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1. THE PRIVATE SECRETARY - /

Home Orrice
OUEEN ANNES GATE
LONDON SWIH 04T

17 February 19B9

INFANT LIFE (PEESERVATION) ACT 19295

Il'.
Ho.s

My Secretary of State wrote to yours on 23 January, copying
his letter to the Prime Minister, other nerbers of H, Sir Robin
Butlaer and Sir Patrick Mavhew, enclosing a copy of a letter he
had received from David Steel MP about the Infant Life
Preservation Act 1929. He received responses from the Lord
Pragsident, the Sacrstary of State for Scotland and your Secretary

of Btate and in view of these has replied to David Steel as
attached.

I am copying thi= and the Home Secretary's letter to Mr Steel

to Private Secretaries to recipients of the Home Secretary's
letter of 23 January.

A

(a et

MISS C J BANNISTER

Ms Flora Goldhill
Private Secretary
Department of Health




QUEEN ANNE'S GATE
LONDOM swiH 9aT

| ] February 1989

/D«MPD rAn? l

Thank you for your letter of 19 Decamber
about the Infant Life Preservaktion Act
which my Private secretary acknowledged
an 23 Dacember.

1 am sorry for the delay in responding to
your helpful jetter. I am most grateful
to you for letting me have your
suggestion, and we will be giving
considerable thought %o this, but I am
afraid that I cannot ddd anything more

at present.

O\ |

/hovtj{r“\ £

The Rt Hon pavid Steel, MP
House of Commons







DEFARTHENT OF HEALTH AND S0OCIAL SECURITY
Richmond House, 79 Whitehall, London SWIA 2MS
' Telephone 01-210 3000

From the Seoretary of State Jor FRHNERFRF, Health

The Rt Hon Douglas Hurd CEE MP

Home COffice

50 Queen Anne's Gate

LORDON

SW1H 9AT I2  February 1589

il RN,

INFANT LIFE (PRESERVATION) ACT 1929

Thank you for your letter off 23 January about David Steel’'s
proposals for the possible use of,Government legislation to amend
the 1929 Act. I have since seen John Wakeham's lettar to you of
30 January.

I am concerned, as you clearly are, that a Government bill which
included even the simple amendment to the law on ahortion he
preposed would run a high risk of being taken over by a potentially
wide ranging discussion of abortion issues.

However, I see the force of John Wakeham's argument that very
careful thought needs to be given to handling this issue and T
therefore support the line he suggests you should take in replying
to David Steel.

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Prime Minister, other
members of H Committee, Sir Patrick Mayhew and Sir Robin Butler.

™

1

EENHRETH CLAREE
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The Rt Hon Douglas Hurd CBE MP
Secretary of State for the Home Department
Home Office

30 Queen Anne's Gate

LONDON

SW1H SAT q February 1853

INFANT LIFE (PRESERVATION) ACT 1429

I have seen your letfier of 23 danuary to Kenneth Clarke and also that
dated 30 January from John Wakeham to you about the reply you might
send to David Steel's letter of 19 December about the possible use of
Governmeni legislation to amend the 1923 Act.

1 tend to favour the approach put forward by John in the third
paragraph of his letter in which he proposes that you acknowledge the
letter and undertake to reflect on what David Steel has said. My reasons
for this are not only that we need to consider carefully how to handle the
abortion and Warnock issues but also that any proposal to amend the 1929
Act could give rise to particular problems for me as that Act does not
extend to Scotland. 1 have previously set out these difficulties at longth
in my letters of 21 January 18987 to you and of 24 March 1988 to John,

Should you feel that anything more needs to be sald to David Steel, 1
think it ie important that you mention briefly in the reply that the 1929
Act does not cxtend to Scotland.

| am sending a copy of this letter to the Prime Minister, other members of
H, Patrick Mayhew and Sir Robin Dutler.

o
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Privy CounciL OFFICE

WHITEHALL. LONBRON SWila JAT

30 January 1989

INFANT LIFE PRESERVATION ACT [

!"""I

e I

You sent me a copy of your letter of 23 January to Kenneth Clarke, proposing how you
might deal with a letter that David Steel had sent you on 12 Decermnber about the
passible use of Government legislation to amend the Infant Life Preservation Act.

I do entirely understand your anxiety to protect any forthcoming Home Office legislation
on criminal law reform from being made the field of debate between pro-and anti-
abortionists, but | think that we are geing to have to give some very careful thought to
the best way of handling this difficult issue for the rest of the present Farliament. One
factor in the situation is our response to the Procedure Committee's existing
recommendations affecting Private Members' Bills which, while limited in scope, may be
relevant, together with any further recommendations the Committee might make
following the debate on 20 Jlanuary.

In all the circumstances, [ belisve that i1 would be best to avoid expressing vIEWS on
how we might handle any of this business until we have a clearer idea of the way
forward., | do net think that David Steel's letter does, in fact, demand any substantive
comment from you and | should be grateful if you could do no more than send him an
acknowledgement, thanking him for letting you know his views and promising him, as he
asks, that you will reflect on what he has said.

| am sending a copy of this letter to the Prime Minister, other members of H,
Patrick Mayhew and 5ir Robin Butler.

JOHN WAKEHAM

The Rt Hon Deuglas Hurd CBE MP

secretary of State for the Home Department
Home Office

30 Queen Anne's Gate
LOMNDOMN
SWIH 2AT
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QUEEN ANNE'S GATE LONDON SWIH 9AT

23 January 19889

I enclose a copy of a letter which I have received from David
Steel about the Infant Life Preservation Act 1925, together with
the Hansard extract to which the letter refers and a possible
draft reply.

During Home Cffice Questions on 15 December, Douglas Hogg
referred to the policy, agreed between Ministers in the context
of Lord Houghton's Bill, that a private Member's Bill would be
the best method of reducing the presumption of wviability in the
1929 Act from 28 to 24 weeks. Mr Steel's latter suggests that it
would be better to make the change either in a law raferm Bill or
in the Bill to implement the Warnock Committee's recommendations.

On the Home Office side, the short answer is that there are
no suitable Bills in the i988-B9 Session; we are hoping for a
Criminal Justice Bill, but I want to limit its scope by excluding
criminal law reforms, of which this would be an axample, It will
be difficult enough to manage as it is. You may feel much the
Eame way about the Warnock Bill. In either case, there would be
the risk of having a major Government Bill in effect hi-jacked by
pro— and anti-abortionists, since I suspect that an amendment to
the 1929 Act would be regarded as insufficient by peocple on both
sides of the abortion debatea.

I accordingly propose to write to David Steel saying that
although we do not rule out the possibility of a Government Bil1,
there is no suitable measure in prospect and that a private
Member's Bill remains our preferred option. In accordance with
the usual conventions we would be ready to offer drafting help
with such a Bill (and I will set the necessary work in hand).

I should be grateful to know if you and other colleagues are
content. I am copying these papers to the Prime Minister, other
members of H and Sir Robin Butler and 5ir Patrick Mayhew.

The Rt Hon Kenneth Clarke, QC, MP
‘Gecretary of State for Health




THE RT. HON. DAVID STEEL, |

HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWiADAA

-

1% December 1988

e
et
[ 1istened with interest to what Douwplas Hogg said at ouestion

time on Thursday (Col, 1077) 1n answer to question & concerning
the Infant Life Preservation Act, 1929,

[ agree wizh what I assume to be now government pelicy that the
presumption of viability should be lowered fram 28 to 24 weeks.
But I would ask that ministers In the Home and Health departments
give further thought to the appropriateness of relying on private
members’ legislation to change it.

Any amendment af this Act would have the effect of &
consequential amendment to the Abortion Act 1567 rendering
abortlen illegal after 24 weeks of pregnancy except to save the
life of the mother.

This 1s highly desirable and would, I believe, command widespread
suppart in the House. It iIs in accordance with the
recommendations of the Lane Committee of Enguiry into the Act as
well as the professional medical bodies. It would also reduce
(though not remove) the number of private members' attempts to
amend and restrict the Abortion Act under the guise of seeking
such an obvious reform. And it should reduce the risk of such as

the "Carlisle" case recurring.

The Rt Hon. Doualas Hurd, CBE, MP




It should be possible to tack such a measure on to any law reform
bill, but it might be appropriate to add a clause to-the bill vou
are preparing on the Warnock committee's proposals. Of course it
would run the hazards of lower amendments.

Flease do reflect further on thils. I would ke happy to come and
see you if you thought it useful.

s
,-’/ .-r
(A

The Rt Hon. Douglas Hurd, CBE, MP,
Home Office,

50 Queen Anne's Gate,

London SW1H 9AT.
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Chead Anruerr

followed in this case. but wql] the Under-Secrefary
comament of the ecreasing disqguict that underies this case
—men and women being convicted on confessions alone?
There is growing concern that that should net he the sole
reason for a conviction, Is the Department prepared: o
study that manter?

Mr. Hogg: These matters are for the courss. The right
hon. Gentleman would do his reputation, and thal of his
party, considerable good if be stnod by the verdict of a Jury
when it is upheld in the Court of Appeal, Simply 1o 1ry (o
g0 around the back door in such cases is not respeciable.

po e

Child Destruction

4. Mr. Amess: To ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department what was Lhe average sentence for child
destruction under the Infant Life (Preservation Act) 1929
for cach of the last 10 years; and if he will make a
siaiement.

Mr. Douglas Hogg: There has been only one conviction
for child destrisction in the past 10 vears. The sentence was
life imprisonment,

M. Amess: Following that answer, does my hof
Friend recognise that many hon. Members are not satisfed
that the intent of the Infant Life (Preservation) Act 1979
i being complied with? Does be further recognise that—
with the advances in medical science mezning that the
stage ol which a baby is capable of being born alive is

reduaing all the time—the effectivensss of this Act needs to
be reviewed urgently?

Mr. Hogp: My hon. Friend puts his point very firmly.
The 1929 Act provides that at 28 weeks of development,
there is a rebuttable presumption that the foetus is capable
of survival. There is quite clear and compelling evidence
that the rebuttable presumption should arise not at 78
weeks, but at 24 weeks, but the House may Feel that this
matter could be best tackled by Private Member's
legislation.

Mr. Ashtom: There has besn ome case of child
destruction in the past 10 vears, but is it not 8 fact that,
before we had the Abortion Act 1967, there was an average
of 65 mother desiructions each year? Women went fo
back-sireet abortionists, but ran into trouble, had to be
rished inte hospital and subsequently died. Will the
Under-Secretary compare thoge figures with those of child
destruction?

Mr. Hegg: | certainly shall.

Mr. Mardow: Is there not something wrong with a
society where healihy human life can be destroyed purely
Because it is soclally inconvenicnt? Is that not happening
increasingly these days? Is it not against the kaw and is it
not time (hat the Government did something abour it?

Mr. Hogg: The 1929 Act is quite plain in its effect. The
questicn feally is about where the rebuttable presumption
shodld arise. At the moment it arises a8 28 weeks. There is
good reason to suppose that it should arise al 24 weeks. [
is & matter that causes the House much distress and would
probably be best deall with by Private Member's
begiskanion,

SETETRE ¥ dsk -5

13 DECEMBER 1955

(Il AnTwers 107%

Forensic Science Service

Mr. Coben: To ack the Secretary of Staie for the Home
Depariment whether he hus any proposals 1o increase the
level of service provided 1o police forces by the forensic
SCICTICE SETVICE.

The Secretary of State for the Home Department {Mr.
Dougias Hurd): We plan 1o recruit 18 additional scientific
staff to the Home Office forensic science service in 1959-54
and a further 10 additional staff in 199091,

Mr. Coben: Will the Secretary of State confirm that in
1980 theare were 445 stafl in the forensic science sErvice, yel
last year there were only 437, despite the fact that reported
erime in that penod went through the rool? Are not many
suspected criminals getting away with their crimes because
the service cannot cope” Did not an expert witness to (he
Select Committee on Home Affairs say that morale in the
service is Bloody awful? When will the Secretary of State
do something about it and pul moncy and manpowsr into
Ihe servies?

Mr. Hard: Investment in the forensic science service has
increased from £6:3 million to £13-75 million during our
term of office. That is a real increase of 21 per cenl, The
hon. Gentleman's figures for staffing are slightly wrong.
Staffing bevels are broadly constant, but the workload—
the nember of exhibits going 10 the service—has increased
substantially. | await the Select Commitee’s conclusion on
the matter. As the hon. Gentleman knows, there has been
a long period of discussion and consultation in the service
abput grading and complementing. The new struciure his
been introduced and premotions are being made to the
new grades. Morale should improve because the period of
uncETidinly 15 aver.

Mr. Ashbey: Is the Home Secretary sware of the
tongstanding anxiety that the forensic science service is Lo
ciosely intertwined with the police? Does he accept that
what is required is en improved infependent forensic
scsence service that is available equally to the police and o
defendans?

Mr. Hard: I am aware of that argumen:, but I do net
regard it as a priority. Inevitably, the foremsic science
service and the police are intertwined —they should be. My
prioTity is 10 ensure that the service is organised in such a
way as o give proper priority to those crimes which the
police believe to be most important.

Mr. Corbett: May | give 2 modest welcome to the
mcrease in staffing in the forensic science service? None the
less, will the Home Sccretsry confirm that last year the
management consuliants, Touche Ross, recommended an
immediate increase in staff of 27 1o deal with the extra
workload and with the introduction of DNA genetis
fingerprinting? Given that the new staf will not be in place
until meat year or even the following year, as well as the
fast rise in violent and sex crimes, the Home Recretarys
complacency is astounding.

Myr. Hurd: The hon. Gentlenan must have drafted Ris
supplementary question before he heard my answer to the
main question. There have been many reports and
discussions in Committees, The forensic science SETViCE |8
just emerging from the period of discussion. Anyons who

isits the six laboratoriess—no doubt the hon. Gentleman
has visited at least one of them—will be impressed by the




Draft letter for signature by the Home Secretary to:
The Rt Hon David Stael, MP
House of Commons

LONDON
SW1A OAR

Thank you for your letter of 19 December about the Infant

ILife Preservation Act 19259.

I do not rule out the possibility of a Government Bill to
reduce the presumption of viability in the 1929 Act from 28 to
24 weeks, but there is no prospect of being able to do so in the
immediate future. The Bill which you mention to implement the
Warnock Committee's recommendations would not be suitable and
there is no criminal law measure in prospect. The Government's
view accordingly remains that a private Member's Bill offers the

best way forward. In accordance with the usual practice, we

would be ready to give drafting help to any Member who wished to

take up such a Bill.




PRIME MINISTER

1922 COMMITTEE

N
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Mark gave me an account of the discussion at today's 1922
Committee of Ann Widdecombe's Motion. Opinion was divided.

& -_-._'_|.-.-‘—
There were some, led by Nicholas Budgen, who supported the
Bill but would vote against the Motion as they felt it wrong

to change the procedures of the House in this way. Hugh Dykes
was also in this camp. Others, including Peggy Fenner,

Nicholas Bennett, Ivor Stanbrook and Robert Jonsg, WArs
strongly in favour of the Motion. Thare seemed, however, to
— o ]

it L
be agreement to the proposition, dewkead by Cranley Onslow,
that this problem would not go away and would only bz sattled

when Government allowed time for the matter to ha reaolved ane

way or the other.

[The natural wvehicle for this would be the "Warnock" Bill,

_ . ———
Even if the Government does not announce its lntention to
allow Clauses amending the Abortion Bill to be included, there
will certainly be attempts at this, This will need to be

locked at when the legislative programme comes to Cabinet next
e

month . ]

Mark also reported that Lord Cockfield had been approached by
the Lords Select Committee on Buropean Legislation. He had
discussed this with Lord Denham and ﬁﬁviﬂ Lightbhown. Lord
Cockfield was minded to decline.

—

K

ANDEEW TURNBULL

13 January 1989
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PRIME MINISTER

Ann Widdecombe saw the Whips this afterncon to say that she

was going to issue a challenge to the Govermment this evening

to the effect that if they would guarantee to ensure that

in the lifetime of this Parliament Members would be given
an opportunity to amend the Abortion Law, then she would withdraw

her Motion next Friday. She was told that this was hardly

a gBnsible way of behaving, and agreed to wait until she saw

the Lord President on Monday morning. At the first meeting
he will listen to what she has to say, but on a subseaguent
occasion he might point out - subject o what the Parliamentary

draftsmen say - thﬁt the Warnock legislation might prove suitable

_—

far what she has in mind.

e = = - ——

e —

The Lord President will update you at the colleagues meeting
on Mondavy.

fr

PAE

13 Januar 1989.
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PRIME MINISTER 5 MeA Efs

CRIMINAL JUSTICE BILL : HANDLING OF NEW CLAUSE OM ABORTION

| held a meeting this afterncoon with the Lord Privy Seal, the Chiel Whip, Toay Mewton
and Jabn Patten, to discuss the handling of the new clause which Bernard Braine has
tabled for consideration at Report 5tage in the Commons of the Criminal Justice Bill.
The new clause would essentially replicate the provisions of David Alton's Abortion
(Amendment) Bill, ard has been ruled to be within the scope of the Bill. The Speaker is
under heavy pressure from those on bath sides of the argument, and informed the Chiel
Whip this afternoon that he cannot yet indicate whether he is going to select the new

clause or not.

IE the new clause is selected, our main objective must, of course;, be to protect
proceedings on the Criminal Justice Bill from disryption or delay related to it. Unless

we take steps to ensure that the new clause 1s taken towards the very beginning of
Report Stage, its opponents are likely to employ delaying tactics on the new clauses
which would precede it, in order to try to prevent its being reached. We, therefore,
believe that the best way forward would be for the Government to table a Business

Motion providing for the new clause on capital punishment to be taken at the hcﬁ'tnning

of Report Stage, and for that on abortion to be taken immediately thereafter. The votes

on capital punishment would begin at 10 pm, and the new clause on abortion would be
taken directly afterwards. In ;Jrat:ti?:._",_ur:-'nurﬁc. progress would not be so straight-
forward, and there would almost inevitably be extended points ¢f order which would mean
that the debate on abortion would not begin until some time aiter the end of the capital

punishment debate.

make time available for the Alton Bill and then making special arrangements for a

ere is a risk that the Government would be accused of inconsistency in first refusing
1o

debate on the same issue during the course of the Criminal Justice Bill. On balance,

m———

however, | think the Government would take credit for arranging for the House to come
1o a clear decision In a structured manner which did not compromeise our position on

providing time for Private Members' legislation.




here is dlso a risk that, however we handle this and whatever time limit for abortions is
approved by the House, some of our supporters who are dissatisfied with that decision
might vote against Third Reading of the Bill in protest. We would, of course, use our
best endeavours to minimise this. It'is also quite likely that the House of Lords would
incorporate @ different time limit and propose making other changes, for example, on
exemptions. This would mean that the Bill might have to pass backwards and forwards
between the two Houses. Again, | do not think there 1s anything we can reasonably do to
prevent this. While we would, of course, seek 1o lind a sustainable compromise; | am not
convinced that this is an issue on which ope can be reached. There could clearly be no
prospect of our undertaking to take the whole issue away and introduce a Bill of our own
as some Members might wish us to de: the very heavy pressure on next Session's

legislative programme 15 just one of the factors militating against this.

I may well get pressed on this matter at Busines Cuestions fomorrow. Subject fo your

views; | should like to be able to say that whether the new clause 15 selected or not isa
miatter for the Speaker, but that if it is selected | will consider carefully the arguments
for a striciured debate on the issue so that the House can reach a clear view. [ should,
therefore be grateful to know in lime Tor Business Questions if you are content with this

approach.

| am sending copies of this minute to Douglas Hurd, John Moore, John Belstead, David
Waddington, Tony Newton, John Patten, Sir Robin Butler and First Parliamentary

Coumnsel,

Il'"’i"-‘ JW .-I :
8.5.88 ( a pprrineed -J.:';'l.l oo Loed fresmage b

andl st b g abina |




CONFIDENTIAL

PRIME MINISTER

ABORTION

Predictably, the Alton Bill failed to make progress today.
The Lord President took a wvery non=committal line and gave

no hostages to fortune.

Mr. Alton has told the Lord President, in great confidence,
S —

that he proposes to table an amendment to the Criminal Justice

Bill which would enable the House to express a wiew on the

abprtion issue. Mr. Alton says that the Clerks have told
him that hie amendment would be in order. The Lord Prasgident
has no corroboration of that. HNeor deoés he know whether

g, =

the clause would be selected for discussaion. The Criminal

Justice Bill is likely to be de@g;g@_ef%her a few davs before

- —_—

o a [ew days after the Whitsun Recess,

—

The Lord President may be able to give more information

at the Business Meeting on Monday.

. -

[H.L. WICES)

CONFIDENTIAL




10 DOWNING STREET

PRIME MINISTER

The form of words at X loocks
alright, though yvou will wish to
raflect on the last few words

which are marked.

I think that the Lord President

will have to be azs Firm as a rock

in the House and give no hint of
any GoVernment Action, after the
Alton Bill falls, regarding
Government legislation — see ¥

in the letter balow.

N.L

e A
HN.L. WICKS A% 1I Iﬂ
11 May 1988 plaq.-{-u TR g d_
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Privy CounciL OFFICE

WHITEHALL. LONDON SWIiA TAT

May 1982
COMFIDEMTIAL

?ﬁ g 'I..\-_‘-' JT'_F-{ :
ABORTION (AMENDMENT) BILL

Following last Friday's proceedings when there was not time for completion of divisions
an the Report Stage amendments to this Bill or for its Third Reading, the question ol the
Bill's future passage is almost inevitably going to arise at Business Questions tomorrow.
In particular, the Loed President is likely to be pressed as to what the Government would
do it there is not an opportunity on this Friday for the House to conclude its
censideration of the Bill. Given the sensitivity of the subject, the Lord President thought
it would be helpful to let you see the line he proposes to take if the matter is raised
with him. This is as [ollows:-

"The Honeourable Member in charge of the Bill has named tomorrow as the day for
its further discussion, and there may be an opportunity then for the House 1o take
its decisions on these matters il that is what it wishes to do. [ am sure the
x House would deprecate any misuse of procedural tactics to prevent this. If it
*  happens that alter tomorrow's proceedings we have effectively used up the time
for consideration of Private Member's Bills and there has not been an opportunity
for the House 1o decide on these matters, then Ethink that is a situation on which

Members generally would wish to reflect” N e
"’.Li'\_.-'-\h-—\—"\h-—h_-— e E

I attach alsc a copy of the Note of a meeting which the Lord President held yvesterday
with Mr David Alvon and Sir Bernard Braine, at their request. You will see from this
that their Working assumption is that proceedings on the Bill will not be concluded on
Friday. On this basis, they take the view that aceepting that the Government will stick
to its practice of got making available extra time for any individual Private Member's
Rill, leads to the conclusion that if there is to be 2 proper opportunity for the House to
decide whether it wishes to amend the Abortion Act 1967 this would have to take place
\?! within the context of Government legislation. If this view becomes widely shared, the
Lerd President believes that the Government will need to consider the possible options
open to it in order to ensure that while our position on time for Private Members' Bills is
maintained, the respansibility for preventing Parliament from deciding whether it wishes
to Emend the |967 ATT1s not diverted to the Government from®those who have opposed
Me-Alton's Bill. B T
e,

| am copying this letter to Flora Goldhill {Private Secretary to the Secretary of State for
Social Services) and to Murdo Maclean {Private Secretary to the Chief Whip)

Yoo
Mﬁ. —

ALISON 5MITH

Private Secretary

Migel Wicks Esq CBE
P5/Prime Minister
10 Downing Street




NMOTE FOR THE RECORD

The Lord President saw yestarday, at their request, Mr David Alton and Sir Bernard
Braine. They again asked for extra time to be made available for the passage of the
Bill, in particular as compensation for the time lost to debate on Friday through the
presentation of petitions and Points of Order. The Lord President again explained that
the Governiment was not intending 1o depart from its practice of not providing extra time
for any individual Private Member's Bill. They sald that accepting that position led one
to the conclusion that if there was to be a proper opporiunity lor the House o decide
whether it wished to amend the Abortion Act 1267 in their view, 1T would need to lake
place within the context of Government legislation. 1f there was a Bill dealing with
Health issues in the next Session there would be a strong campalgn te include in it a

clause dealing with abortion on which Members should be allowed a free vote.

