinton in April of 1996. Meanwhile, pro-life advocates were
turning their energies to state legislatures. Partial birth
abortion bans spread like wildfire through the legislatures.
Today nearly three out of every five state legislatures have
passed a ban, and some of these bans have been passed over
gubernatorial vetoes. Unfortunately, liberal judges in various
judicial jurisdictions have overturned many of these bans,
alleging that they are vague or could threaten the life of the
mother.

Congress has also reconsidered the issue again. Senator Rick
Santorum reintroduced the ban in January 1997. A month later
the newspaper American Medical News published an interview
with Ron Fitzsimmons, executive director of the National
Coalition of Abortion Providers. He admitted that he lied on
national television regarding the number of partial birth
abortions performed and the reasons for them. This was a
stunning revelation that thousands of such abortions had been
performed and usually for no medical indications. The momentum
for a ban on partial birth abortions seemed to be growing. And
the bill again passed both houses of Congress with a larger
margin. But the Senate vote (64 to 36) was still not quite
large enough to ensure an override of the expected veto by
President Clinton.



Currently Congress 1is considering the issue again. And there
are many political commentators who wonder if the margin may
grow again since this is an election year. Also, as we will
discuss in more detail, the Supreme Court seemed poised to act
on the issue as well. While that does not insure that a
federal ban on partial birth abortion will pass this year, it
does raise the stakes over this controversial and gruesome
procedure. Will Congress or the courts eventually ban this
procedure? That seems more likely now than at any time in the
past. Certainly the next few months will tell. But how will
that take place?

The Current Climate

Publicity over the partial birth abortion procedure has helped
build momentum. During the debate in October of 1999, Senator
Rick Santorum and Senator Barbara Boxer engaged in the
following exchange.

Santorum: But, again, what you are suggesting is 1if the
baby’s toe is inside the mother, you can, in fact, kill that
baby.

Boxer: Absolutely not.

Santorum: Okay. So if the baby’s toe is in, you can’t kill
the baby. How about if the baby’s foot is in?

Boxer: You are the one who is making these statements.
Santorum: We are trying to draw a line here.

Boxer: I am not answering these questions.

Santorum: If the head is inside the mother, you can kill the

baby .

Discussion and dialogue like this has helped solidify and
bolster public opposition to partial birth abortion.



Democratic Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan has called this
procedure “near-infanticide.” Opinion polls show that he is
not alone in his assessment. Even citizens and politicians who
are sympathetic to abortion rights are repulsed by partial
birth abortion.

Throughout this year the battle against partial birth abortion
will be fought on two fronts: Congress and the courts. Pro-
life advocates point out that vote counts in the Senate show
they are getting very close to a veto-proof margin. Key
senators forced to vote on this measure during an election
year might make the difference.

Meanwhile, federal courts have forced the Supreme Court to
deliberate on the issue. This fall federal judges in Wisconsin
and Illinois found the partial birth abortion bans in their
states to be constitutional. Before the 1laws could be
implemented, Supreme Court Justice John Paul Stevens issued a
stay that holds the two state laws in limbo until the high
court disposes of the appeals.

Legal experts say that the order is written in such a way as
to force the court to directly consider the constitutionality
of partial birth abortions, or else the court must leave these
state laws in place. In either case, this appears to be a pro-
life victory.

Last summer in Arizona, an abortionist was performing a
partial birth abortion on what he thought was a twenty-three
week old. Suddenly he realized the baby was actually thirty-
seven weeks old. He stopped the abortion and delivered the
baby. The police said that, “At this point it doesn’t appear
that anybody will be charged with anything.” The reason?
Nothing illegal was done.

President Clinton continues to veto congressional bans on this
procedure, and judges continue to overturn state bans on this
procedure. But it appears that in the year 2000 that is about



to change.

The Biblical Perspective

Before we continue this discussion I wanted to focus on the
biblical perspective of abortion. A key passage in this
discussion is Psalm 139, where David reflected on God's
sovereignty in his life.

The psalm opens with the acknowledgment that God 1is
omniscient; He knows what the psalmist, David, is doing. God
is aware of David’s thoughts before he expresses them.
Wherever David might go, he could not escape from God, whether
he traveled to heaven or ventured into Sheol. God is in the
remotest part of the sea and even in the darkness. David then
contemplated the origin of his life and confessed that God was
there forming him in the womb.

For you created my inmost being; you knit me together in my
mother’s womb. I praise you because I am fearfully and
wonderfully made; your works are wonderful, I know that full
well. My frame was not hidden from you when I was made in the
secret place. When I was woven together in the depths of the
earth, your eyes saw my unformed body. All the days ordained
for me were written in your book before one of them came to
be.

Here David wrote of God’'s relationship with him while he was
growing and developing before birth. The Bible does not speak
of fetal life as mere biochemistry. This is not a piece of
protoplasm that became David. This was David already being
cared for by God while in the womb.

Verse 13 speaks of God as the Master Craftsman, weaving and
fashioning David into a living person. In verses 14-15 David
reflected on the fact that he was a product of God’s creative
work within his mother’s womb, and he praised God for how
wonderfully God had woven him together.



David drew a parallel between his development in the womb and
Adam’s creation from the earth. Using figurative language in
verse 15, he referred to his life before birth when “I was
made in secret, and skillfully wrought in the depths of the
earth.” This poetic allusion hearkens back to Genesis 2:7,
which says that Adam was made from the dust of the earth.

