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tax poor people in America, to go over
and impose our ideas and our beliefs on
other people’s culture, and we have
been doing this now for several dec-
ades, and a lot of resentment has been
building up. There is no constitutional
authority for programs like this. There
is nowhere in the Constitution where
we can find any justification for us im-
posing our will on other people in this
manner.

But worst of all, if funds are used for
birth control and other funds are saved
and then they are used on abortion, it
is in a way indirectly supporting abor-
tion.

Later on we will vote on another
amendment to curtail the use of funds
for abortion, and I will support the
amendment of the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] in this regard be-
cause we hope that that would at least
help, but one way where we can assure
and not worry about it would be to pass
this amendment and not send any
money over in the first place because it
is not authorized, it is not permissible,
it is not moral, and there is a lot of re-
sentment toward us for these very,
very reasons.

The issue that always comes up is
that the people need help, but there are
a lot of voluntary associations in this
country that are willing to help. If we
feel compelled to help poor nations in
their birth control effort, it can be
done through voluntary means, not
through coercion, not taking by force
money from people who have philo-
sophic and religious and social beliefs
against these programs that we are im-
posing on others.

So this is a program that should be
just abolished. It should be stopped. We
should not send any funds over there.
This argument that we can control the
way funds are being spent once they
are overseas, we are kidding ourselves
when we use that argument. We really
lose control of these funds once they
get into the hands of other govern-
ments or agencies that are dealing
with these problems overseas.

Typically, programs that are run by
governments and international govern-
ments do not work very well, and these
programs have done very poorly. At
the same time, there are poor countries
around the world that have car loads,
millions, of condoms sitting around
that are not used. They cannot get sur-
gical gloves to do surgical procedures.
There are countries reported in Africa
where they do not have penicillin, and
yet they have all the birth control pills
that they want.

So I argue that this program is un-
necessary, unconstitutional, it is an
abuse of the rights and beliefs of so
many Americans, and it is not well re-
ceived overseas. The best thing we can
do is just take the money away from
these programs, take the $385 million
and return it to the American tax-
payers. This would be a far better way
to use this money other than aggravat-
ing, antagonizing people in other coun-
tries.

What would we think if some foreign
government came over and decided
that our inner cities were over-
populated and they wanted to impose
some population controls and some
birth control methods on the inner
cities? I am sure there would be a
strong objection to that.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
very strong opposition to the amend-
ment, as proposed, by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. PAUL]. If enacted, the
Paul amendment would cause death
and suffering for millions of women
and children whose lives and well-being
depend on the availability of family
planning and health service supported
under USAID’s population assistance
program. Over 580,000 women die annu-
ally, 1 woman every minute, of causes
related to pregnancy and childbirth.
Family planning can prevent 25 percent
of all maternal and infant deaths by
avoiding unintended pregnancies and
spacing births.

The Paul amendment would close the
most effective avenue to prevent abor-
tions. Certainly we all consider abor-
tion a failure, and if we want to reduce
the number of abortions, we should
support family planning.

The World Health Organization esti-
mates that 40 percent of unintended
pregnancies end in abortion. That is a
tragedy. Family planning enables cou-
ples to prevent unintended preg-
nancies. Large declines in numbers of
abortions have occurred due to the ex-
pansion of family planning services in
many countries across the globe, in-
cluding South Korea, Chile, Hungary,
Russia, Kazakhstan, Ukraine, Colom-
bia, and Mexico. This amendment
would end a 30-year program that is
recognized as one of the most success-
ful components of U.S. foreign assist-
ance.

And this is not about the United
States going to another country and
forcing anything on anyone. This is a
voluntary program that the countries
asked for. And again, to reference the
remarks of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PAUL], we are not later going to be
voting on any amendment that will
curtail funds for abortion. The discus-
sion in this bill is about curtailing
funding for family planning.

More than 50 million couples in the
developing world use family planning
as a direct result of this program, and
the average number of children per
family has declined more than one-
third since the 1960’s. Three out of four
Americans surveyed in 1995 wanted to
increase or maintain spending on fam-
ily planning for poor countries.

