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“The care of human life and happiness, and not their destruction, is the first and only legitimate object of good 

government.”   -Thomas Jefferson 

In Florida, what constitutes a person is not defined by law; therefore, legal protection is not extended to the preborn 

and is presently in jeopardy with our elderly and disabled.  The proposed Personhood Amendment defines all 

humans as “persons” under the Florida Constitution regardless of age, race, creed, mental or physical ability.   It 

will establish justice and respect for life from the moment of biological beginning until natural death.  
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Rape and Incest Exceptions 

 

 Rape is a horrible crime that must be punished to the full extent of the law. 

 Our focus needs to be on providing resources and compassionate care for the victims of rape and incest, not 

on aborting the innocent child conceived. 

 A child should not be punished for the crimes of the father. 

 Abortion is a procedure that exploits women. A woman that is the victim of rape or incest deserves to be 

helped, not suffer through the additional trauma of abortion.  

 Less than 0.5 percent of all abortions occur as a result of rape or incest.
1
 

 Abortion allows society to forget about the acts of incest and pretend that justice has been done, while often 

the perpetrator is protected from the crime. 

 

Frequently Asked Questions and Answers 
 

Q. Why should a woman be punished to raise a child that was born out of rape or incest? Hasn’t she already been 

hurt enough? 

A. The way a child was conceived does not change what it is: a human being. While the victim has been hurt, she does not 

have to raise the child. She has the option of making an adoption plan. In the meantime, we need to make sure that she 

is being taken care of and receiving counseling and healing, rather than trying to force her to abort her child in one of 

the most traumatic moments of her life. We need to provide care for both her and her child. 

 

Q. Wouldn’t an abortion help to provide relief to the already emotionally traumatized woman? 

A.  The best options need to be available; however, abortion is not the best option. While the woman has been brutally 

harmed through rape or incest, abortion would only add to the pain. A 2006 study by Dr. David Fergusson along with a 

2008 review by Dr. Martha Shupping confirms that over 40 peer-reviewed studies show that abortion has a negative 

psychological, physical, and emotional impact on women. Abortion wounds women. 

 

A 2006 Study by Dr. David Fergusson, found that women who had abortions were three times more likely to having suicidal 

thoughts than women who were pregnant, but did not abort.
2
 

 Over 40 peer reviewed studies have confirmed, abortion significantly increases risk for several mental health problems 

including depression, anxiety, substance abuse and suicidal thoughts and behaviors.
3
 

 

Q. Where do you think you get the right to tell a woman what to do with her body? 

A.  Every citizen in the U.S. is given equal rights from the youngest to the oldest under the U.S. Constitution. Women 

deserve equal protection under the law, yet so does the unborn child on the inside of the woman that is a separate, 

distinct human being. 

 

Q. What percentage of victims of rape and incest decide not to have abortions? 

A.  Dr. David Reardon conducted a study which showed that 70 percent of the rape victims choose to give birth rather than 

have abortions.
4
 

 

Personhood FL’s Position Statement on Rape and Incest 

“ Personhood FL opposes abortion for pregnancy resulting from rape or incest. Whereas we understand the 

trauma involved in such situations, the unborn child conceived is no less human than one conceived under more 

favorable conditions. In the case of rape, we assert the need to educate women to seek immediate medical 

attention after they are victimized. Instead of the further violence of abortion, we believe women should be 

provided with compassionate, competent emotional and health care. In the case of incest, we stress the need to 

help the entire family correct the situation which led to the pregnancy. Again, the unborn child is an innocent 

party and should not be destroyed as a ‘solution’ to all the complex problems involved.” 
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Stem Cell Research 

 Human embryos are human beings by their genetic makeup and therefore are deserving of protection.  

 Embryonic stem cell research destroys young human life. It is never morally or ethically justified to kill 

one human in order to benefit another.  

 Adult (non-embryonic) stem cell research does not require the destruction of human lives.  

 We need to work to provide funding for research that saves human life- not destroy it. 

 Adult stem cell research has treated and cured over 73 diseases to date. 

 

Frequently Asked Questions and Answers 
 

Q. Do you oppose stem cell research? 

A.  We support the ethical forms of stem cell research which includes adult stem cell research and iPS (Induced 

Pluripotent Stem Cell) research. We do not support embryonic stem cell research which destroys human life.  

