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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OXLEY). The question is on the passage
of the joint resolution.

The question was taken.
RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 312, noes 120,
not voting 3, as follows:

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DelLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan

[Roll No. 431]
AYES—312

Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoke
Holden
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)

Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Luther
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad

Regula Smith (MI) Torkildsen
Richardson Smith (NJ) Towns
Riggs Smith (TX) Traficant
Roberts Smith (WA) Tucker
Roemer Solomon Upton
Rogers Souder Volkmer
Rohrabacher Spence Vucanovich
Ros-Lehtinen Spratt Waldholtz
Rose Stearns Walker
Roth Stenholm Walsh
Roukema Stockman Wamp
Royce Stump Watts (OK)
Salmon Stupak Weldon (FL)
Sanford Talent Weldon (PA)
Saxton Tate Weller
Scarborough Tauzin Whitfield
Schaefer Taylor (MS) Wicker
Schiff Taylor (NC) Wilson
Seastrand Tejeda Wise
Sensenbrenner Thomas Wolf
Shaw Thompson Wynn
Shuster Thornberry Young (AK)
Sisisky Thornton Young (FL)
Skeen Thurman Zeliff
Skelton Tiahrt Zimmer
NOES—120
Abercrombie Gibbons Pastor
Ackerman Gilchrest Payne (NJ)
Barrett (WI) Gonzalez Pelosi
Becerra Greenwood Petri
Beilenson Hall (OH) Porter
Berman Hastings (FL) Poshard
Bonior Hinchey Rangel
Borski Hoekstra Reed
Boucher Hoyer Rivers
Brown (CA) Jackson-Lee Roybal-Allard
Bryant (TX) Johnston Rush
Cardin Kaptur Sabo
Clay Kennedy (RI) Sanders
Clinger Kleczka Sawyer
Coleman Klink Schroeder
Collins (IL) Kolbe Schumer
Collins (MI) LaFalce Scott
Conyers Leach Serrano
Coyne Levin Shadegg
DeFazio Lewis (GA) Shays
DelLauro Lofgren Skaggs
Dellums Lowey Slaughter
Dicks Maloney Stark
Dingell Markey Stokes
Dixon Matsui Studds
Doggett McDermott Tanner
Durbin McHale Torres
Ehlers Meehan Torricelli
Engel Meek Velazquez
Eshoo Mfume Vento
Evans Miller (CA) Visclosky
Farr Mineta Ward
Fattah Minge Waters
Fazio Mink Watt (NC)
Filner Nadler Waxman
Flake Oberstar White
Foglietta Obey Williams
Frank (MA) Olver Woolsey
Furse Orton Wyden
Gejdenson Owens Yates
NOT VOTING—3
Horn Moakley Reynolds
0O 1540

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Before
announcing the vote, the Chair will re-
mind all persons in the gallery that
they are here as guests of the House,
and that any manifestation of approval
or disapproval of proceedings is in vio-
lation of the rules of the House.

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the joint resolution was
passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, unfortu-
nately | missed the last rollcall on the
constitutional amendment since | was
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circulating a letter to the President on
behalf of the base closure situation in
California.

If present, Mr. Speaker, | would have
voted for the Solomon resolution con-
cerning the authority given to pass leg-
islation to deal with the flag and dese-
cration.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Joint Resolution 79,
the constitutional amendment that
just passed the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 896

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that my name be re-
moved as a cosponsor of H.R. 896.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1289

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that my name be re-
moved as a cosponsor of H.R. 1289.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Speak-
er, yesterday during the House’s con-
sideration of H.R. 1868, | inadvertently
voted ‘““‘no’” on rollcall vote No. 420. 1
rise to ask that the RECORD reflect | in-
tended to vote ‘““yes’ on that vote.

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 170 and rule
XXII1, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 1868.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
1868) making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and relat-
ed programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. HANSEN in the chair.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Tuesday, June
27, 1995, amendment No. 17, offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]
had been disposed of, and title V was
open for amendment at any point.

Are there amendments to title VV?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PORTER

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PORTER: Page
78, after line 6, insert the following new sec-
tion:

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO TURKEY

SEC. 564. Not more than $21,000,000 of the
funds appropriated in this Act under the
heading ‘““EcoNnOoMIC SUPPORT FUND’’ may be
made available to the Government of Tur-
key.
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his inquiry.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Has the bill
called up, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. CALLAHAN. The amendment of
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. POR-
TER] has been read?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s
amendment has been designated.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Then, Mr. Chair-
man, | reserve a point of order at this
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
want to proceed with his point of order
at this point?

Mr. CALLAHAN. 1 will just reserve
the point of order, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN] reserves
his point of order, and the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his inquiry.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | would
like to know the gentleman’s point of
order. If he has one, what point of
order is he making?

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment adds a limitation to a gen-
eral appropriation bill. Under the re-
vised clause 2, rule XXI, such amend-
ments are not in order during the read-
ing of a general appropriation bill.

Mr. Chairman, the revised rule states
in part:

Except as provided in paragraph (D), no
amendment shall be in order during consid-
eration of a general appropriation bill pro-
posing a limitation not specifically con-
tained or authorized in existing law for the
period of the limitation.

The gentleman’s amendment adds
limitation and is not specifically con-
tained or authorized in existing law,

been
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and, therefore, is in violation of clause
2(c) of rule XXI, and | will ask for a
ruling of the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. HANSEN). The
Chair rules that the amendment does
contain a limitation and, therefore,
would have to wait until the end of the
bill to be offered.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. VOLKMER. A parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his inquiry.

Mr. VOLKMER. | ask, Would the
amendment not be in order if the mo-
tion to rise at the end of the bill after
all amendments are completed is de-
feated?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is not
making that ruling at this particular
time.

Mr. VOLKMER. Well, | mean at that
time an amendment with a limitation
is in order only after the motion to rise
is defeated; is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. That would be cor-
rect, except if the motion to rise and
report is not offered.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment merely changes the level
of funding in the bill by making a cut
of $25 million. It has no limitation that
I am aware of if we are talking about
amendment No. 34.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will tell
the gentleman from Illinois that it
does limit funds in the bill, and the
Chair has ruled on the form of the
amendment. It would have to wait
until the end of the bill.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
might inform the gentleman that it is
certainly not our intention to deny
him the ability to introduce his amend-
ment or the opportunity to debate it to
its fullest extent. It is just being intro-
duced at the wrong time because the
rule puts in point of order three
amendments prior to his, so we do in-
tend to afford the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. PORTER] every opportunity
that he needs to present his amend-
ment, and there will be no indication,
coming from me at least, there is no
indication that | will deny him the—

Mr. PORTER. If the gentleman would
yield, then why not take it up right
now?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Because the rule
says we are going to take up the three
bills that the Committee on Rules ap-
proved——

The CHAIRMAN. Are
amendments to title 5?

Mr. DEUTSCH. | have a parliamen-
tary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his inquiry.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Would it be our un-
derstanding that this amendment com-
ing into order, that we would have to
defeat the motion to rise?

The CHAIRMAN. Unless the motion
to rise and report is not made, the gen-
tleman is correct.

Mr. DEUTSCH. So the fact is the
Porter amendment would not auto-
matically be made in order at the end
of this bill.

there further
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Except, Mr. Chair-
man, if I might be recognized, | would
just like to inform the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. PORTER] that under no cir-
cumstances is this committee going to
rise and vote on final passage of this
bill until such time as he has had the
opportunity to fully debate his amend-
ment regarding Turkey, so it is not our
intention to—

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield, could we make
a unanimous-consent request that that
would be done at this time? As | under-
stand, the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. CALLAHAN] would be willing to do
that, but it would not prevent any
other Member to make that motion.

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman
made a unanimous-consent request?

