

Can a nation survive if they kill their children? What a question!
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and we as a church failed. This is embarrassing. 

1st paragraph and Stevens is already hiding behind Jesus. Abortion should be legal because Jesus wills it so. 

Typical NAD Adventist attempt to frame the issue as involving only two parties: the woman and God., ignoring completely the unborn child

This whole sentence assumes abortion is not a violation of the sixth commandment. The author's assumptions are on display here. 

So what? The issue is whether killing children should be legal. What position someone takes on other issues is irrelevant. This author has no argument so he's trying to attack some pro-lifers as being inconsistent but this is irrelevant to the argument.

Completely absurd. The unborn child does not "come into life" because it is already alive.

Killing a child presents a real dilemma

Adventist language in the 1980s changed from "rights" to "value" so that they can insert their own opinion to justify the death penalty. 

What a completely twisted and disturbing sentence.




Stevens is using the Catholic teaching as a strawman. The truth is that it doesn't matter what Catholics believe. If we Adventists are correct what matters is whether or not the unborn are living human beings, Stevens however just ignores this and uses manipulative fallacies. 

Completely false. The Supreme Court in Dobbs also cited the work of law professor Joseph Dellapenna whose book notes the Catholic “Church largely remained silent on abortion in the nineteenth century” and “Catholics generally were not involved in legislate efforts to craft legal prohibitions on abortion.” Dellapenna pg. 416-417

Completely false. There was nothing religious at all about 19th century opposition to abortion. Totally false. He's trying to compare a civil issue to a religious issue. 

False. He provides zero explanation, evidence, or examples. 

Absurd. By his definition people in comas are not living human beings because they need a machine to breathe.

more and more strawmanning, fallacies




hmm, well too bad these believers will never be able to work as doctors or paramedics because they would believe people in comas or unconscious are already dead beyond hope. 

Notice he cites no official statements

Notice that he completely ignores Romans 13 and the authority of the government to legislate against your harmful choices. 

Typical NAD/GC appeal to fear. Even if the prolife movement expressly called for Sunday legislation it still does not change or help the argument why killing children should be legal. Stevens just keeps dodging the requirement for evidence. 

The principles embedded in the Constitution are derived specifically and uniquely from Protestantism.  Adventism historically sought to protect the Protestant values of the USA government but now they do the opposite and try to tear it down.




Complete lie and fabrication. Abortion was illegal in common law as far back as the 13th century and was made illegal again in statutory law in the 19th century. Was always illegal and prosecuted as a crime

He's very careful to avoid any reference to "right" to live. 

Again, claiming that Christ wants killing of children to be legal. Don't blame Stevens, blame Jesus. 

Weird, he never explains why force to oppose murder AFTER birth is not a problem. huh, why did he miss that? And why not explain force against bank robbery and rape? hmm

according to Genesis, Adam needed life first before making a choice




Yes, that's the point. Laws against rape, robbery, and slavery exist for this very reason.

This is so absurd. A child 5 minutes before birth is not a person because it can't "think or do" but 5 minutes after birth can "think or do"? 

Nowhere does it say the priest induces an abortion, what a fabrication. There is no mention of pregnancy, no mention of an unborn child, and no mention of an abortion. Did he not even read the text? Numbers 5:28 the woman can get pregnant if she is innocent. 

Not true. Refuted in du Preez, Ron (1990) "The Status of the Fetus in Mosaic Law," Journal of the Adventist Theological Society: Vol. 1: Iss. 2, Article 2.  https://www.atsjats.org/the-status-of-the-fetus-in-mosaic-law.pdf ... worse, Stevens knows about Du Preez's research because both attended the 1988 LLU abortion conference but Stevens refused to address the evidence. Even 16 years later when Stevens published his bigger book he still refused to address the evidence. 




False, the Scripture uses the exact same word for born children. Fully refuted here du Preez, Ron (1990) "The Status of the Fetus in Mosaic Law," Journal of the Adventist Theological Society: Vol. 1: Iss. 2, Article 2.  https://www.atsjats.org/the-status-of-the-fetus-in-mosaic-law.pdf

It's important here to remember that this paper was published in 1990 and that Stevens attended the LLU Loma Linda University International Conference on Abortion held November 14-16, 1988 where Ron Du Preez presented the biblical evidence on Exodus 21. Stevens however can't refute the evidence so he just ignores Du Preez and hopes his audience doesn't know any better. 16 years later when Stevens published his bigger book he still refused to address the evidence.

