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The Bias in Social Media                                by Dr. Ray Adamek 

     In April, the Media Research Center 
released its analysis of the social media, 
en tled, “Censored: How Facebook, Twi er, 
Google and You Tube are Suppressing 
Conserva ve Speech.”  Its execu ve summary 
states, “… social media is the communica on 
form of the future…  Just Facebook and 
Twi er combined reach 1.8 billion people.  
More than two‐thirds of all Americans (68 
percent) used Facebook.  YouTube is pushing 
out TV as the most popular place to watch 
video.  Google is the No. 1 search engine in 
both the U.S. and the world.” 
     While easy access to informa on provided 
by social media can be a benefit to pro‐lifers 
and all others, the report maintains, “It’s the 
new ba le ground of media bias.  That bias is 
not a war of ideas. It’s a war against ideas.  
It’s a clear effort to censor the conserva ve 
worldview from the public conversa on.”  
While the report covers a wide range of ideas 
from the progressive le  to the conserva ve 
right, this ar cle focuses mainly on how the 
social media tend to deal with pro‐life users 
and readers.   
     As private organiza ons, the social media 
have a right to determine rules regarding 
what type of content authors and readers can 
promulgate and be exposed to.  The problem 
occurs when the rules are  vaguely defined, 
and when they are not applied in an unbiased 
fashion across all users.  Recent history 
suggests that the social media are prone to 
func on somewhat like the Ministry of Truth 
in George Orwell’s novel 1984.  Its func on 
was to control informa on so that it always 
supported the Party’s agenda.  Government 
workers kept busy seeing that contrary ideas 
and publica ons disappeared down “memory 
holes.”  To control informa on flow, the Party 
also controlled language, with approved 
words and expressions promoted, while other 
words and expressions were not allowed.  
(We o en think of words as tools of the mind, 
but words also shape our thinking: Is abor on 
“reproduc ve health care”, or an ‐
reproduc ve health endangerment?).  In this 
ar cle, we are repor ng on Facebook’s 
treatment of issues important to pro‐lifers. 

     On April 10, 2018, Mark Zuckerberg, 
founder and CEO of Facebook, tes fied 
before members of the U.S. Senate.  
Facebook is the largest social media 
company in the world.  Having some 2.2 
billion members, it collects up to 98 
personal data points about each member 
(calling to mind Big Brother’s omnipresent 
surveillance in Orwell’s 1984), offering 
these for sale to marketers.  Zuckerberg 
was there to explain why it allowed the 
poli cal consul ng firm Cambridge 

Analy ca to access data on up to 87 million 
Facebook users on behalf of the 
Democra c Party.  (Through lax security on 
Analy ca’s part, the Republican Party also 
was able to access some of this 
informa on).  During ques oning by 
Senator Ben Sasse (R, NE) the fact that 
Facebook bans certain posts it deems to be 
offensive, hate speech, or “a danger to the 
community” (subjec ve terms not 
adequately defined for users) came up in 
regard to the abor on issue.  No ng that 
some think that par cular speech is 
“psychologically” harmful, Senator Sasse 
said: “Guess what, there are some really 
passionately held views about the abor on 
issue on this panel today.  Can you imagine 
a world where you might decide that pro‐
lifers are prohibited from speaking about 
their views on your pla orm?”  Zuckerberg 
answered that he “certainly would not 
want that to be the case.”  He declined to 
give a precise defini on of hate speech, but 
indicated that “by the end of this year … 
we’ll have more than 20,000 people 
working on security and content review.”  

(Continued on page 5) 

“The problem occurs when the 
rules are  vaguely defined, and 
when they are not applied in an 
unbiased fashion across all users.”   
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  They are calling me “anti-choice”!                                 Denise Leipold  Executive Director 

        I’ve o en said that Planned Parenthood and 
abor on advocates have hijacked the color pink and 
that I refuse to let them do this.  That is why you’ll o en 
see me wearing pink a re in my pro‐life advocacy work. 
Abor on advocates have also hijacked words or 
phrases, or changed the meaning of the words or 
phrases.  A recent le er in the Akron Beacon Journal in 
response to an ar cle I wrote referred to me as “an ‐
choice” and that couldn’t be further from the truth! 
Here are the words or phrases that I think are the most 
upse ng: 

1. Pro‐Choice      This has become the standard name 
for abor on supporters, but it is so false!  They will 
tell you that it means that they support a woman’s 
right to “choose”.  However, the only choice that 
they are suppor ng is for the woman to kill a pre‐
born child!  In reality, it is pro‐life advocates who 
are REALLY pro‐choice….advoca ng for both the 
mother and the child to be alive and to be able to 
make their OWN choices throughout life.   They call 
me ANTI‐choice, but that’s false!  I never use the 
term “pro‐choice” when referring to those who 
want to kill children.  I always use “pro‐abor on” or 
“pro‐death”. 

