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THE POLITICAL F!GHT. AGAINST ABORTION --
·: ·'The Abortion Act ( 1967) was passed into law against the 

advice of' all the major medical· and nursing bodies The Law Society 
was also opposed to the Act 1n its present form, as was the Medical 
Dei'ence Union ( a majo_r legal body in the medical pz-o:f'eesion). 

The Royal College ot Obstetricians has stated in connection 
with the · present .situation: "They ( the abuses) were anticipated by 
this -College, and its representatives repeatedly gave warning of them." 

· The Society :for the Proteetion of' Unborn Children from the 
outset (even at its first press conference) urged that there should 
be a Royal Commission which would study the whole question of abortion 
be:f'ore any change in law was antic-ipa ted. At 1 ts :first press 
conference S.P.U.C. warned: 

1. The law i:f passed would prove to be 0 nothing more than a 
licence to print money t:or the shady end of the medical prof'ession. u 

2. It would undermine respect t:or human 11:fe and unborn children 
would have leas legal prot·ection than laboratory animals. (In this 
connection, although there have been caees where there would appear to 
be gross negligence shown :tn aborted children who are born alive, no 
charges have bee·n brought despite all our et"i'orts.) 

3. The Law would have a tremendous emotional effect of nurses. 

4. Doctors would be pressured into doing more and more abortions -
and ultimately it could ai'tect the careers of' those who refuse to take 
part on conscience grounds. 

5. . The numbers of abortions would spiral ! some women would 
readily use this technique as a method ot' birth-control. 

6. It would not overcome the problem of back street abortion or 
other social problems such as those ~lated to children-_in-care. 

Most of these predictions ha.ve now been conf'irmed by 
experience, and :factors are gradually emerging to justi£y the othe rs. 

Even so, S.P.U.C. was described as a scare-mongering 
organisation and the abortionists claimed that there was no need f'o r 
a Royal Commission: the Inter-departmental Inquiry on abortion ot: 
1938 has investigated the whole subject and had r ecommended changes 
in the law, argued the Abortion Law Rei'orm Association. In fact 9 

however, the Committee had recommended that case law be made statute 
law, permitting termination o:f pregnancy :ror genuine medical 
indications only. It certainly did not recommend a law anywhere as 
liberal as: that promoted by David Steel M.P. More-over, many of' t he 
:findings of' the Committee were hopeles_sly out o:f date. 

The Inter-departmental Committee reported soon af'ter the 
Aleck Bourne case. He was · a gynaecologist who, in 1938, had o young 
girl (a 14 year old) brought to him who had been raped by :four 
guardsmen. He genuinely thought that the girl was going insane and 
t erminated her pregnancy·. Subsequently~ he was tried and acqui tted . 
I t was on this that case law . was based until the present Act caae int o 
force . 

However, Aleck Bourne had been horri:fied · by what had 
ha pp ened arter his trial and the ract that it hod opened the way r o r 
t he medical racketeers to move in. For years he refused to huve ru1Y­
thing to do with the Abortion Law Reform Association~ and. f'rom hi n 
own experience~ became more and more opposed to case law being mode 
s ta tute law. He jo:in8d S.P.U.C. at the very beginning and f'ough t 
bitterly against the Act. It was to a very grea t extent as a resu lt 
of' having Aleck Bourne with us that a number o:f clauses we~ de1et.cd 
f'rom the original Bill. 
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On their own admission (ABORTION LAW REFORMED, by Madeleine 
Simms and Keith Hindell ~ puhliehed by Peter Owen) the pro-abortion 
lobby deliberately concentrated on "hard cases," However, the law 
djd not need to be chaog~d to allow ter~inqtion in t)le majority of 
~ :J:c r:; ::; which i:-hey cited. The _public< in general, was unaware o:f this., 
1k:;1•e ,)ver, the law was originally _presented to Parliament under the 
somewho.t innocuous title or 0 The Medicul Termination o:f Pregnancy Bill. 
Th i .s title was keJ;>t u.-itil the Vt!;ry end, when it was changed to the 
ABORTION .ACT (1967) . . 

Al though it was presented as a Private Members Bills 1 t was 
given very he~vy backing by the Labour Government o~ the day~ Roy 
Jed.tins, in .f"nct~ · through Dick Tnveme, vms the _person to approach 
Dnvid Steel, when, he won n place in the Private Members' ballot :for 
t j 'll Sr to ask if' he would sponsor a bill to legalise abortion. David 
s ·~t; 0 l agreed. 

Steel knew thot he had the uncompromising backing or leading 
members o-.t the Labour ·Party: Roy Jenkins, Home Secretary: Douglas 
Houghton, Chairman or the Parliamentary Labour Party: and Richard 
Crossman1 Leader or the House. Added to this there was John Silkin9 

tr..e Government Chiej~ Whip~ who "later co.me to the reformers' aid by 
deftly switching abortion to a Committee normally reserved ror Govern-
ment business." (.ABORTION LAW REFORMED, by Madeleine Simms and Keith 
Hindcll). By such means, it was ensured that there was adequate time 
fo r the Committee stages. 

David Steel, or course, also had the f'Ull backing or the 
Abortion Law Reform Association (or which Martin Cole wus a leading 
l ight): thio organisation obtained£ 8,500 f'rom the Hopkins Fund of' 
Culif'ornia, U.S.A., to hel~ put the Bill through Parliament. To this 
day it remains a mystery as to why an .American organisation should 
supply funds to change a law in this cou..~try~ It is also or interest 
t hn t the Abortion Law Reform Associat :!.on had only a membership of' 
1 9000! (This ha s dropped ~ an d the National Abortion Campaign, at its 
'l're.des Union Conf'erence in London in November 1978, stated repeatedly 
t ha t they have great dif'f'icul ty in obtaining g1•ass-roots supJ;)ort. 
~1: r oughout the day they persistently ref'e rred to the strergth ot' the 
r, r ,::i. s s-roots support and the strcr..1th c:f t..11.e Society f'o1• the Protection 
or Unborn Ch:.ldr:.;n.) 

However 9 in 1967, with the money from America and other4fund3~ 
the Abortion Law Reform Association was able to carry out a colossal 
publicity c~mpaign.9 and abortion became a political hot pota to. The 
Second Rending o~ the Bill was passed by 223 to 29. Ove r halr the MPB 
e:-J: this country did not even bother to attend the Hous e . Shortly a1"' t 1;;·r 
;:,-u.i."'C. S S. P. U. C. hrid managed to get together surf'fcient Founder Members 
t o launch in January, 1967. The Society, Literally, had not a penri.y 
to s t a rt with, but managed to work up a Campaign and eyopathisers began 
oattling with their M.P. s. The Society received also, -very considernblc 
p r ess coverage. The result was that M. :,.s who had been sitting on the 
:i:."'ence began to f'ight. TheBill, in f'act, was talked out - but power:t'u}. 
,t embers of' the Government (Roy Jenkins and Richa1"'<i Crossman) enabled it 
t o have extra time nnd it's vital to note that it was the f'irst time i n 
;1i s t ory that a Priva t e Member 1 s Bill was given such ~recedence. 

As a last stand MFs decided t o launch a national petition 
~ulling for a Royal Commission. Hali" a million sigrui tu'res were 
collected within 3 months; nonetheless the Abortion Act was allowed 
to come into_ fume - de-spi t.e the fact tha t it was- the on-iy mzjur­
change in social l egislation to become law in this countl'Y without 
.-::.n i n quiry bef'orehand . The vote on the 3rd Reading or t h e BiJ.J. wa s 
167 f'o r the Bill nnd 83 against. 

?Q.g_!:) ,~L ST . JOHN STEVAS AlMENDING BILL 2 1969. 
We were told at that time that we would have to wait at 

le~s t ten years before we could hope ror any kind of' inquiry: added 
to this a high proportion of' our Members le~t, feeling that there wus 
nothing more t hat we could do. 
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We f'elt that our be s t t a ctic- G to keep the f'ig...11t alive would 
be to try t.o have amending bills put bef'ore Parliament . The vas t 
oa:).ori ty of MPs f'el t tnat we should wait until after a eene1:ial Election 
before making any attempts whatsoever. Norman St.John-Stevas, however, 
took the :t'.irst o:99ortuni ty to fight ,for a. change when he managed to 
obtain time unde~ the ten-minute rule p rocedure. It was a courageous 
::, tep because he, like all of' us, thought that he would be tJrounced and 
he knew that he might be the. victim of' a tremendous bock-lai3h f'rora 
those on our side aa well as :t'rom our opl)onenta. The abortionists 
uiescribed his attam:gt a.a "the deat.11 throes" of' those fighting a.gains+, 
nbortion. . At .:t'i1~s.t ·even the Royal Co leg;e of' Obstetricianis and 
Gynaecologi15·~s re!used support because it was f'el -c to be to<:> early to 
seek any changes. 

However,, a meeting was organised witll the B. M.A. :and R. 0 .O.G. 
,-vho agreed to g1va their full supl)ort. .An exten.eive puLlici ty campaign 
was launched and Z>el)resentatives of bo~'l cn.,ganioa ti 011:::: spolc,e o·c :!;'T'eSB 
coni'erences which we held in the House of Commons. .. ~ 

The Billi, ;-;hen presented, wa s fjLnally :f.'ar more eu.-::cc·ssful 
than anybcay ha C:. ;;:;~•C..J.Jited. It wa;:; prc:sen ted on 15th July, 1969 and 
defeated by only 11 votes (210 against and 199 in favour). It was 
t his that put the ar.1ti-3bo1 ... t:lon lobby baclt in the arena with :f'ull :force. 

- ,y ~'l,f " 11N IRVINE1 ~'.".'"';'":','i":T'l•~r., -;-..-T.T 197() --~w.h..t · .h.U .. 1.!14~.V- ... i •~--• ,. ~! 2 , • 

A se8ond Jw.621:ling Lill was prescented to Parliamen t by Godman­
Irvine (run ~lican MP) the following yea.:r, 13th Februal"'Y, 1970. ·.{'hi s 
was talked out. 

Later the.ic same year Noman St •• John-Stevos :wut dc,w·!l an Early 
Day Motion cnlli:i.g f' oi'" a n indepe11dent inq111iry into abcrtion law t~k:i!:.~ 
i ~to acco-1 .. :.nt the le[pl , social, ethical, :mea.:tcal and znoro.l :factor'~ 
involve<:; 

Over 26~ :.:?1s s igiled the motion O and many did • so because ";!:ey 
were forced t~ do -:11eir homewoz;c by co:.1.sti tuents who ke:pt vvri ting1 

sending tr.er: f':..'. t: ·; 2:-:d f'igure in.formation, etc. A c:one:.derable n·.1mber 
had, in the i'i.:~t :,:-,.:2.ce , 70 tee. f'or the present law, bt.:t hcd starte:J to 
.have second tho11sl:t 3 . Others, while still ostensibly in j~avour., :feJ.·.:; 
there was sor20 1:r-:s:i :f'o ·· clsrLf':Lcation of' the p l"ese:"lt situation. 

