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Foreword
In this report, written by the staff of The Christian Institute, we consider 20 major moral issues of our time. 

All of the issues have been voted on by the House of Commons. Part I of this report outlines the basic facts of each issue, then considers the Biblical arguments and concludes with some key points which can be used in support of the Biblical position. Some additional statements from some of the main Christian denominations are also included.  

Part II explains the technical details of the votes themselves and how we have recorded them on our on-line database of MPs’ votes.

The scope of this publication

The subjects covered comprise 

· The sanctity of human life (embryo experiments, human cloning, abortion, euthanasia)

· Marriage and the family (divorce, parental right to smack, the age of homosexual consent, civil partnerships and the rights of siblings, adoption by unmarried couples or homosexuals)

· Education (religious education and worship in schools, Section 28)

· Religious liberties (incitement to religious hatred, religious broadcasting, protecting Churches from transsexual rights laws)

· Public morality (blasphemy, homosexuals in the armed forces, reclassification of cannabis, gambling deregulation, transsexual rights) 

For twenty separate moral issues we have carried out an analysis of the ways in which Members of Parliament have voted. The issues were considered by the House of Commons in a total of twenty-three votes.

Most of the votes involved a free vote. It is a matter of concern that some political parties have used the party whip to require MPs to vote for policies which many Christians would see as morally wrong (e.g. the repeal of Section 28, or the introduction of homosexual civil partnerships).  

Some votes have had to be excluded. For example, the votes on Sunday trading have proved too complex to analyse in the time available. 

The vote on the introduction of the national lottery was also excluded as none of the main political parties opposes the principle of the national lottery. The main vote in Parliament on the legislation bringing in the lottery was not actually on the principle, but rather the particular scheme for implementation. An analysis of MPs votes would yield very little information about their beliefs on this question and hence has not been done.

There has been a private member’s Bill to introduce euthanasia. Votes on this Bill are included. But we have not included votes on the recent Mental Capacity Bill as MPs who opposed euthanasia took a variety of tactical approaches on the legislation. Some opposed the Bill entirely. Other MPs (at least initially) supported the Bill arguing that the legislation does not necessarily mandate euthanasia, although that was a risk that that could be the result in some cases. These MPs sought assurances from the Government in the form of Ministerial amendments to the Bill in the House of Lords. At the time of writing MPs have not had the opportunity to vote on these amendments.    

Our intention in future years is to extend the issues covered by this report. 

Technical details on the Parliamentary votes

Where votes in the House of Commons are referred to, the vote totals are always two higher on both sides than the totals given in Hansard (the official record of House of Commons proceedings). This is because there are two tellers (MPs who count the vote) on both sides. 

By convention, tellers support the vote they count. The exception is where a technical motion has been used in order to force a vote. So far as we are aware, in the issues considered here this only applies to the vote on religious broadcasting.

Part II of this publication provides the background details of how MPs voted on the ethical issues discussed in Part I and how we have recorded the votes on our database. 

Colin Hart

March 2005

Part I : The Issues

The Sanctity of Life

Key facts

The crucial issue

Beliefs about the sanctity of life lie at the heart of all the ethical debates on embryo experiments, abortion and euthanasia.

There can be no doubt that a new biological human life is created at conception. Everyone has been a human embryo. The question is, when does that human life acquire the status of becoming a human person whose life is inviolable?

Abortion was legalised in 1967 prior to the 1990 debates on making it legal to carry out experiments which destroy human embryos. 

The issue of personhood 

· The Warnock Inquiry, reporting in 1984,
 considered the status of the embryo and whether it was morally right to permit experiments on embryos to be carried out and, if so, on what basis.

· The main conclusion of the Warnock Report was that human embryos should have ‘special status’ only after 14 days when a rudimentary nervous system ('the primitive streak') has developed.

· Perhaps given that abortion was already legal it is no surprise that the Warnock Report sidestepped the issue of when human life or 'personhood' begins. The report claims to be more concerned with how it is right to treat the human embryo.

· Some philosophers adopt a "gradualist" approach - saying that personhood begins a certain period of time after conception depending on the characteristics or functions of the embryo. 

· Influential philosophers such as John Harris have gone on to develop other definitions which assign personhood to "a creature capable of valuing its own existence".
 They claim that abortion and euthanasia are justifiable on this basis. According to Peter Singer, Professor of Bioethics at the University Centre for Human Values at Princeton University, the killing of newborn babies should also be permitted in some cases.

Biblical arguments
Embryos and the Bible

The Bible clearly supports the view that life begins at conception. 
Scripture teaches that human life is precious and that murder is wrong (Genesis 9:6). Uniquely among all creatures only man has the capacity for a relationship with God. Only man has a soul. Only man was made in God’s image, God’s likeness (Genesis 1:26).

The Bible talks of God knowing an individual from conception (Jeremiah 1:5). 

David said he was "sinful from the time my mother conceived me". So David was in need of a Saviour from the very point of his conception.
 Job speaks of God moulding him like clay and forming his skin, flesh and bones.

In Psalm 139, the Psalmist praises God whom he says "created my inmost being … [and] knit me together in my mother's womb"
. God’s knowledge of the Psalmist goes back to his creation in the womb when he "was made in the secret place".
 God saw his “unformed body”, that is God saw the Psalmist as an embryo.
 

It follows that the human soul must be present from conception. Body and soul cannot be separated until death.

The incarnation 

The incarnation of Christ also has important implications for medical ethics. Jesus Christ reveals not only the nature of deity but also the nature of what is human. It is the central claim of the Christian faith that God became man and dwelt among us
 to become the Saviour of men.

The life of Jesus Christ on earth began when “he was conceived by the Holy Spirit and born of the virgin Mary”.
 The incarnation began with the virginal conception and not in the manger in Bethlehem.

The gospel of Luke states that the Holy Spirit came upon Mary and the power of the Most High overshadowed her (Luke 1:35).

God became incarnate as an embryo. The consistent teaching of the Church is that Jesus' humanity began at conception. The only difference between Jesus' humanity and ours is that Jesus was without sin (Hebrews 4:15). The writer to the Hebrews is clear that Jesus had to be made like us in every way, sin excepted.
 

The phrase “to be made” must refer to Jesus’ gestation, his development in his mother’s womb. It cannot refer to Jesus being a created being since the writer to the Hebrews begins by dramatically asserting that Christ is divine, the Son of God, begotten not created. Referring to Psalm 2:7, he asks, “For unto which of the angels said he at any time, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee?” (Hebrews 1:5 KJV).

Since Jesus shared our humanity and was made like us in every way (Hebrews 2:14, 17), our own human life must have begun at conception.

The American evangelical theologian Professor Gresham Machen, wrote a classic defence of the virgin birth in 1930. This was widely acclaimed by Protestants and Catholics alike. 

Gresham Machen wrote of the doctrine of the incarnation 

"To that doctrine it is essential that the Son of God should live a complete human life upon this earth. But the human life would not be complete unless it began in the mother's womb. At no later time, therefore, should the incarnation be put, but at that moment when the babe was conceived. There, then, should be found the stupendous event when the eternal Son of God assumed our nature, so that from then on He was both God and man."

Human personhood begins at conception and the human embryo is precisely that – a human embryo.

The image of God

Because "God created man in his own image"
 he has an entirely different status from other animals. No animal is made in God's image or has a soul. Uniquely in the created order, it is human life which is specially protected in the Bible.

The fundamental prohibition on killing, and the basis for it, is set out in Genesis 9:6: “Whoever sheds the blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed; for in the image of God has God made man”. 

Our significance, and so the claim to protection, derives not from our ‘quality of life’ or gifts and abilities, but from our status as being made in God’s image. 

Professor John Wyatt, Professor of Neonatal Paediatrics at University College, London, rejects the notion that personhood depends on how you function:

"...in Christian thought, the dignity of a human being resides not in what you can do, but in what you are, by creation. Human beings do not need to earn the right to be treated as Godlike beings. Our dignity is intrinsic, in the way we have been made..."

Professor Wyatt argues that because of this intrinsic dignity there is a duty of care for the embryo:

 "I therefore find myself driven by the thrust of the biblical material, by theological arguments and by the undeniable reality of widespread human intuitions about abortion, to the conclusion that we owe a duty of protection and care to the embryo and the early fetus as much as to the mature fetus and newborn baby…. There is no point from fertilization onwards at which we can reliably conclude that a human being is not a member of the human family, one who is known and called by God, one with whom we are locked in community."
 

The incarnation and the image of God

The incarnation was made possible precisely because man was made in God's image. 

As Nigel Cameron states

"For the reason why God could become man was that man, his creature, already bore his image; he already reflected the personal character of God in a human form. For God to become man in embryo therefore requires that man in embryo already bears the image, and absolutely forbids the possibility that in the early stages of his biological life the divine image can be absent."

Key points 

Even without the Biblical witness, there would still be a fundamental problem with destroying human embryos. This is the fact that where there is doubt, medicine operates on the principle of "playing safe".

The undeniable fact is that if the embryo of William Shakespeare was destroyed, then William Shakespeare would never have lived.  

Sperm and ova which do not meet simply die. No human life exists. Once they do meet and fertilisation takes place, a new unique human life has begun. No new genetic material is added after the point of fertilisation.

As Hadley Arkes has pointed out 

"The question, however, is not what the organism 'looks' like, but what it is. The embryo may not look like the average undergraduate - some people may even think that it looks like a tadpole - but it is never the equivalent of a tadpole even when it 'looks' like one. That apparently formless mass is already 'programmed' with the instructions that will make its tissues the source of specialized functions and aptitudes discriminably different from the organs and talents of tadpoles. This 'tadpole' is likely to come out with hands and feet and with a capacity to conjugate verbs."

These are weighty considerations which at the very least mean that the benefit of the doubt should go to keeping the embryo alive. A human embryo is not a potential human being, it is a human being with potential. 

A final philosophical question is this: “was that embryo in your mother’s womb actually you?” The answer is yes. One cannot say “it wasn’t at day one but it was at day fourteen.”

1. Embryo Experiments

Vote on page 87

The facts

Historical Background

· Experiments in human embryology were largely unregulated until 1990. The new regulations came about in that year at the recommendation of the Warnock Inquiry.

· Abortion was legalised in 1967. Consequently it might have been thought inconceivable for an official committee of inquiry to come out against destructive experiments on human embryos. In fact this inconceivable event almost occurred.

· The Warnock Inquiry, reporting in 1984
, had only a majority of one vote to recommend that experimentation be permitted on human embryos up to 14 days. 

· Four dissenters on the Inquiry argued that such research should only be conducted on embryos unused after in vitro-fertilisation (IVF) treatment and should be done with a view to enabling a woman to become pregnant.

· An additional three dissenters rejected any deliberate destruction of human embryos.

· In response to the recommendations, the 1990 Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act legalised experimentation on human embryos of up to 14 days development for the purposes of research into infertility, congenital disease, causes of miscarriages, contraception and detecting gene or chromosome abnormalities. Only spare embryos arising from in vitro-fertilisation (IVF) treatment could be used. 

· In 2001 new regulations were made to allow cell nuclear replacement (therapeutic cloning) to be licensed by the Human Fertilisation and Embryo Authority (HFEA). The grounds for research were extended to include increasing knowledge about embryos and serious disease and to enable such knowledge to be applied in developing treatments.

· In 2002 the HFEA granted the first licence to carry out research on human embryos to produce stem cell lines. The embryos were donated.

· In 2004, the HFEA granted the first licence to create human embryonic stem cells using therapeutic cloning.
 

Biblical arguments
The sanctity of life

Life is sacred from conception (see the section on The Sanctity of Life). Experiments on human embryos therefore involve the destruction of human beings.  

The deliberate taking of an innocent human life breaks the sixth commandment "You shall not murder".
 The state ought to prohibit such activity, not regulate it. 

Human beings are not commodities

Research on human embryos involves the destruction of some human beings for the benefit of others. This is to treat human beings as commodities.

Embryos are the weakest members of society. It is wrong to exploit the weak merely because some ‘benefit’ can be derived from it. Destructive experimentation on embryos means that people can be killed as a means to an end.  

Duty to care

The Bible strongly encourages mankind to care for his fellow man. We are our brother's keeper (Genesis 4:9). We are to love our neighbour as ourselves (Matthew 22:37-40) and Jesus taught that a stranger in trouble was our neighbour (Luke 10:25-37).

Key Points
Human embryos are human beings worthy of respect even though they lack rationality or capacity for relationship

The only beginning of human life that can be marked with any degree of certainty is fertilisation. To choose a later stage on the basis of, for example, neural function or place of residence (uterus, fallopian tube or Petri dish) is as arbitrary as discriminating on the basis of race or age. All of these are morally insignificant characteristics and cannot be used for the basis of deciding when life begins.

Human embryos are human beings worthy of respect even though they have a high mortality rate; about 40-70% don’t reach maturity

Some Christians have suggested that human embryos cannot be human persons because so many embryos fail to implant and are lost as early miscarriages. On this view it is said that God would not choose to give souls to these embryos.

The value of human beings is not dependent on survival rates. Refugees across the world have high mortality rates, yet they are no less human. Doctors are called to save and preserve life.

Many embryos that do spontaneously abort have a high incidence of genetic (particularly chromosomal) abnormality. However, these abnormal embryos have still formed through fertilisation and therefore are as fully human as a child with a severe handicap. The value of human life is not dependent on its level of abnormality. Society cares for the handicapped once they have been born – the same care and protection should be extended to a human life before it has been born.

Church positions
Church of England 

In July 2003 the General Synod affirmed the sanctity of the human embryo and the need to treat it with profound respect. It also affirmed the Synod recognised there are different views among Christians on the morality of embryo research.
 

In addressing the Synod, the Bishop of Norwich concluded: “We recognize the absolutist tradition and we are trying to give respect to that in the motion.”

A research paper endorsed by the Synod in July 2003 further stated: 

“It is plain that for Christians the key question concerns the status of the embryo. Does it have the same right to deserve the protection that is accorded to early human life on the basis of the traditional respect for the sanctity of human life? The new developments promise benefits of various kinds in the advance of scientific understanding and medical knowledge, and in the eradication of serious disabilities. But in Christian thought, where the ends are not simply taken to justify the means, it must be a prior question whether what is done in pursuit of these goals is itself morally acceptable.”

Church of Scotland

The General Assembly of the Church of Scotland has commended a report from its Board of Social Responsibility study group on IVF and embryology.
 The report accepts that the incarnation shows that human life begins at conception. Though the study group did not call for a legal ban on destructive embryo research they concluded: 

“If we accord to the human embryo the full rights of a person, then all research on human embryos must be morally wrong... the human embryo must be regarded as an actual person, and regarded as a person…from the moment of conception.”

Roman Catholics

In 2004 the Catholic Bishops’ Conference of England and Wales stated:

“Medical research which involves the destruction of human embryos is a ‘crime against their dignity as human beings’ (The Gospel of Life, Paragraph 63). It should also be noted that there are good alternative sources of stem cells which do not require cloning or the destruction of embryos.”

The Papal Encyclical Evangelium Vitae states:
“When the Church declares that unconditional respect for the right to life of every innocent person – from conception to natural death – is one of the pillars on which every civil society stands, she ‘wants simply to promote a human State. A State which recognizes the defence of the fundamental rights of the human person, especially of the weakest, as its primary duty’.”

2. Human Cloning

Vote on page 88

The facts


What is cloning

· Cloning involves the creation of an embryo which is an identical copy of another human being. Clones can be created through dividing an embryo at its earliest stage (creating two identical embryos). They can also be created using Cell Nuclear Replacement, the technique used to create Dolly the Sheep in 1997.

· In Cell Nuclear Replacement the nucleus of one cell is placed into an egg which has had its own nucleus removed. It is then stimulated to divide so that it becomes a clone.

· The Government has sought to make a distinction between ‘therapeutic’ and ‘reproductive’ cloning. However the process of creating a human life in embryo form is the same in either case. 

Reproductive cloning

· In reproductive cloning the created embryo is implanted into a human womb, leading to the birth of a human being. Whilst this is now technically possible, it has never been done anywhere in the world. 

· The Human Reproductive Cloning Act 2001 banned all human reproductive cloning in the UK.

Therapeutic cloning

· Therapeutic cloning also creates human beings in embryo form through cloning but the embryos are experimented upon and destroyed.

· ‘Therapeutic cloning’ has no therapeutic value for the subject involved. In fact it is literally lethal, necessarily bringing about the death of the embryo.

· On 19th December 2000 the House of Commons became the first legislature in the world to vote explicitly to legalise human cloning. The House of Lords confirmed this decision on 22nd January 2001. This was done not by primary legislation but by a Ministerial Order.

· In 2004, the HFEA granted the first licence to create human embryonic stem cells using therapeutic cloning.
 

Why scientists want to clone embryos for research

"Stem cells" are of great importance to research into curing human diseases. Stem cells are a unique kind of cell that can potentially develop into any other human cell. It is the demand for these cells which is the background to the whole debate on cloning.

· Stem cells are found in human embryos and in human tissue such as bone marrow. Human embryos are very difficult to come by as it involves extracting female ova by an operation and then fertilising them.

· Scientists believe that stem cells will be useful in replacing cells that have become diseased. Many claim that embryos provide the best source of these cells and that cloning is necessary to be able to create more embryos as a more readily available source of stem cells.

· However, taking stem cells from an embryo necessarily involves the destruction of the embryo. Currently the supply of embryos comes as a by-product of In-Vitro Fertilisation (IVF). Some parents donate their excess embryos for the research. 

Biblical arguments

Human cloning creates human beings – from conception

Whether it be “therapeutic” or “reproductive” cloning – both techniques create human life. 

Life is sacred from conception (see the first section). The embryo has personhood at conception regardless of how that conception comes about. Once a new life has been created through cloning there is no moral distinction between it and any other embryo. All embryos deserve our protection.

“Therapeutic” cloning is morally repugnant because it creates life with the specific aim of experimentation and destruction. The stem cells are extracted for research and the embryo dies. Pro-lifers have called this practice "technological cannibalism".

“Reproductive” cloning is also morally indefensible on the following grounds:

Human cloning is biological manufacturing by man not creation by God

Human cloning, and particularly “reproductive cloning”, puts the choices about a new life in the hands of a person rather than God. It will be left to the scientist to decide which embryo appears fit for implantation and which should be discarded. Human cloning usurps God’s position as the Almighty Creator. Job acknowledged, “The Lord gave and the Lord has taken away” (Job 1:21).

Under this new regime man, and not God, chooses the desired characteristics of any resultant children.  It gives man control over the next generation.  Cloning gives humans control over human fertility and therefore over the design/genetics of future generations.  Thus man exerts a tyranny over future generations. As C. S. Lewis said: 

“In reality, of course, if any one age really attains, by eugenics and scientific education, the power to make its descendants what it pleases, all men who live after it are the patients of that power.  They are weaker, not stronger: for though we may have put wonderful machines in their hands we have pre-ordained how they are to use them.” 

Children are a gift from God

Children are a gift from God.
 No one has a ‘right’ to have children even though they may be earnestly desired and infertility can be deeply distressing.
 However, cloning and many forms of in vitro fertilisation (IVF) make commodities out of children who are “made to order”. Procreation is taken out of God’s hands and given to man.

Cloning breaks the link with parents

God created man and woman; he instituted marriage for their mutual benefit and for the procreation of children.
 God told Adam and Eve to "Be fruitful and increase in number; fill the earth and subdue it."

In this way human relationships are based on relations between a husband and wife, their children and the wider family. God’s creation of the marriage relationship, and its central place in the procreation of the next generation, is for our benefit. 

God's intention is that children are procreated using genetic material from both their parents. With cloning the genetic material comes from only one 'parent'. Worst still, the child will be the genetic brother of the "father" or the genetic sister of the "mother". This profoundly undermines God’s intended order for procreation.

Key Points

The legislation was universally condemned by national Christian leaders and leaders of non-Christian faiths 

Prior to the vote in the House of Lords (22nd January 2001), which approved the Ministerial Order on cloning, eleven prominent religious leaders wrote to Peers in the House of Lords opposing the move.
 These included: the former Archbishops of Canterbury and York (Dr George Carey and Dr David Hope); the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Westminster (Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O’Connor) and the late Roman Catholic Archbishop of Glasgow (Cardinal Thomas Winning); the Chief Rabbi (Dr Jonathan Sachs); the General Secretary of the Evangelical Alliance (Revd Joel Edwards); as well as leaders from Muslim and Sikh organisations, the Greek Orthodox Church, the Baptist Union, and the Free Church.

In February 2005, the United Nations passed a declaration calling for an international ban on all forms of human cloning, including therapeutic cloning. The UN stated any form of human cloning was incompatible with human dignity and the protection of human life.
 

So called 'therapeutic cloning' is unnecessary

· There is no need to clone human embryos since stem cells can be taken from adults (“adult stem cells”), a process not involving the creation and destruction of embryos. 

· Ongoing research into taking stem cells from adults is proving fruitful.
 Recent advances include treating cardiac problems
, liver disease
 and spinal paralysis.
 In fact using adult stem cells has benefits over embryo stem cells as they will, if taken from the patient, match their genetic make up, removing the possibility of rejection.

· The report which led to the Government’s proposals (“The Donaldson Report”) recommended that research on cloned embryos should not take place if alternatives are available. More research should be directed into the use of adult stem cells. Beginning research on embryos and cloning may well divert attention from adult stem cells.

The extraordinary way in which the Government has legalised cloning

Rather than introducing a Bill, the Government used a Statutory Instrument to make changes to the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act 1990 ("The 1990 Act"). It claims that the changes could be dealt with in this perfunctory way because the issues were dealt with in the debates surrounding the 1990 Act.
 

This is untrue. Cloning was seen as science fiction during those debates. One pro-experimentation MP said at the time: “We have heard much scare talk about hybrids, clones and designer babies, but such talk comes from people who do not understand the limitations of the work, and these ideas are strictly banned by the guidelines which have so far been adhered to voluntarily and which, if the Bill is passed, will have statutory force when the licensing authority is set up.”
 

