What you need to know about Amnesty International’s policy change on
abortion

Overview

In 2005 Amnesty International began a consultation process with its various chapters to decide whether
they should change their abortion policy from one of neutrality, to a position of active support for
abortion.

Once it became public that Amnesty International was considering a change in policy regarding abortion
many pro-life groups, Church leaders and others publically stated that such a change would put Amnesty
International completely at odds with those who support the inalienable human right to life, and oppose
the harm that abortion does to women.

Sadly, in April 2007, Amnesty International put information on a member’s only section of their website
which stated that, despite the many individuals and groups who opposed such a move, they have
changed their policy regarding abortion from neutrality to one of active support for abortion.

Amnesty International claims that they are not promoting abortion as a right, but when one examines
their own internal documents regarding this policy change these claims from Amnesty International
appear to be nothing more than semantics designed to soften the PR problems that this policy change
will cause them.

Amnesty International also claims that their new policy only supports limited abortion in specific
situations, but this report will demonstrate that Amnesty International not only supports all abortion
now, but they also support such extreme forms of abortion as partial-birth abortion (where the baby is
killed as it is being born).

This report will examine the following issues:

a) Serious contradictions in the new Amnesty International abortion policy

b) The serious ignorance of the new Amnesty International abortion policy

c) The seriously misleading statements from Amnesty International

d) The serious ramifications of the new Amnesty International abortion policy

e) Why Amnesty International has been so secretive about this new abortion policy

This report aims to demonstrate that:

a) The new policy from Amnesty International now clearly makes them an organisation that
supports and promotes abortion as a human right

b) That Amnesty International have ignored science and research relating to human life and the
effects of abortion



c¢) The new policy actually reinforces coerced abortions (something Amnesty International claims
to oppose), supports partial birth abortion, supports sex selective and disability selective
abortions, and it implicitly supports abortion on the grounds of race and religion

d) That Amnesty International is currently engaged in a PR campaign that is designed to put
positive spin on the new policy, and draw attention away from the reality of what the new
policy actually supports and promotes

e) That Amnesty International have made misleading statements in defence of this new policy

f) That Amnesty International’s official documentation regarding this policy contains
contradictions

g) That this policy is almost certainly just the first step in the direction of other pro-abortion
policies from Amnesty International

This report uses the following official internal documentation issued by Amnesty International:

1. Aletter dated April 20, 2007 that is addressed to all “Volunteer Leaders” and signed by Karen
Schneider, Chair of Amnesty International’s “SSR Working Group”

2. Adocument titled “Background on Amnesty International’s Policy on Sexual and Reproductive
Rights”, dated “April 2007”

3. Aletter dated April 20, 2007 that is addressed to “Members and Supporters of Amnesty
International USA” and signed by Larry Cox, Executive Director of Amnesty International USA

4. An official “Media Response” written by Amnesty International and dated April 2007

5. A document from Amnesty International titled “Sexual and Reproductive Rights: Some
Frequently Asked Questions”, dated April 2007

This report also uses a written transcript of a radio interview with Ced Simpson, Chief Executive of
Amnesty International NZ, that aired on Radio Rhema on Tuesday 15 May 2007

Special mention must be made of www.lifesite.net who made the internal Amnesty International
documents available for scrutiny — thank you.



http://www.lifesite.net/

Serious contradictions in the new Amnesty International abortion policy

The new Amnesty International policy promoting and supporting abortion contains the following
contractions:

Amnesty International repeatedly states that they do not take a position on whether abortion is right
1
or wrong.

Such a statement makes absolutely no sense when one considers that their new policy explicitly states
that Amnesty International will now be actively campaigning in favour of abortion.> Amnesty
International’s new policy also states they are now opposed to penalties being imposed upon those who
procure, and those who provide abortions.?

What Amnesty International is suggesting here is akin to an organisation stating that they don’t have a
position on whether drink driving is right or wrong, but they will be actively campaigning for people to
be allowed to drink and drive in certain situations, and for the removal of all penalties for those who
engage in drink driving.

It is abundantly clear that Amnesty International firmly believes that abortion is morally acceptable and
this is why their new policy will see them actively campaigning for women to have access to abortion,
and for those who provide and procure abortions to be exempt from all legal penalties.