Mr. DEUTSCH. Well, | would not if
the gentleman would just make clear
that we would have the opportunity to
debate the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
the opportunity to make his unani-
mous-consent request.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that we take up the
Porter-Wolf-Smith amendment imme-
diately following the three amend-
ments that the rule makes in order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ilinois?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, | re-
luctantly object. 1 have given the gen-
tleman my word. | have told him we
are going to give him full opportunity
for as much time as he likes to debate
his amendment. We are not going to do
anything to preclude him this oppor-
tunity. We are going to do it as the
rule permits, and that is the three
amendments that were allowed under
the rule, we are going to debate them
this afternoon, and then immediately
following the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. PORTER] can offer his amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard
from the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
CALLAHAN].

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW

JERSEY

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, | offer an amendment.,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey: Page 78, after line 6, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

PROHIBITION OF FUNDING FOR ABORTION

SEC. 564. (a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act or other law, none of the funds ap-
propriated by this Act for population assist-
ance activities may be made available for
any private, nongovernmental, or multilat-
eral organization until the organization cer-
tifies that it does not and will not during the
period for which the funds are made avail-
able, directly or through a subcontractor or
sub-grantee, perform abortions in any for-
eign country, except where the life or the
mother would be endangered if the fetus
were carried to term or in cases of forcible
rape or incest.

(2) Paragraph (1) may not be construed to
apply to the treatment of injuries or ill-
nesses caused by legal or illegal abortions or
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to assistance provided directly to the gov-
ernment of a country.

(b) LOBBYING ACTIVITIES.—

(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act or other law, none of the funds ap-
propriated by this Act for population assist-
ance activities may be made available for
any private, nongovernmental, or multilat-
eral organization until the organization cer-
tifies that it does not and will not during the
period for which the funds are made avail-
able, violate the laws of any foreign country
concerning the circumstances under which
abortion is permitted, regulated, or prohib-
ited, or engage in any activity or effort to
alter the laws or governmental policies of
any foreign country concerning the cir-
cumstances under which abortion is per-
mitted, regulated, or prohibited.

(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to activi-
ties in opposition to coercive abortion or in-
voluntary sterilization.

(c) COERCIVE POPULATION CONTROL METH-
obs.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act or other law, none of the funds
appropriated by this Act may be made avail-
able for the United Nations Population Fund
(UNFPA), unless the President certifies to
the appropriate congressional committees
that (1) the United Nations Population Fund
has terminated all activities in the People’s
Republic of China; or (2) during the 12
months preceding such certification there
have been no abortions as the result of coer-
cion associated with the family planning
policies of the national government or other
governmental entities within the People’s
Republic of China. As used in this section
the term *‘coercion’ includes physician du-
ress or abuse, destruction or confiscation of
property, loss of means of livelihood, or se-
vere psychological pressure.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, | ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, the amendment | am offering
today is both pro-life and anticoercion.
It is essentially identical to the one
that the House adopted to the Amer-
ican Overseas Interests Act, H.R. 1561,
last month. The amendment would do
nothing more and nothing less than re-
instate the ‘“‘wall of separation’ be-
tween family planning and abortion,
and particularly coercive abortion,
which was torn down 2 years ago by the
Clinton administration.

The prochild, provoluntarism policy
that my amendment would reinstate
was the law of the land for a decade. It
was repeatedly upheld by the Federal
courts against a wide range of both
statutory and constitutional chal-
lenges brought by the abortion indus-
try. Recent experience suggests that
this policy is needed now, more than
ever before.

Mr. Chairman, the government of the
People’s Republic of China, as | think
more and more Members are realizing,
routinely compels women to abort
their, quote, unauthorized children.
The usual method is intense persua-
sion, using all of the economic, social,
and psychological tools a totalitarian
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state has at its disposal. When these
methods fail, the women are taken
physically to abortion mills, often in
handcuffs, and coerced to have abor-
tions. Sometimes this happens very
late in the pregnancy: the baby’s skull
is crushed with forceps, or lethal chem-
ical shots are administered into the
soft part of the skull.

Mr. Chairman, forced abortion was
properly construed to be a crime
against humanity at the Nuremberg
war crime tribunals, and again it is
being used pervasively throughout the
People’s Republic of China. Population
control organizations, with the United
Nations Population Fund at the helm,
are promoting population control in
China and have had a hand-in-glove re-
lationship with the hardliners in the
PRC.

As a matter of fact, | would remind
Members that during the Reagan and
Bush years we did not provide funding
to those organizations because of that
kind of complicity in these heinous
crimes against women. It is not just
that the child is being killed. It is also
that the woman is being exploited in
this very cruel manner.

I would ask all of my colleagues to
take a look at the report by Amnesty
International, released just yesterday.
It is under the heading ‘“Human Rights
Violations Resulting from Enforced
Birth Control.”” They point out that
birth control has been compulsory in
China since 1979. Women must have of-
ficial permission to bear children.

Mr. Chairman, the report in its en-
tirety is as follows:

WOMEN IN CHINA—A PRELIMINARY REPORT

FROM AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL, JUNE 1995

HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS RESULTING FROM

ENFORCED BIRTH CONTROL

Birth control has been compulsory in
China since 1979. . Government demog-
raphers set a target for the stabilization of
the population by the year 2000. The target
currently stands at 1.3 billion, which they
claim can only be achieved through ‘“‘strict
measures”’.

The policy involves the strict control of
the age of marriage and the timing and num-
ber of children for each couple. Women must
have official permission to bear children.
Birth control is enforced through quotas al-
located to each work or social unit (such as
school, factory or village). The quotas fix the
number of children that may be born annu-
ally in each unit. Local party officials (cad-
res) have always monitored the system, but
since 1991 they have been held directly re-
sponsible for its implementation through
‘“‘target management responsibility con-
tracts’. A cadre’s performance is now evalu-
ated not just on the region’s economic per-
formance but also on its implementation of
the birth control policy. Cadres may lose bo-
nuses or face penalties if they fail to keep
within quotas.

The policy has become known as the ‘‘one-
child” policy. In fact, it is more complex
than that and is applied differently in var-
ious areas. While the authorities issue ideo-
logical directives, targets and guidelines, at
present the detailed regulations, sanctions
and incentives are left almost entirely to the
county level administration, who determine
them “‘according to the local situation’. In
most regions, urban couples may have only
one child unless their child is disabled, while
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rural couples may have a second if the first
is a girl. A third child is “prohibited” in
most available regulations. Regulations cov-
ering migrant women indicate that abortion
is mandatory if the woman does not return
to her home region. Abortion is also man-
dated for unmarried women.

The authorities in Beijing initially in-
sisted that ethnic groups with populations of
less than 10 million were exempt from the
one child policy or even from family plan-
ning entirely. It is clear, however, that con-
trols have been applied to these groups for
many years, including more stringent sanc-
tions for urban residents and ‘‘prohibitions”
on a third child. There have also been re-
ports since 1988 of controls extending to en-
forcement of one-child families, in particular
for state employees. Currently, as with the
rest of the population, specific regulations
and their implementation are decided by
““Autonomous Regions and Provinces where
the minorities reside”.

Couples who have a child ‘“above the
quota’” are subject to sanctions, including
heavy fines. In rural areas, there have been
reports of the demolition of the houses of
people who failed to pay fines. Peer pressure
is also used as work units may be denied bo-
nuses if the child quota is exceeded. State
employees may be dismissed or demoted.
Psychological intimidation and harassment
is also commonly used to ‘‘persuade’ preg-
nant woman to have an abortion. Groups of
family planning officials may visit them in
the middle of the night to this end. In the
face of such pressure, women facing un-
wanted abortions or sterilization are likely
to feel they have no option but to comply.

AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL’S CONCERNS

Amnesty International takes no position
on the official birth control policy in China,
but it is concerned about the human rights
violations which result from it, many of
which affect women in particular. It is con-
cerned at reports that forced abortion and
sterilization have been carried out by or at
the instigation of people acting in an official
capacity, such as family planning officials,
against women who are detained, restricted
or forcibly taken from their homes to have
the operation. Amnesty International con-
siders that in these circumstances such ac-
tions amount to cruel, inhuman and degrad-
ing treatment of detainees or restricted per-
sons by government officials.

The use of forcible measures is indicated in
official family planning reports and regula-
tions, and in Chinese press coverage. Am-
nesty International also has testimony from
former family planning officials as well as
individuals who were themselves subjected
to such cruel, inhuman and degrading treat-
ment.

Details of county level regulations are dif-
ficult to obtain. Most available documents
are ambiguous and full of euphemisms such

as the ‘‘combined method” (abortion and
sterilization) or ‘“remedial measures’ (abor-
tion). Despite this, some insight can be

gained into the use of coercion from provin-
cial, as well as county reports. For example,
in 1993 family planning officials in Jiangxi
Province stated: ‘““Women who should be sub-
jected to contraception and sterilization
measures will have to comply”. Regulations
published in January 1991 for Gonghe county
in Qinghai (which has a substantial Tibetan
population) state ‘““the birth prevention oper-
ation will be carried out before the end of
1991 or in any case within the year 1992 and
no excuses or pretexts will be entertained”.

In a 1993 interview with Amnesty Inter-
national, a former family planning official
described the threat of violence used to im-
plement the policy:
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“Several times | have witnessed how
women who were five to seven months preg-
nant were protected by their neighbors and
relatives, some of whom used tools against
us. Mostly the police only had to show their
weapons to scare them off. Sometimes they
had to shoot in the air. In only one case did
| see them shoot at hands and feet. Some-
times we had to use handcuffs.”

Several family planning officials who
worked in Liaoning and Fujian Provinces
from the mid-1980’s to the mid-1990’s are now
in exile and have given testimony. They say
they detained women who were pregnant
with “‘out of plan children’ in storerooms or
offices for as long as they resisted being
“‘persuaded’” to have an abortion. This could
last several days. One official reported being
able to transfer such women to the local de-
tention centre for up to two months if they
remained intransigent. Once a woman re-
lented, the official would escort her to the
local hospital and wait until the doctor per-
forming the abortion had signed a statement
that the abortion had been carried out. Un-
less the woman was considered too weak, it
was normal for her to be sterilized straight
after the abortion.

A refugee from Guangdong Province de-
scribed how he and his wife had suffered
under the birth-control policy. The couple
had their first child in 1982 and were subse-
quently denied permission to have another.
In 1987 the authorities discovered that his
wife was pregnant and forced her to have an
abortion. In 1991 she became pregnant again
and to conceal it, the couple moved to live
with relatives in another village. In Septem-
ber that year local militia and family plan-
ning officials from the city of Foshan sur-
rounded the village in the middle of the
night and searched all the Houses. They
forced all the pregnant women into trucks
and drove them to hospital. The refugee’s
wife gave birth on the journey and a doctor
at the hospital reportedly Kkilled the baby
with an injection. The other women had
forced abortions.

The implementation of the birth-control
policy has also resulted in the detention and
ill-treatment of relatives of those attempt-
ing to avoid abortion or sterilization. Sig-
nificantly, the Supreme People’s Court felt
the need to specifically outlaw the taking of
hostages by government officials in a direc-
tive in 1990. However, the practice continues,
as shown by a series of reports since late 1992
from Hebei Province.

Journalists from Hong Kong visited Zhao
county, Hebei province, in November 1992
while a birth-control campaign was in
progress. They saw villagers detained outside
the county government offices in freezing
temperatures who were under arrest for non-
payment of fines for illegal birth. Villagers
reported that those who could not pay the
heavy annual fine had their property con-
fiscated or that their relatives were held hos-
tage until the money was paid.

In January 1994 an official Chinese news-
paper published a letter from Xiping county,
Hebei Province, complaining that the rep-
utation of the People’s Emergency Militia
(minbing ying ji fendui) was being ruined be-
cause cadres were misusing them to enforce
unpopular family planning policies.

In April 1994 the annual review of family
planning work in Hebei Province mentioned
the use of ‘“law enforcement contingents”
and admitted that some cadres believed that
any method was acceptable in pursuit of the
family planning policy. Such cadres had ‘“‘re-
sorted to oversimplified and rigid measures
and even violated laws . .. thus affecting
the party-populace and cadre-populace rela-
tions”. It is not clear what, if any, action
was taken against these abuses, and viola-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

tions have persisted in the province since
then.

For example, villagers in Fengjiazhuang
and Longtiangou in Lingzhou country, Hebei
Province, alleged they were targeted in a
birth-control campaign initiated in early
1994 under the slogan ‘“‘better to have more
graves than more than one child”. Ninety
per cent of resident in the villages are Catho-
lic and many have been fined in the past for
having more children than permitted be-
cause they reject on religious grounds abor-
tion and sterilization.

An unmarried woman was one of those tar-
geted. One of her brothers had fled the vil-
lage with his wife fearing sterilization as
they had four children. The sister had adopt-
ed one of their children and was detained
several times, including once in early No-
vember 1994 when she was held for seven days
in an attempt to force her brother and his
wife to return and pay more fines. She was
taken to the county government office and
locked in a basement room with 12 to 13
other women and men. She was blindfolded,
stripped naked, with her hands tied behind
her back, and beaten with an electric baton.
Several of those detained with her were sus-
pended and beaten, and some were detained
for several weeks.

A report by the Union of Catholic Asian
News stated that other villages had been tar-
geted in a similar way. Despite complaints
to the county and provincial government and
to the people’s procurator, the family plan-
ning teams ignored the procurator’s order to
stop their actions, blaming the Catholics for
‘‘causing problems’.

The taking and ill-treating of hostages by
family planning officials was also reported in
Fujian Province, in 1994. An elderly woman
who lived near Quanzhou city was detained
for three months when her daughter-in-law
fled from family planning officials; they had
found out she was pregnant with her second
child one year earlier than local regulations
on both spacing allowed. The elderly woman
was reportedly kept in a cell with little ven-
tilation or light, with 70 other people, and
was only released when she became ill.

Despite assurances from the State Family
Planning Commission that ‘‘coercion is not
permitted’”, Amnesty International has been
unable to find any instance of sanctions
taken against officials who perpetrated such
violations. This is in stark contrast to the
treatment of those who assist women to cir-
cumvent the policies, or who shelter women
from the threat of forced abortion and steri-
lization.

In December 1993 a district court in
Guangzhou reportedly sentenced a man to 10
years’ imprisonment and three years’ depri-
vation of political rights for his part in a
‘“save the babies and save the women group”’,
which had assisted 20 women to give birth in
excess of the plan. The court reportedly
claimed that by his actions he had entered
into rivalry with the party and state, and
had therefore committed counter-revolution-
ary crimes as well as jeopardizing social
order.

The same month Yu Jian’an, the deputy
director of the No. 2 People’s Hospital in
Anyanbg, Henan Province, was sentenced to
death for collecting bribes of 190,000 yuan for
issuing bogus sterilization papers. The hos-
pital affairs director, Sun Chansheng, was
sentenced to death with a two-year reprieve,
and four others were given sentences of five
years’ to life imprisonment in connection
with the offense.

In the light of the information available
about serious human rights violations re-
sulting from the enforcement of the birth
control policy and the lack of explicit and
unequivocal prohibition in published regula-
tions of coercive methods which result in
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such violations, Amnesty International calls
on the Chinese Government to include such
provisions in relevant regulations. It also
calls on the authorities to take effective
measures to ensure that officials who per-
petrate, encourage or condone such human
rights violations during birth control en-
forcement are brought to justice.