David also noted that “thine eyes have seen my unformed
substance.” This shows that God knew David even before he was
known to others. The term translated “unformed substance”
derives from the verb “to roll up.” When David was forming as
a fetus, God’s care and compassion were already extended to
him. The reference to “God’s eyes” 1is an 0ld Testament term
connoting divine oversight of God in the life of an individual
or a group of people.

While there are certainly other passages in the 0ld and New
Testament that speak to the sanctity of human life, I believe
that Psalm 139 is sufficient to show why Christians must
oppose abortion, especially partial birth abortion. The unborn
baby is a human being that God cares for. It should not be
sacrificed in the womb for convenience or even for fetal parts
that might improve the medical condition of another person.
The unborn must be protected at every stage of development.

Partial birth abortion is a controversial and gruesome
procedure. It is also against the will of God. Christians must
speak out against the horror of this procedure and do whatever
they can to make the procedure illegal.

Fetal Tissue Trafficking

I would like to turn our focus to a related issue: the traffic
of fetal tissue parts. In the fall of 1999, a pro-life group
by the name of Life Dynamics published their two-year
investigation of the traffic of fetal body parts. They
produced copies of brochures, protocols, and price lists that
document the interstate commerce of fetal body parts. One



brochure touts “the freshest tissue available.” A price list
provides a grim picture of the trafficking in cannibalized
body parts: eyes are $50 to $75 depending on the age of the
fetus, skin 1is $100, a spinal cord is $325.

The investigation provided new insight into why the fight
against partial birth abortion has been so tough. Partial
birth abortion, after all, is a difficult procedure that
involves turning the fetus in the womb and removing it feet
first. This complicates the abortion and therefore poses more
risk to the mother. So why do abortionists do it? Fetal tissue
parts. Quite simply, if you want an intact brain, spinal cord,
or limbs, partial birth abortion will provide that in ways
that other abortion techniques will not.

Essentially scientists who need human body parts for research
have found a loophole in the federal law that prohibits the
sale of body parts. Abortion clinics provide these companies
with whole or dismembered aborted fetuses for a service fee.
This is listed as a “site fee” which is “rental on the space”
that a body parts company employee occupies within the clinic.
The company can, therefore, argue that they are donating the
parts, but charging reasonable costs for retrieval which the
federal law does allow. As long as the retrieval fees are
higher than the site fee, they can make a profit.

Just one look at the “Fees for Services Schedule” can be
chilling. Prices for every conceivable body part are listed.
But it’s important to notice that an intact embryonic cadaver
costs $600. Why should there be a retrieval fee for that? Why
not just list the cost of shipping? This discrepancy
illustrates how the body parts companies are trying to
circumvent the law.

Gene Rudd, an obstetrician and member of the Christian Medical
and Dental Society’s Bioethics Commission, said: “It’s the
inevitable logical progression of a society that, like Darwin,
believes we came from nothing. . . . This is the inevitable



slide down the slippery slope.” He is appalled by this “death
for profit” scheme that takes the weakest of the species to
satisfy our desires.

Apparently women who come into an abortion clinic are asked to
sign a document allowing the clinic to donate their aborted
baby to research. No fetus may be used without permission.
Then the clinic receives orders (usually from their fax
machine) for parts that will be retrieved and shipped. Many of
the protocols require that the specimens be obtained within
minutes after the abortion and frozen or preserved.

Life Dynamics’ two year investigation clearly documents what
many of us suspected all along. The fight against partial
birth abortion was so tough because a lot of money and fetal
tissue was a stake. This procedure has little to do with
providing women with choice and everything to do with the
interstate trafficking of fetal body parts.

A technician identified as “Kelly” came to Life Dynamics with
this story of the traffic of fetal body parts.

The doctor walked into the lab and set a steel pan on the
table. “Got you some good specimens,” he said. “Twins.” The
technician looked down at a pair of perfectly formed 24-week-
old fetuses moving and gasping for air. Except for a few nicks
from the surgical tongs that had pulled them out, they seemed
uninjured. “There’s something wrong here,” the technician
stammered. “They are moving. I don’t do this.”

She watched the doctor take a bottle of sterile water and fill
the pan until the water ran over the babies’ mouths and noses.
Then she left the room. “I would not watch those fetuses
moving,” she recalls. “That’s when I decided it was wrong.”

Back in the fall of 1999, Life Dynamics published its two-year
investigation of the traffic of fetal body parts. They
produced copies of brochures, protocols, and price lists that
document the interstate commerce of fetal body parts.



I believe their investigation provided new insight into why
the fight against partial birth abortion has been so tough.
This procedure provides fetal tissue parts that are intact and
thus available to research labs for a profit. And these are
respected, tax-funded laboratories pursuing laudable goals
like treating diabetes and Parkinson’s disease.

“Kelly” says that it was her job to go to abortion clinics to
procure tissue “donations.” She would get a generated list
each day of what tissue researchers needed and then look at
the particular patient charts to determine where the specimens
would be obtained. She would look for the most perfect
specimens to give the researchers “the best value that we
could sell for.”