Ann Winterton (MP for Congleton) quoted from an editorial in The Daily Telegraph during the House of Commons debate: 

“When, in 1990, the law was changed to permit embryo research, cloning was still science fiction; there was no debate about its ethics. It was never Parliament's intention to allow cloning, even if it had been conceivable. The new regulations are being presented as if they merely clarified the existing law, whereas in reality they mark a radical departure from it. This is a serious abuse of parliamentary procedure.”

Legalising cloning without mentioning cloning

The Government has chosen indirect means to legalise human cloning. The Statutory Instrument widens the purposes (“the ends”) for which research may be conducted under the 1990 Act. In doing so it legalises human cloning as the means to produce the embryos from which stem cells are extracted for research into disease.

The Statutory Instrument “merely” details the new areas of research. Cloning is not mentioned at all, yet the Government’s whole purpose is to legalise the cloning of human embryos for research. The Research Paper from the House of Commons Library explaining the Statutory Instrument summed up its purpose as follows: “The Regulations will therefore extend the use of early embryos in research to include research into treatment of serious disease, including the use of embryos created by cell nuclear replacement for this purpose.”

The ends have been legislated for, but the Statutory Instrument is silent on the means. Human cloning is assumed. This is a fundamentally dishonest approach. A change as profound as human cloning should have involved primary legislation. This point was even made by supporters of the Government’s plans.
 

Turning the embryo into a commodity

The Government’s intention is that cloned human embryos can be used as a source for spare parts such as a replacement liver. This reduces the embryo to a commodity.

The embryo is human life albeit in its earliest stages. This is not merely a religious position. It is a statement of fact. The embryo that develops over the 9 months from conception until a baby is born at no point ceases to be one thing and begins to be another. From conception it is a member of the species homo sapiens and is genetically complete. All it takes to become a baby is a womb. It therefore deserves our respect.

The idea of creating human life with the sole purpose of using it for experimentation and then destroying it should horrify us. A moral Rubicon is crossed at this point. 

The purpose of medical intervention has always been to help the subject of the intervention. Any intervention which has no benefit to the individual should only be with their express consent and even then the duty remains to protect the life and health of the patient.
 To alter this principle in medicine is to put all who are weak and vulnerable in a perilous position.

Whilst medical research should look for new ways to relieve pain and suffering, this should not be at any price. The reason people care for the sick is because of their status as human beings. Anything which undermines respect for human beings, whatever their circumstances, is bad news for the weak and the vulnerable in society. It is a bad thing if the “potential benefits” to society are used as a justification for destroying the weak.

Illegal not to kill

Ironically, the Government’s commitment never to allow reproductive cloning simply means it will be a criminal offence not to kill these human embryos. As one ethicist has commented: “These embryos will be created only for destruction – in fact it will be illegal to try to bring such an embryo to live birth. Government will define a class of human beings that it is illegal not to kill!”
 Can this ever be morally right?

Reproductive cloning will result

In theory reproductive cloning was banned by the Human Reproductive Cloning Act  2001. Only therapeutic cloning is lawful and only provided the cloned embryos are destroyed after 14 days – the current time limit for research on embryos. 

Human cloning has not been banned entirely. Given this is so, many believe that reproductive cloning is inevitable. As Professor Nigel Cameron has stated: “Those who argue the inevitably of reproductive cloning are, sadly, probably right.”

Cloning pulls apart traditional family relationships

If a man could go to a clinic and have himself cloned, the resulting child would, genetically, be his twin brother. The child’s sociological parent is his identical twin. His sociological grandparents are his biological parents. His sociological sister is his niece. The human clone is not the next generation, but the same biological generation as his sociological parent. This bizarre arrangement disrupts normal family relationships, and will have an effect on the laws governing incest and even inheritance. 

Cloning produces children created for an expectation rather than valued because they are a human being

The clone may be produced in order to replace someone, for example, the son who was tragically lost at a young age, the world class footballer or  the brilliant academic. No-one should be born with such expectations. Moreover a person is more than his genes. The environment is much more influential than hereditary factors.
 Will parents seek to manipulate their child clone's upbringing to influence their character? What happens if the child does not fulfil expectations? 

The process is very unreliable and human beings should not be used in experiments

Dolly the sheep was not the only attempt at cloning. In fact 277 embryos were created.
 Only a percentage of these were suitable to implant and only one survived to birth. 276 were therefore lost. This terrible wastage emphasises the disregard for the embryo. Experimentation on embryos can never be considered acceptable or ethical. Added to this are the unknown health risks to the cloned embryo and resulting child. Cloned animals are likely to develop complications as they grow older. There is no reason to think the cloned human being would fare better.

3. Abortion

Votes on page 89

The facts

· Abortion was legalised in England, Wales and Scotland in 1967. It remains illegal in Northern Ireland.
· Prior to 1967 the Courts permitted abortion where the mother's life was in danger. This is still the position in Northern Ireland. 
· In England and Wales only 137 abortions were carried out in 2003 because of a risk to the mother's life. 
 [Statutory ground A]

· In the same year only 1,950 abortions were performed because the child was likely to be born handicapped; 
 [Statutory ground E]

· A further 2,218 abortions were carried out in 2003 because of the risk of grave permanent injury to the physical or mental health of the mother.
 [Statutory ground B]

· By contrast 177,286 abortions (97% of all legal abortions) were carried out in 2003 for social reasons.
 [Statutory grounds C and D]

· So less than 2.4% of all abortions in England and Wales are performed because of handicap or serious injury to the mother.

· Two doctors must certify the grounds for abortion (unless the mother's life is in imminent danger or she is at imminent risk of grave permanent injury in which case a second opinion is not necessary).

Biblical arguments
The sanctity of life

Life is sacred from conception (see the first section). Abortion is the destruction of a human being. The Bible states that the deliberate taking of an innocent human life breaks the sixth commandment "You shall not murder".
 Abortion at any stage of gestation is wrong.   

Christians have always opposed abortion

There was universal condemnation of abortion in the early Church.
 The practice was roundly condemned in early Christian writings including the Didache and the writings of Clement of Alexandria, Ambrose, Jerome, John Chrysostom, and Augustine.

David Braine in his study concludes that:

"For the whole of Christian history until appreciably after 1900… there was virtually complete unanimity amongst Christians, evangelical, catholic, orthodox, that, unless, at the direct command of God, it was in all cases wrong directly to take innocent human life." 

Historically, pagan societies generally accepted abortion. W E H Lecky (1838-1903), the Irish Historian, commented that "The practice of abortion was one to which few persons in antiquity attached any deep feeling of condemnation."
 For example, in Roman times abortions were carried out for social reasons.

Though Lecky often disagreed with Christian doctrine, he commented with approval that:  

"…it was one of the most important services of Christianity, that besides quickening greatly our benevolent affections it definitely and dogmatically asserted the sinfulness of all destruction of human life as a matter of amusement, or of simple convenience, and thereby formed a new standard higher than any which then existed in the world. The influence of Christianity in this respect began with the very earliest stage of human life."
 

Lecky summarised the view of the early church in regard to abortion:

"With unwavering consistency and with the strongest emphasis, they denounced the practice, not simply as inhuman, but as definitely murder."

John Calvin (the 16th century French theologian) said:

"The foetus, though enclosed in the womb of its mother, is already a human being... If it seems more horrible to kill a man in his own house than in a field, because a man's house is his place of most secure refuge, it ought surely to be deemed more atrocious to destroy a foetus in the womb before it has come to light."

Commenting on the 12 million abortions carried out in the USA up to 1981, John Stott says:

“Any society which can tolerate these things, let alone legislate for them, has ceased to be civilised. One of the major signs of decadence in the Roman Empire was that its unwanted babies were ‘exposed’, that is abandoned and left to die. Can we claim that contemporary Western society is any less decadent because it consigns its unwanted babies to the hospital incinerator instead of the local rubbish dump? Indeed modern abortion is even worse than ancient exposure because it has been commercialised, and has become, at least for some doctors and clinics, an extremely lucrative practice. But reverence for human life is an indisputable characteristic of a humane and civilised society.”

When the mother's life is in danger

Situations can arise where continuing with a pregnancy will put the mother’s life in imminent danger. Under these difficult circumstances, medical intervention to save the mother is accepted as justifiable by many Christians who hold to a pro-life position, even though it has the effect of ending the baby’s life.

Key points

· Many women who have abortions later deeply regret doing so and some experience psychological problems. For many the decision to have an abortion is made under pressure and with little time for careful thought. Those who pressurise women in this way are morally responsible.

· Adoption is a positive alternative to abortion.

· There is no legal right to abortion on demand, though in practice many doctors permit abortions on this basis.

· Social abortions are not permitted after 24 weeks. Parliament reduced this from 28 weeks in 1990 because it was accepted that a foetus could survive outside the womb at 24 weeks. But the age of 'viability' has now fallen to around 22 weeks.

· Hadley Arkes, Professor of Jurisprudence at Amherst College, USA, has written on the ethics of abortion: "…if the proposition were put to us explicitly, as a matter of principle, we would not consider for a moment that people may have a licence to kill those who stand in the way of their education or the advancement of their careers."

· Professor Arkes has pointed out that strictly speaking from the point of view of an American Court "…the right to an abortion would be taken to mean the right to a dead fetus, not merely the removal of the child from the womb. After all, the prospect of giving a child up for adoption has always been present..." 

Church positions
The Church of England and the Church of Scotland

The official positions determined respectively by the General Synod (1983) and the General Assembly (1985) both state that abortion is only permissible where the mother's life is in danger. Both Churches have called for a review of the Abortion Act.

The Board of Social Responsibility for the Church of Scotland recommended in 1988 a position much weaker than that adopted by the General Assembly, but still much stronger than the present law. The Board advocated that abortion should be permitted "only on grounds that the continuance of the pregnancy would involve serious risk to the life or grave injury to the health, whether physical or mental, of the pregnant woman."
 

Roman Catholics

The Papal Encyclical Humanae Vitae (1968) states:
“The direct interruption of the generative process already begun and, above all, directly willed and procured abortion, even if for therapeutic reasons, are to be absolutely excluded as licit (lawful) means of regulating birth.” 

In 2004 the Catholic Bishops’ conference of England and Wales stated:

“Though it [abortion] is performed with all the appearances of medical care, and surrounded by euphemisms, termination of pregnancy is the termination of a human life. Taking the life of a child in the womb is as unjust to the unborn child as taking the life of a new born baby is to the infant…In the words of the Second Vatican Council, both abortion and infanticide are ‘abominable crimes.”


Abortion of the Handicapped

Vote on page 92

The facts

· The grounds on which an abortion can be performed are laid down in the Abortion Act 1967, as amended by the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act 1990.

· While the general limit for a legal abortion is 24 weeks gestation, under certain circumstances there is no time limit. These circumstances include a threat to the mother’s life. 

· Abortion can also be performed up to birth when a doctor believes “that there is a substantial risk that if the child were born it would suffer from such physical or mental abnormalities as to be seriously handicapped.”

· There is no need for a doctor to justify his decision by specifying which serious handicap he believes the child would have suffered from.

· In reality there is a wide variation of opinions amongst doctors as to what constitutes a “serious handicap”. Pro-life organisations argue that relatively minor handicaps such as missing fingers or a cleft palate have been deemed to fall within the definition.

· In 1990 there was an attempt to tighten up the law to require doctors to specify the handicap for which they are aborting a child.

Key points

It is wrong to abort babies just for being handicapped. 

Requiring doctors to specify the handicap for which they are aborting a child is not a particularly onerous requirement. Either there is a ‘substantial risk’ that the child is handicapped or there is not. If there is such a risk then it can be quantified and recorded to prove that the law is being complied with. If the doctor cannot do this then he cannot legally perform the abortion. 

At the time when the attempt was made in parliament to require the handicap to be specified, babies were being aborted for minor defects. Requiring the handicap to be specified would at least prevent this by forcing the doctor to certify that the handicap is serious and the risk substantial.

Register of Pro-Life Doctors

Vote on page 94

In 1990 there was an attempt to require a public register of doctors who held pro-life views.

The overwhelming effect of a register of pro-life doctors would have been to limit, if not destroy, the employment and promotion prospects of those pro-life doctors. Given that a pro-life position is often caused by having a strong religious faith, the requirement would in fact have been a serious infringement of religious liberties.

1Timothy 2:1- 4 urges Christians to pray “ for kings and all those in authority, that we may live peaceful and quiet lives in all godliness and holiness.”

A legal requirement which stigmatised Christian medical professionals would be a serious restriction on their ability to live out their Christian calling. Either Christians would be forced to compromise their beliefs, or else they would likely be denied the opportunity to serve Christ in the medical profession for holding fast to their pro-life views.

4. Euthanasia

Vote on page 95

The facts

· Euthanasia is the intentional killing of a patient by act or omission as part of their 'medical treatment' when the patient's life is felt not to be worth living. 

· Euthanasia is currently illegal in the UK and virtually all countries of the world, but there are strong pressures to make it legal. 

· Supporters and opponents of euthanasia alike have argued that the courts, in a small number of cases following the Bland judgment, have allowed euthanasia involving patients in a persistent vegetative state (PVS).
 This claim is contested by the Government and the British Medical Association (BMA). 

Biblical arguments

The sanctity of life

Life is sacred from conception (see the first section). Euthanasia involves the killing of human beings.  

Euthanasia is intentional killing of the innocent and so contravenes the Sixth Commandment : "You shall not murder" (Exodus 20:13). This applies even in the case of suicide.

The image of God

The fundamental prohibition on killing, and the basis for it, is set out in Genesis 9:6: “Whoever sheds the blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed: for in the image of God has God made man”. Our significance, and so the claim to protection, derives not from our ‘quality of life’ or gifts and abilities, but from our status as being made in God’s image. 

Our lives are not our own

The Bible is clear that God is our creator. Human life is not ‘our property’. We may not just ‘dispense’ with it. As Job said: “The Lord gave and the Lord has taken away” (Job 1:21). Our lives are meant for the service of God. It is not for us to ‘take’ life, even our own. 

It was for fallen humanity that God sent  “his one and only Son, that whoever believes in him shall not perish but have eternal life” (John 3:16). All men are created beings who owe worship and thanks to their creator (Romans 1:21). In that sense our lives are not our own.

Duty to care

The Bible strongly encourages mankind to care for his fellow man. We are to love our neighbour as ourselves (Matthew 22:37-40). Jesus also taught that a stranger in trouble was our neighbour (Luke 10: 25-37).

Key Points

Voluntary euthanasia leads to involuntary euthanasia

Voluntary euthanasia for some in practice soon becomes compulsory euthanasia for others. The slippery slope can be well illustrated by considering what has gone on in Holland.

Official statistics show that in 2001 there were 4,664 cases of medical intervention to shorten life in Holland, representing 3.3% of all deaths. Yet of these there was no explicit request for euthanasia in 938 cases. Thus 20% of all medically assisted deaths were involuntary.
   

Holland has allowed voluntary euthanasia for some years, but the Dutch Government has acknowledged that there is a serious problem with involuntary euthanasia. Furthermore, in 2004 the Dutch Government called for an investigation into the non-reporting of euthanasia by doctors.
 One study suggested only 54% of cases were reported in 2001.
  

Recently, a group of senior Dutch doctors formally reported themselves for killing 22 terminally ill newborn babies. They called for the Dutch Government to legalise infant euthanasia.
 This shows just how slippery the slope is when society accepts euthanasia is acceptable.

Euthanasia is wide open to abuse

By definition the key witness to an act of euthanasia is always dead. People who feel uncertain about whether their lives are worth living are vulnerable to being manipulated.

Profound damage to the doctor patient relationship
Legalising euthanasia would have a profound effect on the relationship between doctors and their patients. Instead of only having a healing or caring role, doctors become killers once euthanasia is legalised.

Dame Cicely Saunders, founder of the Hospice Movement, has said of supporters of euthanasia “I don't think they can have a law that makes that [euthanasia] possible without undermining the needs of a great many other vulnerable people. I think you can’t have a freedom that takes freedom away from others.”

Suffering can be treated without euthanasia

There is a clear distinction in medicine between, on the one hand, taking action with the specific intention of shortening life, euthanasia; and, on the other hand, withholding medical treatment because that treatment is of no further benefit to the patient or is burdensome to the patient.

It is also acceptable to administer pain-relieving drugs when the primary desired effect is to relieve the pain, but where there is a secondary and undesirable effect of shortening life. Such cases are said to be examples of "double effect".

Palliative care

With modern advances in the care of the terminally ill there is no need for such patients to suffer uncontrolled physical pain or discomfort. It is essential that expertise in palliative care is disseminated throughout the NHS.

The suggestion that the only way to kill the pain is to kill the patient is simply wrong. 

The UK currently leads the world in the provision of hospice or palliative care. Any legalisation of euthanasia would discourage further advances in this area.

Marriage and the Family

Biblical arguments

It is now being argued that marriage is no better than any other type of relationship and should not have a special status in law. It is said that marriage is just a piece of paper.

But this is not how God sees it. At the beginning of creation God spelled out the importance of marriage to mankind when, after Eve was created for Adam, the Bible records: “For this reason a man will leave his father and mother and be united to his wife, and they will become one flesh”(Genesis 2:24). Marriage is a creation ordinance and therefore God’s teaching on marriage and sex is relevant to the world as well as to the church. Marriage is meant for the good of all people – not just Christians. 

Marriage clearly is different from other types of relationship. Marriage is part of God’s ‘common grace’.

The Bible clearly teaches that the only context for sexual activity is within lifelong monogamous marriage (1 Corinthians 6:9). Marriage is the proper context for raising children. Even secular research shows that marriage is head-and-shoulders above other types of human relationships in terms of the benefits it gives to adults and children.

In the past marriage was protected in the Western legal tradition because of the unique social benefits it offers. Today marriage has lost much of its unique status in public policy. The Christian Institute is concerned about any legislation, public policy, benefit or tax requirement that undermines marriage and Christian family patterns. The family is a fundamental carrier of values and is at present being undermined. This is evident not least in the area of divorce. Jesus emphasised that marriage was for life, but successive reforms of the divorce law have fostered a rampant divorce culture. God hates divorce (Malachi 2:16) and Jesus clearly aligned himself against easy divorce (Matthew 19:3-9; Mark 10:11-12). Successive reforms of the divorce law in Britain have increased both the divorce rate and the number of children born outside marriage. The Institute believes that the legal framework should be reformed so that divorce is discouraged and reconciliation encouraged. Divorce law should not acquit the guilty and condemn the innocent.

When Paul went to Athens he found it “was full of idols”. Paul attacked the rampant idolatry (Acts 17:16-34). In our own day there may not be idols on every street corner, but there is the all-pervasive worship of sex. 

Christians must continue to argue for marriage. We also have to be firm that all sex outside marriage is wrong. This means that fornication, adultery and homosexual practice are wrong. Jesus said to the woman caught in adultery, “Go and sin no more” (John 8:11).

5. Adoption

Vote on page 97

The facts

· The Adoption and Children Act 2002 legalised joint adoption by cohabiting heterosexual and homosexual couples in England and Wales.
  

· This replaced the 1976 Adoption Act, which allowed joint adoption only by a married couple. The 1976 Act also allowed single people to adopt. 

· Some 95% of all adoptions are by married couples. The remaining 5% are by single persons.
 

Biblical arguments

Adoption by cohabiting heterosexual couples and homosexual couples is radically opposed to the Judaeo-Christian family ethic which views marriage as the only right context for sexual relations and the procreation of children.

The book of Genesis states: “For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be united to his wife, and they will become one flesh”.
 Parenthood is male and female. Children need male and female role models. The fifth of the Ten Commandments enshrines this.

In Christian understanding, children are not possessions but a gift from God. There is no ‘right’ to have children. To “Be fruitful and multiply”
 is the normal expectation of marriage, though it is recognised that not all married couples can have children. Having Children is one of the three purposes of marriage universally recognised across the Christian Churches.

Procreation is tied to marriage. Children are not to be spawned in random relations, but begotten in arrangements in which their parents are bound to their offspring by the ties of law as well as nature. The intention is for parents to be as committed to the nurture of their children as they are as committed to each other as husband and wife. 

Marriage is best for raising children

· The Government itself has stated “marriage is still the surest foundation for raising children and remains the choice of the majority of people in Britain.”

· The adoption law review concluded that only married couples should be allowed to jointly adopt, on the grounds married couples were more likely to provide the stability and security that the child needed because married couples have made a joint, publicly recognised, legal commitment to each other.

· The Office for National Statistics has found that co-habiting couples are six and a half times more likely to split up after the birth of a child than a married couple.
 

Key Points 

· The Government’s justification for changing the law was to increase adoptions of children in care. The Government argued there were not enough married couples adopting and changing the law would ‘widen the pool’ of available adopters. 

· This argument was a red herring. The problem was not a lack of married couples wanting to adopt, but bureaucracy and political correctness which deterred and prevented many married couples from doing so. The Government has been addressing this problem. 

· Even now before the Act comes fully into effect, the number of adoptions has risen by 37% in the past five years. Local authorities are now well on course to meet the Government’s target set in 2001 of increasing adoption of children from care by 40% by 2006.
 

· The real agenda for changing the law was to legitimise and normalise co-habitation and homosexuality – to use ‘children as trophies’. 

“I’m not in favour of gay couples seeking to adopt children because I question whether that is the right start in life. We should not see children as trophies. Children, in my judgement, and I think it’s the judgement of almost everyone including single parents, are best brought up where you have two natural parents in a stable relationship. There’s no question about that. What we know from the evidence is that, generally speaking, that stability is more likely to occur where the parents are married than where they are not.”
The Rt Hon Jack Straw MP, when Home Secretary (4 November 1998, on the Today Programme)

6. Civil Partnerships

Vote on page 103

The facts

· The Civil Partnership Act 2004 created a scheme for the legal recognition of homosexual relationships. The Act applies to England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland.

· ‘Civil partnerships’ are ‘gay marriage’ in all but name, extending all the legal rights of privileges of marriage to homosexual couples.
 The formal requirements precisely mirror civil weddings. 

· ‘Civil partnerships’ thus equate holy matrimony with homosexual liaisons. Marriage is not morally equivalent to such lifestyles.

