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1Sec. 212(a)(3) [8 U.S.C. Sect. 1182(a)(3)] re: terror-
ism and Sec. 212(a)(3)(C) re: foreign policy.

1Sec. 212(a)(3) [8 U.S.C. Sect. 1182(a)(3)] re: terror-
ism and Sec. 212(a)(3)(C) re: foreign policy.

We strongly support the bill’s basic
premise that persons involved in political
murders be denied entry to the United
States. But, we believe this language raises a
number of problematic legal issues, may
weaken the ability of the U.S. to deal with
extrajudicial killers, and may even make it
easier to evade prosecution. We also wish to
note that the substance of these provisions
appear to be covered by existing law. As a re-
sult, we urge you to strike this contentious
language and avoid the confusion and litiga-
tion guaranteed to result if it becomes law.

U.S. Code currently grants the Secretary
of State the legal authority to deny a visa
from individuals that the Secretary believes
have engaged in extrajudicial killings. The
Secretary of State can deny a visa applica-
tion based either on anti-terrorist or foreign
policy grounds.1 A decision to deny a visa
based on these grounds is not reviewable by
any court.

In fact, the Secretary of State in the con-
sular offices in the field already maintains a
list of people who fall into one of these two
exclusionary categories. This list, commonly
known as the ‘‘lookout book’’ is kept by
every American consulate. If your name is in
the lookout book, the consular officer will
deny your visa application.

The DeWine Amendment lists specific indi-
viduals, specific dates, and specific factual
allegations. Although this may seem to focus
the legislation and get tough on the alleged
killers, in fact this language limits the abil-
ity of a prosecutor to bring these killers to
justice. Any skilled attorney would recog-
nize how any one of these named individuals
could escape justice if the fact or dates cited
turned out to be incorrect. By writing the
legislation so narrowly Mr. DeWine and his
cosponsors risk giving human rights abusers
a legal escape hatch.

Beyond the legal problems with this pro-
posed legislation, we also believe the DeWine
amendment fails on moral grounds. In limit-
ing the focus to Haiti this legislation fails to
convey a universal condemnation against
extrajudicial and political murders. We be-
lieve it is imperative to communicate our
country’s worldwide aversion to political as-
sassinations. It is a matter of principled pol-
icy making to deny entry to all persons in-
volved in political assassinations, whether
they be from Bosnia, Russia, Guatemala,
Haiti or anywhere else in the world.

We hope you agree with our analysis of
this bill. We urge you to strike this amend-
ment from the proposed legislation. We look
forward to working with you on this impor-
tant issue.

Sincerely,
John Conyers; C.B. Rangel; James E.

Clyburn; William J. Jefferson; Julian
C. Dixon; Bobby Rush; Maxine Waters;
Edolphus Towns; Ronald V. Dellums;
Earl F. Hilliard; John Lewis.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, September 25, 1997.

Hon. LEE HAMILTON,
Ranking Member, House International Rela-

tions Committee, Washington, DC
We are writing in reference to amendment

383 of S. 903, the Senate Foreign Affairs Re-
form Act, offered by Senator DeWine. This
provision would seek to deny entry into the
United States to those whom the Secretary
of the State ‘‘has reason to believe is a per-
son who has been credibly alleged to have or-
dered, carried out, or materially assisted in
extra judicial and political murders’’ in
Haiti.

We strongly support the bill’s basic
premise that persons involved in political

murders be denied entry to the United
States. But, we believe this language raises a
number of problematic legal issues, may
weaken the ability of the U.S. to deal with
extra judicial killers, and may even make it
easier to evade prosecution. We also wish to
note that the substance of these provisions
appear to be covered by existing law. As a re-
sult, we urge you to strike this contentious
language and avoid the confusion and litiga-
tion guaranteed to result if it becomes law.

U.S. Code currently grants the Secretary
of State the legal authority to deny a visa
from individuals that the Secretary believes
have engaged in extrajudicial killings. The
Secretary of State can deny a visa applica-
tion based either on anti-terrorist or foreign
policy groups.1 A decision to deny a visa
based on these grounds is not reviewable by
any court.

In fact, the Secretary of State in the con-
sular offices in the field already maintains a
list of people who fall into one of these two
exclusionary categories. This list, commonly
known as the ‘‘lookout book’’ is kept by
every American consulate. If your name is in
the lookout book, the consular officer will
deny your visa application.