Fetuses ranged in age from seven weeks to 30 weeks and beyond.
Typically, “Kelly” harvested tissue from 30 to 40 “late”
fetuses each week. These are delivered using the partial birth
abortion procedure.

“Kelly” and others like her would harvest eyes, livers,
brains, thymuses, and especially cardiac blood. Then they
would pack and freeze the tissue and send them out by standard
couriers (UPS, FedEx) to the research laboratories requesting
the material. Life Dynamics has produced copies of forms for
fetal parts from researchers. They contain the names of
researchers, universities, pharmaceutical companies, and more.

Proponents of the research argue that the goal justifies the
means. After all, these babies would have been aborted anyway.
Why not use the discarded parts to further science and improve
the quality of living of others? Christopher Hook, a fellow
with the Center for Bioethics and Human Dignity calls this
exploitation of the unborn “too high a price regardless of the
supposed benefit. We can never feel comfortable with
identifying a group of our brothers and sisters who can be
exploited for the good of the whole.” He believes that, “Once
we have crossed that line, we have betrayed our covenant with



one another as a society and certainly the covenant of
medicine.”

This 1s the sad legacy of partial birth abortion and the
international traffic of fetal body parts. Christians must
stand up against this gruesome practice and reassert the
sanctity of human life and work for the banning of these
procedures.
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Genetic Engineering

Kerby Anderson provides a biblical look at genetic
engineering. Christians would be wise

to distinguish between two types of research: genetic repair
(acceptable) and the creation of new forms of Llife
(unacceptable).

Genetic Diseases

The age of genetics has arrived. Society is in the midst of a
genetic revolution that some futurists predict will have a
greater impact on the culture than the industrial revolution.
So, in this essay we are going to look at the area of genetic
engineering.

The future of genetics, like that of any other technology,
offers great promise but also great peril. Nuclear technology
has provided nuclear medicine, nuclear energy, and nuclear
weapons. Genetic technology offers the promise of a diverse
array of good, questionable, and bad technological
applications. Christians, therefore, must help shape the
ethical foundations of this technology and its future
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applications.

How powerful a technology is genetic engineering? For the
first time in human history, it 1is possible to completely
redesign existing organisms, including man, and to direct the
genetic and reproductive constitution of every living thing.
Scientists are no longer limited to breeding and cross-
pollination. Powerful genetic tools allow us to change genetic
structure at the microscopic level and bypass the normal
processes of reproduction.

For the first time in human history, it is also possible to
make multiple copies of any existing organism or of certain
sections of its genetic structure. This ability to clone
existing organisms or their genes gives scientists a powerful
tool to reproduce helpful and useful genetic material within a
population.

Scientists are also developing techniques to treat and cure
genetic diseases through genetic surgery and genetic therapy.
They can already identify genetic sequences that are
defective, and soon scientists will be able to replace these
defects with properly functioning genes.

At this point, let’s take a look at the nature of genetic
diseases. Genetic diseases arise from a number of causes. The
first are single-gene defects. Some of these single-gene
diseases are dominant and therefore cannot be masked by a
second normal gene on the homologous chromosome (the other
strand of a chromosome pair). An example is Huntington’s
chorea (a fatal disease that strikes in the middle of life and
leads to progressive physical and mental deterioration). Many
other single-gene diseases are recessive and are expressed
only when both chromosomes have a defect. Examples of these
diseases are sickle-cell anemia, which leads to the production
of malformed red blood cells, and cystic fibrosis, which leads
to a malfunction of the respiratory and digestive systems.



Another group of single-gene diseases includes the sex-linked
diseases. Because the Y chromosome in men is much shorter than
the X chromosome it pairs with, many genes on the X chromosome
are absent on the homologous Y chromosome. Men, therefore,
will show a higher incidence of genetic diseases such as
hemophilia or color blindness. Even though these are
recessive, males do not have a homologous gene on their Y
chromosome that could contain a normal gene to mask it.

Another major cause of genetic disease 1is chromosomal
abnormalities. Some diseases result from an additional
chromosome. Down’s syndrome is caused by trisomy-21 (three
chromosomes at chromosome twenty-one). Klinefelter’s syndrome
results from the addition of an extra X chromosome (these men
have a chromosome pattern that is XXY). Other genetic defects
result from the duplication, deletion, or rearrangement
(called translocation) of a gene sequence.

Genetic engineering offers the promise of eventually treating
and curing these genetic defects. Although this is a promise
in the future, we are already involved in genetic counseling
and the significant ethical concerns it presents. Let’s turn
now to look at the topic of genetic counseling.

Genetic Counseling

As scientists have learned more about the genetic structure of
human beings, they have been able to predict with greater
certainty the likelihood of a couple bearing a child with a
genetic disease. Each human being carries approximately three
to eight genetic defects that might be passed on to their
children. By checking family medical histories and taking
blood samples (for chromosome counts and tests for recessive
traits), a genetic counselor can make a fairly accurate
prediction about the possibility of a couple having a child
with a genetic disease.

Most couples, however, do not seek genetic counsel in order to



decide if they should have a child, but instead seek counsel
to decide if they should abort a child that is already
conceived. In cases in which the mother is already pregnant,
the focus is not whether to prevent a pregnancy but whether to
abort the unborn child. These circumstances raise some of the
same ethical concerns as abortion.