Let me just remind Members we are
talking about a country where children
are declared illegal simply because
they do not fit into a certain quota
that has been articulated and promul-
gated by the government. Couples who
have a child above the quota are sub-
ject to sanctions, Amnesty Inter-
national writes, including heavy fines.
They talk about psychological and
physical pressure. They talk about de-
grading treatment, the use of hand-
cuffs, detentions. They also get into
the fact that not only are they just fo-
cusing on the women and their hus-
bands, they also go after other rel-
atives who try to shield and protect
some kind of safe haven for their sis-
ters or daughters who are the object of
a forced abortion, and throw them into
jail as well.

This report from Amnesty Inter-
national, which takes no position on
the right-to-life issue, the defense of
the unborn, is another nail in the cof-
fin of the PRC’s heinous practice of
forced abortion and forced steriliza-
tion.

As my colleagues know, they also
point out there is a movement under
way in some of the provinces where
they say—and this is a slogan used by
the government—‘‘Better to have more
graves than one more child.”” Children
are treated very cruelly in China, not
by their parents, but by the govern-
ment, and they are the subject of
forced abortion.

Let me also remind Members, too,
there is a growing disproportionate
number of baby boys vis-a-vis baby
girls and young people because of this.
When you’ve only allowed one child,
what happens is that many of the fami-
lies, when they are told that they can
only have one, have a sonogram. If a
baby girl is detected, that baby girl is
killed, and now there are tens of mil-
lions of missing girls in the People’s
Republic of China.

Where are the feminists on this? Why
are they not speaking out against this
cruel practice of targeting baby girls
for extinction in the People’s Republic
of China? They have been abysmally si-
lent in this regard.

Let me also point out, there were
some people that were recently, as the
Amnesty report points out, thrown
into prison for, quote, initiating a
save-the-babies and save-the-women’s
group. The man got 10 years in prison
because he tried to defend some of the
women in China against this terrible
practice. Please read this.

The United Nations Population Fund
meanwhile applauds the Chinese pro-
grams against all of this evidence, and
let me remind Members that it is in-
deed overwhelming evidence.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey was allowed to proceed for
3 additional minutes.)

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, just let me remind Members that
Dr. Sadik and UNFPA has spent over
$150 million. They have people and per-
sonnel on the ground. As part of this
terrible program they have said, and |
quote, ““China has every reason to feel
proud of and pleased with its remark-
able achievements made in its family
planning policy and control of its popu-
lation growth over the past 10 years.
Now the country could offer its experi-
ences and special experts to help other
countries.”

Just what we need, a world of one
child per couple where forced abortion
and forced sterilization is the rule
rather than the exception.

Mr. Chairman, let me also point out
that the amendment contains a provi-
sion that would essentially reinstate
what was known as the Mexico City
policy, and that, too, was rescinded by
President Clinton in 1993. This policy,
and the amendment, would prevent for-
eign aid from going to nongovern-
mental organizations unless the orga-
nizations certify that it does not and
will not during the term for which
funds are made available perform abor-
tions as a method of family planning or
undermine the laws of other countries
with respect to abortion. It clarifies
that this does not apply to the treat-
ment of injuries or illnesses caused by
legal or illegal abortions or to assist-
ance provided directly to governments.
Moreover, the amendment contains a
limited exception for attempting to es-
tablish universally recognized stand-
ards such as opposing forced abortion.

Mr. Chairman, this policy worked for
almost a decade, it worked well for the
American taxpayer, for unborn chil-
dren, and for responsible family plan-
ning organizations. Most recipients of
U.S. aid during the two previous ad-
ministrations accepted the policy and
said, “We will, indeed drive that wall
between abortion and family planning
and just do family planning and not
take the lives of innocent, unborn chil-
dren by way of abortion.”
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Mr. Chairman, I hope Members will
accept this amendment. They did so
just about a month ago. | hope when
Mrs. MEYERS offers the amendment on
behalf of the abortion rights people,
that that will be defeated by this body.
I suspect we will get to that momen-
tarily.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Smith amendment. Recently, a woman
in my district called my office to let
me know that her 12-year-old daughter
was in her room crying. My young con-
stituent was upset because she had re-
cently learned about 13 Chinese women
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being held in Bakersfield, CA, who had
fled the brutal birth quota system im-
posed by the totalitarian government
in the People’s Republic of China. My
young constituent was shocked to
learn that these women were in danger
of being sent back to China by the
Clinton administration where they
would face possible arrest and forced
sterilization.

This is a very distressing situation
and it is even more distressing when we
take into account that our tax dollars
are being used by the United Nations
Population Fund for so-called family
planning activities in China.

The Smith amendment will ensure
that none of the moneys will be avail-
able to the United Nations Population
Fund unless the President certifies
that the UNPF has terminated all ac-
tivities in China or, during the 12
months preceding, there have been no
abortions as the result of coercion by
government agencies.

The Smith amendment would also
ensure that none of the moneys sent to
the UNPF may be used to fund any pri-
vate, nongovernmental, or multilateral
organization that directly or through a
subcontractor performs abortions in
any foreign country, except to save the
life of the mother or in cases of rape
and incest.

Now some may claim that this is a
gag rule on family planning assistance.
However, this is not the case, abortion
is not considered a family planning
method and should not be promoted as
one, especially by the United States.
Recently, the State Department de-
cided that the promotion of abortion
should be a priority in advancing U.S.
population-control efforts. This is un-
acceptable to the millions of Ameri-
cans who do not view abortion as a le-
gitimate method of family planning
and do not support Federal funding of
abortion except to save the life of the
mother or in cases of rape and incest.

We also need to reinstate what was
known as the Mexico City policy which
prohibits funds to organizations unless
they certify that they do not perform
abortions in any foreign country ex-
cept in the cases cited above. Most re-
cipients of U.S. population assistance
readily agreed to these terms from 1984
to 1993 and we are not reducing the
funding level for real international
population assistance.

In a time when 69 percent of the
American public opposes Federal fund-
ing for abortion we desperately need to
clarify congressional intent so that it
cannot be disregarded by those who
seek to fund abortion on demand
throughout the world. | urge my col-
leagues to support the Smith amend-
ment as written. Vote ‘“no” on the
Meyers amendment, which will strike
two of the three subsections of the
Smith amendment.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Smith amendment and in
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support of the Meyers amendment. Mr.
SMITH’s amendment is an extreme
piece of legislation that aims to end
family planning aid overseas.

Mr. SMITH claims that his amend-
ment simply cuts abortion funding.
What Mr. SMITH has not told you is
that abortion funding overseas has
been prohibited since 1973. His amend-
ment would cut abortion funding from
its current level of zero to zero.

Therefore, Mr. SMITH’S amendment
must be after something more. That
something is family planning.

One of the most important forms of
aid that we provide to other countries
is family planning assistance. No one
can deny that the needs for family
planning services in developing coun-
tries is urgent and the aid we provide is
both valuable and worthwhile.

The world’s population is growing at
an unprecedented rate. In 40 years our
planet’s population will more than dou-
ble. As a responsible world leader, the
United States must do more to deter
the environmental, political, and
health consequences of this explosive
growth.

And let us not forget what family
planning assistance means to women
around the world. Complications of
pregnancy, childbirth, and unsafe abor-
tion are the leading killers of women of
reproductive age throughout the Third
World. One million women die each
year as a result of reproductive health
problems.

Each year, 250,000 women die from
unsafe abortions.

Only 20 to 35 percent of women in Af-
rica and Asia receive prenatal care.

Five hundred million married women
want contraceptives but cannot obtain
them.

Most of these disabilities and deaths
could be prevented.

The Smith amendment is extreme in
that it would defund family planning
organizations that perform legal abor-
tions—even if the abortion services are
funded with non-U.S. money.