2. My  body, my  choice           Are you serious?  Make 
your choice to have a child BEFORE you become 
pregnant.  Once you are pregnant, it’s not just your 
body anymore!!!! 

3. Keep  your  rosaries  off my  ovaries.            Since not 
everyone who advocates for life is a rosary‐praying 
Catholic, this phrase has come to signify that those 
who support life do it for religious reasons.  
NEWSFLASH:  the fact that life begins at concep on 
is BIOLOGY, not THEOLOGY! 

4. Abor on is a reproduc ve right.             This one is a 
no‐brainer.  THERE IS NOTHING REPRODUCTIVE 
ABOUT ABORTION!   Everyone has a right to 
reproduce and pro‐life advocates are not 
interfering with that right.  Reproduce as much as 
you want!  But once you HAVE reproduced, no one 
should have the right to kill that new, innocent life. 

5. Abor on  is  healthcare.        There are two dis nct 
human beings that enter the abor on clinic.  Only 
one, if they are lucky, comes out alive.   There is 
nothing “healthy” about abor on.  It is the only 
medical procedure intended to kill an innocent 
human being. 

6. It’s  not  a  human being;  it’s  just  a  blob  of  ssue.    
Whoever says this must have flunked biology.  A 
law professor at Cleveland State University once 

told me that just like an acorn is 
not an oak tree, an embryo is not a 
human being.  I seriously don’t 
know how they got their law 
degree!  Whether a human being is 
a zygote (shortly a er concep on), 
an embryo, a fetus, a baby, a 
toddler, a teenager, a senior ci zen 
or anything in between, it is s ll a 
human being at a stage of development.  If you kill that 
human being once it leaves the womb, the legal term is 
murder and you go to jail.  If you kill that human being 
while it is s ll in the womb, the legal term is abor on 
and you go home without legal consequences.  To kill a 
defenseless human being that is supposed to be 
protected by the womb to me is more heinous. 

7. Keep  the  government  out  of  my  uterus.    Really? 
What a reach!!!  Abor on advocates tell me all the 

me that the government shouldn’t control their 
“decision” to kill their preborn child.  I ask them if they 
stop at stop signs.  When they say yes, I ask them why.  
The usual answer is that if they don’t, someone could 
get killed.  BINGO!  I tell them that the government is 
interfering with my right to get to work on me if I get 
up late by making me stop at a stop sign.  If the 
government can tell me I have to stop at a stop sign so 
I don’t kill someone, than they can certainly tell 
women they can’t kill the human being in their uterus.  

8. If  you  don’t  like  abor on,  don’t  have  one!   If you 
follow this logic, then you’re saying that if someone 
doesn’t like something on moral or legal grounds, they 
shouldn’t do it but they should tolerate it when others  
do it.  That’s like saying: 

If you don’t like murder, don’t murder anyone,   or 

If you don’t like child abuse, don’t abuse a child, or 

If you don’t like the , don’t steal anything. 

   In all of these examples, just like with abor on,  
   someone’s rights are being violated and we are  
   obligated to defend them. 

     There is a great resource on our website* that cri ques 
pro‐choice slogans, and it can be helpful for you in 
defending your pro‐life views.  Ul mately, it all boils down 
to the fact that there is NO excuse for killing a human 
being.  God help us all! 