Major deformities can be discovered through many advanced new
techniques. One is ultrasound, which uses a type of sonar to
determine the size, shape, and sex of the fetus. An ultrasound
transducer is placed on the mother’s abdomen and sound waves
are sent through the amniotic sac. The sonar waves are then
picked up and transmitted to a video screen that provides
important information about the characteristics of the fetus.

Another important tool is laparoscopy. A flexible fiber optic
scope is inserted by the doctor through a small incision in
the mother’s abdomen. This tool allows the doctor to probe
into the abdominal cavity.

Genetic defects can be detected in the womb through various
prenatal tests. These tests can detect approximately two
hundred genetic disorders. In the mid-1960s physicians began
to use amniocentesis. A doctor inserts a four-inch needle into
a pregnant woman’s anesthetized abdomen in order to withdraw
up to an ounce of amniotic fluid. As the fetus grows, cells
are shed from the skin of the fetus, and these can be
collected from the fluid and used to discover the sex and
genetic make-up of the fetus.

For years, doctors used this procedure to identify congenital
defects by the twentieth week of pregnancy. Now more doctors
use another technique called chorionic villus sampling (CVS),
which can produce the same information at ten weeks. Doctors
also use a blood test known as maternal serum alfa-fetoprotein
(MSAFP). This test, usually done between the fifteenth and
twentieth week, can detect a neural tube defect of the spinal
cord or brain, such as spina bifida or Down’s syndrome.



The newest procedure is called BABI (blastomere analysis
before implantation). Using reproductive technologies, a
couple can conceive several embryos in test tubes and discard
those exhibiting known defects. A doctor gives a woman a drug
to stimulate ovulation, then extracts eggs from her ovaries
and mixes them with her husband’s sperm. So far, the procedure
has been used to test embryos for such hereditary diseases as
Tay-Sachs and Duchenne muscular dystrophy.

Using these techniques to give genetic information to couples
is not wrong in itself. But, since most of these genetic
diseases cannot be cured, the tacit assumption is that
abortion will be used if any defects are found. Many doctors
and clinics will not do genetic tests unless a couple gives
prior consent to abortion. Thus genetic counseling can often
raise ethical questions, and this 1is especially true when
abortion is involved.

Next, we’ll look at the future promise of genetic engineering
found in gene splicing.

Gene Splicing: Scientific Benefits and
Concerns

For the remainer of this essay, I would like to focus on the
issue of gene splicing, also known as recombinant DNA
research. This new technology began in the 1970s with new
genetic techniques that allowed scientists to cut small pieces
of DNA (known as plasmids) into small segments that could be
inserted in host DNA. The new creatures that were designed
have been called DNA chimeras because they are conceptually
similar to the mythological Chimera (a creature with the head
of a lion, the body of a goat, and the tail of a serpent).

Gene splicing is fundamentally different from other forms of
genetic breeding used in the past. Breeding programs work on
existing arrays of genetic variability in a species, isolating
specific genetic traits through selective breeding. Scientists



using gene splicing can essentially “stack” the deck or even
produce an entirely new deck of genetic “cards.”

But this powerful ability to change the genetic deck of cards
also raises substantial scientific concerns that some
“sleight-of-hand” would produce dangerous consequences. Ethan
Singer said, “Those who are powerful in society will do the
shuffling; their genes will be shuffled in one direction,
while the genes of the rest of us will get shuffled in
another.” Also there is the concern that a reshuffled deck of
genes might create an Andromeda strain similar to the one
envisioned by Michael Crichton is his book by the same title.
A microorganism might inadvertently be given the genetic
structure for some pathogen for which there is no antidote or
vaccine.

In the early days of this research, scientists called for a
moratorium until the risks of this new technology could be
assessed. Even after the National Institute of Health issued
guidelines, public fear was considerable. When Harvard
University planned to construct a genetic facility for gene
splicing, the mayor of Cambridge, Massachusetts, expressed his
concern that “something could crawl out of the laboratory,
such as a Frankenstein.”

The potential benefits of gene splicing are significant.
First, the technology can be used to produce medically
important substances. The list of these substances is quite
large and would include insulin, interferon, and human growth
hormone. Gene splicing also has great application in the field
of immunology. In order to protect organisms from viral
disease, doctors must inject a killed or attenuated virus.
Scientists can use the technology to disable a toxin gene,
thus yielding a viral substance that triggers the generation
of antibodies without the possibility of producing the
disease.

A second benefit is in the field of agriculture. This



technology can improve the genetic fitness of various plant
species. Basic research using this technology could increase
the efficiency of photosynthesis, increase plant resistance
(to salinity, drought, or viruses), and reduce a plant’s
demand for nitrogen fertilizer.

Third, gene splicing can aid industrial and environmental
processes. Industries that manufacture drugs, plastics,
industrial chemicals, vitamins, and cheese will benefit from
this technology. Scientists have already begun to develop
organisms that can clean up oil spills or toxic wastes.

This last benefit, however, also raises one of the greatest
scientific concerns over genetic technology. The escape (or
even intentional release) of a genetically engineered organism
might wreak havoc on the environment. Scientists have created
microorganisms that dissolve oil spills or reduce frost on
plants. Critics of gene splicing fear that radically altered
organisms could occupy new ecological niches, destroy existing
ecosystems, or drive certain species to extinction.