It would also impose a gag rule on
U.S. based organizations and indige-
nous nongovernmental organizations
that provide U.S. family planning aid
overseas. The gag rule is written so
broadly that it would prohibit the pub-
lishing even of factual information
about maternal morbidity and mortal-
ity related to unsafe abortion.

Finally, the Smith amendment cuts
funds to the UNFPA, an organization
that provides family planning and pop-
ulation assistance in over 140 coun-
tries. The pretext for the Smith
amendment is that the UNFPA oper-
ates in China, and therefore the fund-
ing must be cut. However, the law cur-
rently states that no United States
funds can be used in UNFPA’s China
program. Mr. SMITH is clearly using the
deplorable situation in China as an ex-
cuse to eliminate funding for this high-
ly successful and important family
planning organization. The UNFPA is
in no way linked to reported family
planning abuses in China, and should
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not be held hostage to Mr.

anti-abortion rhetoric.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
Smith amendment. It is an extreme
piece of legislation that, no matter
how Mr. SMITH tries to disguise it, is
ultimately intended to end U.S. family
planning assistance overseas. A vote
for the Smith amendment is a vote
against sensible, cost-effective family
planning programs.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MEYERS OF KAN-
SAS TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.
SMITH OF NEW JERSEY
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. MEYERS of
Kansas to the amendment offered by Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey: In the new section pro-
posed to be inserted in the bill by the amend-
ment—

(1) strike subsection (a) and (b); and

(2) in subsection (c), strike the subsection
designation and caption.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, there are three parts to the
amendment of the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. My amendment
would not change the gentleman’s pro-
vision about UNFPA in China. So if
you do not want to give family plan-
ning money to China, you can safely
vote for my amendment. Neither Mr.
SMITH nor | would give money to
UNFPA unless they totally cease ac-
tivities in China.

However, the remaining two parts to
Mr. SMITH’S amendment are terrible in
their impact on the poorest of the poor
women of the world. The Smith amend-
ment says that no matter how sick or
malnourished these women are, no
matter that they are carrying a seri-
ously malformed fetus, they cannot
have a health service in their poor
women’s clinic that others could have
if they could afford to pay their doctor.

It is not as if these women have any
place else to go. In many cases, they
could not afford to go to a hospital or
another doctor, and in many cases,
there is no hospital and there is no
other doctor. The door the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SmITH] would
slam shut in the face of poor, sick
women is the only door there is.

There are NGO’s and there are health
care professionals that will work under
these circumstances. But think how
hard it is for these health care profes-
sionals when they must sentence a
woman to life-long health problems, or
force a woman to carry a child for
months that they know would probably
live only a few hours. And they have to
do this in order to receive American
support.

But those NGO’s that are most effi-
cient and that are located in most
countries simply cannot and do not op-
erate this way. And that is why the
Smith amendment is not an anti-
abortion amendment, but an anti-fam-
ily planning amendment.

I would ask my colleagues to focus
on the fact that not one cent of Amer-
ican foreign aid money has been used
to pay for an abortion since 1973. Not
one cent of foreign aid money has been
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used to pay for an abortion. But the
Smith amendment is not satisfied with
that, and the gentleman’s amendment
says you cannot provide an abortion
for the sickest woman, even if it is paid
for with private money.

It is a harsh amendment, denying
health services and limiting family
planning services to those who need
our help the most, those in Bangladesh
and Cameroon, where the average num-
ber of children for a woman of child
bearing age is five, five children; in
Malawi, where the average number of
children for a woman of child bearing
age is seven; in Rwanda, where the av-
erage number of children is eight. This
is a cruel and a harsh amendment.

The other portion of the Smith
amendment is a gag rule, and it would
go far beyond what any supporter of
free speech and the Democratic process
could support. It would prohibit a
group of Filipino women in the Phil-
ippines who suggest to their senator
that abortion should be allowed in
cases of rape or incest from helping us
provide family planning. We could not
give them money.

It could prohibit a group of Indian
women who urge the Indian Health
Ministry to make legal abortions safer
by requiring that they be done in li-
censed clinics or hospitals. They could
not receive American family planning
assistance. It could prohibit a Kenyan
organization that tries to promote
family planning by pointing out the
risk of unsafe abortions from getting
any family planning assistance from
America on the grounds that opposing
unsafe abortion could be construed as
advocating change in Government poli-
cies.

Mr. Chairman, | am leaving out the
portion regarding China, because |
know many Members feel divided on
this issue. But the other two portions
of this amendment are so onerous that
I beg my colleagues to support my
amendment to change the Smith
amendment.

I also must comment, Mr. Chairman,
that if my amendment does not pass, |
am going to be forced to oppose this
bill. I do not want to. | have supported
foreign aid every single time since |
have been here, but | cannot do it in
the face of these two terrible affronts
to the women of the world.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number or
words.

Mr. Chairman, before | do so and
speak as to the amendments, this is an
issue that we have just previously dis-
cussed when we had the authorization
bill. We have discussed it in this Con-
gress many times. | do not believe that
it would be fair to the House if we took
an elongated time to rehash what has
already been said many times.

Therefore, | am going to ask unani-
mous consent that all debate on this
amendment, the Smith amendment and
the Meyers amendment to the Smith
amendment, end in 1 hour.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, | reluc-
tantly object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to inquire of the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. WILSON], is there a
reason why he wants to prolong the de-
bate?

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, there
are many Members on our side that
want to speak. | would advise the gen-
tleman also that the ranking member
of the full committee is at the White
House at a meeting, and he has specifi-
cally requested that we provide time
for him to speak.
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Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, | will
just briefly say that if you are in favor
of supporting abortions in foreign
lands, basically with taxpayer money,
then you should vote for the Meyers
amendment. 1 am not. I am going to
vote against the Meyers amendment.

If you are not in favor of using tax-
payers’ money in foreign lands for
abortions, then support the Smith
amendment, which | plan to do. | am
not going to take a lot of time of the
House. | think | have previously done
that as to my position and why. But |
would say that | feel very strongly on
the issue. | do believe that the House,
I hope, will vote in favor of life and not
abortion.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of the Smith amendment. My
friend from New Jersey is offering es-
sentially the same amendment which
was adopted in this House on May 24,
during consideration of the American
Overseas Interests Act. It is a much-
needed amendment. | hope this House
will continue to support it.

As my colleagues know, the music
had barely stopped playing at the inau-
gural ball when President Clinton
kicked off his international abortion
campaign. Literally hours after assum-
ing office, the new President sought to
overturn long-standing pro-life policies
espoused by both the Reagan and the
Bush administrations. The Smith
amendment seeks to bring that 2%-
year campaign to a halt.

It makes it less likely that United
States tax dollars will pay for coerced
abortions in China and in other coun-
tries. Voluntary abortion is bad
enough, but forcing a woman to have
an abortion is an absolute crime
against humanity. It is an abomina-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, the Smith amendment
will restore some of the well-reasoned
pro-life policies that the U.S. Govern-
ment insisted on before President Clin-
ton was sworn into office. |1 urge my
colleagues to resoundingly support the
Smith amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. CHABOT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, | would just like to bring to the
attention of the Members that one of
the provisions that my good friend
from Kansas strikes reads as follows:
Funds would not be provided to any
private, nongovernmental, multilateral
organization until that organization
certifies that it does not and will not,
during the period for which the funds
are made available, violate the laws of
any foreign country concerning the cir-
cumstances under which abortion is
permitted, regulated or prohibited.

I am astounded that my good friend
would offer an amendment that tries to
protect U.S. taxpayers from providing
funds to an organization that would
willfully and knowingly violate laws in
a sovereign nation vis-a-vis its abor-
tion policy.