 

Q. What are the main differences between embryonic and adult stem cell research? 

A.  Embryonic Stem Cell (ESC) Research involves the destruction of human embryos in order to obtain research. 

Embryonic stem cells are totipotent which means they have the potential to become any other type of tissue in the 

body. However, they are very hard to control which have led to complications in some cases. (ESC has resulted in zero 

cures for diseases.)    Adult stem cells (ASC) are found in 12 different places in the body. They are pluripotent which 

means it is already determined what types of cells they will become. However in 2008, iPS cells were discovered. They 

involve taking adult stem cells and reprogramming them to resemble embryonic-like stem cells. These cells would 

function as embryonic cells without the destruction of life, if they can be controlled. (Scientists are still working to 

control the iPS cells. ASC has resulted in 73 cures.) 

 

Q. Why don’t you support embryonic stem cell research? It’s just an embryo. People can be saved through these 

treatments. 
A. Embryonic stem cell research destroys human life. We will not promote any research that puts the value of one person’s 

life over that of another for a potential cure.  Embryonic research has resulted in no cures, whereas adult stem cell 

research has resulted in over 73 treatments for diseases including diabetes, Parkinson’s, breast cancer, leukemia, 

ovarian cancer, paralysis, lupus, multiple sclerosis, cirrhosis of the liver among other diseases.  

 

Recent Polls show 62% of those polled in 2008 said that they agreed that an embryo is a developing human 

life, and therefore it should not be destroyed for scientific or research purposes.
5
  

 

Q.  An embryo is a clump of cells. What proof do you have that it is a human being? 

A.  The term “embryo” is a term that refers to a biological stage of development. It does not determine what something is, 

but rather its stage of life. (For instance, you can say the term “infant” and it does not determine what the living being 

is but rather the stage that the animal or child is currently.  According to the Law of Biogenesis, living beings 

reproduce after their own kind. When the DNA of a human female through the oocyte (egg) and the sperm of a human 

male are combined together, the result can only be a human being. 

 

Q. What about the leftover embryos from in-vitro fertilization? They are going to sit frozen in clinics, so why not 

use them for research? 

A.  How a person was conceived does not change his or her value. These embryos are still human beings by their genetic 

make-up and deserve legal protection. These extra embryos are being adopted by couples who want to have children. 

Through groups like Nightlight Christian Adoptions, over 3000 babies have been born who were once viewed as 

“excess leftover embryos.”
6
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Personhood FL’s Position Statement on Stem Cell Research 

 
Personhood FL supports research that can save lives of human beings without causing harm to 

other lives. Stem cell research where adult stem cells, cord blood, or other sources are used receive 

the support of Personhood FL. We oppose all forms of research where living human embryos are 

destroyed; this includes destructive embryonic stem cell research, as well as fetal tissue research. As 

Florida continues to become a haven for biotech companies, we must ensure that our laws protect 

all human life at the embryonic stage of development. 

 

 

 

Human Cloning 

 Scientists differentiate between two types of cloning: reproductive, where the clone is created and carried 

to full term pregnancy, and research or therapeutic cloning, which involves the creation of human life to 

destroy it for research purposes such as Stem cell research. 

 Research cloning involves the deliberate creation of human life for the purposes of killing it for use in 

research. 

 Research cloning requires the usage of eggs in order to create the clone, and therefore will place a demand 

on the already short supply of eggs.  

 The process of egg extraction is unsafe for women. At least 25 women have died and thousands have had 

problems while trying to donate eggs. Research cloning would target women, especially young, low-

income women. (i.e. female college students) 

 Any process that involves the creation of human life to destroy it devalues life.  
 

Frequently Asked Questions and Answers 
 

Q. What is the difference between reproductive and therapeutic or research cloning? 

A.  Cloning is done through a process called somatic cell nuclear transplantation (SCNT). This is the scientific term for 

cloning. All clones made through SCNT are made the same way; the only difference is what to do with cloned embryos 

after they are created.
7
  In reproductive cloning, the clone is allowed to live and is brought to a full term pregnancy. In 

research or therapeutic cloning, the clone is experimented upon in his or her first few weeks of life and then killed. 