The DeWine Amendment lists specific indi-
viduals, specific dates, and specific factual
allegations. Altough this may seem to focus
the legislation and get tough on the alleged
killers, in fact this language limits the abil-
ity of a prosecutor to bring these killers to
justice. Any skilled attorney would recog-
nize how any one of these named individuals
could escape justice if the fact or dates cited
turned out to be incorrect. By writing the
legislation so narrowly Mr. DeWine and his
cosponsors risk giving human rights abusers
a legal escape hatch.

Beyond the legal problems with this pro-
posed legislation, we also believe the DeWine
amendment fails on moral grounds. In limit-
ing the focus to Haiti this legislation fails to
convey a universal condemnation against
extra judicial and political murders. We be-
lieve it is imperative to communicate our
country’s worldwide aversion to political as-
sassinations. It is a matter of principled pol-
icy making to deny entry to all persons in-
volved in political assassinations, whether
they be from Bosnia, Russia, Guatemala,
Haiti or anywhere else in the world.

We hope you agree with our analysis of
this bill. We urge you to strike this amend-
ment by the proposed legislation. We look
forward to working with you on this impor-
tant issue.

John Conyers; C.B. Rangel; James E.
Clyburn; William J. Jefferson; Julian
C. Dixon; Bobby Rush; Maxine Waters;
Edolphus Towns; Ronald V. Dellums;
Earl F. Hilliard; John Lewis.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, last year’s attempts
by some in Congress to tie the Mexico City
Policy to the issues of funding for the United
Nations (UN) and the International Monetary
Fund (IMF) this week come back to haunt
those of us who believe in the sanctity of
human life, the inviolability of US Sovereignty,
and the rights of the U.S. taxpayers to keep
the fruits of their own labor. This week, we
see, the ‘‘grand deal’’ struck which will see lib-
erals back down from their opposition to Mex-
ico City Language in exchange for conserv-
ative members voting to support funding of the
United Nations, affirmative action, peacekeep-
ing activities, and the National Endowment for
Democracy.

MEXICO CITY POLICY DETAILED
The Mexico City Policy was drafted in the

Reagan years as an attempt to put some limi-

tations on US foreign aide being used for cer-
tain abortions overseas. While I believe that
those who put this policy forward were well-
motivated, I believe that time has shown this
policy to have little real effect. I have contin-
ued to vote for this policy when it came up as
a stand alone issue in this Congress because,
by itself, its effect tends to be positive rather
than negative, as I say, I consider it largely in-
effective.

I believe that the only real answer to the
concerns of sovereignty, property rights, con-
stitutionality and pro-life philosophy is for the
United States to totally de-fund any foreign aid
for international ‘‘family planning’’ purposes. I
introduced a resolution to that effect in 1997
and we received 154 votes in support of cut-
ting off this unconstitutional funding program.

In fact, the deficiencies of the Mexico City
Policy are such that the pro-family conserv-
ative group Concerned Women for America
has withdrawn its support for the Mexico City
Policy all together. This, in part, due to the
fact that while the policy requires more cre-
ative accounting, it does not, by any stretch of
the imagination, prohibit funding of many abor-
tions.

UNITED NATIONS
The United Nations is an organization which

frequently acts in a manner contrary to the
sovereign interests of the United States. As
such, I have sponsored legislation to get the
United States out of this organization.

Currently, the most pressing battle is to stop
the US from paying phony ‘‘back dues’’ which
we supposedly ‘‘owe’’ this organization. Con-
gressman ROSCOE BARTLETT put forward a bill
to stop any payment of this phony UN debt
and I proudly cosponsored Mr. BARTLETT’s leg-
islation.

LINKING THESE TWO ISSUES
We were able to put the breaks to the fund-

ing of the false UN debt and the IMF at the
end of the last session of Congress by linking
these items with the Mexico City Policy lan-
guage. For political reasons President Clinton
has steadfastly refused to sign any legislation
which contains any anti-abortion language at
all.

This linkage presented us with a short term
tactical victory but its long term costs are now
becoming quite apparent. In linking these two
issues together an opportunity for a ‘‘deal’’ has
become apparent, a deal which will com-
promise principles on several fronts.