?FE LANE C01f'UT'2~~ .. ~. . .. s·,J.. - ---- ---, ... -.. ::--~ .... 
Jli::".:~.:i.~;-., ~-n l S,71. ··-he Con;!;;er•v:.1.tive S-ovcrr-.. ::aent Ho.ts i'orced tc 

estubiish a .. '1 ~-~-.. ,:·,.;..'..r~7.., ·~1a L.A!8 COwMl:.rr...:;s . H.x.-av3rp- ::.. t c ot!:;>lctel,!7 
ignored th,e Early Du.y hlotion.sul)por·~ed ',;:z,1' 8 0 :::any ::.i .. ?.r.J 9 iin t hat 
it is .relo. t ed onl~r to t .. "r).e ·wo:dcln.o: oi: :,l:r-J u !•s:13ent law. Thie te:!"Jls of' 
reference or -the L:3.!:e Comm.I"llee-sta ted 11 ·l;:-:,3 j~t:>L ... :.., i]..1:~e 3 u:1:kr•l:ring t.he 
Abortion Act 1967 ai.,e to be ::-etai:1ed," c:;..1ci "the cor..di tions for legal 
abortions contair.:.ed in Section 1 of t.::."3 J~c7. ars to i"Cm.::.i!l ·unalte red . 11 

Furt:ie:r:~orie, the s .alec tio:n o-: tlembe::."G cf' the Lan.e Corrw1i ttee 
was totally l:iao ·:-d ai-..J inclu.::ed n obody 1010\·;:1. t ::, ·~s op:9osed to the 
.Abortion Act. l:'.. .,_'e-:1 daya e! .. teI~ -the annO'll.i.""lce!lle'.!1.t o:f the names of' the 
members o:r the lru.1.r: Gc:nmi t tea, Mr· . Leo Al:ise lhl .P. sl)eaking at a 2ally 
in Birming:'1am ( 0 :-1 ZJ t:1. June, 1971) on bel1ali' o:f -:he Socfet.y :for t.he 
Protec:tion of U~1".Jor~n 1:hildre.i.""l st.J.ted: · 

11A Co:-;:~;, i t ~: Je o:f worthy l)eople, totally laclcing i.n the tY)'Je o~ 
national r·ep·.it.::::~i•c:'~ t hat would give thei:r.- findings the -attt-.hor-i--ty-4-e-­
deal with t he v.-·: 2 e~,·,. r•ead controversy t h11a clumsy Act l:as roused, are 
being commarcdcd s:;c i:.ake a severely r eotr :icte:, d revlew which unde:r:• no 
circu:notai":'.c e a mu.st challenge any of t ~rn ,exis tinz condi tio::w f'o:- legal 
!lbortion • • •• Th.a Japanese culture mo.y :fir,d s.t.o;:--'::.ion on d er.iandl · a s a 
birth cont..--ol techniqu-e acce:ptable. We :find it an ~:i':f'ront to ouz• 
belie:t" in the s cncti t y · of' 11:fe. We n ow n eed U'l un t:,e.:-:::2.elled in~{u irJ 
that will seek :f or a compassionate law, .f'1"eed :f::-cm the b:c::: talisn ti.on 
this Act b :1s br;-J,-1.ght .. 
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"T:he ghoulish m.ino;ri ty or p-sy~!hopathic doe tors, the 
manipulators of' our Charity laws, the touts, ruid the new p:r op•::;:::·ty 
developers investing in abortion clinics, are unlikely to be J 
dealt with by thl.,s puny Government Committee, whifh"commenice s :i 
its task well gagged by the Ministry bureaucrats.' ! 

Mr. Abse' s words proved to be prophetic. 

Many Members 0£ F~rliament consider the Lane Committee 
Report to be ludicrous, Mr. William Price (an M.:r. who ori g ·nt'.11;,r 
voted f'.or the Abortion Act but has since changed his viev1S) 
speaking at the. SJ?UC mass rally in Hyde rark on 28th Apr:il, 1974., 
described the Lane Cammi t tee Report as "one of' the greatest 
whitewashes in the history or government inquiries. It has 
seen wha t it wanted to see, ignored what it wanted to ignore 
a11d has argued wh..a.t it wanted to argue." 

Tl:le Lane Committee Report, f'or eY.ample, admits that n.urnes 
f'ind the abortion operation a tremendous strain - but goes ,on 
to advocate that the abortion oper ation should f'orm part of' 
nurses u general training. · 

:J. 
Tl1e Lai.""1.e Committee Report admi ts that gynaecologists who 

are ethically opposed to abortion are not being given promoti on . 
within t he liiHS but adds '"we hope this does not happen ofte:n. ,, 
It also advocate s that young doctors ethically opposed to liberal 
obort i on shoulcl not en t e r the spec i a lity of' obctet!'ics and 
gynaecology. 

The Lane ComI?U.t-tee :Report admits racketeering is tokj_ng 
place :in the private sector but :puts :for-nard no recommen.dations 
to curb it. The 11.eport also admj. t s th a t J.Jl"'egnancy advisory 
servic e s ( in fact, ab ortion ref'erra l a gencies) have been heavily 
cri tici~ed ~ Their only recommendati on to cu~b abuses thrc.ugh 
these b o1 ies i G t ha t they should be lice:nsea .. 

T.rlE GRTI,LS__!,_;?11:h· 197t~ 
Cubee g_:iently, in 1974, Michut~l Grylls, a Conservative LI. • .i' ., 

:put f'o r,vnrd a Bill, based on the r.J e.ne Coomi ttee Re commendations, 
which would ha ve maC:e it necessary fo?.' abo :C'ti cn e.genci ei:; t o 
opera t e under licen s~?. 

The Society f'or the r-ro tecti ,.)n of Unl:>o r·::1 C:.-.ild:.."'en and 
supporting Members of Pa rliament ~ought ~gainst t he Bill. 
In a s tc. temen t to the pr·ess sruc said: "It woul d do noth:i :-,g 
more t -ha7l give a respectable veneer to a borti un brokers .• n 

S.PUC n.:.1d M. I'.s :fought f'or tighter amendments ·:•~j_ch Ml"" o -..1·.:·vrll -. 
and pro-a bortionist M.F.,s suppo1:-ti ng him oppoG ed . Ccn:3c r:_ 1 1c-:·r~·\""'.. ;_· 
the Bill did not complete its committee stages bef'o:r e the .:..~n -'-~ 
Pnrliamentory sum.mer recess. 

However, it had the full backing of' the DHSS who hn ve ·.: ·!'.';_,:;a 
repec.tedly to have the s ame Bill re-introduced under cmoths :• 
guise. It was cl.a i.med that it would "stop the aborti on vu J. "L ·..: :.: · :S., : 

I:f th€} DHSS really wanted to curb the abortion vul turc s t hey 
could do so now by shutting down the clinics in which they 
operate. They have the powers to do so now. 

In th:S.s connection,, it must be remembered that pri'Vn t e 
clinics work under license which h.ns in no way curbed t:he i :I'.' 
octivi ties. What mo.de Mr. Gryll.s and his friends imngin.e :,ll.qt 
licensing abortion ageni::ies would have any more e:ff'ec t - unl ess 
to qw::1lif'y f'or a. l icense they had. f'iraf t o c onfo rm o c e r a i:'l 
stipul ations (ns lat er recoomend ed by the Se lect Committe:e)., 

THE WHITE BILL. 1922, 
I n 1975, J ames White, La bour U. I-' .,p drew s econd :place ln t he 

I:rivo:te Members' Ballot a'l'1.c1 d ecid ed to int roduce an Abortion 
(Amendment) Bill. · By that t i me we hnd developed tremendou;;.ly 
our support in r-urliament anc1 we knew tha t we hue . .su.tti .ci.en t 
strength to get ~'l e Bill on to ti-:1.e S ta. t u·~e ~c~.i!: .. 

l~. -



We were warned, however, tha t the Government would make a 
"take-over bid" in mi attempt to kill the bill - b·ut M .• :r.s 
refused to listen to us_ 

In this comiec·t1ort, one .must remember that Pr.ivate :Members ' 
Bills in committee stages are debated by Standing Committees. 
Government bills, however, are subject to Select Comm'1 ttees which 
have wider powers and (unlike Standing Committees) can be re-estab-

~ lished in succeeding ~arliamentary sessions if they do not compl@te 
their business. 

.......... 

~: ·=- . 

On February 6P 1975, David Oweu and Barbara Castle offered 
the sponsors of the James . White Bill a Select Committee which th~ 
accepted - much against our advice. · This, we wer,e eonvinced, 
was the take-over· bid about whicl;l we had been warned. However, 
to counter our forebo41nge,. a promise was maae on behalf of the 
Oov.erllillent ·by Bob ltellieh { th•en Chier Whip) that when the Select 
Co·JW1l1 tt.ee _produced 1 ta main Report, the Government would either 
intro.duce a :Bill based on the recommendations or would give a 
.. fair Win.<!n ·to .a private member 1 s bill. This promise was later 
con:firmed publicly ( see BENYON AMENDING BILL, ·1977). 

On Thur-sday, February 6, M.r.s ·began leaving the House of 
Commons for the week-end, thinking "tha.t as the Sponsors o'f: the 
Wh1 te Bill had accepted a Select Committee there would be no deb:Ette 
on the Second Reading, due to take place on the following day, 
Fri9ay, Februa.r., 7. . However, sruc branches throughout the country 
telegraphed H.r.s urging them to sta:y in the House. 

Thus, the House of Commons was crammed the next day, with s,ome 
Scot ti sh M .11

• a . even flying back to London for the debate • 

David Owens, on behalf' of the Government,, swore that the Se1ect 
.. Committee was. not a "delayj_ng taetic" and with the pro-0:bortioni:sts 
did his best to,. prevent n Second Reuding of the Bill. He stated: 

"I have said that this is not a delaying devi,ce .... The truth is 
truit it is more likely to reach the statute book m-ore quickly th:rough 
adopting the pro.posed procedure. Not only fs a pre-legislation · 
Select Committee a good principle, -but it is a sensible way in wJhich 
to proceed in a dif':ficul t area. When the Select Committee repo.rts, 
it will be ol)ep to hon. Members to J!Ut :forward leg.islation in t hie 

.•normal way or for the Government t ·o consider whether tl1e,y themse·1ve s 
· ·sh ould put forward legislation.". (Hansard, February 7, 1975 1t Col • 

:-. ~ I • - t \ • . 1795 ) 

In the same debate, when giving further assur.ance1:1, he added : 

"We would not eXJ;).et no·r would we tolern te any., undue delay i :n 
the Government's im:plementing any urgent recommend,ationa, the Co:mmi t t ec• 
mi gh t f eel disposed to make to check present abuses." (Februa ry 7, 
1975. Hansard, cols. 1853-4) . 

While the House ac'cepted the Government's off'-er ( Greeks bea.r ing 
gifts~) of a Select Committee, a di vision was forced on the Seco:nd · 
Reading which we won by 203 to 88. 

This was extremely .important because it meant that the Se l e ct 
Cammi ttee had to ref'lect the vote of the House. It was not a 
committee on which people could be chosen to sit according to th e 
will of the DHSS. 

THE SELECT COMMITTEE 
Even so, the pro-abortionists immediately th.at the membe rs 

were chosen, set up a tremena oua clamour claiming that the Commi ·t t ee 
was biasedt_ with m.2,_re. anti-ab~rtion members than ro-aborti,onis ts . 
In f'ae t, they had on it more members than they were entitled to h a ve . 