(This is the type of cloning used to harvest stem cells for embryonic stem cell research.) 

 

Q. Isn’t human cloning necessary for stem cell research to advance? 

A.  No, stem cell research can still advance and is advancing without the use of human cloning to create embryonic stem 

cells. For instance, many adult stem-cell therapies use a patient’s own cells, removing the possibility of tissue rejection. 

Those who cannot use their own cells can often get cells transplanted from a relative who has a compatible tissue type. 

Adult stem-cell research does not require human cloning for any reason. Florida can pursue stem-cell research, without 

needing to clone human embryos.
8
 

 

Q. I’m against reproductive cloning. Why is research cloning seen as an unethical procedure? 

A.  Research cloning involves the creation of human life for the sole purpose of destroying it to use it for research. Even 

though the human life may not grow beyond 4 or 5 days, it still does not change what it is: a human being.   Human life 

begins at conception. Regardless of how that life was created, it is still a human being. When human life is created just 

to be destroyed for research, human beings will be seen as commodities to be created, manipulated, and destroyed 

rather than distinct individuals created in the image of God.  
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Personhood FL’s Position Statement on Human Cloning 

 
Personhood FL strongly advocates for the passage of tightly written legislation at the national and state level that 

will permanently ban all human cloning including research on embryos. If human cloning proceeds, our minds 

can conjure up many scenarios of abuse of human cloning as our society creates human beings not in God’s own 

image but in our own. 

Human cloning is an inherent violation of human dignity. As with abortion, human cloning denies the most 

fundamental of human rights – the right to life. The research process inevitably requires scientists to destroy and 

discard their ‘failed’ experiments. For example, it took 277 attempts at cell manipulation and 29 embryo implants 

before the sheep, Dolly, was produced. 

Cloning would further violate human dignity by denying the intrinsic value and uniqueness of each human life, 

thereby viewing human beings as products or commodities. For this same reason Personhood FL opposes 

surrogate parenting contracts, genetic screening of embryos before uterine implanting, and sex selection 

abortion. Cloning could not possibly respect the intrinsic value of the person created, because a cloned person 

will not be created simply for his or her value as a person. There will always be an intended and specific utility 

attached to a cloned person because he or she was created with a particular genetic make-up for some purpose. 

Any action taken to create or destroy human beings based on their genetic qualities denies their intrinsic value.  

 

RU-486 

 RU-486 is a chemical abortifacient which is also known as mifepristone, or Mifeprex. It is taken to end 

pregnancy, not to prevent it. 

 RU-486 is a high dose steroid that hurts women. Thirteen (13) women have died as a result of taking the 

pill.  

 Any drug that ends a human life is not good for women or children.  

 When a woman takes RU-486, it is normally in the 5
th
 to 7

th
 week of her pregnancy. By this point, the baby 

has a heart, brain waves, and arms and legs that are forming. 

 RU-486 has a 1 in 3 failure rate when taken alone. 

 RU-486 has not been properly researched by scientists and was approved under accelerated regulations.  

 The FDA has reported over 600 adverse effects by women taking this drug, 220 cases of hemorrhaging that 

were life threatening or extremely serious, 71 of which required blood transfusions. A total of 393 reports 

of surgery were required to repair damage as a result of taking the drug. 

 

Frequently Asked Questions and Answers 
 

Q. Isn’t RU-486 the “morning after pill”? 

A.  No, RU-486 is typically taken in the fifth to seventh weeks of pregnancy. By this point of development, the child 

already has a heart and is developing arms and legs. Brain waves are even detected by this point. RU-486 kills a human 

life. 

 

Q. How is RU-486 administered? 
A.  A woman first takes three RU-486 tablets at a doctor’s office or abortion clinic. This initial ingestion blocks 

progesterone from getting to the baby and the baby starves to death. Under the regimen approved by the FDA, the 

woman is to return 36 to 48 hours later to take a second drug, misoprostol (a prostaglandin), which causes the woman 

to expel the baby. The woman returns for a third visit three weeks later for an exam to confirm that the baby has been 

completely expelled and to monitor bleeding.
 
If the procedure fails, a woman must undergo a surgical abortion.

