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COMMONWEAL

February 12, 1982

Liberuls & the class war over abortion

New York, N.Y.
To the Editors: As Commonweal re-
cently argued with considerable passion
and thoughtfulness, of all the issues in
the political arena, abortion has been
dealt with in the most inflexible way.
Never mind that the vast majority of
Americans have decidedly ambivalent
views on abortion. Such ambivalence
rarcly gets expressed directly by politi-
cians. If it gets expressed at all, it is by
liberal Catholic politicians who say pi-
ously that they are ‘‘personally’’ op-
posed to abortion, but assert with equal
piety that they feel bound to uphold *“the
law of the land®’ as expressed in the 1973
Supreme Court decision.

In fact, the polls do show that ambiva-
lence can be popular. Consider the most
frequently asked abortion questions.
Majorities are consistently against an
outright ban on abortion, and strongly
oppose a constitutional amendment to do
that. Yet powerful majorities are also re-
corded against Medicaid-funding for
abortions for poor women. There is, it
would seem, a consistent libertarian con-
sensus on the issue: the government
should neither prohibit nor encourage
abortion. ’

Yet the polls show even more com-
plexity than that. Truly overwhelming
majorities believe that abortion should be
atlowed in the cases of rape orincest. Yet
the closer one moves to questions such as
whether abortion should be allowed for

unmarried adults who do not want chil- .

dren, or for married mothers who desire
no more children, the thinner the
majorities get until they actually disap-
pear.

Perhaps the most powerful piece of
evidence on the ambivalence of popular
opinion on abortion came in an August,
1980, survey for the New York Times and

Commonweal: 76

CBS News. That survey asked a sample
1,769 Americans what they thought of a
constitutional amendment to ban abor-
tions. Predictably, they opposed such an
amendment, by 62 percent to 29 percent.
But the very same sample was asked
whether it favored an amendment to
‘‘protect the life of the unborn child.””
Such an amendment was favored by 50 to
39 percent. Only 62 percent of the public
took what the ‘‘pro-choice’ and ‘‘pro-

.life’” lobbies would regard as a ‘‘censis-

tent’* view. In all, 26 percent of Ameri-
cans were consistently ‘‘pro-life,”” while
36 percent were consistently ‘‘pro-
choice.” The plurality, 38 percent, were
less than consistent, at least by the con-
ventional views of consistency.

LL OF THIS might be seen as evidence

that Commonweal’s ‘‘middle
ground’’ approach would have consider-
able popularity, especially among politi-
cians.

There is, however, another complica-
tion, and that has to do with the differ-
ence between public issues and voting
issues. Abortion is quite clearly a matter
of broad public concern; but only a small
percentage of the public actually votes
for candidates primarily on the basis of
that one issue. And the same New York
Time3/CBS poll indicated why President
Reagan's stand on abortion in the 1980
election, which represented only a
minority view, actually helped him at the
polls.

The poll offered respondents a list of
issues and asked them to pick those that
would help them decide how to vote.
Among the consistent pro-lifers — those
who favored both a constitutional
amendment to ban abortions and an
amendment protecting undorn life — 34
percent declared abortion a desisive vot-



ing issue. Among consistent pro-
‘choicers, only 18 percent assigned abor-
tion such an essential electoral role.
Among those who answered inconsis-
tently on {.,e two amendment questions,
15 percent said abortion was an impor-
tant voting issue. ’

Reduced to their essentials, these
numbers show that consistent pro-lifers
who vote on the abortion issue make up
about 9 percent of the electorate; consis-
tent pro-choicers who vote on the issue
make up about 6.5 percent of the electo-
rate.

Different analysts have come to differ-
ent conclusions as to the precise meas-
urement of the electoral strength of the
two constituencies. Richard Wirthlin,
Mr. Reagan’s polister, concluded that
the pro-life position was worth about four
points to Mr. Reagan. But whatever the
precise numbers. it is clear that (1) as far
as direct electoral impact is concerned,
the abortion issues is decisive with only a
small minority, and (2) that minority is
closely divided in its views — and just
possibly more pro-life than pro-choice.

Such findings have important implica-
tions for those seeking a middle ground
on abortion, but it is worth seeing just
who these two minorities are.

l N Commonweal’s abortion issue,
Peter Steinfels cited a variety of sur-
vey findings suggesting that the fight
over abortion is a conflict between two
groups of liberals. Such a finding is ex-
citing, if only because it flies in the face
of so much conventional wisdom.