Consequently, Teddy Taylor JiI.~;. forced a debate so that t he 
H ".JU. se o f' Co.mnl'ons could ratify the composition . o f the .Select Commi t t eem 
This w~s a hurried tacti c (as it ruia to be) . but we still won b y 
167 to 156 (,ebruary 26, 1975). · . 

In July .. 1965, the Select CoI!'.mi ttee produieed a . unanimous 
report- putting :forwnro i'uirly sound - but minor - recommendati ons 
and stating that the Select Committee should be re-establtshed w:~ 
~nrlirunent was reconvened in the autumnL 
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It was then that David 0'¥ve.n o :ld B:J.rbar-o Castle showed :hovv 1 .i ttle 
respect they h nd f'or their originr l promisE :s... Both v,ere involved 
in public attempts · to urge the ~01•liamento.J 'Y Lo.bour :Po.rty to vote 
against the re-establishment of' tl .e Sele.ct Corr.mi tte.e us of':f'1c:1al 
policy. They f'a_ile d. 

They then clnimed that their promiBe ·uo.s to the House of..' 
Commons ond so.id th,at re-establishment mus 1;, _there:fore, be 'Vo ·~d 
upon. 
RE-EST.b.BLISHMENT OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE_ 

Re-establishment o'.f the Select Committee vvqs ul t .imn telv debated 
on February 9, 1976. During the debate there were bee. ted ~r.chp.nges 
in which Stan Cohen and Leo Abee attaclted their own Govt. 

Kr. Cohen: "The Minister said: •••• ' the GolTernment give the eonuni t­
ment to the sponsors of the Bill that they will re-eatablish the 
Sele~t Ccmmitt_ee.' •••••••••• ••••• ............................ ,. . .. .. . 
Mr. Abse: ...... o ••• On tb.e issue of the commitment, is 1 t not ci :fact that 
what the :Minicte:r speci~ically said.•• ••• ••• ........... "the Government 
give the commi toe:it to the sponsors of' the Bi.11 that theY will 
re-establish the S.:;lect Conuni ttee' That · ia a commitment which 
was given. Is it not more casuistry to suggest that it can now 
be avoided? 

Kr. Cohen: Y~3. That is what I s a id:, actually. 
(Hansard, Pebru.ary 9, 1976 Col., 134) 

Again we won the vote, this time by 313 votes to 172. 

However, almost immediately af'terwords (despite pu6tin.g 'their 
names on the Order :Paper for the debate, and signing the In.te:rim 
Repoi•t of the Select Cammi ttee which d,eclared that it should be . re­
established) the 6 pro-abortion members of the Commi 'ttee resigned 
trom it delcaring that they would not conti.nue as 1 t wns b:iaaed 
1n favour of s.ati-sborti,.up.ists ! ! In this they 11 terally tried to 
knock away one of t iie very corner stone:3 of' democracy. It is 
comparable, say, t o a Co nservat4ve party leader declaring to a 
Labour Goverrunent t.ha.t they would not :purtici]?ate in a. Select Commi ttee 
of ony given bill becau s e they did nq t 11:ke the Bill ~ind did not 
agree with t he vote of' t he House of dommons, · a.nyvmy. 

The Sele ct Co!r.mi t t c~e c ontinued and produced 1 t.s main r·evo:rt 
in July 1976. 

BENYON J..MFJ;ll!~.E9 BTLb,2?1.L 
We then be gnn a campai gn to ur~e the Goverrunent to h o.nLou:r its 

promi.se ancJ t o i n t r ocluce a Bill bused Ol'l the Select· Commi t tee 
rec ommenda t i 1:)."11.S o 

Howevez.' ,p tho Gov~rnrr.ent claimed that 1 ts progrom.II.1e f'o r the 
1977 session we.s overloaded end they could do nothing~ 

Therei'ore 0 Dill Be :!1:/0r.1. , . dra1ivn third in the I'r:i vm. te He:mb-ers ' · 
Ballot, decided t o introd'\,lc e Dn ume:id ing bill based on the Select 
Committee recommenda t ions. · 

W/3 urged that the Government should honour its promise and 
give adequate time to t h e Bill so tha t :it could reacl'l the statute 
book. Ben.yon approached t he Minister or Stnte and ot .. fici,tls of the 
DHSS: ht:; wa s t old that i t was a mutter :f'or the Commons an.at t:hat 
"the Depcrtment Yrould r e serve their position until the d ~bat•e t ook 
place." (U.rui..sard, Februa ry 25, 1977 CC?l• 1785) 

Howeve-r, - the nex--t · th±:n-g Ben-y en- hea-re w-a-s-w-hen h-e rece-:f.v:-iad-o. --­
call from . the Gu.ardinn during the days just ·bef'ore his Bill wns to 
have 1 ts Second Reac'! i ng, a.sking him :for a comment on un open l e tter 
that the Secre tary u :f' Sta te (David Ennols) had sent to I;)ovid S t oe l 
(with copies circul&tea to o.11 Mr's one t o · the press} cl.aiming 
that his Bill wa.a tot D-lly unnec essary o.nd thn t abortion f'i gu~e s 
were dropp ing,. anyway . ·· .. . .._· . . 

It was nn obvious and scurrilous attempt t~ pre-empt- the Bill 
as wel1 as a. prime example of' Government interferenc-e .. 

During the d.ebn te Do.n Jo.nes- ~rought· ou.t. -~e .i!.'-;B:ct tha·t ·the 

· .... 



Government b.ad promised that a Bill base.d an the Select CoIIllllitt.e.e 
recommendati ,ons would be presented to ra.rlio.ment. 

Mr. Dan Jone1:1: The House wiibl have n-oted that the Mi,ni~ter l!~eep{:l · 
re.f erring toi what his Department wi 11 do or has done. _ I Jl?U~-t a.st 
him - it 1s ti . f'air question - why the pr•omise g1 ven to the Hous~ th.at 
the Governme:nt would accept .responsibility and bring in u BilJL of 
this descrip,ition, relieving a private },fember of the necessityr ha.s 
not been met,. 

Mr.·Moyle: Neithe .r my right hon. Friend, nor I has ever given -suet.i 
an undertaki..ng. 
Mr. Dan J one1:s: Certainly, yes. 

Mr,. Moyle: .NO:j 

Mr .. Dan Jone:s: On a point of' order, Mr. Deputy Speaker. The f'ormer 
Government c:hi ef' Whip, my right hon. Friend and Member :for Bemondsey 
(Mr. MellisbL) has given me that undertaking this week. · 

H.b.NE'JillD February 25, 1977 .. 
Cols 1811 - 12). 

Finally, the Second Reading was carri,ed by 170 votes to 1]2. 

EhrJ.,Y DAY MOTION, 1977 
It soor.i became obvious that the Go1v.,ern.ment had no intent:ion 

of allowing adequate time f'or the Bill to go through its various 
stages to al.low it to reach the statute book. They had no il'.ltention 
of' honouring their :promise. 

Renee 8lhort and Sir George Sinclair led the pro-abortion.1.sts 
on the Stanoling Committee in trying t0 talk the Bill out. As o. 
result, Bill. Benyon and his supporters sat through f'our complete 
night sessions · and f'iru:illy completed the Committee stages. 

Even so, the Government refused time f'or the :final debatE~s and 
the Bill i'el.l. In the meontime,. however, Six Labour MI'S had launched 
an Early DaJ' Motion calling on the Government to honour its p1rorr.is e . 
This c ollected su_p]?ort from all sides at:' the Mouse - but the Government 
d i d nothing., 

pjyUNE BILL1 1978 
In l1utt:unn 1977 we had no luck in the Private :Members' bn:Ll ot; so 

a. Bill wes i.ntjoduc ed under the Ten-Minute Rudie by Sir Bernard B:"'ainc Q 

It wos o th1:>ee-J;>oint bill to strengthen the conscience clause,, l o•;;o r· _ 
the upper li.mi t f'or abortions to 20 weeks ( excepting in serious c o.ses); 
and to seve1:- all financial links betwe!en pregnancy advisory ea:.rvice c.; 
um privnte clinics. 

There was almost no campaign leading UJ? to the Bill - ma:inly 
beccuse we v.vere not sure ]?recisely who. t Braine intended to ini::lude 
( I had some lengthy a!'_guments with him)... Even so, the debate wo..s 
won by .}..~l- votes to 112 against. · 

Nonethe,less, it showed the necessi icy and the ef'f'ect of' g:I"ass­
roots ac ti vj .. ties. 

• ••• end ..... 
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Abortions according to 
Statutory Grounds 

BY STATUTORY GROUNDS 

England and Wales/Resi_dents only 
J with 

Year TOTAL I 2 3 4 s 6 2 with 4 olhers 

1969 49,829 1,842 35,969 2,281 1,107 14 31 742 7,843 
1970 75,962 2,163 57,021 3,486 1,255 10 35 823 11,199 
1971 94,570 1,882 71,443 4,140 1,327 10 10 910 14,848 
1972 108,565 l, 711 82,988 4, 171 l, 126 10 14 887 17,658 
1973 110,568 1,228 84,890 3,520 1, 115 7 10 904 18,894 
1974 109,445 1,061 88,130 3,055 941 3 6 745 15,504 
1975 106,224 1,068 87,368 2,648 834 6 2 738 13,560 
1976 101,003 944 84,223 2,466 635 l 7 668 12,059 
1977 102,237 828 85,275 2,367 705 3 9 745 12,305 
1978 112,055 688 93,239 2,449 1,367 5 4 965 13,338 

Scotland 
Nol 

YEAR TOTAL I 2 3 4 s 6 slaled 

1969 3,544 127 3,080 219 113 0 5 
1970 5,254 115 4,700 341 87 3 2 6 
1971 6,332 121 5,769 338 96 1 4 3 
1972 7,600 82 7,043 353 101 l 4 16 
1973 7,498 65 6,996 310 124 2 1 
1974 7,545 67 7,013 374 89 - 2 
1975 7,300 41 6,808 335 115 - I 
1976 7,183 43 6,810 248 82 
1977 7,334 33 7,036 168 93 2 2 
1978 7,422 27 7,050 202 143 

N.8.-Where more 1han one s1a1u1ory ground is gi\'en, 1he Sco11ish NHS lnforma1ion Ser\'ice lisl only 1hc first one 

Definitions of Statutory Grounds 
I-Risk 10 life of woman 
2-Risk of injury to physical or mental health of woman (ii is under 1his ground that 

abortion on demand is carried ou1) 
3-Risk of injury to physical or mental health of existing children 
4-SubstantiaJ risk of child being born abnormal 
5-ln emergency to save life of mother 
6-ln emergency to prevent grave permanent injury 10 physical mental health of mother 

Comment 

It is under ground two that abortion on 
request is carried out. In England and Wales 
just over 830/o of abortions on residents were 
carried out under this clause and in Scotland 
the proportion was even higher - 950Jo. 
According to the Report of the Working 
Party of the Royal College of Obstetricians & 
Gynaecologists on Unplanned Pregnancies, 
although the majority of all "terminations 
have been carried out under the clause 
relating to injury to the physical or mental 
health of the women concerned it is becoming 
increasingly recognised that there is no such 
danger of injury in the majority of these 
cases ... ,, 