 9 

 

 

Q. Does RU-486 have legitimate medical uses? 

A.  The only proven use of RU-486 is to stop the heartbeat of a human fetus. RU-486 is often touted by its promoters as a 

wonder drug. The abortion pill has been rumored to help arrest breast cancer and treat endometriosis, adrenal gland 

disorders, certain forms of brain cancer, and even AIDS. None of these claims has been scientifically substantiated. 
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Rather, many of the combined dangers of RU-486 and prostaglandin pose a very real threat to the health of women and 

their future children.  

 

Q. Why is RU-486 considered to be dangerous for women? 
A.  The approved RU-486 regimen is dangerous and does not adequately protect women.

10
 Moreover, anyone with a 

medical license, including untrained psychiatrists, podiatrists, and other non-related specialists, can prescribe RU-

486.
11

  RU-486 is particularly dangerous because its side effects are confusingly similar to the symptoms of an ectopic 

pregnancy.
12

   The FDA has reported over 600 adverse effects by women taking this drug. 220 cases of hemorrhaging 

that were life threatening or extremely serious, 71 of which required blood transfusions. A total of 393 reports of 

surgery required to repair damage as a result of taking the drug.
13 

 

 

Q. RU-486 was approved by the FDA, so proper clinical trials were done, right? 

A.  One of the FDA’s rules is that “uncontrolled studies or partially controlled studies are not acceptable as the sole basis 

for the approval claims of effectiveness.” Yet neither the French trials nor the U.S. trial solely relied upon in 

authorizing RU-486 were blinded or controlled, and they did not yield “safe and effective” results. Furthermore, RU-

486 has not been tested on females under the age of 18, yet it is given to females in that age group.
    

RU-486 was 

actually approved through the FDA’s “Accelerated Approval Regulations.” These regulations were designed for drugs 

“that have been studied for their safety and effectiveness in treating serious or life-threatening illnesses and that 

provide meaningful therapeutic benefit to patients over existing treatments.”
14

 

 

Personhood FL’s Position Statement on RU-486 
Personhood FL opposes the RU-486/prostaglandin abortion technique because it kills unborn babies 

whose hearts have begun to beat and has injured and even killed women. We do not oppose testing 

for non-abortion related purposes, though at this time the powerful synthetic steroid RU-486 has had 

no proven use other than abortion that other drugs could not likewise provide. We also join with 

numerous other prolife groups in supporting the boycott of the company Danco, which produces and 

distributes the drug. 

 

 

Tax Funding of Abortions 

 Any money that goes to the destruction of human life is wasted money.  

 Taxpayer dollars should not be used to fund abortions.  

 Instead of giving women the money to have an abortion, we need to work to give these pregnant women 

options and resources through pregnancy resource centers. 

 In the state of Florida, federal and state funding goes to abortions in the case of rape, incest, and to save the 

life of the mother and will do so even if  the proposed amendment 6 passes in the general election 

November, 2012..
15

 

 In 2008, the U.S. government gave $336 million in grants and contracts to the nation’s largest abortion 

provider, Planned Parenthood.
16

  

 If abortion is a private matter, then why should taxpayers be forced to pay for this private decision? 
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Frequently Asked Questions and Answers 
 

Q. Do you oppose tax funding of abortions? 

A.  Yes. We believe that any money spent paying for the destruction of human life is a poor use of taxpayer dollars.  

 

Q. Are there laws in existence that restrict federal funding for abortions? 
A. Yes, the Hyde Amendment which was enacted in 1977 prohibits federal funding for abortions except in the cases of 

rape or incest, or to save the life of the mother.  Similar laws apply for Medicare recipients, federal employees, military 

personnel, Native Americans who receive health care through the Indian Health Services, Peace Corps volunteers, 

women in federal prisons, and residents of the District of Columbia.
17

  However, these laws do not stop the U.S. 

government from funding abortions abroad or state governments from funding abortions through state funds.   In 

January of 2009, the Mexico City Policy was overturned which allowed for abortion providers worldwide to receive 

over $461 million dollars in grants to fund their work.
18

 

 

Q. Don’t Planned Parenthood and other abortion providers need government funding to provide “family planning” 

services? 

A.  No, the abortion business is a very lucrative industry and does not need the help of the federal government to survive.      

In 2007, Planned Parenthood brought in over $1.017 billion dollars in income.
19

 Planned Parenthood also received over 

$336 million in government grants.   

