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In this month's newsletter we shall utilize editexicerpts primarily taken fron€omprehensively
Reformed Christianity Book 1l, Chapter 16.2Beginning of Life Issues, as we discuss feticide (the
destruction of a human life in the womb) by meahsuwgical abortion from a biblical perspective.l&st
month's newsletter, we discussed the growing toteraf sexual impurity in today's more liberal terg
churches leading to passive acceptance of foroitaind homosexuality as alternative lifestylesnany of
its members. The depraved thinking from which theiséul practices are derived inevitably leadshe t
acceptance of even more atrocious sins as wellR@fl1:28-31). As a consequence of their tolerarfce o
fornication, today's ultra-liberal churches haveittg condoned the destruction of an unborn childtip:
fetus) in the womb of its unwed mother as a lifelespbyduct of fornication that has no intrinsic vallre.
doing so, they have largely bought into the femintion that the extermination of the unborn isehea
matter of a woman's capricious choice not to carryinborn child to term.

The physical existence of human offspring unquesigly begins at conception when the very first
physical elements of a living human body come iméing within the womb of the mother. However, an
issue that must be carefully considered is whetiephysical body growing in the womb has the gpfi
properties associated with human life and the agHlreness of a human soul prior to birth. Thatlags
God breathe the breath of spiritual viability intee unborn child at conception, at some later stages
development — perhaps when its heart starts lgeator still later at the moment of its emergenoenfthe
womb into the physical world? The spirit of lifeshibng been equated with breathing since earliesical
times; the spirit of man has been seen to leavéntinean body along with the last breath at deathikin
manner, as the newborn baby takes its first breathir following birth, it can be assumed that God
simultaneously breathes the breath of spiritualiyt into the child much as He did Adam at hisatien
(cf. Ge.2:7) — such that the physical body onlynthains the properties of a living soul. This ig gosition
presented in Chapter 16.2@RC Book Il as being probable from a biblical perspext

While this view in no way violates the express k#ag of Scripture, it has nevertheless lead to some
terribly erroneous conclusions by today's worldlyrded culture. It is falsely assumed by many totteat
the fetus in the womb is only a “lifeless produtitonception” until birth takes place. To the camyr we
find that there is a recognizable human form pretiest exhibits physical movement as evidence fef li
long before birth. Moreover, there is incontrovadievidence that the human fetus has a senseysicah
awareness in the womb — especially in the lategestaf its development before birth. It can experge
physical discomfort, and it reacts to external stim by moving about to avoid physical pain. Theigas
therefore in every respect a human body from iteeption onward, not a lifeless mass of tissue.

It should be noted that an act of homicide onliskihe physical body of a person, not their solgrit,
which is eternal and not subject to death at theddaof man (cf. Lu. 12:4,5). Likewise, the intentd
killing of a human body while in the womb whethernmt it is yet spiritually viable with an eterrsdul is
an act of murder of the same order. The takinguofidn life while it is still in the womb whether dedrate
or inadvertent as a consequence of committing &ewicact against the mother is legally referrecaso
feticide. Because the Latin wofeus is used instead of its English translation, whgtunborn child,” the
killing of a child in the womb is commonly viewed lthe secular state as a lesser crime than murder.
Inasmuch as a fetus is in fact a living human baldy, sinful nature of this act does not differ myavay
from murder in the mind of God as is evidencechm Mosaic Law. In Exodus chapter 21 verses 22—25, w
find feticide listed with other personal injuridgat mankind may commit against a woman such thieif
fetus is harmed by an act of violence to the mothemenalty for this act is similar to that whiebuld be
imposed for injuring a live breathing child. If tichild suffered any serious injury as evidencegbysical
or mental malformation at birth, a range of peealtivould be levied against the perpetrator corrdipg
to the degree of the injury caused, and if the umlobild died as a consequence, the law also desdklife
for life (Ex.22:23).

