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Reproductive rights have been at the forefront of legal discussion in
the United States for many decades now. On the other hand,
reproductive autonomy is yet to be fully recognized as afundamental
aspect of the right to personal liberty under the Indian Constitution.
In the context of this insufficient focus on the issue of reproductive
rights in India, this paper compares the Indian approach with that
of the U.S., in terms of judicial attitudes and State policy. It also
looks at the matter from the standpoint of legal issues concerning
reproductive autonomy, such as abortion and involuntary
sterilization, that are common to both countries, despite their
divergent social and cultural contexts. The paper reflects how a
difference in social attitudes and contexts contributes towards
shaping the contours of legal issues differently in the two countries.
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1. INTRODUCTION

One of the key challenges in the area of civil liberties is to strike the optimum
balance between individual autonomy and the equally legitimate, but often
conflicting, interests of the community. Libertarianism and utilitarianism have
emerged as two dominant schools of thought in response to this dilemma. As per
the libertarian philosophy, personal autonomy cannot be restricted by the State
except to the extent that an exercise thereof limits the liberty of other individuals.'
On the other hand, utilitarianism is founded on the principle that any State action
should be for "the greatest good of the greatest number,2 and therefore gives
primacy to the interests of the community at large.

The conflict between these two theories forms the basis of the debate
surrounding reproductive rights,3 which is the issue under discussion in this paper.
Indeed, examples of reproductive rights debates around the world suggest that
the balancing of individual interests and conflicting community interests is the
focal point of most concerns surrounding this discussion. The abortion debate in
the U.S. for instance, boils down to a conflict between the religious beliefs of the
community and the State's interests in protecting potential life on one hand, and
the mother's right to reproductive autonomy on the other.' Similarly, involuntary
sterilization is motivated by the belief that community interests in eugenics or
population control must be privileged over the individual's right to procreative
choice. While the libertarian would argue that such limits violate the right to
personal autonomy, the utilitarian would support such restrictions as a legitimate
means of achieving maximum utility.

Thoreau conveyed the essence of the philosophy best when he said, "the
government that governs best, governs least." Henry David Thoreau, On the Duty of
Civil Disobedience, available at http://www.panarchy.org/thoreaudisobedience.
1848.html (last visited March 17, 2006)

ANDREW HEYWOOD, PoLcTIAL THmORY: AN INTRODUCTION 358 (2004).
3 In this paper the author understands reproductive rights as the right of a person to

make all choices regarding his or her reproductive functions. This includes the right
to decide when, what and how many children to have.

4 Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113, 148 150 (1973). [hereinafter Roe]
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In India, the debate surrounding reproductive rights has been pushed to
the forefront of contemporary legal discussion following some recent
developments, which reflect the same underlying jurisprudential conflict, as is
seen in the context of the United States.5

Unfortunately, the issues underlying the reproductive rights debate have
not received sufficient focus by Indian courts. In contrast, debates on
reproductive choices have a long history in the western world, especially in the
U.S., which provides the best comparative standard for assessing the Indian
situation, as opposed to other countries. This is because of the raging public debate
over reproductive rights in the U.S. and its relatively advanced constitutional
jurisprudence and legal argumentation on the issue. Further, the fact that Indian
courts have often looked towards American constitutional jurisprudence for
inspiration6 in interpreting the Indian Constitution legitimizes the comparison.
An analysis of the U.S. position on reproductive rights will, therefore, help in
understanding the contours of the debate surrounding this issue, both in the realm
of State policy, as well as in constitutional and judicial approaches. Hence, the
thrust of this paper is on a comparative analysis of the divergent attitudes of the
judiciary, and of policy framers towards reproductive rights, in the U.S. and in
India.