The most important facts about these
two constituencies, however, have to do
with the way they differ. The fight over
abortion is very much a class struggle, as
Peter Skerry has pointed out. The pro-life
constituency is poorer and less educated
than the pro-choice constituency. The
August 1980 Times/CBS poll, for
example, found that 63 percent of college
graduates were consistently pro-choice;
only 12 percent of college graduates were
consistently pro-life. Among those with
less than high school education, on the
other hand, 32 percent were consistently
pro-life, 18 percent consistently pro-
choice. Income patterns were much the
same: the higher income groups were

much more pro-choice. Blacks were
more pro-life than whites, the very reli-
gious Christians (Catholic and Protes-
tant) were more pro-life, as were older
Americans.

None of these findings is surprising,
but they lead to an interesting corollary:
pro-lifers tended to be more liberal on
economic issues than pro-choicers, and
just slightly more liberal on such ques-
tions than the population as a whole.
These issues included such matters as
whether the government should create
jobs for the unemployed and whether the
government should control the price of
gas and oil.

These findings are not really surpris-
ing, either. Low-income people are al-
most always more left on economics than
higher income people. Pro-lifers are, as a
group, low-income people.

Yet on such *‘social’” questions as the
Equal Rights Amendment, pro-lifers
were far more conservative than either
pro-choicers or the general public. And
pro-lifers were more likely to label them-
selves ‘‘conservative.’’

Perhaps the most interesting side-
effect of all this came when those sur-
veyed were asked their opinions of the
leaders of two very different kinds of
liberalism: John Anderson and Edward

M. Kennedy. The consistent pro-choice
constituency loved Anderson: 36 percent
had a favorable view of him, 27 percent
had an unfavorable view. Pro-choicers
who said they voted on the basis of the
abortion issue were even more ardent: 44
percent had a favorable view of Ander-
son; only 29 percent had an unfavorable
view.

But the pro-choice constituency
loathed Ted Kennedy: among consistent
pro-choicers, 27 percent had a favorable
view of Kennedy, 59 percent an unfavor-
able view; pro-choicers who voted on the
basis of abortion were even more anti-
Kennedy, with 23 percent having a fa-
vorable view, 60 percent an unfavorable.

Consistent pro-lifers did not much like
either man, but they liked Kennedy
more. Only 21 percent of consistent pro-
lifers had a favorable view of Anderson,

.29 percent had an unfavorable view.

Pro-lifers who cast ballots on the abor-
tion issue held similar views of Ander-
son: 21 percent favorable, 26 percent un-
favorable. As for Kennedy, 30 percent of
consistent pro-lifers had favorable
views, 44 percent unfavorable views;
pro-lifers who voted on the issue liked
Kennedy a bit more; 34 percent had fa-
vorable views of him, 42 percent unfa-
vorable views.



In short, abortion — and the related
social issues — have badly split the al-
ready rceling liberal coalition. Ander-
son, the champion of social liberalism,
plays badly among many economic lib-
erals. Kennedy the hero of old-time eco-
nomic liberalism, doesn’t make it with
the social liberals.

The data suggest that a middle ground
on abortion might indeed have some
popularity, and that liberals above all
others should want to underplay the issue
by way of ending the erosion of their
working-class base.

But for politicians, the data point to a
very different lesson: the vast majority of
voters, with ambivalent views on abor-
tion, pray that they will never have to
deal with the issue in their own lives,and
generally prefer to avoid the issue in
making political choices. What do politi-
cians gain when they take a compromise
stand that appeases a group on an issue
that the group is not likely to care about at
the polls anyway? After all, that same
compromise is likely to offend greatly
both minorities that feel strongly enough
about abortion to use it as a litmus test for
politicians. For the calculating politi-
cian, the mathematics will vary from
constituency to constituency, but it is
usually likely to point clearly in one di-
rection or the other.

The fight over abortion is a battle be-
tween classes and worldviews; between a
primarily working-class group that sees
its values under attack, and a middle- and
upper-class group that sees itself fighting
for freedom and enlightenment.

For liberals, abortion has the potential
of steadily chipping away at the
working-class group that has tradi-
tionally been the fountainhead for pro-
gressive economic initiatives. Many lib-
erals have cut their losses by picking up
new support from the well-to-do who see
themselves defending the values of their
class, if not its economic interests.

But this turn of events is full of dangers
for those progressives who see the pii-
mary purpose of politicians as involving
the defense and expansion of the eco-
nomic opportunities of the less well-off.
Over time, a liberal alliance that leans
more and more on the wealthy will
necessarily become more timid in its

economic policies. Already, the
‘‘neoliberals’’ are trimming their sails on
economic and redistributive matters.
Such a development may be inevitable.