Biblical arguments

Marriage is lifelong exclusive union between one man and one woman. It is a creation ordinance, instituted by God. Quoting from the book of Genesis, the Lord Jesus Christ said:

“Haven’t you read,” he replied, “that at the beginning the Creator ‘made them male and female’ and said, ‘For this reason a man will leave his father and mother and be united to his wife, and the two will become one flesh’?”

The Book of Common Prayer recognises three purposes, according to Scripture, for which marriage was ordained:

(1) the procreation and nurture of children;

(2) as a remedy against sin (fidelity), and;

(3) for the mutual society, help and comfort of man and wife.

These three purposes of marriage have been historically accepted across the Christian denominations.

Key Points

The Civil Partnership Act creates a form of counterfeit marriage by:

· Creating a status equivalent to marriage for homosexual couples even though their relationships do not and cannot meet the same criteria. 

· Attaching to that status all the legal and financial rights of marriage and copying all its formal requirements.

· Completely dismantling the Western legal tradition whereby marriage is accorded special respect and protection. The state has an interest in marriage. Marriage involves a public undertaking to stay together for life and is a union for the procreation of children. 

The Government argued that same-sex couples were denied the legal recognition available to heterosexual couples through marriage. Yet everyone has access to marriage so long as he or see meets the legal requirement. Someone in a homosexual relationship has rejected the possibility of marriage by choosing a ‘partner’ of the same sex. 

The Government has admitted that very few homosexuals (3.3%) will enter into a civil partnership.
 

The Civil Partnership Act was not about access to marriage and the legal recognition it provides, but about redefining marriage to something it has never been. The Act creates counterfeit marriage.

The Ultimate Agenda

· The ultimate aim of the gay rights agenda is to completely equate homosexual relationships with marriage. UK gay rights groups are fully aware of the significance of civil partnerships in achieving legal same-sex marriage. The Government commented on its consultation: 

“It was clear that many of those who supported the principle of a civil partnership scheme would prefer that marriage was made available to same-sex couples.”

· Civil partnerships equate homosexual relationships with marriage in law, though not in name.  The Government’s Women and Equality Unit wants all official documentation asking for a person’s ‘marital status’ to be altered to read ‘civil status’. This would include both marriage and civil partnerships.

7. Civil Partnership Sibling amendment 

Vote on page 105

The facts

· During the passage of the Civil Partnership Bill, an amendment was put forward by Edward Leigh MP to extend the Bill to siblings who have lived together for twelve years or more. The amendment was defeated in the House of Commons by 74 votes to 381.

· An earlier amendment, initially passed in the House of Lords, extended the Bill to include close family members as well as siblings. However, when it became clear that such a broad extension would be unlikely to succeed in the House of Commons, the narrower amendment was put forward by Edward Leigh MP.  

Key Points

· The Civil Partnership Act is unfair.
 The scheme only applies to gays and lesbians, whilst other house-sharers are excluded.  

· The major argument advanced by the Government in favour of civil partnerships is that there were ‘hard cases’ which needed to be remedied – individual cases of disadvantage suffered by homosexual couples in comparison to married couples. 

· Yet for every ‘hard case’ cited for a homosexual couple, there will be almost 60 times as many cases which apply to people in ordinary families – a daughter living with her elderly mother, a grandson living with his infirm grandfather, a friend who looks after a disabled person on a long-term basis.
 

· For example, two elderly sisters live together for twenty years. One dies, and the other can’t afford the inheritance tax and has to sell the home they shared. A gay couple register their partnership. One dies after only a year and the other inherits a large property, tax-free.

· Over 80% of the public believed the Civil Partnership Bill should have been fairer to ordinary families according to an opinion poll.
  Even the Government and supporters of the Bill were forced to admit that civil partnerships created injustice for ordinary family members. 

· If the Government was really concerned about injustice it would have helped ordinary families as well. The fact that it was content to ignore them proves the Civil Partnership Act was really about rewarding sexual relationships that are morally wrong.

8. Divorce

Vote on pages 106-107
The facts

The five basic grounds for divorce are the same throughout the UK
: 

1. Adultery 

2. Unreasonable behaviour 

3. Desertion

4. The parties to the marriage have lived apart for at least two years and both consent to the divorce

5. The parties have lived apart for at least five years

· The first three grounds are ‘faults’ that can be committed by one spouse against the other, allowing the ‘innocent’ spouse to apply for a divorce. Grounds 4 and 5 are ‘no-fault’ grounds requiring evidence of separation.

· Divorce was only legalised in 1857. Prior to that an Act of Parliament was needed to obtain a divorce. The 1857 Matrimonial Causes Act permitted divorce for the innocent party where their spouse had committed adultery.
 The grounds for divorce were widened in 1937 to include desertion, cruelty and incurable insanity.
 

· The 1969 Divorce Reform Act restated the three existing fault grounds of adultery, desertion and cruelty (widened to ‘unreasonable behaviour’) and added the two ‘no-fault’ separation grounds. Scotland and Northern Ireland subsequently adopted the same five grounds.

· The so-called ‘special procedure’ introduced in England and Wales in 1973 means a divorce can be conducted by post. In Northern Ireland the divorce rate is only a quarter of that in England and Wales. There must be a proper hearing before a judge where the reasons are explained. There is no special procedure where divorce is obtainable by post.

· In February 2005, the Scottish Executive introduced the Family Law (Scotland) Bill, which will dramatically reduce the amount of time required for a divorce on the grounds of separation. Under the proposals, the five year period where one party does not consent will be reduced to two years. Where both parties consent the time period will be reduced from two years to one. 

Key Statistics


· In 2003 there were 166,700 divorces in the United Kingdom. In 2003 the percentage of married couples divorcing per year in England and Wales was 1.4%. In Scotland it was 1.0%.

· More than half of divorces in England and Wales involve children under 16. In 2003, 55% of divorces involved one or more children under 16.
 In 1997 it was calculated that more than one in four children will see their parents divorce before they are aged sixteen.

· In 2001 11.5% of children lived in households headed by a divorced or separated parent (see table below). It still needs to be remembered that over 70% of children lived in a household headed by a married couple. 

	% of dependant children living in households by household type
 

defined by marital status

	70.7%
	married couple

	6.5%
	Divorced parent

	5.0%
	Separated parent

	9.5% 
	cohabiting

	7.2%
	Single parent, never married

	1.2%
	Widowed


· For many years the UK had the highest crude divorce rate in the EU. 

· In 2002, the UK had the 6th highest crude divorce rate (divorces per 1,000 population) out of the 25 countries in the Eurozone. Only Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia and Lithuania had a higher rate. 

Biblical arguments : The grounds for divorce

· God spelled out the importance of marriage for mankind right at the beginning of human history when, after Eve was created for Adam, the Bible records: “For this reason a man will leave his father and mother and be united to his wife, and they will become one flesh”(Genesis 2:24). 

· Jesus Christ was asked a specific question about ‘no-fault’ divorce by the Pharisees: “Is it lawful for a man to divorce his wife for any and every reason?" (Matthew 19:3). His answer was emphatic “What ...God hath joined together, let not man put asunder” (Matthew 19:6 King James Version). 

· Christ said that the provision in the Law of Moses permitting a man simply to write a certificate to divorce his wife was allowed only because of the hardness of men’s hearts. Christ rejected this by appealing directly to Genesis: "But it was not this way from the beginning".
 

· The apostle Paul emphasised the sanctity and permanence of marriage vows when he compared the relationship between a husband and wife with the relationship between Christ and the Church.
 Such doctrine brings home the seriousness of divorce in the eyes of the God who says “I hate divorce” (Malachi 2:16).

· “No-fault” divorce is unknown in Christian theology. 

· Jesus clearly taught that adultery is a basis for divorce (Matthew 19:9).  Some Christians also believe that in 1 Cor 7:15 Paul allows for desertion as a ground of divorce. Both of these are clearly grounds of ‘fault’. 

Church viewpoints on the grounds for divorce

· There are sincerely held differences of view amongst credally orthodox Churches on the question of re-marriage after divorce. There are essentially two views. Some do not allow remarriage at all; others permit it only for the innocent spouse. 

· Amongst Protestants, theological conservatives can be found in both groups. 

· The Church of England teaches that marriage is for life. Its long-standing position until very recently has been to permit divorce but not remarriage since it is argued that in God's sight the couple are still married.
 However, in 2002 the synod of the Church passed a motion stating that in exceptional circumstances, a divorced person may marry again in church during the lifetime of a former spouse.
 

· The Roman Catholic Church believes divorce is immoral and a grave offence against the natural law. It therefore considers re-marriage while both husband and wife are alive as adultery. The Roman Catholic Church has said, “It can happen when one of the spouses is the innocent victim of a divorce decreed by civil law; this spouse therefore has not contravened the moral law. There is a considerable difference between a spouse who has sincerely tried to be faithful to the sacrament of marriage and is unjustly abandoned, and one who through his own grave fault destroys a canonically valid marriage.”. 

· The Westminster Confession (1647) associated with Presbyterian Churches permits divorce and re-marriage for the innocent party in the case of adultery. 

· Historically for centuries the tendency was for churches of all denominations not to permit any divorce at all. They only allowed legal separation (i.e. non-cohabitation) of spouses and even then only where one spouse had committed a serious sin against the other, such as adultery. Both parties remained legally married and therefore could not remarry. 
· Outside the UK the reformers permitted remarriage after divorce for the innocent party. But despite the theoretical possibility of divorce and re-marriage, after a detailed study of court records in Reformation Germany, Joel Harrington found that "divorce was a relatively little exercised option".
 The possibility of collusion in order obtain a divorce "was considered so great by Protestant authorities that they would not even consider allowing re-marriage unless the innocent spouse was free from any suspicion and willing to endure a series of legal and financial obstacles intended to dissuade him or her from such a course".

Biblical arguments : The case for promoting reconciliation

· The Bible is clear that marriage is intended to be lifelong. This is for everyone's good irrespective of whether the married couple are Christians.

· Even where there are grounds for divorce in a particular case Christians have always advocated that strenuous efforts at reconciliation must be attempted first. In I Corinthians 7:10 Paul specifically requires spouses to stay together, or, if they have separated, to attempt reconciliation. When this fails legal separation (where the couple are still married in law) has often been seen as preferable to divorce.

· Christians must press for the law and public policy to support reconciliation for couples whose marriages are in difficulty. 

· During the passage of the 1996 Act, Christians sought to extend the period before a 'no-fault' divorce could be obtained. This would have given more time for couples to work out their differences and save their marriages. In the event it is likely the 1996 Act will never be implemented (see below).

· Many divorced couples know how the divorce process can be like a conveyor belt. Even so, a significant number of people change their minds. Every year an average of 14% of husbands or wives drop their divorce petitions. Typically between 18,000 and 34,000 divorces are dropped every year. 

Key Points

No-fault divorce

The 1996 Family Law Act replaced the 1969 Divorce Reform Act with no-fault divorce in England and Wales. It is a great relief that the ‘no-fault’ divorce provisions of the 1996 Act are to be repealed without ever having come into force.
 The reason for this is that the pilot schemes have shown the Act to be unworkable. 

Under the Act, it would have been easier to get out of a marriage than a hire purchase agreement.  

The consequences of the high divorce rate

The breakdown of the traditional family structure has many consequences for society, including financial consequences.

· The average cost of divorce in the UK now costs £25, 575.  More than a third of couples are forced to sell their marital home when they split up.

· A report in 2000 put readily identifiable welfare costs of family breakdown at £8.5 billion and the total direct costs to the taxpayer as at least £15 billion.

· In its green paper Supporting Families the Government itself acknowledged that “Rising crime and drug abuse are indirect symptoms of problems in the family.” 
 

· Of the 60,000 children living in care, 98% are there due to family breakdown.

· As Professor A H Halsey, (Professor of Social Policy at Nuffield College, Oxford) and co-author of English Ethical Socialism states: 

"No one can deny that divorce, separation, birth outside marriage and one-parent families as well as cohabitation and extra-marital sexual intercourse have increased rapidly. Many applaud these freedoms. But what should be universally acknowledged is that the children of parents who do not follow the traditional norm (i.e. taking on personal, active and long-term responsibility for the social upbringing of the children they generate) are thereby disadvantaged in many major aspects of their chances of living a successful life. On the evidence available such children tend to die earlier, to have more illness, to do less well at school, to exist at a lower level of nutrition, comfort and conviviality, to suffer more unemployment, to be more prone to deviance and crime, and finally to repeat the cycle of unstable parenting from which they themselves have suffered... The evidence all points in the same direction, is formidable, and tallies with common sense.”

· A devastating report produced in 1998 and reviewed by the liberal-minded Joseph Rowntree Foundation concluded that:

“Children of separated families have a higher probability of:

· being in poverty and poor housing;

· being poorer when they are adults;

· behavioural problems;

· performing less well at school;

· needing medical treatment;

· leaving school/home when young;

· becoming sexually active, pregnant, or a parent at an early age;

· depressive symptoms, high levels of smoking and drinking and drug use during adolescence and adulthood.”

· The Exeter Family Study found that divorce does not usually reduce conflict for the children: in fact the opposite is true:

‘…the experience of most children whose parents have divorced is of increased conflict over an extended period, with the child involved to an extent that may not have been the case while the marriage lasted.’
 

· A report from One Plus One has shown that adults who divorce have a greatly increased incidence (compared to those who remain married) of heart disease, cancer, alcoholism and suicide.

· Given the devastating effects of divorce on adults, children and society, even those who do not hold to a Christian view of divorce should be opposed to measures which make divorce even easier. The statistics show that every time the law on divorce has been liberalised, the number of divorces has increased. 

· In 1936 some 5,915 divorce petitions were filed. In 1938 (the first year of operation of the more liberal provisions of the Matrimonial Causes Act 1937) there were 10,350 divorce petitions. 

· By 1961 there were around 32,000 new divorce petitions a year. In 1971 (the first year of operation of the 1969 Divorce Reform Act) the number rose sharply to around 110,000.

9. Smacking

Vote on page 108

The Facts

· The Children Act 2004 restricted the defence of ‘reasonable chastisement’ for parental smacking of children. The Act applies to England and Wales. 

· Under the new law, any smack that leaves more than a temporary mark may be illegal. Any smack that causes reddening of the skin that is more than transitory could potentially result in a prison sentence.

· The Bill was introduced to improve child protection services following the Victoria Climbié tragedy. However, some backbench MPs took the opportunity to try and ban all parental smacking in England and Wales.  The Government rejected an outright ban, but supported a change in law that weakens the parental right to smack.  

· In 2003 the Scottish Executive withdrew its proposed ban on smacking following evidence that many loving parents would be turned into criminals. 

Biblical arguments

In the Bible it is parents who have the responsibility for raising children. Parents have a God-given authority over their children.

The fifth commandment requires a child to honour its father and mother (Exodus 20:12). This was quoted by Jesus and by the Apostle Paul. 

Parents are expected to exercise loving discipline over their children. As part of this most parents use physical chastisement such as smacking. Discipline must not be harsh. Fathers are told to instruct children according to what is good and not to exasperate their children (Ephesians 6:4). That discipline can be painful is clearly accepted in Scripture (e.g. Hebrews 12:7-11). However, attempts to make the administration of reasonable chastisement a criminal offence should be strongly resisted as should other moves which usurp the authority of parents. 

Key Points

· Smacking is not child abuse. Most reasonable people see there is a world of difference between abuse and a loving smack. 

· The public is overwhelmingly opposed to banning smacking. 88% of people in the UK say it is ‘sometimes necessary to smack a child’.

· The change in law is unnecessary and will eventually prove to be unworkable. The previous law worked, was clear and widely understood. Both the Government and the European Court of Human Rights accepted the previous law adequately protected children.

· The Government gave assurances the change in law would not criminalise ordinary smacking. However, as anything other than ordinary smacking was already illegal, the change in law can only criminalise some ordinary smacking, creating fear and uncertainty among parents.

· A legal opinion by a criminal QC concluded the new law could lead to discrepancies in its application. Some parents could be prosecuted while others who did exactly the same thing were not.
 

· Evidence from Sweden, which banned smacking in 1979, shows that the ban not only failed to reduce child abuse, but made the situation dramatically worse. Between 1981 and 1994 records of assaults by relatives against children under seven increased by 489%.

Government quotes:

· “Our position on smacking has not changed. We continue to believe that it was a matter of individual choice for parents. In the Government’s view, most parents accepted and understood that there was a clear and fundamental difference between discipline and abuse and knew where to draw the line…the Government did not believe that criminalising parents was the right way to deal with the issue.”     (Prime Minister’s Official Spokesman, Press Briefing, 24 June 2003)                                                                                          

· “The Government has asked the Attorney General to keep the use of the reasonable chastisement defence under review in order to assess the impact of A v UK. His findings to date suggest that this defence is being used properly. The Government’s position is that these measures fulfil our obligations arising from the A v UK ruling and we will be responding to the Council of Europe accordingly.” (Margaret Hodge MP, Minister for Children, House of Commons Hansard, 6 October 2003, col. 1132-1133 wa)

Christian Freedoms and Heritage

The Facts

Some definitions

· 'Christian heritage' is used here of those Christian elements of our culture, shared values, laws and institutions which we have inherited from our Nation's past. We owe a great debt to the Christians in the past who have been faithful under God. Their Godly influence has shaped our Nation. We now reap where they have sown.

· 'Secularisation’ is where religious ideas and institutions lose their social significance. 

In the United Kingdom our culture, laws, democratic institutions, architecture, literature, art and science have all been profoundly influenced by Christianity and cannot be understood without reference to it. 

Christianity has played a major part in many of the great social reforms in our history: the creation of schools and hospitals, the abolition of slavery, the improvement of working conditions and the protection of children. 

There can be no doubt that the UK is becoming increasingly secularised. People's beliefs about moral issues (for example on sexual ethics) are becoming increasingly more secular and less Christian.
 

Whilst this is true, it is certainly not the whole story. Christians can still be salt and light in our society and argue, as active citizens, for the retention of Christian laws, institutions and values which have served our country well in the past. 

Not all of our 'Christian cultural capital' has been used up. Even if it was Christians must still seek to be an influence for good. As it is, our Christian heritage is still influencing people's attitudes and values. 

Public attitudes towards the Christian faith

There is good evidence that many ordinary people identify with the Christian faith and many Christian moral values. Faith in Britain cannot be dismissed as mere 'civic religion'. 

· The official 2001 Census found that 72% of the UK population identify themselves as Christian.

· British Social Attitudes (BSA), often accepted as the leading survey of public attitudes in the UK, found in their 2000/2001 report that, since 1991 “there has been no real decline in church attendance" and "there has hardly been any change in belief about God". 
 

· In the same report, excluding special services such as weddings and baptisms, 19% of those surveyed attended a place of worship every month. 12% attended once a week or more.
 

In a "secular age" the answers on religion given in the largest and most detailed academic studies and surveys are quite remarkable.

Whatever conclusions can be drawn from the studies, it is obvious that the major tenets of secular humanism are denied by the vast bulk of the population, even amongst those who do not see themselves as "religious". 

Clearly the State and individuals have embraced secular values and beliefs in many areas, but the UK is not a secular state and its people are generally theists who believe themselves to be Christian.

The Guardian newspaper’s editorial following the publication of the 2001 Census stated:

“This is a Christian country simply in the unanswerable sense that most of its citizens think of themselves as Christians… At the very least, they [the census figures] show that the church provides an extensive institutional and collective bond for many more people than we might otherwise imagine in what is often seen as an atomised and secular society.”

Our National Life

The legacy of this Christian heritage is still very much present in our national life:

· Christian teaching and assemblies in schools are required by law. 

· Church schools are very popular with parents.

· Ordinary people as well as those most senior in public life attend Remembrance Day services. National disasters are always marked by a Church memorial service.

· The Head of State is the Supreme Governor of the Church of England and “Defender of the Faith”. The Coronation Oath sworn by the new Monarch is profoundly Christian.

· The Church of England and the Church of Scotland are also 'by law established'. 

· The common law makes blasphemy of the Christian religion a criminal offence.

· Christian oaths are taken by MPs, others in public life and by witnesses in a Court. 

· Both Houses of Parliament start their daily proceedings with prayer. 

· The BBC still broadcasts daily prayers and regularly broadcasts church services on TV and radio. [Though broadcasting law increasingly reflects secular views - see next section.]

Biblical arguments

Christian Citizenship

The Christian message never changes, but the context in which it is presented does. The late Raymond Johnston, former Director of the National Festival of Light, summarised the position well: 

"Christian testimony, then, is first and foremost to an unchanging gospel. But secondly God's Word is addressed to the particular problems and blessings, vices and privileges, blindness and insights of the age in which the message is being preached. A genuine, full-orbed Christianity insists that everything must be seen in the light of the Holy Spirit and all aspects of life evaluated and lived to the glory of God".

There are many factors as to why secularism has gained so much ground. Some factors are in themselves morally neutral (such as the development of mass communications) others are profoundly moral. 

Perhaps the chief factor of all is the failure of the Church to stand up for Christian truth; hence the importance of Christian citizenship. The Biblical basis for this will now be considered.

Christianity and the State

Jesus Christ is the King of Kings and Lord of Lords “far above all rule and authority, power and dominion, and every title that can be given, not only in the present age, but also in the age to come” (Ephesians 1:21).

Scripture clearly teaches that God’s present judgment is a reality for nations which defy Jesus Christ:

“Therefore, you kings, be wise; be warned, you rulers of the earth. Serve the LORD with fear and rejoice with trembling. Kiss the Son, lest he be angry and you be destroyed in your way, for his wrath can flare up in a moment, Blessed are all who take refuge in him” (Psalm 2:10-12).

Christians are to pray for those in authority and for the state to provide freedom for the gospel to be preached and for men to live “quiet lives in all godliness and holiness” (1 Timothy 2:1-3). A ruler in authority is “God’s servant, an agent of wrath to bring punishment on the wrongdoer” (Romans 13:4).

Christ’s kingdom can never be identified with any particular nation or political party. While it is not the role of a state to coerce individual citizens to adhere to particular beliefs, the state can never be neutral as regards values. Christians are to work for the state to adopt Christian values and to implement godly laws. 

There are different views among Christian people regarding the establishment of religion. However, as a matter of fact the Coronation Oath is an explicit denial of the secularity of the United Kingdom; and the establishment of the Protestant Reformed Christian religion in general, and of the Church of England and the Church of Scotland in particular, still defines the UK as constitutionally a Christian country. These constitutional arrangements will remain in force until there is intentional constitutional change to the contrary.