There was a working group, a report
on the working group that was put out
by the IPPF federation, based in Lon-
don, that had language that went like
this in one of their recommendations:
Family planning associations and
other nongovernmental organizations
should not use the absence of law or
the existence of an unfavorable law as
an excuse for inaction. Action outside
of the law, and even in violation of the
law, is part of that, is the process for
stimulating change.

In other words, IPPF has admonished
its affiliates to break the law. The
Smith language that would be gutted
by the gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs.
MEYERS] said that if we give money to
those organizations that violate the
sovereign laws of nations, let me also
remind Members, 95 to 100 countries
around the world, including the over-
whelming majority in our hemisphere,
protect the lives of their unborn chil-
dren from the violence of abortion. All
of Central America, virtually, South
America have laws or constitutional
amendments on the books that protect
their unborn children.

IPPF says violate those laws. It is
right here in black and white as a rec-
ommendation from the IPPF based out
of London. Mrs. MEYERS would cut
that.

I would like to ask the distinguished
gentlewoman, why does she want to
cut language that says, let us not vio-
late the law of other nations?

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CHABOT. | yield to the gentle-
woman from Kansas.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, as | said, no abortions have been
performed with American money since
1973, and NGO'’s follow the laws of the
country that they are in. We have not
had problems with people breaking
laws of the country that they are in. If
the country allows abortions, NGO’s,
some of them will, in order to get
American money, will not provide
abortions. Some simply cannot operate
that way. So they cannot receive our
money so they cannot do as effective a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

job with family planning, which cer-
tainly leads to more abortions.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, | yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey, [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, that was not an answer. IPPF has
said to its own affiliates, action out-
side of the law and even in violation is
part of the process of stimulating
change. They are telling their people to
violate the law. Again, my amendment
simply says, we do not want to contrib-
ute to an organization that gets in-
volved in that kind of law breaking.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
the Smith amendment and in support
of the Meyers amendment. | think that
it is very important on all issues that
we debate in this House that we have
some truth in advertising. This issue
that the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SMITH] has raised zeros and zero.
Since 1973, the taxpayers of this Nation
have not funded abortions overseas.
Let me repeat that. Since 1973, the U.S.
taxpayer has not funded abortions
overseas. We are not going to start
doing that now.

What Mr. SMITH is proposing is to go
after family planning. Any thinking
person in this country and around the
world recognizes that one of the great
environmental issues that faces not
only this Nation but around the globe
is the issue of overpopulation. If, in
fact, if, in fact, we want abortions re-
duced, then we should recognize that
around the world, especially the great-
est and the most powerful nation on
the face of this earth should give lead-
ership on the issue of family planning.

When family planning takes place,
then that begins to resolve so many of
the problems that we extend our hand
in aid for.

So every Member of this House, re-
gardless of where they are on the issue
of abortion or choice, should under-
stand that it is not a debate about pub-
lic dollars going to fund abortions
overseas. That is not what this issue is
about.

Mr. SMITH seeks to knock out family
planning. And people in this country
overwhelmingly understand and appre-
ciate what the issue of family planning
can bring about.

So | rise in support of the Meyers
amendment. | think it is important. |
think that it is straightforward. |
think it speaks to the direction that
we need to move. | applaud the leader-
ship that she had given on it. | think
that every Member of the House should
again understand that Mr. SMITH is not
going after stopping any U.S. tax dol-
lar for abortions. For my entire 5 min-
utes | should have repeated one sen-
tence and one sentence only. He is
going after family planning. No tax
dollar was used since 1973 for abortions
overseas.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.
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Mr. Chairman, | yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE].

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | do not
know how the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] can make it any
clearer. These are not difficult ideas.
Abortion is not a proper part of family
planning. Family planning has to do
with getting pregnant or not getting
pregnant. But once you are pregnant,
it is a different situation. Then if you
want to move into abortion, you are
Killing a life once it has begun.

Now, the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SMITH], nor myself, nor Members
speaking on this side of the issue, are
not against family planning. We are
against dollars going to organizations
that promote abortion, that counsel
abortion, but we are the biggest sup-
plier of family planning around the
globe. We have been, and we still will
be. But we want to help organizations
that do not counsel nor perform abor-
tions, whether it is with the money we
give directly or whether it is with fun-
gible funds.

We are for family planning, properly
understood, which does not include
Killing an unborn child once it has
begun. That ought not to be too com-
plicated. | congratulate the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. | hope
his amendment prevails, and | thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, the
bill provides $25 million to the UNFPA,
but we should not send one penny to an
organization that not only condones,
but praises China’s brutal family plan-
ning program. In 1991, the executive di-
rector of the UNFPA, Dr. Nafis Sadik,
referring to China’s population control
policies, said that she “‘was deeply im-
pressed by (China’s) efficiency.” She
wanted to, and | quote, ““employ some
of these (Chinese) experts to work in
other countries and popularize China’s
experiences in population growth con-
trol and family planning.”

With that attitude, | do not think the
United States should provide any aid
to the UNFPA until it quits China pol-
icy. The American people do not want
to subsidize an organization which not
only collaborates with forced abortions
and sterilizations, but heartily con-
dones such policies.

Nor do the American people want
their tax dollars spent in support of or-
ganizations that perform abortions in
other countries or engage in activities
to alter existing laws on abortion in
these countries.

I commend the language adopted in
the recently passed authorization bill
that restores the restrictions on abor-
tion funding. Now, | urge the support of
my colleagues for the Smith amend-
ment to restore consistency between
what we say and what we do. The
Smith amendment will send a clear
message to the UNFPA and other orga-
nizations: The United States will not
condone coercive family planning poli-
cies. This is not an issue of pro-life or
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pro-choice—it’s an issue of whether
American taxpayer dollars should be
used for forced abortions. | urge my
colleagues to vote for the Smith
amendment and against the Myers
amendment.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MANZULLO. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding, and | would like to ask
the gentleman if it is his understand-
ing, and also the gentleman might
want to ask the gentlewoman from
Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS]. It is my under-
standing that the Meyers amendment
to the Smith amendment is identical
in its language as far as China is con-
cerned, that in regard to China there is
no issue. The gentleman addressed the
China issue, but we are talking about
the Meyers amendment, which, as | un-
derstand it, is identical to the Smith
amendment as far as China is con-
cerned.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, it
goes to the overall funding of the
UNFPA.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANZULLO. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, we are actually debating the un-
derlying amendment and the Meyers
amendment. The gentlewoman from
Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS] would cut two-
thirds of the amendment out of the un-
derlying amendment.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, as far
as China is concerned, it is the same.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. It leaves
that alone, but it goes after the Mexico
City policy and the lobbying policy.

Mr. WILSON. But China is not
issue.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. For some
Members there will be no time after
the vote on the Meyers amendment
where my underlying amendment will
be debated. So all the debate has to be
now, while both amendments are pend-
ing.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANZULLO. 1| yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Kansas.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. The reason
that | did not address UNFPA and
China is because | recognized that a
number of Members are truly divided
on that issue and so | left the Smith
provision just as it is. If they vote for
my amendment, the Smith provision
will remain.

an
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Smith amendment to H.R.
1868 and to support the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Kansas
[Mrs. MEYERS] to the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New Jer-
sey.
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Mr. Chairman, | believe it is impor-
tant that my colleagues truly under-
stand that the goal of the Smith
amendment is not to prohibit U.S.
funds from being spent on abortion ac-
tivities. Current law already prohibits
U.S. funds from being spent on abor-
tion activities, and this has been the
case for over 20 years. The true aim,
Mr. Chairman, of the Smith amend-
ment is to totally eliminate family
planning aid overseas.

Mr. Chairman, this is an extreme
amendment. It is extreme because it
would take U.S. funds away from orga-
nizations that perform legal abortions
or participate in any other abortion-re-
lated activities, using their own funds,
not using Federal funds, using their
own funds.

