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Prepared testimony of Professor Karen (¥’ Connor

Guod aflernoon, Chairman Chabot. Representalive Nadler, Members of the
Subcommittes, and distinguished guests. My name is Karen O'Connor, and T am a Professor of
Government 41 American Universily and the [ounder and Director ol its nonparlisan Women &
Politics Instilute.

Frior W joining the Laculty al American University. [rom 1977 1o 1995, T taught at Emory
University, where I held appointments in the Politieal Science Department and the Law School.
Al holh mslilutions. Thave laughl Women and the Law, Lidgaling [or Constitional Change,
and American Politics. Tam the author of No Newtral Ground: Aboriion Politics in an Age of
Absolutes (1995). American Politics: Conzinuiry and Change, \he ninth edilion (with Larry
Sabalo), (he best selling American Politics college lexibook in the United Stales: several books
on wimen and politics; and over [illy arlicles and book chaplers on vadous aspects ol the law
and the judicial process as ils relates W women and women’s rights. 1am the past president of
the: Southern Political Scicnce Assoctation. the National Women's Caucus for Political Scicnee,
the past chair of the American Palitical Science Associalion’s Organized Research Section on
|.aw and the Counrts, and the president-cleet of its Crganized Section on Women and Politics
Rescarch.

1 am honored to testify regarding the stgnificant implications of Koe v. Wnde and Doe v,
Holrop Lor American women and [amilies. Today [ will address the legal significance al £oe v
Wade and Doe v. Belton, their steong constitutional underpinnings, their profound consequences
lor women's health and lives. and the legal and public health necessily ol preserving a wornan's
right to choose abortion. With new membership on the Supreme Court and several critical legal
Lests on the hanzon, reproductive (reedom is truly al a crossroads.

Abortion Regelation Prior to Roe v. Wade and Doe v, Belton and the Consequences for
Winmnen’s Lives

Abartion Regulation FPrior to Koe

Ahortion regulations and restrictions are not rocted in ancient theory or common law;
despite the fact thal aborlion was common threughoul hislory, no government -- be il local, staie,
ar national -- attempted to cegulate the practice until well inte the nincteenth ccmury.‘ As
Justice Blackmun noted in Ree v. Wade, “at common law. at the Ume of the adoption of aur
Clonstitution, and throughout the major portion of the 19th century - .. a woman cnjoyed a

" Abortion was legally pracuced in ancient Greece and the Roman cmpire. See Roe. 410 1.8, 112,130 (1973).
Fikewise, inder Tinglish comen Tavw, (the basis for our Tegal sysiem. aborlion was nal criminglized. 7, al 132-123,
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substanlially broader vighl 1o (erminale a pregnancy than she does in most Stales Lndﬁy."E
[ndeed. in 1812, a Massachusctts Court found ihat an abartion performed belore “quickening,”
defined as the time when a woman begins to feel movement in utero, usually between the 16th
and 18 week of pregnancy, was not punishable st law.”

The first uborlion resticlions etacled 1 the United States were stale stululory crealions
that marked o shift away from commeon law. In 1821, Conneeticur beecame the first stare to
criminalize aborlion after giickening. By 1840, eight states had enacted stalulory abortion
restrictions.? Other states quickly followed suit; by 1910 every state excepr Kenmcky had made
aburtion a [elony.”

By the early 19705, however, lollowing the lead ol the American College ol Obstetricians
and Gynecologists and the American Law Institute (ALD, ® fourizen states liberaliced their
abortion statutes to permit abortion in limited circumstances: when the woman’s health was in
danger, when the woman was (he viclim ol rape or meesl, or when there was a likelihood of a
fetal abnormality.” Stll, only four states -- Alaska, Hawaii, New York, and Washington -- had
decriminglived the provision ol abortion for any reason during the early stages of pregnancy

Abertion “Options” Prior fo Roe: Resort o Back Alleys

The fact thal abortion was illegal in el bul a few stales prior W Roe did not meun,
however. that women were not obtaining the procedure. Indeed. an 1871 American Medical
Assvclation report found that 20% of all pregnancies were deliberately wrminated. ” Tt is
eslimated that anywhere rom 200,000 (o 1.2 million illegal or sell-induced abortions were
perlormed in the 1950s and 1960s." The general unavailability of fegal abortions meant that the
vasl majorily of women who wanled W lerminate & pregnancy were lelt with only one “option™

 See Roe 410 US, a0 140-41,

' See Conmomvealt v, Bangs. 9 Mass. 387, 388 (1812). Moreover. “whetlier abortion ol a guirk (elus was a Telony
at common law, or even a lesser crime, is still disputed.” Roe, 416115, at 134 (emphasis added).