In response, the Lord President said that there had been some eriticism of Mr Alton's
handling of the Bill, but even if these mistakes had not been made then the Bill might
still not have completed its Report 5tage and Third Reading. [If that point was accepted,
while he recognised that what they had said represented one appreach, an alternative
might be to refer to the Procedure Commitiee the question of procegures relating to.
Frivate Members' Bills and whether the balance between the sponsors of the Bills and

those who object to them is the right one.

The Lord President himself, thotgh he did not make this point at the meeting, believes

that this course would have some potentially unwelcome effects for the future handling

of Private Member's Bills. =
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Dralt Letter from AS to Nigel Wicks [1.5:88

ABRDRTION (AMENDMENT) BILL

The Lord President and the Chief Whip discussed yesterday the handling of this issue.

They agreed that above all the Government's firm stance In net providing time for this

Bill should be maintained. Novertheless, the Chie! Whip explained that there was
considerable feeling in the Whip's Office that there would be a certain awkwerdness in
the Gove rnment's sustaining its present position in which neither additional time was
made available for this Bill nor any other prospect of enabling the House 1o reach a
decision on these issues was presented. The Chief Whip had been shown the text of an
Early Day Mozicn which called on the Government to give time for consideration of Mr
Alton's Bill. Tt was expected to he tabled shortly and to atrract very quickly a large
number of signatures from all sides of the House. It was difficult To get colleagies 1o
appreciate the dangers ol departing from the Government's consistent practice of not
giving time for individual Private Member's Bills. Equally, while it was true that Mr
Alton had made mistakes in his Parliamentary tactics, the feeling was that even if thess
mistakes had not been made, the Bill would still not have passed through the House of

Commens because of the determined oppesition - albeit of a minerity - to it

In a separate meeling, the Lord President saw, at their request, Mr David Alton and 3ir

Bernard Braine. They again asked for extra time to be made available for the passage ol




the Rill, in particular as compensation for the time lost to debate on Friday through the
nresentation of petitions and Points of Order. The Lord President again explained that
the Governmeni was not intending to-depart from (ts practice ol nol providing extra time
for any individual Private Member's Bill. They said that accepting that pasition led one
to the conclusion that if there was to be a proper opportunity for the House to decide
whether it wished o amend the Abortion Act 1967, in their view, It would need to take
place within the context of Government legislation. If there was a Bill dealing with
Health issues in the next Session there would be a strong campaign to include in it a
clause dealing with abortion on which Members should be allowed a iree vote. In

response, the Lord President said that there had been some criticism of Mr Alton's

handling of the Bill, but even if these mistakes had not been made then the Bill might

5till not have completed its Report 3tage and Third Reading. [T that point was acceptied,
while he recognised that what they had said represented one approach, an alternative
might be 1o refer to the Procedure Committes the question of procedures relating fo
Private Members' Bills and whether the balance between the sponsors of the Bills and
those who object to them is the right one. The Lord President himself, though he did not
malke thi¢ point at the meeting, believes that this course would have some potentially

unwelcome effects for the future handling of Private Member's Bills.

The Lerd President and the Chief Whip have concluded that the present line with regard
to the provision of extra time for Mr Alton's Bill is sustainable. But acceptance of this
firm position by Mr Alton's supporters ieads to & rew stage in the argument for which a

further line to take is needed. They envisage that this should be broadly in the following
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"The Government recopnises that in this Session it has not been possible for the
House to arrive at a final decision on this matter about which many people feel
very strongly. In the interests of evenhandedness and in accordance with its
consistent practice, the Government does not believe it right to give additional
Parfiamentary time to this Private Member's Bill. This situation does raise a
number af considerations upon which the Government and the House will wish to

reflect™.

The issue is almost certain 1o be raised with the Lord President during Business Questions

FOITIOT TOW .

Censidering the options which might lie behind that line; the Lord President and the

Chief Whip recognised that none of them was to be taken lightly, and that proper

discussion with colleagues would be needed betore any ol them could be pursued. They

identified four theoretically possible courses as follows:

referring to the Select Committee on Procedure the question whether the balance
between the sponsors of Private Member's Bills and those who object to them is

the right one;




explaining further the possibility of a clause dealing with abortion being inserted
into the Health and Medicines Bill during its passage through the House of Lords,
s0 that there would be an cppertunity for the House of Commons 1o debate it in

1ts consideration of Lords Amendments;

making a commitment that the legislation which would be brought forward to deal

with the recornmendations of the Warnock Committee should have a long title

sufficiently broad to include dealing with abortion during the passage of that Ball;

a separate Government Bill which might amend the Infant Life Preservation Act.

[ am copying this letter to Flora Goldhill (PS/Secretary of State for Social Services) and

to Murdo Maclean (P5/Chief Whip).




FRIME MINISTER

THE ALTON BILL

By 1430 the report stage of the Alton Bill had only got as far

as the firat amendment dealing with the length of pregnancy.

s
It was a rather noisy and fractious discussion but,

surprisingly, there was relatively little uproar when the

Deputy Speaker,; Harold Walker, moved on to the next business.
—

The continuation of the report stage is down for next Friday,
e —
after Stephen Day's Seatbelts Bill, and a Bill on Environment
i — —

and Safety Information proposed by Chris Smith. Mr. Day
pointed out on a point of order that his own Bill was
uncontroversial, but that will not stop others using his

O —— il
measure, and Chris Smith's (who is no Alton sympathiser) to
keap the Alton Bi from being discassed.

o =

The Lord President told the House that the Government did not
provide time for individual Private Mambers Bills to be
discussed. There is one point to bear in mind here. That is
in 1983 Government time was provided to enable an

———

uneontroversial Private Members Bill to be nodded through.

— | e—

The Lord President thinks that, if pressed, he may need to
make clear that, were both sides to come to a mutually

acceptable conclusion, the Government would consider providing
time to enable the Bill to be nodded through. This would be a
concegesion in name anly. There is no prospect of such
agresment.

B Vet
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Further to Flora Goldhill's lgfter of 29 April, I attach an additional
briefing note outlining the effect of the amendments which have been tabled
for the Heport Stage of David Alten's Blll to alter the gestational age, at
presant set at 18 weeks in the Bill.

A number of cother amendments have alsc been put down ranging from major
modifications in the Bill as it stands to in effect malntaining the status
quo in the 1967 Act. It is hard to predict if there will be any clear
consensus but, in the Minister's view the Bill's supporters are unlikely to
gettle for as radical an amendment as, say, 24 weeks.

I gam copying thie letter to the private secretaries to other members af the
Cabinet and to S5ir Robin Butler.

&thfr LET“JHtLLTjj

S

MISS J M HARPER
Fersonal Sacratary




ABORTION/%8

14 As amended in Commitcee the Bill would introduce an upper limit to che
gesctatlonal age at which aborcions can be performed, subject to the following
exceptions:

cases where the mocher's life was in danger

cases of rape or lncest agalnst women gnder 18

cages of savers fatal disability
If enacted in itz present form the Bill would in practice prevent abortions
after the beginning of the 18th week which would otherwise have been legal on
the ground that they were necessary to protect the physical of mental health
of the mothar or her children.
e On the basis of 1%86 flgures for BEngland and Wales, and asauming all
abortions carrled out on grounds of fetal handicap weould be covered by the
e¥ocgptions in the Bill, che eEfect of the main amendments on gestaclional aga

would be as follows:

Proposed Amendment Tatal Abkertions Excluded by Proposed
in 19BH4 Mew Provision

Beginning of l8th week [(Alton BLLL as
amended in Comaittee)

completed week [Amendmsnc Ho 3)

completed week [Amendment Ho 4)

conpleted week [Amendmenc Mo 5)

completed week [(Amendmenes & and 7)
veek [(Amendment 2)

week [(Amendmene 1)




FRIME MINISTER

Ann Widdecombe wrote, following yvour meeting
with her and hEF.CﬂlaEﬂHUEH last week,

to say that David Alton would be sending

YOu a note on iﬂe amenﬂm@nié which had

been made to his Eill in Cnmmiﬁtge. He

has now done 50, and this is attached.

I have acknowledged.

-~

M {'ﬂ '1\;1{&

MARFE ADDISON

4 May 1988




Brief for the Prime Minister on the disability ezemption in the
Abortion (Amendment) Bill

The Law undgr the 1567 Abortion Act.

The 1967 Act provides a defence for a doctor accused of procuring
an abortion. If that abortion was terminated by a registered
medical practitioner after two medical practitioners formed an
opinion in good faith, and under DHSS regulations issued an
abortion notification form, that if the child were born it weuld
suffer from serious disabllities. ; 3

[T |

After twenty years in operation it is clear that this provision
is too loosely drafted.

_————— — et

.

There is considerable evidence that serious handicap has been
interpreted to cover all disabilities including such minor
conditions as club foot or hare lip and recently Ehlers Danlos
syndrome where a mother was allegedly told that this minor
disability would seriously affect her unborn child's guality of
i ¥ P TR — T oW B8 W e TR

The notification form does not require the specific disability
to ke recorded. Instead categories cof disability are published
such as category 655.2 "Hereditary disease in family possibly

affecting foetus" which could include Ehlers Danlos or indeed
asthma.

The provision relating to doctors does not specify any status
indeed it is legal under the '67 Act for an Ear Nose and Throat
gspecialist and an anasthetist, who did their gynaecology
training forty years ago to approve an abortion carried out by
a newly gualified general practitioner just s¢ long as it
occurs in a hospital or approved place.

Provision of Blll at Second Reading.

Under the original draft of the Bill abortion in cases of
disability would be allowed cnly where the child would be born
dead or where the disability was incompatible with sustaining

life {(e.g. anancephaly). There were three main objections to this
provision.

1) That amnipcentesis remaine the usunal form of testing for most
disabilities, C.V.8. and advanced ultrasound are not yet
available in every hospital. With amniocentesis results from
the test, which is normally performed at 16 weaks gestation,
are not usually available for two weeks therefore a greater
amcunt of time should be allowed feor those wishing te abort on
the grounds of the test.




2) That because amniocentesis may be virtually redundant as &
result of the Bill mothers worried that their babies may be
disabled may abort before a test is possible.

That mothers shcould be allowed to abort for severe
disabilities such as severe Spina Bifida or AIDS. There is
hewever a general feeling that minor, treatable disabilities
should not be axempted.

The Amendment
The amendment deals with these concerns in a practical way:

1) It does not attempt to specify individual disabilities which
should be exempted. This is impossible. There are over 2,000
recognised conditions, more are being discovered or classified
each year. Many conditions are present in a range of severity,
Spina Bifida can be so minor as to be readily treatable or so
severe as to be incompatible with life.

Clinical Judgement

Instead the amendment leaves room for the medics involved to
axerci=se clinical judgement as to the severity of the
disability. This exercise of clinical judgement was suggested
by the B.M.A. during the passage of the '67 Act.

It specifys that one of the docters invelved in notifying the
abortion must be a consultant gynaecologist. Thie is often the
case at present, but not a legal requirement. It is necessary
to provide the mest highly gualified advice and diagnostic
experience for the woman. Anyone going through the harrowing
and risky ordeal of a late abortion has the right to expect
Parliament to provide a legislative framework that ensures the
best possible care by a specialist. (This was also suggested
by the B.M.A. in 1967)

At the same time this amendment provides more protection for
the unborn child. It repeats the wording of the '67 Act but
replaces the word "substantial™ with "severe'". By doing so we
are sending a clear signal to the medical establishment that
abortions for minor disability will no longer be tolerated

Certification

This signal is reinforced by the requirement for a certificate
to be issued specifying the disability. It is unlikely that a
consultant would want to certify a minor treatable disability
by name on the notification form. At the same time this
requirement will allow the DHSE to monitor the operation of
the Act in far greater detail than is presently possible.
Finally a2 valuable statistical record will be maintained.




Fossible lines of argument against the amendment:

1] The amendment gives too much power to doctors who may refuse a
termination on this ground which is desired by the mother.

hnswer;

This amendment gives no more power to doctors than the
'67 Act. Its basis is not that it is the mother's right
to chocse an abortion but that in certain circumstances
namely severe disability it is in practice better for the
mother to have the option, in consultation with a
consultant and one other doctor, to abort.

2] There are not enough consultant gynaecologists to operate this
provision.

Answer:

The consultant is only called in when a severe disability
is suspected or diagnosed. There are 788 consultant
gynaecologists in the NHS at present and in 1986 there
were B46 abortione for disability after 18 weeks, this
number can be expected to decrease as CVS and advanced
Ultrascund become more readily available.

3) what about those women at hospitals where the consultant
pleads conscience and will ncot perform or have anything to do
with abortions.

AnNswer:

Further

There are very few hospitals where all the consultant
gynaecologists take the conscience clause. A recent
survey by Gallup of gynaecologists found 1% who did neot
approve of abortion in any circumstances, the local G.P.
referring the woman would be aware of this and refer her
to another consultant.

Enguiries: David Altcon's Office on 01-219 3454
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'ﬁmrﬂdmcnl Mo. 7, in page |, line 17, a1 end inseri—

“{im) the chidd is likely 1o be barn with or subsequesily 10 develop
any sericus physical ar ments! hendsap, or”

Amendment (g), in line 7, at end insert

“{lbks] theal the wonmmn is, or ks reazon 1o believe That she is, carrymy
the buman immune deficiency viras, or”,

Amendment (h), in line 7, at end inseri—

"{bch that the woman becsmse pregnant as the resali of mape, or”

Amendment (1), in bine 7, at end msert—

“ibed ) ihal ihe woman hecams pregnant as the resish ol an incesruous
el of imlercourss, or™

Amendment (j), in line 7, a1 end insert

“Ibe) that the woman was under the age of 16 veass when her
pregnancy begen, o,

Amendnrent (k), i line T, al end inseri—

Bl that the wonsan hed aitainsd the nge of 40 yeers befors her
pregnancy EEpan, o,

Amendment (1), in line 7, at end inseri—

bl that the wrman became pregnant s the result of contracepiive
fadlere, o't

Amendment {m), in ling 7, at end inscr—
"tk that che prépssncy appears 4o be due 10 an act of rape or,

incest commitled aginst the woman &1 & lime when she was umder
the nge all 18, ar.™

Amendment No. 9, in page 1. line 17, st end insert—

M) the womnan is, o bad feason Lo believe that e (s carrying the
Human Immunodelioency Virus or ™

Amendment Mo, 10, in page 1, line 17, a1 end inseri—

"{idi} the woman became pregrant ps the result of rape, or”

Amendment No. 11, in page |, line 17, a1 end inseri—

(i) the woman became pregnant a5 ibe rezult of as incestuous acl
of isfercourss, or”,

Amendment No. 2, in page 1, line 17, at end insert—

i1} the woman was urder the age of 16 vears when her pregnancy
began, or'’

Amendment No. 13, in page 1, line 17, atend insert—

“(iif} the woman had attasned the ape of # years befare ber pregrancy
began, ar™.

Amendment No. 14, in page 1, line 17, a1 end insert—

“[ug) the women became prepnani as the resul of conirecplive
liniluare, o',

Sir  Bernard Brainc: Before  discussing  my
amendment, Mr. Cormack may 1 thank you on behalf
of the entire Commutiee for your prompt response to
the request that was made yesterday for the Bill 1o be

reprinted with numbered lines. We now have a properly
printed Bill which will facilitate our discussions, We
are profoundly grateful for thai,

It may be helpful to the Commutiee if I speak to my
amendment at this stage because it is important and
lies at the heart of the Bill. It was clear from the debaie
on Second Reading that while the majority in the House
and, 1 would claim in the country are in favour of
amending the Abortion Act 1967 to stop the scandal
of many late aborticns, there is & genuine anxiety that
in g0 doing, cases where serious handicap is currently
diagnosed after 1B weeks gestation would not qualify
for  legal abortion, however distressing  the
crcumstances, That anxiety has been expressed 1o me
by some hon. Members who voted for the Bill on
Second Reading. and in letters from the general public.

AL the same time | have had letters from parents of
handicapped children and from handicapped persons
stressing how important it is for us Lo respect their right
to life and that of others yet unborn who may be like
thern, but also expressing the joy which comes from the
love that the handicapped in our society so often give
and receive, Indeed, talking to many handicapped
people over Lhe years has been made it clear to me that
despite their disability, they penerally adjust and enjoy
life and often play a valuable role in the COMMLnitY.
We all know of examples from our constituency work
and often from our own family life

We have & duty to make sure that handicap per sc
should not be an excuse 1o deprive the uaborn child of
the right to life and to find fulfilment. Judgment on the
precise degree of handicap is mot & matter for us,
whatever our personal feelings, but for the doctors
acting in good faith within the parameters laid dewn
by law. But it is surely nght that Parliament should
underline that the rght o §ife is the most precious right
of all and the very condition of all others. We abhor
the legalised killing of helpless infants. Incidentally, the
majority of late abortions do not invelve any handicap,

.45 am

Who among us could not have been inspired and
humbled by the story of young Christy Nolan who
cannot speak, cin hardly hear and can only wrile with
& pen attached to his forehead? Yet at the beginning
of this year he won the coveted Whitbread Prize for
Literature,

Ms Joan Ruddock (Lewisham, Depiford): 1 should
like to take the right honourable Gentleman up on this
one point. While we all share his feelings and respect
for that one individoal, it is extremely important (o
acknowledge that not only is he an exceptional
mdividual whose mental ability and creative abilities
would have been exceptional no matter what the state
of his body but he has a family with immense resources
lo provide love, care and succour. That should not be
used o sugges! that the average individual could ever be
of that kind. Most families do not have such resources.

Sir Bernard Braise: 1 do not disagree with a single
word that the hon, Lady has said. That will emerge
85 | proceed. | would with respect point out 1o the
Committee thal we are dealing with late abortions
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[Sir Bernard Braine ]

only, which are a small proportion of all abortions.
Moreover, in dealing with the case of handicapped
habics abarted after 18 weeks we are talking of only &
per cent of all the late ahartions carried owt, The
balance of 92 per cent is in respect of hahics which, il
allowed 10 be bom, would be perfectly normal and
healthy. Having said that 1 have 1o recognise, as do my
fellow spoasors, that if in a democratic society we séek
to amend the law to eradicate an evil—abortion on
dernand is, in my mind, an evil—we musl gscure A
majority—we therefore have & duty to obtain a
conseqsus. That is the parpose of my amendment.

The Committee will expect me to speak plainky.
respect the views of those who are anxious about the
\ate diagnosis of serious handicap. On the other hand,
a campaign is being waged to defeat the Bill by implying
that the vast majority of late abortions under the
existing law are carnied out for reasons of handicap.
That is totally antruc. In 1986, the lasi year for which
full figures and available, 8276 abortions were carried
oul after 18 weeks but only 648 or 7.8 per cent of those
were performed because the children were thought
likely 1o be handieapped. Moreover—and | sirass this—
we have no idea what the degree of handicap was. The
law is defective on that score and, where human life 15
involved, it should not be.

The significance of these figures is that of §,276 late
abortions, no fewer than 7,618 were carried out on
what would have been perfectly healthy, nermal
children. That is a veritahle massacre of the mnocents.
Only a tiny number of these late abortions were carned
out 1o save the lives of the mothers or where the mothers
had suffered the agony of rape and the ensuing mental
iorment. Between 1982 and 1986, only |3 abortions
were carried out after 18 weeks either (o save the lives
of the mother or where the mothers had been raped,
My hon. Friends and [ agree therefore that Parliament
should make some provision in the Bill to allow for
serious handicap. We also feel that the mizdical
profession has a duly to make available for public
scritiny those handicaps which they consider seriows
enough to qualify for abortion.

Many hon. Members who hold genuine doubis about
the Bill—and 1 respect their feelings—have been
misguided about the 18-week limit. Without widening
my amendment 1 must mention that gaing for a 24-
week limit would hardly save a single life but would
condemn to death thousands of children who would
otherwize be protecied by my amendment. ASSUMINg
that it is accepted and that the Bill is cnacted. We have
been persistently bombarded with claims that whatever
limit i& put on abortion, to be on the gsafe side
gyvnaccologists will stop carrying out aborlions two
weeks carhier. It is argued that a 24-week upper limit
would in practice mean a 22-week upper il and that
g 12-week upper limit would mean a 20-week upper
limit. That s not so.

To grasp what is happening, we have only 1o look
atl the figures for abortions since Lhe introdwction of
the new licensing procedures prohibiting abortion afler
74 weeks in private clinics which were revealed in a
recent parliamentary answer. According 1o the
argument | have mentioned, that should have resulted

HOUSE OF COMMONS
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in & drop in the number of abortions al 22 and 23
wecks, In fact the reverse has happened. 1 s only right
1o tell the Commitiee that if we established a hinul at
the heginning of the 18th weck, bearing in mind the
total known abortions carried out in 1986 afier 18
weeks. ahout 7,600 lives would be saved by the Bill. 1T
we agreed 1o a limit at the beginning of the 20th week,
on the same basis about 3,700 lives would be saved. /Al
the beginning of the 22nd week, the number would be
1 &00. However, if the upper limit were estahlished al
the end of the 24th week, only seven lives would e
saved. Those figures speak for themselves.

Ms Ruddock: Will the hon. Gentleman give way™

Sir Bernard Braine: 1 shall give way to the hon. Lady,
bt it would be better if the entire argument was heard.
This is not & piccemeal argument that 1 shall put helnre
\he Commitice. It is the whole argument. Tt is the guls
of the Ball.

Ms Roddock: 1 am very gmleful to the right”
honourable Gentleman. He is making & point about
time limits, Does he accept that there is no claim to
viahility of foetuses at least al the stage of 22 wesks? I
therefore fail to understand his logic that there & an
imporani distinction between |8 weeks and 22 or 13
wecks, That is not a question of the saving of infanis.
We are talking about foetuses that are nol viable.

Sir Bernard Braine: The hon. Lady does a disservice
i0 her own cause by raising such points at this stage.
Viability is not itself a test ol hfe. We are concernesd
here with the right to life. 1f that is not grasped right
from the begmning. the oOpponents of the Bill
completely fail to understand what the Dl is about and
what it is that moves my hon. Friends.

Tt would be betler to hear the whole of the argumcnt
first. The Committee is here 1o debate the Bill at great
length, and it will be at great length judging by some
of the speeches that we heard yesterday. All those poinis
can be considered

Let me be specific about the law as il now shanmds-—-
which we seck to amend. 1t s my contention that the
law cries out to heaven for amendment,

The Abortion Act 1967 seis out the defence for
doctor accused of procuring &n abortion, namely, thay
the abortion was terminated by him afier two regisiens
medical practitioners formed the opimion in good fa
that, if the child were born, il would suffer from g
serions disability, and, further, that the abortior
certificate form reguired by the Department of Healt
and Social Security regulations had been completed
The 1967 Act has been in operation for 20 years. ang
it is woefully clear that these provisions are oo lonsel
dralied.

There is considerable evidence that serious handica
has been interpreied to cover all disabilitics, eve
including such minor conditions as club-foal or ha
lip or, to take a blatant example, the diagnosis of Ehle
Danlos syndrome. A mother was allegedly 1old recent)
that such a disability would seriously affect her un hor
child's quality of life. It is, of course, a minor ki
complaint.
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It 15 astonishing thal the notificabion form does not
require the specific disability to be recorded. Instead.
categories of disability are published, such as category
6552

“Herediary disense in family possibly affecting foegus™

That could include Ehlers Danlos, which, os 1 hive
said, i3 & minor skin complaini—so minor that some
sufferers do nol even know that they are affected, and
suffer only minor discomfort. We whe support the Bill
betieve that that should be changed

The provision in the 19567 Act relating to doctors
docs not specily any status. That, pgam, is astonishing.
It iz legal under the 1967 Act for an ear, nose and throat
specialist and an anaesthetist who did their pynaecology
trming #0 years ago [o approve an abortion, which
might then be carried out by a newly-gualified general
practitioner, provided that it teok place in & hospital
of an approved place, We who support the Bill think
thai that should be changed.