The implication of this staggering
U.S. aid amendments, Mr. Chairman,
would be doing away with U.S. aid to
organizations for pre- and postnatal
care, as well as for programs to reduce
unwanted pregnancy, combat childhood
diseases, prevent the spread of HIV and
AIDS. All of this would be cut off com-
pletely if the organizations provide
legal abortion-related services, paid for
with their own funds, not paid for with
Federal funds.

How can proponents of this amend-
ment claim that they are interested in
the welfare of children and women
when this amendment will harm criti-
cal programs that prevent unwanted
pregnancy and improve the health of
needy children around the world? If
anything, this amendment will result
in more unwanted pregnancies and sick
children, not less.

Mr. Chairman, the American people
do not want the U.S. Congress to sup-
port extreme amendments which en-
danger the health of the world’s chil-
dren increase unwanted pregnancies,
and force women to resort to unsafe
abortions. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, |
urge my colleagues to vote against this
extreme and dangerous amendment, an
amendment that would eliminate fam-
ily planning aid overseas, and vote in
support of the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs.
MEYERS].

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of the Meyers amendment and
against the Smith amendment. Discus-
sion has occurred a little earlier about
the fact that this bill would not ban
the UNFPA money, and as has been ex-
plained and | will reiterate, it does re-
tain the ban on the UNFPA, so it is un-
like the defense authorization that has
been stated earlier.

The amendment that is offered by
the gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs.
MEYERS] does not affect the restric-
tions the gentlewoman from New Jer-
sey has proposed for the U.N. popu-
lation fund. I also want my colleagues
to be aware that these amendments
have nothing to do with abortion fund-

ing.
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Under the Helms amendment, U.S.
law already forbids the use of U.S.
funds to perform abortions or to lobby
on abortion policy. This has been men-
tioned earlier. It does need to be reiter-
ated, so we understand what we are dis-
cussing and voting on today. The effect
of the amendment is to gut U.S. family
planning programs. The result will be
more abortions, not fewer.

The Smith amendment would deny
funds to women’s health groups which
use their own funds to perform abor-
tions or lobby their governments on
abortion policy, but the effect would be
to kill family planning programs. As a
matter of fact, none of those groups
violate the laws of the foreign coun-
tries. That has been authenticated. For
example, in terms of the effect of kill-
ing family planning programs, a uni-
versity providing contraceptive train-
ing to hospitals in the former Soviet
Union to counter the high rate of abor-
tion would be ineligible for funding be-
cause the hospital provides legal abor-
tions funded from other sources. An In-
dian women’s health clinic lobbying
that nation’s health ministry with its
own funds to provide safer conditions
for legal abortion would be funded.

A recent Los Angeles Times article
demonstrated how family planning
clinics in the Ukraine reduced the
number of abortions, reduced the num-
ber of abortions. Ukrainian women av-
erage two abortions for every live
birth. The average woman will have
four of five abortions during her life-
time. Some will have as many as 10 or
more. By making available safe and re-
liable family planning information and
contraceptives, a Kiev clinic reports
that only 25 of pregnant women coming
to the clinic had abortions, a high
number, of course, but the average for
the rest of the country was 60 percent.
Sixty percent. This is but one example.

However, there are a number of simi-
lar clinics around the world which we
are helping to fund, and by giving
women the opportunity to regulate
their own fertility, we have reduced
the number of abortions, while empow-
ering women to manage and space their
pregnancies as best suits their needs
and the needs of their families. It helps
them also to educate their family.

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] will say that family planning
money will still be available, and that
is true, but the effect of his amend-
ment will be that the money will be
channeled through foreign government
health ministries, with all of the prob-
lems of corruption, mismanagement,
and bureaucracy which they entail.
This approach would also run counter
to the philosophy of this Congress,
which has been seeking to reduce the
intrusion of government into people’s
lives and families’ lives.

The Smith amendment, an inter-
national gag rule indeed, endangers
women’s health and will deny women
and couples access to family planning
information, and will increase, not de-
crease, abortions. Mr. Chairman, | urge
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Members to join me in support of the
Meyers amendment and against the
Smith amendment.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, this entire discussion
of the Meyers amendment is a good one
in that it explains to the Congress
what family planning is all about. The
Meyers amendment | strongly support.
| strongly oppose the Smith amend-
ment. Let me tell the Members why,
Mr. Chairman.

The Meyers amendment ends U.S.
funding for the U.N. Family Planning
Agency unless it ends its activities in
China or the President certifies there
have been no coerced abortions in
China in the preceding 12 months. The
amendment language on the UNFPA in
China is identical to the language in
the Smith amendment.

The Congress should be aware of the
fact that U.S. law for over 20 years has
prohibited U.S. funding for abortions

overseas. The Meyers amendment
would in no way affect this ironclad
policy.

The Smith amendment goes beyond
current law and imposes restrictions
on this kind of organization, on the
kind of organization that can receive
U.S. funds for family planning. What
that essentially says, Mr. Chairman, is
that the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SMITH] my dear colleague, he went
to Washington and now he wants to go
out of the country with the imposition
of this rule.

It says that the United States cannot
provide any money to any organization
that performs legal abortions, even if
the organization does not use U.S.
funds. The Meyers amendment strikes
these restrictions, which go beyond
current law.

Let us look at the practical effect of
the Smith amendment. The reality is
that a lack of adequate access to fam-
ily planning tragically often leads to
abortion. I came up through a day
where women went into back rooms
and into corners and into alleys and
performed illegal abortions. It was a
travesty on the health of these women.
The Smith amendment would cut off
some of the most effective family plan-
ning organizations, because they pro-
vide legal abortions with their own
funds. It would cut off clinics and hos-
pitals that provide family planning if
they also provide safe and legal abor-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, this whole approach is
shortsighted and counterproductive,
particularly in Third World countries
and in the poor areas of the world, with
only limited medical services of any
kind. The law of unintended con-
sequences is alive and well in the
Smith amendment. It is unintended,
Mr. Chairman, but yet it is there.
Therefore, | strongly support the Mey-
ers amendment, and | strongly oppose
the Smith amendment, and | am ask-
ing of the Congress to please vote
against the Smith amendment and for
the Meyers amendment.
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Mr.
reg-

Mrs. SMITH of Washington.
Chairman, | move to strike the
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | stand in strong sup-
port of the Smith amendment and
against the Meyers amendment. |
think that one important thing to look
at is that this bill does not cut inter-
national family planning, this amend-
ment, by one red cent. I merely goes
back to the 1980’s, when we had the
Mexico City policy. Under that policy,
and | want to take a look, because we
hear all family planning is going to go
away, and | am a strong advocate for
family planning. We hear it will all go
away.

However, during the 1980’s, every
budget cycle under the Mexico City
plan, every year family planning went
up, every year under the Mexico City
plan. That did not gut it, and all the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] is saying is let us go back to
the Mexico City plan.

I listened, and Members would think
that both sides of the aisle, all the peo-
ple speaking, agree that abortion
should not be performed with Federal
American folks” money in other coun-
tries. however, we support family plan-
ning. The Mexico City policy, for Mem-
bers that maybe do not remember,
went into effect in 1984 under a plan of
action which was adopted by the Inter-
national Conference on Population
that was held in Mexico City. They ba-
sically said that in no case should
abortion be promoted as a method of
family planning. All this does is say
that again.

President Clinton took those words
out, and made our dollars available for
abortion funding. We hear about radi-
cal discussions and things being radical
and gutting. Let us come back to what
is really happening. The American peo-
ple, and | will tell the Members, in the
early 1970’s, | supported abortion. |
supported Roe versus Wade, because |
believed abortion should be rare, and in
the case of the mother’s life, should be
allowed. | was promised it would never
be, never be for family planning, never
be for convenience, and never replace
personal responsibility.

