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By Dave Andrusko

This March was, in many ways, a 
month unlike almost any many veteran 
pro-lifers can ever remember. 

Faced with a resilient, determined 
pro-life movement, it was not 
unexpected that pro-abortionists, 
short on arguments, simply made 
them up out of whole cloth. But 
the mass hysteria generated over 
Virginia’s new ultrasound law knitted 
together omissions, distortions, 
lies, and effrontery on an almost 
unprecedented scale. 

Why? The synthetic outrage was 
part of a narrative—a bogus “war on 
women”—that abortion advocates 
believe could derail legislation 
that actually did nothing more than 
require what was almost universally 
in place already. They knew they 
could count on a sympathetic media 
to act like a megaphone to magnify 
their outrageous accusations.

Cartoonist Garry Trudeau made his 
in-kind contribution in the form of a 
week’s worth of mindless pro-abortion 
agitprop, hammering and ridiculing 
and deriding the state of Texas for its 
ultrasound law. According to Trudeau, 
such laws have only one purpose: to 
“shame” women.

What omissions/distortions were on 
display? That the very procedure they 
screamed from the hilltops was “rape” 
(a transvaginal probe) is medical 
Standard Operating Procedure that 
virtually all abortionists use. It is the 
best tool to date the age of the soon-
to-be-killed unborn child.

Even a pro-abortionist who has 
defended abortion for decades 
found this over the top. She wrote 
a piece for Slate.com in which she 
[correctly] described ultrasounds 
as a “benign and routine part of the 
abortion procedure” 
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Lies? There were so many it’s hard 
to choose from. Perhaps the worst 
was (as a Washington Post editorial 
implied) that Virginia legislators 
were trying to slide something by 
the public, something as “obtrusive” 
as a transvaginal probe. In fact, 
even a veteran pro-abortion lobbyist 
confessed she didn’t know they were 
used in early pregnancies—and, to 
repeat, their use is not “rape,” it is 
customary. And, for the record, the 
law did not require transvaginal 
ultrasounds.

Effrontery—defined a lot of ways 
but “barefaced audacity” captures 
it best in this context. PPFA and 
NARAL and the National Partnership 
for Women & Families and a host of 
zealots who hang out at the pro-
abortion website rhrealitycheck.
org knew they were lying through 
their teeth. They knew that their 
“objection” was shamelessly untrue 
in its specifics: they opposed not 
just transvaginal ultrasounds but all 
ultrasounds (including abdominal 
ultrasounds). And they knew that 
all the names they called Virginia 
legislators to their faces had nothing 
to do with their (imaginary) righteous 
anger and everything to do with 
stampeding them into making a 
“change” from something that did 
not exist.

Even the Washington Post had to 
work overtime to excuse away one 
hysterically angry protestor, caught in 
an AP photo struggling with Virginia 
Capitol Police. It turns out she had 
“e-mailed an angry profanity-laced 
diatribe” (it’s unclear in the story, but 
apparently it was sent to Gov. Bob 
McDonnell) and an equally foul-
mouthed—and threatening—e-mail 
to the sponsor of the ultrasound bill, 

Del. Kathy Byron (R-Campbell). 
Contacted by a Post reporter, the 
woman said, “I’m a much more 
level-headed person,” but that she 
was “frustrated by Byron’s betrayal 
of women.”

Can you imagine if ever a pro-lifer 
protested in that manner—and with 
that distorted-with-rage visage? He 
or she would be instantly stamped 
the “face” of the Movement forever 
and ever.

That level of anger and threatening 
behavior spread to other states. The 
objective was simple: intimidation. 
Fortunately, in spite of angry pro-
abortion demonstrations, the Idaho 
Senate overwhelmingly passed a 
measure requiring an ultrasound 
prior to an abortion. The measure 
was in the Idaho House as this story 
was being written.

The measure builds on a 2007 
informed consent law which required 
abortion facilities that use ultrasound 
equipment to inform the pregnant 
mother she has the option of viewing 
the ultrasound and obtaining a 
picture of her unborn baby. This 
year’s bill requires that an ultrasound 
be performed.

T h e  b i l l  r e q u i r e s  I d a h o ’s 
Department of Health and Welfare to 
make available a list of places where 
women contemplating an abortion 
could get a free ultrasound. (Under 
current Idaho law, the department 
already provides a list of other 
resources to pregnant women.) Six 
states already provide pregnant 
mothers with a list of places where 
they can obtain an ultrasound free 
of charge.

Proponents also pointed out that 
eight states require an ultrasound 
prior to an abortion. One study 

found that 99% of abortion clinics 
already use ultrasounds prior to the 
abortion.

Indeed, the National Abortion 
Federation recommends ultrasound 
use prior to an abortion. An abortion 
clinic in Idaho has confirmed on its 
website that it performs ultrasounds 
prior to the performance of an 
abortion. (The cost is included in the 
price of the abortion.)

Part of the hysteria generated in 
Virginia against the commonwealth’s 
new ultrasound law was the false 
claim that the bill required a 
transvaginal ultrasound. It didn’t, 
but that did nothing to tamp down 
pro-abortion assertions that it did.

Idaho’s law specifically says that it 
is up to the mother and the abortionist 
to decide which method of ultrasound 
is used: transvaginal or abdominal.

In the final analysis, pro-abortionists 
actively oppose ultrasounds for the 
same reason pro-lifers vigorously 
support them: it allows women to 
see their unborn child and provides  
a last chance to reflect.

“This legislation protects the 
mother’s right to see her unborn 
child in real-time ultrasound,” 
says Mary Spaulding Balch, JD, 
director of NRL’s Department of 
State Legislation. “The decision 
to have an abortion is such a major 
one, having potential ramifications 
not only on the life of the unborn 
child, but also on the physical 
and psychological health of the 
mother, and it is only right and 
proper that the state guarantee 
the mother access to information 
before making this life-changing 
decision.”