But it must be disturbing to traditional
economic liberals, no matter which side
they take in the war between choice and
life. E.J. DIONNE
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MORTUN BLACKWELL
EXECUTIVE OFFICE BLDG
WASHINGTUN DC 20500

COPY OF ORIGINAL MAILGRAM SENT TO3

PRESIDENT RUNALD REAGAN
WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON DC 20500

DEAR MR, PRESIDENT,
JANUARY 22 MARKS NINTH ANNIVERSARY OF SUPREME COURT'S INFAMOUS
ABORTION DECISIONS,
EACH YEAR QUR NATION WITNESSES 1,500,000 SACRIFICES OF INNOCENT,
DEFENSELESS HUMANS (SEE NEWS WEEK, JANUARY 11) YO GODS OF "PRIVACY",
YOU CAMPAIGNED ON PLATFORM PROMISING, AS YOU ALSO PERSONALLY PROMISED, 8
UPPORT FOR THE "RIGHT TO LIFE,"
THUS FAR, YOUR ADMINISTRATION HAS DONE NOTHING SUBSTANTIVE TO FURTHER
THAT RIGHT,
AS CRITICAL 1982 ELECTIONS APPROACH, KEY PRO=LIFE AND PRO=FAMILY
ELEMENTS OF YOUR WINNING COALITION GROW DISTRUSTFUL OF YOQOUR
UNFULFILLED PROMISES TO THEM, SOME NOW SAY THAT THEIR FIRST VOTES FOR
A CONSERVATIVE PRESIDENT AND CONGRESSMAN WAS THEIR LAST,
NATIONAL ERU-LIFE PAC REQUESTS THATY YOU1
1o ENDORSE THE HATCH=ASHBROOK FEDERALIST AMENDMENT (SJR3110) AS YOQU
DID THE HUMAN LIFE BILL, AND URGE ITS PASSAGE IN SENATE AND HOUSE
THIS YEAR, HATCH AMENDMENT HAS SUPPURT OF 90 PERCENT OF PRO=|IFE
MOVEMENT,
29 ISSUE EXECUTIVE ORDER BANNING GOVERNMENT=PAID ABORTIONS FOR
MILITARY AND IN GUVERNMENT INSURANCE PROGRAMS,
THESE ACTIONS WILL SUBSTANTIALLY FORWARD YOUR CAMPAIGN PLEDGES,
RE=ASSURE FIRST=TIME CONSERVATIVE VOTERS AND SPEED PROTECTION OF
INNOCENT LIVES,
YOU ARE IN MY PRAYERS,

FATHER CHARLES FIORE, O,P,/CHAIRMAN NATIONAL PRO=LIFE PAC

101 PARK WASHINGTON CT

FALLS CHURCH VA 22046

16120 EST

MGMCOMP












Chairman

Snonsorine Committes

Snecial Counsel
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March 8, 1982

Mr. Morton C. Blackwell
Special Assistant

The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Morton,

Thanks for the January 22, 1982, photos, I greatly
appreciate them,

The enclosed memo from Jim McFadden mentions your
February 11, memo and I thought you should see same.

Please give me a call before you do anything with
it, as it is in house stuff as you can see,

//‘/;
i .-
JoHN p, MMACKEY, EsQ. it
'SPECIAL COUNSEL iy
// Q/
P.S. This memo is even more cpifticdl in light of the New

York Times story today on legks the blue collar vote,
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fach year on 22 ‘January, the
anniversary of the Supreme Court
decision to dery equal protection

of our faws to the unbom, an ac- -

tion undermining the whole fabric

of our society, Nellie Grey has’

orgamzed a solemn March for Lifé
here in Washington. .

This year, as ! stood on Pennsyl-
vania Avenue to watch the largely
Catholic groups walk by, | could
not help but think that the cold, the
Washington air and subway acci-
dents, were not the sole explana:
tion of its relative smallness, even
though perhaps 25,000 did partici-
pate. -

In a year with"a pro-life Senate
and a pro-life President, the pro-
life movement was disheartened
partly because of the success of

pro-abortion groups in keeping the .

issues-clouded, partly because of
the political decision by the Catho~
lic bishops to promote the Hatch
Amendment.