In promoting the Christian faith The Christian Institute seeks to affirm the universal Lordship of Christ and to challenge secular humanism, theological liberalism, universalism and other ideologies.

The Christian Institute affirms:
· Salvation solely through the atoning work of Jesus Christ (John 14:6); and 

· That biblical Christianity maintains the true basis for tolerance, democracy and human dignity; and 

· Its commitment to freedom for, not freedom from religion. No state can be neutral in terms of morality or religion. When a state has a majority who claim allegiance to one religion, it may not enforce that one religious belief. There will, however, inevitably be a privileging of that religion at certain public ceremonies such as thanksgivings, funerals of public figures, and rituals and prayers at the beginning of Parliaments. Also it will be privileged in education, while ensuring opt-outs for those of other faiths and none. There must be freedom for minority faiths and philosophies except where these plainly transgress the moral law. To fail to privilege one religion would be for the State positively to endorse either a secular humanistic philosophy (which results in atheism), or a “multifaith philosophy” (which is opposed by faithful people in all religions). Currently Christianity is privileged in the United Kingdom where the majority claim a Christian allegiance (cf. the Coronation Oath and the National Census 2001 in which 72% of all people in England and Wales stated their religion as Christian). The Christian Institute sees this as entirely appropriate and is committed to the ideals behind the current Coronation Oath whatever future form of constitution the UK may have.

Religious freedom must be preserved

Christians are to pray for the governing authorities “that we may live peaceful and quiet lives in all godliness and holiness”. Paul says, “this is good and pleases God our Saviour who wants all men to be saved and to come to a knowledge of the truth” (1 Timothy 2:1-4). In other words, we are to pray for freedom to live the Christian life and to proclaim the gospel. 

When religious liberty is threatened, Gospel liberty is also in danger. It becomes more difficult to proclaim the gospel and more difficult for Christians to live out godly lives that witness to the Gospel. Jesus himself warns his followers not to lose their distinctive ‘salt’, lest they become useless and trampled on by men (Matthew 5:13). Jesus wants us not to be ashamed but rather to put our light on its stand. Christians should therefore be concerned greatly about any laws or policies that limit our religious liberty.

Christians must submit to the Governing authorities except where they require what God forbids or forbid what God requires (Acts 5:29). 

These days there is a deliberate twisting of what ‘religious liberty’ actually means. Religious liberty is not only the liberty to believe certain things in our head, but the liberty to act according to those beliefs. It is, for example, the liberty to gather with like-minded people, to form associations with those who share our faith, to tell other people about our faith, and to speak out against what we believe to be wrong.

It is this liberty to act on our beliefs that is under attack in our day. Part of this stems from the growing chasm between Christian values and the values of those in public life.  

Legitimate use of the rights of citizenship

· The Christian has dual citizenship of heaven (Philippians 3:20) and of and an earthly nation (usually that in which he was born). 

· Whilst it is the Christian's heavenly citizenship which commands the ultimate loyalty, the Apostle Paul was prepared both to use and not to use his rights as a Roman Citizen depending on which ever option most benefited the gospel cause. (Acts 16: 37-39; 21:39; 22:25-29; 25:10-12). 

· Jesus said that his followers were to “Render therefore unto Caesar the things which be Caesar's and unto God the things which be God's” (Luke 20:25 King James Version). In a democracy the government is chosen by the people. As Professor Cranfield, the New Testament scholar argued, there is a sense in which the whole citizenry is the equivalent of Caesar in a democracy because they elect their own leaders.
 There are unique responsibilities and privileges that flow from living in a democracy. There is nothing wrong with Christians using those privileges.

Individuals live in nations

· The reason that God brought nations with separate languages into being was because man's collective pride had to be judged and sin restrained.
 

· Sinful nationalistic pride is clearly condemned in Scripture, but God has ordained that individuals live in nations. There should be a healthy national identity.

· Raymond Johnston has written "We are not here by accident. God has put us here to belong to this country, at this time, by his sovereign purpose."
 These comments are true of a Christian citizen living in any nation, but we in the West can thank God for the faithful work and witness of Christians who have influenced our culture for good. 

Key points

· It is no exaggeration to say that civilisation itself is indebted to our Christian heritage. As Johnston writes "Impartial law and politics are near to the very essence of principled civilised communal living. From such study came the democratic ideal of representative Government, with universal adult suffrage and regular elections. This in turn is founded upon concepts of accountability and human dignity, which themselves derive from the Biblical view of man made in the image of God. It is no accident that these ideals emerged in the Christian West (and nowhere else), a civilisation uniquely tamed and moulded by the Gospel."

· Our Christian heritage and the fact that there are substantial numbers of committed Christians living in the UK is to the great benefit of our nation. 

· Christians should give thanks for our Christian heritage and the large measure of religious freedom we enjoy. At the same time we must recognise that our "Christian cultural capital" is fast being used up as our culture is becoming increasingly secularised. This has resulted in religious freedom for all faiths being diminished. The opposite process is happening in some countries in the developing world where they are experiencing the substantial growth of the Christian Church.  

· It is right and proper for Christians to use the blessings of our Christian Heritage to argue for religious freedom, Christian teaching in schools, the retention of the blasphemy laws and Christian religious broadcasting.

10. Incitement to Religious Hatred Offence
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The Facts

· The Government is proposing to introduce an incitement to religious hatred offence. Its plans are contained in the Serious Organised Crime and Police Bill.

· The proposed offence will harm freedom of speech and has the potential to criminalise ordinary religious debate. 

· The following is an extract of the proposed Offence: 
(1)     A person who uses threatening, abusive or insulting words or behaviour, or displays any written material which is threatening, abusive or insulting, is guilty of an offence if—

(a)    he intends thereby to stir up racial or religious hatred, or

(b)    having regard to all the circumstances the words, behaviour or material are (or is) likely to be heard or seen by any person in whom they are (or it is) likely to stir up racial or religious hatred.
· The proposed offence sets out alternatives ranging from threatening to insulting words. It is not that the words be threatening and abusive and insulting. but threatening or abusive or insulting.   

· Under the proposed offence, a conviction can be secured if the prosecutor can prove that “insulting words” were used and:  “…having regard to all the circumstances, the words, behaviour or material are (or is) likely to be heard by any person in whom they are (or it is likely) to stir up racial or religious hatred.”
· The legal threshold of what is deemed to be “insulting words” is disturbingly low following the case of Harry Hammond v DPP [2004] EWHC 69. A pensioner who displayed a sign equating homosexuality with immorality was deemed to have used insulting words for the purposes of a public order offence. This case is currently the subject of an appeal to the European Court of Human Rights. 

· Given the Hammond case as legal precedent it would be easy to see how a person of a non-Christian faith could be insulted by the claim of the Christian faith that the only way to God is through His Son, Jesus Christ (John 14:6) 

· The wording of the bill goes much further than intentional stirring up of hatred. In addition, the bill gives no definition of religion; it simply says that “‘Religious hatred’ means hatred against a group of persons defined by reference to religious belief or lack of religious belief’”.

· Whilst the offence excludes behaviour which takes place within a ‘dwelling’, this exception does not extend to churches or other places of worship. Sunday morning sermons are therefore within the ambit of the bill.

· In 2001 when the Government first tried to introduce the new offence, the House of Lords twice defeated its plans because of fears that such a law would damage free speech.

Biblical Arguments: 
Religious freedom must be preserved

Christians are to pray for those in authority and for the state to provide freedom for the gospel to be preached and for men to live “quiet lives in all godliness and holiness” (1 Timothy 2:1-3). (See section above on Christian freedoms and heritage).

Jesus’ final command to his followers before his ascension was that they should "Go into all the world and preach the good news to all creation” (Mark 16:15) and “make disciples of all nations” (Matthew 28:19). Telling others about Christ and his teachings is central to the Christian life (1 Peter 3:15-16). Christians must therefore oppose any law which could prevent the preaching of the Gospel.
Key arguments

· The Government argues the proposed offence is needed for two reasons
:

i. To combat activities of extremists who stir up hatred against people because of their religious beliefs.

ii. To close a loophole that exists under the current incitement to racial hatred laws, whereby mono-ethnic faith groups such as Jews or Sikhs are protected from those who stir up hatred against them, but multi-ethnic faith groups are not.

· However, it is already a criminal offence to incite a crime against another person, whether or not religion is the cause. In addition, the ‘religiously aggravated’ offences (passed in 2001) can also be used.

· ‘Religious belief’ is not like race. Religious belief and atheism are about ideas on which people can change their minds and have vigorous debate. However, no-one can choose their race.  

· The race laws only protect Jews and Sikhs as a race. The law does not protect their religion as a religion but as a sign of their race. The proposed offence could see courts adjudicating on the fundamental beliefs of Jews and Sikhs, as well as Muslims and Christians, in an unprecedented way.

· Some cults are litigious. They will be able to hold the threat of litigation over any one who criticises them.

· Even if prosecutions against ordinary religious debate are unsuccessful, the threat of prosecution may cause many to keep quiet. This will have a chilling effect on freedom of speech.

· In a recent case under a similar law in Australia a pastor was found guilty of ‘religious vilification’ for highlighting the dangers of fundamentalist Islam and Sharia law. 

· Attempts have already been made in the UK to stop responsible evangelism to Muslims. In 2002 police visited a member of a church near Rochdale, Lancashire and told him he had committed a serious racial offence by distributing Christian literature to Muslims.  The church member took legal advice which confirmed the church had not broken any law and the police had acted wrongly. This was subsequently confirmed by the police. But a new religious incitement offence would have made the situation substantially worse and could have resulted in a prosecution.

11. Religious Broadcasting
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The Facts 

· There are severe restrictions on religious broadcasting in the UK. Christian and other religious organisations are effectively banned from holding many types of broadcasting licences, 

· The 1990 Broadcasting Act was introduced to regulate independent broadcasting (i.e. non-BBC output). The Act made all religious bodies "disqualified persons" for the purposes of holding a licence to broadcast. It was only at the discretion of the Radio Authority and the Independent Television Commission (ITC) that certain types of licence could be granted to these disqualified religious bodies.
 

· The licences potentially available to religious groups under this discretion were:

· local analogue radio licences; 

· satellite (TV and radio) licences; and 

· cable (TV and radio) licences.

· The 1996 Broadcasting Act extended the automatic disqualification for religious ownership to all digital licences, including local and national radio, TV and the new multiplexes.
 

· In 1999 a ten minute rule Bill to remove restrictions on the ownership of broadcasting licences by religious bodies was passed by 140 votes to 11. 
 However, as a back bencher’s bill it was never expected to become law and was not allocated sufficient parliamentary time.

· The Communications Act 2003 maintained the general disqualification of religious broadcasters. The act prevents Christians and other religious persons, bodies and broadcasters from holding the following licences:

· A channel 3 or 5 licence

· A national sound broadcasting license

· A public teletext licence

· An additional television service licence

· A television multiplex licence

· A radio multiplex licence.

· In addition, an officer in a religious body such as a church elder, a vicar or a member of the PCC, is prevented from having control of any companies with the above.
  

· The Act does allow religious broadcasters to apply to OFCOM for digital programme service licences.
  
· During the Communication Act’s passage through parliament, the House of Lords voted to remove ‘disqualification of religious persons’ from the Bill. However, the House of Commons voted by 314 to 175 to re-impose the disqualification.

· Religious programmes on non-specialist channels (e.g. ITV1) are subject to more restrictive regulation than secular programmes. For example, the ITC Programme Code prohibits 'recruitment' through religious programmes. 
 This saw an end to the full broadcasting of evangelistic rallies by Billy Graham. These were shown throughout the 1980s, complete with an appeal to the viewer, without controversy.
 

· The ITC code does not place a similar ban on recruitment by secular groups. Political parties, for example, routinely attempt to recruit members at the end of party political broadcasts. Discussion programmes, documentaries and even dramas sometimes end with an invitation for viewers to make contact with a particular organisation or special interest group, giving contact details.

· Both the ITC and the Radio Authority codes prohibit 'denigration' of one faith by another.
 This prohibits the kind of discussion viewers are used to seeing in relation to differing political beliefs. Yet at the same time, secular programmes frequently denigrate religious faith but are not subject to the same restrictions.

· OFCOM has now replaced the ITC and Radio Authority. It is due to produce a new broadcasting code in 2005.

· Premier Christian Radio in London is the only religious body to own a local analogue radio licence.
 Other attempts by Christians to obtain local licences have been unsuccessful. A high profile bid by Christian Vision in 2000 for the West Midlands licence is just one example.
 

· There are a number of Christian broadcasters on satellite (e.g. United Christian Broadcasters and The Vision Channel). 

Biblical Arguments

Christian freedoms and heritage

Christianity is the largest faith represented in the UK. Whatever conclusions can be drawn from the fact that the vast majority of the population claim a Christian religious allegiance, it is obvious that many of the major tenets of secular humanism are denied by the vast bulk of the population. (See section above on Christian freedoms and heritage).

Christians are commanded to share the gospel

Jesus’ final command to his followers before his ascension was that they should "Go into all the world and preach the good news to all creation” (Mark 16:15) and “make disciples of all nations” (Matthew 28:19). Telling others about Christ and his teachings is central to the Christian life (1 Peter 3:15-16). The broadcast media is probably the most influential means of communicating ideas in the UK. Many Christians wish to see the gospel faithfully communicated to the masses through this vital medium. 

The state is to provide freedom for the gospel

1Timothy 2:1- 4 states: 

"I urge, then, first of all, that requests, prayers, intercession and thanksgiving be made for everyone - for kings and all those in authority, that we may live peaceful and quiet lives in all godliness and holiness. This is good, and pleases God our Saviour, who wants all men to be saved and to come to a knowledge of the truth."

As this passage indicates, the fact that government imposes order is for the benefit of the Gospel. We are to pray for governing authorities that “we may live peaceful and quiet lives in all godliness and holiness”. For Christians, freedom to live out their calling to preach the gospel includes having the same freedom to use the broadcast media as secular humanists currently have.

The passage also makes clear that this kind of freedom and civic order is good because it facilitates the gospel. God wants “all men to be saved and to come to a knowledge of the truth”. Laws which restrict Christian freedom inhibit the spread of the gospel.

As the apostle Paul wrote to the Thessalonians: “Finally, brothers, pray for us that the message of the Lord may spread rapidly and be honoured, just as it is with you” (2 Thessalonians 3:1).

Key points

It is offensive

The basic position of broadcasting law in relation to faith groups is that it is hostile towards them solely on the basis of their religion. It is a matter of great offence to Christians that they are labelled in legislation as inherently untrustworthy to broadcast. 

Christian broadcasting is not only for Christians

A religious broadcaster is just as capable of producing output which appeals to a broad audience as a secular broadcaster. But the current law does not give them the opportunity. All kinds of people with all kinds of ideas can invest in media as a means of communicating their ideas. The only people singled out for exclusion because of their ideas are religious people.

Christian heritage

All religions are affected by the ban, but it is particularly ironic that the Christian faith should be so restricted given the UK’s strong Christian heritage (see section above). Speaking in 1988, Jack Straw, now the Foreign Secretary, said, "We can have no understanding of our history and culture unless we understand that we have a Christian tradition."
 

12. Religious Education
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The facts

· The law in England and Wales requires that the main content of religious education in non-denominational schools must be devoted to the study of Christianity. 

· The content of religious education is determined at the level of the local education authority. The law requires that syllabuses "shall reflect the fact that the religious traditions in Great Britain are in the main Christian whilst taking account of the teaching and practices of the other principal religions represented in Great Britain."
 

· There must also be a daily act of collective worship in schools (this usually takes place as an assembly) and it must be “wholly or mainly of a broadly Christian character.”

· Worship is deemed to be of a broadly Christian character "if it reflects the broad traditions of Christian belief without being distinctive of any particular Christian denomination".
 State schools can positively promote Christianity although they cannot promote any one Christian denomination.

· There are provisions for pupils from non-Christian faiths to have collective worship and RE according to their own faith.

· The law has always provided for a parental right of withdrawal from both worship and RE.
 Teachers also have a right of withdrawal.

· The 1988 reforms followed concerns that worship was becoming a secular ceremony in too many schools and that RE had become a confusing multi-faith amalgam. 

· In Scotland there are parallel arrangements, which rely on traditional practice. Although there is no daily collective worship required by legislation, schools often appoint chaplains from the Church of Scotland and other denominations, and it is not at all uncommon for a school to hold termly services in the local Parish Church. 

Biblical arguments

According to the Bible, “the fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom” (Proverbs 9:10). True education must start with an acknowledgement of the one true God. This applies across the curriculum, not just in RE.

Jesus Christ commanded Christians to "Go into all the world and preach the good news to all creation” (Mark 16:15). In the past Christians have seen education as part of fulfilling Christ’s Great Commission. 

Secularism is not neutral. It is hostile to Christian belief and cannot provide a neutral basis for education. In 1944 when the Education Act was passed County schools were assumed to be non-denominational but Christian. This assumption was widely accepted until the late 1970s.

The Bible provides God-given moral absolutes for personal and social conduct. All children should be given the opportunity to examine the teaching of the Bible. 

Theological pluralism

Teaching approaches in religious education are very important. Teaching which denies the exclusive truth claims of Christ, and the other faiths is of particular concern. Poor RE teaching can deny the integrity of all faiths. To teach that all religions are the same is a faith position which must be vigorously challenged. 

This position is sometimes called theological pluralism. John Hick, one of its leading advocates, argues that all religions are cultural expressions of the same reality.
 

Jesus made exclusive claims: "I am the way and the truth and the life. No-one comes to the Father except through me". 
 

The other faiths also make exclusive claims. Christians must fight against theological pluralism, which denies the mutually exclusive truth claims of Christianity and the non-Christian faiths. 

Practical involvement

Many schools invite local churches to help them fulfil their RE and collective worship obligations. Christian teachers can also play a full role. Given the decline in church attendance amongst the young, an RE lesson or school assembly might be the only opportunity a young person will ever get to hear the gospel.

Key Points

· The legal requirements for RE and collective worship in state schools are quite modest: they provide the opportunity for young people to examine the truth claims of the Christian faith. Given our Christian heritage and the fact that Christianity is a major world religion, it makes sound educational sense for young people to study Christianity. (See section above on Christian Freedoms and Heritage.)

· Because of poor or inadequate religious education there is much ignorance amongst young people on the basic facts of the Christian faith. A survey in 2000 found that only 38% of 18-34 year olds could say what happened on Good Friday and only 45% knew what happened on Easter Day.
 

· Christianity is the major world religion which transcends all barriers of culture and race. It has a major role to play in the elimination of racism and cultural intolerance. 

13. The Blasphemy laws

Vote on page 117

The facts

· The legal notion of blasphemy dates back many centuries. The laws of blasphemy and blasphemous libel still stand in common law in England and Wales.

· Since 1838, the law of blasphemy only protects the tenets and beliefs of the Church of England. Other Christian denominations are protected where their beliefs overlap with those of the Church of England.

· In the twentieth century there were only four reported judgements. No blasphemy case has been prosecuted in England and Wales since the passage of the Human Rights Act 1998. 

· Northern Ireland inherited Irish Common law, which included the offence of blasphemy. Because the Irish law of blasphemy protected the beliefs of the Church of Ireland, some have argued the offence ceased with the disestablishment of the Church of Ireland in 1869.  

To date there have been no prosecutions in Northern Ireland for Blasphemy. However, in Northern Ireland, incitement to religious hatred is an offence, although it is rarely prosecuted.
 

· In Scotland the last reported prosecution for blasphemy was in 1843. Since Scottish law, unlike English law requires a personal interest in a matter for there to be any private prosecution, and since the state is unlikely to want to instigate a prosecution for blasphemy, a prosecution is unlikely to occur.
 

Biblical arguments

The Bible clearly teaches that the name of the Lord is sacred. The third commandment states: “You shall not misuse the name of the LORD your God, for the LORD will not hold anyone guiltless who misuses his name.”

The blasphemy laws are an extremely important expression of principle - that Jesus’ name is above every other name. Paul states in Philippians:

“Therefore God exalted him [Jesus] to the highest place and gave him the name that is above every name…”

It is this symbolic nature of the law that secularists object to. If this were not so secularists would not show such interest in repealing the law on blasphemy, given it is rarely used in practice. 

Key Points

· The blasphemy law recognises the unique contribution and status of Christianity in Britain. To remove the blasphemy law, or extend it to other religions, would challenge this. Any reform or abolition of the blasphemy law cannot be looked at separately from the constitutional role of Christianity in the state.

· The blasphemy law is essentially a defensive measure – no one is going to be put in prison for breaking the blasphemy laws (unlike the recently proposed offence of ‘incitement to religious hatred’).

· In January 2005 the BBC broadcast ‘Jerry Springer the Opera’. The show contained hundreds swear words and features God the Father, Jesus Christ, Mary, Adam and Eve and Satan as warring guests on a special edition of the Jerry Springer show – staged in Hell. The show included a portrayal of Jesus as a childish, foul-mouthed woman beater with a sexual predilection for human excrement and who declares himself to be ‘a bit gay’.

One group is to undertake a prosecution for blasphemy. And rightly so. We have no doubt that the broadcast of ‘Jerry Springer the Opera’ is blasphemous. However, we recognise that a conviction under the blasphemy laws is highly unlikely in the present climate.

14. Homosexual Age of Consent 

Votes on page 118

The facts

· Until 2003, the homosexual age of consent was composed of two criminal offences. First 'buggery' (the legal term for anal intercourse) and second 'gross indecency' (which covers all other homosexual acts).

· In 1967 homosexual acts between men aged 21 or over were decriminalised. In 1994 the minimum age (known as the ‘age of consent’) was lowered to 18. 1998 saw the beginning of a three-year campaign to lower the age of homosexual consent to 16. 

· MPs and Peers had a free vote. The Commons voted on successive occasions for the age to be lowered to 16 but each time the Lords rejected the move.

· Because of the way the legislation was drafted MPs who voted for the age of homosexual consent to be lowered to 16 were at the same time also voting for the age at which girls could be subject to buggery to be lowered from 18 to 16.