The first part of this paper seeks to identify whether, and to what extent, the
Indian and American Constitutions recognize the right to reproductive autonomy.
The second part addresses the distinctions in State policy towards reproductive
rights in the two countries. The third part is a comparative analysis of the judicial
attitudes towards reproductive rights issues in India and in the U.S. The concluding
part sums up the debates on reproductive rights in the two countries and outlines
the need for change in State policy and judicial perspective in each case. Only
those aspects of the U.S. debate on reproductive rights have been dealt with,
which are of relevance to the Indian context. For instance, the issue of surrogacy,
which is not yet a substantial point of debate in India, has not been addressed in
this paper.

5 In the recent case of Javed v. State of Haryana, A.I.R. 2003 S.C. 3057 [hereinafter
Javed], the Supreme Court was confronted with the question of the validity of the
two-child norm, sought to be enforced at the Panchayat level in Haryana, in the
interests of population control. As is the case in American legal discussion within the
reproductive rights framework, the issue yet again, was the balancing of the
individual's reproductive autonomy with community interests, represented by
population control in this case. The Court held that the law is not violative of the
right to reproductive autonomy.

6 See, e.g., Gobind v. State of Madhya Pradesh, A.I.R. 1975 S.C. 1378 [hereinafter
Gobind]; Kharak Singh v. State of Uttar Pradesh, A.I.R. 1963 S.C. 1295.
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11. CONSTITUTIONAL PERSPECTIVES ON PROCREATIVE

CHOICES

Any reproductive choice is a decision having a direct impact and the greatest
bearing, only on the concerned individual(s). Like marriage and other aspects of
family life, which have a limited effect on the community, it is an area ordinarily
left to individual decision-making. Thus, by its very nature, the right to
reproductive choice is an aspect of the right to privacy or the "right to be let
alone."

Neither the Indian nor the U.S. Constitution explicitly recognizes the right
to procreative choices or even the broader concept of the right to privacy. In the
U.S., the right to privacy has achieved constitutional status on the ground that it
is one of the elements of "liberty" protected by the Due Process Clause." U.S.
courts have interpreted the right broadly and have extended it to cover numerous
other rights." After the Supreme Court's decision in Griswold v. Connecticut,' it is
now well settled in American constitutional jurisprudence that the right to privacy
is wide enough to protect procreative choices from unreasonable State
interference. In subsequent decisions, courts have invalidated requirements of
parental consent, spousal consent etc., in abortion laws on the grounds of violation
of the right to privacy.1c Thus, in contemporary times, the recognition of the right
to privacy or the right to reproductive choice is no longer a subject of controversy.

Article 21 of the Indian Constitution, which is the counterpart to the Due
Process Clause in the U.S., uses the term "personal liberty" instead of "liberty."
The framers of the Indian Constitution intended to narrow the protection afforded
by the provision to only certain kinds of liberties related to the life and person of
an individual." Nevertheless, the Supreme Court has interpreted the term
"personal liberty" in a broad manner to include even the specific freedoms that

7 See Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479 (1965). The case concerned a challenge to
a Connecticut law on the grounds that it violated the right to marital privacy. The
Court, in a 7-2 decision, held that although the right to privacy is not expressly
protected by the U.S. Constitution, such a right can be read into the Due Process
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.

* In re Quinlan, 355 A. 2d. 647 (1976); Bouvia v. Superior Court, 225 Cal. Rptr. 297,
(1986); Cruzan v. Missouri Health Department, 497 U.S. 261 (1990).

9 Griswold, supra note 7. In this case, the Court invalidated an 1879 Connecticut law
that made the sale and possession of birth control devices a misdemeanor.

' Planned Parenthood of Central Missouri v. Danforth, 428 U.S. 52 (1976); Planned
Parenthood v. Ashcroft, 462 U.S. 476 (1983).