 

Recent Polls show that 58 % of Americans disagree with taxpayer funding for overseas family 

planning groups that provide abortions.
20

 (i.e. recent overturn of the Mexico City Policy) 

 

Personhood FL’s Position Statement on Tax Funding of Abortions 

Because Personhood FL is opposed to abortion, we also oppose the use of tax dollars to pay for 

abortions, abortion research, and activities, which could encourage abortion as a ''solution'' to 

problem pregnancies. Furthermore, Personhood FL opposes tax dollars going to any abortion 

provider. (The same policy is held in regard to euthanasia and infanticide.) 

 

 

Fetal Tissue Research 

 Any time we support the use of aborted fetal tissue for research, we support the practice of abortion and the 

devaluation of life.  

 Taxpayer dollars should not be spent buying aborted fetuses from abortionists so that scientists can conduct 

research. 

 It is the very humanity of the unborn that makes aborted fetal tissue so attractive to abortionists.  

 Fetal tissue research exploits women by implementing more dangerous methods of abortion to obtain 

intact, live tissue. 

 The financial motives of pharmaceutical companies and medical researchers present a great danger for the 

exploitation of women, unborn children, and gravely ill patients most likely to fall prey to promises of 

miracle cures.  

 Fetal tissue is hard to control when used in experiments and therefore can cause complications such as 

tumors. 

 The practice of fetal tissue transplantation and experimentation creates a market that is costing numerous 

irreplaceable lives.  
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Frequently Asked Questions and Answers 
 

Q. What’s the big deal with using aborted fetal tissue? The baby is dead already. 

A.  We should never do evil so that good may result. The problem is that by supporting the sale of aborted fetuses we are 

financially supporting the abortion industry.   “Suppose a murderer offered to provide a hospital a steady supply of 

body parts, cut from his victims, for people who needed transplants. Should the hospital take him up on his offer? Of 

course not, and that the fact that it would be ‘for a good cause’ would make no difference. The purchase would not 

only be wrong in and of itself, but would provide the murderer with a financial incentive to commit even more 

murders. The use of tissues from aborted babies for medical research is equally wrong, and for exactly the same 

reasons.”
21

   

 

Q. Have fetal stem cells resulted in any cures for human beings? 

A.  Fetal stem cells have not cured any diseases in human beings to date.
22

 In fact, they are still hard to control and unsafe 

to use in humans. In 2009, a study was published that illustrated just how unsafe these fetal stem cells are. A young 

Israeli boy was given fetal stem cells, and the stem cells resulted in tumors in his brain and spinal cord.
23

 

 

Q. How can use of fetal tissue prove to be dangerous for women? 
A.  Aborted fetuses with the ability to be used for research now have a potential for profit.  Instead of abortions being 

performed to be the safest for women, doctors may want to keep the fetus intact so that the organs will be easier to sell 

or “donate” for research.   For example, early suction abortions are less dangerous to the mother than are later abortions. 

However, when suction abortion is used on unborn children slated for experiments, the abortion process is often slowed 

down, pressure from the suction machine is reduced, and larger dilation instruments are used. These changes put women 

in greater danger.  Abortionists might choose a procedure that “preserves” fetal body parts such as dilation and evacuation 

which would keep the baby intact but pose a greater risk to the mother.  

 

Q. Don’t we have laws against this kind of process? 

A.  No, we do not. Under the Clinton Administration, the ban on federal funding of fetal tissue transplantation was 

rescinded. While it is not legal to sell the aborted fetal tissue in the U.S., abortionists find ways to get around the law 

by leasing out a portion of their abortion clinic to researchers who are on site when the abortions take place to receive 

the organs of the aborted fetuses.
24

 Florida law permits research on fetal tissue resulting from abortion.
25

 

 

Personhood FL’s Position Statement on Fetal Tissue Research  

 
Because Personhood FL is opposed to abortion, we also oppose fetal tissue research and the use of tax dollars to 

pay for abortion, fetal tissue research, and activities which could encourage abortion as a ''solution'' to problem 

pregnancies. Personhood FL supports extending the ban on fetal tissue research to cover fetal tissue resulting 

from abortion.(The same policy is held in regard to euthanasia and infanticide.) 