Abortions by Marital Status and 
by number of Previous Liveborn Children 
England and Wales/Residents only 
YEAR Married Single Widowed Divorced Not Stated 

or 
Separated 

1968 
(April 27 
-Dec 30) 10,090 10,302 231 1,632 77 
1969 22,979 22,287 464 3,955 144 
1970 34,314 34,492 634 6,409 113 
1971 41 ,536 44,302 744 7,877 111 
1972 46,894 51,115 722 9,755 79 
1973 46,766 52,899 713 10,047 143 
1974 45,102 53,321 718 10,190 114 
1975 43,066 52,335 601 10,123 99 
1976 40,311 50,901 604 9,727 369 

Widowed, Divorced , Separated 
or Not Known 

0

1977 39,628 51,803 11,246 
1978 42,176 56,591 13,288 

Scotland 
YEAR Married Single Widowed Not Stated 

Divorced 
Separated 

1969 1,858 1,289 379 18 
1970 2,702 1,980 569 3 
1971 3,271 2,396 664 l 
1972 3,691 3,057 826 26 
1973 3,357 3,224 913 4 
1974 3,366 3,263 916 
1975 3,074 3,314 910 2 
1976 2,878 3,442 863 
1977 2,900 3,543 889 2 
1978 2,873 3,679 866 4 

Comment 
Since the abortion Act came into operation rising 1,200,000 
resident women of England and Wales and of Scotland have had 
abortions. About half the operations were carried out on Single 
women and a slightly higher number had no previous liveborn 
children. In evidence to the Select Committee Sir John Peel, one 
of the most eminent gynaecologists in the world (formerly the 

England and Wales/Residents only Women 
-¥ith 

YEAR Women Women Women Women Women Women Women seven 
with no with one with two with three with four with five with six or more 

Not previous liveborn liveborn liveborn liveborn liveborn liveborn liveborn 
children child children children children children children children stated 

0 I 2 3 4 s 6 7 

1968 
(April27-
Dec. 30) 10,378 2,370 3,404 2,750 1,693 885 444 408 
1969 21 ,389 5,345 8,200 6,514 3,874 2,100 1,043 . .. 916 448 
1970 33,196 8,204 12,830 9,980 5,809 2,720 1,284 · 1,188 751 
1971 43 ,413 10,383 16,307 12,092 6,506 2,813 1,327 1,129 600 
1972 50,645 12,581 19,357 13,710 6,919 2,916 1,235 1,006 196 
1973 52,865 12,990 20,370 13,324 6,382 2,581 1,119 767 170 
1974 53,545 13,405 20,400 12,550 5,746 2,175 870 646 108 
1975 52,733 13,119 19,930 11,789 5,257 1,933 737 498 228 
1976 50,826 12,572 18,962 10,745 4,591 1,623 673 437 1,483 
1977 52,864 12,799 19,344 10,494 4,204 1,469 515 328 600 

Scotland Women 

Year Women Women Women Women Women with five Not stated 
with no with one with lwo with three wilh l'our or more 
previous previous previous previous previous previous 
children child children children children children 

0 I 2 3 4 S plus 

1969 1, 192 342 518 600 426 466 
1970 1,862 471 851 856 611 624 
1971 2,248 604 1,100 1,025 738 61 6 
1972 2,826 826 1,354 1,230 714 646 
1973 3,023 862 1,429 1,079 639 456 
1974 3,071 881 1,514 1, 100 579 393 
1975 3,141 948 1,420 1,010 451 31 9 
1976 3,348 944 1,336 861 421 267 
1977 3,464 956 1,412 844 375 228 
1978 3,619 1,004 1,376 854 337 231 

Queen's gynaecologist and a past President of the Royal College 
of Obstetricians & Gynaecologists) described as "not unrealistic" 
the rate of 5"7o to 10% sterility following abortion. 
It is callous not to consider the plight of 25,000-50,000 young 
women who stand at high risk of being sterile following 
abortions during the past ten years and who may dearly want to 
have children. 
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Abortions on Girls 
under the age of 16 and under the age of 20 

AGE *1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

10 Total 815 1174 1732 2296 2804 3090 3335 3570 3425 3592 3298 
to 
15 OJo Increase 100 144 214 282 344 379 409 438 420 441 405 

10 Total 5742 9233 15250 20472 24590 26570 27532 27692 27388 27963 29661 
to 
19 OJo Increase 100 161 266 357 428 453 479 482 477 487 517 

. : , 

All Total 33490 49829 75962 94570 108565 110568 109445 106224 101912 102237 111851 

Ages OJo Increase 100 149 227 282 324 330 327 317 304 305 334 

*The figures for 1968 are from April 27 onwards 

Proportion of Livebirths which are illegitimate England & Wales 

-Illegitimate 
per 1,000 3'I 

livebirths 
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Womaoaged 
less than 
20years 

Abortion in the under 20s - 10-15; 10-19 

5001 Perce~lage 1.:crease I I I I I J.------"1517 I I 
I I 

Abortlons in Women 
less than 20 years 

4001-- I I I ,;f I --:f Abortionsio'women ·1405 I I 
under 16 years 

-~4-1- 334 

3001 I I / I ,( ✓ I I Abortions in Women of all ages 
En&land and Wales --1---~ 

200 

AUwomH ~Jf 1 I I I I I I I I I I 
57 51 59 60 61 62 6J 64. 65 66 67 61 69 70 71 7l 73 74 7! 76 77 .71 1!161 69 78 71 "/J 73 74 7! 76 77 71 1979 

Comment 
By far the biggest percentage increase in abortions has taken 
place among girls under the age of 20. Abortions in girls under 
the age of sixteen have increased by 405 per cenr. Abortions on 
girls under the age of 20 have increased by 517 per cenl. Over 
one-quarter of all abortions are carried out on girls under the 

age of 20. Even so, the rate of illegitimate livebirths continues to 
increase at an unprecedented pace, (see opposite). The drop in 
abortions among girls under sixteen in 1978 coincides with the 
drop in girls coming into that age group. 



Ratio of Abortions to Livebirths 
and illegitimate Livebirths 

England and Wales/Residents only 
YEAR All lllegilimale.· Illegitimate All Number of 

Llvebirlhs Livebirlhs Llvebirlhs Abortions Livebirlhs 
as% of all to each 
Livebirlhs Abortion 

1967 832,164 69,928 8.40/o 
1969 797,538 67,041 8.40/o 49,829 16 to l 
1977 569,100 55 ,400 9.70/o 102,677 5.5 to l 
UNDER20 

1969 81,659 21,626 26.50/o 9,233 8.8 to l 
1977 54,477 20,051 36.80/o 28,216 1.9 to I 
20-24 

1969 289,012 23,135 8.00/o 12,914 22.4 to 1 
1977 174,544 17,376 10.00Jo 24,026 7 .3 to l 

t: 25-29 
( 1969 238,381 11,144 4.70/o 9,001 26.5 to I 

1977 207,916 9,758 4.70/o I 8,270 I 1.4 to l 
30 plus 

1969 188,486 11,136 5.9% 17,505 10.8 to 1 
1977 132,322 8,194 6.20/o 30,5 IO 4.3 to 1 

N.B. : Abortions where no ages have been given have been excluded 
from the age groups . 

Comment 
England and Wales 

Despite the tremendous increase in abortions the illegitimacy rate is now 
highest since records were kept. It is P.articularly high among women under 
the age of 20 with the proportion of illegitimate livebirths reachin~ over 
one-third among girls in that age group. Even so, more than one m three 
pregnancies to girls under twenty are terminated. 

Scotland 
YEAR All Illegitimate Illegitimate All Number of 

Livebirlhs Livebirths Uvl'birlhs Abortions Livebirlhs 

1969 
1977 
Under 20 

1969 
1977 
20-24 

1969 
1977 
25-29 

1969 
1977 
30 plus 

1969 
1977 

Scotland 

90,290 
62,342 

8,931 
6,977 

31,386 
20,559 

26,974 
21,567 

22,983 
13,070 

6,733 
5,968 

1,884 
2,181 

2,445 
2,042 

1,182 
939 

1,218 
776 

a-; a % of all lo each 
Livebirths Abortion 

7.50/o 3,544 26 to I 
9.60/o 7,283 9 to I 

21.00Jo 600 15 to I 
31 .00Jo 2,120 3 to I 

7.70/o 762 41 to I 
9.90/o 1,801 11 to I 

4.30/o 585 46 to I 
4.30/o 1,227 18 to 1 

5.20/o 1,519 15 to I 
5.90/o 2,135 6 lo I 

In Scotland the figures are little better with one in four pregnancies being 
terminated among girls under twenty and an illegitimacy rate of 3 I OJo in that 
age group. 
In a memorandum to the Select Committee on Abortion, Sir John Peel 
referred to the rising number of pregnancies in the young and very young, 
under 16, stating: "Termination of first pregnancies in this group ... 
carries ... the greatest risk of complications ... The availability of easy 
abortion has undoubtedly been one ofthe many factors which has led to 
this steady rise . . . Some restriction on the availability of abortion might 
slowly influence public opinion and lead to a more responsible pattern of 
behaviour ... " 
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Abortions· 
according to Gestation . 

England and Wales/Residents only 
Under 

Nol 

Year 9weeks 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17-19 20-23 24 plus slated 

1969 6,644 5,660 6,702 7,014 6,176 4,826 3,422 2,517 1,880 2,984 998 174 832 
1970 rn,029 9,327 11,553 11,889 9,697 6,980 4,627 3,071 2,327 3,199 796 157 2,310 
1971 15,700 13,117 15,224 14,804 11,602 7,750 4,707 3,078 2,100 2,948 733 114 2,693 
1972 19,844 16,803 18,392 17,012 12,421 8,213 4,930 3,113 1,972 2,566 709 137 2,453 
1973 24,053 18,171 18,419 15,899 11,682 7,331 4,339 2,632 1,828 2,383 833 142 2,856 
1974 · 25,172 18,106 18,310 15,378 10,997 6,724 3,937 2,686 1,753 2,261 775 128 3,218 
1975 25,028 17,614 17,546 14,276 10,179 6,292 3,864 2,494 1,734 2,430 847 124 3,796 
1976 25,236 17,179 16,514 13,513 9,663 5,739 3,514 2,282 1,516 2,221 811 164 3,560 
1977 25,227 17,431 16,639 13,921 9,513 5,699 3,486 2,201 1,529 2,284 912 183 3,652 

Scotland 
Under 25 . Nol 

Year l0weeki. 10-11 12-13 14-15 16-17 18-19 20-24 weeks + slaled 

1969 948 874 580 454 335 168 97 7 81 
" 1970 1,498 1,426 963 539 422 198 98 4 106 r 1971 1,865 1,790 1,135 596 481 218 89 4 154 ,. ,. 