* Sve Roe. 410 1.8 at 138-39,

* Barbara Hinkson ("raig and David M. O Brien, ABORTION AND AMERICAN POLITICS 9 (1993).

% Karen 0'Connor, No NEULRAL GROUND 27 (1996).

7 Barbara Hinkson C'raig and David M. O'Brier, ABORTION ARD AMLRICAN POLILICS 9-10 (15933,
B 10,

¥ Waney B MeGlen and Karen O Connor, WOMEN, POLITICS AND AMUERICAN SOCIELY 207 [1998)
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ohtaining illegal and dangerous aborlion procedures, commoenly relened 1o as “hack-alley
abartions.”

Hlegal abortions, sometimes performed by lay people who did not have the proper
training, equipment. or methods of anesthesia or sanitation, were extremely danperous and put
women at high risk ol incomplele abortions., inlection, and death. Estimales regarding the
number of death and infeetions resulting from illegal or self-indueed abortion are. of course,
dilficull w make given that many womer, or their families in cases of the woman's death, were
reluctant to attribute the infeetion or death to illegal abertion. Some estimate, however, that
5,000 women a year died [rom illegal, unsale sborlions belore Roe v. Wade., In 1963, illegal
abartion accounted e a reported 17 parcent of all deaths dug (o pregnancy and childbirth,
These burdens lell disproportionately on wonzen ol color: rom 1972 w 1974, the mortalily rate
due 1o illegal abortions [or non while women was (welve times that for while wonten.”? And,
none of these numbers include the thousands of women who willingly endured dangerous,
invasive hyslerectomies or lubal ligations o make certain thal they would nol have o have
abortions should they have additional pregnancics.

Roe v, Wade and Doe v. Bolton

In 1973, against a background of inereasing lidgation surrounding contraception angl
abortion -- and the horrifying reality that American mothers, sisters, and daughters were being
loreed inta the back alleyy - the Supreme Court granted cesriorari in the companion cases ol
Roe v. Wade and Dee v, Boftonr. Taoe Rog, who we know today as Norma McCorvey, challenged
a Texas abortion law thal prohibited abortions in all cases excepl Wy save a woman's life. Unlike
Roe, the statute at issue in Doe v, Bofton was based on the Model Penal Clode of the ALL Doe's
lawyers, acling on her behalf as well as several doclors, nurses, elergy, and social workers,

"' Much of the discussion of the availability and incidence of abortion prior to Roe draws heavily on Rachel Benson
Cold, Alan CGrutlmacher Instilule. [ssues in Bricl: Lessous From Before Roe: Will Paxt be Predogue? (2EF3).
available at httpedwww agi-usa.arg/pubsfib_S5-03.pdf. Prior to Age. a limited nomber of women had access to safe
ahortions.  Most states allowed a woman to reeeive an aboruon if she could prove that her life would be endangered
by continuing the pregonancy: g few states permdied aborlion in cases of rape or incest. ar il an abartion wis
determined o be necessary to preserve the woman's ealth. Tlowever, women were still forced to navigare a
complicated medical approval systea. including obtainng U approval ol 2 hospital cormmt.ee. widergoing
physical and mental evaluations, or obtaining law enforcement certification of claims of sexual assault. A womim’s
abiliy to successtally complete this process often hinged on her coononue staws: generally. only more afthuent,
white wormen had the abilily (o pay for this review process, mixd had a relatonship with ¢ privaie physician willing Lo
facilitate the process.  Likewise. a linuted number of wornen -- again, women with financiel means -- had another
aplion: A lew states. most natably New York. repealed twir abortion staines in 1970, Because New York did ol
requine thar a women he a resident of the state in order to obrain the procedure. women from across the comntry
traveled o New York [or safe, legal aborhions. [ s esiimated 1hal in 1972 alone, more than 100000 women
traveled 10 Wew York City w oblain legal aborion services, ©OF course, such iravel and lodging was tinw conguming
and eostly. and, in pracice. was an option only [or women of financial means. fd.

Yo,

"
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alleged that the Georgia law was an unconstilutional undue restriclion ol personal and marital
privacy.