7 LOK SABHA SECRETARLAT, CoNSTirmoNAL ASMusLY DEATES 849 (rev. ed. 1999).
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have been granted under Article 19 of the Constitution.12 However, in its early
decisions, such as in Kharak Singh v. State of Punjab,3 the Apex Court refused to
interpret Article 21 to include the right to privacy, on the grounds that it is not
expressly conferred by the Constitution. This technical view was, however,
abandoned in later cases, and the right to privacy came to be recognized. In
Gobind v. State ofM.P.,4 Mathew, J., after borrowing liberally from U.S.
jurisprudence on the point, conceptualized the right to privacy as part of the
"penumbral zones" of fundamental rights. More importantly, it was laid down
that for a restriction on the right to privacy to be valid, it must be imposed for the
protection of a compelling State interest. Thus, very early on, a high threshold
was set for restrictions on the right to privacy to be valid.

By the mid-nineties, the recognition of the right to privacy as a fundamental
right was no longer contentious.1s Rather, the focus was on identifying the limits
of the right. Following the compelling State interest test laid down in Gobind, the
Court in R. Rajagopal v. State of TN,' 6 enumerated the limited exceptions to the
right to privacy.17 The principle evolved by the court was that the right to privacy
is lost only if public interest is involved or if the information is already within the
public domain, say, in the form of public records.

The approach therefore, has been to view restrictions motivated by State
interest strictly. More recently, the focus has been not on the conflict between
State interests and privacy but on the clash between the right to privacy and
other individual rights.'8 Despite the right to privacy having been read into Article

12 Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India, A.I.R. 1978 S.C. 597. The decision in this case was
based on Subba Rao J.'s dissenting opinion in Kharak Singh v. State of Uttar Pradesh,
supra note 6.

'3 Kharak Singh, supra note 6.
14 Gobind, supra note 6, at 1386.
's R. Rajagopal v. State of Tamil Nadu, A.I.R. 1995 S.C. 264; Saroj Rani v. Sudarshan

Kumar Chadha, A.I.R. 1984 S.C. 1562.
6 A.I.R.1995 S.C. 264.

17 Id. at 276. The Court was confronted with the issue of balancing the right to privacy
with the freedom of press. The Court, in laying down the exceptions to the right to
privacy, held that the Constitution does not permit the publication of matters
involving the privacy of an individual's home, marriage, procreation, child bearing,
education and other matters, except under certain limited conditions, for instance,
where the publication is based on public records or where it is based on the discharge
of official duties by a public servant.

18 See, e.g., Tokugha Yepthomi v. Apollo Hospital Enterprises, A.I.R. 1999 S.c 495,
where the Court was confronted with the clash between an individual's right to keep
private his H.I.V. positive status and his fianc6e's right to a healthy life, under
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21, courts have not treated it on par with other fundamental rights.'9 The broad
policy of the courts has been to subordinate privacy rights, to other rights
recognized expressly by the Constitution. The rationale seems to be that the right
to privacy is not explicitly mentioned in the Indian Constitution. Interestingly,
the Constitution does not admit of any hierarchy between fundamental rights.
Therefore, once a right has been elevated to the level of a fundamental right, it
cannot be considered ancillary to any other fundamental right. The constitutional
jurisprudence surrounding the expansive and liberal interpretation of Article 21
also does not allow for a hierarchical ordering of fundamental rights.- Thus,
subordinating the right to privacy to other fundamental rights, merely because
its origin lies in judicial interpretation, has no basis in Indian constitutional law.

Another issue of importance is that while Indian courts seem to have
accepted the right to privacy as a facet of Article 21, its recognition is beset with
legal difficulties. The Kharak Singh case, which laid down that Article 21 does not

Article 21, which would be at threat if the information was kept secret, and the
marriage was consummated., The Court held that the finacee's right to a healthy life
supersedes the right to privacy. In the case of Shorda v. Dharampal, A.I.R. 2003 S.C.
3450, the issue was whether a court directive ordering the medical examination of
a spouse in divorce proceedings based on the grounds of mental unsoundness, is
violative of the right to privacy. The Court formulated the dispute as a conflict
between the statutory right of an individual to seek divorce on the grounds of mental
unsoundness and the privacy right of the spouse directed to undergo medical
examination. The Court, once again, subordinated the right to privacy holding that
an adverse inference would be drawn against an individual refusing to undergo
medical examination under such circumstances.