· In the summer of 2000 the Government threatened to use the Parliament Acts to override the House of Lords and force the legislation through. In response, the House of Lords passed a compromise amendment which kept the age for buggery at 18 for boys and girls, but left intact the provisions in the Government Bill which permitted other homosexual acts at 16.

· The Government rejected this compromise and invoked the Parliament Acts. They did not allow any time for the Commons to consider the Lords compromise amendment. In January 2001 the age of homosexual consent was reduced to 16 and the age at which girls could be subject to buggery was also reduced to 16.

· In Northern Ireland the heterosexual age of consent is 17. Hence, the age of consent for buggery of a male and homosexual acts in the Province was reduced from 18 to 17, not 16. 

· It is important to note that the 2003 Sexual Offences Act sought to remove any legal distinction in the criminal law between heterosexual and homosexual activity. All sexual activity with under 16s, whether heterosexual or homosexual, is now covered by the same laws. 

· Buggery of a female in Northern Ireland was legalised in 2003, under the Criminal Justice (Northern Ireland) order 2003.

Biblical arguments

The clear teaching of the Bible 

The historic Christian faith has always affirmed Biblical teaching that homosexual acts are always wrong (e.g. Leviticus 18:22, Romans 1:26-27).  

The Bible is clear that the only legitimate context for sex is marriage and that marriage can only take place between a man and a woman (Genesis 2:24). Sexual acts between men and women before marriage (fornication) or outside marriage (adultery) are also condemned (Matthew 5:27-28).

Homosexual temptation 

Probably everyone experiences sexual temptation (1 Corinthians 10:13). Sexual temptation, including homosexual temptation is not sinful. Yielding to it is. (James 1:14-16)

Christians oppose lowering the age of consent for homosexual activity to sixteen since to do so exposes children
 to this activity. Moreover the signal it sends is also important. Equalising the age of consent with the age for heterosexual activity sends out the message that homosexual activity is morally equal to heterosexual activity.

Pastoral issues

Christians must act both pastorally and publicly. The Church must care pastorally for those facing homosexual temptation, but also teach publicly that homosexual practice is always wrong. There is no contradiction between the two. Both are needed.

Homosexual acts, like adultery and other sexual sins, can be forgiven provided there is faith and repentance. 1 Corinthians 6 makes clear that some members of the church in Corinth had previously been involved in homosexual activity, but God’s grace had transformed them.
 

Christian viewpoints

Strong opposition to the lowering of the age of consent

George Carey, the then Archbishop of Canterbury, the late Cardinal Thomas Winning, then head of the Roman Catholic Church in Scotland, and Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor, leader of the Roman Catholic Church in England and Wales, were amongst the signatories to a letter in the Daily Telegraph opposing the lowering of the age of consent. 

The letter stated: "There are strong moral and health objections to what is proposed, which also goes against the beliefs of many religious people - Christians, Jews, Muslims, Hindus and Sikhs." 

Churches throughout the world

Although liberalism has made many inroads into the Western church, most Christian denominations throughout the world still uphold Biblical teaching on homosexuality. 

Gay rights campaigners have urged Churches to change their stance. They claim some success with the Methodist and United Reformed denominations and amongst some liberal Bishops in the Church of England.

However, for Anglicans, the Lambeth Conference in 1998 firmly restated that homosexual practice is incompatible with the Bible. While some liberal Bishops from the UK and USA opposed Lambeth Resolution 1.10, the vast majority agreed with its statement that:

· Homosexual practice is incompatible with the Bible;

· Christians can experience same-sex attraction and that the church should seek sensitively to minister to such people;

· For those not called to marriage, sexual abstinence is the right course; and

· Same-sex unions are to be rejected.

Key Points

Young people at risk of manipulation

Legalising homosexual acts with teenage boys puts them at risk because they are at an age when they can be vulnerable to sexual approaches from other males, especially older men. Teenage boys can be confused about their sexual attractions. They can go through a phase of being attracted to those of the same sex, but in the vast majority of cases they simply grow out of it and develop normal attraction for women. Engaging in homosexual activity at this age could entrap them in a lifestyle which they would otherwise have avoided.

Lowering the age of consent for buggery also means that 16 and 17 year old girls will be exposed to the health risks of anal intercourse.

Widening the range of sexual practices which can be committed with young people puts even more pressure on them to be sexually active and to engage in even more dangerous activities.

Current prosecution policy means that age of consent offences are often not prosecuted where the young person is just a year or two from the age of consent. This means that acts of buggery committed against 15 and even 14 year olds are much less likely to be prosecuted now that the age of consent for those acts is 16.

The legislation which lowered the age of consent introduced a new offence of ‘abuse of trust’. This was retained in the 2003 Sexual Offences Act. This is intended to criminalize those who use a position of trust over a young person to take sexual advantage of them. However, the new offence is too narrow in its scope, welcome though it is. 

A Homosexual lifestyle carries great health risks

The largest and most detailed study to date, Sexual Attitudes and Lifestyles, showed that the proportion of men reporting large numbers of partners is much higher for homosexuals than for heterosexuals. Of those men who had had sexual partners within the previous five years, 24% of homosexuals had had 10 or more partners compared with 5% of heterosexuals.

Sexual Attitudes and Lifestyles also found that less than 4% of British men have ever had same-sex genital contact in their life.
 Yet, a total of 66.0% of all male HIV infections in the UK were acquired through homosexual intercourse.
 In comparison, heterosexual intercourse made up only 20.2% of male infections and almost all of these (87.4%) were acquired though exposure abroad or through sexual contact with someone who had been infected outside Europe.

Men who have ever engaged in any homosexual sex are banned for life from giving blood in the UK, even if it was ‘safer sex’ with a condom.

The risk of HIV infection from anal intercourse is extremely high: for men it is at least 2700 times the risk from vaginal intercourse.

The condom company Durex said in October 2000: “Anal intercourse is a high risk activity because of the potential for infection from STDs including HIV transmission. Currently there are no specific standards for the manufacture of condoms for anal sex. Current medical advice is therefore to avoid anal sex.”

Public opinion

Opinion polls repeatedly showed that around 70% of people opposed lowering the homosexual age of consent.

Most parents want their children to grow up to get married and have children. Legitimising homosexual acts involving teenage boys threatens that by increasing the likelihood that they will be drawn into homosexuality, denying them the opportunity of marriage and having children.

15. Section 28 

Votes on page 121

The facts

· Section 28 was part of the 1988 Local Government Act. It was introduced because some local authorities were intentionally promoting homosexuality in schools and youth groups, often through classroom resources.

· Section 28 prevented local authorities spending money on the promotion of homosexuality in schools or elsewhere. It also prevented local authorities from promoting a homosexual lifestyle as a ‘pretended family relationship’.

· Section 28 did not prevent legitimate discussion of homosexuality or the counselling of pupils who are being bullied.

· Section 28 was repealed in Scotland in 2000 by the Scottish Parliament. The House of Lords defeated an attempt by the Government in 2000 to abolish Section 28 in England and Wales.

· In 2003, the Government succeeded in abolishing Section 28 in England and Wales. 

Biblical arguments 

The historic Christian faith has always affirmed Biblical teaching that homosexual acts are always wrong (e.g. Leviticus 18:22, Romans 1:26-27).  

The Bible is clear that the context for sex is marriage (Genesis 2:24). Sexual acts between men and women before marriage (fornication) or outside marriage (adultery) are also condemned as wrong (Matthew 5:27-28).

The Bible also has much to say about temptation and the pastoral issues involved. (See the comments given on the homosexual age of consent above.)

God in his grace has provided the institution of marriage for all people, believers and non-believers alike. It is a covenant ordained from creation (Genesis 2:24).

Repealing Section 28 means that local authorities can promote homosexuality in schools. Homosexuality can be put on the same basis as heterosexuality. This is abhorrent to Christian people.

Duty to protect young people

There is a duty to defend the vulnerable and the weak: “Speak up for those who cannot speak for themselves, for the rights of all who are destitute. Speak up and judge fairly; defend the rights of the poor and needy.” (Proverbs 31:8-9)

Jesus gave a very solemn warning of judgement for those who lead children who believe in him to sin. Jesus said “it would be better for him to be thrown into the sea with a large millstone tied around his neck.” (Mark 9:42)

Key Points

· Opponents of Section 28 claimed it was redundant as local authorities have no role in sex education. Yet whilst local authorities were relieved of their specific legal duties in 2000, they do retain general powers to influence and advise or to produce classroom materials. 

· Some councils are using their powers to push highly inappropriate resources onto schools. A report published by The Christian Institute in 2003 detailed lesson extracts from council-backed sex education packs.
 The individual lessons were so explicit and appalling they should never be used in schools under any circumstances. 

· Now that Section 28 has been repealed, there are no robust safeguards in law to protect children from inappropriate materials or the deliberate promotion of homosexuality.

· In February 2005 the Department for Education and Skills promoted and helped fund the first ever ‘Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender history month’ for schools.
 The event organised by gay rights group ‘Schools Out’ encouraged Schools to ‘celebrate’ homosexuality and the gay community.

Public opinion

In a referendum funded by Brian Souter over one million Scots voted to keep Section 28 (this was 86.8% of those who voted).
 A poll carried out in the Prime Minister’s own constituency of Sedgefield in 2000 found that 71% of people wanted to keep Section 28.

Undermining marriage

The public promotion of homosexuality is damaging to our society. It undermines the married family by equating the married family with a pretended family relationship. 

It is especially damaging to young people who are already under many sexual pressures from the media and the world of entertainment. Schools can cover basic facts about homosexuality, but they must not promote it.

A homosexual lifestyle carries great health risks

· According to the largest and most detailed study to date, The National Survey of Sexual Attitudes and Lifestyles, less than 4% of British men have ever had same-sex genital contact in their life.
 Yet, a total of 66.0% of all male HIV infections in the UK were acquired through homosexual intercourse.
 In comparison, heterosexual intercourse made up only 20.2% of male infections and almost all of these (87.4%) were acquired though exposure abroad or through sexual contact with someone who had been infected outside Europe.

· Men who have ever engaged in any homosexual sex are banned for life from giving blood in the UK, even if it was so-called “safe sex” with a condom.
 

· The UK Blood Transfusion Services state that abolishing the rule for gay men would increase the risk of HIV infected donations entering the UK blood supply in England by about five times. Furthermore, changing the rule to allow gay men to donate one year after they last had sex with another man would increase the risk by 60%. 
 

· The risk of HIV infection from anal intercourse is extremely high: for men it is at least 2700 times the risk from vaginal intercourse.

· The condom company Durex said in October 2000: “Anal intercourse is a high-risk activity because of the potential for infection from STDs including HIV transmission. Currently, there are no specific standards for the manufacture of condoms for anal sex. Current medical advice is therefore to avoid anal sex.”

16. Homosexuals in the Armed Forces

Vote on page 124

The facts

· Adultery by a member of the Armed Forces is a ground for discharge wherever or in whatever circumstances it happens. Until the Defence Secretary changed the rules in January 2000, the same applied to homosexuality.
 

· Under the Government’s new Code of Conduct, homosexual activity committed in private, off duty and outside army premises, need not be a ground for dismissal, unless it involves exploitation of a junior member by a senior.

· Members of Armed Forces are asked to give up many of the freedoms enjoyed by civilians for the service of their country.

· Service life necessarily involves close contact in confined spaces in such places as trenches, barracks, snow holes, tents, or tanks. 

· Male and female service personnel have separate accommodation and facilities in the Armed Forces. Until recently, only married couples have been permitted to live together in Ministry of Defence homes. However, the Ministry of Defence announced in February 2005 that gay and lesbian personnel in the Armed Forces who register under the new Civil Partnership Act will be allowed to live in married family quarters.

Biblical arguments

Modesty is necessary

The Bible teaches that sexual temptation came about following the fall of man. Adam and Eve realised they were naked and God provided them with clothing (Genesis 3:7, 21). 

In the context of an analogy relating to the church, Paul says of the body that "the parts that are unpresentable are treated with special modesty" (1 Corinthians 12:23).

Sexual temptation is universal

Probably everyone experiences sexual temptation (1 Corinthians 10:13). This is particularly true of men. Homosexual temptation is not sinful. Yielding to it is. The same applies to heterosexual temptation.

Temptation must be guarded against

Even in the secular world it is accepted that there must be appropriate modesty and that sexual temptation must be guarded against. Men and women do not share the same public lavatories. There are separate changing facilities at sports grounds. Boys and girls in boarding schools have separate dormitories. All this is accepted without question.

The New Testament says that even a hint of immodesty is to be guarded against. Paul urged women to “dress modestly, with decency and propriety…” (1 Timothy 2:9). 

Jesus Christ warned that lustful thoughts constitute adultery in the heart: “But I tell you that anyone who looks at a women lustfully has already committed adultery with her in his heart.” (Matthew 5:28). 

Job covenanted not to look lustfully at a woman (Job 31:1) and was praised by God as being “blameless and upright" (Job 1:8).
Lustful thoughts lead to sinful actions. James speaks of this progression: "each one is tempted when, by his own evil desire, he is dragged away and enticed. Then after desire has conceived, it gives birth to sin..." (James 1:14-15).

To minimise the problems of sexual temptation and for reasons of modesty, society accepts that the sexes must have separate facilities in many areas of life. 

For this reason no one subject to homosexual temptation could in good conscience serve in a combat unit. The level of temptation involved would be overwhelming because of the nature of service life. This argument can also be used against women service personnel serving in combat units, though there are many other Biblical reasons why women should not serve in the front line.

Key Points

Privacy and decency

· Allowing homosexuals in the armed forces is equivalent to allowing heterosexual men to share accommodation and washing facilities with female personnel. 
· Restrictions on privacy are an inevitable part of being in the armed forces. The nature of service life requires at times very close and inescapable proximity for lengthy periods with one’s fellow comrades. These conditions could include trenches, snow holes, tents, barracks, and vehicles. 

· “Snuggling-up” to share body heat is not unusual in missions in certain parts of the world. Sharing showers in the services is a matter of routine. There are also circumstances where there is virtually no privacy with lavatory facilities. 

· Heterosexual men have the right not to be the objects of sexual desire when service life requires them to sleep, shower and work in extremely close proximity to other men. If we are to require male armed forces members to share accommodation with other men who may be sexually attracted to them, why continue to separate male and female service personnel?  

· The Ministry of Defence Report of the Homosexuality Policy Assessment Team (HPAT) carried out by the Ministry of Defence in 1996 listed 13 contexts in which service personnel have to serve in extremely close proximity.
 

· The HPAT report comments on the consequence of a blanket lifting of the ban: “This would mean heterosexuals being unable to escape the sexualised gazes of others who might see potential objects of physical desire rather than simply the often naked bodies of comrades. It would often also mean unwilling colluding in potentially erotic situations through touching, lying alongside or having constantly to brush past homosexuals.”

A ban is legitimate because of homosexual temptation

· Homosexual soldiers may well be just as able to shoot people as any other soldier. They may be capable of heroic acts, but the reason for the ban is because service life is incompatible with homosexuality. Homosexuals would inevitably experience temptations in exactly the same way as any male heterosexual soldier would if they ever shared washing and sleeping facilities with females. It is absurd to think that such a situation would not profoundly damage combat effectiveness.

· The HPAT report comments on the consequence of a blanket lifting of the ban: “Unlike homosexuality, marital infidelity and alcoholism are only grounds for discharge when they actually happen, because their potential occurrence does not affect the military community. Homosexuality, by contrast… has an impact upon other serving personnel, even if activity is not engaged in.”

Cohesion and unity of personnel undermined

· Before the Government lifted the ban, the House of Commons Select Committee on the Armed Forces in the previous Parliament said that lifting it would have: “a significant adverse impact on morale and, ultimately, operational effectiveness”.
 This was the same as the conclusion reached by the MOD Enquiry.

· The Armed Forces are there to defend our country. They fulfil a unique purpose: they do not have to mirror the democracy they defend. Different conditions are necessarily applied.

The European Court of Human Rights

The European Courts of Human Rights has held that an absolute ban on homosexuals serving in the forces constituted a breach of Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights. 
 The Court did not demand a complete lifting of the ban. It would have been possible for the Government to have kept restrictions in some areas and lifted them in others. But the Government did not even attempt this.
Women serving in the Forces are not required to share accommodation with men. Everyone would accept that it would be a clear infringement of privacy if women were forced to share sleeping accommodation or to shower with men. 

It should equally be an infringement of privacy to require a serviceman to shower or to sleep in close proximity to another man who may be sexually attracted to him. The European Court of Human Rights has failed to take homosexual desire seriously.
Following the ECHR judgement heterosexual members of the armed forces could now argue that their Article 8 rights will be infringed if they are put in a position where they are required to be in close proximity to those who may be sexually attracted to them. 

17. Transsexualism

Vote on page 125

The Facts

· The Gender Recognition Act 2004 allows a biologically normal man to become a woman in law and visa versa. This means a man can apply for a Gender Recognition Certificate and then obtain a new birth certificate stating he was born a woman. 

· Under the Act, a man can become a woman ‘for all purposes’ in law. He could then legally marry another man, though in law the couple would be of opposite sexes. 

·  The Act makes it a criminal offence for anyone in an official capacity (including church leaders and Christian employers) to disclose the true sex of a person with a gender recognition certificate. The offence is punishable by a fine of up to £5,000.  In March 2005, the Government agreed to bring in secondary legislation creating partial exemptions for church officials.

· The Act greatly increases the likelihood of hostile litigation by transsexuals against churches.

Biblical arguments

Transsexuals are people who are biologically normal, but who believe themselves to be members of the opposite sex – they say they are ‘trapped in the wrong body’. And so a male-to-female transsexual will assume the identity of a woman. Often transsexuals undergo a ‘sex change’ operation. The Gender Recognition Act 2004 provides many legal rights for transsexuals. 

Three fundamental premises lie behind the Act: one, human psychological states rather than human bodily nature can determine a person’s gender; two, it is right for a surgeon to deform a healthy body in the interests of a psychological disorder; and, three, the State should validate psychosocial confusions having precedence over unambiguous biological sex. Christians say these premises are wrong from biblical teaching, and also church tradition and common sense reason. First, the Bible teaches that a human person is a mind-body whole. So the body determines personhood, not just the mind. 

The first Christian heresy was to deny that “Jesus Christ has come in the flesh” (1 John 4:2). Genesis 1:27 records: “So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him; male and female created he them.” Biblical Christians hold that ‘sex change’ surgery desecrates a body made in the image of God. And the Bible teaches that the State should validate what is right and not what is wrong (Romans 13:3).  

Secondly, the Church of England’s 2003 discussion document also equated transsexualism with the ancient heresy of Gnosticism.
 Both see the body as unimportant and the mind as all important. Gnosticism was strongly condemned by early Christian theologians such as Irenaeus (c 130 -200 AD) and Tertullian (c 155 -220 AD).
 Thirdly, the philosopher, Sir Peter Strawson, also holds that a person must have “both states of consciousness and corporeal characteristics… [so] the orthodox have wisely insisted on the resurrection of the body”.
 

It is therefore wrong to determine a person’s gender because their mind cannot accept their body. As the Bishop of Winchester has stated: “When the bill passes into law, for me the words woman and man will no longer mean what they have always meant and the government will have introduced marriage between two people of the same sex.”
 

Churches try to care for transsexuals and to speak to them about the Gospel. The Christian response to a transsexual, as with any other person, should be prayer, care and counsel as for any with psychological difficulties and where necessary repentance and faith in Jesus Christ (Acts 20:21). There will, of course, be differences in the pastoral approaches that are taken. However, when it comes to deciding who should join ladies’ prayer meetings or be leaders, who should use the ladies’ lavatories or take Holy Communion, surely individual churches should have the freedom to decide this themselves? Surely the law should not leave churches wide-open to legal actions in secular courts over such matters? 

The theologian Oliver O’Donovan (Regius Professor of Moral and Pastoral Theology at the University of Oxford) has argued: “If I claim to have a ‘real sex’, which may be at war with the sex of my body and is at least in a rather uncertain relationship to it, I am shrinking from the glad acceptance of myself as a physical as well as a spiritual being, and seeking self-knowledge in a kind of Gnostic withdrawal from material creation.”

Key arguments

· Transsexuals are men and women who are biologically normal, but who believe themselves to be members of the opposite sex. This feeling of being ‘trapped in the wrong body’ many lead to a transsexual demanding what is often called a ‘sex change’. This involves the use of hormones and surgery to change their appearance and sexual characteristics.

· The problem, however, is psychological: the evidence supports this view overwhelmingly.
 A painful operation cannot solve the mental dysfunction. Many transsexuals regret their decision to live in the opposite sex. A Home Office report on transsexualism stated: “Many people revert to their biological sex after living for some time in the opposite sex…”

Doctors from the NHS Portman Clinic, an internationally acclaimed centre for ‘sex change’ treatment, have stated “…what many patients find is that they are left with a mutilated body, but the internal conflicts remain.”

· Gender reassignment only changes the outside, not the inside. In fact it is not possible to change sex. It is helpful to distinguish ‘sex’ and ‘gender’. There are two distinct sexes: male and female. Gender, however can be thought of differently: there is a range stretching from masculinity to femininity. 

· People are born either male of female. The objective fact is that the XY or XX chromosomal/genetic pattern is set at conception. It does not make sense to say ‘I have the right to change sex’. It cannot be done. It would be like Parliament passing an Act to degree that all pregnancies in future will by men not women. 

18. Gender Recognition Act – Religious Liberty

Vote on page 127

The facts

· The Gender Recognition Act makes it a criminal offence for anyone in an official capacity (including church leaders and Christian employers) to disclose the true sex of a person with a gender recognition certificate. The offence is punishable by a fine of up to £5,000. 

· The offence contained in the Act covers vicars, curates, church ministers, churchwardens, pastoral workers, elders, deacons and PCC members. However, in March 2005, the Government agreed to bring in secondary legislation creating partial exemptions for church officials. The exemptions are overly bureaucratic but they do represent a major reversal of Government policy.

· The Act allows a person with a Gender Recognition Certificate to marry. Thus, a man who has a sex change operation could then marry another man or vice versa. From a Christian perspective, this is same-sex marriage. The Act only gives clergy in the Church of England and the Church in Wales the legal right to refuse to marry a transsexual.