Amnesty International states that they take no position on whether abortion should be legal.*

This statement is pure semantics when one notes that Amnesty International’s new policy opposes legal
penalties for procuring or providing abortion, and that they promote full decriminalisation of abortion.”

The only difference between decriminalisation and legalisation of an act is one of technicality, they both
result in exactly the same outcome — in both cases a person can now engage in that act without any
legal repercussions for having done so.

This statement is simply doublespeak, and it rings completely hollow when compared to Amnesty
International’s other official statements that they will now be able to actively campaign for abortion law
reform in various countries.®
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Amnesty International states that they have no position on when human life begins.”

This statement will be examined in more detail later in this report, but for now it must be stated that the
only way that Amnesty International can promote and advocate for abortion is if they first believe that
the baby growing in the womb is not a human life that must be given the right to life. Otherwise they
would be promoting and advocating an act that denies a tiny human being its inalienable rights.

This claim is also later clouded by Amnesty International when they state the following (emphasis
added):

“Il Amnesty I nternational]l wil!l not prescribe parti
reasonableness by taking into account factors such as the evolving protection needs of the fetus. ° . ”

The obvious question that arises from such a statement is; why would a foetus need protection, or have
“evolving protection needs” if it is not recognised by Amnesty International as being a living human
person at some point during its time in the womb?

Amnesty International states that they do not promote abortion as a human right.’

Once again, even a brief examination of their new policy clearly shows that Amnesty International is
playing word games with their new policy.

Amnesty International is now campaigning for the removal of all legal penalties for those who procure
and provide abortions.’ The only way that they can maintain and promote such a policy is if they
believe that abortion should be universally available and accessible, in other words; abortion should be
some sort of right that humans have access to.

Consider the following statements from Amnesty International:
“Il Amnesty I nternational’'s] policy does oppose i mp
having sought an abortion, whateverther e ason f dr doing so."”

“Depr i vmamofjherdiberty because of a profoundly personal decision regarding abortion
represents undue interference by the state in a w
right to physicai and mental integrity.?”
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“l Amnesty | nt eyl nrepaesentsa poaition tisad is bgthptintipled, in that it addresses the
grave human rights violations®that [Amnesty Inter

Such statements cast serious doubt on Amnesty International’s assertion that they do not promote
abortion as a human right.

If Amnesty International does not view abortion as a human right, then why does their new policy
oppose any attempts to criminalise it, and why does their official documentation constantly use
terminology which clearly implies that they view abortion as a right that people should have
consequence-free access to?

Amnesty International claims that their new policy is only about abortion in cases of rape, incest and
gKSY GKS Y2G0K&¥NDa ftAFS Aa G Nrxajo

This claim is completely refuted by other parts of the new policy which states that Amnesty
International now opposes all penalties for those who procure and provide abortions.*

If Amnesty International’s new policy is truly only focussed on abortion in cases of rape, incest or when
the life of the mother is at risk then why does their policy call for total decriminalisation of abortion?
Surely, if the new policy is only about limited abortion, then their call for decriminalisation would also
only apply to the situations of rape, incest and risk to the mother?

Instead Amnesty International makes statements like this one (emphasis added):
“Il Amnesty I nternational’'s] policy does oppose i mp
having sought an abortion, whatever their reason for doing so.”*®

Amnesty International claims that they do not oppose gestational limits being placed on abortion.”
Two important points arise from this claim.

1. This claim is actually implicitly refuted in official documents from Amnesty International where
they state that they oppose the US Supreme Court decision in the case of Gonzales Vs Carhart,™
in which the Supreme Court upheld a ban on partial-birth abortion that imposes fines and
imprisonment for doctors who carry out partial-birth abortions (where the baby is killed as it is
being born).
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How can Amnesty International oppose penalties for doctors who abort babies beyond specified
gestational limits, while at the same time claiming that they aren’t actually opposed to gestational limits
being placed on abortion?

2. This claim implicitly opposes Amnesty International’s other claim that they do not have a
position on when human life begins, because how can they support gestational limits on
abortion if they don’t actually have a position on when human life begins?

To support gestational limits, Amnesty International would also have to agree that such limits are
justifiable, and the only way that gestational limits are justifiable is if one believes that at a certain point
of gestation you are now dealing with a human life (something Amnesty International claims to have no
position on).