In & landmeark 7 w 2 decision., the Supreme Court held that the “right of privacy ... 1s
broad cnough to encompass a waman’s decision whether or net to ferminate her pregnancy.”™
The Court also recognized that the decision of whelher 1o have a child 1s unigue 10 every woman
and her life eircumstances, and therefore must be a personal, individual decision.

14

The detriment that the State would impose upon the pregnant woman by denying
this choice allogether 18 apparent. Specific and direct harm medically diagnosable
even in garly pregnancy may be involved, Maernily, or additional oflspring, may
[urce upon the woman 2 distresslul itfe andd fulure. Psychological harm may be
imminent, Mental and physical health may be taxed by child care, There is also
the distress, for all concerned, assoctated with the unwanted child, and there is the
problem ol bringing a child inw a family already unable, psychologically and
otherwise, to care for it [n other cases, as in 1his one, the additional difficultics
and continuing stigna of unwed motherhood may be involved. All these are
factors the woman and her responsible physician necessarly will consider in
consultation. "

In iovalilating (he Texus and Georgia aborion laws, the Court cffcctively
invalidated the ahortion Laws of all but four states.'®

The Consgtutional Underpinnings of Roe v. Wade and Doe v, Bolton

The right 1o privacy so central in Ree was not “announced” lor the fivst ame in the Koe
decision. Rather, 1o the decades prior w Roe, the Court defined the right 1o privacy as 4
fundamental reedom subject o exacling siriet seruliny by the Courl,

The right to privacy was well-recognized -- both in the reproductive freedom context and
aulside the reproductive lreedom contexl - decades belore the Ree decision. As the Ree Courl
itaclf stated, “Tn a line of decisions . .. going back perhaps as far as [1891], the Court has
recognized that a rght of personal privacy, or a guarantee of certain arcas or zones of privacy,
docs exist nnder the Constitution.” Ree, 410 U8, at 152 (citing, inter alia, Union Pacific R Co.
v, Bovsford, 1410 VLS. 250, 2310 (1891); Stemley v, Georgia, 394 1.8, 557 (19690 Terry v. Ohie,

" Ree, 410 U8, at 153,
Y 133

¢ laren O Unnnor, SO NBUTRAL CIROUND d6-47 (1996). Cemrary o arguments ihat the Coart meved 1o (ast in
deciding Rae, the Court actually followed the trend emerging in the states. As noted above, in the 1960 the states
began relocming e aboction laws, at the ime Soe was decided, 17 states allowed abortion in at least sence
cirenmstances. Marcover, such a viral right must be mattonalized. Not to grant women fundamental rights
anaranteed inoone state, while allowing it exercse w be labeled crimingl in others. i3 akin to arguing that Jim Crow
laws should be within the purview of the stiles tr allew or prohibil,
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392 U181 (1968); Karz v. Linited States, 389 U8, 347 (1967); Boyd v. (nired Stares. 116 U.S.
616 (1886). Olmstead v. United Stares, 277 U.S. 438 (1928) (Rrandeis, I, dissenting), Meyer v,
Nebraska, 262 1.5, 390 (1923); Lowving v. Virginia, 388 U.S. | (1967); Skirner v. Gklahome, 3160
U.S. 535 (1942); Prince v. Massachusetts, 321 U.S. 158 (1944); Pierce v. Sociery of Sisters, 268
LS. 510 (19257).

Griswold and Eisenstadr, Roe's immediate predecessors, made clear that the ULS.
Constitulion contained a broad, fundamental right 1o privacy thal encompassed the right 1o
control nne’s decision whether or not t¢ have a child. In Griswold v C'nnrm'[l‘('ur,“ the Court
recognized that the privacy right encompassed o marred couple’s night 1o use birth control. This
right, the Courl held, ¢ould be lound in the “penumbras emanaling™ rom several specilic
guaranlees in the Bill of Rights and incorporated (hrough the 1ourteenth Amendment. Among
these righis were the First Amendment’s protection of association, the Third Amendment’s bar
on the quartering of soldiers in private homes in peacetime without consent, the ourth
Amendment’s prolection against unreasongble searches and seizures of homes and property, (he
lifth Amendment’s guarantee of freedom from seif-inerimination, and the Ninth Amendment,
which gives 1o all eitizens tghis nol enumerated specifically in the Constitution, "The right o
privacy. concluded the Court. was so basic that the 'ramers saw no need to spell it out more
¢learly in the Congslituton,

Seven years later, the Court utilized this same privacy rationale in Eisensiadi v. Baird™ w
invahidate a Massachnsetts Taw that allowed only married couples access 1o contracepives.
Allirming an unmarried individual's fundimenial right 10 oblain contraceplion, the Court slaled
“1I'the right ol privacy means anything, il is the right of the individual, married or single. o be
[1ee [vom unwarranted govemmental inlrusion inle matlers so [undamentally allecting a person
as e decision whether 1o bear or begel a child.”"”