Key arguments

· The Gender Recognition Act represents a great threat to religious liberty

· Churches throughout the land teach that it is morally wrong for a man to assume the identity of a woman (or vice versa). Therefore if a transsexual wants to attend a church, the leaders of that church will obviously need to discuss between themselves the pastoral approach adopted. Just one pastoral discussion could be a criminal offence liable to a £5,000 fine.

· Until March 2005 it appeared that the Government was content to see Christians prosecuted over this issue, even when the information was passed on accidentally. In 2004 a Government Minister in the House of Lords said: “...[in the case] of people who make a prohibited disclosure inadvertently, clearly that is a matter which the judge would be expected to take into account as part of the deliberations on sentence.”
 

· The Government argued, to use the above example, that the curate can ask the individual transsexual for permission to tell his vicar and, if the transsexual agrees, no offence is committed.
 Yet surely it is extremely unlikely that transsexuals would agree to this – they are the same people who argued for this new offence. 

· There are broader problems with the Gender Recognition Act. Before the Act was even passed, churches were already being threatened with legal action under it. For instance, it was used to argue that transsexuals have a right to teach in a Sunday school and take Holy Communion. 

· In 2002, long before the Act, the pastor and membership of Vine Christian Centre in Maesteg, South Wales, were sued after a man who had a ‘sex change’ was told he could not attend the ladies’ prayer meeting or use the ladies’ toilet. The church had shown considerable compassion towards the man (he had been attending for two years) but refused to treat him as a woman. 

The church’s lawyers argued under the existing law at the time (before the Act) – that the case should be thrown out. They succeeded although the Judge criticised the church and made them pay some of their own legal costs. 

·  The Gender Recognition Act has now changed the legal landscape, making it much more costly and difficult for a church to defend itself. Such concerns have been confirmed in a legal opinion by an eminent barrister, James Dingemans QC.

· During the passage of the Bill through Parliament, the Government gave an exemption to sporting bodies from the effects of the Bill. If exemptions can be granted for some purposes, why can they not be made to protect religious liberty?

19. Gambling

Vote on page 128

Key points

· In 2004 the Government introduced the Gambling Bill to parliament. 

· The Bill is the most radical deregulation ever of the UK gambling industry. It will allow a massive proliferation of casinos and betting shops, transforming the UK gambling industry beyond recognition. 

· Key proposals include:

· Removing the demand test for new casinos and betting shops

· Removing the twenty four hour membership requirement for casinos

· Creation of new Las Vegas-style ‘regional casinos’

· Legalising unlimited stake and prize machines

· Legalising FOBTs (Fixed Odds Betting Terminals)

· Legitimising remote gambling (e.g. online) by licensing

· Lifting the general prohibitions on gambling advertising

· This represents a seismic break with previous public policy that demand for gambling should not be encouraged. Such policy has ensured Britain has one of the lowest rates of problem gambling in the developed world.

· The evidence overwhelmingly shows that removing restrictions on gambling will inevitably increase problem gambling.

· There is no public demand for the Gambling Bill. An NOP poll shows the public overwhelmingly believe there are already enough opportunities to gamble.

Biblical arguments

Gambling is any activity in which wealth changes hands, mainly on the basis of chance and with risk to the gambler. Such activities include betting, fruit machines, lotteries, casino games, scratchcards and card games. Creative effort, useful skills, and responsible investment are not integral factors.

There are three legitimate ways in which wealth may change hands – by giving, by working for it, or by genuine exchange: anything else is virtual theft and so a breaking of the 8th commandment. As has been said: “Gambling is a kind of theft by mutual agreement; but it is still theft, just as duelling, which is murder by mutual agreement, is still treated as murder.”

Of the three impulses behind gambling – the desire for gain, the desire for a thrill and the desire for competition, the moral and ethical problems are focused on the desire for gain.

(1) Gambling directly appeals to covetousness and greed “which is idolatry” according to the Apostle Paul.
 Gambling breaches the 1st, 2nd, 8th and 10th Commandments. It enthrones personal desires in place of God. Jesus warned: “You cannot serve both God and Money.”
 A greedy and unrepentant person is an idolater who cannot obtain salvation.

2) Gambling directly depends on other people incurring financial loss. Jesus said that you should “do to others what you would have them do to you, for this sums up the Law and the Prophets.”
 But gambling depends on doing to others what we would not have them do to us. At that point no gambler desires the best for his fellow man. Instead he is indifferent to his fellow gamblers or wants them to lose so that he can win. In any honest business transaction it is the intention of both parties to benefit, yet with gambling the intention is to gain but the gain is at the other’s expense. We are called to do good to all people, not to do harm.

(3) Gambling denies the biblical work ethic which links honest labour with reward. The Apostle Paul said “He who has been stealing must steal no longer, but must work, doing something useful with his own hands, that he may have something to share with those in need.”
 Gambling holds out the dream that it is possible to get something for nothing. It can encourage laziness rather than work. Laziness is condemned in Scripture.

4) Gambling is a reckless use of resources. It undermines the creation mandate to be stewards of creation and to work.
 The Bible teaches that all things belong to God
 and that man will have to give an account for his stewardship of all that he has been given.

(5) Rather than facing up to reality, gambling is a form of escapism. The gambling industry trades on people’s vulnerability to temptation and relies on the fact that statistically it is the industry that wins practically every time. Those who gamble often are not thinking rationally about risk. Instead they are thinking about luck and superstition. Chance is glorified and God’s sovereignty denied.
 Scripture makes clear that trust in God and trust in luck cannot co-exist.

(6) There is evidence that gambling disproportionately affects the poor who face particular temptations because of their strained financial circumstances.
 It is very wrong to exploit this vulnerability.

(7) Gambling is inherently addictive. As with alcohol or drug addiction, compulsive gamblers lose control of their lives. This is plainly contrary to the teaching of the Bible, which teaches us to be self-controlled.

(8) Gambling is the very opposite of contentment.
 Man’s duty is to seek first God’s Kingdom and trust that God will meet his needs.

Mainstream Christian belief has always viewed gambling as incompatible with the Bible’s teaching. Gambling was strongly opposed by Tertullian, Hugh Latimer, John Wesley, William Wilberforce, C H Spurgeon and William Temple. On this issue, Thomas Aquinas is not representative of mainstream Christian belief. Gambling does not cease to be wrong because a proportion of the take is devoted to so-called good causes. Many are misled at this point, and persuaded of the legitimacy of the National Lottery, for example. The end does not justify the means.

Key arguments

· The Government argued the Gambling Bill is vital to prevent problem gambling. This is risible. It is the very legislation that the Bill repeals that has ensured low levels of problem gambling. The Joint Parliamentary Committee set up to scrutinise the Bill reported:

“Almost all the evidence we have received points to the fact that this legislation would increase the number of people in the United Kingdom with a gambling problem.”

· The Government also argued developments in technology mean the law is outdated. But technological developments can be addressed without repealing the vast majority of existing gambling legislation, as proposed in the Bill.

· The Government argued the Gambling Bill will bring investment and jobs. Yet the Bill’s Regulatory Impact Assessment stated: 
“A significant increase in the social costs associated with the gambling industry, including problem gambling, could negate many or all of the direct economic benefits of the Bill.”

· Gambling is addictive and harmful, fuelling crime, poverty and family breakdown. Gambling disproportionately affects those with the least disposable incomes. There are over three times as many problem gamblers in households with an income of less than £15,600 compared to households with an income of £32,000 and over. 

· The Government argues gambling deregulation is fine so long as children and the ‘vulnerable’ are protected. Yet this approach is disingenuous as it ignores the reality of gambling. Gambling is potentially addictive to anyone, not just ‘vulnerable’ persons. The Royal College of Psychiatrists states: “…vulnerability to pathological gambling is inherent in the very activity of gambling.”

· Despite the Government’s stated belief that gambling is only for adults,
 the Bill allows children to continue gambling on fruit machines (Category D) and young people aged 16 and 17 will continue to be allowed to gamble on the national lottery and football pools.

20. Reclassification of cannabis 

Vote on page 130

The facts

· In November 2003 Parliament approved the reclassification of cannabis from a class B drug to a class C drug by passing the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 (Modification) (No. 2) Order 2003. This applied to the whole of the UK.

· The change in law means that most cannabis users caught by the police will not be arrested. They will simply be verbally ticked-off and have the drug confiscated. The maximum sentence for possessing class C drugs is two years.    

· The Criminal Justice Act 2003 made the possession of all class C drugs an arrestable offence, and dealing in class C drugs subject to a maximum 14-year prison sentence. These measures also apply to all class B drugs. 

· In March 2005 the Home Secretary voiced his concern about the link between cannabis use and mental illness. In light of new medical evidence, he asked the Advisory Council on the Misuse of Drugs to consider the case for reversing the reclassification and making cannabis a class B drug once again.

Biblical arguments

The Bible teaches that drunkenness is wrong. “Do not get drunk on wine”. (Ephesians 5:18). Jesus Christ refused stupefying drugs immediately before he was crucified (Mark 15:23). Intoxication and loss of control are intrinsic to drugs in a way that is not true of alcohol, and the Bible repeatedly condemns intoxication when it addresses drunkenness.

When intoxicated, people lose control. This can lead to wrong actions and irresponsible behaviour. Substance abuse leads to problems in health, relationships and work. Dependence on drugs compounds these problems. 

Christians are instructed to “Be self-controlled and alert” (1 Peter 5:8). The law at present restrains drug taking because it is dangerous and acts as a necessary constraint for the good of all society. Christians must therefore take a stand as it becomes ever more fashionable to argue for the legalisation of all drugs. 

Key arguments

· Reclassifying cannabis sends out the wrong message that taking cannabis is OK. This was stated by the Secretary of the United Nation’s International Narcotics Control Board when it criticised the UK Government for its decision to reclassify cannabis.

· Although advocates of reclassification said ‘cannabis is not being legalised’, the effect is virtually the same. Abstruse arguments about whether it is technically decriminalised are lost on young people. Following publicity about the Government’s plans, the Department for Education and Skills was forced to issue guidance, reminding pupils that cannabis possession would remain illegal.
 

· Cannabis is far too dangerous to be in classified as class C, alongside sleeping pills (e.g. Diazepam or Temazepam). Cannabis is a very harmful mind-altering drug. It causes schizophrenia, cancer and is responsible for a rising proportion of road deaths.

· Cannabis acts as a gateway drug to harder illicit drugs. There is evidence that because cannabis and harder drugs, such as heroin and cocaine, have similar effects on the brain, cannabis may act as a gateway to those harder drugs. A study from New Zealand in 2000 found that heavy cannabis users were 59 times more likely than non-users to take other illicit drugs, such as ecstasy and LSD.
 

· The Police Federation of England and Wales was fiercely opposed to reclassifying cannabis, believing cannabis to be the number one illicit gateway drug.
 

· The Government argued reclassification was needed to put out a more effective message about the relative harm of cannabis. Yet the previous law was clear. Cocaine and heroin were class A, with cannabis as class B. There already was a clear distinction.  

· The Government also argued reclassification was needed to focus police time on Class A drugs. Yet the police already concentred on class A drugs. Furthermore, as cannabis acts as a gateway drug, if more people take cannabis, more people will go on to take harder drugs. This approach is totally self-defeating.

· The controversial cannabis pilot scheme run by Lambeth police which mirrored reclassification, led to open drug dealing on the streets of Brixton. The scheme resulted in a huge escalation of hard drug use and dealing.

· In November 2004 police figures showed the number of people found carrying cannabis in London had risen 29% since reclassification came into effect in January.

Part II : The votes
The Christian Institute has compiled a complete record of MPs votes on each of the issues discussed within Part I. These votes can be viewed on-line at www.christian.org.uk.

The following pages contain explanations of each of those votes and how we have recorded them. The vote totals are always two higher than the totals given in Hansard (the official record of House of Commons proceedings). This is because there are two tellers (MPs who count the vote) on both sides.

Each of the 23 sections corresponds with the issues discussed in Part I. Each section contains a summary of the vote or votes in question, an explanation of what was being voted on and a panel showing how we have recorded the views of MPs as represented by their voting record. 

A symbol (( or () is used to indicate whether the vote cast was in accordance with our Christian beliefs. The bullet symbol (() is used to indicate that the vote was an abstention or the MP was absent. This symbol is also used where the notes need to be consulted.

Vote on Embryo Experiments

In a nutshell:

A vote on whether to ban experiments on human embryos. MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience.

On 23rd April 1990 the House of Commons debated an amendment to the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Bill to remove the Bill’s provision allowing experiments on human embryos up to 14 days after fertilisation. This would have banned research experiments on embryos. The amendment was defeated by 195 votes to 366. 

At the time, Section 11 and Schedule 2 of the 1990 Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act only permitted experiments on human embryos for the purposes of research into congenital disease, contraception and infertility. This provision was subsequently amended using a Ministerial Order in December 2000.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted against banning experiments on human embryos (()

Voted for banning experiments on human embryos (()

Abstained or was absent on the vote for banning experiments on human embryos (()


Vote on Cloning

In a nutshell: 

A vote on whether to legalise human cloning for experiments on human embryos. MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience.

On 19th December 2000 the House of Commons debated a Statutory Instrument amending the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act 1990.
 The effect of this was to legalise cloning for the creation of embryos for research. Under the 1990 Act experimentation on embryos was legalised, but only for research into contraception and infertility (see Vote on Embryo Experiments above). 

This new Statutory Instrument would grant licences to extend the criteria for embryo research for the purposes of:

“ a) increasing knowledge about the development of embryos; 

   b) increasing knowledge about serious disease, or

   c) enabling any such knowledge to be applied in developing treatments for serious disease.”
 
The House of Commons Research Paper explaining the Statutory Instrument summed up its purpose as follows: “…The Regulations will therefore extend the use of early embryos in research to include research into treatment of serious disease, including the use of embryos created by cell nuclear replacement for this purpose.”
 Cell Nuclear Replacement is another name for cloning. The motion was carried by 368 votes to 176.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for research using human cloning (()
Voted against research using human cloning (()
Abstained or was absent on the vote for research using human cloning (()


Votes on Abortion

In a nutshell:

A series of votes on whether to reduce the period of time during which an abortion can legally be carried out. MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience.

On 24th April 1990 the House of Commons debated a series of amendments to the Abortion Act 1967 as part of its consideration of the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Bill. One of the major changes being debated was the reduction of the maximum age at which a pregnancy could be terminated. 

The Infant Life (Preservation) Act 1929 made it illegal to destroy the life of a child capable of being born alive. The act created a presumption that this point was reached at 28 weeks gestation. In order to avoid conflicting with the 1929 Act, the 1967 Abortion Act set the time limit for abortions at 28 weeks into the pregnancy. It was believed that it was impossible for a child to be born alive at such a premature stage.  

However by 1990, because of significant medical advances, many babies born before 28 weeks gestation were surviving and this is why a shorter time limit for abortion was considered.

MPs were able to vote for a range of options between 18 weeks and the existing 28-week limit, but the order of the votes was made very complicated. 

The 24-week limit was the proposal contained in the Bill itself and MPs voted by 411 to 154 to accept it.

Subsequently five amendments were voted on, all of which were defeated. This is the sequence of the votes taken and the record of the votes cast: 

18 weeks: lost by 167 votes to 377

28 weeks: lost by 143 votes to 384

20 weeks: lost by 191 votes to 360

26 weeks: lost by 158 votes to 374

22 weeks: lost by 257 votes to 303

Therefore the 24-week limit now stands as law.

	How we recorded the votes

Voted for keeping the abortion limit at 28 weeks (()
Voted for reducing the abortion limit to 26 weeks (()
Voted for reducing the abortion limit to 24 weeks (()
Voted for reducing the abortion limit to 22 weeks (()

Voted for reducing the abortion limit to 20 weeks (()

Voted for reducing the abortion limit to 18 weeks (()
Abstained or was absent on a series of votes for reducing the abortion limit from 28 weeks (()

Voted against reducing the abortion limit to 24 weeks or lower, abstained or was absent on the vote keeping the abortion limit at 28 weeks and also on the vote reducing the abortion limit to 26 weeks (()
Voted against reducing the abortion limit to 20 weeks, abstained on other votes (()
Voted against reducing the abortion limit to 22 weeks or lower, abstained on other votes (()
The only defensible pro-life position was to vote for 18 weeks, the lowest on offer. However voting for 20 or 22 weeks at least showed a desire for the limit to be lower than the 24 weeks contained within the Bill.




Our statement of an MP’s position describes their ‘first choice’ vote on the five amendments. Here are two examples:

· Edward Leigh voted as his ‘first choice’ for an 18-week limit. Even though he went on to support 20 and 22-week limits after the option of 18 was defeated, as an 18-week limit was his ‘first choice’, this is what we record. 

· Diane Abbott voted as her ‘first choice’ to keep the 28-week limit. Even though she went on to support a 26-week limit after 28 was defeated, as a 28-week limit was her ‘first choice’, this is what we record.

Some MPs were either absent or abstained, or voted ‘No’ to all five amendments. In these cases we record how they voted on the 24-week limit.

Here are two examples: 

· Tony Blair voted ‘No’ to the 18, 20 and 22-week limits and was absent or abstained on the votes for the 26 and 28-week limits. However, in the first vote he supported the 24-week limit so we state that he voted for the 24-week limit.

· Kenneth Clarke voted ‘No’ to all five amendments. However, in the first vote he supported the 24-week limit so we state that he voted for the 24-week limit.

Other MPs with exceptional patterns of voting have had their actions described in the statement of their position (see panel above for all the voting patterns).

Vote on Abortion of the Handicapped

In a nutshell:

A vote on whether doctors should have to specify the handicap when carrying out an abortion on that ground. MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience.

On 21st June 1990 MPs voted on an amendment to the Abortion Act 1967 which would have required doctors carrying out an abortion on the ground that the child would be handicapped, to specify what that handicap was.
 It required the doctors: “…to include an opinion as to the nature of the physical or mental abnormalities from which there is a substantial risk that the child would suffer if it were born”.

Two previous votes
 had the effect of removing the 28 week upper limit on abortions where the reason given was that the child would be handicapped.

If this new amendment were accepted, doctors would have been obliged to document the type of handicap for which the baby was being aborted.  This would have ensured that babies were not being destroyed for relatively trivial abnormalities such as an extra digit or for treatable conditions such as a cleft palate.  

David Alton said in the debate “Doctors at Guy’s hospital recently advertised for mothers who would otherwise be having abortion on grounds of cleft palate to come forward in order to carry out operations in the womb.”
  
Ann Widdecombe also stated “...I will refer to a letter that I received form Anthony Rowsell, a consultant plastic surgeon at Guy’s hospital, who is responsible for performing the pre-natal surgery...He informs me that mothers not only have abortions but that they are routinely offered.  That should be a cause of worry because the legislation says that abortions should not be offered routinely in the case of minor defects but that there should be a substantial risk of serious disability.”
 
The vote was tied 199 to 199, with the Deputy Speaker casting his deciding vote with the ‘Noes’ so that the amendment fell.
 The Deputy Speaker Sir Paul Dean, said: “In accordance with precedent I cast my vote to leave the Bill as reported from the Committee, and accordingly my vote is with the Noes, so the Noes have it.”

	How we have recorded the vote:

Voted for making doctors specify the handicap when allowing abortion up to birth (()
Voted against making doctors specify the handicap when allowing abortion up to birth (()
Abstained or was absent on the vote for making doctors specify the handicap when allowing abortion up to birth (()




Vote on Register of Pro-Life Doctors

In a nutshell:

A vote on whether there should be a public register of doctors who conscientiously object to abortion. MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience.

On 21st June 1990 the House of Commons debated an amendment to the 1967 Abortion Act which would have established a public register of pro-life doctors.
 The amendment stated that it applied to “Any registered medical practitioner who has a conscientious objection to participating in any treatment authorised by this Act...” (i.e.: pro-life doctors).  The amendment went on to require that for these doctors the Health Secretary was to provide “…for the keeping and maintaining of a register of the names of all those persons who have given notification and such register shall be open to public inspection”.

The stated purpose of this amendment was to allow easier access by patients to those doctors willing to recommend abortion, so that abortions could be procured earlier in the pregnancy. 

A very serious effect of this dangerous amendment would have been to stigmatise doctors for holding to a pro-life position. It would have seriously prejudiced their employment and promotion prospects.  

It was defeated by 117 votes to 230.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted against a public register of pro-life doctors (()
Voted for a public register of pro-life doctors (()
Abstained or was absent on the vote for a public register of pro-life doctors (()


Votes on Euthanasia

In a nutshell:

A combination of three votes to show an MP’s position on euthanasia. The first vote in 1997 was on whether to legalise voluntary euthanasia. The second and third votes in 2000 were both on whether to ban doctors intentionally ending the lives of their patients by act or omission. MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience on all three votes.

Three votes have been used which reveal a consistent position on the part of the MPs who voted.

Joe Ashton’s Ten Minute Rule Bill Motion: ‘Doctor Assisted Dying’ 

This was debated on 10th December 1997.
 The motion was: “That leave be given to bring in a Bill to enable a person who is suffering distress as a result of his terminal illness or incurable physical condition to obtain assistance from a doctor to end his life; and for connected purposes.”
 
The motion was defeated by 91 votes to 236.

Ann Winterton's Private Member’s Bill: 

Medical Treatment (Prevention of Euthanasia)  

Euthanasia is illegal in the UK and virtually all other countries. However, a small number of court rulings in the UK, starting with the Bland judgment have legalised the intentional starvation of patients who are in a persistent vegetative state (PVS). 

The BMA and the Government both argue that this was not euthanasia. Supporters and opponents of euthanasia alike argue that it was. 

Ann Winterton MP proposed a Private Member’s Bill to make it illegal to intentionally kill patients by act or omission. This Bill would have closed the loophole created by the Bland judgment and also prevented any similar loopholes. 

There were two separate votes on Ann Winterton’s Bill: 

Second Reading on 28th January 2000 (115 votes to 4) and 

Report Stage on 14th April 2000 (98 votes to 12).
 