This was, L think, a political mis-
take of monumental proportions
which jeopardizes the whole mor-

al stature not of the life movement’
— this has now passed to the fuu—--

damentalists, to lay Catholics’

have clearly seen the dlmenswns‘_
of this mis-judgment — but of e,

bishops themselves. )
To sort all of this out reqt
more patience that | usually hi
no doubt. But the general out).
seem clear. The pro-life moven
is sidetracked or at least consi
ably off-balance and ineffective.
Because of a decision coming
from the USCC and approved by
the bishops in their November
Conference, to the effect that we

could not get a single, princzpled' K

human life amendment, wrtha'h&,
man life bill in the meantime &
give adequate congression " G
finition to the fact that human life,
as the test-tube baby if nothing else
shows, begins at conception and

what is conceived is legally a per--
son to be protected by our laws.
The bishops’ position, of course,

. does not technically violate this

ambition, but it does state it so
negatively and make any resulting
law so dubious, so likely to enact at
the state level what they are trying
to prevent, that it is no real solution.
to the problem at hand.

.t is bad tactics, bad law, and
bad politics, even though | am the

_first to say that sometimes you have

to get less than you want. But the
bishops should have stuck to prin-
ciples and left the politics to the

“professionals and the amateurs

who vote. Thus, the initial mistake
was a reversal in role.

The bishops are religious
teachers, a role now confused by
their willingness to compromise on
.a political tactic, which will not
work anyhow.

The pro-life movement contains
some of the best political tacticians
in the country, who have been cut

‘off by this move coming not from

the movement but from the USCC.
So the Hatch Amendment will lose
the day, or else it will win with the
help of those who want the
. weakest thing on the books, if it
"looks like something must pass.

.. Everyone will be confused about
what to hold, about what will be

.compromised next. | cannot think

‘of anything that could have been

done 1o confuse the issue moere

“~an this move which is both a si
'lack of confidence and a failt
-understand roles.

ma;e*[;:us%. further h
N agen as. ot O , s
BOTTRET e e it T Coner

THE NoNITOR % // §/q2

PSSk 002¢-5743)
Ofﬂdu newspaper of thg Archdtoono of 8an Francisco,

lndwgooro of Bap Jose

ulOwrpv'Sx SF 54114 g

Human Life March

accept defeatand * get on t oter

010Ps.

“THaving tried and logt the issue
can_be quielly Groppe d, -'"
TS i A g 15T

atholics, TheTr=Trange ide

“When Tihineaoorarer "
recall the Pope on the Mall, brave-
ly. intelligently spelling out the
1ssues. He taught. What must he
think about what politically has
happened to his visions. He seems
to be something of a political
strategist himself,

Why is it that our strategy has

been so inept, | wonder? Many
think this will, in retrospect, repre-
sent a turning point in American
Catholism, when more and more
laity see clearly that the political
leadership provided by the hierar-
chy on major issues does not work,
largely because the voting, grass-
roots people and their organiza-
tions are ignored, or co-opted from
above.

Pieces must be picked up, of
course. The issue is too important,
too vital to let this very serious tac-
tical and teaching mistake discour-
age us to drop the whole issue.

A young woman ! know from
Texas, very active in the llfe move-
ment, heard a talk by the represen-
tative of the USCC explaining the

1sons for their option for the

itch Amendment, then she heard
nator Helms statemént of the
siC issues.

She said the Catholic never once
mentioned God or gave any reli-
grous context to the issue, only a
description of politica!l tactics.
Helms’ talk on the other hand,
which 1 also heard, was touching
and principled, recognizing also
the religious dimensions of this
issue. .

Symbolically, | suspect, this is
where we now are. Catholic
leadership is perceived as playing
politics, bad politics at that, since it
cannot win, while fundamentalist
Protestant leadership sticks to the
basics about the principle in-
volved. The issue has in fact be-
come so muddled by a political
judgment and tactic that the princi-

ple is in doubt. This, at least, is my-

estimate of the situation.
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February 28, 1982

Mr. J.P. McFadden
PO Box 574
Murray Hill Station, N.Y. 10016

Dear Mr. McFadden,
Just read Buckley'’s column in the N.Y. Daily News

of this date. I hadn't heard of Milwaukee's statement,
but I am not surprised, Jjust disappointed.

Buckley is right on target and I agree with him
100%, especially as regards the kudos for the Human Life
Review. You know,what you had hoped to do with a
periodical from the Committee of Catholic Laymen,
you have accomplished, at least in this instance
in the Human Life Review and in Lifeletter.
Ironic, isn't it, that this should be so because the
Bishops have boxed themselves so tightly in.

T Annt+ YVrvauwr 9F xra1r Atvrawvm haonrA +ho c\+f\'1?y Of Napoleon

>leon got his
B B iton of the Church
in France after he had become emperor to attain complete
sovereignty. When he explained this to his advisors
one of them reportedly said, "But General, if the bishops
and priests haven't destroyed it in 2000 years what makes
you think you can do it%"

I'm not against the bishops. Don't get me wrong on that.
I just think that they,as anyone else,can make a mistake.
And I think they are mistaken in their quixotic support
of the Hatch Amendment and abandonment of the Human Life Bill.
I'm sure that there are many other priests who support
you on this issue. I'd Just like to add mine.