1972 2,535 2,282 1,262 601 500 207 88 - 125 
1973 2,749 2,265 l, 177 591 409 183 90 2 32 
1974 2,849 2,427 1,162 544 339 156 67 l 
1975 2,742 2,301 1,155 497 342 169 89 5 
1976 2,825 2,209 1,086 491 338 147 82 4 

10-13 14-17 

1977 3,003 3,320 773 133 96 .5 4 
1978 3,078 3,431 698 130 74 3 8 

Comment 
The claim by pro-abortionists that less than l The numbers amount to 23 per week in 
per cent of abortions are carried out between · England, Scotland and Wales- more than 3 
the 20th and 28th week of pregnancy rather babies each day, 365 days per year. 
obscures the facts, 



Analysis of Abortions carried out 
at 20 weeks Gestation-plus in 1977 

England and Wales/Residents only 
Numbers and percentages relating to abortions carried our at 20-weeks 
gestation plus by category of premises, statutory grounds and by age 
of mother. : 

Gestation weeks 

20-23 24 and over 

TOTAL Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Category of premises: 912 100 183 100 

NHS premises 412 45 . 17 97 53 .00 
Approved places (private 
clinics, etc.) 500 54.82 86 46.99 

Age of woman 

Under 15 27 2.96 6 3.27 
15 43 4.71 4 2. 18 
16-19 287 31.46 44 24 .04 
20-24 226 . 24.78 56 30.60 
25-29 143 15 .67 28 15.30 
30-34 78 8.55 19 10.38 
35-39 40 4.38 12 6.55 
40-44 37 4.05 6 3.27 
45 and over 11 1.20 6 3.27 

Comment 
Over half of abortions carried out at 20 weeks plus are 
performed in the private sector for fees . The pro-abortionists' 
claim that these lace operations tend to be on girls under the age 
of 16 or older women who mistakenly believe that they have 
reached the menopause and do not realise that they are pregnant . 
In 1977. of 1,095 late abortions 80 were carried out on girls 
under the age of sixteen although it is highly probable that the 

Gestation weeks 

20-23 14 and over 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

912 100 183 100 
Statutory grounds 
1 (with other) 7 0.76 6 3.27 
2 698 76.50 132 72 . 13 

3 89 9.75 21 11.47 
4 116 12.71 23 12.56 
5and6 2 0.21 I 0.54 

Definitions of Statutory Grounds 

I-Risk to life of woman 
2-Risk of injury to physical or mental health of woman (ii is under this ground that 

abortion on demand is carried out) 
3-Risk of i!ljury 10 physical or mental health of existing children 
4-Substantial risk of child being born abnormal 
5-ln emergency to save life of mother 
6-ln emergency to prevent grave permanent i11jury lo physical mental health of mother 

trauma of such late abortions would have been far more 
damaging than allowing the baby to go to full term . 

The majority of abortions in this category were carried out on 
girls in their older teens and twenties - with 75 per cent being 
performed under clause 2 relating vaguely "to the physical or 
mental health" of the mother. 
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Deaths from all causes in women in their main 
childbearing years in England, Scotland and Wales 

1964 196S 1966 1967 1968 

England and Wales 9,181 9,044 8,695 8,340 8,128 

Scotland 1,138 1,197 1,161 1,021 

Comment 
The main ploy of pro-abortionists in opposing much-needed 
reforms is to make gross exaggerations regarding back-street 
abortion numbers which they claim were carried out before the 
passing of the Abortion Act, stating that the law has stopped 
such illegal practices_. A Report of the Council of the Royal 
College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists . I-Legalised 
Abortion: Report by the Council of the R.C.O.G. published in 
the British Medical Journal, April 2, I 966, state that based on 
hospital admissions and deaths, the number of women going to 
illegal operators (including those in the medical profession) or 
interfering with themselves was in the region of 14,000 and 
stated " ... any other conclusion means that the res1llts of 
criminal abortionists and of women interfering with themselves 
are better than those which can be produced by specialist 
gynaecologists terminating early pregnancies in the best hospital 
conditions." 

I 033 

Abortionists claim, however, that "back-street deaths" were 
camouflaged and did not appear in the statistics . However, if 
women were dying from illegal abortion their deaths must have 
been recorded in the statistics under some heading or another 
and, this being so, one would have expected an untoward drop 
in total deaths from all causes ainong women in their main 
childbearing years following the µassing of the present law. 

However, the above table shows that, in fact, the reverse 

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

8,365 7,936 7,782 7,757 7,659 7,394 

I 010 I 044 930 982 999 993 

happened and that whereas deaths in women in their main 
childbearing years (15-44) were dropping by about 300 per 
annum, in 1969 (the first full year of the operation of the 
Abortion Act) the number of deaths actually ROSE . In Scotland, 
too, there was no drop in total deaths from all causes among 
women in their main childbearing years and in 1968 the figures 
rose, since when they have fluctuated . 

Graphs and tables on Pages 10, 11, 12 and 13 show that 
abortion deaths throughout Europe have declined dramatically 
regardless of the laws of the land. For example; in the decade 
1955-1965 the UK and Hungary and Czechoslovakia shared in 
common a decline of over 50% in abortion deaths desµite widt>ly 
differing abortion laws - the Communist countries allowing 
abortion on demand and the UK having stricter laws at the time. 

Even more significant is that Hungary, Czechoslovakia, 
Bulgaria and Poland all restricted their laws around 1973. Far 
from an increase in deaths through women "turning to the 
back-streets" the mortality rate in these countries has continued 
to decline and is now the lowest ever. 

Note: The one exception where there has been an increase in 
deaths has been Rumania, where back-street abortion was a 
marked feature of their society even when their abortion laws 
were so liberal that they finally had four legal abortions for 
every one livebirth - the highest rate in the world. 

197S 1976 19'. 

7,444 7,274 7,0 

969 959 96 



Septic abortions and maternal deaths analysed 
England and Wales 
YEAR Discharges from hospilal 

following diagnosis of 
seplic aborlion• 

1966 2560 
1967 2530 
1968 3110 
1969 2080 
1970 2020 
1971 1600 
1972 970 
1973 930 
1974 540 
1975 610 
1976 NIA 

•Estimates from Hospital In-Patient 
Inquiry figures 

~ ,: 

OPCS Maternal Dealhs 1977: Table UI 

YEAR DEATHS Tolal 
Malernal causes Criminal Wilhoul menlion 

•1lher lhan aborlion wilh sepsis of sepsis 

1950 517 25 21 
1951 419 33 26 
1952 373 19 28 
1953 419 17 24 
1954 370 IO 25 
1955 339 17 15 
1956 302 20 16 
1957 272 15 15 
1958 265 8 12 
1959 243 13 IO 
1960 248 12 18 
1961 220 8 15 
1963 242 11 18 
1961 194 15 6 
1964 177 13 11 
1965 169 8 13 
1966 170 12 IO 
1967 138 8 9 
1968 150 IO 12 
1969 120 8 7 
1970 144 4 7 
1971 107 1 5 
1972 86 3 4 
1973 76 2 2 
1974 70 1 1 
1975 69 - 1 
1976 71 1 -
1977 68 1 -

Comment 
For many years prior to the Abortion Act hospital 
admission for the septic abortion declined steadily. There 
was, however, a sudden increase immediately after the Act 
came into operation, the numbers actually exceeding those 
for 1960 (BMJ. November 30, 1974). Since 1968, however, 
the number of discharges has continued to decline as 
before the Act (see left hand table above). The right hand 
table shows the tremendous decline in all maternal deaths 
(including abortions) since 1950. Since the Abortion Act 
came into operation the decline has continued - but 
contrary to the claims of abortionists, has been not more 
dramatic than the drop before the Act came into operation. 

ABORTION 

Olher Wilhoul menlion Tolal aborlion Tolal malernal 
wilh sepsis of sepsis dealhs dealhs (including 

39 18 103 620 
34 14 107 526 
26 15 90 463 
22 13 76 495 
22 19 76 446 
19 15 66 405 
20 16 72 374 
18 13 61 333 
27 16 63 326 
16 8 47 200 
21 11 62 3IO 
24 7 54 274 
17 11 57 298 
17 ll 49 313 
16 IO 50 227 
21 IO 52 221 
17 6 53 223 
7 . IO 34 372 

16 12 50 300 
IO IO 35 156 
17 4 32 140 
8 i3 27 134 

IO 9 26 112 
4 4 12 88 
3 6 11 81 
1 6 8 77 
3 4 7 78 
3 k2 6 74 

Warning 
The British Pregnancy Advisory Service produced a 
document, entitled "Abortion Today" which quoteo 
figures for hospital discharges following diagnosis of septic 
abortions from 1968 only - thus giving an entirely 
misleading interpretation of the drop in figures. In the 
same publication, figures for the London Emergency Bed 
Service were also quoted erroneously - BPAS classifying 
hospital admissions in connection with all abnormalities 
relating to pregnancy and the puerperium as well as 
admissions for childbirth as "female admission in 
connection with abortion" giving a totally distorted picture. 
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Maternal Deaths: Abortion and Non-Abortion 
United Kingdom and a cross-section of European countries 
Name of country Year 1955 1965 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

ENGLAND & WALES 10 10 12 10 4 6 6 I legal abortion deaths · 
25 22 15 16 8 5 2 6 unspecified abortion deaths 

65 50 35 32 27 26 12 11 8 7 all abortion deaths• 
374 171 120 114 106 86 76 70 69 71 non-abortion maternal deaths 

SCOTLAND 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 legal abortion deaths 
3 0 2 3 0 1 I 0 0 unspecified abortion deaths 

5 7 3 0 2 3 2 2 0 0 all abortion deaths• 
38 31 10 17 12 10 14 14 6 10 ·non-abortion maternal deaths 

NORTHERNIRELAND 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NI A legal abortion deaths 
1 0 l 1 0 0 0 NI A . unspecified abortion deaths 

3 2 1 0 1 l 0 0 0 NI A all abortion deaths• 
21 9 4 0 5 2 5 6 1 NI A non-abortion maternal death~ 

AUSTRIA 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 legal abortion deaths 
7 2 5 3 12 I 1 4 unspecified abortion deaths 

t 
19 IO 7 3 5 3 12 I I 4 all abortion deaths• 
96 45 33 26 28 23 IO 18 15 15 non-abortion maternal deaths 

BELGIUM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 legal abortion deaths 
6 9 4 2 2 4 4 NIA unspecified abortion deaths 

II 5 6 9 4 2 2 4 4 NIA all abortion deaths• 
109 31 23 20 25 16 14 17 II NIA non-abortion maternal deaths 

BULGARIA NIA I 0 NI A 0 I I 0 0 I legal abortion deaths 
12 NIA II 13 2.1 14 16 8 unspecified abortion deaths 

NIA 18 12 18 II 14 22 14 16 9 all abortion deaths·• 
NIA 51 37 44 35 25 26 30 24 25 non-abortion maternal deaths 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA I 0 I 0 0 ] NIA NIA legal abortion deaths 
] 3 3 6 3 2 NIA NIA unspecified aborlion deaths 

37 10 4 3 4 6 3 5 NI ,\ NIA all abortion deaths• 
144 70 42 47 38 38 35 39 NIA NIA non-abortion maternal deaths 

DENMARK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 legal abortion deaths 
3 0 0 0 0 I 0 I unspecified abortion deaths 

3 4 3 0 0 0 0 I 0 I all abortion deaths• 
JO 8 9 6 4 3 2 4 4 I non-abortion maternal deaths 

FRANCE I 2 2 0 0 I NIA NIA legal abortion deaths 
41 48 42 43 29 25 NIA NIA unspecified abortiol\ deaths 236 45 42 50 44 43 29 26 NIA NIA all abortion deaths• 

431 234 168 189 151 179 177 151 NIA NIA non-abortion maternal deaths 
WEST GERMANY 0 3 3 7 I I 0 NIA legal abortion deaths 