Though the Bill successfully passed through these stages ultimately the Government refused to allow enough time and its opponents prolonged the debate ('filibustered') until time ran out. 
	How we recorded the vote:

Voted for euthanasia  (()
All MPs who voted for the Ashton Bill.

Voted for preventing euthanasia (()
All MPs who voted for the Winterton Bill or against the Ashton Bill or both. 

Voted against Ann Winterton MP's prevention of euthanasia Bill (()
Covers a special case which applies to only two sitting MPs. Charlotte Atkins (Staffordshire Moorlands) and Sir Archy Kirkwood (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) were absent or abstained on the vote for Joe Ashton’s motion and voted against Ann Winterton. The voting pattern of other MPs at the time indicates that other MPs supported the Bland judgment because they did not believe the judgment to constitute euthanasia. Joe Ashton’s motion clearly would have permitted all types of euthanasia, but as Charlotte Atkins and Sir Archy Kirkwood did not vote on it, we cannot be sure of their own view on the general issue of euthanasia. For this reason the simple fact is recorded that they voted against Ann Winterton’s Bill. Nevertheless, whatever their reason for voting in this way, by doing so these two MPs were voting to allow the withdrawal of food and water from patients. According to our Christian beliefs, this constitutes euthanasia.
Abstained or was absent on the votes for preventing euthanasia (()



Votes on Adoption

	Vote in a nutshell:

A combination of three votes to show an MP’s position on allowing adoption by unmarried and homosexual couples in England and Wales. 


During the passage of the Adoption and Children Bill 2002 there were three votes in the House of Commons on whether to change the law on adoption to allow unmarried and homosexual couples to jointly adopt children. At the time of the Bill, only married couples could jointly adopt. Adoption by a single person was also allowed for certain situations.   

On the 16th May 2002 the House of Commons voted on an amendment by David Hinchliffe MP to allow adoption by both unmarried heterosexual couples and homosexual couples. This was passed by MPs by 290 votes to 135. 

On the 20th May 2002 MPs voted on an amendment by Andrew Lansley MP to allow adoption by unmarried couples but restricting it to heterosexual couples only. This therefore excluded homosexual adoption. MPs rejected this amendment by 176 votes to 303. 

The Bill at this stage permitted adoption by married, unmarried heterosexual and homosexual couples; it was sent to the House of Lords in this state. On 16th October 2002 Peers rejected adoption by unmarried and homosexual couples and reinstated in the Bill the ‘married couple only’ provision.

4th November vote 
The Bill was returned to the Commons with the Lords amendments. On the 4th November 2002 MPs rejected the Lords’ amendments – voting once more (by 346 votes to 147) to allow both unmarried heterosexual and homosexual couples adopt. 

Iain Duncan Smith, then leader of the Conservative Party, imposed a three-line whip on Conservative MPs to support the Lords’ amendments, though it was widely reported that no action would be taken against Conservative MPs who disobeyed.
 It was also claimed that Labour MPs were allowed a ‘free vote’, that is, they were permitted to vote according to their conscience.
 The Lib Dem spokesman made clear on the floor of the House of Commons that his party imposed a whip on its MPs to oppose the Lords’ amendments (that is, to support adoption by unmarried and homosexual couples).
 No Lib Dem MP voted against this whip on the 4th November.

In the days leading up to the vote, the Conservative Party’s policy on this issue became the focus of an intense and much broader debate about the leadership of the Party.
 In the vote on the 4th November, 8 Conservative MPs defied the whip and supported adoption by unmarried and homosexual couples. A further 35 Conservative MPs did not cast a vote. There was a great deal of speculation that some of these had deliberately abstained to defy the Party leadership.
 However, some Conservative MPs were unavoidably absent. Under the Parliamentary system it is not possible to say which MPs deliberately abstained and which were unavoidably absent for the vote. 

Following the vote on 4th November, the Bill was returned to the Lords. On 5th November Peers voted to accept the Commons’ amendments to allow unmarried heterosexual and homosexual couples to adopt children. Therefore this now stands as law in the Adoption and Children Act 2002 – married couples, unmarried couples and homosexual couples are allowed to adopt children in England and Wales.

	How we recorded the votes

Voted for allowing unmarried and homosexual couples to adopt children (()

(1) All MPs who voted against the Lords’ amendments on 4th November.

(2) Those who abstained or were absent on 4th November, but who previously (in May) voted for the Hinchliffe amendment and against the Lansley amendment.

(3) Those who abstained or were absent on 4th November and who abstained or were absent on the Lansley amendment, but who voted for the Hinchliffe amendment.

Voted for allowing unmarried heterosexual couples to adopt children (()

MPs who abstained or were absent on 4th November, but who voted for the Hinchliffe amendment and the Lansley amendment.

Voted against allowing unmarried and homosexual couples to adopt children (()

(1) All MPs who voted for the Lords’ amendments on 4th November.

(2) Those who abstained or were absent on 4th November and who abstained or were absent on the Lansley amendment, but who voted against the Hinchliffe amendment on 16th May.

Voted against allowing homosexual couples to adopt children (()

MPs who abstained or were absent on 4th November and who abstained or were absent on the Hinchliffe amendment, but who voted for the Lansley amendment.

Abstained or was absent on the votes for allowing unmarried and homosexual couples to adopt children (()

MPs who abstained or were absent on all three votes.

Abstained deliberately on the vote for allowing homosexual couples to adopt children (()

Brian Donohoe (Cunninghame South) abstained or was absent on 4th November and abstained or was absent on the Hinchliffe amendment, but on the Lansley amendment deliberately voted on both sides in order to register an abstention.




Vote on 4th November 2002

Our statement of an MP’s position on adoption describes their most recent vote. 

For all MPs who voted on 4th November, this means our statement of their position describes their vote on that day. This supersedes any vote cast on either the Hinchliffe or the Lansley amendments in May.

Here are some examples:

“Voted for allowing unmarried and homosexual couples to adopt children” covers:

· Nick Ainger – who voted against the Lords’ amendments on 4th November, and for Hinchliffe and against Lansley in May.

· Douglas Alexander – who voted against the Lords’ amendments on 4th November, and abstained or was absent for the votes on Hinchliffe and Lansley in May.

· Tony Blair – who voted against the Lords’ amendments on 4th November, voted for Hinchliffe and abstained or was absent for the vote on Lansley.

· Kenneth Clarke – who voted against the Lords’ amendments on 4th November, for Hinchliffe and for Lansley in May.

· Julie Kirkbride – who voted against the Lords’ amendments on 4th November, against Hinchliffe and for Lansley in May.

“Voted against allowing unmarried and homosexual couples to adopt children” covers:

· Edward Leigh – who voted for the Lords’ amendments on 4th November, and against Hinchliffe and for Lansley in May.

· David Burnside – who voted for the Lords’ amendments on 4th November, abstained or was absent for the vote on the Hinchliffe amendment and voted for the Lansley amendment in May. 

· Anthony Colman – who voted for the Lords’ amendments on 4th November, and for Hinchliffe and for Lansley in May.

· David Crausby – who voted for the Lords’ amendments on 4th November, abstained or was absent for the vote on the Hinchliffe amendment and voted against the Lansley amendment in May.

· Jim Dobbin – who voted for the Lords’ amendments on 4th November, and against Hinchliffe and against Lansley in May.

The Hinchliffe and Lansley amendments in May 2002

For those MPs who abstained or were absent on 4th November our statement of their position describes their earlier vote(s) on the Hinchliffe and Lansley amendments in May of that year.
 

Although a procedural device meant that these two votes were held four days apart, the votes on these two amendments can be considered together. A combination of the votes on these two amendments reveals 

a) MPs against adoption by unmarried heterosexual and homosexual couples, 

b) MPs who supported adoption by unmarried and homosexual couples, or 

c) MPs against homosexual adoption, but in favour of adoption by unmarried heterosexual couples.

The Hinchliffe amendment permitted adoption by both unmarried heterosexual and homosexual couples. The subsequent Lansley amendment restricted this to unmarried heterosexual couples only – i.e. it would have prevented homosexual couples adopting children.

MPs who voted for Hinchliffe and who voted against Lansley were voting for allowing both unmarried and homosexual couples to adopt children. Thus: “Voted for allowing unmarried and homosexual couples to adopt children” covers Diane Abbot – who abstained or was absent on 4th November, and voted for Hinchliffe and against Lansley.

Likewise MPs who voted for Hinchliffe and who abstained or were absent on Lansley were voting for allowing both unmarried and homosexual couples to adopt children. Thus: “Voted for allowing unmarried and homosexual couples to adopt children” covers Irene Adams – who abstained or was absent on 4th November, voted for Hinchliffe and abstained or was absent on Lansley.
Many MPs voted against Hinchliffe and for Lansley. Their ‘first choice’ was to oppose Hinchliffe. However, the Hinchliffe amendment was passed. Therefore, faced with a Bill that allowed adoption by both unmarried heterosexual and homosexual couples, it was morally right to vote to restrict the provision in any way possible. The final vote on 4th November provided a decisive opportunity to keep a ‘married couple-only’ provision. In the absence of a vote on the 4th November, the Lansley amendment provided such a restriction by limiting adoption to heterosexual couples. Thus “Voted against allowing unmarried and homosexual couples to adopt children” covers Sir Stuart Bell – who abstained or was absent on 4th November, and voted against Hinchliffe and for Lansley.

MPs who voted against Hinchliffe and who abstained or were absent on Lansley were voting against allowing both unmarried and homosexual couples to adopt children. Thus “Voted against allowing unmarried and homosexual couples to adopt children” covers Boris Johnson – who abstained or was absent on 4th November, voted against Hinchliffe and abstained or was absent on Lansley.
A handful of MPs voted for Hinchliffe and for Lansley. This means they were voting against homosexual couples adopting children, but for adoption by unmarried heterosexual couples. Thus “Voted for allowing unmarried heterosexual couples to adopt children” covers Ian Pearson – who abstained or was absent on 4th November, voted for Hinchliffe and for Lansley. 

Several MPs only cast a vote on the Lansley amendment (they abstained or were absent on both 4th November and 16th May). 

Such MPs who voted against Lansley were by doing so voting for both unmarried and homosexual couples adopting children. Thus “Voted for allowing unmarried and homosexual couples to adopt children” covers Desmond Browne who abstained or was absent on 4th November, voted against Lansley and abstained or was absent on Hinchliffe. 

MPs who voted for Lansley were voting against homosexual couples adopting children (the purpose of the Lansley amendment). Their view on adoption by unmarried heterosexual couples cannot be ascertained due to their absence on the Hinchliffe vote. Thus “Voted against allowing homosexual couples to adopt children” covers David Atkinson who abstained or was absent on 4th November, voted for Lansley and abstained or was absent on Hinchliffe. 

Votes on the Civil Partnership Bill

	In a nutshell:

A combination of two votes on the general principle of the Civil Partnership Bill. 


The Civil Partnership Bill extended all the legal rights and privileges of marriage to homosexual couples who register a ‘civil partnership’. 
  The Bill therefore created ‘gay marriage’ in all but name. 

A vote on the Second Reading or the Third Reading of a Bill is a vote on the Bill in principle. Therefore, combined together, the votes cast on the Second and Third Readings show an MP’s position on the Civil Partnership Bill in principle.

On the 12th October 2004 MPs voted on the on the general principle of the Civil Partnership Bill at its Second Reading. MPs voted for the Bill by 428 votes to 51.

On the 9th November 2004 MPs again voted on the on the general principle of the Civil Partnership Bill at its Third Reading. MPs voted by 391 to 49 for the Bill.

Conservative MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience. Labour and the Liberal Democrats whipped their MPs to support the Bill. Only two Labour MPs (Jim Dobbin and Denzil Davies) voted against the Bill. No Liberal Democrat MPs did so. 

The Bill applied to the whole of the UK.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for the Civil Partnership Bill (() 

Voted against the Civil Partnership Bill (()
Abstained or was absent on the votes for the Second and Third Readings of the Civil Partnership Bill (()




An MP’s most recent vote has been taken to be their current position. So for an MP who cast a different vote at Third Reading to their vote at Second Reading, we have used the most recent vote, that of the Third Reading. 

For example, Ian Liddell-Grainger voted for the Second Reading of the Bill, but against the Third Reading of the Bill. Our statement of his position gives his vote on Third Reading. Thus Ian Liddell-Grainger has the designation ( Voted against the Civil Partnership Bill
For MPs who abstained or were absent on Third Reading, their vote on Second Reading is taken to be their current position. 

For example, Diane Abbott was abstained or was absent on Third Reading of the Bill, but voted for the Bill at Second Reading. Our statement of her position gives her vote on Second Reading. Thus Diane Abbott has the designation ( Voted for the Civil Partnership Bill

Vote on Civil Partnership Bill Siblings Amendment 

	In a nutshell:

A vote on extending the ‘civil partnership’ scheme to cover two siblings who had lived together for 12 years or more. 


The Civil Partnership Bill extended all the legal rights and privileges of marriage to homosexual couples who register a ‘civil partnership’.

At the Report Stage of the Bill on 9th November 2004, Edward Leigh MP put forward amendments to extend the ‘civil partnership’ scheme to cover two siblings who had lived together for twelve years or more. 

The first amendment read: “Two siblings, both of whom are aged over thirty years, shall be eligible to register as civil partners provided that they have lived together for a continuous period of twelve years immediately prior to the date of registration.”
 (‘Two siblings’ meant either a brother and sister, or two brothers or two sisters.) Related amendments created a separate procedure for dissolving civil partnerships between siblings. This procedure was different to (and much simpler than) the ‘divorce-like’ procedure provided for homosexuals under the Bill.

Edward Leigh’s amendments would have remedied many more cases of genuine ‘hardship’ and would have made the Bill less like ‘gay marriage’. The scope of the amendments was much narrower than earlier amendments passed in the House of Lords which extended the Bill to other family members in addition to siblings. 

There was one vote on Edward Leigh’s amendments – MPs voted against by 76 votes to 383. Conservative MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience. It was the policy of the Labour Party to oppose the amendments. Two Labour MPs (Calum MacDonald and Kevin McNamara) voted for the amendments. The Liberal Democrat Party position is unknown – two Liberal Democrat MPs (Alan Beith and Colin Breed) voted for the amendments. 

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for extending the Civil Partnership Bill to cover siblings (()
Voted against extending the Civil Partnership Bill to cover siblings (()
Abstained or was absent on the vote for extending the Civil Partnership Bill to cover siblings (()




Vote on Divorce Based on Fault

In a nutshell: 

A vote on whether to stop the introduction of a completely ‘no-fault’ divorce system in England and Wales. MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience.
On 24th April 1996 the House of Commons debated an amendment to the Family Law Bill introduced by Edward Leigh MP.
 The Bill, which ultimately became law later that year, was to introduce a completely ‘no-fault’ divorce system in England and Wales.

Under this system there was to be no need for a spouse to make an allegation of fault such as adultery in order to get a divorce. They would simply have to apply to the court. No reason would be required.

Edward Leigh’s amendment aimed to strip out the ‘no-fault’ provisions and replace them with a system based on fault or separation consistent with the existing provisions of the 1969 Divorce Reform Act. 

MPs were therefore given the choice between voting for the existing law or voting to introduce no-fault divorce. The amendment was defeated by 139 votes to 269.

In fact, the provisions in the Family Law Act 1996 for ‘no-fault’ divorce were never implemented by government. In 2001 the Lord Chancellor announced that, because the pilot schemes on ‘no-fault’ procedure were so disastrous, the Government was to repeal that part of the 1996 Act.

	How we recorded the vote:

Voted for 'no-fault' divorce (()
Voted against 'no-fault' divorce (()
Abstained or was absent on the vote for 'no-fault' divorce (()


Vote on Waiting Period Before Divorce

In a nutshell:

Two votes on whether to extend a couple’s waiting period before obtaining a ‘no-fault’ divorce. MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience.

The ‘no-fault’ divorce provisions of the Family Law Bill for England and Wales provided for a one-year period of “reflection and consideration” before a divorce could be obtained.

On 24th April 1996 the House of Commons voted successively on two amendments to extend this period:
· The first amendment was to extend the period for reflection and consideration by one year, making it two years. This amendment was defeated by 146 votes to 245. 

· The second amendment was to extend the period for reflection and consideration by six months, making it 18 months.
 This amendment was carried by 202 votes to 198.
  
In fact, the provisions in the Family Law Act 1996 for ‘no-fault’ divorce were never implemented by government. In 2001 the Lord Chancellor announced that, because the pilot schemes on ‘no-fault’ procedure were so disastrous, the Government was to repeal that part of the 1996 Act.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for a 2 year waiting period prior to divorce (()
Voted for an 18 month waiting period prior to divorce (()
Voted against an 18 month waiting period prior to divorce (()
Voted against a 2 year waiting period prior to divorce and abstained or was absent on the vote for an 18 month waiting period prior to divorce (()
Abstained or was absent on the votes for an 18 month or for a 2 year waiting period prior to divorce (()


Votes on Smacking

	In a nutshell:

A combination of two votes on the parental right to smack in England and Wales. 


On 2nd November 2004 the House of Commons debated and voted on an amendment to the Children Bill passed by the House of Lords.

The amendment partially restricted the right of parents to smack their children. It removed the defence of ‘reasonable chastisement’ from some criminal offences, but retained the defence for charges of common assault. Until this point ‘reasonable chastisement’ could be used a defence against a range of criminal charges.

The Commons held two separate votes on the Lords’ amendment. The first was on an alternative amendment by David Hinchliffe MP to replace the Lords’ amendment with a complete ban on all parental smacking. MPs rejected his amendment by 77 votes to 426.

The second vote was on an amendment by Andrew Turner MP to delete the Lords’ amendment. Andrew Tuner’s amendment, therefore, would have kept the existing law on smacking. His amendment was defeated by 210 votes to 286. 

As both votes were lost, the Lords amendment (to partially restrict the parental right to smack) became law. 

It was the policy of the Labour Party to oppose the Hinchliffe amendment – a three-line whip was imposed on Labour MPs to vote against.
 Labour MPs were given a ‘free vote’ on the Turner amendment.

Conservative MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience on both the Hinchliffe and the Turner amendments.

It is party policy for the Liberal Democrats to support a complete ban – most, but not all, of its MPs supported Hinchliffe. Four Lib Dem MPs voted to keep the existing law on smacking (against Hinchliffe and for Turner). Many more Lib Dem MPs voted for the Lords’ amendment (by opposing both Hinchliffe and Turner). After Hinchliffe was lost some MPs who supported a complete ban voted tactically for Turner (to keep the present law) for political reasons.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for a complete ban on parental smacking (()

Voted for restricting the parental right to smack (()
Voted against restricting the parental right to smack (()
Abstained or was absent on the votes for restricting the parental right to smack (()


Our statement of an MP’s position on smacking describes their votes on the Hinchliffe and Turner amendments combined together.

The first vote was on the Hinchliffe amendment. Any MP who voted for this amendment was supporting a complete ban on parental smacking, regardless of how they subsequently voted on Turner. 

Here are three examples:

 “Voted for a complete ban on parental smacking” covers:

· Richard Allan – who voted for Hinchliffe and for Turner.

· Kevin Barron – who voted for Hinchliffe and abstained or was absent on Turner.

· David Chaytor – who voted for Hinchliffe and against Turner.

MPs who voted against Hinchliffe and against Turner were thereby supporting the Lords’ amendment which restricted the parental right to smack. Thus “Voted for restricting the parental right to smack” covers Irene Adams who voted against Hinchliffe and against Turner.

Likewise, MPs who abstained or were absent on Hinchliffe, but who voted against Turner were supporting the Lords’ amendment. Thus “Voted for restricting the parental right to smack” covers Anne Begg who abstained or was absent on Hinchliffe, but voted against Turner.

MPs who voted against Hinchliffe and for Turner were voting against restricting the parental right to smack – i.e. they were voting to keep the existing law on smacking. Thus “Voted against restricting the parental right to smack” covers Peter Ainsworth who voted against Hinchliffe and for Turner.

MPs who voted against Hinchliffe and abstained or were absent on Turner were definitely voting against a complete ban. By voting against Hinchliffe, those MPs were voting against restricting the parental right to smack. Thus “Voted against restricting the parental right to smack” covers Diane Abbott who voted against Hinchliffe, but who abstained or was absent on Turner.

MPs who abstained or were absent on Hinchliffe, but who voted for Turner were voting to keep the existing law on smacking (against any restriction). Thus “Voted against restricting the parental right to smack” covers Bill Cash who abstained or was absent on Hinchliffe, but voted for Turner.

Votes on Incitement to Religious Hatred 

	In a nutshell:

A combination of two votes in 2001 on whether to include a new offence of ‘incitement to religious hatred’ for England and Wales in the Anti-terrorism, Crime and Security Bill.


On 26th November 2001 MPs voted for including the new offence of ‘incitement to religious hatred’ in the Anti-terrorism, Crime and Security Bill by 330 votes to 211.

On 10th December the House of Lords voted against the offence and the Bill returned to the Commons without it. 

On 12th December MPs voted to reinstate the new offence in the Bill by 309 votes to 238.

The next day, on 13th December, Peers again voted to remove the clause from the Bill. In order to pass the Bill as soon as possible, the Government accepted the Lords’ decision. The Anti-terrorism, Crime and Security Bill was therefore enacted without an incitement to religious hatred offence.

The Labour Party whipped its MPs to support the offence. The Conservatives and Liberal Democrats whipped their MPs to oppose the offence.

In November 2004 the Government published its Serious Organised Crime and Police Bill, which included the incitement to religious hatred offence.
 On 7th February 2005 the House of Commons considered the plans. However, the only vote held on the issue was on an alternative amendment to extend the race laws (put forward by the Liberal Democrats and supported by the Conservatives). No vote was taken on the incitement to religious hatred clause itself.

Some MPs who strongly opposed the offence voted against the Lib Dem amendment because they did not agree with it. Likewise, MPs who strongly supported the offence also voted against the Lib Dem amendment. For this reason the 2005 vote on the Lib Dem amendment cannot be taken with certainty to represent an MP’s view on the incitement to religious hatred offence itself.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for an incitement to religious hatred offence in 2001 (()

Voted against an incitement to religious hatred offence in 2001 (()
Abstained or was absent on the votes for an incitement to religious hatred offence in 2001 (()


An MP’s most recent vote has been taken to be their current position. So for an MP who cast a different vote on 12th December to their vote on 26th November, we have used the most recent vote, that on 12th December.