THE SO-CALLED ‘‘BARGAIN’’
The so-called bargain here is maintaining

the flawed Mexico City language in exchange
for paying the alleged back-dues to the United
Nations. But this, from a true conservative
standpoint, is a double negative. In a world of
so-called give-and-take, this is a double-take.
This is no bargain at all. Obviously, the Mex-
ico City policy is riddled with fungibility holes
in the first place. Moreover, it is morally repug-
nant to undermine our nation’s integrity by
trading votes in this fashion. Worse still, it is
now apparent how willing ‘‘some’’ members
have become to water the Mexico City Policy
down still further in order to get President Clin-
ton to sign legislation which shouldn’t exist in
the first place. Even the abortion restrictive
language has been diluted to state that ‘‘the
President could waive the restriction on fund-
ing groups that perform or promote abortion,
but such a waiver would automatically reduce
total U.S. funding for family planning activities
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to $356 million, 11% less then current appro-
priations. In other words, Abortion is A-O-K if
done with 11% fewer taxpayer dollars. Now
that’s not worth compromising principle.

‘‘PEACEKEEPING’’
This compromise authorizes $430 million for

U.S. contributions to our ‘‘police the world’’
program carried out through various arms of
the United Nations. International peacekeeping
operations are currently ongoing in the Middle
East, Angola, Cambodia, Western Sahara,
and the former Yugoslavia. Additionally, the
measure authorizes $146 million to inter-
national operation in the Sinai and Cypress.

ADDTIONALLY
This ‘‘agreement’’ authorizes $1.8 Billion for

multilateral assistance in excess of the pre-
viously mentioned contribution to the United
Nations; $60 million dollars for the National
Endowment for Democracy; $20 million for the
Asia Foundation; $22 million for the East-West
Center for the study of Asian and Pacific Af-
fairs; $1.3 billion for international migration
and refugee assistance and an additional
$160 million to transport refugees from the re-
publics of the former Soviet Union to Israel.
Also, $100 million is authorized to fund radio
broadcasts to Cuba, Asia and a study on the
feasibility of doing so in Iran.

Lastly, foreign policy provisions in this report
suggest an ever-increasing role for the United
States in our current police-the-world mental-
ity. Strong language to encourage all emerg-
ing democracies in Central and Eastern Eu-
rope to join NATO area amongst these provi-
sions in the conference report. It also author-
izes $20 million for the International Fund for
Ireland to support reconciliation, job creation,
investment therein. For Iraq, the bill authorizes
$10 million to train political opposition forces
and $20 million for relief efforts in areas of
Iraq not under the control of Hussein.

Apparently contrary to the first amendment,
the conference report contains language that
the U.S. should recognize the Ecumenical Pa-
triarchate in Istanbul, Turkey, as the spiritual
center of the world’s 300 million Orthodox
Christians and calls upon the Turkish govern-
ment to reopen the Halki Patriarchal School of
Theology formerly closed in 1971. ‘‘Congress
shall make no law respecting an establishment
of religion * * * (Except abroad?)

CONCLUSION
Fortunately, many genuinely conservative

pro-life and pro-sovereignty groups are making
it known that they do not support this so-called
‘‘compromise.’’ I, for one, refuse to participate
in any such illusion and oppose any effort to
pay even one penny of U.S. taxpayer dollars
to the United Nations, subsidize family plan-
ning around the world, and intervene at U.S.
taxpayer expense in every corner of the globe.

Ms. DANNER. Mr. Speaker, I regret the fact
that H.R. 1757, The State Department Author-
ization Conference Report, was passed today
on the floor of the House of Representatives
by a voice vote, thereby authorizing payments
to the United Nations by the United States of
$819 million over fiscal years 1998 through
2000.

This legislation also includes language that
would forgive up to $107 million in U.N. pay-
ments to the United States for U.S. military
contributions in peacekeeping efforts. I do not
believe that this widely-disputed amount takes
into account all of the costs and expense in-
curred by the taxpayers of the United States
in various peacekeeping missions.

I am very disappointed that I did not have
an opportunity to cast a recorded vote on this
measure. Had I been given the opportunity to
cast a vote on this legislation in a rollcall vote,
I would have voted against H.R. 1757.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, like many of
my colleagues I am not completely happy with
the final version of this bill. However, I have
been around here long enough to know that
some times you have to take what you can
get.

While I am no fan of the United Nations,
and I have serious reservations about paying
any of the so-called debt to the U.N., we have
an opportunity to make some very substantive
changes to our nation’s foreign policy regard-
ing abortions. We need to seize this oppor-
tunity.

By ensuring that the Mexico City Policy is
written into law we will send an important
message of how much we cared and under-
stood the needs of the unborn. For far too
long, we have allowed the President to pro-
vide foreign aid to organizations that promote
the use of abortion, even in countries that
have laws on the books prohibiting the proce-
dure. This is wrong, and by passing H.R.
1757, we can hopefully put a stop to it.