Amnesty International claims to oppose sex selective abortions.”

Amnesty International claims to oppose sex selective abortions, but within two sentences Amnesty
International states the following (emphasis added):

“IT Amnesty I nternational’s] policy does oppose i mp
having sought an abortion, whatever the reason for doing so. **

How can Amnesty International seriously claim to oppose sex selective abortions, while at the same
time stating that anyone who engages in sex selective abortions should be free from criminal sanctions
or penalties?

19 Amnesty International, Sexual and Reproductive Rights: Some Frequently Asked Questions, question 13
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The serious ignorance of the new Amnesty International abortion policy

There are several aspects of the new Amnesty International policy that do not appear to have been
carefully considered, if at all, by Amnesty International, and as such they suggest serious ignorance on
the part of those who authored this new pro-abortion policy.

Amnesty International states that they do not have a position on when human life begins.”

Surely the most important and fundamental question that must be answered in regards to the issue of
abortion is; when does human life begin?

For Amnesty International to formulate a policy which supports and promotes abortion without actually
having a position on whether or not a baby in the womb is actually a living human being seems totally
unbelievable.

How can an organisation claim to be focused on human rights, social justice and stopping violence, while
at the same time supporting and campaigning for an act when they have explicitly stated they have no
idea whether that act takes the life of an innocent human being or not?

Amnesty International’s refusal to adopt a position on when human life begins is an act of wilful
ignorance and it makes an absolute mockery of their claim that their new policy is about protecting
human rights and stopping unjust oppression, etc. After all, if human life begins at conception (which
science clearly tells us it does) then Amnesty International now actively supports an act which kills an
innocent human being at their most defenceless.

Amnesty International makes absolutely no reference to any of the research which shows that
abortion is harmful to women.

Amnesty International is explicit in its claims that their new policy promoting abortion is about the best
interests of women,? yet their official documentation makes absolutely no mention of the many reliable
studies which show that abortion is an act that harms the emotional wellbeing of women, and exposes
them to serious physical risks (risks that would be dramatically increased in developing nations).

There is a reasonable, and growing body of serious research which shows that abortion is not in the best
interests of women, and Amnesty International’s official documentation suggests that they have either

2 Amnesty International, Sexual and Reproductive Rights: Some Frequently Asked Questions, question 9
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not bothered to examine such research or they are choosing to ignore such research in favour of a pro-
abortion position.

Amnesty International states that they oppose coerced and forced abortions.”

Amnesty International appears to be genuine in this claim, but they don’t seem to have considered the
fact that their new policy will almost certainly lead to coerced abortions.

Official Amnesty International documents state the following about their new pro-abortion policy:

“Il Amnesty I nternational]l wil!/ be able to address
terminate their unwanted pregnancies in order to end the cruel treatment that such pregnancy entails

for them or to avoid the trauma, stigma, abandonment, and even threats to their lives, by their
families/communities because.”they are bearing *“a

This statement makes it clear that the women being referred to by Amnesty International will end up
being coerced and forced into having abortions by their “families/communities”. Instead of addressing
this serious issue, Amnesty International will actually be helping the communities and families of these
women to ensure that the mechanisms are available for these coerced and forced abortions to be
carried out.

2 Amnesty International, Sexual and Reproductive Rights: Some Frequently Asked Questions, question 3
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The seriously misleading statements from Amnesty International

Amnesty International have made several misleading statements in their official documentation
regarding their new pro-abortion policy, these statements are misleading enough to distract attention
away from the real issues at the heart of their new pro-abortion policy.

The following are the major misleading statements made by Amnesty International:

GSome people believe that life begins at conception and therefore, abortion represents a violation of
the right of life of a fetus. Such views are sometimes grounded in particular religious beliefs.£”

This statement is completely misleading, as it wrongly implies that the belief about human life beginning
at conception is an article of religious faith. In actual fact, science is very clear that human life begins at
the moment of fertilisation.

The issues regarding the beginning of human life are actually scientific issues, and the top scientists who
specialise in disciplines such as embryology, etc are very clear that human life begins at the moment of
conception.

There is dispute from some people regarding the point at which human embryos should be given rights,
but no serious or honest scientist disputes the fact that human life begins at the moment of conception.

