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WORLD MOVEMENT FOR INFORMED CONSENT TO ABORTION (WMICA) LAUNCHED 
 

Ottawa (Ontario) Canada, February 24, 2017 –As France has enacted, on February 16, 2017,  a law aiming to 

incarcerate for two years and fine 30,000 Euros ($32,000 US) any person informing about the possible risks and 

consequences of abortion (an extension of the « Délit d’entrave à l’IVG », or « Abortion obstruction Offense » of 

1993) 1, condemning any negative information about abortion as « deceitful », and the government of Quebec, 

Canada, also being asked to consider applying repressive measures with regards to any person informing about 

possible abortion risks and consequences 2, defenders of freedom of expression, in France, Quebec and elsewhere 

in the world, have no other choice then to unite, in solidarity, to have their freedom of expression, as well as 

women’s right to informed consent to abortion, respected. This is why they launch today the World Movement for 

informed consent to abortion (WMICA). 

 

So the Supreme Court of Canada, which repeats in its Morgentaler Decision of 1998 that “The evidence shows 

that abortion risks, whatever the method, increase with each week of gestation”3; abortion provider and Order of 

Canada recipient Henry Morgentaler, who explains in detail how “abortion risks increase exponentially with each 

week of gestation” 4, and Statistics Canada, with its article “Second-trimester abortions: Trends and medical 

complications” 5, are all deceitful and need to be silenced? 

 

The right to informed consent to abortion obligates persons and establishments who procure abortions, or refer to 

them, to reveal such risks. Only if they did, this would make women so nervous that it would increase said risks 

all the more. This is an impasse for which women pay the price after the fact, when of course no one wants to 

believe them or help them (except for programs like Rachel’s Vineyard), as this would be tantamount to admitting 

said risks. This is an infringement upon women’s right to informed consent to abortion. The witch hunt for those 

who tell the truth must stop, and abortion providers and those who refer to them must be held accountable 

concerning their duty to honour women’s right to informed consent.  

 

The World Movement for Informed Consent to Abortion (WMICA) underscores its official launch by publishing 

the pamphlet “The two types of abortion injury”, accessible at www.supremecourtabortion.ca. 

 

1 see www.lemonde.fr/societe/article/2017/02/16/le-delit-d-entrave-a-l-ivg-definitivement-adopte-par-le-

parlement_5080652_3224.html 

2 see http://www.rcentres.qc.ca/files/ressources-conseil-grossesse-qc.pdf,  

« Mieux comprendre les ressources conseil grossesse anti-choix au Québec », Fédération du Québec pour le 

planning des naissances, 2014, p. 39: recommendation to the Health Department to inspect pregnancy support 

centers for any negative information abortion, deemed systematically « non factual », and denounce and stop any 

such dissemination as an obstruction to abortion. 

3 see www.supremecourtabortion.ca and  http://scc-csc.lexum.com/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/288/index.do 

4 Henri Morgentaler, Abortion and Contraception, 1982 

5 Statistics Canada, Health Reports, Vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 441-454 
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Morgentaler Decision excerpts on how late-term abortion threatens a woman’s security 

See http://scc-csc.lexum.com/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/288/index.do 

 

Important observation: The official French version of the Decision has important points that are absent 

from the English version – see, in the French version, the end of article 113 through article 119. For example, 

the Court is assured, in that passage, that legally-induced abortion, in early pregnancy, is a “relatively safe” 

procedure, based on the Statistics Canada Therapeutic Abortions elective survey, which Statistics Canada 

itself admits is totally non-representative of reality. 

 

p. 33, under the “Held” paragraph, and then under the “Per Dickson and Lamer” paragraph:  “A second breach of 

the right to security of the person occurs independently [of the obligation to pursue a pregnancy under the threat 

of criminal sanction] as a result of the delay in obtaining therapeutic abortions caused by the mandatory procedures 

of s. 251 which results in a higher probability of complications and greater risk”. 