This is so biologically and medically absurd. A living human being exists from the zygote onward. Being born or unborn does not change your nature as a member of the human species. 

False. There is no mention of a pregnant woman. No mention of an unborn child and certainly no mention of an abortion. Dusty water does not cause abortion. If it did woman could just swallow dust to abort. 




Yes there will be rot or something similar but nowhere does this say anything about abortion. 

No it's not, Stevens sees it in his imagination.

Nowhere does Job or the Bible support the philosophical notion of personhood. The unborn are always referred to as living human beings, a fact that Stevens repeatedly ignores. 

LOL, He just admitted in the previous paragraphs that a SLAVE would be "as if he had not been." Does that mean we can justify slavery now too? Did Stevens stop for 30 seconds to read what he just wrote? 




False. Sixth commandment. Stevens has and will fail to show how the unborn are not living human beings.

He has twisted, ignores the lex talionis argument in Exodus 21 so naturally he makes another false claim. 

This is not true as there as no known effective method to get inside a mother's womb and kill the unborn child without also injuring and killing the mother. Poisons were notoriously unreliable and also killed the mother as did blunt trauma to the abdomen. 

this whole paragraph is a whiny complaint based on a false premise. 




Absurd. His assertion in this sentence does not invalidate the previous statement by the RCC

False dilemma. It's not either/or but both/and. Sex is both for procreative and pleasure purposes but it does not follow that it's okay to kill an unborn child just because sex can be for pleasure. And even if the RCC claims otherwise so what? He's just trying to take jabs at the RCC. 

Contraception is entirely beyond the purpose of this paper which is abortion, the killing of an already conceived child. Stevens is trying to take jabs at the RCC as the bogeyman to scare his audience.







Roe's decision relied on a falsified and distorted history that was later refuted. Regardless, Stevens has a big problem with the pioneers which we will address next
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and the Adventist pioneers supported this, a fact that Stevens ignores. 




Then why did so many other Adventist pioneers all share the same belief??? Stevens tries to isolate only one person, Kellogg, and attempts to do so by trying to pin it to pantheism, which is absurd. 

If opposition to abortion is, as Stevens argues, so terrible it's amazing that God's own prophet (1) said nothing about the danger surrounding her and (2) said nothing to help so many of her brethren supposedly lost in pantheism. 

Mohr's false history was refuted. 

Completely false. Refuted by Dellapenna. 













so weird that Adventist pioneers supported legislating Catholic dogma, Stevens totally ignores that huge problem.




Nowhere in this entire document does Stevens refute Romans 13:1-9 that the government has the God given authority to legislate civil society. He's employing a false framework of "church/state separation"

Slander. Nobody argued you "couldn't" live, how absurd. 

He argues for the death penalty for children but whines that he might one day get the death penalty




Absurd. 

Yes, murderers

So the answer is anarchy? 

breathtaking claim here, "infinite" in scope

YES, we want an ANTI MURDER church, thank you very much




by supporting abortion the church is rejecting Scripture and Jesus

True

it's 2025 now buddy, how'd that work out for ya?




It is unfortunate that Stevens never had to participate in a debate. He would not last 10 minutes against a knowledgeable questioner. 

This line would be repeated especially by "conservative" Adventists for the following 35 years. What a tragedy. 

The irony is that this is true but in reverse. By supporting abortion we are destroying the foundation of society. 


NOTE: Not once in the entire paper did Stevens demonstrate that the
unborn are not living human beings. Nowhere did he even address

the many texts defining the unborn as living human children with

the exact same words for born children (Gen 25:22, Ruth 1:11, Ex 21:22
Isa 37:3, Hos 12:3, Luke 1:36, 41, 44 etc.) He does address Luke 1:41,

44 below on page 28
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Bro, The word "baby" is
literally RIGHT HERE!

And Jesus was recognized
even though conceived
just a few days earlier

__——?

LOL, how absurd


How absurd, the word "baby" is literally in the text and Stevens ignores this and tries to mislead the audience bout Jesus being the Son of God. 

Bro, The word "baby" is
literally RIGHT HERE! 
And Jesus was recognized
even though conceived 
just a few days earlier

False, it is a historical narrative. This is not a poem, it is documentation of an actual event. 

LOL, how absurd














Adventist church leaders writing to government leaders
arguing that abortion should remain legal. What a legacy!
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