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MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON
FROM: ART QUE

SUBJECT : Meeting with ACLU Representatives

On Monday, May 5, Pam Needham and I met with two representa-
tives of the American Civil Liberties Union to hear their
comments regarding Federal abortion policies.

Specifically, they are concerned that a 1971 Executive
Order is still being followed by Federal personnel and is
in direct conflict with the more recent 1973 Supreme Court
abortion ruling.

In that Executive Order President Nixon dlrected that any
abortions on military bases should be performed in accordance
with relevant State laws.

Despite the Supreme Court's ruling that State laws cannot
limit abortions (at least in the first trimester),  some
States still enforce restrictive abortion laws. These are
in the process of being tested and struck down in: court.

The ACLU contends that the Executlve Order requlrlng Federal
employees to adhere to State law 'is in violation of the
Supreme Court where these laws limit abortions. Their
solution is for the President to rescind the Executive

Order and to allow unrestricted abortions on military
installations and Indian health service facrlltles.

Cur initial reaction was that this is a matter more for the
courts. Certainly it could be a potentially volatile 1ssue
if the President were involved.

t any rate, the ACLU people went to the Washlngton Star
and the attached story resulted.

Our intent is to keep this process as low key as p0551b1e.
We've asked for a report from Defense on their policies and
will wait to hear from them before going rurther.

We'll keep you informed as options develop.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON

FROM: ART QUERN

SUBJECT: ACLU Inquiry Re (dbortion Policy

»
You inquired as to who was the “spok,Sman ed to in

the Washington Star story regarding/a meeting w1th ACLU
representatives on the subject of ﬁortlon.

/

John Carlson was the "spokesman."/ After the ACLU repre-

sentatives contacted the Star, the reporter contacted the
White House Press Office. John falled me and I reported

that we could say we were studying the materials they had
left with us and were looking ihto the questions they had
raised. John convefed this tojthe reporter.
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In a TV interview last week, your wife said she approved
of the Supreme Court Ruling on abortion. Do you agree?

Answer

As you know, when I was a Member of the Congress, I
co~sponsored a constitutional amendment that would
~permit each.State to:.enact its own laws regarding
‘abortion. I felt that this was a matter better
"decided at the State level, not in Washington. I
continue to believe this is true.

Baéﬁgfound

As Minority Leader, the President co-sponsored a constitutional
amendment which would permit the States to enact abortion
legislation. He also opposed, in 1972, a Michigan referendum
that would have permitted abortion on demand in that State.

Bizherd D. Parsons
August 15, 1975
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Within the context of a states' rights amendment
on abortion, do you believe a state should be
allowed to pass a law which would require the
saving of the life of the unborn child over the
life of the mother?

I would not approve of such a state statute, and
I made it clear in my statement to Mr. Cronkite
that I feel that abortion should be available in
cases of the mother's serious illness, incest or
rape.
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Q. Then, in regard to the mother's illness, it would
not have to be a matter of life and death?

A. That is right, but it would be serious.




Q. Who decides on the seriousness?

A. I would think a physician, subject to
reasonable standards set by the state.
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Q.

A.

What about the mother's mental illness?

Best left to the states.
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Would you draw a distinction between statutory
and forcible rape?

I think that is a decision that should be thought
through and decided by the state.




Within the context of your support for a states'
rights amendment, what is your position on abortion
when there is medical evidence that the child will
be born with a serious deformity or when it is
certain that the child will die either shortly after
birth or within a few years (e.g., Tay-Sachs is an
example of a disease which means certain death to
the child by about age 2 years)?

This must be decided on an individual basis.







of the Conferees have agreed to a modification of the House bill language.

It is the Intent of the Conferees to limit the financing of abortions
under the Medicaid'program to instances where the performance of an abortion is
deemed by a physician to be of medical necessity and to prohibit payment for
abortions as a method-of family planning, or for emotional or social convenience.
It is not our intent to precludé payment for abortions when the life of the
woman is clearly endangered, as is the case with multiple sclerosis or remal
disease, if the pregnancy were carried to term. Nor is it the intent of the
Conferees to prohibit medical procedures necessary for the termination of an
ectopic pregnancy or for the treatment of rape or incest victims; nor is it
intended to prohibit the use of drugs or devices to prevent implantation of the
fertilized ovum.. |

Furthermore, the proposed language would not interfere with or limit
Federal aid to medical schools conducting research'inté, or teaching of,
abortion procedures for therapeutic purposes.

The Congress is aware that there are three cases related to this issue

to be heard by the Supreme Court this fall, and wishes to make clear that the

Congress in its action upon this particular appropriations bill does not
intend to prejudge any constitutional questions involved in those cases.

The managers on the part of the Senate will move to concur in the amendment

of the House to the amendment of the Senate.
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EDITORIAL OFFICES: 10 East 53 Street, New York, N. Y. 10022

Editors: IRVING KRISTOL » NATHAN GLAZER

Assoclate Editor: PAUL WEAVER

January 28, 1976

Mr. Robert Goldwin

Room 170

01d Executive Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Bob:

This letter concerns itself with abortion,, of all things. It has

become a rather important issue in the Democratic primaries, and I assume
that it will be some kind of issue in the election itself, I do think it
important, therefore, that the President take an unequivocal position on

the subject and that he do so as soon as possible. The reason for speed

is two~fold. First, once the President takes a position, all the Democratic
candidates are going to be forced to take a position, and this will make
life very difficult for them in their primaries. Secondly, one does not
want the President's position on abortion to appear to be "political" -~
i.e., simply a vote-getting ploy. I don't think it should be; I hope it
won't be; and it certainly must not seem to be.