The reason that various religions promote this scientific reality is because it directly impacts upon the
morality of the act of abortion, which is obviously an act that ends the life of an innocent human being.

It is completely dishonest for Amnesty International to ignore what science tells us about the beginning
of human life and instead imply that the issue of foetal rights is merely one of religious opinion that can
be waived away based on your personal philosophy. There is no doubt that they would take serious
umbrage if someone tried to use similar reasoning in regards to the death penalty.

Amnesty International’s apparent failure to examine the scientific knowledge about human life in the
womb is a serious failure on their part and it completely undermines their pro-abortion policy.

GLYGSNFFGARYEI BAESYd 2y GRS LRAYG 6KSy tATS

This statement from Amnesty International is misleading on two levels:
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1. Itis not the role of law, especially international law, to decide when human life begins, that is
the role of the various sciences.

It is the job of the sciences to make statements about the truth of when human life begins, and then the
law has the responsibility to uphold those truths and to make specific civil and international laws that
adhere firmly to those scientific truths.

The law is not infallible and it is quite clear that laws can be wrong and unjust. One simply has to think of
the 20™ Century US laws which allowed racial discrimination against Black Americans.

Amnesty International, of all organisations, must be well aware that laws and lawmakers can get things
badly wrong; after Amnesty International’s very existence is based on defending people against
legislative violations of their human rights. So it seems totally disingenuous of them to state that on the
issue of abortion they have unquestioningly built a policy on the silence of international law regarding
when human life begins.

2. When there is uncertainty about something as serious as the beginnings of human life, then
surely we have the obligation to follow policies which fail safe.

In other words; if there is uncertainty then we should always take the safest possible option. In this case
that would be a policy which does not support or campaign for abortion unless there is absolute
certainty that the baby being aborted is not a living human person who is being denied their right to life.

It is dishonest, unscientific and obscenely ignorant of Amnesty International to claim that the silence in
international law regarding when human life begins can be used to justify a pro-abortion policy, which
will ultimately lead to the death of unborn babies. This is clearly wilful ignorance and it is hardly best
practise for an organisation that prides itself on defending people from unjust abuses, and fighting grave
acts of violence committed against innocent human beings.



The serious ramifications of the new Amnesty International abortion policy

Amnesty International’s new pro-abortion policy has serious ramifications that will impact upon the lives
of the people who live in countries where Amnesty International will be actively promoting and
campaigning with its new pro-abortion policy.

The new Amnesty International policy means that:
a) Amnesty International is now campaigning for, and promoting abortion as a human right.

Despite statements to the contrary from Amnesty International, and all the semantics, it is clear from
their own documents that in practise Amnesty International now promotes abortion as a right that must
not be criminalised in any way by independent governments.

Even the term: “Policy on Sexual and Reproductive Rights”?’
giveaway that this policy promotes abortion as a right.

used by Amnesty International is a dead

b) Amnesty International is now implicitly promoting abortion based on race, religion, etc.

At first this suggestion seems absurd, but when you actually examine the statements from Amnesty
International about their new policy it is clear that they are implicitly supporting abortions which are
based on race, religion and other prejudices.

Consider the following statement from Amnesty International (emphasis added):

“Where women and girls have bewhenrapeiisasediases of t er r i
weapon during armed conflict, Amnesty has been very vocal in calling for justice and has campaigned

for prosecutions. When the survivors become pregnant as a consequence of rape and are then

stigmatized and ostracized, Al should be equally vocal in ensuring that they have the support and

services they need, including early termination of a pregnancy, i f t hat i s their choic

Earlier in the same document Amnesty International makes reference to specific places of ethnic conflict
such as Congo, Darfur, etc. as specific examples of where the new policy could be employed by Amnesty
International. Here’s what they say (emphasis added):

” Amnesty Internationa,Me di a Response Letter on Amnesty Internation
Rights
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“1 Amnest y lwill beebletoaddresotine asked of those who are desperately seeking to
terminate their unwanted pregnancies in order to end the cruel treatment that such pregnancy entails

for them or to avoid the trauma, stigma, abandonment, and even threats to their lives, by their
FIYAfASakO2YYdzyAGASa 060SOFdzaS HHKSe INB o0SIFNRy3

In other words; instead of actually addressing the root cause of the this type of violence (the racial and
religious hatred, etc) Amnesty International will be promoting a policy which encourages women to
abort their unborn babies on the basis of their ethnicity, religious background, etc. (because they are a
“child of the enemy”).