In Christ,

Rev. Jbseph A, Mirro

A S I









John D. Beckett
Judie Brown

Paul A. Brown

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

President, Intercessors for America
American Life Lobby Inc.

Life A end- »nt PAC

Mrs. Denise F. Cocciolone Birthright

Irma Craven

Mrs. Randy Engel
Dr. Jerry Falwell
Mrs. Sandra Faucher

Rev. Charles Fiore,

Peter Gemma, Jr.

Miss Nellie Gray, Esq.

Dennis Horan, Zsq.

Dr. Mildred Jefferson

John Mackey, Esq.

s

Mr. EQd lMcAteer

Ernest Ohlhoff

At-Large Director, National Right to
Life Committece, member, multiple
boards of black social workers

U.S. Coalition for Life

President, The Moral Majority

Director, National Right to Life PAC

O.P. President, Catholics for a Moral

America

Excecutive Director, National Pro-Life
Political Action Committee

President, March for Life Committee
Chairman, Zmericans United for Life
President, Right to Life Crusade

Special Cousel, Ad Hoc Commnitte in
Defense of Life

resident, The Religious Roundtable

"y
I
@

xecutive Director, National Committee
for a Juman Life Amendment

nir

t

Rev. Pat Robe.:-son "700 Club" head of the largest Chri_ti.n
TV network
rof. Victor T senblum *~ecricans United for Life

Dr. Jack Wilke

¥rs, CGeline w-1lliams

Rev. Cartis Y 1

Natio:al Right to Life Comnuittee ‘
rresident

Chaj
to 7

Joe 1

.an of the Rcard, National Right
£
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SCHEDULE

TO:

FROM:

REQUEST:

PURPOSE:

BACKCGROUND:

PREVIOUS
PARTICIPATION:

DATE :
PARTICIPIANTS:

OUTLINE OF EVENT:

PROJECT

PROPOSAL

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 12, 1981
GREGORY J. NEWELL, DIRECTOR

PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTMENTS AND SCHEDULING
ELIZABETH H. DOLE

President to meet in the White House with leadership
of major pro-life organizations and to address, by
loudspeaker, the large March for Life rally in the
Elipse.

To show the President's continued support for the

pro-life cause

place annually and draws about one
grassroots supporters of the President
to Washington on behalf of legislation in support of
human life. All major pro-life organization leaders
have requested scme form of Presidential involvement

on January 22, 1982. All groups support the March for
Life, despite their division on legal rc.aedies.

This march takes
hundred thousand

In 1981, the day after inauguration, the President
met with selected leaders of the pro-life movement
in the Oval Office. Miss Nellie Gray organizer of
the March for Life, did not accept the invitation
to the 1981 meeting and will do likewise in 1982.
1981 15 Minutes

January 22, DURATION:

See attached list

The President will briefly discuss pro-life activity
with these leaders, and then make remarks by loudspeaker
to the crowd gathered in the Elipse for the annual

March for Life. The remarks should be <cheduled for
12:30 to coincide with the main rally of the group on
the Elirpse.

Talking points and Remarks -- attached

white House rhotographers

Elizabeth H. Dole

Morton C. Blackwell
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Page 2.

1. The lielms-Dornan "Unity" Amendrent. It would
make abortion illegal and require, in a difficult
pregnancy, an attenpt to save the life of both
the mother and the baby.

2. The Human Life Bill, sponsored by Senator Helms.
It would declare an unpborn child a person from
the moment of conception and afford the unborn
child the full rights of due process under the
l4th amendment.

3. The Hatch Amendment. It would reestablish the
situation prior to the Roe v. Wade U.S. Supreme-
Court decision. It would give Congress and the
states the right to restrict or prohibit abortions.

liost of the pro-life lecaders now support the Hatch Amendment.
This includes the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops.

Opponents of the latch Amendment, including Nellie Gray and
John Mackey, arvue that the proposal is a trap designed to

take the heat off of pro-abortion legislators. They argue that
the Hatch 2mendment is so weak that vulnerable pro-abortion
legislators, such a2s Senator lMoynihan, will vote for it anad

get "absolution" thercafter on the issue.

lioreover, ovvoncnts of the Hatch Amendment argue,there is no

hope that the required two thirds vote in both houses can be
obtained. Thus, they say, we will to some extent get rid of the
issue without getting rid of ‘abortions. They point out that

the Bishops Conference is still in shock over the loss of liberal
Democrats who fell in 1980 and who were the liberal bishops'
allies on virtually every issue except abortions.