63 52 55 38 50 22 29 NIA unspecified abortion deaths 
15S 93 63 55 58 45 51 23 29 NIA all abortion deaths* 

1,075 631 417 365 335 255 241 190' 209 NIA non-abortion maternal deaths 

HUNGARY I I 0 2 I 2 0 0 ·legal abortion deaths 
19 12 9 ll 7 3 9 3 unspecified abortion deaths 69 25 20 13 9 13 8 5 9 3 all abortion deaths• 128 64 63 51 44 53 51 67 43 34 non-abortion maternal deaths 

Please see note on inside cover 



Maternal Deaths: Abortion and Non-Abortion 
United Kingdom and a cross-section of European countries 

·- · 
Name of counlry Year 1955 1965 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

IRELAND 
0 0 0 0 NIA legar abor1ion deaths 0 0 0 

2 0 I I 2 I 0 NIA unspecified abor1ion dealhs 

3 0 2 0 I I 2 I 0 NIA all abor1ion dealhs• 

67 18 18 20 16 27 6 14 5 NIA non-abor1ion malernal deaths 

ITALY 0 NIA NIA legal abor1ion dea1hs 0 0 I 0 0 
43 45 30 43 26 20 NIA NIA unspecified abor1ion dealhs 

91 50 43 45 31 43 26 20 NIA NIA all abor1ion deaths• 

1,068 714 522 446 436 366 346 239 NIA NIA non-aborlion ma1ernal deaths 

MALTA NIA NIA 0 legal aborlion deaths 0 0 0 0 NIA 
0 0 0 0 NIA NIA NIA O· unspecified aborlion dcalh~ 

NIA Q 0 0 0 0 NIA NIA NIA 0 all aborlion dea1hs• 

NIA 4 0 0 I 0 NIA NIA NIA 0 non-abonion ma1ernal deaths 

t NETHERLANDS 
0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 legal abor1ion deaths 

4 4 I 0 3 0 0 0 unspecified abonion dea1hs 

7 ] 4 4 I 0 3 I 0 0 all aborlion dea1hs• 

133 63 44 28 29 23 17 25 19 9 non-aborlion maternal deaths 

NORWAY 
0 0 0 legal abortion dealhs 0 0 I 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I unspecified abonion deaths 

5 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 I all aborlion deaths• 

38 12 10 7 12 4 2 4 4 6 non-aborlion maternal dealhs· 

POLAND I NIA legal abor1ion dea1hs 1-IIA 3 0 0 0 0 
NIA II 6 5 12 3 2 NIA unspecified aborlion deaths 

NIA 16 141 14 6 5 12 3 3 NIA all abonion dea1hs• 

NIA 189 160 147 120 98 102 105 92 NIA non-abonion maternal dea1hs 

PORTUGAL I NIA legal abortion deaths NIA NIA 0 0 0 0 
NIA NIA 15 20 12 13 9 NIA unspecified abortion deaths 

64 25 18 22 15 20 12 13 10 NIA all abortion dea1hs• 

261 153 132 I05 88 76 90 69 67 NIA non-aborlion ma1ernal dea1hs 

SPAIN NIA NIA legal abortion dea1hs 0 0 0 0 0 0 
17 15 9 22 19 23 NIA NIA unspecified abor1ion deaths 

36 17 17 15 9 22 19 23 NIA NIA all abor1ion dea1hs• 

467 341 204 202 190 193 161 158 NI A NIA non-abortion maternal dea1hs 

SWEDEN 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 legal abortion deaths 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 I unspecified abortion dea1hs 

16 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 I all abonion deaths• 
44 14 9 II 9 8 3 8 2 3 non-abonion matetnal deaths 

SWITZERLAND 
0 I 0 0 I I I 0 legal aborlion deaths 
2 4 3 5 I 0 I 2 unspecified aborlion deaths 

12 5 2 5 3 5 2 I 2 2 all abonion deaths• 
77 37 28 20 23 15 14 9 8 4 non-aborlion maternal deaths 

YUGOSLAVIA 
2 2 0 0 0 I 2 NIA legal abonion dealhs 

89 77 66 54 33 41 29 NIA unspecified abonion dea1hs 
NIA 152 91 79 66 54 33 42 31 NIA all abortion deaths• 
NIA 332 192 128 119 87 92 82 82 NIA non-abortion maternal deaths 

1955 1965 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 • = lea,111 plus unsptcifitd dtaths 
N/ A = no& ava ilable 

>lease see no1e on inside cover ALL ST A TISTICS ARE FROM WORLD HEAL TH ORGANISATION Unless 01herwise s1a1ed, a ll sla tistics are from lhe World Heahh Annual S1a1is1ics : 
Volume I (Vilal S1a1istics and Causes of Death) for the years 1955, 1956, 1967, 1968, 1969, 1970, 1971, 1972, 1973, 1974, 1975, 1976, 1977 and 1978. 



Influence of legislation on illegal abortions: 
Denmark compared to England and Wales 

DENMARK 

YEAR Unbirths 

1925 
1930 
1935 
1940 
1945 
1950 
1955 
1960 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

71,897 
66,303 
65,223 
70,121 
95,062 
79,558 
76,845 
76,077 
85,791 
88,332 
81,410 
74,543 
71,298 
70,802 
75,395 
76.505 
71,895 
71,327 
72,071 
65,267 

Legally-
Induced 

abortions 

50 
195 
409 
522 

1,577 
4,101 
5,434 
3,918 
5,188 
5,726 
6,324 
6,429 
7,427 

10,072 
11,496 
13,600 
16,536 
24,868 
27,884 
26,842 
25,662 

Remaining 
hospital-treated 

wi 3;5 

4,945 
10,903 
12,219 

10,885 
11,098 
10,643 
8,884 
8,016 
7,812 
7,875 
8,047 
8,087 
8,416 
§,02.9 

C:~~) 

ENGLAND&WALES 

Absolute As percentage of 
Year Livebirths Stillbirths 

1966 849,823 13,243 
1967 832,164 12,528 
1968 819,272 11,848 
1969 797,538 10,654 
1970 784,486 10,345 
1971 783,155 9,899 
1972 725,440 8,799 
1973 675,953 7,936 
1974 639,885 7,175 
1975 603,445 6,295 
1976 584,270 5,708 

Comment 
Before the legalisation of abortion on request 
in Denmark claims were made that the 
increase in legal abortions would result in an 
equally large decline in illegal abortions, so 
that the total number of induced abortions 
would rem8in the same. " ... by 
enumeration of small patients groups it has 
been shown for the interval 1971-1972 that 
illegal abortions constitute around 50/o of .. 
hospital treated abortions ." These values are 
recorded in the third column of the above 
table (left); "from and including 1967 the 
number has remained almost constant with 
small variations of around 8,100. This 
indicates that there cannot have taken place 
any large decline in the number of illegal 
abortions .. . liberalisation by the .. . 

Discharges from Hospital after 
Abortion not legally Induced 

As percentage of 
Total Numbers total births 

863,066 72,100 8.35 
844,692 69,900 8.27 
831,120 69,390 8.34 
808,192 .67,360 8.33 
794,831 · 70,930 8.92 
793,054 65,000 8.19 
734,239 62,520 8.51 
683,889 60,860 8.89 
647,060 56,670 8.75 
609,740 55,960 9.17 
589,979 NIA NIA 

abortion laws has evoked a vast increase in 
legal abortions, without a simultaneous 
decrease in illegal abortions . . . These laws 
have created an environment in which 
women who previously would have carried 
their pregnancies to term allow them now ti 
be interrupted prematurely." JOURNAL 0 
THE WORLD MEDICAL ASSOCIATION 
July/ August, 1979. Abortion Situation in 
Denmark by Dr Olaf Nogaard. The table o; 
the right shows a similar situation which ha 
developed in Britain . Far from falling, the 
rate of hospital discharges following aborti< 
not legally induced has increased in 
comparison with the birthrate and no\\'. 
stands at 9.17 per cent of total birtM. 



Influence of legislation on illegal abortions: 
Denmark compared to England and Wales 

DENMARK 

YEAR Llvebirlhs 

1925 
1930 
1935 
1940 
1945 
1950 · 
1955 
1960 
1965 
1966 
1967 

968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 

, 1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

71,897 
66,303 
65,223 
70,121 
95,062 
79,558 
76,845 
76,077 
85,791 
88,332 
81,410 
74,543 
71,298 
70,802 
75,395 
76.505 
71,895 
71 ,327 
72,071 
65,267 

Legally-
Induced 

aborlions 

50 
195 
409 
522 

1,577 
4,101 
5,434 
3,918 
5,188 
5,726 
6,324 
6,429 
7,427 

10,072 
11,496 
13,600 
16,536 
24,868 
27,884 
26,842 
25,662 

Remaining 
hospilal-lrealcd 

<:g~ 
4,945 

10,903 
12,219 

10,885 
11,098 
10,643 
8,884 
8,016 
7,812 
7,875 
8,047 
8,087 
8,416 
§,09.9 

c soo---:,l _ ,..,,.,,, 

ENGLAND & WALES 

Absolule As percenlage of 
Year Livebirlhs Slillbirlhs 

1966 849,823 13,243 
1967 832,164 .12,528 
1968 819,272 11,848 
1969 797,538 10,654 
1970 784,486 10,345 
1971 783,155 9,89~ 
1972 725,440 8,799 
1973 675,953 7,936 
1974 639,885 7,175 
1975 603,445 6,295 
1976 584,270 5,708 

Comment 
Before the legalisation of abortion on request 
in Denmark claims were made that the 
increase in legal abortions would result in an 
equally large decline in illegal abortions, so 
that the total number of induced abortions 
would remc\in the same. " . .. by 
enumeration of small patients groups it has 
been shown for the interval 1971-1972 that 
illegal abortions constitute around 50Jo of . . 
hospital treated abortions." These values are 
recorded in the third column of the above 
table (left); "from and including 1967 the 
number has remained almost constant with 
small variations of around 8,100. This 
indicates that there cannot have taken place 
any large decline in the number of illegal 
abortions ... liberalisation by the . . . 

Discharges from Hospital after 
Aborlion nol legally induced 

As percenlage of 
Tolal Numbers tolal birlhs 

863,066 72,100 8.35 
844,692 69,900 8.27 
831,120 69,390 8.34 
808,192 67,360 8.33 
794,831 · 70,930 8.92 
793,054 65,000 8.19 
734,239 62,520 8.51 
683,889 60,860 8.89 
647,060 56,670 8.75 
609,740 55,960 9.17 
589,979 NIA NIA 

abortion laws has evoked a vast increase in 
legal abortions, without a simultaneous 
decrease in illegal abortions .. . These laws 
have created an environment in which 
women who previously would have carried 
their pregnancies to term allow them now to 
be interrupted prematurely." JOURNAL OF 
THE WORLD MEDICAL ASSOCIATION, 
July/ August, 1979. Abortion Situation in 
Denmark by Dr Olaf Nogaard . The table on 
the right shows a similar situation which has 
developed in Britain. Far from falling, the 
rate of hospital discharges following abortion 
not legally induced has increased in 
comparison with the birthrate and now 
stands at 9.17 per cent of total births. · 
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DENMARK: Compiled from figures published in World Medical Journal, Vol. 
26, No. 4, July/August 1979. by Dr Olaf Nugaard 

ENGLAND: Compiled from figures given in the JR of World Medical 
Association, July/ August, 1979 

Comment 
The graphs, based on the tables on Page 14, show no 

decrease in the rate of "unspecified" abortions in Denmark and 
in England and Wales - despite spiralling legal abortion figures 
(graphs provided by the World Federation of Doctors with 
Respect for Human Life). 

