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The Connecticut Catholic Public Affairs Conference, the public advocacy office of the Catholic Bishops of Connecticut, 

opposes S.J. 42 because it is extreme, vague, and misleading.  Every person has a right to life, which is the fundamental 

right that makes all other rights possible.  

S.J. 42 includes several undefined terms, the meanings of which are not incorporated by way of reference to federal case 
law.  What is privacy? What is a compelling interest?  A state court could interpret these terms anew, despite prior 
decisions and methodology.  

Is it the intent of this legislature to allow a court of unelected judges to rule in favor of restrictions for government 
interests that they find compelling and of utmost importance to the state?  S.J. 42, as it is drafted, puts the issue of 
abortion back in the courts and away from the legislature and the people that you represent.  Of course, the General 
Assembly could always create laws to clarify or counteract a court’s decision, which makes this resolution somewhat 
moot.  The right to abortion is already codified and funded.   

This resolution qualifies abortion as a right by subjecting it to a compelling state interest.  The right to life is not qualified 
by a vague, subjective compelling state interest in the U.S. or State of Connecticut Constitution.  Rather, the right to life 
shall not be taken without due process of the law, an objective standard.  The right to life is unqualified by any state 
interest and should take precedence over a qualified right. 

While it alludes to the overturned reasoning in Roe v. Wade, perhaps the proposed right to privacy was included, among 
other reasons, to prevent government surveillance of communications or other digital footprints regarding abortion.  It 
might have been more efficient to legislate that specifically instead.  Would this right to individual privacy extend to 
corporations and partnerships? To trusts? Would it extend to hedge funds? Bank records? To cryptocurrency? To social 
media and mobile payment services accounts? In regards to search and seizure, would it provide broader protections 
than the 4th Amendment?  Would it place new restrictions on criminal investigations?  Would it protect medical records, 
including vaccine records? 

Moreover, the proposed right to privacy that includes a right to abortion is fundamentally at odds with the right to life of 
the unborn and the right to free exercise of religion.  Does this amendment intend to override conscience rights of 
hospitals, doctors, and nurses who decline to take unborn human life?  Would this amendment overturn mandatory 
counseling for minors and would it allow unrestricted elective abortions up to the moment of birth? Since there are no 
age restrictions, could a child under the age of 13 have an abortion performed or receive contraception without parental 
knowledge?  What would happen state laws regulating inspections of abortion clinics? Would they be subject to 
constitutional challenge? The public deserves answers to these questions. 



Finally, the designation to be used on ballots is overly broad and misleading.  It makes no mention of abortion, which 
dictates nearly a third of the proposed amendment.    

As Catholics, we are committed to protecting the sanctity of human life no matter the circumstances or stage of 

development. We accompany the poor and needy, refugees and immigrants, prisoners, young mothers and children, the 

sick and the elderly.  We provide resources and support to women during and after pregnancy through our numerous 

social service agencies and parishes.   