Uinder the onginal draft of the Rill, abortion in cases
of disability would have been allowed only when the
child was Likely 1o be born dead, or the disability was
mcompatible with sustaining life, for example, in a'¢ase
of ancncephaly, & condition where the baby has no
brain, That is probably the thought al the back of the
han, Lady's mind, and 1 am in full sympathy anth her
an that

Three main objections were raised on Second
Resding and during the exchange of views that we have
had in letiers on the m.fl"l.;'-ﬂi_"t. The Committer should
know how the supporters ol the Bill view those
ohjections,

The first objection is thal amniocentesis remains the
usual form of 1esting for most disabilities, although
that may be chanpged. and the newer (echnigues of
chorionic villus sampling and advanced wltrasound are
noi vel availahle in every hospital. Resalts from the
amniocentess 1251, which s normally performed at §6
weeks' gestation, are ol wswally available Tor wo
weeks. Clearly more time should be provided. That
stands oul a mile,

I am sdvised by Professor R, 'W. Taylor, the
distinguished professor of obstetnes and gynsecoloey
al &t Thomas' Hospital, that most abnormalities in
the foctus normally occur before the ¢ighth week of
pregnancy. There are 8 number of screening 1ests which
can be widely and safely applied to sclect mothers at
gpecial risk of developing an affected foetus.

Il am

The screening techniques range from the simple
taking of the family meédical hisiory - there may be o
family history of medical abnormality, in which cass
the family doctor and specialists will be aware of the
ieed Tor (esting—lo blood and wrine analysizs and
routing ultrasound scanming. I¥ ulirasound echnigues
are used, most of the serious disorders of the nervous
sysiem, Tor example, anencephaly, open spina bifida
and hydrocephaly, can be detected under 18 weeks, buy
clearly more time should be given for tesis in such ‘cases
to continue bevond that limit where necessary and to

24 MARCH 1988
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be assessed. That 15 & senous objection with which we
musl deal.

The seccond objection 5 that amniocentesis may
become almost redundant because, il the Bill remains
unamended, mothers who are worned about the
possibility of their babiss being disabled may seck an
abortion before 4 test can be completed, that is, before
18 weeks and therelore outside the scope of the Rill
That would be wrong

Mr. Dwavid Altom (Liverpool, Mossley Hillk T am
grateful to my right bonourable Friend for allowing me
to infervene jn the excellent caze that he 15 making
Does he nol agree that there i5 o danger that the
amniocentesis test and, indeed, choreonic villus
sampling and wlirasound scanning could increasingly
be regarded as the start of 4 search and destroy mission
and the imposition of a guality contrel on life? We
must be careful in recommending people to use the tests
withouot recogmising the conscguences. The tesis can
lead to spontamcous abortions and are not always
successful, The ease of Christine Sellers waz brought to
the Commities's atlention. She had the tesis; bul the
baby was found to be perfectly formed after it had been
ahorted.

Sir Bernard Braine: Alis, that = all true. The Houss
has had namercus opportunities to do something abowl
it. There have been substantia]l Second Resding
majorities on other Bills but, by one means or another—
I shall east a vedl over that az it sickens me—we have
been prevented from putling any effechive measune on
the statute book. We are secking here to put 8 measure
on the statute book which will help to change attitudes.

Danne Jill Enight: Will my right honourable Friend
allow the Committee 1o dwell for a moment on the poind
raised by the hon. Member for Liverpool, Mosskey
Hill {Mr. Alion) shout the effect on that woman wha
discovered that her perfectly formed baby had been
aboried? She was in a terrible siate, and her agony
should not be ignored when we consider this matter.

Sir Bernard Braine; [ agree entirely. [ hope that my
hon. Friend will be able 1w develop the argument,
because i is a8 fundamental one. IF we want 1o make
progress, we must take account of the senious ohections
raised by many of our colleagues who voled for the Bill
on Second Readimg but on the understanding that that
aspect wouhkd e tackled

The third objection is that there are ground for
abortion if serious abnormalities such a3 sévere spina
bifida or AIDS are detected after 18 weeks, [ contend
thal such ohjections cannot be ignored. Indeed, many
who expressed them agrée that minor, Ircatable
disabilitics should not be exempted. There are other
proposals in the Bill which would tighten wp the
procedures. That 15 in ling wath the views of the Bill's
sponsors and the majonly of people in this country.

Although F consider that the medical profession
should not be the sole artiter of the law on abortion,
it is significant that 46 per cent of practsing
gynaccologisis and obsteiricians, many of whom are
involved mn abortion procedures, considersd in a Gallup
poll taken at the turn of the yesr that abortion should
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not be permitied for minor physical handicap such as
club-foot, hare-lip or impaired hearing or sight, A
further 12 per cent favoured an upper limil of 13 weeks
in such cases,

The Committee cannot brush aside the fact that ihe
Bill has the support of two out of three gyvnaccologists
polled. It is highly significant that 68 per cent of them
favour an 18-week limil or less

Dr. Lewis Moonie (Kirkealdy): If the hon. Gentleman
checks his facts, he will sec that the sample does not
represent all gynaecologists. It is misleading 10 SUEECs:
that 68 per cenl of gynascologisls were in favour,
because that is nok 20

Sir Bernard Braine: The hon. Gentleman did not hear
what 1 said. 1 did not claim that it represented the views
of all gynaccologists; 1 merely repeal what the Gallup
poll reported, so for the sake of the record [ shull quots
directly from repart:

“In the case of sfight foessl aboormaliay whene the baby has &
bandicap sach s & clob-Foot, harelip of tmpaired henring oo seh?
almasl & half (46% ) of gynascalogisis were in fuvour of g9 aharkions
i il and @ Farther 13%. favoured an upper limit of 15 weeks
sugpesting in such cusey of fnetsl ahearmality that Bavid Allon has
more than two cut ol three [6R%) of prmaecalogsts i favour al a8
18-week limit o lrss”

1 do not claim that all gynaccologists agrec.

Mrs Clwyd: For the sake of the record, will the nght
honourable Gentleman tell us the size of the samphe
and the percentage who responded 1oit?

Sir Bernard Braine: The sample represented 40 per
cent of all gynaccologists in this eountry.

Mrs Clwyd: | asked the right honourablz Gentleman
to tell us the size of the sample and the percentage who
responded (o the questionnasres.

Eir Bernard Braine: More than T
Mr. Peter Thornham riose-

Sir Bernard Braine: 1 shall not give way 1o the hon.
Gentleman.

I quote the views of those who responded, and we
should take account of them, We cannol take account
of those who do not bother to respond. [Hon, Members
Why not?]

Mr. Alton: [t i normal practice by polling agencies
1o discount the people who do not respond, but this s
mare of a census than a survey because more than 700,
that is 40 per cent of practising gvnaecologists gave
that view. Mearly half of those said that minor
handicaps should not be a reason feran ghorlion taking
place.
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Sir Bernard Braine: All these interruptions serve 1o
show that there are, alas, those in our midst who think
that abortion on the grounds of minor abnormality is
Justified.

Mir. Frank Doran { Aberdecs, South): 1 have Iistened
carefully to what the right honourable Gentleman said.
1 regret that I have not had the opportunity 1o study
the survey. 1 am not surprised at the survey details.
Indeed, | am surprised that it is not 100 per cent of
the sample who do not favour abortion on the
hundicapped. The law is specific. Section 1(b) of the
1967 Act requires that there should be.

vy pobstantizl cisk (hat if fhe child were Born i1 would guffer
from wach phyiical of meninl abnormelities as to be seriously
bandicappesd ~

The sample appears 1o refer o minor handicaps.
Anyone who would carry out an abortion when there
was a minor handicap wouid commit a ¢riminal offence.
The right honourable Gentleman referred 1o abortions,
that. in other circumstances, strike me as being criminal
Those matters should be dealt with by the police, not the
Committee. We are dealing with the law and possible
amendment of it. | am anxious about the emotional
tone that has been introduced in this argument.

Sir Bernurd Braine; 1 can only say 1o the hom
Gentleman that the views gquoted were those of
gynaecologists dealing with minor handicap. 1 am
talking only about minor handicap. Minor handicap
should not be grounds for late abertion for the reasons
that 1 outlined, The hon. Gentleman described those
reasons as “emotional”, 1 hope that no one who argucs
ahout the right of life is considered to be “gmotional”,
That right 15 fundamental. The law should protect life
not destroy il.

[Fnterrupiion.]

The Chalrman: Order. We really cannot allow a
running commentary of sedenfary mierruplions. The
right honourable Member has been generous in giving
way. IT hon, Members wish to mlervenc, they must
adopt the proper procedures. IF the right honourable
Member fives way, fine, but if not, they must resume
their seat. We cannot have this sort of sedentary
commentary or interjection.

Soveral hon. Members rose—

Sir Bermard Braine: My amendment secks to deal
with varjous concerns. | find it alarming that 1 am
interrupted when 1 seck to reach out 1o those who are
expressing doubts and anxieties.

M. Thurnham: Will the right honourable Gentleman
give way'!

Sir Bernard Braine: Quie  deliberatcly, the
amendment does mot attempt to specify individual
disahilities which should be excmpted. That waild be
impossible. There are several thousand recognised
conditions of disability and more are discovered and
classified every yeur, Many condilions are present in @
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range of severity. Sping bifida can be so minor that it
can be readily treated, or so severe that it s
incompatible with life. Accordingly, the amendment
leaves room for the doctors involved to exercise their
glinical judgment about the severity of the dizability.
That is noi & new suggestion. [ served on the Standing
Committee which considered the 1967 Act and spoke
in all the debates. 1 recall that such exercise of clinical
judgment was suggested by the British Medical
Association during the passage of that Act.

The amendment specifics that one of the doctors
involved in notifving the abortion must be a consulting
gynaecologist. That, too, was suggested by the BMA,
the Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologasts
and the nursing organisations during the passage of the
1967 Act. Admittedly, that is sometimes the cace at
present, but it is not & legal requirement

Surely the highest quality of advice and diagnostic
experience should be provided when Iwo lives are
involved—one of which is to be destroyed? Surely any
woman going through the harrowing and risky ordeal
of a late abortion—and 1 stress “late”™—Hhas the right
to expect Parliament to provide a legislative framework
that ensures the best possible care?

M=z Ruddock: Will the right honourable Gentléman
give way?! ;

11.15 am

Sir Bernard Braine: Third, and moest importantly, the
amendment provides more protection for the unbomn

child. Tt repeats the wording of the 1967 Act but replaces
the word “‘substantial’” with the word “severe™, Why
should that be necessary? It is necessary becauss the
Bill's sponsors feel strongly, as do [, that we must send
a clear signal to the medical establishment thet abortion
on the grounds of minor disability will no longer be
tolerated. T have no doubt that most people in Britain
would agree. Such a sipnal would be reinforced by the
requirement for a certificate to be issued specifying the
disability for which an abortion is sought. It is unitkely
that a consultant would wanl to certily & minor,
freatable disability by name on the notification form.
Al the same fime, that requirement would allow the
DHSS to monitor the operation of the Actin far greater
detail than is presently possible. It would also ensure
that valuable statistscal records would be kept

My hon. Fricnds and [ are certaim that the
amendment will answer the fears of the majonity of
ithose who are worried about late abortions for
handicap. It will ensure that thowsands of children
who are currently being destroved for so-called sncial
reasons will be saved. We must never forpet that since
the passage of the 1967 Act about three million babscs,
most of whom would have been born normal and
healthy, have been legally destroyed.

Ms Richardson: | sense that the right honourable
Cientleman is necanng the end of his spesch, Belore
he finishes, will he clarify the actual wording of his
amendment? 1 understand his argument although I do
nol accepl it, but the wording seems confusing. The
amendment says that a pregnancy may be lerminated
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by & registered medical practitioner in a public place
or

“um b coasullant gaeecologia’s peccmmendation ™ —

| am not sure whal “recommendation” means—
~in &n approved placc”.

That appcars to differentiate between NHS hospatals
and non-MHS clinics. We must know what we are
ditcussing. [ had hoped that the right honourable
Crentleman would take us through the amendment line
by line. We shall argoe about 1ts merits shortly, bul we
must know what it secks o do. Wil the non-MHS
approved places have a different system from that in
the hospitals, because that is how the amendment might
be read?

Sir Bernard Braine: | can answer that simply. The
object is to ensure 3 proper clinical judgment in cases
of lale abortions. 1 have no reason (o helieve that there
arc any grave abuses in WHS hospitals, but the aim is
1o exclude private clinics where the abusss occur.
Almvosi half of the late ahorions are carried out on
foreign women who come from countries that have
different abortion kaws, We are conniving at breaking
the law ol other countres, Incidentally, we do not
ensure proper aftercare [or the women invalved, 1tis a
racket and M must be stopped. The Bl gaves Ot an
OppOrTunity o stop il

Mr. AMon: [ am griteful 1w my right honourable
Fricnd for giving way. He 15 mght that some 11 dostors
working in || chinics netted £2 million for carrying out
60 per cenl of the late abortions. OF late abortions, BB
per cent aré done in private clinics oulside the MNHS.
My night honourable Friznd is absolutely correct

Sir Bernard Braine: T am grateful to the hon, Member
for Barking (M3 Richardson) for asking her question.
I thooght that this was oniversally known and
understood, but apparently it 15 not. The racket must
cease, It must ccase for the sake of the women
themselves, let alone for ensuring that the law in this
country respects life msiead of allowing the massacre
of mnocents.

Mr. Thurnham: Will the right honourahle Gentleman
give way?

Sir Bernard Brafne: | gave way to the hon. Member
for Barking because she and 1 have crossed swords on
this matter for many years. | have great respect For her
vicws and [ gave way to her willingly. She was gquite
nght that 1 was on the point of concluding my remarks
on the amendment. T wani (o end by eaying that the
Bill deals with only one small part of the problem._ It
deals with late ahortions. Tt will save lives. T must
emphasise thiat. It will save normal healthy lives. The
cverwhelming majority—92  per cent—of all laiz
abortions are not carried out because of handicap,
serious or otherwise, but in cases where if the babics
wers born they would be perfectly normal and healthy.
My amendment will ensure that this is done in
accordance with full social responsibility and in line
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with what the majority in Parliament wish o happen.
I commend it to the Committee

The Chairman: 1t would probably be for the
convenience of the Committes il' ] explained agam how
we shall now proceed, [ shall now call the hon, Member
for Kirkealdy (Dr. Moonig) who will speak 1o
amendment a. The nght honourable Member for Castle
Point {Sir Bernard Braing) obviously ranged reasonably
wide in his speech because his amendment would alter
the Bill considerably. We have & senies of specific
amendments dealing with specific points. OF course il
is permissible for those speaking 1o those amendments
to refer 1 the right honourable Gentleman's speech,
but T ask them 1o concentrate their remarks on the
amendment that we are currently discussing. Otherwise
the Committee will become rather chaotic. 1 know that
the hon. Member for Barking (Ms Richurdson) had
that poini in mind when she raised her point of order
garlier.

Dr. Moanie: | shall be fairy bricf. | shall avoid the
easy course of resorling to cmotion instecad of
argument, at which the nght honourable Member for
Castle Point (Sir Bernard Braine) sadly is an expert

I should like first to refer to some of his remarks, Tt
is essential to look at the misleading findings of the poll
which is quoted o avidly by supporters of the Bill.
First, only 43 per cent of gynascologists who were
asked to respond did so. Many of those who did not
respond did not do so because they could see how

biased the questions were. If ane asks the right question
one can get a “Yes" response (o almost anylhing, This
poll was no exception. It was conducied with a specific
aim in mind rather than ss an objective attempt Lo
asceriain the views of pynaccologists on eertain issues.
I am saddened that such a large percentage of

gynaccologists  could mot  see through that and
responded. 1 should have not have done. Sadly many
of my colleagues do not have the training in statistical
methods that some of us in the profession have

Mr. Tharaham: I am grateful to my hon, Friend. One
of the more pleasant aspects of a Commitiee such as
this is that one has & wider eircle of hon. Friends than
in the Chamber, T should like 10 comment further on
that opinion poll. It was commissioned by SPUC and
it was baased from the start. It did not even mention
spina bifida. Many gynascologists and obsletricians
who received it realised that it was a biased survey and
therefore ignored it It was sent out over Christmias
with a tight deadline for return which was missed in
many cases. That was one réason for the low return
rate. In his press releise afterwards, the hon. Member
for Liverpool, Mossley Hill (Mr. Alton) was extremely
selective in the facts he queted. He omitted 1o say, as
did the right honourable Member for Castle Point (Sir
Bernard Braine), that 87 per cent of myneccologisis
surveyed favoured an abortion time limit of 24 wesks
or more for serious foetal abnormality, There was &
selective use of the figures for gynascologists in London
and those in other paris of the country. I am sure that
my hon. Friend i aware—
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The Chairman: Order. That s far (oo long for an
intervention, The hon. Gentleman will doubiless seek
to calch my eye and o make his spesch, which he 15
fully entitled 1o do. Bref interventions can add 1o the
debate: long interventions merely disrupt it

Dr. Moonic: [ thank my hon. Friend for his
intervention, lengthy though it was. It gave some detail
and background to the objections 1o the survey.

There is another inconsisiency in the argumeni
advanced by supporters of the Bill. Much has been
made of the pathetic charm of handicapped children.
Yel this very amendment will legalize the abortion of
such handicapped children. Probably not in common
with mast hon, Members here 1 have worked extensively
with mentally handicapped people in a professional
capacity. Many of them lead fulfilling lives. T spent the
past four years of my profissional life irying Lo get
both severely and less severely handicapped people out
of hospital and inlo the community and helping them
o lead as normal an exisience as s possible within the
contextl of their handicap.

I 'do not think that anyone would pleed for 8 moment
that & person who achieves an independent existence
should not be helped to live such a life. T find it just a
little sickening Lo hear Conservative Members, whose
policies over the past nine years have made it more
difficult for handicapped people 10 achieve an existence,
talking aboul the quality of life which they should have,
Naturally 1 exclude the hon. Member for Maossley
Hill from that criticism a3 he % nol o member of the
Conservative  pary. Howsver, T find it shightly
inconsistent. Handicapped people are entitled to life.
The case is always quoled, again with cxtreme emotion,
of the poor lad who can only write with a pen amached
to his head. [ put it to the right honourable Member
for Castle Point that that lad would not have been
ahorted under any circumstances because his handicap
wis the result of birth injury which cannot be picked
up in advance. We cannot foretell the future when we
are trying to identify handicap. Many handicaps result
from birth injuries and many will sadly continue to
gocur under the presemt system. It is a matiter of
improving obstetric technigue,

Mr. Alions 1 agree with what the hon. Gentleman s
saying. We cannot predict the futore. But does not the
same argument apply that one can never 16l what a
disabled person will be capable of! That is where the
use of testing can sometimes prevent a child being homn
who could lead a perfectly healthy life

Dr. Moonie: Tests can lead o problems, It is
recopnised that amniocentesis can lead to spontaneous
abortion, We must also recognise that there is a lower
risk than that of the pregnancy itsell, It will add 1o the
total risk to that mother, but if i3 a small risk, The nisk
is much larger in chorionic villus sampling which is
being introduced. One ol the reasons why it is not being
widely introduced al present 15" the problem which it
produces. It induces abortions and it has also been
argucd, although only in theory, that if it were
incorrectly carried oul it could leave behind a damaged
foctus which would then be carried to term. No one
would wish 16 see that happen. Such techniques should
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speedily within the terms of the 1967 Act, but in
others it is very difficult because substantial obstacles
are put in the way. Every year, some 900 women
from Glasgow travel to private clinics in London.

Mr. Bennett: In that case, how can the hon.
Cientleman biame the deficiencies of the WHS for the
45 per cenL. of late abortions that are cammied out on
foreign women?

Mr. Doran: [ do not seek to, becapse the bulk of
late abortions for foreign women are carmied out in
private clinics. 1 am referring to delays that will
be inherent within the system unless it adopis a
programme that is sympathetic to the oeeds of
WOIMEn

Mrs, Teress Gorman (Billericayk Does my hon.
Friend agree that the import of what the hon. Member
for Pembroke (Mr. Benneit) has just said 15 that
women have abortions for fun, and if a woman
cannol get an abortion, she will toddle off (o a privale
clinic where she will have to pay for it? Some peaple
deplore the fact that it is necessary to pay. No woman,
or not the average woman, would pay if she could
have the abortion under the National Health Service
The import of the hon. Gentleman’s remarks 1s that
women have abortions for frivolous reasons. That
just about sums up the opinion of some members of
the Commiliee towards women who need an
abortion. Mo woman would do it for fun. 118 perverse
to deplore the fact that money changes hands to fund
clinics that provide abortions,

The Chairman: Order. | remind the Committee of
what | said this morning about longthy interventions.

Mr. Doran: Although the intervention was lengthy,
I accept everything that my new but, alas, iIemporary
hon. Friend said. There is a moral tone in the
contributions of the Bill's supporiers, which is
difficult to take. In fact, some of thoss contributions
have been repugnant because they assume that there
is an inherent immorality in women who seek an
abortion. Our opponents do aol attempt 10 look
further and seek out the real reasons why women
wani aboriions. Each case s different and I am
prepared to accept that the majority of abortions
are carricd oul for good and substantial reasons,
otherwise the Act would be ineffectual.

Dame Jill Enight (Birmingham, Edgbaston): Diocs
the hon. Gentleman alweys disallow or ingore o
moral argument?

Mr. Doran: I was not born with my views on
abortion. They are the result not of dogma but of
reasonod consideration. 1 have worked hard 1o
formulale them, but I accept that there are opposing
views | take on board the moral point in every issue
and [ appreciate that there are different views on the
morality of abortion. There i5 the morality of the
destruction of a foetus, which I accept is a difficult
moral question. | view the issue from the point of
view of the person who 1s alive, the woman carrying
the child.
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Dume Jill Knight: 1 beg the hon, Gentleman o
moie that just as he has reached his views afier careful
consideratioin, so have we. We are nol motivaied

purely by dogma.

Mrs. Ann Clwyd (Cynon Valley): On a point of
order, Mr. Cormack, 15 it not inconsistent for the
hon. Lady to lecture us when she iz wearing round
her neck an animal that died 1o the most hormble
and cruel circumstances?

The Chalrman: Order. That is abuse of the rules
on points of order. The hon, Lady should know betier
and must behave herself or she will lose the Brownie
point that I gave her this morning.

Ms. Joan Buddock (Lewisham, Deptford): This is
clearly an imporiant poant, We do not need lectures
on morality from a member of 2 political party that
espouses choice in health services and suggests that
payment for health services is appropriate today. It
15 extraordinary that such a person should then make
moral judgments about payment for a service that is
not available under the NHS in certain cases.

Mr. Doran: [ hope that the Commitiee apprecigies
how generous [ am being with my time. [ accept the
points that have jusi beem made because we are
discussing choice.

However, o finish my response to the hon
Member for Birmingham, Edgbaston (Dame J.
Knight), there is a difference between taking & moral
stance after long and, in my case, troubled
consideration, and taking a stance based on dogmia.
There is & contradiction between the pro-life
argument of right honourable and hon. Members
who are in favour of the Bill and the fact that many

of them support hanging

4,45 pm

The rnght hooourable Member for Casile Point
referred to the number of Lives saved. He talked
about the serions handicap that he envisaged would
come under paragraph (b) of amendment No. 1. 1
was interested in the reference to children who have
AIDS because their mothers suffer from the virus.
Does his comment mean that he would be prepared
to accept amendment MNo, 9, which deals with AIDS?

Mr. David Alton (Liverpool, Mossley Hilly: In
following the hon, Member for Aberdeen, South (Mr.
Dworan), I should like to deal immediately with the
guestion that he asked my right honourable Friend
the Member for Castle Point (Sir B. Braine). The
amendmeni deals with the AIDS wvirus and the
possibility of a child being diagnosed as HIV antibody
positive. We have had confirmation that the
Depariment of Health and Social Security accepts
that that matter is well within the terms of the
amendmeni. That is our miention.

The hon. Gentleman also talked about choice. He
is right—there is no point in casting aspersions on
the morality of people on either side of the argument.
We should not be judgmental. We can amve al
different conclusions, However, I belicve that the
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hon. Centleman accepts the sincarity of those in
the Committee who argue that the nght to life is
pararnoust to the right 1o choose. Our position is
hased on thai argument. :

Mr. Doran: Does the hon, Gentleman agree that
the Bill. which places & time limit on when an
ahortion may be carned out, accepis the principle of
abortion”

Mr. Alton: 1 said on the Second Reading that if 1
could legistate for Utopia, 1 certainly would. There
will always be abortion, We have 1o changs attiudes
sufficiently if abortion is o wither on the vine. We
must challenge those assumptions. That s what the
Bill tries to do, in & modest way, Tt secks 1o bring
thit country imto line with our European
counterparts. The highest EEC average for abortion
ig 12 1o 14 weeks,

The hon. Member for Aberdecn, South also talked
about the importance of the woman as if those of us
in favour of the Bill did not accept that the woman
has imporiance. For us, the woman and child are
equally imporant. Both are entitled 10 our respect,
suppoert and practical care, and all the implications
that flow from that. 1 agree with the hon Gentleman
about the implications of the need for more funding,
help and assistance.