Key 
A: DENMARK 

Remaining Hospital 
Treated Abortions 11/o 

8 : DENMARK 

Legally Induced 
Abortions 11/o 

C:ENGLAND & WALES 

"Other" abortions to 
livebirths 11/o 

D:ENGLAND & WALES 

Legal Abortions 10 

livebirths 11/o 

Analysis of offences for procuring illegal abortions compared 
with cases treated in hospital with main diag~osis ol' 
illegal abortion 

Offences Persons Persons found Cases treated I* 
YEAR recorded proceeded guilly in hospital with 

as known against in main diagnosis 
lo the police Magistrates of illegal 

Court abortion 

1966 170 
1967 314 61 65 270 
1968 247 75 60 520 
1969 257 57 52 670 
1970 212 52 41 750 
1971 80 34 36 770 
1972 62 26 26 320 
1973 36 11 8 520 
1974 21 8 11 370 
1975 14 1 I 180 
1976 9 3 4 N / A 
1977 11 5 2 N/A 

·- -·--·- - - -- ---

Comment 
In 1966 a Report of the Council of the Royal College of Oh\lCI ri.:ians and 
Gynaecologists predicted that the "legalisation of abortion allcb the dim~11c' 
of opinion among the public and even the Courts of Law . The result i::. 1 lw1 
criminal abortion becomes less abhorrent, and those guilty of the olTcn,·c: ; 
receive punishments so light as not to discourage them and 01111:r!> in tlll'ii' 
activities." 2* It was also suggested by eminent dodors 1ha1 as abon ion 
became more acceptable people became less inclined 10 report illegal 
operators to the police. 

Certainly, the drop in cases known to the police (~hewn ahon~ 111 c·,•lu r,.11 
1), the drop in the numbers of persons proceeded against (cohtmJ1 21. lH 

those found guilty (column 3) are brought to ridicule when ClllllparcJ 11·11 il 
the figures for cases treated in hosp;tal with main diagnosis of illegal 
abortion . Furthermore, despite racketeering in licensed clinics operating. 
under the Abortion Act, the lack of cases in which there ha\·e been poli-.:c 
proceedings have brought the law into ridicule . 

• t Estimates from Hospital In-Patient Inquiry Figures 
•2 Legalised Abortion: Report by the Council of the Royal Colleg.: of 

Obstetricians and Gynaecologists, published in the British Medical 
Journal , April 2, 1966 
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Abortions according to Premises 
in England and Wales 

Residents and Non-Residents 

Year All Abortions NHS 0/o of Total Abortions 
in National Health Service 

1968 
(from 
April 
27) 23,600 14,600 62 
1969 54,800 33,700 61 
1970 86,600 47,700 55 
1971 126,800 53,700 42 
1972 159,900 57,100 36 
1973 167,100 55,600 33 
1974 162,900 55,300 35 
1975 139,700 51,100 37 
1976 127,900 50,000 39 
1977 133,000 52,700 40 
1978 142,300 55,600 39 

Comment 
Well over half of abortions are carried out in the private sector 
with the charities - The British Pregnancy Advisory Service and 
the London-based, Pregnancy Advisory Service - claiming a 
major share. Whereas most people imagine that the charities 

Analysis of Abortions 
carried out in Private Sector (Approved places) 

Year Total Aborlions through major Charilies 
Abortions Abortions in "Co 
in private BPAS PAS Tolal As 11/o of Abortions mercial" Clinics a 

sector 

1970 38,900 8,900 3,500 12,400 
1971 73,100 15,300 6,600 21,900 
1972 102,800 20,200 11,500 31,700 
1973 111,500 23,100 13,300 36,400 
1974 106~600 24,500 13,200 37,700 
1975 88,600 22,700 12,600 35,300 
1976 77,900 21,700 11,800 33;500 
1977 80,300 22,000 10,000 32,000 
1978 86,800 

provide abortions more cheaply than the "commercial clinics" 
this is by no means always the case. Some commercial clinics 
charge considerably less for abortions than the charities (see 
opposite) . 

in privale sector other approved pb 

31.88 26,500 
29.96 51,200 
30.84 71,100 
32.65 75,100 
35.37 68,900 
39.84 35,300 
43 .00 44,400 
39.85 48,300 



Comparative Costs of Abortions 
in Charity Sector and Commercial Sector 

British Pregnancy Advisory Service 
Income for 1978 

Pregnancy Advisory Service 
l•ncome for 1977 (lb< lattsl 1·tar for which ~«OWAIS hn• 

been submiUtd to tbr Claaru,­
Commissiontrs) 

Total Income Salaries & Fees Salaries & Fees as 
11/o of lolal Income 

Grants lo Palients Granls lo Palienls Tolal Income Salaries & Fees Salaries & Fees as 
11/o of Tolal Income as 11/o of tolal Income 

£2,103,474 £1,355,893 64.45 £16,518 0.78 

Note: PAS does not show any grants lo patients in its accounts. Both BPAS and PAS allow clients to have abortions on 
deferred payments which they refer 10 as "loans". 

£115,305 £95_,q~0 £82.98 

Fees charged in Charity Sector 
BP AS & PAS (Incomes as above) 

Fees charged in Commercial Profit-making Sector 

Fee for Counselling Fee for Aborlion Tolal 

£16 £72 £88 

Comment 
Despite che privileges chey receive as registered charilies (relief of 
rates and taxes) both the British Pregnancy Advisory Service and 
the Pregnancy Advisory Service charge considerably more than 
some clinics and agencies in the commercial sector . One 
particularly surprising example is that of the P & G pregnancy 
advisory service, a commercial concern, which as shown above 
charges a total of £80 for counselling and abortion - which is 
£8 cheaper than the total charges of the charity Pregnancy 

P & G Services (Pregnancy & Gynaecological Services) Raleigh Nursing Homl' 

Fee for Counselling Fee for Aborlion Tolal Fee inclusive of 
Couni.elling and 

Aborlion 

£10 £70 £80 

Advisory Service. Yet, the clinics to which P & G refer patients 
(Buckhurst Hill and Leigham Court, Streatham) are the same 
clinics used by the charitable Preganancy Advisory Service for 
many years . It might almost be a pr-ice war! 
One must presume that the standard of care in the commercial 
sector must be equal to that in the charitable clinics - otherwise 
the Secretary of Slate for Social Security would surely have 
withdrawn approval from the clinics. 

£70 

Rober! Nursing Home 

Fee inclusive of 
Counselling and 

Aborlion 

£75 
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The influence of abortion legislation 
on attitudes to children 

Children in care under the age of 18 
England and Wales (thousands) 

1951 1956 1959 1961 1962 1963 1964 196S 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

62 .7 62 .3 61.6 62.2 63 .6 64 .8 66.3 67.1 69.2 69.3 69.4 70.7 71.2 87 .4 

Figures from HM Government Publications: " Social Trends" and " Health and Personal Social Services Statistics•• 
Note: The figures for 1977 are estimated and include 1976 figures for England and Wales 

Comment 
One of the most common techniques of 
pro-abortionists is to claim that abortion stops 
unwanted children and to assert that tightening the 
law would result in an increase in child-battering and 
those who have to be taken into care . Not only is 
there no evidence whatsoever to support the above 
claims - but all reliable evidence from Britain and 
elsewhere suggests that perhaps we should establish 
thorough research programmes to see whether liberal 
abortion undermines a sense of responsibility 
towards children. 

The table above shows that since the Abortion Act 
came into operation there has been an unprecedented 
increase in the numbers of children taken into care 
in England and Wales. In the sixteen years before 
the passing of the Act ( 1951 to 1967) annual 
statistics showed an increase of 6,600 children in 
care . However, since the Act came into operation 
the annual statistics have shown an increase of 
31,700 children in care - despite the tremendous 
decline in the birthrate. 

It is also worth noting that two areas with high 
abortion rates also have exceptionally high rates of 
children in care. Newcastle-on-Tyne, which is always 
presented as a "model" by the DHSS and 
pro-abortionists because of its high abor_tion rate, 
also has one of the highest rates of children in care 
(15.7 per 1,000 of estimated population under the 
age of 18) in the country. The West Midlands, which 
now has "the highest rate of abortions in the country 
(apart from London and the Home Counties), is also 
faced with increasing child tragedies and 
Birmingham now has 3,500 children in care - 240Jo 
higher than the average for all Metropolitan districts 
and the Social Services Committee for the City 
recently complained of the increase in schoolgirl 
mothers despite contraceptive and abortion 
programme (Daily Mail, January 14, 1980). 

The following tables on homicidal deaths among 
young people under the age of 18 give no indication 
that such tragedies decline as a result of abortion on 
demand . Indeed, the Iron Curtain countries (with 

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 

90.6 93.2 95.9 99.1 100.6 101.l 

abortion on demand) have very high rates of 
homicidal deaths in the young - particularly in 
comparison with countries such as Ireland, Malta , 
Spain and Portugal, which have no abortions law: 
Restrictions in Iron Curtain country legislation do 
not appear to have led to an increase in child deal 
due to injury deliberately inflicted by others. 

In evidence to the Select Committee on Abortio 
Sir John Peel (then President of the BMA: a fom 
President of the RCOG and the Queen's 
gynaecologist), suggested that in his view abortion 
had encouraged irresponsible attitudes in sexual 
behaviour. He felt that restrictions in the law -
equally - could lead to more responsible attitude. 

Note: Rumania has been excluded from tables i. 
this booklet because there is no analysis of deaths 
the young between those resulting from accidents 
(e.g. road accidents) and those deliberately 
perpetrated by others. All countries in the followi1 
tables can be compared with those in the ta,bles or 
pages JO and 11 showing maternal deaths. 