          
        For Life, 
        Denise Leipold,  Execu ve Director                                   
 
*click on “Issues”, then “Abor on”, then scroll down to the ar cle en tled “Pro‐

Choice Slogans: A Cri que.” 
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Legal Abortion is Safe: More Fake News!                               by Dr. Ray Adamek 

     In our Spring 2018 issue we cri qued the March, 
2018 study by the Na onal Academies of Sciences, 
Engineering and Medicine which concluded that with 
one minor excep on, legal abor on as prac ced in the 
U.S. today is safe.  
     Another recent study1 purpor ng to find that legal 
abor on is safe was based on a 20% sample taken from 
a na onal data base of visits to emergency departments 
made by women from 2009 through 2013, which 
examined all records coded as abor on‐related.  The 
authors iden fied 6,239 such emergency room (ER) 
visits.  Projected to the female popula on as a whole, 
this yielded 27,941 ER visits over the five‐year period, 
an average of 15.3 visits per day.   
     The authors then divided the 
27,941 visits into what they define 
as 5,673 “major incidents,” 
classifying the remainder as 
“minor,” “undeterminable” or “no 
incident at all.”  Major incidents 
were those requiring an overnight 
stay, a blood transfusion, or 
surgery.  “Minor incidents” 
included all other abor on‐related 
cases, including some that required 
repeat abor ons or “uterine 
aspira ons” which did not qualify 
as surgery under the authors’ 
defini on!  ER admissions revealing 
“pre‐exis ng condi ons” such as 
high blood pressure, diabetes, or 
obesity were categorized as “no 
incident” and also excluded from 
the final count!  Thus, a er discarding over 22,000 
cases, the authors conclude that during this five‐year 
period only 0.11% of abor ons resulted in major 
incidents, and that “percep ons that abor on is unsafe 
are not based on evidence.” 
     Randy O’Bannon, Ph.D. has pointed out several 
methodological flaws in this study.2  First, he notes that 
the study assumes that abor on‐related complica ons 
will be reported (and coded) as such.  However, since 
social s gma is s ll associated with legal abor on, 
neither the woman nor busy emergency room doctors 
may report its complica ons as such.  Second, during 
the study years, over one‐fi h of abor ons were 
medical (RU‐486) abor ons, and pro‐choice advocates 
instruct women that they don’t have to reveal they had 
an induced medical abor on, and may simply 
characterize their problem as due to a “miscarriage.”  

Third, women who developed complica ons a er the 
day of the abor on may have returned to the abor on 
clinic for treatment, or a medical facility or physician in 
another community, and not to an emergency room, 
and so would be missed by the study.  Fourth, O’Bannon 
cites a study by known pro‐choice researchers which 
found that fewer than half of abor ons women had in 
the U.S. from 1997 to 2001 were reported by them in a 
na onal study’s face‐to‐face interviews.  
     Finally, the likelihood that the present study 
underes mated the complica on rate of legal abor on 
is indicated by the fact that while the authors found 15 
maternal deaths due to legal abor on in their sample, 

the CDC’s Abor on Surveillance 2014 
report found 28 such deaths during 
the study period.  Moreover, their 
sample did not include ERs from 18 of 
the 50 states.  These included 
Michigan, Pennsylvania, 8 Western 
states and 8 Southern states.  
According to the Gu macher 
Ins tute, in 2014, the year a er the 
study period, they therefore missed 
20 abor on clinics each in Michigan 
and Pennsylvania, 42% of the clinics 
in the South, and 34% of the clinics in 
the West which could have 
contributed pa ents to the ERs in 
those areas.  
     Given the cri ques of the two 
studies men oned above, and the 
findings of the film “Hush,” (see my 
ar cle, “Why Aren’t Women 

Informed?” in The Human Life Review, Fall, 2017), I 
would suggest that the popula on‐control, pro‐choice 
lobby seeks to deceive women about the dangers which 
legal abor on poses to their health, and the health of 
their future wanted children. 
 
1. Ushma D. Upadhyay et al., “Abor on‐related emergency department visits 

in the United States: An analysis of a na onal emergency department 
sample,” BMC Medicine (online) June 14, 2018. 

2. Randy O’Bannon, Ph.D. “Misleading Study Falsely Claims Abor on is “Safe” 
for Women,” LifeNews.com (online) June 26, 2018. 

 
CORRECTION.  In our Summer 2017 issue, in the ar cle, ”Roe v. Wade’s Days 
Are Numbered,” (p. 4), Dr. Adamek incorrectly a ributed the quote, “Once 
human life has commenced, the cons tu onal protec ons found in the Fi h 
and Fourteenth Amendments impose upon the state the duty of safeguarding 
it,” to the Supreme Court’s 1965 Griswold v. Connec cut contracep on 
decision.  The quote is actually from a ruling by a federal district court, 
Steinberg v. Brown (1970).  Note that Steinberg was decided some three 
years before Roe, and although Jus ce Blackmun cited it in Roe, he did not 
discuss or a empt to refute its reasoning. 
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Your support of Right to Life of 
Northeast Ohio goes toward our 
mission of protecting innocent human 
lives from conception through natural 
death...no exceptions. 