I urge our colleagues to reject over-
whelmingly the ill-advised Paul
amendment and to support inter-
national family planning.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, while I have every re-
spect for the philosophy of the gen-
tleman from Texas, and I share his
views on abortion, I do not think that
is what this debate or this amendment

addresses. Indeed, I feel like I have
made a giant and major impact on the
elimination of AID funds for abortion
anywhere in the world. As a matter of
fact, my bill says that none of the
funds of this bill may be used for an
abortion, period.

So this is not an abortion issue; this
is a family planning issue, because
some feel like that if they go into a
country and through educational proc-
esses they will eliminate the need for
abortions, and they well may be right.

So do not imply to anyone in this
body or anyone in this audience watch-
ing today that the bill that I wrote per-
mits abortion in any fashion because it
absolutely restricts it. Abortions for
family planning purposes cannot be
performed with any of the money any-
where in this bill, period, flat no.

Now when I took this committee over
as chairman several years ago, Mr.
Chairman, if I had come to you and
said to you and the proponents of the
right to life, said, I am going to cut
funding for family planning by up to
half, then I would have been heralded
as a hero.

1400

Now I have done that, only to be ad-
dressed on the floor as a proponent of
abortion, which I am not.

So I would submit to this Congress
and to the gentleman from Texas,
while I agree with his views with re-
spect to the right to life, he is abso-
lutely wrong in his allegation that any
of this money for family planning pur-
poses can be used for abortion. It does
not, it cannot, it will not, and never
will as long as I am chairman of this
committee.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would op-
pose the gentleman’s amendment, indi-
cating to the Members that the restric-
tion is already there and that we have
cut family planning significantly over
the period of time that I have used. If
you use 1995 figures, we have cut $518
million from family planning activi-
ties.

So I think we have done an outstand-
ing job, and I would urge my colleagues
to vote against this amendment.

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

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I do not
want to imply that the gentleman has
permitted or endorsed or encouraged or
the bill says directly there are funds
here for abortion. I will concede that.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, if the gentleman
would answer my question, is there
anything in this bill that leads the gen-
tleman to believe that any of this
money can be used for abortion any-
where in the world?

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I am ad-
dressing the fungibility argument.

Mr. CALLAHAN. The fungibility and
the tangibility of what is in this bill,
you cannot use any of this money for
abortions anywhere in the world. If the
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gentleman would concede to that
point, I would be happy to yield.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, that is
true directly, but indirectly the
fungibility argument is very impor-
tant. If you use funds for other things,
you say the governments and agencies
can use them for abortion. So you do it
indirectly.

Yes, it might be a little harder to
comprehend the fungibility argument,
but it is there. If we support a country
or a government or an agency that
does permit and endorse abortion and
they can use these funds for birth con-
trol pills, they can use their other
funds to do the abortion.

So, yes, the gentleman is correct
that directly there are no funds in this
bill that will provide for abortion. But
indirectly it opens up some funds and
makes them available for abortion.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, will the gentleman
admit that we have done a very favor-
able job in moving in the same direc-
tion the gentleman would like us to
move? Would the gentleman not admit
that since when I took over this com-
mittee we have saved $518 million? And
now we have reduced it, we have re-
duced it to a level of $385 million. I
think we have made significant inroads
and yet preserved the ability of agen-
cies to go into a country with limited
educational opportunities to give them
advice.

Maybe it can be through a church,
maybe it can be through abstinence
programs, but I do think education in
that manner actually denies the prob-
ability of abortions even being pre-
sented. But if they were presented,
none of this money could ever be used
under any circumstance for an abor-
tion anywhere in the world for family
planning purposes.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman would yield further, the effi-
ciency of the programs are to be ques-
tioned. If you look at the Norplant pro-
gram, they put this Norplant in hun-
dreds of thousands of women. It is not
a good medication. I have personal ex-
perience from it. Then they use that as
an example of the reason to promote it
in the United States.

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

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TORRES. I yield to the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I once again reiterate
my opposition to the Paul amendment
and support the statement of our chair-
man, Mr. CALLAHAN.

As this Congress should know by
now, because it has been reiterated on
this floor, no money in this bill can be
used for abortion. That is the Helms
language. That is the law of the land.
Let us be clear.

So we want to take it to a fungibility
place. I hope that Mr. PAUL will sup-

port the Gilman-Pelosi-Campbell
Lowey-DeLauro-Slaughter-Greenwood
proposal on the floor tomorrow, which
addresses the fungibility issue very di-
rectly.