The hon. Gentleman raised a number of legal
points on the definitions in amendment No. 2. We
have answered some of the points raissd by the hon.
Member for Barking (Ms. Richardson), and [ hall
discuss them in a momenl

The hon, Member for Cynon Valley ibrs. Clwyd)
was worried whether there would be enough
gynascologists. L have had the figures checked. There
are 788 consultant gynaccologists practising
According 10 the fgures that the Minister provided
this morming, 546 abortions were undertaken in 1986,
1do not regard that number 88 an UNNECCSSATY burden
or case load. In view of the gravity of including an
additional exemption in the Ball, it is right 10 expect
additional safeguards

For us, the amendment is &n acceplance of the
need for consensus, as my right hondurable Friend
the Member for Castle Point said. Many of us feel
strongly that the eugenicist principle of aborting on
grounds of disability 1s essentially repugnant, Thal is
a hattle to which we shall have 10 return in due
course. 1 do not believe that it is an issuc that wall
go away. We are on a shippery slope when we accept
that it is legitimaie 1o abor on the grounds of
disability.

“The Bill is an improvement on the 1967 Act. The
amendment, which tightens up the 1967 position, is
also an improvement. I is therefore acceptable 1o
those of us who want 1o s&¢ Some progress—albeit
very small-—regarding that position, while we accepl
that hon. Members who oppose the Bill have made
some legitimate points on that issue, These are
difficult questions and, in a sparil of co-opeTalion, we
have tried to salve some of those problems.

Ar. Peter Thurnham (Bolton, North-East): 1 think
that the hon, Gentleman said that the woman and
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the child counted equally, but that is no answer, The
issuc is whether the mother's or the child's interesis
come frst. Perhaps the hon. Gentleman would say
whether he thinks thet 8 termination on the grounds
of severe disahility is in the interests of the chilid or
the mother.

Mr. Altom: The hon. Gentleman knows that the
original wording of the Bill contains only two
exemptions, first where the mother's life is at nsk,
and secondly where the child has anencephaly, of
Potter's or Edward's syndrome— & disease that 13
incompatible with life. However, we arc ponsidering
an amendment that will allow for abortions where 3
life could otherwise be lived by a child who will be
severely disabled. If that is to be the case—and it
would seem 1o be the will of the House ihat it should
be—in my view and that of my hon. Friends there
must be a tightening up of the provision

Oine of the issues in the amendment concems the
form refered to by the hon. Member for Barking
{Ms. Richardson) carlier. 1 tabled a parliamentary
question 0D Tuesday 3 MNovember which was
answered by the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of
Siatc at the Depariment of Health and Social
Security. He said that last year there were 19
abortions on the grounds of hereditary discass in
family, possibily affecting the foctus. Obviously that
could be hacmophilia, muscular dystrophy or vanous
other diseases. It is important 10 be mone
case-sperific.

I would go further than the amendment as | would
like to know, afier the abortion {akes place, what the
disability was. 1 believe that SpUNIOuNs reasons are
sometimes given for abortions on the grounds of
disability. We are told that the reason for the abortion
of the Carlisle baby at 21 weeks' pesiation Was 4
minor skin disorder thal is not incompatible with
life. Surely we can agree thai that is not a legitimate
reason for abortion. At least the specific details
should be given on the form that should be completed
in all cases, yet 1 am toid that it is not.

Mr. Thurnham: Is the hon. Gentleman leading up
to saying that he thinks that it should be a criminal
offence if the diagnosis shows that the grounds stated
for the termination proved to be different from those
that existed after the termination had taken place? I
that is 80, we understand the call for the consultant
gynaecologist's name 1o be given, as there will be 2
criminal trap for him,

Mr. Alton: I shall come 10 the point about the “in
good faith™ question raised this morning in a few
momentis.

The hon, Member for Cynon Valley (Mrs. Clwyd)
said thet if the amendment were passed, it would
lead to & return 1o backsireet abortions. That 15 a
gerious allegation. My right honourable Friend—in
other circumsiances although nol on this issue=—thc
Member for Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale (Mr
Steel) said in 1967, when he moved the original
legislation, that backsireet, illegal aborlions occurred
carly, not lale in pregnancy. Dwring our dehate on
27 January, the Minister confirmed that that was so.
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We gll know what is involved in these lae
abortions—prostaglandins in the WHS and dilation
and evacuation in the private clinic. It is a gruesome
business, and | do not think that anyone here would
defend the nature of that late abortion. It involves a
doctor and nurse being present and it involves the
dismemberment of the child.

In those circumstances, an aboriion could not be
done in the backstreeis, We are talking about a child
that by then is a foot in length, is pumping 50 pints
of blood a day, and has all the same characteristics
of kumanity as all of us in this room. Thercfore, we
may say uneqguivocally that the amendment and the
Bill will not push people back into the back streets.

Furthermaore, in European Communily countiries,
where the lime [imil is 12 to 14 weeks on average,
there are no backstreet ahortions. We do not read
scare stories about that happening. We all have a
duly not to raisc unnecessarily emotive points if it
can be avoided, though we all accept that it is an
issue which enables emotions to rise.

Mrs. Gorman: Mone of us would claum thar late
abortions are pleasant, particulary for the doctors
and women concerned. We all hope that medical
progress will mean that eventually they will not be
necessary, Until then, unpleasant as they are, they
ate undenaken by people in a very scrious state of
mind. 1 keep reiterating that this does not really
contribute anything to the debate. It is simply meant
to disturb people and make them fesl slightly
disgusted with the whole business. It is not a rational
arpument.

Mr. Alton: The hon, Lady will accept that 11 was
raised by opponents of the Bill. 1t is proper to deal
with the point. We are all adults here and we
understand what is involved. We must accept that it
i a pruesome business, In differcnt ways we all wamt
to eliminate this. The hon. Member for Kirkcaldy
{Dr Moonie) mentioned the position of
gynaccologists and how they feel. In due course we
shall have to consider people who aré now unable to
become gvnaccologists and obstetrnicians because of
their repugnance at becoming invelved in the
abortion business, Many people are driven away from
the profession.

M. Ruddock: Perhaps there would not be so many
late abortions if we followed the practice w which
the hom Gentleman has referred, although in a
misleading way, He said that a ume limit of 10 to 12
weeks exists in other countrics. That limit is for self
referral and sbortion on request and is not
comparable with the situation covered by the Bill.

Mr. Alton: 1 think that the hon. Lady will accept
that the evidence from all over Europe show that the
effects of post abortion trauma and the physical and
psychological consequences of abortion are causing
people 10 reconsider and to look for radical
alternatives 1o abortion. Abortion is defeatism and
we need 1o find alternatives. That is what we should
explore in this Commitiee. Surely none of us can
justify & situation where 37 people who run
counselling services also run abortion clinics. We all
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consider that vested interest to be repugnant It
should be examined properly.

The hon. Members for Bolton, North-East (Mr.
Thurmnham) and for Barking (Ms. Richardson) raised
the question of good faith. It is true that the words
“in good faith™ appeared in the original draft of my
Bill. That was because no abortions took place on
any child that could live or whers life was involved.
The two exemplions involved the choice between the
maother's life and the child's where the former was at
risk or, indeed, where the child was incapable of
sustaining life. My rght honourable Friend's
amendment changes that. We therefore need to move
on from a position of simply specifying good faith.

The problem with the phrase “good faith™ is that
it cannot be proved or disproved. But we can prove
that someone issued a certificate and prove the charge
under the 1967 Act to which the hon. Gentleman
referred. That is not new, It is an innovation that is
being included in my Bill. Someone can be charged
for procuring an illegzl miscarriage as defined in the
Offences Against the Person Act 1861, and that will
continue 1o appear under the Bill To achieve a
successful prosecution it will not only be necessary
10 prove that the abortion was not done in good faith,
but people will have to prove why they went ahead
with the abortion. That will have to be stated
specifically on the form. If my Bill is successful a
doctor would be prosecuted for issuing a false
certificate in breach of the regulations contained in
the Rill, That matter is provahie. The tightcning up
of this provision by excluding the concept of good
faith is entirely consistent with the fact that if the
Commitiee accepts the amendment it will allow
abortion of the severely disabled.

Ms Ruddock: | am sorry to be persistent. Perhaps
I am wrong. but I understand that there is a failure
rate in tests such as amniocentesis. Mistakes are
made. Under this sysiem a consultant who signed a
certificate saving that on the evidence of the test
abnormality was expected, could be proved wrong if
the foetus were examined.

5 pm

Mr. Alton: Mistakes can work both ways. As 1
mentioned this morning. there are cases when
perfectly healthy children have been aboried bocause
their mothers have been told that their children
would have defects. Thai is the problem when we
start to play God, and try 1o determine who shall and
shall not live and what the quality of their hves is
likely 1o be. As politicians we must, inevitably,
resolve that question when we discuss public policy.
That is what we are doing today.

Ms. Ruddock: With respect, it is the hon
Gentleman who seeks to play God. We must clanify
whether he is telling the Commitiee that someone
stands to be prosecuted for that failure, Is that what
the hon. Gentleman is saying”

Mr. Altom: If someone uses this legislation 10
procure &n abortioin when the nature of the disability
wis not properly presecribed, the authorities could
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[Mir. Aluon]
take him 1o court if they believed that that person was
culpable of gross misconduct and had deliberately
procured-that abortion. The authorities can slso do
that under the 1967 legislation.

The hon. Member for Barking was worried about
the ambiguity in the Ball,

Ms Jo Richardson (Barking): In the amendment.

Mr. Alton: In the amendment. I said before lunch
that 1 did not anticipate any ambiguities but would
consider the question and if there were some, 1 should
be prepared to rectify them. However, there 15 no
ambiguity.

Her problem is the same as that of the hon
Member for Aberdeen, South. The amendment
conlzing 2 clear definition of “centified™. It says that
Wpprtified’ mEdiE—

(i1 for the purpose of (a), (b) apd {c} of the subesection, cenified
a5 their opmien by B consultant gynaccologist and one other
regisiered medical pracsitioner™.

If the abortion takes place in a public hospital it
will be certifiad by a consultant gynaccologist and a
doctor. 1f it takes place in a private clinic, it will be
certified in the same way, but is sub-contracied by
the Mational Health Service to the consultant
gynaccologist, That would happen if it was fell, for
gxampic, that the NHS had too great @ work load. A
Mational Health Service consultant would have to
be involved. That would end some of the flagrant
violations that have occured in private clinics. The
understanding of the Department is the same as my
WL

Ms. Richardson: | am grateful for the hon.
Gentleman’s consideration of the drafiing. 1 accept
his point about the definition of the word “certified™.
That led 1o the confusion. Amendment No. | appears
to be ambiguous, but not amendment No, 2. That
led me 10 wonder about the truth. It is up to the hon.
Crentleman

It is all very well for the Depariment to say that it
15 quite clear. The Department will not be interpreting
it in practice. We shall have 1o see how the Bill works
af it is enacted.

Mr. Altan: | am graleful to the hon. Lady, The first
part of the amendment was read out of the context
of amendment NWo. 2. 1 undersiand how that
happened. The confusion is clearly between the words
“recommendation” and “certified”, and where the
operation may take place end who may conduct
it. If the hon, Lady reads further she will find no
ambiguity. The amendment will achieve what the
hon. Lady said earlier that she wanted.

The hon, Member for Kircaldy talked about his
work with mentally handicapped people. Other
members of the Committee have experience of
working with disabled and handicapped people. For
six years before coming to the House, | worked with
children with special needs, many of them physically
or mentally handicapped. Only a very brave man or
woman would say that their lives had not been worth
living. There will always be the Christie Nolans of this
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world; the exceptional cases thet my right honourable
Friend mentioned this morning

But there are many others that we have come
across in our lives; disabled people who have given
us far more than we could ever give them. T recall
vividly the last child that I taughi He was a young
boy who died a few weeks afier [ came 1o the House.
He had cystic fibrosis and if anyone had said 1o his
parents that it would have been better if he had
not been born, they would have been appalled and
amazed at such a statement. He brought more love
into their lives than they could ever have given him.

The disability issuve should not be deall with by
ghortion but by providing more care, practical help
and resources. There will always be some parenis
who are frightened of disshility. Who would not be?
Ohbviously, people wish to have a perfectly healthy
child and not a child with a disability. Buot do we
have the right to make a choice? I maintain that we
do not. 1 also maintsin thai many other parcnis
would be prepared to adopt children if people feh
that they could not bring up a disabled child, The
Downs Syndrome Association talk of peeple who
writc to them saying that they want to adopl a child
In those circumstances the child would have the right
to Life,

I admit my Bill is not the end of the debate; 1t i
merely the beginning of the argument, but il 15 3
worthwhile start.

Mr. Ken Hargreaves (Hyndbora): On 2 point of
order, Mr. Cormack. | propose that the Question be
now put.

The Chairman: No. The hon. Member for
Kirkcaldy (Dr. Moonie) was about to rise 1o his feet.
As he introduced the amendment I must, out of
courtesy, allow him to make some comments.

Dr. Lewis Moonle (Kirkcaldy): Tt is a pity that &
closure motion is being proposed a1 this stage because
many hon. Members on this side of the Committes
have yet to make a contribution. The debate has not
been excessively long or prolonged for the sake of it
We have discussed serious points that require to be
teased out further, Hon. Members should be aflowed

to speak.

Ms. Richardson: Does not my hon. Friend recall
that the mover of the amendment, the nght
honourable Member for Castle Point (Sir B. Braing),
wok 50 minutes out of the tme that is now being
brought 1o a close?

Dr. Moonie: Indeed, | was coming to that point.

The Chairman: Order. I remind the Commitiee
that I have not accepted the closure motion, which
is why I called the hon, Member to speak, What | do
depends upon what happens. We must wail and sec,

Dr. Moonie: | shall be brief ia the hope that it will
have a bearing on your decision, Mr, Cormack.

Several points still need to be clanifisd. Basically,
the supporters of the Bill have argued that they
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capable of misinierpretation. The hon. Lady said that
I said that | was apposed to compulsary motherhood.
That could be taken as a general statement that | am
pro-abortion and pro-liberal abortion laws. That is
not what | said. and 1 want to put that on the record,
I said that there would be more validity in the
arguments being raised if we were advocating
compulsory motherhood full stop, with po age Limif

Ms. Richardsom: 1 see. 1 misunderstood. It is
possible, at this hour of the night and after 50 many
hours, to lose one’s concentration oocasionally.

The Chairman: Very excusable.
Mz, Richardson: Thank you, Mr. Cormack.

Mrs. Currie: 1 am grateful to the hon. Lady for
giving me an opporiunily 1o respond lo the point
that she raised earlier. | apologise to her for causing
a8 moment’s delay to take advice.

I am not speaking from & point of view of personal
passion, or whalever; 1 am trving 1o give the
considered view of the Depariment. It is the
Department’s opinion that under amendment No. 1,
doctors will feel able to certify an abortion in cases
where they consider il likely that the child will be
born with the AIDS virus. The doctor, in reaching
that judgment, will clearly wish 10 take account of
all that is known aboui the mother's condition and
known or suspected about the'child’s hikely condition,
Again, | must emphasise—as I did earlicr—that the
Depariment can express only an opinion. As the hon,
Lady has rghtly pointed out, the final interpretation
of any siatute 15 & matter for the courts.

Ms. Richardson: | am very grateful to the Minister,
For the very réason that she pointed out in her closing
words, we shall press the amendment because it 15
only an opinion and it will have 10 be settled in the
courts unless we put something on the statute book.
1 am grateful to ber and I apologise for not having
fallowed the argument more closaly in the first place
and for that matter, not having heard it properly.

11.15 pm

I should like 10 emphasise some of the points mades
about confraceptive failure. Of all the issues that we
have discussed this evenming, contraceptive failure
seems o arouse the most wonderment amongst
Conservative Members. Women do get pregnant
because of contraceplive failure, perhaps not 1o a lot
of cases, but il still happens.

I cannot heheve that none of the Conservative
members of the Commitiee have not had people say
to them, ® I'm dead worried because 1 missed taking
the pill™ or somcthing like that, That is a fairly
common occurcnce. 1t might catch up with itself and
be all nght but 1t 15 a difficult matter.

Verv little has been said about vasectomy and
stenlisation, Although only in a very small number
of cases, there have been failures. If the amendment
on contraceptive failure 15 not accepted, what will
happen—and | am looking at the hon. Member for
Pembroke (Mr. Bennett) because he raised the matier
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of contraceptive faillure—i0 someone who has been
sterilised, is going happily about her Life, perhaps
geiting a lnitle older and suddenly finds that she is
pregnani? One does read of such things and T assume
that they are vahd. Similarly, one reads of cases
where vasectomies have failed or wheére 8 man had
had his vaseciomy reversed without the knowledge
of the woman. That can end docs heppen—albeit
rarely, Is the woman to he held responsible in such
caszes? In all these debares, why is it that the woman
always has 1o jusufy everything and no responsibility
is pul on men by those on the other side of the
grgument? All the argumenis of those in favour of
the Rill are littered with phrases such as, “the woman
should do this or that,™ or “the woman should know
betier™—

11.17 pm
Sitting suspended for a Divizion in the Homge

11.32 pm
Cn resuming—

Ms. Richardson: 1 apologisc to the Committee if [
err on the side of repeating myself, bul we were
talking aboutl vasectomy and sterilisation. 1 often
read Woman, Woman's Own and Woman's KEealm,
which are interesting magazines for women, They
frequently feature articles about women who find
that they are pregnani and know nothing about it
Fortunately, in most cases they are delighted.

Supporters of the Bill do not seem to realise tha
it is a fact of life that contraception can fail. In this
moming's Daily Telegraph an article is headed:

*25 per cend, of family planning chinics “face closere” =

We all know that health authorities operate under
stringent financial restrictions, so family planning
clinics can suffer. | corresponded with the Minisier
a few weeks ago about the cut in family planning
services in Stevenage. The women in that town were
exiremely upset that their family planning services
were being cul. The problem involved the allocation
of resources in the health aothority, although the
Government bear responsibility for not giving 1t
enough reSOUrces,

If family planning clinics have to close because of
insufficient resources, women will have to obtain
their contraceplive devices from their GP. When |
visited the famly planning clinic 1n Stevenage 1 was
told that, with the best will in the world and with the
greatesi respect for general practitioners, few of them
are expert at giving advice and counsclling, and
ensuring that each woman has the most suitable
confraceptive device, GPs are not necessanly the best
people to advise, whereas family planning clinics,
which do 20 constantly 1n conjunchion with women
and take their time, are the best placed to do it
Therefore, if family planning clinies close down or
cut back, and women are forced to po to their
CP—many may find that undesirable, depending on
their family circumstances—ithat may resalt in 3
greater risk of contraceptive failure.

The hon. Member for Pembroke (Mr. Bennetl) and
the hon. Member for Birmingham, Edgbaston { Dame
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[Mr. Benneti]

“Whenever ANDn gets on the medic or on the box, | am on the
telephane almost before he peis his mouth open sying. “lsten, 1
am braxes] off with you continueally shoving Akon and his 12
imch baby down my throat, and his disgesting viory of crushed
skulls and all the rest of 1L | find il greatly offensdve and when are
you going io et me put the other side of the stary™
The hon. Member for Billericay may object 10 my
hon. Friend the Member for Liverpoal, Mossley Hill
{Mr. Alton) telling the story, but we find the practice
offensive. | do not find 1t offencive that the hon
Member for Mossley Hill is prepared o tell the public

the truth

Mrs. GGorman: Does the hon. Gentleman agres that
the photograph that was extensively used in the
SPUC campaign was largely a fake? The idea that the
foetus was alive and was being plucked from its
mathers womb was a complete falsehood, Tt was in
fact a foetus that had died from natural causcs, and
which had been carefully armanged and photographed
o evoke the emotions that be is demeonstirating now.

Would he also note, as he is very worried about
Muarxismr Today, that my right hopourable Friend
the Member for Henley (Mr. Heselting), for wwhom 1
am sure that he has great respect, recently had a three
or four page spread in that journal expressing his
views?

M. Beanett: | have no objection to my hon. Friend
appearing in Marxism Today. She keeps strange
company and perhaps my nghi honourable Friend
the Membeér for Henley (Mr. Hesshiine) does too. 1
am delighted that they are appealing 1o the lefi wing.

To turn 10 the postcard issued by SPUC, 1t said,
“This s @ picture of an 1§-wesk-old fostes"

It did nor say anything else. Tt did not say that 1t was
8 foetus that had been aboried i an NHS hospiial.
The photograph is about 20 years old. It shows a
child that died spontancously in Morway but it shows
what an 18-week-o0ld foetus looks like. The purpose
of that photograph was to bring home to right
honourable and honourable Members that we ane not
talking about a biob of jelly but about a fully formed
child nearly capable of being bormn.

Mr. Alton: | am grateful 1o my hon. Friend. 1 am
glad that we have nailed the sugpestion that there is
anylhing bogns aboui a photograph that has been
used in medical text books including those used for
the past 20 vears al 51 Thomas' hospital across
the river from here, The real scandal 15 that that
photograph bas not been sten in the national
newspapers and  on  felevision. We should
congraiulaie the Today newspaper for having had the
courage 1o print the photograph.

Ii is also disgraceful that although every operation
under the sun is shown on television programmes
such as “Hospital Weich™, one operation that is
never shown 15 2 late abortion. That is because if
i were, the people of this country would nse up
spontaneously demanding an end 10 such barbanc
practices.

Mr. Bennett: My hon. Friend is absolutely cormect
and | hope that his remark wil be noted throoghout
the country
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It is worth noting that in the Sunday Timeson 17
January 1988, just before the Second Reading the
hon. Member for Billericay—who is not short of
publicity—said of those of us who suppon the Bill:

“Ir's nobody's business bui & woman's—and definiiely nat thai
of & Howse of Commons packed fufl of men, The peopls who are
behiing this bdll mre basieally religious pealan . . in the name of
the Cntholic chuorch. This is pari of & fundamentalisy refigions
persecution of women thal hes pose on throughou hastory,™

Therefore, we take with a large pinch of salt the
hon. Lady’s view about abortion because she made
it clear, before the debate, that she sees us as religious
realots and that when we discuss emotion=—] cannot
think why human life should not be discussed with
some emotion and focling—that it is to be discounted.

T wish briefly o0 comment on the amendment
tabled by my right honourable Friend the Member for
Castle Poiint. Those who support the Bill recognise
abortion a5 a moral issuc. Il is with the decpest
reloctance that I suppori what I consider 1o be a
morally repugnant position—that any child should be
aborted, especially the severely mentally or physically
handicapped. That would be a mowve 1o wands
eagenics—towards the search for a perfect race, in
which those who do nol measure up to set standards
are aborted. That is not a proper way for society to
operate.. That reflects what the MNezis in Germany
in the war believed—they aborted, they killed the
physically and mentally handicapped because they
did not measure up to certain standards. No civilised
society should have such standards,

The present law has already taken us a long way
down that dangerous course, Those who oppase the
Bill use various arguments. They say that 3 woman
should be able 1o have an abortion if the child would
be physically or mentally hendicapped, or il the
mother's physical or mental state depends on it, or
they use any other conceivable loophole—including,
as we heard yesterday, contraceptive failure. Such
arguments could all be used as grounds on which 1o
kill those who have already been born. That is the
logical corollary ifit is believed that those are grounds
on which to abort the unborn.

The growth of the euthanasia movement has
marched step by step with the abortion-on-demand
lobby, Many supporters of the various pro-ahortion
groups also support what they euphemisticaliy
describe as “mercy kilbng”. That course keads 1o
the murder of the elderly, the incurably ill and the
mentally and physically handicapped. That is clear
from the wviews expressed by those who support
abortion on demand, who also support the euthanasia
movement and the right to kill the old, the incurably
ill and the handicapped because they would not have
a quality of lifc deemed 10 be sufficient by members
of the euthanasia movement.