 

Life Education Fund is a 501c3 
affiliate with Right to Life of 
Northeast Ohio.  Contributions to Life 
Education Fund are tax deductible 
under IRS rules and regulations. 
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September 17, 2018 
Silver Lake Country Club • 1325 Graham Rd. •  Silver Lake OH  44224 

For online registra on or more informa on, visit www.RightToLifeofNortheastOhio.com 

REGISTRATION  NOW  
OPEN! 

Our sponsors to date for 2018: 

TOTAL AMOUNT ENCLOSED:  $__________________________* 

Please make checks payable to Right to Life of Northeast Ohio, and mail completed form and payment to: 

 Right to Life of Northeast Ohio Golf for Life         572 W. Market St.   Ste 2          Akron OH  44303    

*For payment by credit card, please contact our office at 330-762-2785.    Some portion of your payment may be tax deductible as a donation.  To make a  tax deductible donation, please make your 
check payable to Life Education Fund, our 501c3 affiliate.  A dinner-only option for $40 is available if you would like someone to join you for the dinner after the event.   Please contact our office to 
make those arrangements. 

  I am registering for ______ foursome(s) at a cost of $500.00  ($125 per golfer).    

(Please attach additional sheet with names of golfers in additional foursomes.) 

   ________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________ 

    

Sponsored by: 

EVENT SPONSOR 

VanDevere Auto Group 
BREAKFAST SPONSOR 

Chuck and Pat Perrin 
BEVERAGE SPONSOR 

Maynard Family Founda on 
PRIZE SPONSOR 

Mary Ann Haag 
PHOTOGRAPHY SPONSOR 

Musca Family Charitable Fund 

GOODY BAG SPONSOR 

Cuyahoga Falls Veterinary Clinic 
CART SPONSOR 

Living Bread Radio 
PUTTING GREEN SPONSOR 

Swi  Tool 
DRIVING RANGE SPONSOR 

Harold Ziegler 
BALL SPONSOR 

CBIZ Re rement Services 

GREEN SPONSORS 

Advanced Cleaning Solu ons 
Akron Gasket & Packing 

Comfort Keepers 
Eshelman Legal Group 

Bishop Roger Gries 
Knights of Columbus #2362 

Leipold Tire Company 
DPY A orneys 
TEE SPONSORS 

Alexander Body & Fender 
Anthony Funeral Homes 

John D. Brown, CPA 
Buck Moran’s Tree & Landscape 

Eshelman Legal Group 
Falls Tool Rental 

Family Treasures Jewelers 
G&R Auto 

Jennings Hea ng & Cooling 
Jim & Son’s Transmission 

Knights of Columbus #14255 
Knights of Columbus #3213 
Knights of Columbus #4571 

KW Chervenic Realty 
Ron Marhofer Auto Family 

Ohioans for Mike Rasor 
Padula Family Ltd Partnership 

Park Ford 
Special Moments Catering 

The Peanut Shoppe 
TNT Extermina ng 

Wade Plumbing 
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     Asked by Senator Ted Cruz (R, TX) if any pages from Planned Parenthood, pro‐abor on Moveon.org, or pro‐abor on 
Democra c candidates had been taken down by Facebook, Zuckerberg replied that he was “not specifically aware” if 
any of those pages had been censored.  
     The following are examples of some prolife posts that have been rejected by Facebook personnel and computer 
algorithms using ill‐defined, subjec ve criteria:   
 2015    Facebook disallowed a post by LiveAc on which had a picture of a baby born without a nose, saying, “the 

image or video … may shock or evoke a nega ve response from viewers,” although the parents said, “We think 
he’s perfect the way he is.  … We’re going to do our best to make sure he’s happy.”  The post had several 
thousand “likes” and over 150 “shares.” 

 2016    A Maryland pregnancy center had its ad rejected because its phrase “if you are pregnant,” was found 
objec onable, with Facebook saying it was like saying, “if you are fat.”  The ad did run a er this phrase was 
changed. 