First of all, I do not think it needs to
be addressed. But for those who need
that comfort and clarification, I am
pleased to be a supporter of that
amendment. In that amendment it says
that none of the funds would go to or-
ganizations that do not promote abor-
tion as a method of family planning
and that utilize these funds to prevent
abortion as a method of family plan-
ning. It puts these conditions on re-
ceiving the funds; also, it says, except
in the case of organizations that do not
promote abortion as a method of fam-
ily planning.

So there is nothing about fungibility
here. This is about organizations that
promote family planning and discour-
age the use of abortion for family plan-
ning. So fungibility is not a principle
that applies here.

But if we are going to use the prin-
ciples of fungibility, we are opening a
door for many issues across the board
in this bill and every other bill that
comes along. I do not know that this
Congress wants to go down that path.

But I am pleased to say that the
amendment that will be offered tomor-
row as an amendment to the Smith
amendment will clarify, once and for
all, this is not about fungibility. It is
about family planning, and none of the
money goes to any organization, unless
they are promoting family planning
and discouraging abortion as a tool for
that.

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I would also go on
record opposing the amendment of the
gentleman from Texas. I want to reit-
erate, as the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia has said, that I will support her
amendment tomorrow.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PAUL].

There are so many reasons to support
this amendment, an amendment whose
time has come. This amendment will
eliminate funding for all population
control activities overseas. We have
spent hour upon hour in this Chamber
debating the many issues surrounding
foreign aid, which includes the funding
for international family planning.

There are many problems with the
U.S. taxpayer spending nearly $400 mil-
lion every year for international popu-
lation control activities. One very ob-
vious and practical problem that can-
not be ignored is that the taxpayer
simply cannot afford this type of pro-
gram any longer.

I wish I could count the number of
times I have come to the floor to speak
out in one way or another against ex-
cessive Federal spending and Govern-
ment intervention. Every time I im-
plore Members of this body to consider

how we are sabotaging our children’s
futures, how we slowly but surely chip
away at any prospects for a solid finan-
cial foundation every time we vote to
spend more and more tax dollars on in-
appropriate and unconstitutional pro-
grams without any regard to the re-
ality of our Federal Government’s fi-
nancial situation.

But there is an even bigger problem
than one simply associated with dol-
lars. This problem is more fundamental
to the appropriate role of the Federal
Government as defined by the Con-
stitution.

Some might say that many provi-
sions of this appropriations bill fall
outside of the guidelines given to us by
the Constitution. Some might say that
a debate of that nature goes beyond the
scope of this amendment.

I think we should talk about the Con-
stitution more. I think that every time
we consider a bill, an amendment, a
motion to instruct conferees, every
time we take any legislative action, we
should remember our oath to uphold
the Constitution. This means that
sometimes, even when things sound
like a great idea or the perfect solution
to a problem facing our constituents
back home, or faceless and nameless
individuals suffering thousands of
miles away, we have to show some re-
straint, if only because we are not em-
powered to act outside the legislative
walls erected for us by our Founding
Fathers.

Furthermore, I believe that inter-
national population control funding is
not even a good idea. What concerns
me greatly is that it appears that
many of my colleagues have simply ac-
cepted the assertions of the population
control lobby when they constantly
and unfailingly contend that over-
population is the cause of nearly all of
the world’s human suffering.

For decades, we have heard doomsday
predictions that the Earth’s population
is growing so much, to the point that
we will soon be unable to sustain this
rate of growth. Make no mistake about
it and do not be misled. This is not an
overcrowded planet. Too many people
are not the problem.

I would assert, however, that those
more interested in redistributing
wealth and power have everything to
lose if the myth of an unsustainable
population explosion is debunked. I
would further contend that sound pub-
lic, policy based on real science, not
misguided public and political maneu-
vers and schemes based on radical
environmentalism, is the answer to the
world’s hunger and environmental
problems. Flooding Third World devel-
oping and developed countries with po-
tentially harmful contraceptives and
family planning information, while ap-
pearing to meet a very humanitarian
need, is such a misguided policy.

There have been numerous reports
about the atrocities many women have
suffered, all under the auspices of fam-
ily planning. We have seen women in
the slums of Bangladesh and Haiti who