Homicide and Injury purposely inflicted by other persons: Legal Intervention 
United Kingdom and the same cross-section of European countries 
as for the Abortion death figures on pages 12 and 13 
Name of country Total Rate Total Rate Total Rate Total Rate Total Rate Total Rate Total Rate Total Rate Total Rate Total Rate Total Rate Age group 

1965 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 19711 in years 

United Kingdom 
ENGLAND & WALES 33 3.8 35 4.4 42 5.4 38 4.9 37 5.1 40 5.9 35 5.5 33 5.5 36 6.2 18 3.2 31 5.S 0 

25 0.8 42 1.3 34 1.0 30 1.0 43 1.4 34 1.1 40 1.4 30 1.1 26 1.0 33 1.3 28 1.2 1- 4 
20 0.3 13 0.2 15 0.2 29 0.4 25 0.3 28 0.4 31 0.4 23 0.3 23 0.3 27 0.3 28 0.3 S - 14 
78 90 91 97 105 102 106 86 85 78 87 Total 

SCOTLAND 4 4.0 9 10.0 4 4.6 2 2.3 8 10.2 6 8.1 2 2.9 2 2.9 5 7.7 4 6.4 NIA 0 
6 1.5 1 0.3 4 1.1 3 0.8 7 2.0 5 1.5 1 0.3 1 0.3 1 0.3 l 0.4 NIA 1 - 4 
2 0.2 5 0.6 0 0.0 4 0.4 3 0.3 4 0.4 3 0.3 4 0.4 7 0.8 .4 o.s NIA S - 14 

Total 
NORTHERN IRELAND 1 ~.o 2 6.2 0 - 0 - 1 3.3 1 3.4 0 - 1 3.8 1 3.8 3 12.S NIA 0 

0 - 0 - 1 0.8 0 - 1 0.8 2 1.7 3 2.6 1 0.9 1 0.9 0 - NIA 1 - 4 
0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 3 1.0 5 1.6 4 1.3 5 1.6 4 1.3 NIA 5 - 14 

t 
Total 

Austria 8 6.2 10 8.2 12 10.7 6 5.5 9 8.7 8 8.2 8 8.2 10 10.7 5 5.7 4 4.7 0 -
5 1.0 7 1.4 3 0.6 5 1.0 3 0.6 3 0.7 3 0.7 2 0.5 2 0.5 I 0.3 I - 4 
7 0.7 8 0.7 9 0.7 3 0.2 3 0.2 6 0.5 · 3 0.2 7 0.6 3 0.2 8 0.7 5 - 14 

20 25 24 14 15 17 14 19 10 13 Total 

Belgium 5 3.2 0 - 3 2.1 9 6.4 0 - 2 1.5 2 1.7 2 1.7 0 - NIA NIA 0 
3 0.5 4 0.7 3 0.5 3 0.5 3 0.5 3 0.5 2 0.4 2 0.4 3 0.6 NIA NIA l - 4 

·3 0.2 5 0.3 2 0.1 0 - 5 0.3 0 - 9 0.6 6 0.4 4 0.3 NIA NIA 5 - 14 
11 9 8 12 8 5 13 10 7 Total 

Bulgaria 4 3.2 5 3.5 NIA 5 3.7 2 1.5 4 2.9 4 2.7 4 2.8 4 2.8 2 1.4 NIA 0 
1 0.2 5 1.0 NIA 5 1.0 5 0.9 4 0.8 0 - 0 - 3 0.6 3 0.5 NIA I - 4 
6 0.5 5 0.4 NIA 6 0.5 10 0.8 7 0.6 3 0.2 1 0.1 0 - 0 - NIA 5 - 14 

11 15 16 17 15 7 5 7 5 Total 

Czechoslovakia 22 9.5 18 8.1 16 7.0 24 10.l 15 6.0 19 6.9 22 7.6 24 8.3 NIA NIA NIA 0 
7 0.8 6 0.7 18 2.1 7 0.8 10 I.I 9 1.0 4 0.4 8 0.8 NIA NIA I - 4 
8 0.3 15 0.7 12 0.5 10 0.5 13 0.6 6 0.3 11 0.5 7 0.3 5 - 14 

37 39 46 41 38 34 37 39 Total 

Denmark 2 2.3 0 - 0 - 2 2.7 0 - 4 5.6 0 - 1 1.4 I 1.5 I 1.6 NIA ' 6 
2 0.6 1 0.3 4 1.3 0 - 3 1.0 4 1.4 l 0.3 0 - 4 1.4 I 0.4 NIA I - 4 
5 0.7 8 l.l 2 0.3 7 0.9 6 0.8 6 0.8 4 0.5 4 0.5 4 0.5 4 0.5 NIA 5 - 14 
9 9 6 9 9 14 5 5 9 6 Total 

France 26 3.0 12 1.4 13 1.5 11 1.3 18 2.1 13 1.5 15 1.9 8 l.l 18 2.5 NIA NIA 
16 0.5 13 0.4 8 0.2 9 0.3 15 0.4 15 0.4 20 0.6 11 0.3 9 0.3 NIA NIA l - 4 
14 0.2 18 0.2 11 0.1 17 0.2 22 0.3 7 . 0.1 22 0.3 19 0.2 11 0.1 NIA NIA 5 - ·14 
56 43 32 37 55 35 57 38 38 Total 

Please see note on inside cover 



'O (CONTINUED FROM PAGE - 19) 

-----
N1Mr or cnunlry Tot1I R1tr Total Rale Tolal Rate _ Total R•tr Total R■tt Total Ratr Total Ralt Total Ralt Total Ratr Total Ratr Total R■tr Age groups 

1969 1969 1970 1971 1971 , 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1971 in years 

West GerMany 63 6.0 59 6.5 48 5.9 47 6.0 45 6.4 42 -6.6 36 6.0 37 6.2 ·31 5.1 21 3.6 NIA 0 
41 1.0 44 1.1 47 l.2 40 1.1 35 l.0 41 l.3 30 1.0 23 0.8 33 1.3 25 1.0 NIA 1 - 4 
52 0.6 47 0.5 67 0.7 43 0.4 51 0.5 51 0.5 49 0.5 39 0.4 61 0.6 58 0.6 NIA 5 - 14 

156 150 162 30 131 134 115 99 125 104 NIA Total 

Hungary 11 8.3 27 17.5 13 8.6 20 13 .3 37 24.1 22 14.1 21 11.3 19 9.8 26 14.0 17 9.6 NIA ' 0 
3 0.6 5 0.9 9 1.6 9 1.6 8 1.4 7 1.2 3 0.5 4 0.7 10 1.6 4 0.6 NIA 1 - 4 

11 0.6 6 0.4 6 0.4 8 0.6 5 0.4 7 0.5 4 0.3 1 0. 1 6 0.4 3 0.2 NIA 5 - 14 
25 38 28 37 50 36 28 . 24 42 24 NIA Total· 

Irel1md I 1.6 1 1.6 3 4.7 3 4.4 1 1.6 1 1.5 0 - 7 10.4 NIA NIA NIA Under 1 
0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 2 0.8 0 - 0 - 2 0.8 NIA NIA 1 - 4 
0 - 0 - I 0.2 1 0.2 1 0.2 1 0.2 1 0.2 0 - NIA - NIA 5 - 14 
I 1 4 4 4 2 1 9 Total 

It1dy 7 0.7 8 0.9 9 1.0 13 1.4 10 1.1 4 0.5 11 1.2 NIA NIA NIA NIA 0 
6 0.2 JO 0.3 7 0.2 14 0.4 9 0.3 9 0.3 6 0.2 NIA NIA NIA NIA 1 - 4 

22 0.3 14 0.2 25 0.3 21 0.2 17 0.2 26 0.3 12 0.1 NIA NIA NIA NIA 5 - 14 
35 32 41 48 36 39 29 NIA NIA NIA NIA Total 

M..'llta There have been no recorded deaths due to homicide or injury purposely inflicted among children under the age of 14 

:... 
for the years 1965-1977 in Malta 

NethP.rlands 4 1.6 5 2.0 4 1.7 5 2.2 2 0.9 4 2.1 2 1.1 4 2.2 6 3.4 5 2.9 NIA 0 
2 0.2 9 0.9 1 0.1 3 0.3 4 0.4 2 0.2 2 0.2 2 0.2 2 0.3 IO 1.3 NIA 1 - 4 
I 0.0 1 0.0 3 0.1 3 0.1 6 0.3 l 0.0 9 0.4 4 0.2 3 0.1 6 0.2 NIA 5 - 14 
7 15 8 11 12 7 13 JO 11 21 Total 

Norway - 3 4.5 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 2 3.3 0 - I 1.8 2 3.7 0 - NIA 0 
2 0.8 0 - 3 I. I 1 0.4 1 0.4 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - NIA 1 - 4 
2 0.3 3 0.5 2 0.3 2 0.3 1 0.2 1 0.2 1 0.2 1 0.2 2 0.3 2 0.3 NIA 5 - 14 
7 3 5 3 2 3 1 2 4 2 NIA Total 

Pol:md 13 2.4 6 I.I 19 3.5 30 5.3 17 3.0 22 3.7 30 4.8 14 2.2 18 2.7 NIA NIA 0 
6 0.3 7 0.3 5 0.2 6 0.3 2 0.1 3 0.1 6 0.3 10 0.4 6 0.3 NIA NIA 1 - 4 

11 0.2 18 0.3 11 0.2 8 0.1 7 0.1 7 0.1 9 0.2 13 0.2 7 0.1 NIA NIA 5 - 14 
30 31 35 44 26 32 45 37. 31 NIA NIA Total 

Portugal 4 1.9 3 1.6 2 1.2 4 2. 1 3 1.7 2 1.2 1 0.6 2 1.1 NIA NIA NIA 0 
1 0.1 0 - 2 0.3 1 0.1 2 0.3 0 - 0 - 1 0.1 NIA NIA NIA 1 - 4 
2 0. 1 2 0. 1 2 0.1 3 0.2 3 0.2 2 0.1 5 0.3 2 0.1 NIA NIA NIA 5 - 14 
7 5 6 8 8 4 6 5 NIA NIA NIA Total 

Spain NIA 7 I.I 5 0.8 5 0.8 4 0.6 2 0.3 3 0.4 7 1.0 NIA NIA NIA 0 
NIA I 0.0 2 0.1 3 0.1 2 0.1 1 0.0 1 0.0 7 0.3 NIA NIA NIA I - 4 
NIA I 0.0 4 0 .1 5 0.1 3 0 .0 0 - 7 0.1 13 0.2 NIA NIA NIA 5 - 14 
NIA 9 11 13 9 3 11 27 NIA NIA NIA Total 

Sweden 3 2.4 2 1.9 2 1.8 0 - 6 5.3 0 - 0 - I 1.0 1 1.0 0 - NIA 0 
I 0.2 10 2.1 6 1.3 3 0.7 4 0.9 5 I.I 4 0.9 3 0.7 2 0.5 3 0.7 NIA 1 - 4 
7 2.7 2 0.2 6 0.5 11 1.0 3 0.3 5 0.4 4 0.4 5 0.4 3 0.3 4 0.3 NIA 5 - 14 

11 14 14 14 13 10 8 9 6 7 NIA Total 

Switzerland 5 4.5 4 3.9 9 9.1 4 4.2 5 ,5.5 4 4.6 4 4.7 3 3.8 1 1.3 5 6.8 NIA 0 
2 0.5 I 0.2 3 0.7 2 0.5 6 1.5 0 - 3 0.8 3 0.9 4 1.2 3 1.0 NIA I - 4 
6 0.7 0 - 1 0.1 3 0.3 8 0.8 4 0.4 5 0.5 3 0.3 8 0.8 5 0.5 NIA 5 - 14 

Please sec note on inside cover 13 5 13 9 19 8 12 9 13 13 NIA Total 



Note: Betw,een 1956 and 1960 Iron Curtain countries including Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary' and Poland, liberalised their abortion laws, establishing abortion on demand . They 
tightened their laws in the early '70s, since when there has been no increase in abortion deaths. 
In the case of Bulgaria, Hungary and Poland maternal deaths due to abortion are now the 
lowest in their history: 
Bulgaria April 1973 abortion law restricted. Czechoslovakia May 1973 abortion law restricted. 
Hungary January I, 1974, abortion law restricted. Poland 1974 abortion law restricted. None 
'of these countries show any increase in infanticide since changing the law. 
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