Gene Splicing: Legal and Ethical Concerns

Now, we want to focus on the legal and ethical concerns of
gene splicing.

Legal concerns also surround genetic technology. The Supreme
Court ruled that genetically engineered organisms as well as
the genetic processes that created them can be patented. The
original case involved a microorganism designed to eat up oil-
slicks; it was patented by General Electric. Since 1981 the
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office has approved nearly 12,000
patents for genetic products and processes. Scientists have
been concerned that the prospects of profit have decreased the
relatively free flow of scientific information. Often
scientists-turned-entrepreneurs refuse to share their findings
for fear of commercial loss.



Even more significant is the question of whether life should
even be patented at all. Most religious leaders say no. A 1995
gathering of 187 religious leaders representing virtually
every major religious tradition spoke out against the
patenting of genetically engineered substances. They argued
that life is the creation of God, not humans, and should not
be patented as human inventions.

The broader theological question 1is whether genetic
engineering should be used and, if permitted, how it should be
used. The natural reaction for many in society is to reject
new forms of technology because they are dangerous.
Christians, however, should take into account God’s command to
humankind in the cultural mandate (Gen. 1:28). Christians
should avoid the reflex reaction that scientists should not
tinker with life; instead Christians should consider how this
technology should be used responsibly.

One key 1issue 1is the worldview behind most scientific
research. Modern science rests on an evolutionary assumption.
Many scientists assume that life on this planet is the result
of millions of years of a chance evolutionary process. They
conclude, therefore, that intelligent scientists can do a
better job of directing the evolutionary process than nature
can do by chance. Even so, many evolutionary scientists warn
of this potential danger. Ethan Singer believes that
scientists will “verify a few predictions, and then gradually
forget that knowing something isn’t the same as knowing
everything. . . . At each stage we will get a little cockier,
a little surer we know all the possibilities.”

Some evolutionary scientists have always believed they could
control evolution. In essence, gene splicing gives them the
tools they have wanted. Julian Huxley looked forward to the
day in which scientists could fill the “position of business
manager for the cosmic process of evolution.” Certainly this
technology enables scientists to create new forms of life and
alter existing forms in ways that have been impossible until



now.

How should Christians respond? They should humbly acknowledge
that God is the sovereign Creator and that man has finite
knowledge. Genetic engineering gives scientists the god-like
technological ability, but without the wisdom, knowledge, and
moral capacity to behave like God.

Even evolutionary scientists who deny the existence of God and
believe that all life 1is the result of an impersonal
evolutionary process express concern about the potential
dangers of this technology. Erwin Chargaff asked, “Have we the
right to counteract, irreversibly, the evolutionary wisdom of
millions of years, in order to satisfy the ambition and
curiosity of a few scientists?” His answer 1is no. The
Christian’s answer should also be the same when we realize
that God is the Creator of life. We do not have the right to
“rewrite the sixth day of creation.”

But can gene splicing be used responsibly? We’ll address that
question next as we attempt to put forward a biblical
framework for genetic engineering.

A Biblical Framework for Genetic Engineering

When faced with the complexities of modern life, and
especially with modern technology, many tend to exert the
mental reflex of condemning all forms of genetic engineering.
So the obvious first question 1s whether genetic engineering
should be used at all. Then, if it is permissible, we should
ask how it should be used.

Christians must resist the tendency to reject technology
merely because it is foreign or merely because it 1is
technology. God’'s command to humankind in the cultural mandate
(Gen. 1:28) instructs us to develop and use technology wisely.
Christians should avoid the reflex reaction that scientists
should not tinker with life; instead Christians should develop
a biblical framework to guide responsible use of this



technology.

In developing this framework, I believe we must distinguish
between two types of research. The first could be called
genetic repair. This research attempts to remove genetic
defects and develop techniques that will provide treatments
for existing diseases. Applications would include various
forms of genetic therapy and genetic surgery as well as
modifications of existing microorganisms in order to produce
beneficial results.

The Human Genome Project is helping scientists to pinpoint the
location and sequence of the approximately 100,000 human
genes. Further advances in gene splicing will allow scientists
to repair defective sequences and eventually remove these
genetic diseases from our population.

Genetic disease is not part of God’s plan for the world. It is
the result of the Fall (Gen. 3). Christians can apply
technology to fight these evils without being accused of
fighting against God’s will. Genetic engineering can and
should be used to treat and cure genetic diseases.

A second type of research is the creation of new forms of
life. While minor modifications of existing organisms may be
permissible, Christians should be concerned about the large-
scale production of novel life forms. Their potential impact
on the environment and on mankind could be considerable.
Science is replete with examples of what can happen when an
existing organism is introduced into a new environment (e.g.,
the rabbit into Australia, the rat to Hawaii, or the gypsy
moth in the United States). One can only imagine the potential
devastation that could occur when a newly created organism is
introduced into a new environment.

God created plants and animals as “kinds” (Gen. 1:24). While
there is minor variability within these created kinds, there
are built-in barriers between these created kinds. Redesigning



creatures of any kind cannot be predicted the same way new
elements on the periodic chart can be predicted for properties
even before they are discovered. Recombinant DNA technology
offers great promise in treating genetic disease, but
Christians should also be vigilant. While this technology
should be used to repair genetic defects, it should not be
used to confer the role of creator on scientists.