I suppori my right honourable Friend's
amendment on the grounds s21 oul in 5t Thomas
Aquinas’ "Summa Theologicae"=—that it 15
permissible to acquicsce to a lesser evil if it will
prevent a greater evil. From the soundings of the
majority of our colleggues, [ believe that they would
wish the exemption to be made. If that is, as 1 believe
it 1o be, 8 necessary and sufficient condition of their
support for the Bill, then to achieve a marked
reduction in the number of late abortions carnied out




Abortion (Amendment) Bill

271

o&ﬂlm}- children—the 93 per cent of those 8,000
abortione—I shall support my right honourable
Friend’s amendment. | do so, as | said, with the
greatest reluctance. T do not believe that it is right to
abort the physically or mentally handicapped. But
should subsequent procesdings so emasculate the
Bill—say, by changing the time lLimit to 24
weeks—which means, in effect, thai the law is nol
reformed and tightened, 1 shall not feel constrained
10 support the provision, which 1 now do with such
a heavy hearl.

12.45 pm

Mrs. Gorman: I we nesded evidence o back our
case that the supporters of the Bill basc their
arguments more on emotion than on reason, we have
just heard an excellent demonstration. There was the
description of an abortion. More than once we have
deplored such abortions. We feel that there shomld
be more humane ways of carrying out such
operations. The use of emotive propaganda such as
references to Hitler and euthanasia of the old and
incurable is terrible. T am surprised that the hon
Gentleman did not throw in mothers-in-law for the
sake of a bit more publicaty, Hiz whole case was
predicated on an ¢motional rether than considerad
FESpPOnSE,

To lower the emotional temperature a httle, 1 refer
to the poll that has so oftcn been guoted, most
recently by the right honourable Member for Castle
Point {Sir B. Bramne). It was commissioned by the
Society for the Protection of the Unborn Child and
746 gynsecologists returned a Questionnaire, the
wording of which we will not discuss now. Only 40
per cenl. of pynacecologists in Great Britain
responded. This means that 60 per cenl. failed to
respond. Of those, enly 64 per cent. shared the view
tha1 the Bill as presented was valid. Seventy-two per
cent. found that abortion under the present law at 28
werks was unacceptable. Thirty per cent of practising
gynaecologists are in favour of the Bill sponsored by
the hon. Member for Liverpool, Mossley Hill (Mr.
Alien) That poll was commissioned by an
organisation whose strong vested interest in the
subject would not be denied by anyone present.

Another poll was commissioned by an independent
newspaper, The Independeni, in January this year
from Horack and Associates. It compnsed 1,580
adalts between 16 and 44 years of age—men, women,
voung and older people. There was no attemnpt o
select them for their religious or other feelings. The
questions were posed face 1o face, in their homes,
not through an anonymous questionnaire. The results
tell a completely different story from the
much-quoted Gallup poll. A total of 75 per cent. of
those questioned believed that the present situation
should prevail for cases involving rape. Sixty-nine
per cent. said that the present situation should prevail
if the foctus was deiecied a5 being handicapped up
to the current 28 weeks. Sixty-six per cent. found for
severely mentally disturbed mothers.

Seventy-two per cent. of all those men, women and
young people questioned said that women should be
gble to choose for themselves whether to have an
abortion within the current Jegal limits. Seventy one
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per cenl. beheved that any new restrictions on cument
law would force more women to resart 10 dangerous
illegal abortions. Seventy per cent. believed thal it
would be wrong to change the law so thal women
were forced 1o give hirth 1o handicapped babies,

Wi in this House are the jury of the common man
and woman. We do not speak only for gynaecologists
or even for people with strongly-held and
much-respected religious views, We should express,
as the poll does, the views of the man and woman in
the street who clearly deny the premise of the right
honourable Member for Castle Point (Sir B. Braine)
that people are opposed to the present law.

Mr. McLoaghlin: T thank the hon. Lady for giving
way. [ would err on the side of caution in rubbishing
a poll which was not conducted by the Society for
the Protection of the Unborn Child but by Gallup,
an organisation that is respected by everyvone.

I ask the hon. Lady 1o be careful about making
great play of the people who did not respond to the
poll. If she did, would she lay more stress, for
example, on the 22 per cent. who did not bother
to vote in the last general election in Billericay?
[/mterruption.] It is a valid point. Everyone had the
opportunity to vole, and in Billericay 78 per cenl.
turned out, while 83 per cent turmed out In my
constituency. 1t would cause serious trouble if the
han. Lady followed her Line of argument through the
political spectrum, because of the percentage of votes
thai went to the Conservative parly in the general
election.

Mrs. Georman: Either the hon. Member for
Derbyshire, West (Mr. McLoughlin} believes that
polis are valid evidence, as in the case of the Gallup
poll, or he believes that they are not valid evidence,
It must bc onc or the other. | mentioned the other
pd-]] because it represents 8 different spectrum of
opinion.

Mr. Alton: The hon. Lady has cited the evidence,
guite understandebly, of a sample of 1,000 people
out of a population of 55 million, and | do not dispute
the findings of that poll, but I am sure that she will
accept that that poll and all the other polls show that
the vast majority of people want & reduction of the
upper time limit from the present 28 weeks. Nooe of
the polls shows other than that

Does the hon. Lady farther accept that when 40
per cent. of the people guestioned respond 10 8 podl,
it is more a censts than a poll? It is an extreordinarily
high response. We should place a great credence in a
poll of practising gynaccologists, and while 1t 15
proper for the hon, Lady 1o call in aid the sample of
1,000 people, mone of them is B practising
gynaccologst.

Mirs. Gorman: The hon. Member for Mossley Hill
seeks (o imply that this is the only poll which shows
that the general public support the present position,
but the same conclusions were reached by other palls,
which we could place on the record, going well back
imto the 1970s,

Mr. Alion: Mot an the time limit.
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[Mr. Ahon]
wapgiy Between £130 and £38—the more advanced the pRognancy
the higher the chargs-

The clinke is run by London Mursing Homes Lid, whach lasd
year hadd 8 2 millon turnover. :

Masi of the girls are from Spain or France, though some travel
from Alperin

Many are past the 22wweek pregnancy phase rganded & lae for
shortions bui not pasi 28 weeks.

The M-bed clinic was at the centre of a Deparment of Health
imvestigaticn in 1955 after one of its clients, a 2| -year-0d Spanish
student, bled 1o death when her aborbon went wromg.™
I cite that merely because the hon. Lady questioned
something that we said carlier. It is worth getting the
whole picture, We are concerned about what happens
to women who come here and are in and out of such
places. In the same article, one girl said:

“J had my operation ai 11 an and | was out by 1 pm.”

What care, what love, whal support arc women given
in those circumsiances? | do not pretend that hon.
Ladies Opposite are not interested in those issues—of
course they are, so ] hope that we can join in common
cause 10 do something about it. Wherever we come
from in the argument, such conditions are prefty
unacceplable.

Mr. Doran: How does the hon. Gentleman react
to the suggestion that if the Bill is successful British
women will have to do exactly what he is suggesting
that forcign women who come te this country have
to do? British women may have 10 go 0 other
countries with far more liberal abortion laws. He
may drive them abroad 1o obtain the operation which

they may not he ahle 1o obtain at home.

Mr. Alton: The point is that half the people who
come here for late abortions are from overseas, Half
the B, 000 late abortions last year were on people from
averseas. [ disagree with the hon, Member for Cynon
Valley, who has given us other European exampies.
Mo ather country in western Europe allows abortions
as late as we do. Instead of the defeatism of saying.
“If we don't do it, others will"—that is exactly the
argument that was advanced by people who
supporied the slavery movement 200 years ago—we
should be arguing that this is an evil that should be
stamped out throughout the world.

1 tum to the excellent speech made by the hon.
Member for Pemnbroke earlier. He was right to remind
us of what we allow under British law, Every country
and every age will be judged by the simple test. "How
did it treat its people™ It is clear from what we have
said that we believe that the developing child 15 a
person who has rights.

The prosiaglandins eperations which | deseribed
earlier—the operation used in the case of the Carlisle
baby—is used in 12 per cent. of late abortions in the
Mational Health Service. It can lead to a baby being
aborted at 21 weeks and struggling for three hours,
but in the case of the woman involved il can mean
an induced labour that can go on for 20 hours or
more. That 15 a very painful process,

The hon. Gentleman referred to dilation and
evacuation. I do not intend lo go over that again
now, but the Council for Science and Society—not &
body that would support my Bill—published a report

HOUSE OF COMMONS

Kanding Committes C 270

entitled, “Ethical Aspects of the New Technigues”.
It siates that pain is experienced by the foctus—by
the baby—
“nfier the fisetus has developed B neTvows syiem, six weeks afier
pregrancy being the carlien™
Pain is experienced; no anaesthetic is used in the
procedures that the hon. Member for Pembroke
described. Dr. Peter McCullagh, an  eminent
immunclogist, stated in London last November that
research on foetal nervous systems showed that pain
could be felt at eight or nine weeks, and perhaps
earlier. He said that babies could be in agony dunng
late abortions. We must consider those questions.
We cannot simply say that a child at 18 weeks is not
viable, therefore it has no rights. They are serious
issues and it is right 1o spend time explonng them.
A young Liverpool nurse, who was involved in a
late aboriion, wrole to me saying:
“&lthough the docior commences the infusion™—

she is referring to the prostaglandins—

“it's the nurses wha have the job of booking after the patient—and
gome of these are s sdvapond it's lke & nommal delivery.
Sometimes the foetus lives for & few minutes though the harsh
gontractions caussd by (e drugs have usaslly batered it io death,
1 don't know what is worse . . . those dome in (hsstne, wisere wou
seen the uierine contents being sucked into & bodle, o seeing the
brufsed bodies of thess alwavs perfocily formed foefused if 8
recerver on he wand ™

That is a corrupting and degrading business for nurses
and doctors, who should be there as defenders, not
destroyers, of life. We should be using their talents
to cradle hife, not to extinguish and snulf 11 out. We
should be using resources of some £13 million a year
in the National Health Service to save life instead of
to take it. 1 believe that the spirit of the 1960s is
essentially sclfish and does not prize human beings
as special, unigue, worthwhile and irmeplaceable bui
regards them as expendible raw material. Thatis why
we have challenged the climate of the times and why
we want the Bill to succeed.

6.45 pm

In moving the amendment, the right honourable
Member for Castle Point dealt with the disabied
child. We should return to that question before voling
on the amendment. Only § per cent. of late abortions
are because the child is handicapped. 1 find it

t that @ child should be aboried purely
hecause of disability. If the amendment did not make
progress on the position in the 1967 Act, like the
hon. Member for Pembroke 1 should not have felt
able to support it However, the amendment is
phrased to establish new criteria to ensure that the
seriousness of the handicap shown by the
amniocentesis test is sufficient to justify taking the
life of the disabled baby after 18 weeks gestation. A
practicing gynaecologist will have 1o be involved in
deciding about the seriousness of the dissbility, The
right honourable Member for Castle Point has also
drafled his amendment to ensure that the test has to
be case-specific. In future, the reason for the late
abortion will have to be made known. That will build
more accountability into the systern and will turn the
side of the eugenic practices that have been allowed
under the 1967 Act. At the same lime, 1t recognises
that we have not yet won all the debates on the issue.




There is no doubt thai we have not won the public
or parliamentary argument on the broad eugenic
question. 1 hope that we shall return 1o those
questions as the climate changes.

I mentioned in the anti-slavery movement earlier,
It ook 40 years—I think that you are more of an
expert on such matters than me, Mr, Cormack—io
change the climate that allowed skavery in this
country and to incorporate humanitarian legislation
on the statute book. Perhaps in another 20 years
abortionism will simply wither on the vine. None of
us wanis a return to illegal abortions, bul surely we
all want abortionisrm and the defeatism that it imphes
to disappear as a device 1o which people tum, In
future, perhaps people will put behind them the idea
that “care™ and “kill™ can be used as allermatives,
because they never can be. The disabled child is
entitled to our respect and our love, It is entitled 1o
have practical resources poured upon it. We must
challenge those who say that disability 15 a good
enough reason for a child to be killed. There would
be a public hue and cry if sex or colour were sufficient
grounds for abortion, but arguably that is also a
woman's right 1o choose, Yet we allow abortion on
the grounds of disability. That says more about us
and our country than about he disabled person.

Although we shall not win all the arguments on
the matter this time, like many hon, Members who
support the Bill I shall want 1o réturn to them in
years o come, We shall continue to challenge this
aspect and | want to put down 8 marker about that
now. | should not like 1o leave anyone under the
misapprehension that we are satsfied with the
amendment. We are satisfied that it answers public
and parliamentary opinion now and that we are
beginning 1o win some of the debates. Last October
a Gallup poll showed that only 40 per cent. of the
population agreed that Down's syndrome was not a
good enough reason for an abortion. Now 60 per
cent. agree with us. Public opinion and attitudes are
changing. There 15 a long way to go before we win all
the arguments, so in due course we shall return
io them. In the mean time, we shall suppon the
amendment

Cuestion pidt, That the amendment, as amended,
be made—

The Caommiitee divided: Ayes B, Noes 6.

AYES
Braind, Gir Bevmsrd
Hargremses, Mr. an
Mcloughlin, My Patrick
Widdscombe. Miza Ann

NOES

Gormian, Mri, Teniia
Richardeon, Jo
Auidduck. Josn

Abortion fAmendment) Bill

Advom, Mr, Darvid
Amaesa. M. David
Amos, Mr. Alan
BannaTt, Mr, Nicholas

Charyd, BArs, Apn
Dewran, Mr. Frank
Dosdaiy, Mildred

Cuestion accardingly agreed to.

Miss Widdecombe: On a poimt of order,
Mr. Cormack. You said that it would be in order for
me 10 raise a brief issue resulting from your ruling
this morning You ruled on the use of taped material
in Committee, but you extended that ruling by
referring to printed and other material, You used a
phrase 10 the effect that material used by Members
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should be generally available to the Committee, As
[ am & new Member and may wish to use material
in future, I should like clarification on that ruling.
which we said should stand as a precedent for other
Commitiees. Is it permissible for a'™Member to use a
letter, whose author does not wish to be revealed, or
a part of whose contents are confidential but which
the Member thinks would materially assist a
Commities, without having to make it generally
available?

The Chairman: [ am grateful to the hon, Lady. Of
course that is permissible. [ am sure that in our
parliamentary careers we have all had to respect
confidences like that It is accepted by &l hon
Members that an hon. Member may quole
specifically but sav that the document in hand is
confidential, Wherever possible, documenis should
be made available,

What prompted my remarks this moming in
response 1o comments made in Commitiee, was that
there has been a reference without quotation and the
medium of the cassette had been referred to, [ was
specific on that. If any ambiguity exists, 1 want to
take this opportunity to clarify matiers. No Member
is prevented from quoting from a confidential letter
that he or she has. All those procedures should be
ustd by hon Members with care, discretion and
discernment,

~ Ms. Richardson: | beg to move amendment Nao. 15,
m page |, ling 21, at end inseri—

“{3) Mothing in subsection (1) or (2) above shall make it
unizwful for o women's pregnancy 1o be Werminated by o medical
praciitioner in @ public hospiial or approved place 8¢ any time i
the practitioner carrying oul the terminstion is of the opinion
Tormed in good fith, thai it is immedsspely necessary to save the
woman's life or 1o prevent grave injury to ber physical heslth =,

I ask hon. Members to look at the words of the
smendment, [ wani 1o rr.r_hr o the Abortion Acl [967
becawse section 1{4) provides for a fall-back position.
Secuion 1(4) says;

“Subsection (3 of this secrlon, and o muech of suhsection {1)°
the grounds for abortion—

“as relabés 1o the opinion of fwo registered medical proctitioners,
shall pot apply 1o the ierminanon of a pregnancy by a registered
meedical praciitioner in a case where he is of the opinion, farmed
in good faith, that the iermination is immediately necesary to
save the life or 1o prevent gFave permanent infury to the phiysics)
ar menial hoalth of e pregnant woman ™

That iz lefi out of the Bill as amended. Subsection
{c} of the right hon. Gentleman's amendment states
“that the termunation™ and would be followed by
pari of subsection [(2¥b) of the Bill. T assume that
that pravision applies only up to the 28th week and
naot, as in the original Act, beyond the 28th week.

[ am not secking to sireich any provision but to
confirm the status quo, That subsection in the 1967
Act was included specifically for the rare occasions
when a doctor muest immﬂ:iLal.:]:.r—h:nrt only one
medical pracliliun:r is required—make a choice
about the woman's lifc or pormanent physical injury
and, it is hoped, save the lives of both mother and
child. The grounds are not described but that may
be necessary because of an accident. The abortion
statistics for 1986 show six such cases. [ do not know
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From the Principal Private Secretary 26 February 1988
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ABORTION (AMENDMENT) BILL

I have shown the Prime Minister your letter of 25 February
in which you report the Lord President's conversation with
Mr. Alton and Mr. Hargreaves about the progress of this Bill.

The Prime Minister has noted that the Lord President pointad
out that since 1979 this Government had made it a practice
not to provide additional Government time for any individual
Private Member's Bill, however worthwhile it might be. She
has alsoc seen that the Lord President made the paint that he
did not believe it would be proper for the Government to intervene
in Private Members' time to protect a certain amount of time
for consideration of a particular Bill.

The Prime Minister agrees with the Lord President's line
nere. She thinks that there can be no question of allowing
Government time or preferential treatment for this Bill.

I am copying this letter to Flora Goldhill |(Department

of Health and Social Security) and to Murdo Maclean (Chief
Whip's Offica).

L J;%
it

Ks AliSﬂn Smith;
Lord President's Office.
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ABORTION (AMENDMENT) BILL I"'l‘.l
E_,:. . II..g
On Tuesday afternoon, the Lord President saw David .-".Ih:un und Ken Hargreaves about the
progress of this Bill. Mr Alton said that he was considering whether to commit his Bill to a
Government Standing Committee which was no longer required for Government legislation,
but was not altogether sure that it would be to his advantage to do so. If he took that
course, those who opposed his Bill might try to ensure that Bills which were behind his in
the queue for Standing Commities 'C', received swill considerdation so that they could take
priority on the remaining days [or Private Member's Bills. For this reason he asked the
Lord President to arrange the sateguarding of a half-day out of the remaining Private
Member's time for consideration of his Bill. Otherwise, he feared that the procedural
devices available to the opponents of his Bill would prevent the House from reaching a
decision on' the matter.

The Lord President pointed cut that since 1979 this Government had, in the interests of
even-handedness, made it a practice not to provide additional Government time for any
individual Private Member's Bill, however worthwhile it might be. Nor did he believe it
would be proper for the Government to intervene in Private Member's time to protect a
certain amount of time for consideration of a particular Bill. So far as the committal of
the Bill to a Government Standing Commitiee was concerned, it would be for Mr Alion to
judge whether that was to his advantage. [f he did wish to do this, he pointed out that the
consideration of later Bills by 5tanding Committee "C' need not be an issue which was
determined solely by oppoanents to Mr Alton's Bill.

Mr Alton said that he was not prepared to protect his Bill by the use of procedural devices
such as blocking a Bill to which there was otherwise no objection. He believed that if such
tactics were required to provide his Bill with éven a chance of proper consideration, then
the public should be made aware of this and might feel that some change was called for in
procedure. He recognised the Lord President's position with regard to Government time,
but said that in his view he was not seeking Government time, but merely & guarantee of a
proper proportion of Private Member's time, considering his place in the ballot. He feared
that if his cpporents continued 1o use procedural devices to delay consideration of his Bill
and prevent the House from coming to a decision on i1, he believed that his supporters in
the country as 4 whole would not accept that this was the right way for the House, or the
Government, to proceed. He said that he feared he would ne longer be able to contain all
of his supporters and a campaign urging the Government to make time available for the Bill
was likely 1o be launched.

In conclusion, he and the Lord President agreed that he would keep in touch with Mr Alton
about the progress of his Bill.

| am copying this letter to Flora Goldhill (Private Secretary 1o the Secretary of State for
Social Services) and to Murdo Maclean (Private Secretary to the Chief Whipl

Lfé‘ws

4

th_ﬂl“"‘-

ALISOM SMITH

Private Secretary
N L Wicks Esq CBE -
PPS/Prime Minister
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B Wl

ABORTION (AMENDMENT) BILL

The Prime Minister discussed with the Lord Prasident
this morning his letter of 19 February about his Eforthcoming
meeting with Mr Alton concerning this Bill. The Lord Privy
Gaal, Paymaster General and Chief Whip were also present.

The Lord President said that there was some evidence of
filibustering to stop progress on the Alton Bill. To some
extent Mr Alton and his supporters had only themselves to
blame for this; they could always have objected to the
preyious Private Members' Bills, Mr Alton was well aware
that he would be able to put his Bill into a vacant
Government Standing Committee as Mr Powell had done with his
Unborn Children {(Protection) Bill in 1985. He was minded to
let Mr Alton proceed in that way provided that the
Government's business had paszsed through Committea. Ha
would not consent bto Government time for the measure,

The Prime Minister said that the Government should not
try to stop Mr Alton taking advantage of the facilities
which other Members had used in the past. The important
point was that the Government's business was not in any way
held up and that Government time was not given for this
maasura,

I am copying this latter to Mike Eland (Lord Privy

Seal's Office), Simon Judge (Paymaster General's Office)l,
Murdo Maclean (Chief Whip's 0ffice) and Trevor Woolley

(Cabinet Office). L kﬂ%
Nt U A

N.L. Wicks

Ms Alison Smith
Lord President's Qffice.
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ABORTION (AMEND ME"JT} Bl LL

Fallowing a li)ﬁlér from I‘.Iawd Alten, t'm: L-:-r-:l President ]|._.5 u;{rrzf_-:l to see him to discuss
the Standing Committee stage of this Bill, and a meeting is being arranged for
Wednesday of next week. In view of the 5+:-n5i:j'.'i'ti{l.5 attached to the Parliamentary
progress of this Private Member's Dill, | thought you might find it helpful to know the
position before thai meeting ook place.

At present, the Abortion (Amendment) Bill is still waiting to be considered by Standing
Committee C, which Is set aside for Private Mempers' Bills. This Standing Committees
currently has before it the Protection ol Armals (Amendment) Bill, and is due next to
consider the Licensing (Retail Sales) Bull, Both these Bills received Second Readings 'on
the nod' and might, therefore, seem likely to have very short Committee stages. Such,
however, has not proved to be the case so far, and there is some evidence of filibustering
in which some Government supporiers are involved. Mr Alton is, therefore, likely 1o
press his request for a Government Standing Committee to be made available for this
Bill.

When he sees Mr Alton, the Lord President intends to take the line that extended
discussion on certain Prwm& members' Bills to delay the consideration of a later one is 2
well-known and long-established tactic within the total amount of time provided for
Private Members' legislation. It is a point which Members fortunate in the ballot are
able to take into consideration, both in deciding the subjects for their Bills and in
determining their attitude towards Bills which are down for consideration shead of their
oW,

Mr Alton or one of his supporters could have prevented both the Bills mentioned earlier
reaching Standing Committee before His own, by @bjecting to their unopposed Second
Feadings. The Lord President will stress that there can be na fuestion of the
Lovernment's giving priority ta Mr Alton's Bill hu n_ﬂenlljg A new 'Shndln_;:l Ce‘rl“ll'r‘-|1_‘[PE" in
which it could be considered, or by allowing it into an e;us.mg “Government Et._tndmg
Committee while any Government Bill is waiting to go into Standing Committee.

Nevertheless, there will come a point - probably relatively soon before Easter - when the
number of Government Bills leaving Standing Committees will be preater than the
number waiting to start their Committee stapes, and some Government Standing
Committees will, therefore, become available. It is open to any Member whose Bill is
waiting to go into Committee to comtnit his Bill to one of those Commitiees for
consideration if he thinks it to his advantage. Mr Alton is well aware of this, and has
very much in mind Mo Enoch l-"'-:.'.-wr_ll s Unborn Children (Protection ) Bill which received
Standing Committes consideration in this way in (983 The only way in which this could
be halted would be if the Government brought forward further legislation 1o put before
that Standing-Committee; in which case consideration of the Private Member's Bill would
be adjourned.

Contd 2/, ..