Tmporlantly, then, questions aboul the legitimacy ol the privacy right relicd on in Roe are
not simply a quarrel with Roe, but an alleck on the broader foundatons of the nght w pivacy.
If the right of a woman to maintain control over her own hody established in Roe cannot stand on
privacy grounds, neither can the right o be (ree (tom nonconsensual physical examinalions
{Union Pacilic Railread), the vight to exercise Tirst Amendment freedoms (Standey); the right to
cducate our children according to our own beliefs {#eyer and Fierce), the right 10 choose who
we will marry (Loving): or the right to obtain birth control (Griswold and Casey).

Rae’s Implications for American Women

Roe’s implications for women weie protound and wide-reaching. The most immediate
result was o rescue women from the hack alleys, making access to safe, legal abortion possible

"7 3g1 L 470 (1905).
"™ Eisenstadt v Batrd. 403 118438 (1972).

n

“ 405 LS. 438, 433 (1972),
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for women who chose it ™ Just as tmporlantly, Ene marked a new beginning in women's ability
1o eantrol their own leetility and 1o choose whether or noi W have children. Roe recognized thal
the woman deeiding whether to continue a pregnancy, and only that woman, must make the
personal choice that 1s in keeping wilh her own religious, philosophical, and moeral belicls. This
freedam of choice led to increased freedant in other arcas, as the Supreme Court nated in 1992,
“the abilily ol women Lo parlicipale equally in the economic and social lile of the Nation has
been facilitated by their ability to control their reproductive lives.™!

Roe protects a woman's bodily integrity, but, just as importantly, protects 2 woman's
right W be responsible [or the choices she makes and the optons she chooses. A woman's ability
1o decide when and if she will have children will ultimately make her a betler mother, il she
chooses 1o become one. and hielps ensure (hal children are brought into Tamilies that are willing
and able o both linancially and emotionally care [or them, A woman's ability 1o control her
own reproduction ensures that she can malke the medical decisions central 10 her physical and
emational well-being. And (his avtonomy allows women 10 make the choices we perhaps now
take for pranted: whether and when to marry. whether and when 1o have children, and whether to
putsue educational opporlunities or a prolessional career,

Post-Roe Attacks on the Fundamental Right to Chaose Abortion

Legal and political attacks on Ree began even before the ink was dry on the decision.
Within six months ufter Roe was decided, 188 unii-ubortion bills were introduced n 41 stale
legislalures, Slale restrictions — such as wailing periods, spousal and parcnial conscnl
requirements, and informed consent requirements -- slowly chipped away at Boe’s prolections.
limiung aborlion availability for all women. “These restrictions Iell most heavily on low-income
women, especially young women and women ol color, who, despile the legality of abortion,
allen could nol access such services. Fov example, 33 stales and the District of Columbia
currently restricl low-income women's gceess 10 gbortion. several federal laws, such as the Hyide
Amcndment, bar acecss to abortion care for low-income women who rely on the federal
sovernmenl [or their health care, with exceplions only Lo preserve the woman’s lile or il Lhe
pregnancy results from rape or incest. ™ Tikewise, 4 states restrict FOUNQ WOMEN'S ACCess to
abortion hy mandating parental natice ar consent, =

‘vday, abortion is one of the satest and mos, comimicnly perlormed medical procedures. 10 stark contrast o 1he
soaring death races from illegal abortions prior to Ree, the corrent death rate from lepal abortion at all stages of
pestation is 0.6 per 100,000 procedures.  Lichtenberg TS, Grimes DA, Paul M. Abartion complications: Prevention
asd management. in Paul M. Lichienberg 1S, Borgatla 1. Grimes DAL Stubblelicld PG A CUIKICTANS GTUTDE TR
MUDICAL AND SURGICAL ABORLION 197-210. (1999),

NV Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Pensvivania v. Casey, 505 115, 833, 835 (1992),
' NARAL, Wha Decides: The Stas of Women's Reproductive Rights in the United Stares (2006)