 

Assisted Suicide and Euthanasia 

 Because every human being has an innate worth and value, any procedure that violates the sanctity of 

human life should be opposed.  

 When we as a society start to condone assisted suicide and euthanasia, we are sending the message that 

some lives are not worth living. 

 Our goal needs to be to provide resources for these patients on how to treat their pain or disease, not to 

provide an early death. 

 The practice of physician-assisted suicide creates a duty to die. Death may become a reasonable substitute 

to treatment and care as medical costs continue to rise.  

 Pain management techniques have improved and have offered relief for up to 95 percent of patients. 

 Physician-assisted suicide often ignores depression, a legitimate cry for help.  
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Frequently Asked Questions and Answers 
      

Q. What is assisted suicide? 

A.  Assisted suicide involves providing a patient the means to kill him or herself. (i.e. A doctor prescribes drugs to a 

patient and instructs the patient on how much to take them to kill his or herself. The patient dies of a drug overdose 

rather than of natural causes.)   Note: Currently under Florida law, assisted suicide is considered manslaughter.  

 

Q. What is euthanasia? 
A.  Euthanasia involves the direct killing of another person. Euthanasia can be requested by a patient, requested by 

someone else for the patient, or be carried out against the wishes of the patient. (i.e. A doctor directly injects a patient 

with a deadly drug. The patient dies of an intentional drug overdose rather than a natural death.) 

 

Q. Would you favor the legalization of euthanasia? 
A.  No. We believe every human being has an inherent worth and dignity, and euthanasia attacks that dignity. Our focus in 

Florida should be on creating policy that supports people in terminally ill or handicap situations to provide effective 

care and successful pain management, not on killing them and ending their lives prematurely.  

 

Q. Shouldn’t people have a right to die? 
A.  People do have the right to die at their appointed time. However, it is not the role of government to legislate when a 

person can or should die, but rather to provide a safeguard for life. Euthanasia is not about giving rights to the person 

who dies, but instead to change the public policy so that doctors, relatives, and others can directly and intentionally end 

another person’s life.  Ultimately, this change in law would not give rights to the person who is killed, but to the person 

who does the killing. It would not create a right to die, but rather a right to kill.  

 

Q. What’s the big deal? Other nations have legalized euthanasia. 
A.  In the Netherlands, legalizing voluntary assisted suicide for those with terminal illness has spread to include non 

voluntary euthanasia for many who have no terminal illnesses.  Half the killings in the Netherlands are now 

nonvoluntary, and the problems for which death is now the legal "solution" include such things as mental illness, 

permanent disability, and even old age.
26

 

 

 

Personhood FL’s Position Statement on Euthanasia 
Personhood FL opposes all attempts to legalize/condone euthanasia. This includes the intentional 

use of medical technology to cause death or speed up the dying process by withholding ordinary, 

appropriate, and prudent medical care.  

On the other hand, Personhood FL supports the traditional Judeo-Christian ethic that holds that 

although one must use ordinary, appropriate means to maintain one's health, one is not bound to use 

extraordinary and heroic measures. Thus, death may be allowed to come naturally to the terminally 

ill when such heroic means only prolong the dying process and contain no hope for a reasonable 

return of health. 

Personhood FL believes that we owe our sick and dying something greater than unnecessary "right 

to die" bills, which would be first steps toward legalized euthanasia. There is a greater and clearer 

need to help the sick and dying to secure good health care. 

 

For more information and for references on the above information, see PersonhoodFL.com and 

http://personhoodflprolifepac.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/07/2012-Personhood-FL-ProLife-PAC-Principles.pdf 

Visit our website to print out petitions to distribute to your friends and family. 

                      www.PersonhoodFL.com       772-873-7187        PersonhoodFL@gmail.com 
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Appendix 

 

May 15, 2009 

More Americans “Pro-Life” Than “Pro-Choice” for First Time 
Also, fewer think abortion should be legal “under any circumstances” 

by Lydia Saad 

PRINCETON, NJ -- A new Gallup Poll, conducted May 7-10, finds 51% of Americans calling themselves "pro-

life" on the issue of abortion and 42% "pro-choice." This is the first time a majority of U.S. adults have identified 

themselves as pro-life since Gallup began asking this question in 1995. 