 

Chief Justice Dickson, p. 57: 

“Although this interference with physical and emotional integrity [i.e. “overlong subjection to the vexations and 

vicissitudes of a pending criminal accusation”, p. 55] is sufficient in itself to trigger a review of s. 251  against the 

principles of fundamental justice, the operation of the decision-making mechanism set out in s. 251  creates 

additional glaring breaches of security of the person. The evidence indicates that s. 251  causes a certain amount 

of delay for women who are successful in meeting its criteria. In the context of abortion, any unnecessary delay 

can have profound consequences on the woman's physical and emotional well-being. 

     More specifically, in 1977, the Report of the Committee on the Operation of the Abortion Law (the Badgley 

Report) revealed that the average delay between a pregnant woman's first contact with a physician and a subsequent 

therapeutic abortion was eight weeks (p. 146). Although the situation appears to have improved since 1977, the 

extent of the improvement is not clear. The intervener, the Attorney General of Canada, submitted that the average 

delay in Ontario between the first visit to a physician and a therapeutic abortion was now between one and three 

weeks. Yet the respondent Crown admitted in a supplementary factum filed on November 27, 1986 with the 

permission of the Court that (p. 3): 

     . . . the evidence discloses that some women may find it very difficult to obtain an abortion: by necessity, 

abortion services are limited, since hospitals have budgetary, time, space and staff constraints as well as many 

medical responsibilities. As a result of these problems a woman may have to apply to several hospitals. 

     If forced to apply to several different therapeutic abortion committees, there can be no doubt that a woman will 

experience serious delay in obtaining a  

page 58 
 

therapeutic abortion. In her Report on Therapeu- tic Abortion Services in Ontario (the Powell Report), Dr. Marion 

Powell emphasized that (p. 7): 

     The entire process [of obtaining an abortion] was found to be protracted with women requiring three to seven 

contacts with health professionals . . . . 

     Revealing the full extent of this problem, Dr. Augustin Roy, the President of the Corporation professionnelle 

des médecins du Québec, testified that studies showed that in Quebec the waiting time for a therapeutic abortion 

in hospital varied between one and six weeks. 

     These periods of delay may not seem unduly long, but in the case of abortion, the implications of any delay, 

according to the evidence, are potentially devastating. The first factor to consider is that different medical 
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techniques are employed to perform abortions at different stages of pregnancy. The testimony of expert doctors at 

trial indicated that in the first twelve weeks of pregnancy, the relatively safe and simple suction dilation and 

curettage method of abortion is typically used in North America. From the thirteenth to the sixteenth week, the 

more dangerous dilation and evacuation procedure is performed, although much less often in Canada than in the 

United States. From the sixteenth week of pregnancy, the instillation method is commonly employed in Canada. 

This method requires the intra-amniotic introduction of prostaglandin, urea, or a saline solution, which causes a 

woman to go into labour, giving birth to a foetus which is usually dead, but not invariably so. The uncontroverted 

evidence showed that each method of abortion progressively increases risks to the woman. (See, e.g., Tyler, et al., 

"Second Trimester Induced Abortion in the United States", in Garry S. Berger, William Brenner and Louis Keith, 

eds., Second-Trimester Abortion: Perspectives After a Decade of Experience.)  
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     The second consideration is that even within the periods appropriate to each method of abortion, the evidence 

indicated that the earlier the abortion was performed, the fewer the complications and the lower the risk of 

mortality. For example, a study emanating from the Centre for Disease Control in Atlanta confirmed that "D & E 

[dilation and evacuation] procedures performed at 13 to 15 weeks' gestation were nearly 3 times safer than those 

performed at 16 weeks or later". (Cates and Grimes, "Deaths from Second Trimester Abortion by Dilation and 

Evacuation: Causes, Prevention, Facilities" (1981), 58 Obstetrics and Gynecology 401, at p. 401. See also the 

Powell Report, at p. 36.) The Court was advised that because of their perceptions of risk, Canadian doctors often 

refuse to use the dilation and evacuation procedure from the thirteenth to sixteenth weeks and instead wait until 

they consider it appropriate to use the instillation technique. Even more revealing were the overall mortality 

statistics evaluated by Drs. Cates and Grimes. They concluded from their study of the relevant data that:  

Anything that contributes to delay in performing abortions increases the complication rates by 15 to 30%, and the 

chance of dying by 50% for each week of delay. 