P INARAL, Who Decides: The Status of Women's Reproductive Kighs in the Unired States (2000),
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Baltles over abortion continue 1o be waged in 1he stales woday. In 2005 alone, 614 anli-
chotee measures were considered in staie Icgislatums.24 Muorcover, cvery stale with a regular
legislative session, except the Distict of Columbia, considered anti-choice legislation in 205:
77 of these legislative measures involved mandatory counscling and mandatory delay
requirements for women seeking aborticn services: 33 legislative measures would permit
individuals and/or corporalions o reluse W provide abortion, {family planning., and other medical
services; 00 lepislative measures placed restrictions on young women™s aceess to reproductive
health services {including abortion and lamily planning); and 61 legislauve measures wers
targeted regulations of abortion providers. Owverall, 58 of these anti-chaice measures were
enacted—a 100% increase [rom 2004,

lellingly. however, despile countless legal challenges, and thousands of legislative
allacks on Ree, (he Supreme Court has continyally reallirmed the continued validity and
constitutionality of the basic principles articulated in the decision, recognmizing that a woman's
right (o control her own body, articulated in Griswold, Eisenstadt, Roe, and Doe remains jusl as
fundamental today. As the Court so aptly stated in Plgnned Parenthood of Southeasiern
Pennsvivanria v. Casey, "Roe s clearly in no jeopardy, since subsequent constilutional
developments have neither disturbed. nor do they threaten to diminish. the scope of recognized
protcetion aceorded 1o the liberty relating e inlimaic relationships, the Family, and decisions
about whether or not to heget or bear a child.™ ) ikewise, in Stemberg v. Carhart, the Court
again reallicmed, “Taking account of these viriually irrecencilable points of view, aware (hal
constitutional law must govern a society whose diftferent members sincerely hold dircetly
appusing views, und considering the matler in Ight of the Consitution’s guarantees of
lundamental individual liberly, this Court, in the course ol a generation, s determined and then
redetermined that the Constitution offers basic protection to the woman's right to choose ™ In
Fawrence v, Texas, in which the Court invalidated & eriminal ban on sodomy, the court
reullirmed the lundamental right 10 privacy embodied 1n Roe, staling, “Roe recognized the right
al'a woman 1o make cerlain fundamental decisions alleeling her destiny and conlirmed once
muore thal the protection of liberty under the Due Process Clz|11§e has a substantive dimension ol
fundamental signiticance in defining the rights of the p(‘.ui;on.“‘R Iinally, just this term the
Supreme Court decided Ayorte v. Planned Parenthood of Nurthern New Engtand.® Relying on
Roe and Casey, the Court onee again ceaffirmed that states” ability to restrict abortion aceess in
constitntionally limited, most natably in cases where a woman’s hife or health is endanpered.™

* NARAI o Wiier Deciclex: The Status of Women's Beproduetive Bighis in e Gnited States (2008).
NARAL, Wi Devides: The Stas of Women's Reproductive Righs in the United States (2000).
505 1.5, 833, 557 (1992),

TSI ILS. 014, 920 (20060 {emphasis added).

*F Lawreare v, Texas, 539115, 558, 555 (2003),

® 126 $.00 961 (2006).

126 8.0 961, 067( 2006).
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A Return to the Back Allevs: Banning Abortion Without Regard for Women's Health

Despite over thirty years of Supreme Court precedent reaffirming Koe, the past year has
seen unprecedented — and unconscionable -- allecks on the lundamental right o choose. Many
of these mast reeent measurcs have been propaosed or cnacted without any regard for protecting a
woman's healll, a principle hal has underpinned the Supreme Court’s abortion junsprudence for
more than three decades. Just last weck, the South Dakota Senate passed a law, which is
awailing the Governor's signature, that would ban abortions in that stale at any siage in
pregnaney. The ban, in flat violation of Supreme Court precedent, does not contain any
exceplon whalsuever L prolect @ woman's health, nor does 1t conlain an exception lor
pregnancies thal resull lrom rape or incest, Similarly, in 2003, (his Congress passed an aborlion
buan withoul any exceplion [or women’s heallh; every courl 0 exumine thal ban has ruled that 1t
i unconslitutional Lor this very reason. Just last week, the Supreme Court granted review in one
of those cases, setting the stage for a potentizl reversal of the Court’s 2000 ruling on this 1ssue.
Just last year, this very House of Representatives passed (he Child Interstale Aborlion
Notitication Act, which restricts 4 young woman access to abortion and demands parental
invalvement evep when the young woman's health is in danger or she has been the victim of
FrIpe OF TRCESE

Thus. despite the fact that history demonstrates that the unavailability of legal, safe
aburtivn does not prevent abortivm but only leads women Lo seek unsafe aborions. 11 18
abundantly clear that Bee 's protections are in jeopardy. Given President Bush's appointmoent of
w0 Supreme Court Justices who uppear likely 10 be hostile 10 Ree and o woman's right o
control her hody, we can no longer be assured that the Supreme Courl will prolect the
[undamental right w choose.