 12/16/16   Facebook announced plans to use several le ‐leaning fact‐checking services, such as Snopes, 
Factcheck.org, Poli fact, and later, the Southern Poverty Law Center, to review posts to eliminate fake news.  This 
has pro‐lifers concerned.  The SPLC is par cularly known to label “hate speech” any conserva ve views with 
which they disagree.  Mainstream groups such as The Family Research Council and Ci zens for Community Values 
have been placed on their “hate watch” list. 

 4/18/17    Michigan Right to Life had their adver sing account shut down for “policy viola on.”  A er inquiring, 
they were told, “Your account was disabled for running misleading ads that resulted in high nega ve feedback…”  
An email asking for details got this response 12 minutes later: “A er careful review, I’ve determined that we’re 
unable to take further ac on regarding this ma er.”  RTL noted they had run 10 ads reaching 233,604 people, 
with less than one percent giving nega ve feedback. 

 10/4/17    Wexford/Missaukee (MI) RTL had its adver sing shut down.  A er inquiring, it was told, “There’s not 
further ac on you may take here.  We don’t support ads for your business model. Our decision is final.”  

 December,  2017    Facebook rejected LIfeSiteNews’ a empt to post a picture of prolife picketer Mary Wagner 
being forcibly removed from in front of an abor on clinic, claiming the image was decep ve, but refusing to 
specify how. 

 1/18/18     Facebook banned the prolife producers of “Roe v. Wade the Movie” from invi ng readers to “like” 
their page, and from contribu ng to (“sharing”) their paid ads. 

 4/5/18    Recently Facebook developed new computer algorithms, which they said were meant to promote only 
“quality news” from “broadly trusted” news sites.  However, conserva ve and pro‐life groups indicate these 
algorithms work against them.  LifeSiteNews noted that “We are being ac vely prevented from reaching all the 
people we used to easily reach with our news stories and our Spring fundraising campaign.”    

     Recently Facebook invited former Senator Jon Kyle (R, AZ) and a Washington, D.C. law firm to take feedback from 
conserva ve and pro‐life groups and apply it to recommenda ons for change to Facebooks’s policies.  To what extent 
it will do so remains to be seen.                                                                                                                                                           

The Bias in Social Media (Continued from page 1) 

Make your reserva on NOW for our  
one day bus trip to the  

MARCH FOR LIFE  
in Washington, DC. 

 
I nerary, details and online registra on available  

on our website at  

www.rtlofneo.com/march_for_life_2019 
 

Limited sea ng available! 
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The Supreme Court & Roe v Wade: What’s Next?                by Denise Leipold  

Over 91 packages & 22 cases of diapers, 28 
cans & 6 cases of formula, and lots of 
wipes were donated to pregnancy centers! 

Every day, more than 3,000 children are killed through abor on, and most 
bodies are discarded with medical waste.  It's me that we honor those lives 

and give them the dignity that abor on denied them. 

 
Right to Life of Northeast Ohio 

will sponsor an interfaith memorial service on the 5th annual 

Na onal Day of Remembrance for Aborted Children 
calling on pro‐life Americans to honor the gravesites and 

memorials of our aborted brothers and sisters. 
 

Saturday, September 8, 2018 
1:00 PM 

 
at the memorial to the unborn at Holy Cross Cemetery,  Akron OH 

 
Watch for details on our website at 

     Pro‐life advocates have been overjoyed since the 
re rement of Supreme Court Jus ce Kennedy because 
of the nomina on of a conserva ve jus ce and the 
hopes of overturning Roe v Wade to make abor on 
illegal.   What most don’t realize is that having a 
conserva ve majority on the court doesn’t 
automa cally guarantee a victory for life.  There are 
several hurdles that must be overcome. 

The court relies on the doctrine of stare decisis 
(La n for “decision stands”), or precedent. They look 
to past, similar issues to guide their decisions and 
the rules of law that these decisions employ.  In the 
case of Roe v Wade, there is LOTS of legal precedent 
which cements the legality of abor on into place 
because of the succeeding court decisions, such as 
Doe v Bolton and PP v Casey.  However,  in the fight 
for life, the court can consider that Roe v. Wade as 
precedent remains in doubt because it is under 
con nual a ack in courts, legislatures and poli cal 
campaigns.  

The court does not write the law.  Their job is to 
interpret the law.   To overturn Roe v Wade would 
require a case to be brought before the court that 
could challenge the evidence and circumstances 
upon which the original decision in Roe v Wade was 
made.  That being said, science is in our favor. 