'9 For instance in Gobind, supra note 6, at 1384, the Court said:
Yet, too broad a definition of privacy raises serious questions about the
propriety of judicial reliance on a right that is not explicit in the
Constitution.

Further, in Sharda, supra note 18, the Court held:
Therefore, when there is no right to privacy specifically conferred by
Article 21 of the Constitution of India and with the extensive interpretation
of the phrase 'personal liberty' this right has been read into Article 21, it
cannot be treated as absolute right.

20 This approach is clear from the cases that have expanded the scope of Article 21 to
include a number of other rights such as the right to livelihood, and the right to
clean and healthy environment. In all these cases, the Court held that while the
rights could be subject to restrictions like other fundamental rights, the restrictions
have to conform to the conditions laid down by the Constitution, which is the protection
granted to all fundamental rights. See Olga Tellis v. Bombay Municipal Corporation,
A.I.R. 1986 S.C. i8o; Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India, supra note 12.
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protect the right to privacy, was delivered by a'six-judge bench and is yet to be
overruled by a larger bench. On the other hand, all decisions that have recognized
this right, have been delivered by smaller benches. This raises questions about
the legal validity of such decisions.

A review of case law pertaining to the right to privacy, reveals that barring
a few exceptions/2 Indian courts have always viewed the right to privacy debate
as a matter of deciding whether public interest trumps privacy or vice versa. In
recent decisions, courts have consistently pointed out that it is subject to the
larger public interest.22 The Indian approach is therefore, decidedly utilitarian.
In contrast, the approach in American decisions on reproductive rights has been
to reconcile and formulate a balance between the two interests.23 In the author's
understanding, one of the possible reasons for the Indian judiciary's conservative
approach is that the Indian ethos does not value an individual's right to a private
sphere to the extent that American society does. It is evident that, although Indian
courts have imported the concept of the right to privacy from American
constitutional jurisprudence, they are yet to imbibe the spirit behind it.

Thus, the right to privacy, from which the right to reproductive choice
took root in the U.S., is yet to be fully recognized as a fundamental right in India.
The hitherto unchallenged ruling in Kharak Singh, the reluctance of the courts to
grant full recognition to privacy as a fundamental right, and the conservative
attitude of Indian judges are the primary obstacles. These hurdles
notwithstanding, the more specific question of whether the right can be extended
to reproductive choices is yet to be answered by the Supreme Court. However,
courts have observed that the right to privacy protects matters involving
"procreation, motherhood and child-bearing."24

Further, in the recent case of Javed v. State of Haryana,5 the Court did not
expressly reject the contention that Article 21 includes the right to reproductive
choices. Instead, the Court held that regardless of how expansive an interpretation

2 See P.U.C.L. v. Union of India, A.I.R. 1997 S.C. 568. See also District Registrar and
Collector, Hyderabad v. Canara Bank, A.I.R. 2005 S.C. 186.

2 Saroj Rani v. Sudarshan Kumar Chadha, A.I.R. 1984 S.C. 1562; Tokugha, supra note
18; Gobind, supra note 6.

13 See below the discussion on the innovative "trimester framework" evolved in Roe to
balance competing interests of the State and the individual.

24 Gobind, supra note 6, at 1385; R. Rajagopal v. State of T.N., supra note 15, at 276.

5 Javed, supra note 5.
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is to be accorded to the provision, reasonable restrictions may be imposed on the
exercise of such rights.?

Thus, as per the existing understanding of the right to privacy in India, it
may be concluded that there is scope for extending its protection to the realm of
reproductive choices. The final determination of the question however, requires
a Supreme Court decision on this specific point of law.