What then, would happen 1l Roe were overiurned? 1t is probable thal many states would
revive and enacl immediale aborlion bans. Four states (Alabama, elaware, Massachusetls, and
Wisconsin) have so-called “iipger” laws on their books, so named because they ware “iriggered”
by the reversal of Roe, and would outlaw aboetion immediately it the decision were overtu med.”
Anuther Lhirleen slates have ahortion bans on the books thal have been blocked hy courls as
unconstitutional. If Roe was overtuened, officials in such states could immediately file suit
asking a court to st aside the prior order that prevented enforcement of the state law. ™ Liven if
states did not outlaw abortion cntirely, they would be given free reign to restrict ar ban abortion
in a varicty of circumstances it Roe were reversed. One need only look at the nomber of state
restrictions placed on abortions in 2005, and the legislation that 15 likely to be enacted in South
Dakota. to know this possibility is all too real.

Ultimately, abortion would likely remain legal in small number of states, but even in such
slales, women's access 1o abortion would likely be severely restricled.  This would create a

HCemer tor Reproductive Rights: W if foe Felt? al 8-10 (004, available i
htrped/www. reproductiverighes.org/pdf/bo_whatitroefell pdf.

g, ar 10,
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daunling. palchwork sysicm ol aboriion stalules: a woman's vight (o oblain an ahortion would he
entively dependent on the state in which she lived or her ability w wravel w anather state—-
azsuming the states that keep abortion legal would permit non-residents to obstain abortions in
thal state. Tor those women who are able o navigale this hodgepodge. the need o travel und the
increased demand for a dwindling number of abortion providers conld lead to dangerous delays
in the provisivn ol abortion care.

Lven more [rightening, however, would be the plight ol women who live in stales where
abortion is illegal or providers unavailable. In essence, overruling Roe would foree a return to
Lhe two-lier system ol ubortion access that was n place belvre 1973: women with the [inancial
ability 1o travel (o other slales may still be able to exercise their rights, while low-income women
{disproportivnakely women ol color amd young women) would nol. Lor these women, we would
see a relurn 1o the days of back alley and sell induced abortions; a rewrn (0 [he day where
women -- our daughters, our sisters, our mathers, and our wives -- sacrificed their health and
lives because they lell they were lell wilk no other oplion, Re-criminalizing abortion, or so
severely restricting it so as o make 1t practically unavailable. will not end the practice of
abartion: it will simply end the practice of sgfe aboction,

And, beeause the constitutional proteciions chunciated in Roe underpin so many ather
fundamental rights that are critical o women's health and well-being, Kee's demise could open
Lhie <uar W fulure cocroachments tese mglis. Tor example, access 10 birth control alsao depends
on the privacy right articulated in Griswold and echioed in Roe. The availahility of contraception
is eritical o reducing unintended pregnancies, reducing the number of abortions, and improving
the health o women and their children, The ultimate salely of these rights depends in large
measure on the security of Roe.

Conclusion

Tam u mother, a Jaughler. and a sister. The right 10 make povate decisions Lo have sex or
remain celibate, to use birth control or not. to resort to a safe and legal abortion it needed or to
CATTY 4 pregnancy Lo lerm, has given women power over their destinies thal women who came
before me did not enjoy. As the Supreme Court s aptly stated in Planned Parenihood v. Casey,
“An entire generation has come of age free to assume Koe's concept of liberty in defining the
capacity of women to act in socicty, and to make reproductive decisions; no crasion of principle
going to liberty or personal autonomy has lett Koe's central holding a doctrinal remnant: Koe
gx:)rLcllds no developments at odds with other precedent for the analysis of personal liberty . . ..

Roe was not only a decision that Iegalized a medical procedure and protecred women's
health; it was -- and is -- a decision that gave a woman ihe option o make the reproductve
choiges thal were right [or her health, her (amily, and her hle, No righl can be mare important or
raore fundamental than a woman's tieht o control her bodily integrity tree from govemmental
interlerence -- the right saleguarded by a very [ragile, very threatened Roe,

* 505 11LS. 833, 860 (1902).



