Ohio's Heartbeat Bill - A Nice Pro-Life Bill If There Is No God by Dr. Patrick Johnston

http://rightremedy.org/articles/364
This article by Dr. Patrick Johnston (excerpts below) thoroughly dissects yet another piece of incremental, child-murder-by-"abortion" regulation legislation in the tragic parade of 20 years or so of this failed, flawed, unbiblical, faithless legislative strategy pursued and/or advocated by such organizations as National Right to Life, Americans United for Life, members of the US Conference of [Roman] Catholic Bishops, Phyllis Schlalfy / Eagle Forum, Focus on the Family, and others.   

God's Requirement for Murder is JUSTICE, not incremental regulation !

PASS PERSONHOOD NOW !

God says, "Thou shalt not kill (murder)." Exodus 20:13, KJV  [ No "exceptions" ! ] 

Steve Lefemine

Columbia Christians for Life  [ www.ChristianLifeandLiberty.net ] 

April 25, 2011

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Excerpt below from Dr. Patrick Johnston's article:

Re: "Life-of-the-mother" issue (from medical and medical ethics standpoint)   [ emphasis added ] 

Most so-called "therapeutic abortions" are prescribed to protect the physician, not the patient. For example, I had a pregnant patient who was diagnosed with cancer and was urged to get a "therapeutic abortion" so the physician could save her life. The physician wanted to get her on chemotherapy right away, but he refused to prescribe the therapy unless the patient aborted her baby. The doctor's real concern was not the mother's life at all; the mother's life would have been saved by the chemotherapy even if she was pregnant. The physician was concerned that the baby would survive and be born deformed and he would be found liable in civil litigation, and so to protect him in his recommendations that the patient undergo chemotherapy, he recommended an abortion. 

It would certainly be ethical to prescribe the chemotherapy if it were necessary in order to save the mother's life. 

If the baby were to inadvertently die from chemotherapy, the death would be unfortunate and unintentional and 

would not be a crime any more than if one of the people in the boat in the middle of the ocean were to die of thirst 

on the journey. But to intentionally kill the baby to save the mother is not any more necessary than it is lawful. 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Excerpt below from Dr. Patrick Johnston's article:

Re: "Life-of-the-mother" issue (from legal standpoint, referring to Texas law challenged in Roe v. Wade case)   [ emphasis added ] 

In Justice Blackmun's Roe v. Wade decision, he criticizes the hypocrisy of Texas' anti-abortion law in order to show that the defenders of 

Texas' anti-abortion law do not really believe that the preborn child is a recipient of the constitutionally protected right to life. He cited the fact 

that there were justifications for abortion in the law - "the life of the mother."  He cited the fact that the mothers were immune from prosecution and that the penalty for committing an abortion was less than the penalty for killing a born person. Let's hear it straight from Blackmun's mouth: "It has already been pointed out... that in Texas the woman is not a principal or an accomplice with respect to an abortion upon her. If the fetus 

is a person, why is the woman not a principal or an accomplice? Further, the penalty for criminal abortion specified... is significantly less than 

the maximum penalty for murder prescribed by... the Texas Penal Code. If the fetus is a person, may the penalties be different?" 

Good questions, Justice Blackmun! The Roe v. Wade Supreme Court may be blind to justice, but they certainly weren't blind to hypocrisy. 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

From Columbia Christians for Life:

Re: "Life-of-the-mother" issue (from legal standpoint, referring to Texas law challenged in Roe v. Wade case)   [ emphasis added ] 

The Texas law challeneged in Roe v. Wade had an “exception” which undermined their entire “personhood” argument.  Justice Harry Blackmun wrote: “[ Footnote 54 ] When Texas urges that a fetus is entitled to Fourteenth Amendment protection as a person, it faces a dilemma.  Neither in Texas nor in any other State are all abortions prohibited.  Despite broad proscription, an exception always exists… But if 

the fetus is a person who is not to be deprived of life without due process of law, and if the mother's condition is the sole determinant, does not the Texas exception appear to be out of line with the Amendment's command? ...”  Roe v. Wade - http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/scripts/getcase.pl?court=us&vol=410&invol=113
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

(AUDIO) "In Their Own Words" - U.S. Supreme Court
Actual audio excerpts of the second Oral Arguments before the U.S. Supreme Court

in the Roe v. Wade case (decision published January 22, 1973) - Argued on October 11, 1972

http://www.montanaprolifecoalition.org/approach.htm
Recognition of unborn children as persons is the "KEY" to overturning Roe v. Wade    

CHILD-MURDER BY "ABORTION" CAN BE ENDED BY RECOGNIZING THE PERSONHOOD

OF PRE-BIRTH HUMAN BEINGS, AT FERTILIZATION, WITHOUT EXCEPTIONS.

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