I understand that voting ‘‘Yes’’ on this bill is
a tough pill to swallow. But, if we don’t take
action today, millions of abortions will occur
around the world with the assistance of U.S.
taxpayer dollars. This is unconscionable and it
is time Congress stopped it. Vote ‘‘yes’’ on
H.R. 1757.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong opposition to the Conference
Report on H.R. 1757, the Foreign Affairs Re-
form and Restructuring Act. All I can think of
as I stand before you this afternoon is ‘‘here
we go again.’’ It is disheartening to see certain
Members of this body once again hold funding
to meet our nation’s commitment and invest-
ment in foreign affairs hostage to provisions
placing stringent and unacceptable restrictions
on funding for international family planning.
And once again, those Members are inac-
curately attempting to characterize this as a
vote about abortion.

Proponents of the Conference Report on
H.R. 1757, the Foreign Affairs Reform and Re-
structuring Act wrongly claim that release of
family planning funds without restrictions will
allow U.S. aid to support abortion services
abroad. These funds, however, can not by law
be used to provide or promote abortions. Pro-
ponents of this legislation argue that funding is
fungible, but the Agency for International De-
velopment has a rigorous process to ensure
that the current ban on the use of U.S. funds
for abortions is adhered to and that no U.S.
funds are spent on abortion services.

Funds to support family planning are not
funds for abortions. Family planning funds are
used to provide contraceptives to persons who
would otherwise not have access to them.
Family planning funds support education and
outreach on family planning options, family
counseling, health care, and technical training
for personnel. These funds help to improve
the health and increase the survival rate of
women and children during pregnancy, in
childbirth, and in the years after. Family plan-
ning allows parents to control the number of
children that they have and the timing of those
births. And in so doing it allows women the
opportunity to reach beyond the walls of their
homes, to get an education and to work out-
side of the family.

A recent report of the Rockefeller Founda-
tion argued that devoting less time to bearing
children, reducing family size, and improving
the health and survival of women and children
results in better economic prospects in devel-
oping countries. Withholding these funds will
reduce access to contraception and in so
doing increase unintended and unwanted
pregnancies. Experience demonstrates that as
unintended pregnancies increase, so does the
abortion rate.

In fact, U.S. funding to Hungary has coin-
cided with a 60% reduction in abortions in that
country. In Russia, increased use of contra-
ceptives has led to a 30% reduction in abor-
tions.

My colleagues, this is not a vote on abor-
tion. A vote against this Conference Report is
a vote to provide more options and opportuni-
ties for the people of developing nations
around the world. Once again we are here de-
bating language that will codify a global gag
rule—language that is clearly unacceptable to
pro-family planning Members of this Congress
and to the Administration and that the Admin-
istration has indicated that it will veto. For
these reasons, I call upon each Member to
signal their support for the health and welfare
of women, children and families and vote
against the Conference Report on H.R. 1757,
the Foreign Affairs Reform and Restructuring
Act.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to oppose the Foreign Affairs Reform
Act. In this time of competitive interests and
thoughts, the United States presence is more
important to world peace and progress then
ever before. As our world becomes more inter-
dependent than ever before the United States
must improve its relations. Most Americans
know this. We must not ignore the benefits of
cooperation nor must we ignore our own inter-
dependence and responsibility as a leading
nation to share the blessings of the entire
world.

Mr. Speaker, I wholeheartedly reject the
dangerous Mexico City Policy. It is my deter-
mination that any delay will cause serious, ir-
reversible and avoidable harm. We must re-
member that in the balance are the lives and
well-being of many thousands of women and
children and American credibility as the leader
in family planning programs around the world.

For half a decade anti-family planning law-
makers have attempted relentlessly to impose
the Mexico City Policy on organizations that
receive U.S. international family planning
money, and make this debate a referendum
on abortion. International family planning is not
about abortion. No U.S. dollars are used to
provide abortion services and in fact, access
to international family planning services is one
of the most effective means of reducing abor-
tion.

I oppose the provision which allows the U.S.
to renounce its full debt to the United Nations.
The United States is $321 million behind in its
payment. There is a great international game
is being played out here today. Why must we
continue to barter for the health and well being
of millions of people around the world? I think
it is the wrong time to do this and we will reap
disastrous results.

We must remember and act as though this
is an interdependent world. It cannot be over-
stated that building the Global Village and a
better world for the 21st century requires a
United Nations that is supported, fully funded,