The Lord President's view is that the Government should continue to maintain a neutral
stanee and_not seek to offer tactical assistance to the passage of any Private MERBEES
Bill. He believes, therefore, that the Government should not seel to assist or prevent br
Alton's Bill being considered by a Government Standing Commattee by altering the
arrangements we would otherwise make for the legisiative programme. In order o aveid
unnecessarily inflaming feelings on the matter among Mr Alton's supporters on the
Government side, the Lord President is inclined to present this to Mr Alton by saving
that the Government would not deliberately stand in his way if he put his Bill into a
Standing Committee which was not needed for Government legislation. If Mr Alton asks
which' Standing Committees have become available or when a Standing Committes s
likely to becorme 5o, he will be treated in the same wav 25 other backbenchers and given
mformation accordingly.

| am copying this letter to Flora Gaeldhill (PS/Secretary of State for Social Services) and
Murdo Maclean (P5/Chief Whip).

ot

f

KlUgo

ALISON SMITH

Migel Wicks Esq CBE
Principal Private Secretary to

the Prime Minister
IT Downing Street
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SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE INFANT LIFE (PRESERVATIO) BILL [H.L.]

I enclose a copy of the Report of the Select Committee
on the Infant Life (Preservation) Bill [H.L.].————

I know that one of the members of the Committes,
] Baroness Faithfull, has written to the Prime Ministeg about
{ the work of the Committee, and I would be grateful if you
xcﬂuld brifg this report to the Prime Minister's attention.

N,

iimuii 31u5L411

T, Mela,

_—

T V Mchan
Clerk to the Salect Committee

Mark Addieon Esg

Private Secretary to the Prime Minister
10 Downing Street

LONDON

SWl
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PRESS RELEASE - IMMEDIATE
24 November 1987 \““\\_

TORY WOMEN OFPOSE ALTON ABORTION BILL

Conservative women believe that shortion should be available up until rhe 24th
week of pregnancy.

At a meeting on November 19. members of the Conservative Women's ¥ational
Commi ttee recommended that the Infant Life (Preservation) Act ]92¢ he amended
to reduce the age of viability to 24 weeks from the present 28 wesks and Fhew,
therefore,. support the Bill currentlv in the House of Lords proposine axackly
thiz chanpe,

SR 3 AL ; y
[hev da not support the Alton Bill's proposalis of & 1imit on abortion of I8 weoks,

5 P e ] 3 R g N
irs Wendy Mitchell, chairman of CW¥NC, commented, "Ke do recognise that some peaple

have desply holy I g ] B l¥ 1A ol el g . ]

el ¥ teid moral and religious objections to abortion, but we Wisll Co ensure
b - L i e v i
that those women who need and want an sbortion can continue to have ope in safo

wedical surroundlpps.”

Fijm P - 3 " — - ¥ T
tor Further informations please contact Mrs Wendy Mitchell, Chalrman of CWNC

on QI=222 4000,

Chamman = CWHC TLLE. MRS WENDY MITCHELL OBE 5
A iaditanl Dipreier - O] MRS PATHECLE TTTH EER
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ABORTION

David Alton's Bill,; which proposes to reduce from Z6 weeks to
18 weeks the statutory period in which aborticons may be
performed aunder the 1367 Act, i8 not the sort of public
policy issoe on which the Policy Unit would normally express
a view. BAnd, indeed, thers is no common view within the Unit
upon i1t. This note, therefore, represents the personal
convictions of its signatories.

We support the Bill and believes that it commands broad
public sympathy. A Gallup poll has recorded 65% support for
it and another poll in the Guardian also produced a majority
favouring the Alton propesals. It is worth noting that half
of the Bill's responsesz are woman MPs.

In support of the principle advanced by the Bill, we note:

a) That EEC countries havedillqEFr abfffiﬂn 1£E}t than aur
own, and the Alton Bill wWould bring us more inte line
with the EEC average. Bweden, for instance, has an 1B
week limit with an exemption when the foetus is thought

ta be seriocously disahled.

A method commonly used in late abortions - namely,
breaking the child's spine and requiring the nurse to
reassemble the pieces = horrifies many people who might
otherwise be sympathetic to the "womens' right" case.
Recent evidence that at 18 weeks the aborted child can
feel pain and see light strengthens this revulsion.

The principle that at 18 weeks the unborn child is at
least a potential human being with at least some rights
is not only supported by many who reject the Christian




doctrine that life begins at conception, but it is also
consistent with international law.

The psycholegical and physlcal trauma experienced by
women who have had late abortions is well documented.

The disabled child dilemma

The Alteon Bill, if passed, would save the lives of 7,400
normal children who at presant are aborted late. But
argument will concentrate on the approximately 6,000 disabled

babies who are aborted. We have raised this point as a
o
matter of ifnormation with David Alten and he haa informed us

that he is prepared to compromise. He will put in an

exclusion clause allowing late abortions in the case of

severely disabled people at Committee stage,

That should satisfy the main opposition te the Bill.
John Moore has privately expressed interest in the
suggestlon.

Recommendation

We hope that you will support this Bill at Second Reading but
let your intention be known at this stage,

In partienlar, should you attach importance to the possible
amendment on the disabled child, you might take the
opportunity of an interview to axpress support for the Bill
with that proviso. That would have the useful effect of
forcing Mr Alton's hand and dividing opposition to the Bill.
Waiting for the Committee Stage to do this will ensure
maximum hostility to the Bill on a mistaken basis of
zafeguarding parents from the trauma of giving birth to a
severely disabled child.




In these circumatances we believe that there is a strong case

tor the Government's giving this Bill a fair wind.

BRLAN GRIFFITHS HARTLEY BOOTH JOHN 0O'STULLIVAN
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INFANT LIFE (PRESERVATION) BILL

You wrote 1o me on 17 Jdly sesking L Committee's
agreement to your proposals for handling Lord Houghton's
[mfant Life (Preservation) Bill. | understand that Willie
Whitelaw is content that the Bill should be reterred to a
Select Committes and with the line which it i5 proposed the
Government spokesman should take at Second Reading. | am
writing to confirm L Committee's agreement o yvour
proposals.

Copies of this letter go to the Prime Minister, members of H
and L Committees, S5ir Robert Armstrong and First
Parllamentary Counsel.
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JOHN WAKEHAM

The Rt Hon Douglas Hurd CBE MP

Hoame Secretary
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Rt Hon Douglas Hurd CBE MP

Secratary of State for the Home Department

Queen Anne's Gate

LONDON 2

SW1H 9AT <1 July 1987
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INFANT LIFE (PRESERVATION) BILL 5, L

I have seen your letter of 17July to John Wakeham and am econtent with
the line you propose.

My letter of 21 January to you discussed the problems which would arise
if an attempt were to be made to extend this legislation to Scotland, and
my views on this are unchanged.

[ am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, other members of L and H,
Sir Robert Armstrong and First Parliamentary Counsel.

MALCOLM RIFKIND

MCO202A%2




MR SHEREOQOURNE

ABORTION

Carcline asked us to have a look at the Prime Minister's
proposed amendments to Nigel Hawkin's (rather old) draft
letter on abortion.

I have had a word with the Home Qffice and DHSS about the
amendments she proposes to deal with her personal view on the
reduction in the present limit from 28 weeks to 24 weeks after

which the foetus is deemed to be viable.

H committee last year supported the idea of the reduction from
28 to 24 vweeks being incorporated into the Infant Life
Preservation Ackt, though they felt that to do so, even by way
of support for a Private Member's Bill, risked opening up the

whole issue of abortion.

A new development is that the Bishop of Birmingham yvesterday
introduced a Bill to achieve just this change of a reduction
from 28 to 24 wesks. The Government will be deciding how to
handle it soon, and DHSS - even though the Bill itself looks
OK = would prefer not at this stage to commit the Government
in any way. Of course they fear the Bill may be hijacked and
create great embarrassment for the Government, if they had

indicated their support Eor it.

The draft reply attached does not therefore include a sentence
an the 24 weeks point, I have however made a change or two to
bring out the point about Private Member's Bills. The

Prime Minister may be content to leave the reply general, in
this way, If only for the reascon that many of the letters she

receives will be hostile to abortion for any gestation period,

and there is not much point in offering them the comfort of a

4 week reduction (something which has in any case been put
into effect administratively in the WHS),




If the Prime Minister insists on wanting a piece on the 28 to

24 week period, I think we shall need to consult further with

DHSS and to agree a form of words with them.

Mark Addison

22 Decembar 1986
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DRAFT ON ABORTION

The Prime Minster has asked me to thank you for your
recent letter, in which you asked about the issue of abortion.
She has taken careful note of your strong views on this

subject,

Mrs Thatcher appreciates that abortion is a subject on

which many people hold, with equal sincerity, widely differing

views. As you will know, Parliament has decided that

abortions may lawfully be carried out in the circumstances
spacified in the 1967 Abortion Act. The Government considers
that facilities for abortion treatment should be available
within the Mational Health Service and that it has a duty to
saa that the safeguards in the Act are properly applied,

The Goverament collectively da not take any stance on the
moral issues of abortion, and we believe that the introduction
of any new legislation in this field is best kept to the
initiatives of Private Members.

MJI2ZCEH
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PRIVATE MEMBERS' BILLS: TIM SAINSBURY

PRIME ;d NISTER
4

There was A& report in today's Guardian (attached) that
Tim Sainsbury was considering dropping his original plans to
introduce a Private Member's Bill on asbortion. You will remember
that bBe came top 1n the ballot. DHIS say that this is indeed true.

Mr., Sailnsbury has been in touch several tTimes with their Ninisters

about the possibility of introducing an Abortion Bill, and had been

contenmplating going for a one clause Bill to bring the time limit

down to 24 weelks. He has now come under such pressure from the

——
abortion lobbies {(on both sides) that he 1s having second thoughts.

H
DHES will let us know 1f they hear any more.

But there is one problem which has arisen in the discussions
e T e—
which I might mention. Tim Sainsbury's original hope had been that
he would be able to restrict the Loag Title of hig Bill to the time
limit alone, s0 that amendments on more geperzl issues would have
Ty, -

been out of order, The DHSS lawvers have advlised thelr Minlsters,
oo this ogcagion ag 1n the past, that such a restriction of the lLong

Title is not possible, since changing the time limit means changing

opoe of the ecriteria in the 1867 ﬂUlJ and the Clerks at the House

take the wiew that however the Bill and the Long Title are draited,
the scope for amendments will remain falrly wide.

What this means is that the prospects for any one getting
through a short Bill to reduce the time limit - whiech I am sure
would have the support of wery many Members from all side= of the
house - look mixed at best. I fear that 1t is likely that Private
Members' time will be occupied by abortion for almost the whole of

another session of this Parliament - aod Cthat if it does oot happen

ﬂf

Eohis yeer, it -may well in 1881 783.

|

194 Decamber 1880
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Privy CouNCIL OFFICE

WHITEHALL. LONDON SWIA JAT

Chincellar of the DAuchy of Lancasear

20 March 1980

P
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Thank yvou for youir letter of 17 March about the Abortion
(Amendment ) Bill,

I need hardly tell you that I personally have a good deal of
aympathy with the aims of John Corrie’s Bill. But the policy
of successive Governments has been that as a general rule

1t is not desirable to give Government time to private members'
bills. tuite frankly, after four days' debate on the Heport
dtage, and after falling to win the closure during last Friday's
c¢ritical debate, I do not think its supporters could now
successfully mount a case for departing from that principle.

A )_\_\_ 1‘\% /)

e o —
J

Burney Havhoe Esq MP
House of Commons




From: Barney Hayhoe, MLP., House of Comnmons, London, 5. W.1.  Telor-z1g 4539

17th March, 1980

J 4
I would be grateful if you would let me
know whether there is any possibility of the
Government making more time available for the

: AL
Lorriie Bilil.

As you know there is considerable publie
interest in this matter and now that so ouch
parlliamentary time nas been spent 1t sEems A
great pity if a little more time is nob made
available in order to bring the matter to
some sort of comclusion.

The Bt., Hon. Horman St. John=5tevas M.P.




CONFIDENTIAL

oad PEERSONAL

PRIME WINISTER

THE ABORTION (AMENDMENT) BILL

1 have been talking to the Business Manapers about the
prospects for the Abortion Bill. There appears to be no chance
of it getting through the Commons in the remaining time
available Tfor Private Members' Bills, and so far as I can see
it is to =1l intents and purposes dead.

It will mot be discussed this Friday (7 March) because the
seatl Beltlts Bill is to come up again. Robert Tavlor's Bill on
Uprating of Child Maintenance Payments is still in play for
Friday 14 March, but he is being leaned on very heavily by the

o I

Leader of the House to withdraw his Bill. The Home Secretary

Tay also see him in an attempt to persuade him to drop his Bill.
If they suceceed, the Abortion Bill will come up again on 14 March.
1 have some very private indications from the Speaker's Office
that it is their view that there is plenty of scope remaining
for the Bill to be talked out. The Speaker feels in a difficult
“position following Willie Hamilton's Motion of Censure on him
for his handling of the Bill last Friday, and will not be

—

disposed to help it through. I should say in passing that,
g o —

as [ have E];Eadp told you, the Chancellor of the Duchy did all

he could to persuade the Spesker to hasten the Bill through,

and I understend - again very privately - that he used wvour
name in doing so. —

;=:=i!...III-I--—-

If the Bill is talked out onm 14 March, there 1s one more
Friday available in July. It is likely, although the supporters
of the Bill do not yet seem to have realised this, that there
will be a Private Members' Bill from the Lords which will be
taken in the Commons on that daw. [t follows that 14 Mareh is
make or bresk day for Mr. Corrie's Bill.

/ Feelings

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL

Ieplings now ran o high in the House about the content
of the Bill and the way in which 1t bha= been handled that I
see no hope of a compromise being reached. Any attempt would

be 1}.]1_|;'1,'..' to be met by obstruction by the hard core of opponents
oY The BI11. :

i‘u.j?l

You will also kave see. the piece in hodag'r Gadiay rparting

rmtﬁ*d"] 'ﬂﬂt-l.ﬂk.ll] Hi Cabiut's |::-|l'_ltu..-y:_-;},,,,.l o, The &l ad th decisim

nob F2 gie b Hag,
- r'jf

2 March 1980
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PARLIAMENTARY
AFFAIBS

ce%0) 6

Private Members'
Bille

CONFIDENTIAL

I The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in
the House of Commons during the following week.

& Conon Hewn f{ﬁ:x%o’fj A.2.-80

THE CHANCELLOR OF THE DUCHY OF LANCASTER said that it
was likely that, if proceedings on the Abortion (Amendment) Bill
were *estricted to the time allotted to Private Members' Bills,

even those parts of the Bill which commmanded a wide measure of
agreement in the House were unlikely Lo reach the Statute Dook.

It was likely that he would come under pressure to maka Government
time available.

THE HOME SECRETARY suggested that the Cabinet should reaffirm
the congiastent practice of Conservative Adminigtrations not to make
Covernment time available for Private Members' Bills. Otherwise
there would be continuing difficulties in resisting pressure to
provide time for individual Bille. In his own ficld he had in mind
the Hare Coursing (Abolition) Bill, which raised contenticus issues
between the arimal lobby and country Members.

In discugsion it was suggested that it would be better to defer an
announcement affecting the Government! g attitude to the provision
of time for the Abortion (Amendment) Bill. There would be public
criticism of Parliament if no decigion were reached on those
matters on which there wag a wide measuras of agreement. The
possibility had been canvassed of suspending the rule to allow debate
on the Bill to continue after 2. 30 pm on a Friday, On the other
hand, it was pointed cut that the promoters of the Bill had not bheen
willing to drop the controversial provisions of the Bill in order to
secure the passage of generally agreed provisions, Two or three
Fridays remained for debating the Bill, If action were taken to
suspend the rule for one Bill, there would be no defence to pleas
for similar action on other Private Members' Bills. Action to
extond the debate on the Abortion (Amendment) Bill would certainly
bring demands for similar treatment from the supporters of the
Road Traffic (Seat Belts) Bill.

THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up the discussion, said that it
was the clear view of the Cabinet thai Government time shounld not
be made available, nor should the rule be suspended, to facilitate
the progress of a Private Member's Bill.

The Cabinet -

1. Agreed that no Government time should be
made available for any Private Member's Bill, nor
should the Government move to suspend the rule,
to facilitate the progress of auch s Bill,

1

CONFIDENTIAL




PRIME MINISTER

I gather that yvou and the Chief Whip are
minded not to discuss the Government.!'s attituode
to the Abortion Bill in Cabinet.

You should know that the Chancellor of the
Duchy is preparing a minute Lo you suggesting
that all the options be kept open until Private
Members' time is exhausted, in the bope that

Mr. Corrie will then agree to compromise.

My gpuess is that he will want to answer
questions on the business statement by saving

that this is a hypothetical issue, rather than

by ruling out Government time. If you are
content for him to do this, no need to raise
it 1n Cabinet. If vou want him to adopt a
gtronger lline in public, you will need to get

it on the record with colleagues.

13 Fehruary 1580




PRIME MINISTER

I thought it would be helpful if I sent ¥ou this
private note on the chances of a further Private
Members® day Ior the Abortion Bill. As yvou will see
Irom the attached memorandum, it is gquite possible
that there will be, in addition to this Friday, two

further Fridayse awvailable for the Bill. 1 understand

that the sponsors, having got the first part of the

Bill, might then be willing to withdraw certaln parts

of the Bill to ensure its passage. In the circumstances

1 would stroogly advise you not to depart from the
line we agreed on the guestion of Government time for
the Bill and simply treat it as a question which has

not so far arisen.

In this way you will avoid & horpet's npest and T will
be saved considerable embarrassment. I have often
found in politics that the most intracnﬁﬁle questions
solve themselves 1f one allows them to do so0.

NEds.

M. St.J.8:
13 FPebruary 1980




The remaining Fridays for Private Members' Bills are as follows;

15 February

22 February

29 February

7 March

14 Mareh

4 July - this day has been so arranged for consideration
of Lords Amendments.

The adjourned debate oo Report of the Abortion (Amendment) HBill
has been set down for Friday 15 February.

The Road Traffie (Seat Belte) Bill ig likely to report Ifrom
Standing Committes 'C' tomorrow, Wednesday 13 February, &nd the
sponsor, Mr Neil Carmichael, is likely to set it down for
consideration on Friday 22 February.

1f, as seems likely, proceedings on the Aborticn (Amendment) Bill
are not completed on Friday 15 February, the sponsor, Mr John
Corrie, can nominate Friday 29 February for further consideration.

If the Road Traffic (Seat Belts) Bill is not completed on Friday
22 Febhruary, it could be set down for further consideration on
Friday 7 March or 14 March. It is conceivable, however, that
during the week commencing Monday 3 March, the sponsor of the
Concessionary Travel for Handicapped Persons (Scotland) Bill
might defer his Bill to a later date. This would leave the way
open for the Abortion Bill or the Road Traffic (Seat Belts) Bill
to be taken as first Order of the Day on Friday 7 March.

This (possibly) leaves only Friday 14 March and depending upon
the above could possibly result in the Bills being in one of
the following orders:

A (i) Abortion (Amendment) Bill
{ii) Hoad Traffic (Seat Belts) Bill

or B {i) Concessionary Travel for Handicapped Persons
(Scotland) Bill
(i1} Abortion (Amendment) Bill
(iii) PRoad Traffic (Seat Belts) Bill

Because of the Government's objections to Mr Robert Taylor's
Affiliation Orders and Aliments (Annual Up-rating) Bill, it is
not expected to make progress.

Mr Trevor Skeet's Youth and Community Bill is next in line after
Affiliation Orders and Aliments (Annual Up-rating) Bill in
Standing Commiltee 'C' and it is possible that it could report

in time for consideration on Friday 14 March. (8ee 8.0, attached).
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STANDING ORDERS

(4] The House, -.\":‘:‘!I-Jﬂ’ij__:nﬁ; G J'Fid!}'.
shall, at 15 rising. g adjourmed ool the
following Monday"without any gquestion beinp

prut f'f

-
Arrangenicnt of Public Busipess

G—(1) Save ‘a3 provided in thiz order
govermment business shall have precedence at
CVEry iting.

(2) Private Members® bills shall have pre-
cedende over povernment business on tem Fri- b
days in each session to be appoinied by the
House,

(7} Od and ifler the sevemth Friday on
which privals Members' bills have precedence,
such bills shall be arranged on the order paper 10
in the Following order:—

consideration of Lords amendments, third

|::'|||ir.z'\., fonGderation of reporis oot -31“-'-“'1_3'

eflered upon, adipurped procecdings op

considernlion, bills in progress in committes, 15

bills appointed for commilice, and s=cond

readings.

(4} The ballol for private Members® bills
shall be beld on the secomd Thursday oo which
the Tlouse shall sit during the session under?
arrangements 1o be made by Mr. Speaker, and
each bill shall be presented, by the Member
who hag given notice of presentation or by
anoiher Member named by him in writing fo

the

- STAMDING ORDERS i3

25 the Clerks at the Table, al the commencement
of public business on the Gfth Wednesday on
which the Hoose shall sit during. the session;

(3) Private Members® notices of motions and

private Membears® Bills shall Bave precedence,

30 in that ornder, over government business on ten
Fridays in cach sestion to be appointed by
the House.

{6} On four days other than Fridavs in cach
westion to he HFJ.'I-l:IiT'_Zl:'-Ij by the House privaie
15 Members” natices of motions shall have pioce-
dence uatil seven o'clock and, il 6ot previcusiy
convcluded, the proceedings thereon shall g
al thal hour and the Houzs shall then procesd
wilh governmenl business,

40 () Ballots for private Members® notices af
motions shall be held afier questions on soch
Wednesdoys as may be appvinted by the House
il respect of motions having precedence on
Fridays; and on such dave s tnay be

45 appointed by the Honee in respect of motions
baving precedence on  days “other thap
Fridays. Notice of & subject 1o be rzised on
any motion for which a ballot is held in pur-
subnce of this parsgriaph may be piven ag the

50 Tabie or in the Table Office not Jess than aine
days before the day on which the notjee of
motion is 10 have precedence.

(8) Until afier the fifth Wednesday oa which
the House shall sii during the cesion, oo

Fell i"-' nig

14 STANDING ORDERS

private Member shall pive notice of 3 moation €8
for leave to bring in & bill vnder Standing
O:der No. 13 (Motions for Jeave to bring in
“bills and nomisation of select commitiees at
commencement of public business) or for pre-
seoting a bill under Standing O:der No.o 3760
(Presentstion and firs n;-.ild_i_r:g]_




PRIME MINISTER

Abortion Bill

Tou might want to put the policy on handling the Aborticon Bill
on the record at Cablnet. You could say that there wags one further
point on this week's business, namely how we should react to
suggestcions that the Government might provide time to ensure a
full debate on the Abortion Bill. You had discussed this with the
Chancellor of the Duchy and the Chief Whip and it was yvour clear
view that the Government should not provide time for the Bill, and
that we should make this clear if asked in the Houge., On the
Bill itself, of course, Ministers would want to vote or abstain

aecardi ig to conscience.

l\ﬁﬁ

iﬁl do not Lhink you would be on safe ground to say that there

are no precedents for Conservative Governments giving time for
PFrivate Members' Bills. &Some researches suggest that there are
gquite a lot of examples of previous Conservative Governments helping
through Private Members'Bills in one way or another. I could let
you gee a list if you liked./]

6 February 1380
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 4 February 1930

I attach copies of an exchange of
correspondence between John Corrle and the
Prime Minister, which the.Prime Minister
thought the Leader of the House might like
LD Bes,

I am copying thi= letter and its
enclosures to Don Brereton (DHSS).

John Stevens, Esq.,
Office of the Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancastar




10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER 4 February 1980

1L

Thank you for your telegram, also signed by several

other Members, about the Abortion (Amendment) Bill.

I supported the Bill on SBecond Reading but hoped
and expected that there would be 3 number of amendments
in Committee. 8o far these have not been made. But of
course there 1s still the Report Stage. Much will depend
on that,

John Corrie, Esg,, M.P

"




PRIME MINISTER

John Corrie and the other main backers
of the Abortion Bill have sent yvou this
telepgram, If vwou do oot reply at all, 1
am sure they will interpret it as & sign
ef vour coptinuing support for the Bill.
1T sou do reply, the terms of your reply
are very likely to become public and to

rocoive mich attention.

I attach a draft which yvou might like
to send; I suspect, however, that wvou
might want to write yvour own letter to

lir. Corrie.