In sum, opponents of the Utah senator's amendment say that it 1is
an "escape hatch" from the abortion issue for liberal senators
and congressmen.



SUCCGESL 2D TALKING POINTS FOR MEETING WITH

PRO-LIFE LEADERSHIP PRIOR TO MARCH FOR LIFE, 1982
I Xnow that many politicians would like to get rid of the
abortion issue. I believe that you leaders agree with me
that our priority must be to get rid of the practice of

millions of abortions in our country.

Almost every one of you has adviced e and my staff not to
take sides now in the controversy over which pro-life
vehicle should take precedence in the Congress. 1 agree

with this advice you have civen me.

I stroncgly believe that pro-life leaders imust ond the
discouraging practice of public criticism of‘each other.
The "eleventh commandment" has served the Republican party
well., This could serve as a model for the pro-life
movement: "Thou shalt not speak ill of fellow pro-life
activists." I urge you to confine differences to issues

and avoid the practice of personal attacks.

I urge vou to work to achieve unity. You know I am
cormitted to sign effective pro-life legislation if it
comes to my desk. If you achieve reasonable unity behind

a censtftuticnal amendment,which of coursc does not reguice
my signature, I will be happy to work with you to win the
recuived vete in Congress to submit an ar.ndnent to the

states Zor ratification.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 21, 1982

MEETING WITH PRO-LIFE 1EADERSHIP

DATE: January 22, 1982
LOCATION: Cabinet Room
TIME: 10:45 A.M.,

FROM: Elizabeth H. Dole

PURPOSE
To show the President's continued support for the pro-life cause.

RACKGKOUND -~ MARCH FOR LIFE

This march takes place annually and draws about one hundred
thousand grassroots supporters of the President to Washington on
behalf of legislation in support of human life. All major pro-
life organization leaders have reugucsted some form of Presidential
involvement on January 22nd. All groups support the March fox
Life, despite their division on legal remedies. Almost cvery
national pro-life lcadership has specifically suggested that the
President not endorse any of the provesed Congressional
initiatives against abortion. They all agree it would be
appropriate for the President to counsel this gathering of pro-
life lecaders to work for greater harmony among themselves and

to confine their differcences to issues rather than personalities.
PARTICIPANTS

Sce attached list

PRESS PLAN

White House press corps photo opportunity

SEQUENCE OF EVENTS

10:45 A.M. President arrives in Cabinet Room and circles able
greecting his guests.

10:49 A.M. White House proess corp:: rhoto opportunity.
10:51 A.M. President makes brief :ci.arks and responds to cuestions

and coments.
11:00 A.M. President departs.



REQUEST FOR APPCINTMENTS.

Ta: Qtficer-in-charge
Appointments Center
Room 060, OEOB

Plcase =dmit the following appointments on January 22 19__ 82

(NAME OF PERSON TO DE VISITED)

for Morton €. Blackwell : of OFfice of Public Liaison

{acenNncYy)

IECKETT, John D. ¥
EROWN, Judie .-
BRROWN, Paul -7 ’
COCCIQOLONE, Denise
~ FALWELL, Jerry
__PRUCHER, Sandra .
FIORE, Charles <’
- GEMMA, Peter [/
. GARTON,Viola
_ HORAN, Dennis
7 JEFFERSON, Mildred v
" MACKEY, John «/
MCATEER, Ed _~
- OHLHOFF, Ernest «
ROSENBLUM, Victor /
~WILKE, Jack v ,
~AWILLIEMS, Geline v
. YOUNG, curtisV
-~ GRAY, Nellie |

DEVINE, Donald £/14737 T

SCEWEICKER, RICHARD SECRETARY, HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
SWOAP, David 8/12/37

beé)

IJEETING LOCATION

itding White House o Reguested by _Morton C. Blackwell

Bocm o _.Cabinet Room. Rooin No.___ 191 Telehone 2657

Time of Liceting. 10 A .M. e Date of request January 21, 1982
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February 11, 1982

TO: Attendees, January 22, Cabinet Room Meeting
FROM: Morton C. Blackwell
RE: Followup on March for Life Day

I thought you would like to have a copy, attached, of
President Reagan's statement which Secretary Schweiker
read to the March for Life rally in the Elipse.

Thank you for taking time on that busy day to attend
our White House briefing. The President enjoyed the
meeting and has repeatedly said so.