My own view on abortion is identical with that of the lateAlex Bickel's,

as expressed in an article in The New Republic (of all places) immediately
after the Supreme Court decision. In a heterogeneous society such as ours,
it's folly to try to dictate to the citizenry a national policy on such a
controversial moral issue. The President, therefore, should support a
constitutional amendment which returns the issue of abortion to the states.
The states can, then, if they wish, devolve decision-making on this issue

to local communities. This is what we did on the question of alcohol.
National prohibition did not work, and a national prohibition of prohibition
would, in my view, be wrong. We have "dry"states and "wet" states, rdry"
counties and "wet" counties, and the system seems to work rather well. At
lcas¥ the issue of liquor itself has been .defused. I think this should

be our national attitude with regard to abortion. And, in view of the
Supreme Court's opinion, unfortunately, a constititional amendment is required,
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Mr. Rabert Goldwin 1/28/76

If the President were to take this position very soon, and if he were to
state it in a calm and utterly decisive way, he would get it "out of the
way,"” so far as his own campaign is concerned. He will also put it "in
the way" of the Democratic candidates, for whose constituencies it is a
much more controversial issue,

So that's my view, for what it's worth,

Irving Kristol
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Reverend Brown said that his major concern was the enactment
of a "pro-life" amendment to the Constitution but that he
realized the proper realm for action on that was the Congress,
not the Executive Branch.

Ms. Engle expressed her opposition to: HEW abortion policy,
HEW and AID family planning, population control and birth
control, policies and programs, fetal research, and sex
education in the schools.

The representatives of the Administration listened to the
concerns expressed. All present agreed that further communica-
tion would be directed to HEW (Ms. Lynch) and Justice (Ms.Wolf).







The purpose of the meeting was to listen to what each of the
three organization representatives had to say. Each spoke
and responded to questions from us. We were each careful
not to express an opinion (either personal or official) but
to limit ourselves to asking questions.

I believe that Mrs. Engel's quote is an incorrect interpre-
tation of a remark made by Bobbie Kilberg. She reported
that a frequently cited argument for continuing HEW funding
of abortions is that it would be discriminatory to deny the
poor this right. She was repeating and not arguing for
that position.




Some items in this folder were not digitized because it contains copyrighted
materials. Please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library for access to
these materials.
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Catholics Cheer Ford—
But Why?

By JOHN D. LOFTON JR.

When it comes to talking about the nght to life,
President Ford makes a good speech. Not a great one,
but a good one. And.in Philadelphia the other day—
just a week or so before the Republican convention—
talking to 100.000 Catholics attending the 41st Inter-
national Eucharistic Congress, Mr. Ford had the
bishops and cardinals standing and appiauding his at-
tacks on *a rising tide of secularism’ and its concom-
itant, “‘the increased irreverence for life.”

But the nitty-gritty, bottom-line question as re-
gards the President’s position on abortioa is not
what does he say about the right to life, but what
during his two years as the nation’s Chief Executive
has he done to ensure this right. And when this as-
pect of the issue is examined, the record of Mr.
gord and his Adlmmstratxon is a dismal one in-

eed.

In t'act. Mrs. Randy Engel. executive direczor of the
U.S. Coalition-for Life. goes so far as to labei the Ford
. Administration’s record on abortion *“amabsolute
monstrosny " In an interview, Mrs. Engle, whose orga-
nization is made up of 1,200 pro-life groups in the U.S.
 and abroad, teils me that in January, when she and
some other pro-lifers met with the President’s Domes-

Human Events, 8/21/76 (Cont.)
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tic Council. Mr. Ford's men argued for the federal
funding of abortion, saying it was discriminatory to
deny the poor this right. (This is fascinating because
Robert Bork, the solicitor general of the U.S., has ar-
gued in a Supreme Court brief that because there is a-
constitutional right to abortion doesn’t mean the
American taxpayer has to pay for the abortion.)

Anyway, such HEW-funded Medicaid abortions
snuff out the lives of approximately a quarter of a mil-
lion unborn children, at an annual cost to the tax-
payer of about $50 million.

Mrs. Engel notesthat under Mr. Ford’s Administra-
tion, the Agency for International Development’s
Office of Population Affairs has doled out millions of
taxpayer dollars to such aggressively pro-abortion
groups as the International Planned Parenthood Fed-
eration, the Population Council. and the U. N s Fund
for Population Activities. :

Mrs. Engel further pomts out that when the federal
government began taking in Vietnamese refugees at
four military installations last year, President Ford’s
HEW Department immediately set up a “family
planning program™ at two of these posts which re-
sulted in about 100 abortions being performed, abor-
tions financed by the U.S. taxpayer. At the two posts
where there was .no HEW program, only three abor-
tions were performed.

Dr. Mildred Jefferson, president of the National
Right to Life Committee—which has affiliates in all
50 states and the District of Columbia—is also dis-
appointed with President Ford’s right-to-life record.

.M. rewd Jo
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