If vou agree, I should like permission
to send coples of vour letter to ¥r. Jenkin
and the Leader of the House. May 1 please
do =07

_QGHLL. LGS

L]\ W"’_:

1 February 1980




10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER

Thank you for your telegram, also signed by several other

Members, abouf the Abortion [(Amendment) Bill,

£

I thinkfit onl fair to voulthat 1 shou
I gupported/y i Sac EHdlnﬂ,

that the i € 1 Eﬁ'hF change
lurther i

gonal one, the Bill needsfamend-

John Corrie, Esq., M.P.

he Bill

riflew with




i i '|L-':..I:|q_l‘\-'t-Er= "'__-',.H.J- “_I
Jﬂ Gl Tl ET%{J 1:'?: ?lﬁ
Ehpn oine L[’IZL}J.IR.I Maals
10 DOWNING STREET i "“'_*I:ﬂ_-l’i, ank el )
“g4 ]

From the Principal Private Secretary

JlJanuary 1980

When the Chancellor: of the Duchy of Lancaster ealied upon
the Prime Minister yesterday evening they touched upon the following
subjects.

Abartion [Amendment) Bill

The Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster sald that whien Lhe
possibility of providing Government time for Mr. Corrie's Bill had
been ralsed, he had said that this was a hypothetical guestion,
KHonetheless, the Bill was not like an ordinary Private Member's Bill:
rather, it dealt with a major social guestion, and he thougit that it
was right that the Houss should have an opportunity to discusz it fully
and to coms to A decision. To pravide Governmen! time Ffor the Bill
nasd not encroach opon the Government's lepiglative progromme, Tor if
could be put on pfter 2200, IT the Eill failed because tho Goveromant
did not provide time for it, there would be a very strong reaction
against the Government from the whole Catholiec population. The
Government should have the potential politieal reopércussions in mind.
If it was decided that the Government should not find time . the very
least it should do was not to make its decision koown now but o wiait
and see how Mr. Corrie's Bill progressed on 8 and 15 Tebruary.

The Prime Minister said that she could not regard
Hr. Corria's Bill as sul penerlis amongst Private Members' Bills. If
the Government provided Cime for it, this would --oped the flood gates
and the Government would find it impossible to resgsist similar demands
for other Private lembers' Bills. -Amplé time was in facl provided for
Private Members' Bills generally, and she understood that there were
two Fridays in February for Mr. Corrie's Bill and possibly a third
later. She knew that the Labour Government had given time for Private
Members' Bills on abortion but oo Conservative Government had ever
provided time for Private Members' Bills, There was no question
whatever of Government time being provided for Mr, Corrie's Bill.
She was, however. ready to agree that this decision should not be
announced for the time being, though if she was herself asked point
blank, she would find it difficult not to make it clear what her wview
.was, It was important that Government spokesmen should not refer to
the precedents under the Labour Government since to do so might be
taken as a hint that the present Governmeni was thinking of providing
time.

Jjochool Transport Charges




Schoal Transport Charges

The Chancellor of.the Duchy of Lancaster said that in
congidering the Catholic reaction to any faillure of Mr.. Corriets Bill
to gat throucgh, the Goveroment should bear in mind that the Catholie
community was in 8 faver about the proposed charpes for =chool
trangport. Catholic children would be disproporiionately subject to
the charges because, over the country as a whole, thev had to travel
further to get to Cetholie gchools than did the non—Catholie gehool
population to go to non-denomingtional schools. Put it was the case
that dissatisfaction with the new charges went wider than the
Catholie community: the rural population generally were opposad to
them, and the Covernment was losing the propagaasds baltle shout them,

The Prime Minister said thet it was & mistake to link
dr, Corrie's Bill with the issue of charpes for school transport. As
regards lhe latter, she believed thalk the controversy would die down
before long. Local authorities were sensitive to local fealing. and
Catholics and other seclions of the community would be re-assured when
they saw what was actually done., There was no cbligation on local
authorities to make savings on school transport and it was open to
them to make economies elsewhere in their programmes if they so wished.
In any case, even if 3 saving of E20 million W4f:=-ﬁﬂh: = mme
£100 million would continue to be spent on scheool transport.

MPs' Pay and Allowancss

The Chancellor of the Duchy of lancaster said thzt he would

shortly be circulatinz a nole on the izst Doyle Heport om MPs' Pay

and Allowances. He w23 goeing to talk to the Executlive of the 1522

Committes about the Beport.

The Prime Minister walcomad the ding T bacl 1
thne soundings ol backbench

r

opinion which Mr. St. John Stevas was proposing to taks,

I am sending a copy of this letter to Murdeo Maclean
(Chief Whip's Office).

J., W. Stevens, Esq.,
OUffice of the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster.




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary o | JH;H Ty 1880
. w la ¥ r

When your Minister called on the Prime Minister this
afternoon, they had a brief discussion about the Abortion
Bill. Dr. Vaughan said that in several respects the Bill
was unsatisfactory and he and the Secretary of State for
Soclal Services were taking the view that they eould not
support it in its present form. However, there was-.
consliderable support for it amongst Gmuernment baekbenchers,
and there was pressure on the Government to provide
Govarnment time for it. He was taking the line that this
would not be poszible.

The Prime Minister said that she apreed with this
general line. Ag ‘a matter of principle the Sovernment
eould not fiod time for Private Members' Bills. The
case for finding time for the Abortion Bill was even
weaker, given that in its present form it was likely
to create divisions amongst the Government's supporters.

I am sending copies of this letter to John Stevens
(Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster's Office) and David
Wripght (Cabinet Office).

Jeareny Enight, Esg.,
Department of Health and Social Security.




PRIME MINISTER

THE ABORTION (AMENDMENT) BILL

The briefing you saw yesterday 1s aL Flag A. A copy of
Mr. Corrie's Bill and the 1967 AclL are also attached.

The object of the meeting is to agree with the Chancellor
of the Duchy the Govermment's policy towards the handling of
the Bill and, in particular, the line he will take in responsae
Lo the inevitable questions on the Business Statement tomorrow.

Tou should know that the business managers are engaged in
i scheme to provide a third FPriday for discusesion aof the Abortion
Bill by manipulating proeceedings in Standing Committee C. The
proposal is that Rabert Taylor, whose Affiliation Orders etc. Bill
took third place in the gueue, should withdraw his Bill =at Jjust
the right moment to provide a third Friday for the Abortion Bill.
The Chief Whip is trying to be helpful to the sponsors in gilving
them this extra time, but also has in mind the need to provide a
good defence if the Government refuses to provide extra time
because the Bill does nol gel through in Private Members' time.
The Chief Whip is uneasy about discussion of this scheme in Cabinet

tomorrow, because he thinks it would be leaked.

At the moment, there is no prospect of Mr. Corrie agreeing
to f&bllllﬂtﬂ the passage of the Bill by accepting amendments of

the sort thﬂL Lhe 1rmfassinn and you wnuld like. The opponcnts

of the Bill are well organised and might well be able to talk
it out, even if the three Fridaw are provided. There is a mass
lobby of Parlliament by Supporters of the Bill today.

Ideally, I hope that it may be possible for you and the Chancelloy
of the Duchy to reach agreement that he will say tomorrow that
Government time willlﬂgﬁ be provided. But it may be very difficult
te persuade him to do this, given the negotiations he has already

You could also explore with h1m
1the pDEthlliLy that Mr. Corrie might be prepared to compromise, but
! this does not look a fruitful line at the moment.

lﬂi

30 January 1880




THE ABORTION (AMENIMENT) BILL

The affect of the Bill

Ve The Bill as amended in Committees would make the following
changes bto the 71967 Act:
 — |

——

A. gbortion, save for the purpose of preserving the

- i——— » . - . I -
mother's life or preventing permanent injury to her or

the birth of a seriously handicapped child, would not

be lawful if the pregnancy had lasted 20 waeks or more
{ﬁfhﬁfﬁsent there 18 no limit, but a fggﬁéggble pre-—
sumption established by the Infant Life Preservation Aect
effectively sets 28 weeks as the uppermost limit except

where the mother's life iz at stake);

o the criterion for abortion (other than to preserve
the mother's life or prevent permanent injury to her or
the birth of & seriously handicapped child) is amended
to refer to a risk of "seriocus injury" (instead of

"injury") from contimuance of the pregnancy "substantially
greater" (instead of "greater") than if the pregnancy were
terminated;

G.e reduction below 20 weeks of the gestational limit

may be made by order subject to positive resoluntion:

d. the "conscience clause" is amended by intreoducing
reference to "religiouns, ethical or other grounds" and

by removing the burden of proof from the objector:

8. the Secretary of State is required to withdraw
approval from a private anursing home approved under the
1967 Aet if there are associations between the controller
of the home and anyone who provides coumselling or advice
t0 pregnant women;




cartain officers of bodies corporate are made liable

cifences committed by Buch bodies:

£ the time limit for summary proceedings is redefinaed
by reference to the date on which sufficlient evidence
comes to knowledge subject to an absolute limit of thraa

BATE.
g

Viewa of [DHGS Ministers

2. A= to 1(a) above, DESS Ministers believe that 20 weeks is

too low., HNo baby certainly delivered at less than 24 weeks has
- v i A o -
yet been shown to be capable of independent existence. This

seems the appropriate figure to use at thise stage. In practice
few abortions are carried out after 20 wecks but these include
some where the reasons are compelling. Medical crganisations
have confirmed their view that 24 weeks should be the limit.
They, like Ministersa, are content with the exceptions provided
Lopen-ended for danger to the mother's life or of permanent
damage to her health; effectively up to 28 weeks for risk of
serious handicap in the child - Mr Steel's amendment would reduce
this to 24, and would mske this the limit where the mother's

health - not life - was at risk).

Ba As to 1(h), medical organisations deo not wish the existing
criterion to be changed. The amendments might have little legsl
effect, strictly interpreted, but would add to doctors' uncertainties
about what must often be a diffieult clinical decision. On

balance the practieal sdvantage lies with the wording already
established. (Mr Steel's amendment goes further in the opposite

direction).

4. Az to 1(e), the provision is unrealistic if 20 weeks stands.
o S

—

If 24 is substituted, it is reasonable to add this provision.

5. As to 1(d), the changes are generally acceptable to the
professionas, though a special provision is needed for Scotland
and & draft has gone to Mr Corrie (at his reguest, with a number

of "fechnical" amendments). Mr Steel's amendment would leave the
burden of proof on the objector.




6. As to 1(e), the clause as it stands would have some unintended
(we believe) consequences, and a revised clsuse has gone, at

his reguest; to Mr Benyon. The purposae is to outlaw financial
links between referral agencies and nursing homes. DHS3 Ministers
accapt that such links can b2 undesirable but do mot belisve that
legislation is necessgary. Where undesirable links appear they can
Rlready be, and are, dealt with under adminigtrative srrangements.
The clause wonld certainly interfere with the existing arrange-
ments of the charities, BEAS and PAS, who tske the view that they
could not satisfactorily reorganise their affaire to comply with
such a provision. It would require counselling fees to be raised
to & level which would seem daunting to many who now seek the
advice of the advisory bureaux managed by these bodiez, Mr Steel's
arendment weuld leave out this elause.

7. A3 to 1(f), this provision is unexceptionable, though
Mr Gteel's amendment would leave it oub.

8. 4s to 1(g), DHEE Ministers strongly favour this provision.
Under the law as it stands, summary prosecution has to he under-
teken within six months of the offence. This can result in
difficulties in prosecuting, eg doctors who delay submitting
reports of abortions carried ocut. Mr Bteel's amendment would
leave the law as it now is.

2. Ancther amendment supplied to Mr Corrie at his request would
provide for the Bill to come into force on dates to be aprointed.
As the Bill stands it would come into force on Royal Assent,
except for the provision referred to at 1(e), which would come

into force six months later. There would be adventage in giving
the medical profession a short time to mssimilate changes in the
Law hafeore they take effeact.




Parliamentary Prospects

10. The strength of Farli am;ntavv ap“&51tLan to moast of the

Bill's provisions is shown by the “rumber of signatures to the

Early Day Motion 349 put down by Mr W W Hamilton. There seems
T
l1ittle doubt that he and his fellow signatories would be

prepared, and able, to talk through two Fridays.

| f the Bill feils, the generally agreed substition of an
upper limit 24 wnpxs pestation for the generality of

abortions will he _nat, a8 will the desdirable change in the

time limit for progsecutions and a eclarification (recommended

by the Soliecitor General) of the protection of non-medical staff
agsisting in abortions carried out by methods of medical induection,
which might have been inserted in the Lords. We had thought at
this stage to find a means also of suggesting a clarifying amend-

-

ent to the regulation-meking powers in saction 2 of the 1967 Act.

12 The Leader of the Homse has referred to the precedent for
providing Government time. The demand would be substantial if
the contentious clauses remain. The need could almost certainly
he removed if the sponsor were to agree, and sufficient backing
were assured in the House,

a) to substitute 24 weeks for 20 (Mr Corrie earlier
. . - - . -‘_._
indicated willingness to do this);

b) to revert to the present form of the criterion;

and

2l to legve out both the clause now 1n the Bill
relating to links between sdvisory buresux and
nursing homes and the revised clause Mr Denyon 1s
considering.




Mr Corrie would be left with the credit for an enactment which
gives effect to up-to-date medical thinking about gestational
limits and provides for response to Tuture developments by
subsldiary legislation; pubs staff with conszeientious
cbjections in a formally stronger position: and strengthens
the

secretary of Btate's position in exercising contrdl of

1
done under the Act without imposing unnecessarily
ble provisions by statute.
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NOTES FOR SUPFLEMENTARIES ..

14 DID THE ORGANISATIONS YOU CONSULTED GENERATLY WELCCHME THE BILLY

Hot all organisations gave geéeneral views tut, of those thatl did, the
overwhelming direction of their general comments was that the

1967 Abortion Act had provided in practice a reasonable framework
for an, unhsppily, necessary service. This comment was made
particularly by medical organisations and the Teams of officers
responsible for gservice delivery in the NHS. They and othears were
goncerned That more reatrietive legislation might affect the most

vulnerabla.

WHAT DID THE ORGANISATIONS SAY ABOUT THE FROFOSAL TO INTRODU
SNERAL UPPER TIME LIMIT OF 20 WEEKS?

Tew orgsnisations objected to the principle of an upper time 1imit

but there was considerable comment about point at which the time

limit should be set. ©OSome organisations thought 20 weeks was right

but ezach medical orpanisation favoured 24 weeks and several assccisted
ks

themselves with the comment of the Royal Gollege of Cbsteiriclans

and Gynaecologists which was thet 1T scemed 7l tei=

Yeass BEnsible to limit the maturity at which abortion 15
authorized teo that point where viability could reascnably be
inferred provided that this creates gatisfactory framew:
for antenatal diagnosis. We considersd. i 2 weeks did,
at present and for the forseeable future represent the stage
of pregnancy at which en expelled foetus might have a

praspect of survival™

HaS THIS VIESd HAS BEEN MODIFIED FOLLOWING ALLEGATIONS OF THE
AT A

SURVIVAL FOR A FERTOD OF & 235 WEEKS INFANT AT UNIVERSITY
COLLEGE HUOSFITALY

/ The infant died aged 5 weeka: I upderstand

evidence that the period of gestation was not less than 24-25 wecks

but
¥
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o, the Hoyal Gollege of Obs Leians and Gynaocologlists 18 amon:s

ol B

the bodies to have re-affirmed their view after that. '.

4. DID ANY ORGANISATION OFPPOSE THE PROFOSED CH! -._? I CRITERIA
(IE THE .-_q.n_l_.-._..'.'l;'.'." THAT THERE SH0ULD BE *SUBSTANTIAT: RISK
OF SERICUS INJURY' )?

All medical and all mursing organiscations awmd

officers which commented upon this provision

partieular, the medical organisations opposed the substitution of

an absolute for a comparative measure of risk,

2 WAS THERE FELT TO BE A NEED FCR A STATUTCRY SYSTEM OF LICENEING
FOR FREGHANCY ADVICE BUREAUX?

There was a genersl acceptance of the need for mornl ot disagree-
ment about whetier The detsils of that ocontreol

be set out in statute.
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ABORTTON LAW REFORM

':ll Mr W W Harmilton (La. Central Fife)

To ask the Secretary of State for Social Services, what recent
representations he hag recelived on abortion law reform from the

professional, medical and nursing organisatiens.

D GEHARD VAUGHAN

Following the introduction of the Abortion (LAmendment)

gought the views of the major organisations professi
concerned with sbortion. Their comments on the

gurmariséd by the Department and The summary made

Library and t¢ Members of the Btanding Committee. BGince the
Bill completed its Committee Stege the British Medicsl
che Hoyal College of CUbstetricians and ynascologists

British Peediatric Association heve re-affirmed the views they
had previously expressed. Coples of the summary of views Temain

aveilable in the Library of the House.




Abortion (Amendment) Bill

- ARRANGEMENT OF CLAUSES
D
|, Amendment of section | of principal Act,
Termination of pregnancy without regard to time limit
under seciion | in certwin prave cases.
Amendment of section 4 of principal Act.
Withdrawal of appraoval of premises.
Otffences by bodies corporate.
Time lemit for commencement of summary proceedings.
Intérpretation,
Short title, citation, extent und commencement,

(Bill 110]




Abortion { Amendment)

A

Bl vk

AS AMENDED BY STANDING COMMITTEE C]
T 0

Amend the Abortion Act [967; to make [urther AD. 1973
provisions with respect to the termination of pregnancy
by registered medical practitioners; and for connected
PUFPOSES.

with the adwvice and conseat of the Lords Spisitoal and
lemporal, and Commons, in this present Parliament
assembiled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:—

Bi_' i FeacTED by the Queen’s most Excellent Majesty, by and

§ 1.—(1) In subsection (1) of section 1 of the principal Act Arendment
(medical termination of pregnancy) for puragraphs (@) and (&) :'5 “:r';ﬂ?,'h:l
there shall be substituted the following paragraphs— ,.“_f =

“ (@) that the pregnancy has lasted for less than 20 weeks;

and

10 {h) that the continennce of the pregnancy would involve risk
tor the life of the pregnant woman, or of serious injory
to the physical or mental health of the pregnant woman
of any cxisting children of hor family, substontially
greater than if the pregnancy were terminated.

15 (2) In subsection {2) of that section for the words * paragraph
(@)™ there shall be substituted the words * paragraph (&) "

(Bl 110 45/




Tefmnatian
of presnancy
without regnrd
o tirme limit
under =ection 1
in cortain
BV GRSES.

Alartion [ Avvendment)

(3} In subsection (3} of that section
{a) for the words from {he beginning to ™ carried ” thers
shall ke substitoted the words ™ This section appliss
only where the treatment for the termination of the
prernancy 15 . and
(5} for the word * section ™ in the spcond place where it
occurs there shall be substituted the word * Act ™,

(4) For subsection (4) of that scction there shall be substituted
the Tollowing subsection-

“(4) The Secretary of State may by order made by 19
statutory instrument substitute 8 lower number for the
number of weeks for the tme being specified in paragraph
(a) of subseciion (1) of this-section; but no sych arder shall
be made unless a drafi of the ouder has been lad belore
Parliament and approved by rescobution of cach House of 15
Parliament."

2 —{1% The following sections shall be inserted after section 1
of the principal Act—
* Medical [A—1} Subjcct to subsection {3) of this section, a
s e rson shall not b iltv of an offence under the law 20
of arepmars pE L5 il na T?P:LI % : HTenca _|'I i
to preserve.  relating: (o abortion or child destroction when a
}I.rﬁft::* pregnaney B terminated by a8 registered medical
i practifionsr if two regstered medical pracutioners
are of the opimion, formed m good faith,—
{a) that the termination i necessary to prescrve 25
the life or o prevent grave pormanont ey
io the phvsical or mental health of the
pregnanl woman;, and

(5 where the method of termination osed 15 one
which would necessarily involve or be likely 3
to involve the destruction of the life of a
child which is or may be capable of being
born alive, that the use of anyv other method
of termination would invobve sabstantially
greater rizk to the Ife or of wmjury o the >
phyvsical or mental health of the pregaant
WA N.

(2) The opimion of two remstered medical practi-
tromers shall not be required for the purposes of sub-
section (1) of this section m any case where the 40
registered madical practitionsr terminating the preg-
nancy is of the opinion, formed in good faith, —

{z) that the termination 15 immediately necessary
for any purpose mentioned in paragraph (a)

af that subsection: and 15

Abgriion { Amendment)

(&) where paragraph (B} of that subseciion applies,
that the use of any other method of termina-
tion would involve such a sk as is mentioned
in that paragraph.

{3} Section 1(3) of this Act shall apply for the
purposes of this section, except in a case within sub-
sectian (2 of this esclion,

Medical

TEF e sl a el

uf pregnuncy
10 L preveant

|B.—{1} Subject (o gubsecton (23 of this section, a
person shall not be guilty of an offence under the Taw
: refating to abortion when a pregnancy is terminated
IL‘LLI*’:E 4 by a registered medical practitioners if two regisicred
o T medical practitioners are of the opinion, formed in
good Tawlh,—

{ar) that there is a substantial risk that if the child
were born it would suffer from such physical
or mental abnormalities 83 to be seriously
hendicapped; and

{5} that, where the ermination takes place in
Scotland, the prepnancy has lestod for loss
ram 28 wesks,

(2. Section 1(3} of this Act shall apply for the
purposcs of this section.”

(2} In section X 1Ma) of that Act, for the words * gagtion 1™
there shall be substituted the words " any of the preceding
25 provisions T
(3) In section A(1) of that Act, lor the words ““section 1"
there shall be substituted the words = =ections | te |B ™,

(4} In gection 5(1) of that Act—
{r) ut the beginning there shall be inserted the words * Except
) ns provided by section | A of this Act™: and
(5} at the end there shall be added the words * and nothing
in that section shall be taken as prejudicing the operation
af the proviso to section | of that Act ™,

(3 In section M2} of that Act, the words * section | of ™ shall
35 be onitted.

() In-sechion & OF that Act, after the definition of ** the law
relating (o abortion ™ there shall be inserted the following
definition

" ihe law relating 1o child destruction ™ means section 1
41 ol the Infanl Life {Preservation) Act 1939 "




Jumendmeani
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Asoetioer {Aniendrend)

d. section 4 of the principal Act shall be amended —
(@) in subsection (1) by—

(i) adding after the word ** objection ™ where it first
acelrs the words * on religious, ethical or any other
grounds.™: and

(it} leaiving out the proviso: and

[} by leaving out gubsection (3),

4.—(1} If the Secrctary of State is satisfied that o person is
carrying on a service of providing counselling or edvice to pregnant
women or isemploved by such a person and— ]

() 15, or has been at any tme within 3 period of six months
previously, carrving out treatment for the termination
of pregnancy at a place for the time being approved
under section 1(3).of the principal Act or emploved at
stuch-a place, or 15

(f) 15, ar has bean at any time within a petied of gx months
previcisly, associnted wilh A person carmymg out treat-
ment for the ermination of prégnancy at-a place for
the time beingg approved under séction 1{3) of the
principal Act A

he shall withdraw his approval onder the said section 1(3)

(2) For the purposes of subsection (1) of this section, a persen
i assoctated with-another person if
(e} where boih persons are bodies corporate

(i) the. dame person is 2 controller of both, or 425
person is a controller of one and persons who are his
assopcigtes, or he and persons who are his associaley,
mre controllers of the other; or

(1i) a grioup of wo or more persons is a controller
of ench company, and the gproops either consist of the 30
ame persons or could be regarded as consisting of
e same persons by treating (In one or mMore cases) a
member ol either group ss replaced by a perzon of
whom b 15 an associate, of

(b whereone of the persons is & body corporiate, if the other 35
person 15 a controfler of it or if that perzon and persons
who are is associates together are controllers of it or

(¢} an apreement exists between the persons with regard 1o
the refermal by one of the other of pregnant women for
treatment for termination of pregnancy, or 40

() one person has received, or has been promised, a financial
inducement in relation (o the reférmal by ona to the other

of pregngnl women for treatment for termination of
Pregnancy,

| Afarsion { Anvemdmeni)

{3 The Sccretary of State may by order made by statutory
instrument amend subsection (2) of this section sosms to add
further eategories but un order under this subsection shail be of
na cffect unless g dreeft of the order has been Inid before and
approved by each House of Parliament.

5. Where an offence under sections 58 and 59 of the Oficnces
against the Person Act 1861, the Infani Lifo (Preservation) Act
1929, the principal Act, or this Act of against any regulalions
made under those Acts, which has been commitied by a body
corporate is proved to have been commitied wilh the consent or
sannivance of, or to be dtiributable to any neglect or mis-
representation on the part of any director, manager, secretary nr
other similar officer of the body corporate or any person who
was purporting Lo act in any such capacity he, as well as the body

15 corporate, shall be guilty of that offence and ghall be hable o
be procecded against and punished accordingly.