III. STATE POLICY AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS

REPRODUCTIVE RIGHTS

A. State Policy in the U.S.

Many of the issues involving reproductive rights that have been debated at
the policy level in the U.S., are yet to be addressed in India. The comparison of
State policy towards reproductive rights in the two countries would be most fair
and effective from the standpoint of abortion, since this is an issue that has been
widely discussed in both countries.

To begin with, the U.S. permitted abortion with the consent of the pregnant
woman, at all stages prior to "quickening."2 By the beginning of the American
Civil War, however, a strong anti-abortion campaign took root. At the forefront of
the protests were Christian lobbyists arguing that life begins at conception. In
what can be seen as a blurring of the traditional separation between the Church
and the State, nearly all States had passed laws banning abortion, by 1965.28

Thus, the history of abortion law in the U.S. suggests that State intervention
has been motivated primarily by the lobbying of strong religious groups. States
have also intervened on the grounds of health concerns, that is, the understanding

26 In the words of the Court:
The requirement of reasonableness runs like a golden thread through the
entire fabric of fundamental rights.

Id. at 3067.
27 Quickening is the earliest perception of foetal movement by a mother in the second

trimester of pregnancy. See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quickening. (last visited
March 18, 2o6).

28 J. Lewis and Jon 0. Shimabukaro, Abortion Law Development: A Brief Overview,
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, January 28, 2001, available at http://
www.policyalmanac.org/culture/archive/crs-abortionoverview.shtml
(last visited March 17, 2006).
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that abortion, if unrestricted, could pose a threat to the life of mother or child
under certain circumstances. 2'

The gradual move back to the legalization of abortion thereafter was a fallout
of intense campaigning by vocal feminist movements, In the U.S., therefore,
abortion has primarily been viewed as an exercise of a woman's right to personal
liberty. This right received judicial recognition in 1973,30 when the Supreme Court
invalidated anti-abortion laws on the ground that such laws violated a woman's
right to reproductive choice, which was inherent in her right to personal liberty.

B. State Policy in India

(i) Abortion

In India, abortion is a criminal offence, as per the provisions of the Indian
Penal Code, 1860.31 In the year 1971, Parliament passed the Medical Termination
of Pregnancy Act ("M.T.P. Act"), which is an exception to section 312, Indian
Penal Code, and permits abortion where the continuance of the pregnancy will
cause "grave injury to mental or physical health." Interestingly, the explanation
to the section provides that the anguish caused by a pregnancy resulting from the
failure of family planning methods constitutes "grave injury to mental health" for
the purposes of the Act. Strangely enough, this explanation applies only to married
women, and does not recognize the anguish caused to an unmarried woman by an
unwanted pregnancy. This indicates that the Act was motivated not by libertarian
ideals but by the need to promote abortion as a family planning tool.? Hence, the
limited legalisation of abortion in India was more a fallout of Malthusian fears
among policy makers.

29 See KIuSHNA Gurm, WOMEN, LAW AND Pusuc OInoN 74 (2o0).

o Roe, supra note 4.
31 See INDIAN PawaL CODE, 186o, § 312.
32 Strangely enough, the obvious demographic concerns which led to the passage of the

M.T.P. Act find no mention in its objects and reasons clause. See generally
Shilpa Phadke, Pro-Choice or Population Control: A Study of the MTP Act, '97',
available at http://www.hsph.harvard.edu/Organizations/healthnet/SAsia/repro/
MTPact.html (last visited March 16, 2oo6.)
As per Malthus, population increases by geometric progression, while food supplies
increase by arithmetic progression. Therefore, according to the Malthusian model,
human deprivation is the inevitable result if population growth is left uncontrolled.
See T. Robert Malthus, An Essay on the Principle of Population as it Affects the Future
Improvement of Society, with Remarks on the Speculations of Mr. Godwin, Mr.