Today, Mr. Chairman, it is now fam-
ily planning. If Members agree with me
that it should not be, no matter where
Members are on abortion, should not be
family planning, then vote for the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Jdersey [Mr. SMITH]. The
amendment just says we all agree in
different places on the abortion issue
and disagree in other places, but we do
not want our money especially sent to
foreign countries to pay for abortion.

Let us return to the Mexico City pol-
icy, reject, reject the Meyers amend-
ment from a very nice lady who | just
do not agree with, and support the
final amendment, the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.
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Mr. Chairman, let me begin by saying
how much | admire the integrity and
advocacy that the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] brings to all issues,
and particularly to matters of human
rights. My disagreement with him on
his amendment in this case is simply
as a matter of policy. | admire him
greatly for his strength of character
and conviction in matters that he feels
very deeply about.

However, Mr. Chairman, this is an
appropriations bill. It is designed to de-
termine funding levels for the upcom-
ing fiscal year for various programs au-
thorized elsewhere by the Committee
on International Relations, the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, and others. It is not an authoriz-
ing bill, and authorizing language
should not be part of it.

Mr. Chairman, unfortunately while
the Committee on Rules produced an
open rule for this bill, it also specifi-
cally carved out protection for this
amendment, which is clearly out of
order without this extraordinary pro-
tection. Everyone in this Chamber has
an interest in preserving the integrity
of the system, and for procedural rea-
sons, we should oppose the Smith
amendment.

Moreover, | oppose the Smith amend-
ment on policy grounds. The United
States is presently the largest inter-
national family planning donor, pro-
viding more than $600 million last year
alone. U.S. voluntary family planning
funds are being used to provide mil-
lions of couples access to safe, effective
contraceptive services worldwide.

The U.S. programs have worked. In
Kenya, where the United States has
had a very large program, there was a
20-percent reduction in family size in
just 4 years. In Bangladesh, the contra-
ceptive prevalence rate went from 5
percent in 1975 to 40 percent in 1993,
and there was a decline in fertility
from 6.7 births per woman to 4.9 during
that time. In Egypt, the average num-
ber of children per family has declined
from 5.8 to 3.9 between 1960 and 1994.

These family planning services also
help decrease the demand for abortion
all across the globe and help couples
time and space pregnancies to enhance
the chance of their baby’s survival.
And in allowing women to control their
bodies, these programs save the lives of
many women. Approximately 200,000
women die each year from unsafe abor-
tions. Increased access to information
and contraception is the only proven
way to decrease unwanted pregnancies
and give women control over their own
lives and destinies.

For example, in Ukraine, where a
small Planned Parenthood clinic is
providing scarce contraceptive edu-
cation and services, there is evidence
that the incidence of abortion is de-
creasing.

The Smith amendment does nothing
to help prevent abortion. When the
same Mexico City policy was in effect
between 1985 and 1993, there was no de-
crease in the number of abortions
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worldwide. Instead, more women re-
sorted to unsafe abortions and hun-
dreds of thousands a year died. The
Smith amendment simply interferes
with the delivery of effective family
planning programs whose purpose is to
reduce the incidence of unwanted preg-
nancy and the need for abortion.

The fact is that none of the funds in
this bill may be used for abortion now.
With the Smith amendment, none of
these funds may be used for abortion,
but the Smith amendment goes fur-
ther. It aims to kill family planning
overseas by gutting U.S. participation
in multilateral and bilateral popu-
lation programs.

I urge Members to support the second
degree amendment offered by Rep-
resentative MEYERS. The Meyers
amendment strikes the section of the
Smith amendment that prohibits
NGO’s from using their own funds to
attempt to influence official policies in
other countries or to provide legal, safe
abortions in countries where they are
legal. It is the equivalent of telling
U.S. defense contractors that they may
not use their own funds to lobby Con-
gress if they receive any Federal de-
fense contracts.

| oppose the use of U.S. funds to per-
form abortions and | am a strong and
consistent supporter of the Hyde
amendment. | would not vote for a bill
that allowed the use of any U.S. fund-
ing for selective abortions. | support
the Meyers amendment because it re-
tains tough safeguards but ensures that
essential family planning programs are
funded.

| also oppose the Smith amendment
whether the Meyers amendment pre-
vails or not. The Smith amendment
places restrictions so tough on the
UNFPA that U.S. funds will almost
certainly not go to it. UNFPA fills in
the holes where AID does not work and
even in nations like China, plays a con-
structive role. UNFPA is a multilateral
organization. It does not have the dis-
cretion to simply pull out of China at
will.

The Smith amendment, | believe, is a
thinly veiled attempt to stop the Unit-
ed States from working with other de-
veloped nations to provide voluntary
family services to couples in develop-
ing nations because if we do not fund
UNFPA, our funds do not go to 140
other nations beyond China that do not
have forced abortions.

Mr. Chairman, | would urge the Mem-
bers to support the Meyers amendment
and oppose the Smith amendment.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

(Mr. BEILENSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong opposition to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SmMITH] and in support
of the amendment of the gentlewoman
from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS].

Mr. Chairman, contrary to what pro-
ponents of this amendment argue, this
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is not about curbing abortion. It is
about denying millions of women ac-
cess to family planning services, the
very services that help avert abortion.
It is about cutting population funding
in real terms to its lowest level in 25
years. It is about reinstating a policy
that has proven to increase the inci-
dence of abortion.

The fact remains that without this
amendment, U.S. funds do not pay for
abortions. That has been said a number
of times today, but it bears repetition.
For over 20 years, Federal law has pro-
hibited any U.S. funds from being used
for abortions, or to promote abortion.
H.R. 1868 retains that prohibition.

The only real impact of the Smith
amendment would be the disruption of
the delivery of effective family plan-
ning programs that prevent unwanted
pregnancies. These are programs which
help reduce the incidence of abortion.

The effect of the amendment will be
to deny millions of women access to
family planning and along with that
access to prenatal care, safe delivery
services, maternal and infant health
programs, treatments for infertility,
and STD prevention services.

And it will result in hundreds of
thousand of abortions that would have
been averted if these women had had
access to the basic health services the
Smith amendment would deny them.

According to USAID, the funding re-
ductions for population programs in
this bill, together with this amend-
ment, will likely result in an estimated
1.6 million unwanted pregnancies per
year, resulting in 1.2 million unwanted
births, 8,000 maternal deaths, and more
than 350,000 abortion per year.

All of us would like to reduce the in-
cidence of abortion as well as the stag-
gering number of maternal deaths due
to unsafe abortions. The Smith amend-
ment would do the opposite. During the
years the so-called Mexico City policy
was in effect, which from 1985 to 1993
prohibited funding to organizations
that perform abortions with private
funds, there was an increase in the
number of abortions worldwide because
in the absence of access to family plan-
ning services, more women resorted to
abortion and in the absence of informa-
tion about safe abortion, more women
resorted to unsafe abortions which
cause more maternal deaths.

Proponents of this amendment assert that
the only organizations that will be affected by
this policy will be the International Planned
Parenthood Federation [IPPF] and the
Planned Parenthood Federation of America
[PPF], two of the most effective and well-re-
spected worldwide providers of family planning
and reproductive health services. While both
will survive the loss of U.S. funds, the real im-
pact of this amendment will be felt by small
local organizations in developing countries that
rely on U.S. funds or on private funds from
U.S. contributors who are forced to abide by
this policy.

When the Mexico City policy was in
effect, over 50 grant-receiving affiliates
of International Planned Parenthood
Federation lost their USAID funding.

H 6455

In many cases, these family planning
associations were the most uniquely
important sources of services and in-
formation for their countries. For ex-
ample, in India, which will soon be the
most populous country in the world,
family planning assistance was signifi-
cantly curtailed because the most re-
spected and effective Indian family
planning organization was unable to
comply with that policy.

The Smith a