Therefore, the physical development of the humadyboom the moment of conception up to and
including physical birth into the world must be efally protected and held to be sacrosanct asivimgyl
physical vessel that when imbued with the spiritifef at birth holds the soul of a unique humannigeas



God has ordained. The mother must take exceptraral that she takes no undue risks that could dause
any physical harm. She must eat well and avoidpdwaking of drugs, smoking, alcohol, or any other
harmful substances that could impair the propereldgment of the unborn child (cf. Jud. 13:1-24)yAn
intentional violation of this responsibility is nohly a sin against a woman's own created naturalba a
clear violation of God's divine Law. Neverthelepsegnant women and especially unmarried teenagers
lacking proper means to care for a child are oftieacted to resort to feticide through surgical réiba by
their unsaved husbands, wayward boyfriends, theiends, unsaved associates, and by the deviouseadvi
received from organizations such Bkanned Parenthood and its supporters. Through them and their
advocates, many young women are deluded into tignthat an unborn child is merely a lifeless “pradu
of conception” much as if they had developed a tuthat must be cut out so that they can continuitim
their own lives. Such organizations supply a cardirs means of financial income for unethical “sorge
who commit this butchery under the guise of it geinstandard medical procedure, and they in tuppt
these organizations as their benefactors.

In opposition toPlanned Parenthood and other abortion advocates, many pro-life womelmics have
sprung up in the hopes of saving unborn babies fiiemnmassacre as well as preventing young mothers
from committing the terrible sin of feticide by esling to them what is actually at stake througtdicsd
education. While some more conservative churchgs sugport these pro-life clinics, they remain ygh
dependent upon the contributions of concerned iddals. Many of these better-funded clinics haveeas
to ultrasound imaging that clearly reveals the gmes of a living child in the womb that is not signp
lifeless mass of tissue. After viewing the livingild in their womb many women decide to give biatid
rear the child as a single mother with the contiguihelp and encouragement provided by these
organizations. In the process, many unsaved worsertan to Christ as their eternal redeemer.

When civil laws opposing abortion are being con®de rape and incest are often brought up as
acceptable grounds for surgical abortion. Rape w®okent act committed against a woman that islyust
punishable by civil law whether or not pregnancgults. Incest constitutes a deceitful breech os$ttru
between responsible adults and innocent childrero whould be under their care and protection.
Nevertheless, when rape or incest results in cdiwgpthe fetus thus created is a living human body
deserving the same protection as any other unbloiid. cTherefore, even rape or incest cannot justify
surgical abortion since it only compounds sin witbre sin. As an acceptable remedy, the child capube
up for adoption immediately after it is born. Adiopt is a sound biblical concept that provides barre
couples with a child that they can receive and laseheir own, while the terrible stigma concernihg
child's conception is not outwardly carried forththe child — or by its natural mother.

A common issue that is brought up by advocatesu@fisal abortion is the matter concerning the lnealt
of the mother — whether married or unmarried. Thigessentially a strawman. While there may be quite
unusual instances in which the mother’s life cdoddthreatened by a pregnancy brought to full tehat
situation is quite rare. In that event every asddanedical effort should be made to save theolifeoth the
mother and the child — which admittedly is not afe/auccessful. Today, a false argument of selfraefas
put forth for committing feticide on the basis dfildbirth causing some supposed mental stress, rmino
discomfort, or inconvenience for the mother thabhanway threatens her life physically. The Canasndf
old lived in a corrupt society where fornicatioreypailed. Cloaked in religion, their sinful desicelte rid of
unwanted babies was readily accomplished by puttiegn in the arms of an idol of Baal that was ha:ate
red-hot by a fire built at its base. Not only wasnication and infanticide acceptable, it was ieligly
encouraged. It was that unredeemable and corrugti@pehat God ordered Israel to totally extermirade
they entered the land lest any trace of their fnefss remain to taint them as well. That extrendeior
clearly demonstrates God’s position on infanticichel indirectly on feticide — which could not haveeh
undertaken in those days without also greatly egeiang the life of the woman. God Himself (as the-p
incarnate Christ) was in command of the Israeltedhey took the land of Canaan by force (cf. Jb3-5
15).