    Probably the most important thing to remember that 
if Roe v Wade is overturned, the problem doesn’t go 
away.  The legality of abor on would then become an 
issue le  to the states.  Currently, only 11 states have 
laws which would make abor on illegal.  Ohio is not 
one of them, and our state cons tu on does not allow 
for passage of a “trigger” law to take effect if Roe v 
Wade is overturned.   However, prior to the 1973 Roe 
decision, legisla on proposing the formal legaliza on of 
abor on was rejected in 31 states, including Ohio. 
     We have our work cut out for us.  Pro‐abor on 
groups are quietly working to embed the right to an 
abor on into state cons tu ons.  In Kansas, the courts 
ruled that the right to liberty “fits squarely within both 
the federal abor on‐rights cases and the broader 
substan ve‐due process case law within which the 
federal cons tu onal right to abor on has taken form.”  
In essence, they said abor on is related to the right to 
liberty and that trumps the right to life.  Ironically, the 
liber es taken to make this interpreta on are 
astounding! 
     If and when Roe v Wade is overturned, we must 
realize that the fight is far from over.  It will take all of 
us working together to stop the tragedy of abor on.    
For more ideas on why Roe v Wade may be overturned, visit our website and 
click on “Issues”, then “Abor on”, and scroll down to the ar cle “Roe v 

Wade’s Days Are Numbered.”                                                                                 

Three years ago, Right to Life of Northeast Ohio purchased a tabbing 
machine to assist our volunteers with our newsle er mailing process.  
Through the generosity of a donor, our whole produc on is now done 
off site and we no longer have a need for the tabber.  Do you know of 
a church or organiza on that has need for this assistance with mass 
mailings of brochures, newsle ers, double postcards and more? 

Neopost TA12 
Tabber 

 
Accommodates rolls of 10,000 tabs 

up to 1.5” in diameter. 
Can apply up to 12,000 tabs  

per hour. 
 

$2,200 
(original cost $4200) 

 
Contact our office at 

330‐762‐2785 
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Monday, September 10, 2018     6:00PM 
at 

in the beau ful Cuyahoga Valley Na onal Park  
across from Blossom Music Center 

 

By reserva on only! 
 

$25 per person 
Includes Sarah’s Vineyard famous wood‐fired pizza and tas ngs 

of their awesome wines! 
 

Sea ng is limited.  For reserva ons or more informa on ,visit 
our website or call our office at 330‐762‐2785. 



Denise Leipold 
Execu ve Director 

 
Board of Directors 

Ken Leipold 
President  

Amy Zimmerman 
Vice President  

Dr. Ray Adamek 
Secretary  

Reita Miller 
Treasurer 

 
Kayla Atchison 
Shari Cavallaro 
Robert Hedrick 
Mary Huggins 

Patrick McNeill 
Ted Varga 

Linda Warren 
 
 
 

Youth For Life of Northeast Ohio 
 is a program of  

Right to Life of Northeast Ohio. 
 

Life Educa on Fund is a  501c3 
affiliate with Right to Life of 

Northeast Ohio. 
 

Contribu ons to Life Educa on Fund 
are tax deduc ble under IRS rules. 

572 West Market St.   Suite 2  •   Akron, OH  44303 
330‐762‐2785 
www.RightToLifeofNortheastOhio.com 

Our Mission  
Protec ng the sanc ty of human life from concep on 

through natural death...NO EXCEPTIONS 
 
The Main Issues 

Abor on 
Embryonic Stem Cell Research & Cloning 
Euthanasia & End of Life Decisions 

 
Our Goal 

Building the Culture of Life 
 

Our Strategies 
Educate with the facts concerning life issues 
Legislate by promo ng laws protec ng innocent    

human lives 
Advocate as a voice for the voiceless 
Unify those seeking to defend life 
Mul ply our voices to increase in strength  

Right to Life 
of 

Northeast Ohio 

 
PLEASE HELP US... 

  
...to con nue in our fight to 
protect innocent human life 

from concep on through 
natural death…  

NO EXCEPTIONS!   
You can use the envelope 

enclosed with this newsle er 
to make a dona on by mail  

 
or 
 

CALL 
330‐762‐2785 

 
or 
 

make a secure online 
dona on at: 

 
h ps://rtlofneo.na onbuilder 

.com/donate 

it’s BIOLOGY 
not THEOLOGY! 

Human life begins at  
concep on…. 