 

The new results, obtained from Gallup's annual Values and Beliefs survey, represent a significant shift from a year 

ago, when 50% were pro-choice and 44% pro-life. Prior to now, the highest percentage identifying as pro-life was 

46%, in both August 2001 and May 2002. 

The May 2009 survey documents comparable changes in public views about the legality of abortion. In answer to a 

question providing three options for the extent to which abortion should be legal, about as many Americans now 

say the procedure should be illegal in all circumstances (23%) as say it should be legal under any circumstances 

(22%). This contrasts with the last four years, when Gallup found a strong tilt of public attitudes in favor of 

unrestricted abortion. 

 

(Source: www.gallup.com/poll/11833. Last accessed May 16, 2009.) 

http://www.gallup.com/poll/11833


Americans' recent shift toward the pro-life position is confirmed in two other surveys. The same three abortion 

questions asked on the Gallup Values and Beliefs survey were included in Gallup Poll Daily tracking from May 12-

13, with nearly identical results, including a 50% to 43% pro-life versus pro-choice split on the self-identification 

question. 

 

Republicans Move to the Right 

The source of the shift in abortion views is clear in the Gallup Values and Beliefs survey. The percentage 
of Republicans (including independents who lean Republican) calling themselves "pro-life" rose by 10 
points over the past year, from 60% to 70%, while there has been essentially no change in the views of 
Democrats and Democratic leaners. 

 



 

Similarly, by ideology, all of the increase in pro-life sentiment is seen among self-identified conservatives 
and moderates; the abortion views of political liberals have not changed. 

 

 

"Pro-Life" Up Among Catholics and Protestants 

One of the more prominent news stories touching on the abortion issue in recent months involves President Barack 

Obama's commencement speech and the bestowal of an honorary doctorate degree on him at the University of 

Notre Dame -- a Roman Catholic institution -- on Sunday. The invitation has drawn criticism from conservative 

Catholics and the church hierarchy because of Obama's policies in favor of legalizing and funding abortion, and the 

controversy might have been expected to strengthen the pro-life leanings of rank-and-file Catholics. 

Nevertheless, the swelling of the pro-life position since last year is seen across Christian religious affiliations, 

including an eight-point gain among Protestants and a seven-point gain among Catholics. (See Below) 



 

Gender Agreement 

A year ago, Gallup found more women calling themselves pro-choice than pro-life, by 50% to 43%, while 
men were more closely divided: 49% pro-choice, 46% pro-life. Now, because of heightened pro-life 
sentiment among both groups, women as well as men are more likely to be pro-life. 

Men and women have been evenly divided on the issue in previous years; however, this is the first time in 
nine years of Gallup Values surveys that significantly more men and women are pro-life than pro-choice. 

 

 



Bottom Line 

With the first pro-choice president in eight years already making changes to the nation's policies on 
funding abortion overseas, expressing his support for the Freedom of Choice Act, and moving toward 
rescinding federal job protections for medical workers who refuse to participate in abortion procedures, 
Americans -- and, in particular, Republicans -- seem to be taking a step back from the pro-choice 
position. However, the retreat is evident among political moderates as well as conservatives. 

It is possible that, through his abortion policies, Obama has pushed the public's understanding of what it 
means to be "pro-choice" slightly to the left, politically. While Democrats may support that, as they 
generally support everything Obama is doing as president, it may be driving others in the opposite 
direction. 

Survey Methods 

Results are based on telephone interviews with 1,015 adults, aged 18 and older, conducted May 7-10, 
2009. For results based on the total sample of adults, one can say with 95% confidence that the 
maximum margin of sampling error is ±3 percentage points. 

Gallup Poll Daily results are based on telephone interviews with 971 national adults, aged 18 and older, 
conducted May 12-13, 2009, as part of Gallup Poll Daily tracking. For results based on the total sample of 
national adults, one can say with 95% confidence that the maximum margin of sampling error is ±3 
percentage points. 

Interviews are conducted with respondents on land-line telephones (for respondents with a land-line 
telephone) and cellular phones (for respondents who are cell-phone only). 

In addition to sampling error, question wording and practical difficulties in conducting surveys can 
introduce error or bias into the findings of public opinion polls. 

 

 