77



Student Bar Review

Further, the Act does not leave the decision to abort with the woman. The
satisfaction of the medical practitioner(s) that the grounds mentioned in the Act
are satisfied, is a pre-requisite under the statute.34 This substantiates the argument
that the Act was not envisaged as a tool for women to control their reproductive
choices. Instead, the Act grants the veto power to a third person, the medical
practitioner. Thus, abortion laws in India reflect that policy makers consider
abortion a tool for controlling population growth, rather than an expression of a
woman's right to control her body.

(ii) Forced Sterilisations

Another reflection of this anti-libertarian attitude of Indian policy makers,
was the policy of compulsory sterilisations, enforced during the 1975 Emergency.
Many State Government enacted laws to give legal backing to compulsory
sterilization. The Punjab Government, for instance, passed a law making it an
offence to have more than two children.3> This was in blatant violation of the
reproductive autonomy of individuals.

This attitude of the Indian State towards reproductive autonomy has
remained fundamentally the same in the post-Emergency era as well. For instance,
the population policies of many States, in a disturbing likeness to the sterilization
program of the Emergency days, provide that financial assistance at the Panchayat
level is contingent upon a district's performance in achieving "family planning
targets."36 Tagging sterilization with such massive monetary benefits precludes

Condorcet, and Other Writers, TE LIBRARY OF EcONoMIcs AND LIBERTY, available at http://
www.ecolib.org/library/Malthus/malPop.html (last visited March 16, 2oo6.)

3 M.T.P. Act, § 3(2). Where the length of the pregnancy does not exceed twelve weeks,
the opinion of one medical practitioner, "formed in good faith" that the grounds for
abortion under the Act are satisfied is required. Where the length of the pregnancy
exceeds twenty weeks, two medical practitioners must be of such an opinion before
the abortion can be legally performed.

5 See Stephen Trombley, Exploring Sterilization, available at http://
www.hsph.harvard.edu, (last visited August 20, 2005). The effects of the mass
sterilization programmes carried out under the aegis of the seemingly innocuous
Ministry of Health and Family Planning were horrific. A large number of those who
underwent sterilization died of complications resulting from the unhygienic
conditions under which the operations were carried out. Id.

*6 Mohan Rao, In Whose Interest?, THE iNDU, August 31, 2003, available at http://
www.hindu.com/thehindu/mag/2003/o8/31/stories/2003oS83100260400.htm
(last visited March 17, 2006). The Andhra Pradesh government has a policy of
offering a monetary reward of Rs. 10,000, a substantial sum for India's poor, to
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individuals from maling an informed reproductive choice?' In a country where
over one-fourth of the population is below the poverty line,38 disincentives tagged
with basic human needs such as food, do not remain mere disincentives. Inevitably,
they take on a coercive character.

Reproductive autonomy is thus, effectively curtailed by most of India's
population policies. That the Central Government in the year 2003 sanctioned a
"targeted" approach to population control, whereby States would be expected to
achieve sterilization targets, further substantiates this point.n These policies
entirely disregard the right to reproductive choices, and privilege State interest
in population control over individual autonomy, in consonance with an utilitarian
approach to State action.

(iii) Pre-Natal Diagnostic Techniques Act

Another enactment that throws up issues of reproductive rights is the Pre-
Natal Diagnostic Techniques Act, 1994 ("P.N.D.T. Act"). This Act prohibits sex
determination techniques in view of societal concerns over female foeticide.40

While the legislative intent is laudable, the strategy devised for the achievement
of the goal may be subject to criticism.

First, the legislature seems to have missed the point that demand fuels
technology and not vice versa. Clamping down on a particular type of technology
is not a solution because the market can evolve other ways of catering to the
demand. For instance, after the passage of the P.N.D.T. Act, pre-implantation and

select couples drawn by lottery in every district. For a couple to be eligible to
participate in this Lottery, at least one of the spouses must have undergone
sterilization. Id.