I believe Christians involved in the scientific disciplines of
biology, genetics, medicine, and molecular biology need to
stand up and point the way to the wise and proper use of
genetic engineering. The benefits are great, but so are the
perils. As with any form of technology, Christians should
thoughtfully and carefully promote the beneficial aspects of
this technology while resisting and constraining 1its
detrimental aspects.
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The Sanctity of Human Life:
Harvesting Human Fetal Parts

The grisly effects of over twenty years of an abortion
industry in this country are becoming easier to document all
the time. In Pennsylvania, the “anatomy specialist” for The
International Institute for the Advancement of Medicine has a
task that would cause many of us to become physically ill. He
travels to local abortion clinics seeking abortion remains. He
searches for fetal parts and tissues that may be of use to
medical doctors and researchers. The Institute is one of a
half-dozen fetal tissue providers in the country. They will


https://probe.org/the-sanctity-of-human-life-harvesting-human-fetal-parts/
https://probe.org/the-sanctity-of-human-life-harvesting-human-fetal-parts/

charge handling fees of $50 to $150. These companies
distribute over 15,000 specimens to doctors and researchers
annually. Some large medical centers at universities regularly
supply fetal parts to their own doctors and researchers (The
Human Body Shop, by Andrew Kimbrell, HarperCollins, 1993, pp.
45-66) .

The growth and future prospects of the fetal tissue market are
actually quite good. Despite controversy over their
effectiveness, the use of fetal organs for transplants 1is
expected to grow. Prime targets for recipients are the 1
million Parkinson’s disease victims, 3 million Alzheimer’s
patients, 6 million diabetics, and 25,000 with Huntington’s
disease.

The growth of this industry is assured for three reasons.
First, fetal tissue comes from sources the Supreme Court in
Roe vs. Wade does not consider persons. This gives developing
babies virtually no legal status, and there is no recognized
need for regulation of “non-descript tissue.” Second, fetal
tissue exhibits tremendous developmental potential. The use of
fetal tissue in transplants is desirable since these tissues
are expected to grow and hopefully replace adult tissue that
has ceased to function or functions improperly. In the case of
Parkinson’s disease, fetal brain tissue is transplanted into
the brains of Parkinson’s victims in the hope that the fetal
tissue will perform normally and lessen or eliminate the
effects of the disease. Third, fetal tissue is available in an
abundant and continuous supply. With over 1.5 million elective
abortions performed in this country every year, the supply of
fetal tissue is bountiful.

These prospects are complicated further by the fact that the
best tissue for research and transplants is tissue obtained
from fetuses that were still alive when the tissue was
obtained. There is no way to offer protection under current
law. France, the United Kingdom, Australia, Canada, and Sweden
all have guidelines but no laws. The U.S. had the Reagan



moratorium on fetal tissue research involving federal funds.
But this moratorium has been misunderstood. All it did was ban
the use of federal funds for this research, not ban the
research altogether. This ambiguous situation provides new
pressures on pregnant women seeking abortion. Some are asked
to allow their abortion to be performed by certain procedures
to allow for the live acquisition of fetal parts. So not only
is she asked to end the life that thrives within her, but she
1s sometimes asked to sign a permission waiver to allow for a
particular procedure. The lack of legal status will lead to a
commercial industry. President Clinton virtually assured this
prospect when he lifted the ban on using government monies for
research using fetal tissue from elective abortions.

This is no time to lose heart or grow faint in the pro-life
movement. The fetal tissue industry will exert new monetary
pressures to continue abortion on demand. This raises an
additional rationalization that abortion is for the common
good. “Just look what can be done for those suffering from
these diseases” they will say. We must stiffen our resolve and
understand what is happening in our culture.

The Sanctity of Human Life and the Bible

As the pro-life movement encounters increasing pressures from
inside and outside, it becomes more important than ever to
have our thinking grounded in Scripture. We must not only know
what we believe, but also why. Some of these passages are ones
you are familiar with to some degree, but some of them may be
new. In either event, they are important to have for quick
reference.

Psalm 139:13-16 says, “For Thou didst form my inward parts;
Thou didst weave me in my mother’s womb. I will give thanks to
Thee, for I am fearfully and wonderfully made; wonderful are
Thy works, and my soul knows it very well... Thine eyes have
seen my unformed substance; and in Thy book they were all
written, the days that were ordained for me, when as yet there
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was not one of them.” David clearly implies that God 1is
intimately involved in the process of embryological
development inside the womb. David also indicates that the
days of every developing human have been numbered from before
birth.

Psalm 51:5 says, “Behold I was brought forth in iniquity, and
in sin my mother conceived me.” David is not suggesting that
he was born as the result of a sinful relationship. What he is
saying is that from the time he left his mother’s womb, even
from the moment he was conceived, he was a sinner. David,
therefore, was not some amorphous blob of tissue at
conception, but a spiritual being with a sin nature. Some may
object that I am using a modern day definition of conception
and applying it to a 3,500-year-old text. However, conception
was recognized as the beginning of life. They understood that
the seed of the man needed to be combined with the seed of the
woman and out of that union, a new life was brought forth.
While our technical knowledge may be more precise, the idea is
still the same.