The entirely constructive tenor of the meeting demonstra-
ted the unity of purpose of the pro-life movement.

Various news reports put too much emphasis on divisions
in the movement. There are differences of opinion on
pending remedies, and, occasionally, some leaders have
expressed impatience with others. But I believe the
movement has attained political maturity needed to act
together at appropriate times.

You might find interesting the following, somewhat
analogous situation in French history.

In 1870, following his defeat in the Franco-Prussian
War, Emperor:. Napoleon III was overturned. In 1871

a new French National Assembly was elected. A major
question to be decided was what form of government

the country would have. There was strong sentiment

to restore the Bourbon monarchy. The monarchists elec-
ted more than 400 to the new National Assembly, the
republicans only 200 and the Bonapartists only a hand-
ful.

It seemed inevitable that the monarchy would be restored.

There was, however, one big problem. The monarchists
were split. One faction were "legitimists" who wanted
to crown as king the Bourbon pretender, the comte de
Chambord, who was 0ld and childless. The other faction
were "Orleanist" monarchists, who supported their pre-
tender, comte de Paris, of the younger Bourbon line. A



deadlock ensued.

By 1873, a compromise was strongly advanced. Under this
proposal, the legitimist comte de Chambord would be crowned
king, and his heir would be the Orleanist comte de Paris.
Thus the purposes of both factions would be accomplished.
Combined, they had the votes to win.

0l1d Chambord was willing to accept this arrangement, but
he set a condition which outraged the Orleanists. He
absolutely insisted on restoring the old Bourbon flag, a
white field with gold fleur-de-lis.

Napoleon III had used the revolutionary French red-white-
and-blue tricolor as the official flag of France. The
Orleanists themselves had adopted the tricolor when they

took over the French monarchy from the older Bourbon line
(1830~1848) . The comte de Paris and his Orleanists adamantly
refused to accept the flag with fleur-de-lis in the 1870's.

The two monarchist factions hacked away at each other and
failed to resolve this impasse. Bit by bit they lost
National Assembly elections to republicans. A new consti-
tution was drafted, and the label "republic" was approved by
a single-vote margin. The chance of restoring their
monarchy was lost, probably for all time.

Although the issues which sometimes separate pro-life
leaders are more substantial than the design of a flag,
the lesson is clear. Let us be sure our pro-life movement
acts more wisely than did the French monarchists.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 21, 1982

List of Participants For Pro-Life Leadership Meeting
Cabinet Room 1/22/82

10 A.M.

John D. Beckett President, Intercessors for America

Judie Brown American Life Lobby, Inc.

Paul A. Brown Life Amendment PAC

Mrs. Penise Cocciolone Birthright

Dr. Jerry Falwell The Moral Majority

Mrs. Sandra Faucher Director, National Right to Life PAC

Rev. Charles Fiore, 0.P. President, Catholics for a Moral America
. Jean Garton Lutherans for Life

Peter Gemma, Jr. Executive Director, National Pro-lLife PAC

Miss Nellie Gray : President, March for Life Committce

Denis Horan Chairman, Americans United for lLife

Dr. Mildred Jefferson President, Right to Life Crusade

John Mackey Special Counsecl, Ad Hoc Committee in

Defense of Life
Ed McAteer President, The Religious Roundtable

Ernest Ohlhoff Executive Director, National Committee
for a Human Life Anendment

Prof. Victor Roscenblum Amcericans United for Life

Dr. Juck Wilke FPresident, National Right to lLife
Committec

Mrs. CGeline Williams Chairman, National Right to Lifec
Rev. Curtis. Youn Executive Director, Christian Action
3

Comnmittee



SUCGESTED TALKING POINTS PFPOR MEBTING WITH
PRO-LIFE LEADERSHIP

- - I want to commend you for the progress that has been made in 19381
to protect the most dcfenscless in our socicety -- the unborn child.
I have read the many rcports of the diffcrences in opinion on how to
best end abortion on decmend in Anerica. In spite of this division,
however, you should not lose sight of the fact that through vour
efforts there has been, for the first time, comprehensive hearings
in Congress on the question of ebortion. This in itself is a major

victory.

- - I do not intend to take sides in the current controversy over which
alternative the right-to-life community should embrace. 1 would
hope, howaver, that pcople as dedicated to the same cause as your-

selves will not give comfort to your opponents by falllng to unite

present national tragedy.