3 Maharashtra and Andhra Pradesh have gone a step further by providing the two-
child norm as a criterion of eligibility for public welfare schemes such as the public
distribution system. Upendra Baxi, Sense and Sensibility, 511 SEMINAR 3, 37 (2002).

3 V. Venkatesan, Feel Good and a Fear, FRONTLINE, February 28, 2004, available at
http-//www.frontlineonnet.com/f1io5/stories/2o403,1200691250o.htm (last
visited March 17, 2oo6).

* Enforcing the Two-Child Norm; Violations Galore, THE HINDU, October 11,
2004, ovailable at http://www.hindu.com/2oo4/10/11/stories/204101102620
300.htm (last visited September 15, 2005).

40 Statement of Objects and Reasons, P.N.D.T. Act, 1994, available at http://
mohfw.nic.in/ PNDT%2oAmendments.htm. See generally Siddhi Hirve, Policy and
Practice, SEMINAR, December, 2003, available at http //www.india-seminar.com/
2003/532/ 532%2osiddhi%2ohirve. htm (last visited March 16, 2006).
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pre-conception sex selection techniques, which were not prohibited by the 1994
Act, were developed. This necessitated an amendment to the Act in 2003, to
bring these newly developed techniques of sex selection within its fold. If the
strategy is to clamp down on technology, instead of on the demand for the
technology, it seems that endless amendments are to follow.

Second, the P.N.D.T. Act ignores the fact that a coercive law lacking social
acceptance is never the answer to socio-economic problems.4' The root of
socioeconomic problems lies within society and therefore, the solution to them
also lies in changing societal attitudes. Therefore, the mere enactment of a law
prohibiting sex determination is not an effective strategy for preventing female
foeticide, as is evidenced by the failure of the P.N.D.T. Act.42

Thirdly, the Act also fails to recognize that the ultimate goal of equality
between the sexes cannot be achieved merely by ensuring the birth of an unwanted
girl child. The quality of life of an unwanted girl child is invariably far poorer than
that of her male siblings.43 In fact, this is one of the documented reasons for high
mortality rates among girls in the o-6 age group."

Once again, the State has encroached upon the private realm of reproductive
choices in order to serve a social objective, this time, without any real benefit to
society.

41 Dowry prohibition laws, and laws with respect to domestic cruelty, are examples of
how law is redundant in the absence of social acceptance and legitimacy.

42 Data suggests that the sex ratio has been declining steadily even after the passage of
the Act, as is evident from the 2001 census. As per the census, although the all-India
sex ratios have shown an improvement since 1991, the States in which incidences of
foeticide are reported to be highest, the situation has only worsened. The sex ratio in
Punjab has fallen from 882 to 874; in Haryana from 865 to 861 and in Delhi from
827 to 821. CENsus or INDIA, aooi, available at http://www.censusindia.net/sex-
ratio.html. The only documented effect of the statute has been to push sex
determination underground. Consequently, the costs of the technology have increased
significantly, thus taking it out of the reach of even those who seek to resort to it
legally. Rupsa Mallik, Negative Choice: Sex Determination and Sex Selective Abortion
in India, THE TELEGRAPH, March 11, 2004, available at http://www.genderhealth.org/
pubs/MallikOfSonsandDaughtersMar2oo4.pdf (last visited March 16, 2006).

43 Vibhuti Patel, A Cultural Deficit, INoI TOGETHER, August 2003, available at http://
www.indiatogether.arg/2oo3/aug/wom-sexratio.htm (last visited March 17, 20o6)

44 Id.
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(iv) State Policy and International Obligations

The Indian approach to reproductive rights is not only contrary to
libertarian ideals, but is also in violation of India's international obligations."5 A
targeted approach to population control is specifically prohibited by international
documents, to which India is a signatory. The 20 Year Programme of Action
signed at the Cairo Conference, 1994, for instance, specifically rejects coercive
State policies, including models based on incentives and disincentives, as tools
for restricting population growth.46 Similarly, the 1995 Beijing Declaration
recognizes that the recognition of women's right to control "all aspects of their
health, in particular their own fertility, is basic to their empowerment."4' Other
international law instruments, which have been signed by India, also recognize
the right to reproductive liberty to varying degrees.48