6.—{ 1) Motwithstanding anything in seclion [4 of the Magis-
trates” Courts Act 1952, summary proceedings in England and
Wales for an offence under section 2{3) of the pringipal Act may,

20 sublect to subsection (3) befow, be commenced at any tme
within the period of six months beginning with the date on which
evidence sufficient in the opinion of the prosecuter to justify the
proceedings comes 1o his knowledge.

(2} Notwithstanding anything in section 331 of the Criminal
35 Procedure (Seotland) Act 1975, summary procoedings in Scotland
" far any such offence may, subject 1o subscction (3) below, be
commenced at any Lme
() within the period of six months beginning with the date
" om which cvidence sufficient in the opinion of the
prosecutor to justify the proceedings comes 1o his
knowledpe: or
{#) where such evidence was teported to him by the Seceetary
of State within the period of six months beginning with
the date on which it came to the knowledpe of the
15 Secretary of State,
and subsection (3) of the said section 331 shall apply for the
purposes of this section as it applies for the purpose of that
section.
(3) Mothing in this section shall authorise the comnmencement
40 of proceedings for any offence after the expiration of the period
of threz vears beginning with the date on which the offence was
committed.
(&) For the purposes of this section ¢ certificate signed by or
on behalf of the prosecutor or, us the case may be, the Scoretary
45 of State and stating the date on which such evidence a5 aforesaid
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Aborrice { Amerdmenr)

came t0 his knowledge shall be conclusive evidence of that fact:
and a certilicale staling that fact and purporting Lo be 50 signed
shall be deemed to bz 5o signed unless the contrary is prowed.

{3 In relation to offences commitied before the coming into
force of this section, neither subsection (1) nor subsection (2)
above shall apply if the time allawed for taking the proceedings
has already expired before this seotion comes into forcs.

Inferpretation T In this Act unless the context olherwise requires ** the
(967 . &7 prncipal Act™ means the Abortion Act 1967,

Shert title, B.—{1) Thiz Act may be cited as the Abartion {Amendment)
citation, Act Y80, and this Act and the principal Act may be oited

extent and together a5 the Aboriion Acts 1967 and 1980,
COMEmEnCe=

mendt. (2} This At does not extend to Narthaen Ireland,

(3] Section 4 of thiy Act shall come into Torce at the expiration
of six months begnmng with the date of the coming into force of 15
the remainder of this Act,
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Abortion Act 1967

1967 CHAPTER 87

An Act to amend and clarily the law relating to
terminition of pregnancy by registered medical
practilioners. [27th October 1967]

E IT ENACTED by the Queen’s most Excellent Majesty, by
and with the advice and consent of the Lords Spiritual
and Temporal, and Commons, in this present Parlinment

assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:—

1.—(1) Subject to the provisions of this section, a person shall Medical
not be guilty of an offence under the law relating to abortion when L"f"”'“’“““
& pregnancy is terminated by a registered medical practitioner i i i e
two registered medical practitioners are of the opinion, formed
in good faith—

{a) that the continuance of the pregnancy would invalve risk
to the fife of the pregnant woman, or of injury to the
physical or mental health of the pregnani woman or
any existing children of her family, greater than if the
prepnancy were terminated; or

() that there is a substantial risk that il the child were
born it would suffer from such physical or mental
abnormalities as to be seriously handicapped.

(2) In delermining whether the continuance of a pregnancy
would invelve such tisk of injury to health as is mentioned in
paragraph (o) of subsection (1) of this section, account may he
taken of the pregnant woman's actuzl or reasonably foreseeable
Environment.

{3) Except as provided by subsection (4) of this section, any
treatment for the termination of pregnancy must be carried out
in & hospital vested in the Minister of Health or the Secretary of
State under the National Health Service Acts, or in a place for
the time being approved for the purposes of this section by the
said Minister or the Secretary of State,




CH. 87 Aboriion Acr I967

(4) Subsection (3) of this section, and so much of subsection
(I} as relates to the opinion of two registered medical pract.
tioners, shall not apply to the termination of a Pregnancy by -
a registersd medical practitioner in a case where he 5 of the
opinion, formed in good faith, that the termination is immediately
necessary to save the life or to prevent grave permanent injury &
to the physical or mental health of the pregnant woman, -l

i e
Al

Metification. 1.—(1) The Minister of Health in respect of England and
Wales, and the Secretary of State in respect of Scotland, shail by
statutory instrument make regulations to provide— _ ,.%;ﬁ

(a} for requiring any such opinion as is referred to in section
of this Act to be -Enﬂniﬁmn by the practitioners or practi--
tioner concerned in such form and at such time as may .
be prescribed by the repulations, and for requiring the
preservation and disposal of ceriificates made for the
purposes of the repulations:; i

(b} for requiring any registered medical practitioner who
terminates a pregnancy to give notice of the teemination
and such other information relating to the termination
as may be so prescribed;

(¢} for prohibiting the disclosure, except to such persoans or
for such purposes as may be so prescribed, of notices
given or information furnished pursuant to the reguls-
Lions.

(2) The information furnished in pussuance of repulations
made by virtue of paragraph (#) of subsection (1) of this section
shill be notified solely to the Chizf Medical Officers of the
Ministry of Health and the Scottish Home and Health Departmeat
respoctively.

(3) Any person who wilfully contravenes or wilfully fails to
comply with the requirements of regulations under subsection (1)
of this section shall be liable on summary conviction to a fine
not exceeding one hundred pounds,

(4) Any statutory instrument made by virtue of this section
shall be subject to annulment in pursuance of a resolution of
either House of Parliament.

Application 3.~(1} In relztion {o the termination of a prognancy in a case

fsi‘;‘ = where the following conditions are satisfied, that is to say—

Bk S (@) the treatment for termination of the pregnancy wes
carried out in a hospital controlled by the proper
authorities of a body to which this section applies; aod

(&) the pregnant woman had at the time of the treatment 8
relevant association with that body: and

(¢} the treatment was carced out by a registered medical
practitioper or a person who at the time of the treatment
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was a member of that body appointed as a medical
practitioner for that body by the proper authoritics of
that body,

this Act shall have effect as if any reference in section | to a
registered medical practitioner and to a hospital vested in &
Minister under the National Health Service Acts included respec-
gively a reference to such a person as is mentioned in paragraph ()
of 1his subsection and to 2 hespital controlled as aforesaid, and
#6 if section 2 were coutted.

(2) The bodies to which this section applies are any force
which iz a visiting foree within the meaning of any of the provisions
of Part 1 of the Visiting Forces Act 1952 and any headquarters 1952 ¢, 67.
within ihe meaning of the Schedule to the International Head-
quarters and Defence Organisations Act 1964; and for the 1964 o. 5.
purposes of this section—
{a) & woman shall be treated as having a relevant dssociation
at any time with a body to which this section applies if
at that time—

(i} in the case of such a force as aforesaid, she hada
relevanl association within the meaning of the said
Part 1 with the force; and

{ii) in the case of such a headquarters as aforesaid,
she was a member of the headquarters or a dependant
within the meaning of the Schedule aforesaid of such
2 member: and

{I5) any reference to a member of a body to which this section
apnties shall be construed—

(i} in the case of such a foree as aforesaid, as a
reference to a member of or of a civilian component
of that force within the meaning of the said Part 13
and

{il} in the case of such a headquarters as aforesaid,
as a reference to a member of that headquarters
within the meaning of the Schedule aforesaid.

4.—{1) Subject to subsection {2) of this section, no person Conscieniions
shall be under any duty, whether by contract or by any statutory objection to
or other Jegal requirement, to parlicipate in any treatment author- ek g

ised hbr this Act to which he has & comecientious L"!.'ljixﬂl;ll'l; in irextmeal.

Provided that in any legal proceedings the burden of proof of

conscientious objection shall rest on the person claiming to rely
on 1l.

(1) Nothing in subsection (1) of this section ghall affect any
duty to participate in treatment which is necessary fo save the
life or to prevenl grave permanent injury to the physical or
mental health of a pregnant woman.
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(3) In any proceedings before & court in Scotland, a state-
ment on cath by any person 1o the effect that he has a conscisntious
objection to participating in any treatment authorised by this
Act shall be sofficient evidence for the purpose of discharging
the burden of proof imposed upon him by subssction (1) of
this section.

Supplecentary  5,—(1) Nothing in this Act shall affect the provisions of the
provisions.  Tpfant Life (Preservation) Act 1929 (protecting the life of the
1529 e M. wviable foetus).

(2) For the purposes of the Iaw relating to abortion, anvihing
done with intent to procure the miscarriage of a woman is un-
lawfully done unless authorisad by section | of this Act.

A e L s

Interpratation, 6, In this Act, the following expressions have meanings hereby
assignad to them:—

* the law relating to abortion ™ means sections 58 and 59 of
1861 . 100, the Offences apainst the Person Act 1861, and any ruls
of law relating to the procurement of abortion;
“the Wational Health Service Acts™ means the MNational
Health Scrvice Acts 19496 to 1966 or the National Health
Service {(Scotland) Acts 1947 to 1964,

Be

L R R

Short title, 7.—{1) This Act may be cited as the Abortion Act 1967,
commencement

and cxtent. {2) This Act shall come into force on the expiration of the
period of six months beginning with the date on which it is passed.

{3} Thiz Act does not éxtend to Mortbern Ireland.
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MRS MARGARET THATCHER 10 DOWNING STREET
LONDONSW1

THE MANY THOUSANDS OF ORDINARY CITIZENS ASSEMBLED
TODAY IN WESTMINSTER FROM THE FOUR CORMERS OF EMGLAND

SCOTLAND AND WALES THAMRK YOU ON BEHALF OF UNBORN
CHILDREN FOR YOUR SUPPORT FOR ABORTION REFORM wHICH
WE ARE CONFIDENT WILL CONTINUE .

ELAINE KELLETT-BOWMAN MICHAEL ANCRAM S|R BEMMARD
BRAINE ALAN BEITH JAMES HAMILTON JOHN CORRIE AND
CYRIL SMITH

coL_1o-SWT .
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10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER 23 July 1979

62 R

Thank you for writing to me on 6 July about the Abortion
Amendment Bill introduced by John Corrie. As you know, successive
Governments have taken the view that each Member of Parliament
should be able to vote and act according to his or her own
conscience on the issue of abortion. As you will already know,
the House of Commons decided last Friday to refer Mr. Corrie's
Bill to a Standing Committee for further consideration.

Gerard Vaughan, the Minister for Health, spoke in the
Second Reading debate. On a personal basis, he indicated his
support for a reduction of the period beyond which an abortion
would be illegal, subject of course to suitable safeguards; and

he gave general support to the clarification of the "ronscience

clause”, But he expressed some reservations about the

remaining provisions of the Bill. He promised to acquaint the
House with the views of the bodies representing professional and
other interests whom he will be consulting. As the responsible
Minister, he ﬁill wish at the appropriate time to comment in

the House on the practicability of administering any arrangements
which Parliament may be considering passing into law.

I know of the careful and diligent work undertaken by the
Lape Committee, and I am sure that this will influence the
debates in committees.
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Dame Josephine Barnes




10 DOWNING STREET

PRIME MINISTER

Would you like to reply
personally to the attached
letter from Dame Josephine
Barnes about abortion?

The attached draft has
been prepared by Mr. Jenkin's

Office,

20_July, 1973,
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Alsxander Fleming House, Elephant & Castle, London 581 6BY
Telephone o1-407 §522
From the Secretary of State for Social Services

PO 2715/51

Mike Pattison FEag
Privata Secretary

10 Dowming Streat :
London SH1 19 July 1979

_;;E:}iaff' Mte

Thank you for your letter of 10 July enclosing one
from Dame Josephine Barmes about Wr Qorrie's abortiocn

amendment Fill.

T enclose, as requested, a draft reply for the
Prime Minister to send to Deme Josephina.

Yours sincerely

Frivate Secreiary




Dame Josephine Barmes FRCP FROS FROOZ
B Aubrey Walk

London

We TJG

Thank you for your writing to me on 6 July about the Abortion Amendment Bill
introduced by John Corrie.

As you lmow Governments as such have traditionally teken 2 neutral stance on
the issue of shortion, believing it right that each Member of Parliament
should be able to wvote and ast according to his or her owm conscience., This
is preoisely the stance that my Covernmment has teken and will continue to take
with Mr Corrie®s Bill, which it was decided last Friday should be referred to
a Standing Committes of the Homse for further conaideratien.

¥
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Gerard Vaughan, the Hinister for Health, spoke in the Second Resding debate.
Speaking personally he indicated hia suppc:rt for a reduction of the period

beyond which an sbortion would be all il 'fagal subject of course to suitable
safaguards; and he gave geﬁneral support fto the clarification of the "conscience

olausze™, BHut ha ﬂI}PEHﬁmdf?ﬂnu regsarvajions about the remaining provisions of
the Bill. He promised to acquaint thg House with the views of the bedies
representing professional snd other ihntereste whom he will be consulting. And
of course, as the responsible Hinister, hs will wish at the appropriate time
to comment in the House on the prasfisability of administering any arrangements

which are deemed appropriate by P':] iament.

I know of the careful ard.l diligenf work undertaken by the Lane Committes and
I am sure this will kave jis= rigl’itf‘u.l influsnce on tha debates in Committes.

As soon &8s the text of Dr|Vaughan's speech becomas awvailabla T ehall hawve it
f

sent to you.




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 10 July, 1979
- 2

1 am writing on behalf of the
Prime Minister to acknowledge your
letter of 6 July about the Abortion
Amendment Bill introduced by Mr. John
Corrie, M.P.

The points you raise are now being
considered, and a reply will be sent
to you as soon as possible.

Dame Josephine Barnes
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From ithe Private Secretary 10 July, 1975.
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I enclose a copy of a letter to
the Prime Minister from Dame Josephine
Barnes, recording her reservalions about
Mr. Corrie's proposed Abortion Amendment

Bill.
I should be grateful for a draft

reply which the Prime Minister might
send, to reach me by 17 July please.

Don Brereton, E=sq.,
Department of Health and Soceial Security.




DAME JOSEFHINE BARNES,
B, ATBREY WALK
LONDON,

WA TI6. = f?
O1-ToT pBaE f
6. July 1979

The Right Hon. Mrs Margaret Thatcher fCMP
The Prime Minister 1

10 Downing Sireet

London

BWI
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I am writing to you because I and some of my colleagues
view with dismay the possible Abortion Ammendment Bill
introduced by Mr John Corrie M.P. which is due to have
its second reading on Friday the 13th July.

I was a member of Mrs Justice Lane's Committee on the
Working of the Abortion Act 1971-74 which researched the
whole matter of legal abortion very carefully and issued
a report in three volumes.

We concluded that it would be reasonable to restrict the
upper time limit for termination of pregnancy to 24 wecks
but any restriction below that would put those doctors who
are prepared to terminate pregnancy particularly when there
i= an abnormal child in great difficulty.

Indeed any restriction of the working of the Abortion Act

which we found to be working well would be likely to have

the effect of driving women into the back streets and thus
undoing the effects of what proved to be a piece of humanitarian
and useful legislation.

We regret that parlimentary time has never been found to
debate the Lane report in parliament though many of our
recommendations have been implemented.

I feel that such a debate would be more helpful than the
present bill which eould only make the situation more difficult.
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10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER

Jdﬁu ri;lM&L
]
Thank yvou Ffor your letter of & June about Mr. John Corrie's

proposed Bill on abortion.

Mr. Corrie has now pnnounced his imntfentionm of introducing
a Bill to amend the Abortion Act 1987, and his place in the
ballot for Private Members' Bills this year means that he will
certainly have an opportunity of making progress with it 1f it
ialhandlcd in accordance with the wishes of Parliament. As
vou will know, we do not impose Party discipline on matters
such as this, so that the recepticn of his Bill will be a matter
for individual Members. A great deal will depend on the exact
termsz of the Bill, but I myself welcome the fact that tThe House
will have an opportunity soon te discuss the issue. I know

t+he extent of the concern about it

D e r1‘$hh~jx:>

QﬁM%

The Most Noble The Duke of Norfolk ;#F"#;f
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10 DOWNING STREET

TEE PEINE MINISTER
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Thank you for your letier of 7 June. 1 too was very

glad to have the opportunity to meet you a week or two ago.

Mr. Corrie has now announced his intention of introducing
a Bill to amend the Aborition Act 19687, and his place in the
ballot for Private Members' Bills this year means that he will
certainly have an opportunity of making progress with it if
it is handled in accordance with the wishes of Parliament. As
vou will know, we do not impose Party discipline on matters
such as this, =0 that the reception of his Bill will be a matter
for indiwvidual Membhers. A great deal will depend on the exact
terms of the Bill, but I myself welcome the fact that the Hougse
will have an opportunity soon to discuss the issue. 1 know

the extent of the concern about 1it.

oo
s

His Eminence the Cardinal Archbishop of Westminster




10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME NINISTER 31 June l1o79
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Thank you for your letter of § June about Mr. John Corrie's

proposed 5ill on Abortion.

Mr. Corrie has now announced his intention of introducing
a Bill to amend the Abortion Act 1987, and his place in the
ballot for Private MNembers' Bills this year means that he will
certainly have an opportunity of mzking progress with it if
it iz handled in accordance wlth the wishez of Parllament. As
you will know, we do not impose Party discipline on matters
such as this, so that the reception of his Bill will be a
matter for individual Members. A great deal will depend on the
exact terms of the Bill, but I myself welcome the fact that the
House will have an opportunity soon to discuss the issue. I know

the extent of the concern a2bout it.

Y

S

The Most Reverend Thomas Winning, Archbishop of Glasgow




PRIME MINISTER

Mr. Corrie's #Abortion Bill

At the medla meetling vesterday we discussed Mr. Corrie's
proposed Bill briefly. 1T understand from the DHSS that My. Corrie
met Mr. Jenkin last week, and told him that he indeed proposed
te introduce a Bill to amend the Abortion Act. Mr. Jenkin
sought (o persuade bim that his Bill should be a modest one,
principally designed to bring down the time limit from 28 weeks
to something smaller, rather than a more radical attempt to
reduce the effect of the Abortion Act. Mr. Corrie said vesterday

on television that he hoped to go somewhat further and restrict

the availability of abortions in other ways as well.

We still bave outstanding the letters to you from Cardinal Hume
and the Archbishop of Glasgow. I attach brief replies based on
your earlier views. You might also like to see Mike Pattison's
note (Flag A) about the representations we had from the
Bishop of Truro, which I mentioned to vou earlier.

iﬂ Jana 1979
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Mr. Eﬂﬂﬁers

FRIME MINISTEH

The Bishop of Truro's office telephoned. The Bishop is
Chairman of the Church of England Board of Social Responsibility,
He has heard that Mr. Corrie proposes to introduce o Privite
Member's messure to amend the Abortion Aet. Im his capacity with
the Board of Social Responsibility, the Bishop would like the
Prime Minister to be aware that there is considerable unease
within the Chureh of England about the way in which the abortion
law is implemented at present, and that the Church would therefore
support any move to improve the Act. The Board is indeed prepar-
ing written comments, although these will not be available for a

1ittle while.

The Bishop is under the impression that there i= to he a
meeting between the Prime Minister and Mr. Corrie in the near
future. I told him that I was not aware of this, but that I
would ensure that his views were hrought to the Prime Minister's

attention.

e/

11 June 1879




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 11 June 1979

I am writing on behalf of the
Prime Minister to thank you for your
letter of 9 June about the posaible
introduction of a FPrivate Member's
Bill on abortion.

I will, of course, plaege your
letter before the Prime Minister at
once gnd vou will ba =sernt a reply
28 =s00n 88 possible.

The Most Noble The Duke of Horfolk




THE CATHOLIC UNION OF GREAT BRITAIN

I BOLTDN GARDENS MEWS

Q1-373 3313
LENDON S 10 T

9 Juns, 13979.

The iit, Hon. Mrs Margaret Thatcher MP,
Prime Miniater,

10 Downing Straet,

London 3WL,

r},‘ llr__.
M"ﬂﬂl—{.ﬁ/\.jw‘ ]
I understand that Mr. John Corrie, MP for North Ayr
and Bute, is considering the possibility of sponsoring =

Private Member's EBill which will seek to curb the worst

abuses practissd under the present Abortion Act.

1 appreciate that you cannot at this stage suppork
the terms of a Bill the detailed contents of which are
upknown o you, but I do hope that the prinedple behind

Mr. Corrie's proposals commita itaelf ta you.

On behalf af The Catholie Union of Great Britaing

Wk




10 DOWNING STREET

LFram the Private Secretary B June 1979

I am writing on behalf of the Prime
Minister to acknowledge receipt of
Cardinal Hume's letter of 7 June, which
I will, of course, place before the Prime
Minister at once,

M. J. SANDERS

The Reverend John Crowley.




ARCHBISHOPS HOUSE,

WESTMINSTER, LONDON, SWIP 1QJ

7th June 1979,

Dear Mrs. Thatcher,

I should have written to you several days
ago to thank you for receiving me so kindly. 1
did appreciate very much the epportunity which
you gave me Lo spesk with you.

I must gdmit that I am prompted to write
to you because [ understand that there is a
possibility of Mr. Corrie taking on a Private
Member's Bill to modify the law on abortion. As
you well know this is a matter whicl: troubles
many of us deeply in conscience and not just
members of the Roman Catholic Church. It would
be 8 tremendous joy to many people if the present
Act were to be modified and I do hope that it will
be possibl e for Mr, Corrie’s Bill to proceed through
the House. Of course, Roman Catholics do not feel
at ease with any form of abortlon belng publicly
acknowledged and facilitated but a Bill modifying the
Act would be an improvement on the present situation.
I was much struck by a rema rk made by Mother
Teresa to me the other day when she sald - “'we
must fight abortion with adoption™. That seems to
me to be the only real way forward.  But I must
not burden you too much.

With kindest regands,
Yours sincerely,

Archhishop of Westm inster.

The Rt. Hon. Mrg. M. Thatcher MP.,

Frime Minlster,
MNo. 10 Downing Street.




T June 18785

I am writing on behalf of the Prime
Minister to thank you for your letter of
5 June about the law on &bortion. I will
placa your letter before the Prime Hinister

and you will ba sent a reply as scon as

poasibla.

His Grace The Archbishop of Glasgow
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This letter from the Cathelic Archbishop of Glasgow says

that John Corrie lntonds: to bring in a Private Hembers Bill

amending the 1967 Abortion Act. Mr. Corrie has drawn first
e

place in the ballot for Private Members Bills, but we have no

knowledge of what the topic of his Bill will be. There were

reporte that when the ballot was held that he bhad considered

ghortion ag a possibility but had rejected 1it; but he may well

have changed his mind.

Bo vou want to reply yourself, or to ask Mr. Jenkin to
take on this letter and the many similar ones we shall no doubt
recelve? I1If vyou do want to reply yvourself, are yvou content to
gay simply that abortion has always been a matter for the conscience
of individual Members and for the House of Commons itself, but that

vou know that very many people have strong convictions about it?

L) ~t Py Y- '"(/ rjf

el e

T odune 1978




Archdiocese of Glasgow

Archdiocezan Office:

18 PARK CIRCUS, GLASGOW G3 6BE
Telephone: (0413 332 947344

5th June 1979

Right Hon. Mrs Margaret Thatcher, M.F.
House of Commons
LONDCH .

Dear Mrs Thatcher,

I am writing to you ag the Senior Catholie Bishop in Scotland
in the absgenca of Cardinal Cray who is at present in Poland.

I had the pleasure of meeting you in Glasgow a couple of vears ago
at the invitation of Mr Teddy Taylor.

Mr John Corrie, M.P. for Forth Ayrshire and Bute, intends to propose
a Private Members Bill as an amendment to the 1967 Abortion Ack, with a
view to bringing the law of the country into line with the recommendations of
the Select Committee set up by Parliament as a resulet of Mr James White's
Bill on the same matter.

I am asking wou to do your best to ensure that Parliament is allotted
sufficient time during this session for a full debate on the shortion issuve.
A great number of citizens are extremely anxious about the erosion of the
traditional respect for life and the practical implications of the present
abortion laws.

Wishing you ewvery success in your great responsibility as Prime
Minister.

Youre sincerely,

—

/

-..1
+ g, F Al
+ THOMAS J. WINNIKG
Archbishop of Glasgow