For example, Tam Dalyell voted for an incitement to religious hatred offence on 26th November, but against the offence on 12th December. Our statement of his position gives his vote on 12th December. Thus Tam Dalyell has the designation ( Voted against an incitement to religious hatred offence in 2001
For MPs who abstained or were absent on 12th December, their vote on 26th November is taken to be their current position. 

For example, Nigel Beard was abstained or was absent on 12th December, but voted for the offence on 26th November. Our statement of his position gives his vote on 26th November. Thus Nigel Beard has the designation ( Voted for an incitement to religious hatred offence in 2001

Vote on Religious Broadcasting

In a nutshell: 

A vote on whether to end the restrictions on religious broadcasting. MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience.

On the 13th July 1999 Edward Leigh MP introduced a Ten Minute Rule Bill to end the ban which stops religious bodies from owning most broadcasting licences. The Bill also would have required the then regulatory bodies (the Independent Television Commission and the Radio Authority) to review their broadcasting codes to eliminate discrimination against religious bodies.

Mr Leigh moved a motion in the following terms:

“That leave be given to bring in a Bill to remove restrictions on the ownership by religious bodies of broadcasting licences and to clarify the role of the Radio Authority and the Independent Television Commission in relation to the religious content of programmes.”
 
The Bill was also sponsored by Mark Fisher (Labour), Donald Anderson (Labour), Frank Cook (Labour), Steve Webb (Lib Dem), Colin Breed (Lib Dem), Jeffrey Donaldson (Ulster Unionist), Revd Martin Smyth (Ulster Unionist), Gary Streeter (Conservative), Laurence Robertson (Conservative), Gerald Howarth (Conservative) and Christopher Chope (Conservative).

The motion to bring in the Bill was passed by 140 votes to 11. However, the Bill, being merely a back-bencher’s Bill, was never expected to become law because sufficient Parliamentary time would not be allocated to it by the Government.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for allowing greater freedom for religious broadcasting (()
MPs who supported the motion to bring in the Bill

Voted against allowing greater freedom for religious broadcasting (()
MPs who opposed the motion to bring in the Bill
Abstained or was absent on the vote for allowing greater freedom for religious broadcasting (()

MPs who did not vote on the motion to bring in the Bill
Abstained deliberately on the vote for allowing greater freedom for religious broadcasting (()
Evan Harris (Oxford West and Abingdon) deliberately voted on both sides in order to register an abstention. 
Used a procedural motion to trigger a vote in support of greater freedom for religious broadcasting (()
Desmond Swayne (New Forest West) used parliamentary procedures to ensure that a vote could be held to demonstrate support for the Bill. He was assisted by Tim Loughton (East Worthing and Shoreham).




Votes on Religious Education

In a nutshell:

A vote on whether religious education and school assemblies should be mainly Christian. MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience.

On 18th July 1988 the House of Commons debated and voted on amendments to the Education Reform Bill passed by the House of Lords.
 
The amendments covered the arrangements for religious education and collective worship in County schools. Church schools were not affected.

The Commons voted to accept the package of amendments requiring 

a) all new agreed syllabuses for religious education to: “reflect the fact that the religious traditions in Great Britain are in the main Christian whilst taking account of the teaching and practices of the other principal religions represented in Great Britain.”
 
b) that the daily act of collective worship in County schools be “wholly or mainly of a broadly Christian character” 
 
c) important changes in procedure for the drawing up of new syllabuses and the establishment of standing advisory councils on religious education (SACREs) to advise local education authorities on RE and worship. 
 
The parental right of withdrawal for all pupils from RE and worship was unaffected, but for the first time provision was made for SACREs to allow pupils from a non-Christian faith to take part in worship according to their own faith.  

Before the main vote was taken, Jack Straw, the then Labour Education spokesman, tabled an amendment that would have allowed some LEAs an exemption from the “in the main Christian” requirement for RE at the discretion of the Secretary of State for Education.
 His attempt was heavily defeated by 364 to 140 votes. 

After this the Commons proceeded to vote on the whole package of amendments. These were accepted by 374 to 110.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for ‘mainly Christian’ Religious Education throughout England and Wales in 1988 (()
(1) All MPs who voted against the Straw amendment and for the Lords’ amendments.

(2) Those who initially supported the Straw amendment but, when that fell, supported the Lords’ amendments:

Jim Cousins (Newcastle upon Tyne Central), Paul Flynn (Newport West), Win Griffiths (Bridgend), Martyn D. Jones (Clwyd South West), Thomas McAvoy (Glasgow Rutherglen), and Alan Meale (Mansfield).

(3) Those who voted against Straw but who abstained or were absent on the Lords’ amendments:

John Stanley (Tonbridge and Malling), Sir Peter Tapsell (Lindsey East) and John Wilkinson (Ruislip Northwood) 

(4) Those who were absent or abstained on Straw but then who voted for the Lords’ amendments:

John Reid (Motherwell North) 

Voted against ‘mainly Christian’ Religious Education throughout England and Wales in 1988 (()
(1) All MPs who voted for the Straw amendment and against the Lords’ amendments.

(2) Those who supported the Straw amendment, but when that fell, were absent or abstained on the vote for the Lords’ amendments:

Tony Blair (Sedgefield), Nicholas Brown (Newcastle upon Tyne East), Alistair Darling (Edinburgh Central), Alun Michael (Cardiff South and Penarth), Austin Mitchell (Great Grimsby), Ernie Ross (Dundee West), Keith Vaz (Leicester East) and Brian Wilson (Cunninghame North). 

(3) Those who abstained or were absent on the Straw amendment, but then voted against the Lords’ amendments:

John Prescott (Hull East)

Abstained or was absent on the vote for ‘mainly Christian’ Religious Education throughout England and Wales in 1988 (()

MPs who did not vote on either the Straw amendment or the Lords amendments.




Vote on Blasphemy

	In a nutshell:

A vote on whether to abolish the offences of blasphemy and blasphemous libel.


On the 7th February 2005, during the Report Stage of the Serious Organised Crime and Police Bill, the House of Commons voted on an amendment by Dr Evan Harris MP to abolish the offences of blasphemy and blasphemous libel.

MPs voted against abolishing the offence by 82 votes to 341.

The Labour Party whipped its MPs to support keeping the blasphemy laws. Conservative MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience. The Liberal Democrat Party whipping position is unknown. One Liberal Democrat MP (Mike Hancock) voted to keep the blasphemy laws; 25 Lib Dem MPs voted to abolish the blasphemy laws.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for abolishing the blasphemy laws (()

Abstained deliberately on the vote for abolishing the blasphemy laws (()

Voted against abolishing the blasphemy laws (()
Abstained or was absent on the vote for abolishing the blasphemy laws (()




Votes on the Age of Consent

In a nutshell:

A series of votes on whether the homosexual age of consent should be lowered. MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience on all votes.

· Until 2003, the homosexual age of consent was composed of two criminal offences. First 'buggery' (the legal term for anal intercourse) and second 'gross indecency' (which covers all other homosexual acts).

· Homosexual acts between men aged 21 or over were decriminalised in 1967. In 1994 the age of homosexual consent was lowered to 18. 

· From 1998 the Government said it would initiate legislation to lower the age of homosexual consent to 16. Significant Government time was allocated for the debates. Because the Government lost every vote in the House of Lords, the whole process took three years and was only ended by the use of the Parliament Acts to override the Lords’ opposition.

· At every stage the legislation was drafted in such a way that the age at which buggery could be committed on a girl was also reduced from 18 to 16, as well as permitting homosexual acts at 16. 

· A final compromise amendment from the Lords would have kept the age for buggery at 18 for boys and girls, whilst not amending the provisions in the Bill permitting other homosexual acts at 16. This compromise was rejected by the Government. The Parliament Acts were invoked without the Commons ever voting on the compromise amendment. 

The present law in England, Wales and Scotland

Following the use of the Parliament Acts, the age of homosexual consent has been lowered from 18 to 16. In addition the age at which girls can be legally subject to buggery has been lowered from 18 to 16.  

It is important to note that the 2003 Sexual Offences Act sought to remove any legal distinction in the criminal law between heterosexual and homosexual activity. All sexual activity with under 16s, whether heterosexual or homosexual, is now covered by the same laws. 

Northern Ireland

In Northern Ireland the age of homosexual consent has been lowered to 17, the same age as the heterosexual age of consent. Buggery of a female in Northern Ireland was legalised in 2003, under the Criminal Justice (Northern Ireland) order 2003.

The five most significant votes

There are many stages and votes on a Bill. Since there have been many Bills and amendments on the age of consent, the five most significant votes have been selected covering the period between 1994 and 2000. The votes were held on 21st February 1994; 22nd June 1998; 25th January 1999; 10th February 1999 and 28th February 2000.

1994

In 1994 two votes were taken one after another: the first on an amendment to reduce the homosexual age of consent from 21 to 16 and the second on another amendment to reduce it from 21 to 18. The vote for 16 was rejected by 309 to 282, but the vote for 18 was passed by 429 to 164 votes. This then became law. From 1994 until January 2001 the homosexual age of consent was 18.
 

1998 - 2000

Each vote from 1998 onwards attempted to reduce the age at which homosexual acts could be committed from 18 to 16. A 'yes' vote would legalise buggery (anal intercourse) of boys and girls aged 16 and permit other homosexual acts with boys at 16. 

It was the ongoing opposition of the House of Lords that led to so many separate votes on the measure in the House of Commons. In 1998 the Commons voted by 338 to 131 to reduce the age of consent to 16.
 

In January 1999 the Commons vote was 315 to 132 in favour of reducing the age; in February 1999 it was 332 to 128; and in February 2000 it was 319 to 119.

After having consistently failed to get the House of Lords to back the Commons in agreeing to the reduction in the age of consent, the Government invoked the Parliament Acts at the end of the 1999-2000 session.
 As of January 2001 the homosexual age of consent, and the age at which it is legal to commit buggery with a girl, have been 16 (in Northern Ireland the age is 17, although buggery of a girl was not legalised until 2003.)

	How we recorded the vote

An MP’s most recent vote has been taken to be their current position. 

Voted for reducing the homosexual age of consent to 16 (()
Voted against reducing the homosexual age of consent from 18 to 16  (()
Abstained or was absent consistently on the votes for reducing the homosexual age of consent (()

MPs who have not voted on the age of homosexual consent.

Voted consistently against reducing the homosexual age of consent (()
The MP has consistently voted against attempts to lower the age over the past seven years. When the age of consent was 21, the MP opposed lowering it to 18. When it was 18 the MP opposed lowering it to 16.

Voted against reducing the homosexual age of consent from 21 (()
A few MPs voted for the age of consent to remain at 21 in 1994 and for a variety of reasons (such as becoming a Speaker or Deputy Speaker or not being elected as an MP for a period of time) have not voted since.




Votes on Section 28

In a nutshell: 

A combination of three votes on Section 28, the law that banned Local Authorities from promoting homosexuality in schools and other places. 

We record three votes: one in 1988 which tried to stop Section 28 becoming law, one in 2000 which tried to repeal Section 28 and one in 2003 on the actual repeal of the law.

The introduction of the Clause in 1988

On 9th March 1988 the House of Commons voted to accept Clause 28 of the 1988 Local Government Bill which inserted a new Section 2A into the Local Government Act 1986. 

An opposition amendment was tabled by Dr Jack Cunningham. This would have scuppered the Clause, but the amendment was defeated by 256 votes to 203. 

‘Section 28’ or ‘Clause 28’ or ‘Section 2A’, as it is variously known, provided that a local authority should not 

(a) “intentionally promote homosexuality or publish material with the intention of promoting homosexuality, 

(b) promote the teaching in any maintained school of the acceptability of homosexuality as a pretended family relationship.”
 
The Scottish Parliament repeals Section 28 in Scotland

In June 2000, the Scottish Parliament
 using its devolved powers repealed Section 28, despite considerable opposition in Scotland. Opinion polls had shown consistently that two thirds of the public in Scotland opposed repeal.
 In a referendum privately funded by Brian Souter one million Scots voted to keep Section 28 (this was 86.8% of those who voted).

The referendum forced the Scottish Executive into several policy u-turns so that safeguards to protect children from inappropriate materials were introduced.

The failed attempt in 2000 to repeal Section 28 in England and Wales

In 2000 the Government sought to repeal this legislation for England and Wales as part of its Local Government Bill. On 5th July the House of Commons voted for repeal of Section 28 by 307 votes to 135 but the repeal was rejected by the House of Lords.
 

For the vote in 2000 MPs were told by their party to vote with party policy. MPs who voted against party policy risked damage to their political career. 

The repeal of Section 28 in 2003 in England and Wales 

In 2003 the Government again sought to repeal this legislation for England and Wales, in the Local Government Bill. On the 10th March the House of Commons voted for the repeal of Section 28 by 78 votes to 370.

This time the House of Lords did not vote on Section 28 itself. Instead it voted on an amendment to replace Section 28 with provisions giving parents more control over sex education (such as the legal right to vet the materials used by schools). The amendment, tabled by Lady Blatch, was rejected in the Lords by 180 votes to 130.

Section 28 was, therefore, repealed by the Local Government Act 2003 without any replacement provision.

The circumstances surrounding the votes in Parliament in 2003 were very different from those three years earlier. The Conservative party abandoned its official support for Section 28 and did not require its politicians to vote for it. In addition, there had been more Peers appointed to the House of Lords who did not support Section 28. 

For the Commons vote in 2003 Conservative MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience. Labour and Liberal Democrat Party policy was to oppose Section 28. The Liberal Democrats whipped its MPs to oppose Section 28.
 Presumably the Labour Party did the same.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for Section 28 (()
Voted against Section 28 (()
Abstained or was absent on the votes for Section 28 (()


An MP’s most recent vote has been taken to be their current position. 

So for an MP who cast a different vote in 2003 to their vote in 2000 (or 1988) we have used the most recent vote, that in 2003.

For example, David Crausby voted against Section 28 in 2000, but for Section 28 in 2003. Our statement of his position gives his 2003 vote. Thus David Crausby has the designation ( Voted for Section 28
For MPs who abstained or were absent in 2003, their vote in 2000 is taken to be their current position. If such an MP also abstained or was absent in 2000, their vote in 1988 is given. 

For example, Diane Abbott abstained or was absent both in 2003 and 2000. Our statement of her position gives her vote in 1988, when she supported the amendment to scupper Section 28. Thus Diane Abbott has the designation ( Voted against Section 28
Vote on  Homosexuals in the Armed Forces

In a nutshell: 

A vote on whether homosexuals should be allowed to join the armed forces. MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience.
On 9th May 1996 the House of Commons debated an amendment to the Armed Forces Bill which would have allowed people living a homosexual lifestyle to serve in the armed forces. 

The amendment stated that: “No person who is subject to military law shall be subject to any investigation, disciplinary proceedings or discharge solely on the ground of his or her sexual orientation, whether that person has a heterosexual, homosexual, bisexual or lesbian orientation.”
 
The amendment was defeated by 122 votes to 190.

Subsequently, in January 2000, Geoff Hoon, the Defence Secretary, approved a new code of conduct allowing those with a homosexual lifestyle to serve in the armed forces.
 
	How we recorded the vote

Voted against removing the ban on homosexuals joining the armed forces (()
Voted for removing the ban on homosexuals joining the armed forces (()
Abstained or was absent on the vote for removing the ban on homosexuals joining the armed forces (()


Votes on the Gender Recognition Bill

	In a nutshell:

A combination of two votes on the general principle of the Gender Recognition Bill.


The Gender Recognition Bill permitted transsexuals to change their legal birth sex by obtaining a ‘gender recognition certificate’. The holders of a ‘gender recognition certificate’ were granted many legal rights, including the right to marry in their assumed sex – a man could legally become a woman and then marry another man.

A vote on the Second Reading or the Third Reading of a Bill is a vote on the Bill in principle. Therefore, combined together, the votes cast on the Second and Third Readings show an MP’s position on the Gender Recognition Bill in principle.

On the 23rd February 2004 MPs voted on the on the general principle of the Gender Recognition Bill at its Second Reading. MPs voted for the Bill by 337 votes to 28.

On the 25th May 2004 MPs again voted on the on the general principle of the Gender Recognition Bill at its Third Reading. MPs voted by 357 to 48 for the Bill.

Conservative MPs had liberty to vote according to their conscience. Labour and the Liberal Democrats whipped their MPs to support the Bill. No Labour or Liberal Democrat MPs voted against the Bill. 

The Bill applied to the whole of the UK.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for the Gender Recognition Bill (() 

Voted against the Gender Recognition Bill (()
Abstained or was absent on the votes for the Second and Third Readings of the Gender Recognition Bill (()

Abstained deliberately on the vote for the Third Reading of the Gender Recognition Bill (()
Andrew Murrison (Westbury) abstained or was absent for the Second Reading vote, but in the vote on Third Reading deliberately voted on both sides in order to register an abstention. 




An MP’s most recent vote has been taken to be their current position. So for an MP who cast a different vote at Third Reading to their vote at Second Reading, we have used the most recent vote, that of the Third Reading. 

For example, John Randall voted for the Second Reading of the Bill, but against the Third Reading of the Bill. Our statement of his position gives his vote on Third Reading. Thus John Randall has the designation ( Voted against the Gender Recognition Bill
For MPs who abstained or were absent on Third Reading, their vote on Second Reading is taken to be their current position. 

For example, Douglas Alexander was abstained or was absent on Third Reading of the Bill, but voted for the Bill at Second Reading. Our statement of his position gives his vote on Second Reading. Thus Douglas Alexander has the designation ( Voted for the Gender Recognition Bill

Vote on the Gender Recognition Bill Religion Clause

	In a nutshell:

A vote on whether to include protections for churches and religious organisations within the Gender Recognition Bill.


On the 25th May 2004 Edward Leigh MP led a cross-party attempt to amend the Gender Recognition Bill. It would have written into the Bill protection for churches and religious organisations from the effects of the Bill. 

The Government had already amended to the Bill to include protection for sports competitions.

Before the Bill was even passed, churches were being threatened with legal action under the Bill by transsexuals. The Gender Recognition Bill would change the legal landscape, making it much more costly and difficult for churches to defend themselves. 

The amendment would have provided protection for churches and religious organisations from the effects of the Gender Recognition Bill. It said: “If a court’s determination of any question arising under this Act might affect the exercise by a religious organisation (itself or its members collectively) of the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion, it must have particular regard to the importance of that right.” 

The amendment was defeated by 106 votes to 298. The Government whipped its MPs to vote against it, but two Labour MPs (Lewis Moonie and Denzil Davies) defied the whip. The Conservatives and Lib Dems allowed their MPs a free vote. 

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for including protection for churches and religious organisations in the Gender Recognition Bill (()
Voted against including protection for churches and religious organisations in the Gender Recognition Bill (()
Abstained or was absent on the vote for including protection for churches and religious organisations in the Gender Recognition Bill (()




Votes on the Gambling Bill

	In a nutshell:

A combination of two votes on the general principle of the Gambling Bill.


In October 2004 the Government introduced its Gambling Bill to liberalise the laws on gambling.

A vote on the Second Reading or the Third Reading of a Bill is a vote on the Bill in principle. Therefore, combined together, the votes cast on the Second and Third Readings show an MP’s position on the Gambling Bill in principle.

On the 1st November 2004 the House of Commons voted on the on the general principle of the Gambling Bill at its Second Reading. MPs voted for the Bill by 288 votes to 214.

On the 24th January 2005 MPs again voted on the on the general principle of the Gambling Bill at its Third Reading. MPs voted by 238 to 40 for the Bill.

Amendments were made to the Bill between Second Reading and Third Reading. This was as a result of widespread opposition in the Commons and in the press. These amendments restricted the number of the new type of casinos allowed.

However, the principle of the Bill remained unchanged – the deregulation and promotion of the gambling industry. For example, the Bill still allowed casinos to introduce thousands of new unlimited prize slot machines and to advertise for the first time; it abolished the ‘demand’ test for new casinos and betting shops; and it sought to promote internet gambling.

Following its Third Reading in the Commons, the Bill passed to the House of Lords. At the time of writing the Bill was being considered at its Committee stage in the Upper Chamber.

The Bill applied to England, Scotland and Wales.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for the Gambling Bill (() 

Voted against the Gambling Bill (()
Abstained or was absent on the votes for the Second and Third Readings of the Gambling Bill (()


Vote on Reclassifying Cannabis

	In a nutshell:

A vote on whether to downgrade the law on cannabis by reclassifying it from class B to C.


On the 29th October 2003 the House of Commons voted on whether to approve the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 (Modification) (No. 2) Order 2003 which would downgrade cannabis from class B to C. MPs voted to approve the Order by 318 votes to 162.

The Labour Party whipped its MPs to support reclassification, though eleven Labour MPs voted against reclassification. The Liberal Democrat Party also whipped its MPs to support reclassification; two Lib Dem MPs voted against reclassification (Colin Breed and Bob Russell).

The Conservative Party whipped against reclassification. Every Conservative MP who voted, voted against reclassification. 

However, the vote in the House of Commons took place while Iain Duncan Smith was leader of the Conservatives. Two weeks later, when under the new leadership of Michael Howard, the Conservatives had the opportunity to block the reclassification of cannabis when the House of Lords voted – but chose not to do so. Michael Howard decided his party should not vote against the Government plans when they were debated in the House of Lords.

The House of Lords supported reclassification by 63 votes to 37. The Conservative front bench abstained. Instead of blocking reclassification, Peers voted to support a separate Conservative motion that allowed reclassification to pass, while merely expressing concern that the plans could increase cannabis use among young people.

It is now the official policy of the Conservative Party to reclassify cannabis back to class B.

In March 2005 the Labour Home Secretary, Charles Clarke, ordered a review in the light of new medical evidence. This may lead to a change in policy.

The Reclassification order applied to the whole of the UK.

	How we recorded the vote

Voted for reclassifying cannabis (() 

Voted against reclassifying cannabis (()
Abstained or was absent on the vote for reclassifying cannabis (()
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