Thus, it is evident that the current population policy of the Indian State is
antithetical to its international commitments and to the right to reproductive
choices. State policy has always been geared towards privileging community
interests in population growth over and above the individual's right to
reproductive choices. In the contemporary U.S. context however, State
intervention in the exercise of reproductive rights has been minimal, since the
Supreme Court decision in Roe in 1973. Keeping this background in mind, it would
be interesting to draw from the constitutional jurisprudence in the two countries
and compare the judicial attitudes in each case.

IV. REPRODUCTIVE AUToNoMY: A COMPARISON OF

JUDICIAL ArTrUDES IN THE U.S. AND INDIA

Of the many issues that have been debated within the reproductive rights
framework in the U.S., abortion and involuntary sterilization are of special

4 Id.
46 20 YEAR PROGRAMME OF ACION, 1994, cited from, Rajani Bhatia, Ten Years After Cairo:

The Resurgence of Coercive Population Control in India, DIFFERENTMEs, Spring 2005,
available at http://popdev.hampshire.edu/projects/dt/dt31.php (last visited March
16, 2006).

47 Article 17, BEumING DECLARATION, Fourni Wonu CoNFRENCE ON WOMEN, available at http://
www.un.org/womenwatch/daw/beijing/platform/declar.htm.

4 Article 17 of the Universal Declaration on Human Rights, 1948 and Article 23 of the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 1976 both recognize "the right
to marry and found a family." Article 16 of the Convention on the Elimination of All
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relevance to the Indian context. Therefore, these issues form the central focus of
this Section, which seeks to provide a comparison of judicial attitudes to
reproductive autonomy in the two countries.

A.Abortion

The issue of abortion has been hotly debated in the U.S. since the early
seventies. The two clashing interests underlying the abortion debate are the
mother's right to make reproductive choices, which is derived from her right to
personal liberty and privacy, and the foetus' right to life. The anti-abortion groups,
that is, the pro-lifers, primarily consist of those who are guided by religious beliefs,
in arguing against abortion. The pro-lifers include the Catholic Church, orthodox
Jews and fundamentalist Protestants.' They assert that human life begins at the
stage of conception and hence argue that the foetus qualifies as a constitutional
person enjoying the right to life under the American Constitution.s0 Their thesis
therefore, is that abortion, which violates the foetus' right to life, is nothing short
of murder.

In the last few decades, courts in the U.S. have been faced with a barrage of
cases challenging the constitutionality of statutes that seek to impose restrictions
on abortion. At issue has been the clash of the State's interests in restricting
abortion in light of religious beliefs and maternal health concerns and the woman's
right to make independent reproductive choices.

The U.S. Supreme Court made its first attempt to resolve the conflicting
interests at the root of the abortion debate, in Roe v. Wade. The case involved a

Forms of Discrimination Against Women, 1979, stresses that both men and women
shall be given equal rights to "decide freely and responsibly, on the number and
spacing of their children."

49 GUPTA, supra note 29, at 89.
50 Id.
s1 The pro-lifers stance that foetal life stands on the same footing as that of the mother's,

leads to the problematic conclusion that abortions must be prohibited even in
situations where the mother's life is at stake, or where the mother-to-be is minor,
incapable of bringing up a child, or when the pregnancy is a result of rape. Further,
if the pro-lifers' argument were to be accepted, the unacceptable yet inevitable
conclusion would be that the use of intrauterine devices or "morning after" pills,
which prevent implantation of the embryo in the uterus after conception, is
tantamount to murder. See Onls H. STEPHENS Er AL., AMERicAN CoNsTrUONAL LAw 667
(2003).

52 410 U.S. 113 (1973).
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