     These statistics indicate clearly that even if the average delay caused by s. 251  per arguendo is of only a couple 

of weeks' duration, the effects upon any particular woman can be serious and, occasionally, fatal. 

     It is no doubt true that the overall complication and mortality rates for women who undergo abortions are very 

low, but the increasing risks caused by delay are so clearly established that I have no difficulty in concluding that 

the delay in obtaining therapeutic abortions caused by the mandatory procedures of s. 251  is an infringement of 

the purely physical aspect of the individual's right to security of the person. I should stress that the marked contrast 

between the relative speed with which abortions can be obtained at the government-sponsored community clinics 

in Quebec and in hospitals under the s. 251  procedure was  
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established at trial. The evidence indicated that at the government-sponsored clinics in Quebec, the maximum 

delay was less than a week. One must conclude, and perhaps underline, that the delay experienced by many women 

seeking a therapeutic abortion, be it of one, two, four, or six weeks' duration, is caused in large measure by the 

requirements of s. 251  itself. 

     The above physical interference caused by the delays created by s. 251 , involving a clear risk of damage to the 

physical well-being of a woman, is sufficient, in my view, to warrant inquiring whether s. 251  comports with the 

principles of fundamental justice.” 

p. 35, Judges Beetz and Estey 

“According to the evidence, the procedural requirements of s. 251  of the Criminal Code  significantly delay 

pregnant women's access to medical treatment resulting in an additional danger to their health, thereby depriving 

them of their right to security of the person. This deprivation does not accord with the principles of fundamental 
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justice. While Parliament is justified in requiring a reliable, independent and medically sound opinion as to the 

"life or health" of the pregnant woman in order to protect the state interest in the foetus, and while any such 

statutory mechanism will inevitably result in some delay, certain of the procedural requirements of s. 251  of 

the Criminal Code  are nevertheless manifestly unfair. These requirements are manifestly unfair in that they are 

unnecessary in respect of Parliament's objectives in establishing the administrative structure and in that they result 

in additional risks to the health of pregnant women. 

The primary objective of s. 251  of the Criminal Code  is the protection of the foetus. The protection of the life 

and health of the pregnant woman is an ancillary objective. The primary objective does relate to concerns which 

are pressing and substantial in a free and democratic society and which, pursuant to s. 1  of the Charter , justify 

reasonable limits to be put on a woman's right [to security]. However, the means chosen in s. 251  are not 

reasonable and demonstrably justified. 

p. 38, Judge Wilson: 

“Protection of the foetus is a perfectly valid legislative objective. Section 1 of the Charter authorizes reasonable 

limits to be put on the right to security.” 

p. 32-33, Judges Dickson and Lamer: 

Forcing a woman, by threat of criminal sanction, to carry a foetus to term unless she meets certain criteria unrelated 

to her own priorities and aspirations, is a profound interference with a woman’s body and thus an infringement of 

security of the person. A second breach of the right to security of the person occurs independently as a result of 

the delay in obtaining therapeutic abortions caused by the mandatory procedures pf s. 251 which results in a higher 

probability of complications and greater risk.” 

 

 

https://zoupio.lexum.com/calegis/rsc-1985-c-c-46-en#!fragment/sec251
https://zoupio.lexum.com/calegis/rsc-1985-c-c-46-en
https://zoupio.lexum.com/calegis/rsc-1985-c-c-46-en#!fragment/sec251
https://zoupio.lexum.com/calegis/rsc-1985-c-c-46-en
https://zoupio.lexum.com/calegis/schedule-b-to-the-canada-act-1982-uk-1982-c-11-en#!fragment/sec1
https://zoupio.lexum.com/calegis/schedule-b-to-the-canada-act-1982-uk-1982-c-11-en
https://zoupio.lexum.com/calegis/rsc-1985-c-c-46-en#!fragment/sec251