Several individuals in Scripture tell us that they were called
to their respective ministries before birth or while still in
the womb. The Lord tells Jeremiah in Jeremiah 1:5, “Before I
formed you in the womb I knew you, and before you were born I
consecrated you; I have appointed you a prophet to the
nations.” Isaiah says in Isaiah 49:1, “The LORD called me from
the womb; From the body of my mother He named me.” Paul says
in Galatians 1:15, “But when He who had set me apart, even
from my mother’'s womb, and called me through His grace, was
pleased to reveal His son in me.” Our days were not only
numbered, but our ministries already planned from the time
before we entered our mother’s womb. Each and every life 1is
indeed valuable in God’'s eyes.

Even more instructive is the miracle of the Incarnation. In
Matthew 1: 18-20, we are told that Mary was with child by the
Holy Spirit. Jesus entered the world at the point of



conception.

We celebrate the incarnation at Christmas, Jesus’ birth, but
the actual event took place at conception. This reality 1is
brought home to us when Mary visits her cousin Elizabeth a
short time later. John the Baptist, at six months gestation in
Elizabeth’s womb leaps for joy inside her as he comes into the
presence of the Messiah in Mary’s womb. At that point Jesus
was not just a blob of cells or mere tissue. He was the
Messiah, the Son of the Most Holy God. It is also important to
note that John the Baptist was filled with the Holy Spirit and
leaped for joy in the womb. Only beings made in God'’s image
can be filled with the Holy Spirit and that is what John was.

The Other Side of Life

Euthanasia has taken root in the culture and in our nation.
Doctor-assisted suicide propositions failed in Washington
State and California before passing in Oregon this last
election. Dr. C. Everett Koop fears that for every Baby Doe
that is allowed to die in a hospital due to physical or mental
handicaps, there will be 10,000 Grandma Does. There 1is no
question that we are faced with many difficult decisions
concerning the end of life today because of the immense
technological ability to sustain life indefinitely. While we
hold that every life is sacred in the eyes of God, does there
come a time when the merciful and right thing to do is to end
a life?

The Bible actually has something to say to us in this matter.
Apart from the commandment against murder there is additional
information concerning the sanctity of life in 1 and 2 Samuel.
For example, 1 Samuel 31 tells of the death of Saul’s sons,
including Jonathan, in battle with the Philistines. When Saul
witnesses these events and sees that defeat is unavoidable, he
asks his armor bearer to kill him because he cannot stand the
thought of capture by the Philistines. The armor bearer
refuses out of fear, so Saul falls on his own sword to kill



himself.

We learn, however, from an Amalekite who brings news about
Saul to David in 2 Samuel 1, that like many other events
during his reign, Saul did not get his own suicide quite
right. We learn that this Amalekite had come upon Saul, whose
life still lingered in him, at which point Saul requested that
the Amalekite finish the job, which he did. Upon news of the
King’s death, David and his followers tear their clothes and
mourn the death of the King of Israel. David next asks the
Amalekite why he did not fear to slay God’s anointed leader
(Saul). Without waiting for a reply, David has the man struck
down. It could be argued that David’s drastic response could
be because it was the King. But just as clearly, this man took
Saul’s life, and capital punishment was administered. God is a
God of life and not death.

The New Testament constantly presents death as the enemy.
Jesus wept at the tomb of Lazarus not just because of the loss
of a friend, but also because of the spoiling effects of death
on His creation. Jesus continually healed the sick, even those
who were close to death, not just to relieve suffering but
because death was the enemy. Jesus’ message was clear: we are
to seek to preserve life not find ways to terminate it.

But many in our society face difficult decisions concerning
life and death. When are extra-ordinary measures justified and
when should nature be allowed to take its course? Some would
even say that the merciful thing to do is to take active
measures to end a life that is wracked with incurable
suffering. Christian Medical ethicist, John F. Kilner,
presents a threefold imperative for making decisions in this
area. Our decisions should be God- centered, Reality-bounded,
and Love-impelled. God-centered in that we have studied what
Scripture has to say about life and death. We have gained an
understanding of God'’s perspective. Reality- bounded in that
we have educated ourselves concerning the relevant medical
technologies and capabilities as well as the status of the



patient. Love-impelled in that we consider others as more
important than ourselves and that we are seeking the comfort
and treatment of the one who is ill and not what will be
easier for us to handle. All too often today, society offers a
caricature of godly love and offers it up as the only
criterion to be considered.

Decisions of Life and Death in the Real
World

When asked about issues of death and dying, a book I always
recommend is by Joni Eareckson Tada, When Is It Right to Die?
Joni brings a unique blend of biblical interpretation,
personal experience, and knowledge of modern medicine to the
issues of suffering, mercy, suicide, and euthanasia. One of
the more important points in the book is that there is a real
difference between allowing nature to take its course in a
person who is clearly dying and taking specific measures to
end someone’s life. Joni quotes former U.S. Surgeon General
and co-author of the book, Whatever Happened to the Human
Race?, C. Everett Koop:

If someone is dying and there is no doubt about that, and you
believe as I do that there is a difference between giving a
person all the life to which he is entitled as opposed to
prolonging the act of dying, then you might come to a time
when you say this person can take certain amounts of fluid by
mouth and we’re not going to continue this intravenous
solution because he 1is on the way out.