Stranger still is the argument that an unborn cétilduld be aborted for the sake of the child. Oitean
be determined that some physical defect has oatumréhe womb that would render the life of thelahi



difficult or impossible after birth has taken pla&o advanced have medical procedures becomettisat i
often possible to correct such a defect while thiglas still in the womb or at least to repair ttiefect as
soon as birth takes place. At other times, no rgnetdumanly possible. In that event, a woman ierofil-
advised to terminate the pregnancy through surgibaltion — thus killing the unborn child ratheath
having it suffer from a life-long disability. Aftehe fall of Adam, the human body became subjedeiay;,
disease, and various organic malfunctions that nulsmnately result in physical death. This same
imperfection is present within human reproductivgams as well — sometimes resulting in various
malformations of the fetus in the womb. For thatsen, God often brings forth a spontaneous termimat
of the pregnancy (miscarriage) when He deems tiatmalformation is sufficiently severe. However, if
God, in his infinite wisdom, does not choose tonieate the development of a fetus, it is sinfulfeankind

to assume that they may overrule his will. Morepu@od can and does overrule human defects and
imperfections in special cases when it is in hi8 tei do so. The writer to the Hebrews declared faat
regarding the human body that Jesus occupiedsriiflias being specially prepared by God in thewvaf
Mary as a sacrificial offering for the sins of mark (cf. He.10:5). As with a sacrificial lamb, Hw®dy
needed to be perfect without blemish of any kind 1Pe.1:19). King David marveled as he contemplate
the time that his own physical body had developelis mother’s womb, from the moment of conceptmn
birth, as being in the providence, oversight, arnitlaf God until his spirit came forth to occupyettbody
thus formed at the time ordained for him to wallomphe earth (cf. Ps.139:13-16). This developmantec
about not only in the foreknowledge of God, butig/divine preordination.

Most often the decision to clinically abort an imfeet fetus is not based upon the supposed sufferfin
a child in bearing a life-long disability at allubupon the imagined ordeal that the parents wéadd in
rearing such a child and providing for its futufdws, it is deemed acceptable for sinful man to ro@dm
murder to protect a lifestyle that has no placetfar extraordinary. However, those parents thatbdiym
accept the great responsibility that God has plagezh them through embracing such a child are often
rewarded in ways that they could never imagine feéfand. Moreover, God has often supplemented v&riou
human disabilities with other extraordinary atttgsiand abilities that are highly beneficial toitlparents
and to mankind in general.

A hotly debated political issue today is the notadra woman'’s right to choose how her own body will
be used by another such that an unborn child inWaeamb can be viewed as an invader and violatdheir
personal rights. The U.S. Supreme Court has uphsttl a strange notion as a constitutional issuedbas
upon a person’s right to personal privacy under & amendment of the U.S. Constitution. Under this
ruling (Roe v Wade 1973), to deliver or abort amam child must be left entirely up to the womanaas
matter of personal choice up and until the fetusreached physical viability to live outside themm The
unborn child has no legal protection from its owather under civil law prior to that stage of deyteent,
nor can it defend itself in any way. This rulingshlad to the unmitigated slaughter of millions efalihy
unborn children. Although the fetus is commonlysidered to be legally viable when it reaches bl t
trimester of the pregnancy, this limit is often éged or the fetus is killed through various cheminaans
while in the womb thus rendering it “un-viable” anecessitating a surgical procedure to remowveiin f
the womb. Some abortionists even practice whafexmed to as “partial birth abortion” wherein tiead of
the fully developed child ready to be deliveregnsshed when it first appears killing the infantte birth
canal just before it is delivered. Then its deadybs removed. This despicable procedure very gjose
borders on infanticide inasmuch as the fetus ig onk breath away from becoming a living soul.

