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7. Webster v. Reproductive Health

Services
492 U.S. 490 (1989)

1. Roe v. Wade

(The Court has emphasized that Roe v. Wade "implies no limitation on
the authority of a State to make a value judgment favoring childbirth
over abortion.")

(It will be time enough for federal courts to address the meaning of the
preamble should it be applied to restrict the activities of appellees in
some concrete way. Until then, this Court "is not empowered to
decide . . . abstract propositions, or to declare, for the government of
future cases, principles or rules of law which cannot affect the result as
to the thing in issue in the case before it." We therefore need not pass
on the constitutionality of the Act's preamble.)
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(Missouri's refusal to alow public employees to perform abortions in
public hospitals leaves a pregnant woman with the same choices as if
the State had chosen not to operate any public hospitals at al . . . This
circumstance is more easily remedied, and thus considerably less
burdensome, than indigence, which "may make it difficult - and in
some cases, perhaps, impossible - for some women to have abortions’
without public funding . . . If the State may "make a value judgment
favoring childbirth over abortion and . . . implement that judgment by
the alocation of public funds,” surely it may do so through the
allocation of other public resources, such as hospitals and medical
staff.)

Roe v. Wade
(Stare decisis is a cornerstone of our legal system, but it has less power
in constitutional cases, where, save for constitutional amendments, this
Court is the only body able to make needed changes. We have not
refrained from reconsideration of a prior construction of the
Constitution that has proved "unsound in principle and unworkable in
practice.” We think the Roe trimester framework falls into that

category.)
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