In effect, this new policy implicitly promotes the abortion of a baby based on its ethnicity or religious
heritage (neither of which the unborn baby has any control over). At best such an approach completely
undermines any work Amnesty International may be doing in those same countries to try and encourage
peace and reconciliation between different ethnic and religious factions.

c) Amnesty International’s policy supports forced and coerced abortions.

Whether they like it or not Amnesty International’s new pro-abortion policy actually supports coerced
and forced abortion.

Amnesty International documents state the following (emphasis added):

“1 Amnest y lwill beeble toaddresotine asked of those who are desperately seeking to
terminate their unwanted pregnancies in order to end the cruel treatment that such pregnancy entails

for them or to avoid the trauma, stigma, abandonment, and even threats to their lives, by their
FIFEYAEtASEAKO2YYdzyAGiGASaE 06SOFdzaS H#KSe NB o6SFNRARyYyS3

Once again, instead of addressing the real issue in such situations (the violence and threats being made
against women who are raped by enemy soldiers) Amnesty International is proposing that these women
should acquiesce to such threats and have abortions. In effect these women would have no choice but
to abort their babies, in order to avoid the threats of harm being made against them by their families
and communities. It is completely naive to think that women who chose abortion in such a situation
would be making a free and informed choice.

Amnesty International’s new policy supports and plays right into the hands of the people who are
threatening these women, it does not address the root issue causing this situation and it does not
respect the right of these women to be free from threats of harm and physical abuse. Instead the new
policy proposes that these women would be better off being exposed to the risks and violence of
abortion rather than to be enabled and empowered to oppose this unjust aggression. In such a situation
two victims are created; the woman who has to resort to abortion to escape the unjust treatment she is
being subjected to, and the baby who must pay with its life because of the circumstances by which it
was conceived.

2 Amnesty International, Sexual and Reproductive Rights: Some Frequently Asked Questions, question 6
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d) Amnesty International now implicitly supports partial-birth abortion.
Amnesty International states the following:

“I Amnesty I nternational] opposes the provision of
Gonzales] that imposes fines and up to two years in prison for doctors who perform particular types of
abort’ions.”

Gonzales Vs Carhart is the US Supreme Court case in which the Supreme Court upheld a ban on partial-
birth abortion that imposes fines and imprisonment for doctors who carry out partial-birth abortions.

Amnesty International explicitly states that they oppose the US Supreme Court ruling which imposes
penalties and fines for doctors who carry out partial-birth abortions. In effect Amnesty International is
stating that they support the right of doctors to carry out partial-birth abortions free from any legal
penalties.

Partial-birth abortion is a particularly heinous form of abortion where, using forceps, the doctor delivers
the entire baby, apart from the head, legs first. The doctor then inserts scissors into the baby’s head and
forces open the skull. The scissors are then removed and a suction catheter is inserted to suck the
baby’s brains out, which results in the collapse of the baby’s skull. After the baby is dead it is fully
delivered and the body is disposed of.**

One really has to question how an organisation like Amnesty International, which prides itself on
opposing violence and injustice would suggest that a person who carries out such a heinous act of
barbarism, which is perpetrated against a human being during their most innocent and defenceless
state, should escape any and all forms of legal penalty.

e) Amnesty International’s new policy leaves the door open for other pro-abortion policies.

In response to the question: “ Wi | | [ Amnesty I nternationdlAnesgevel op
International explicitly states that:

“Whet her Al will need to develop furthmr its p
reproductive rights depends on the organizatio
policies that *have been adopted.”

In other words, this is not the end of Amnesty International’s involvement with abortion, and if they feel
the need to do so in future they will embrace other abortion polices. Although this initial policy has been
carefully worded to try and distract attention away from its real intent (to promote abortion as a human
right), it seems highly unlikely that Amnesty International will not develop its new pro-abortion policy
further.

3 Amnesty International, Sexual and Reproductive Rights: Some Frequently Asked Questions, question 14
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Why has Amnesty International been so secretive about this new abortion
policy?