Availability of abortion on demand for all women w/igall for it is a core plank of the secular feratni
movement that has also infiltrated so many of owramiberal churches. Feminists backed by powerful
humanist legal organizations such asAherican Civil Liberties Union even call for public funds to pay for
this “procedure” if women cannot afford the finaalaost. It is very concerning to note that tho$®iavor
abortion as a means of liberating themselves fitoenbirth of an unwanted child prefer to call thelvse
"pro-choice advocates” as a politically-correct knhgling their evil intent to commit murder of theborn.

Up to the moment of conception, a woman does haegece not to bear children inasmuch as God has no
specifically mandated that every woman must mang laear offspring in an age in which the world ellw



populated (cf. 1Co.7:34), as opposed to thoseqodatti times when Adam and Eve were its sole ocdspan
and when Noah and his small family later emergedfthe ark into an empty world following the great
flood (cf. Ge. 1:28; 9:1,7). As conception takeacel, however, that choice is immediately and ircalty
surrendered by the woman in favor of the divine enaive of the helpless unborn child within her to
breathe in the spirit of life at birth. This surdenm is in full accordance with her created natwigich God
has established in all women from Eve onward.

A few of our more conservative churches have camsitl remolding the nation and ultimately the world
into accepting a form of Christian ethic throughcg&ful Christian political activism (cfCRC Book IlI, page
465). This activism is especially seen in the Whi&ates through a continuing effort to reverseStpreme
Court's unbiblical ruling regarding abortion thrbugongressional action and/or Constitutional amesrdm
This activity is without doubt sincerely undertakeith pure intent and purpose. However, such ativis
clearly a case of trying to externally impose Ciars values on a debased society that has noftasteand
will vehemently oppose it. In the end, all suchifpcdl militancy must fail because the temporal uhas
been infiltrated by the world to the extent that @hristian activists are vastly outnumbered bydaemed
members of the secular society. As we briefly ner@d in last month's newsletter, such political farar
consumes efforts and funds that could ordinarilyiged in reaching the unsaved masses with the Goflspe
Christ. Moreover, this conflict adversely affedt® fpurity of the church as it dirties its handshwitorldly
activities, affiliations, and methods while neglegtChristian evangelism motivated by the powep@ayer
— its most powerful recourse in eradicating tméwiills of society including feticide.

Feticide and what amounts to de facto infanticide/ mften escape deserved punishment by human laws
and even overlooked by many of today's decademdeshchurches, but the sinful nature of such viokes
does not ever escape the notice of God. The coarsegs of these particularly sinful acts demand the
penalty of eternal death as does all human sinod'sSsight. Many women and even some men suffef gri
and sorrow throughout their lifetimes for the teleiact of feticide through surgical abortion ttiegy have
earlier committed, endorsed, or encouraged — whegmerantly or willfully. Certainly, the ungodly em
and even some women who enrich themselves by parigrthese deadly operations must bear the blunt of
eternal judgment in the life to come.

The good news for those who have condoned or cdaeuhsiuch wicked acts of murder is that God will
forgive this terrible sin even as He will forgivk ather sinful thoughts and acts we have all cottedi(cf.
R0.3:23) — if we humbly repent of them and turnHion in genuine and contrite confession seeking his
forgiveness. Although deep regret for the sin dicide may linger on in the deep recesses of thaam
mind, the terrible overwhelming guilt can be heabsdturning to the One who is the author of therdv
law that was so severely broken. God is willing aoly to forgive but also to redeem any sinner ilmos
to Him with a contrite heart, thus absolving theami all eternal penalty through an act of his devgrace
(cf. Ps.51:17;1s.57:15). Only when the terrible afrfeticide is placed under the redeeming bloo€bfist
can there be any peace of mind and hope for theefut both in this life and the life to come.
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