- - It is imperative that in addition to your lecgislative activities,
you do everything you can to educate the American people on the
abortion guestion. I am convinced the grecat majority of our citicens

ST

o
0]

will support your cause if they are aware of the facts. I am

you saw the recent Newswoek issue that devoted its cover story 1o

new rescarch on the unborn. We now know that a fetal heartbeat begin
at three or four weoks, that the unborn child moves at siN wWooRS
e |

and that the fetus will suck his thunb at cight weeks. T chaliong:

anyone to Jook at that cover of Howswecek which sheows an eIchi-woos

old fetus and tell me that we are not dealing with human life. I

”H

huve stated nany times, inclulding at wy press conference U
that if there is any doubt alout whether we are Gealing with L

life, govermneat ~ust et on the «id

7]



MEMORANDUM

THE WIHTE HOUSE

WANEIIN T UON

SECRETARY RICHARD SCHWEIXKER HES

B.A. Penn State Phi BEeta Kappa

1244-46 - served in Navy
1950 - 60 - business cxuerience

aelrvea as Prosident of nation's largest ceremic tile
manutacturer

1961-69 - 131th r~A cerved as Congrassman

196% - 81 U.S. Senator from PA

Thus, 20 years Congressional euxperience in federal health and welfare
paolicy Rackuround

Other primary legisative concerns

in the health field -
halting {fecderal support for abortion

s



NMENTORANDUN

TITE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

DR. DON DEVINE - Director, Office of Personnel Management
He has combined a distingushed academic carcer with active
public service.

During transition time, he was the transition team leader
for OPM and related feoderal pevsonnel agencics.

Prior to this, he was associatie professor of government

and politics at the University of Maryland.

He also worked on the Hill with Congressmen Ashbrook and
Phil Crane

He ran for Comptroller in lMaryland.

He is the author of books on politics -
most famous one Does Freedom Work?




MEMORANDIUNM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

DAVE SWOAP - Under Secretary of HHS

He was sworn in as Under Secretary of HHS on March 23, 12981

He is a 16 year veteran of state and federal government service

e served as Legislative Director with Scnator Armstrong

He was a professional staff on the Scenate Comalttee on Finance
Prior to that he was Senior Rescarch Associate with the Revublican
Study Corunittee, House of Represcentatives.

Before coming to Washington he was Director of the California

State Department of Benefit Payments and Director of the California
State Department of Social Welfare under Governor Reagan.



NTEANTORAND UM

THE WHITIE HOUSE

WA HINGTON

MEETING WITH PRO-LIFE LEADERSHIP January 22, 1982

CABINET ROOM

10 A M. - 11 A.M.

Morton Blackwell, Special Assistant to the Fresident,

Office of Public Liaison

will chair the meeting.

10:05 A.M. -

10:20 A.M. -

10:30 A.M.

i0:45 A M.

The following

Znn Higgins
rary Gall
3111 Gribben

Rich Williamson

?aul Russo
Gary Bauer
Xen Cribb

.

Don Devine, Director, Office of Personncl
Secretary Richard Schweiker, HHS

David Swoap, Under Secrectarvy HHS

&)

c+
o

Fh
h

cople have been invited to attend:

b

Management



THE WHITE HOUSE

WAZHINGTON

STATEMENT 1982 MARCH FOR LIFE

I am honored to welcome the 1982 March for Life to wWashington.

I want to conmend vou for your efforts to sce the fundasental right to
life and dignity restored to the mest defenseless moenber of our

human family - the unborn child. ©Your steadfast dedication to this
solein and urcent cause has been an example of courayge and a strength

Lo cur nation.

It 1s vitally important that you maintain bonds of jrace among

N

yourselves and promote unity within your movement. XNeow is the time
to close ranks, to rally, and to bring protective human life action

through the Congress.

It has been estimated that abortion currently destrovs at least one
out of every three American lives conceived. The collective national
genius which will determine our future greatness 1s being seriously

eroded and depleted. I urge all Ancricans to reflect seriously this

‘ear upon the intrinsic beauty, worth, and sanctity of uman life.

[

Wonderful discoveriecs and advances continue to be mode in the fields
of human development and pre-natal mcedicine. During the past ycar

ful surgery was performed on a developing unbo:inn child. We

sSucCes

0

new xnow more about our unigue human becginnings th..n over before .

I believe that as we all begin to study and to celelvate the unborn
child, we will relecase hecaling to cur nztion, now »itsccrliy divided

and agonized over the issue of abortion.



Human life is a gift, most sacred when it is most defoenneless,
Let us prayerfully cherish and nurture it in an oiiitude of

thanXssiving.

May 3od continue to strengthen, protect, and guide vou i1n your
- - -

selfluss labors as protectors of the unborn.

Correcied specch by Aram Bakxshlan 1/21/82

Not «lcared by OPD
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