This is what death with dignity is supposed to be all about.
There does come a time when a patient is dying and there 1is
nothing to be done to heal or cure him. The next question then
is how long and with what measures do you prolong the act of
dying. As a person dies, various bodily functions begin to
shut down. Some will completely lose the ability to eliminate
fluids from the body. In these cases, if intravenous fluids



are continued, the body will bloat and become extremely
uncomfortable. Medical care becomes torture. Better to remove
the intravenous solution, provide limited fluid by mouth, and
allow the dying process to continue while making the patient
as comfortable as possible.

Withholding fluids in this case is totally different than
withholding fluids from a newborn Down’s Syndrome child
because the parents don’t want the child. The latter is
murder. What is important here is to realize that every case
is different. There is no set of rules that will be able to
govern every possible situation. That is why any law
attempting to legalize doctor- assisted suicide is dangerous.
It is simply impossible to cover all the bases. The law will
be abused.

We have the clear testimony of the Netherlands to back that
up. A 1991 article in the Journal of the American Medical
Association, stated that rules were established governing
euthanasia in the Netherlands by the courts in 1973. However,
the article stated that only 41% of the doctors obey the
rules, 27% admit to having performed involuntary euthanasia
(without consent of the patient), and 59% are willing to do so
under various circumstances. In 1990, 5,941 deaths were the
result of involuntary euthanasia.

But why is euthanasia gaining so much popular support? The
reason is fear. People fear the power of modern medicine. They
are worried that modern technology is out of control and that
they may be 1left on 1life-support indefinitely and
unnecessarily. People also fear the loneliness and pain of
death. Today there is no reason to fear the pain.
Surprisingly, the U.S. is a bit behind the rest of Western
medicine in the treatment of pain in that there are many
options available to treat pain and nearly eliminate it
entirely for a dying patient. The loneliness is best dealt
with in a hospice. A hospice is designed to take care of the
emotional, mental, spiritual needs as well as the physical



aspects of the terminally ill. In a hospital, a dying patient
is often seen as a failure. A hospice can effectively provide
care that is God- centered, reality-bounded, and love-
impelled.

A Call to Action and A Warning

In this discussion I have tried to lay out some of the clear
biblical and medical issues that face us today in the pro-life
movement. Often we can become confused as to what we can do
that is effective in turning the culture around. Certainly
using the ballot box effectively is important. Making use of
our representative form of government by writing letters and
calling the appropriate legislators to let them know our
position on a particular issue is another. But I would like to
conclude with a specific encouragement and a warning.

My encouragement is to become involved in whatever way
possible with a crisis pregnancy center in your area. If there
isn’t one, get a group together to find out how to start one.
The Christian Action Council out of Washington, D.C., has set
up hundreds of them around the country. Assisting women in a
crisis pregnancy has a clear biblical parallel with how God
treated Hagar when she left Abraham’s household.

You will remember that when Sarah became frustrated with her
inability to provide Abraham with a son to fulfill God’s
promise, she brought her servant, Hagar, to Abraham as a
substitute. Abraham consented, of course, and soon found
himself in trouble. When Hagar conceived there was immediate
tension. Hagar was jealous because although she performed the
duties of a wife for Abraham, she had gained none of the
privileges. Sarah on the other hand was resentful because
Hagar was successful where she had failed. Sarah complained to
Abraham about Hagar’s outward hostility and half- rightly
blamed him for Hagar’s mistreatment of her. Abraham gave Sarah
permission to mistreat Hagar, and Hagar ultimately fled into
the desert. This was indeed a crisis pregnancy. Hagar’s child



in her womb was the result of an adulterous relationship: she
had been abused and mistreated, and she was now homeless and
destitute.

But God met her in her time of need. He provided for her
materially by telling her to return to Abraham and Sarah. He
comforted her emotionally by assuring her that her child was
important to Him by indicating that it was a son and He
already had a name picked out for Him: Ishmael, meaning “God
hears.” God also promised that her son would be the father of
many nations. Hagar chose life for herself and for her son.
Today, women will choose the same path if provided with the
truth surrounded by love and compassion.

My warning is to say simply that violence is never justified
in our fight to save lives. First, we are commanded to submit
and obey governmental authorities (Titus 3:1 and Rom. 13:1).
Remember that Moses was banished for 40 years for taking
matters into his own hands in Egypt when he killed an Egyptian
soldier who was mistreating an Israelite worker (Exod. 2:11).
Moses had one solution in mind, but God had another. Israel
had every right by today’s standards to rise up in armed
rebellion. God, however, had another plan. Civil disobedience
is certainly allowed when God’s laws are violated, but violent
protest is nowhere recorded in Scripture (Exod. 1,12; Daniel
3; 1 Kings 18; Acts 4-5; Rev. 13). Daniel disobeyed the law of
the land but submitted to the lion’s den as did the martyrs of
the early church when faced with terribly brutal and unjust
persecution. Jesus rebuked Peter’s use of the sword at His
arrest (Matt. 26:52). Jesus submitted to Pilate’s authority.
He said, “You would have no power over me if it were not given
to you from above” (John 19:10-11).

Whether dealing with abortion, helping women victimized by the
allure and power of a legal abortion industry, or comforting
people afraid of pain, suffering, and death, our response
should be God- centered, rooted in the sanctity of human life;
reality-bounded, knowledgeable about the situation, and love-



impelled, guided by the desire to extend the love of Christ to
all.
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