One of the most concerning issues regarding the new Amnesty International pro-abortion policy is the
manner in which it was kept from the public eye by Amnesty International.

In a radio interview, Amnesty International NZ Chief Executive Ced Simpson made the following
comments about Amnesty International’s attempts to keep this issue from the public eye:

“...that’s not a call for radio silence i f you 1
we take on all sorts of issues and that’s | argely
i ssues in a way itmathetcadmteexnt tofcomer uppeci fic wol
do that on other issues as well ..um...what that do

know, when we’  ve been approached by @athbpolidyy f or a
as | 'm quite pirfepared to do now...

Mr Simpson fails to mention some very important things about the way in which this new policy
unfolded and came to the attention of the general public.

Firstly, the new policy was put on a member’s only section of the Amnesty International website which
requires password access.

Secondly, the new policy announcement came with the following instructions (emphasis added):
"There is to be no proactive external publication of the policy position or of the fact of its adoption
issued. This means no section or structure is to issue a press release or public statement or external

communication of any kind on the policy decision."”

Thirdly, this new policy came with an official pre-written® Me di a Re s phatRasestheL et t er ”
following at the very top of the page (emphasis added):

“This letter is only to be sent to newspapers as
that are critical of the new sexual and reproductive rights policy; it is not to be sent proactively. *°

** Ced Simpson, Chief Executive of Amnesty International NZ, interview on Radio Rhema, Tuesday 15 May 2007
35 Amnesty International, letter to Volunteer Leaders from Karen Schneider
*® Amnesty Internationa, Medi a Response Letter on Amnesty Internation
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In other words, this new policy came with its own media damage control plan.

Finally, this new policy has been the subject of much public discussion and speculation since it came to
light in 2005 that Amnesty International was considering adopting a new position on abortion. There has
been a lot of public discussion regarding this issue, including consultations initiated by Amnesty
International, so for Amnesty International to keep the final decision quiet from the public after such a
public process leading up to the final policy clearly indicates that they were trying to limit the damage
that will inevitably be caused by their new pro-abortion policy.

Amnesty International must be well aware that their supporters who care about human rights, stopping
violence and the protection of women will not be happy with Amnesty International’s decision to
become an abortion advocating agency.

Yes, Ced Simpson did agree to speak on Radio Rhema about this issue, and so he should have, but the
real issue that he fails to mention is the fact that Amnesty International decided to keep the new policy
from the public and to only respond if the issue was raised with them first.

How many people could have been unwittingly providing financial support for abortion if this new policy
had not been discovered and exposed when it was, and does Amnesty International really believe that
such Machiavellian subterfuge is appropriate for an organisation that prides itself on promoting human
rights and social justice?



Conclusion

Sadly Amnesty International has embraced a policy which promotes abortion as a human right. This
means that they are now promoting an act of violence which harms women and denies the most
innocent and vulnerable human beings their inalienable right to life.

Yes, Amnesty International does claim that their new policy doesn’t promote abortion as a human right,
but it is clear that this claim is not borne out by the reality of the new policy. Even the title on their
frequently asked questions document gives the game away (emphasis added):

“Sexual and Reproductive Rights: Some Frequently Asked Questions”

This new policy is completely contrary to the mission and work of Amnesty International, and they
appear to have anticipated that people will see the glaring inconsistency in their new position which
now sees them opposed to the death penalty, and other forms of violence while actively campaigning
for the act of abortion. Consider this question from their official documents about the new policy:

“How can Al reconcile its position on abortion with its longstanding work on the death penalty”*’

With this policy Amnesty International has alienated their many supporters who hold firm to the
principal that women should not be harmed and that all human beings (even unborn ones) must not be
subjected to violence at the hands of others, or denied their inalienable human rights.

It is hard to see how people of goodwill who support human rights and oppose violence could continue
to financially support Amnesty International while this policy is retained.

Sadly, Amnesty International has strayed far from its mission and has embraced a particularly nasty
ideology which proclaims that human rights are subjective and that the right to life is something
negotiable.

We encourage all people of goodwill to contact their local Amnesty International representatives to
express their displeasure at their adoption of this destructive and anti-human policy and to let them
know that they will not be getting your support until the policy is rescinded.
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