
Pog^jitt
S^tittcg

★
W

ED
N

ESD
A

Y
,M

A
R

C
H

27,1996
/PA

G
E

A
19

Bigbucksforinternationalabortion
,

.
*

—
o

o
i

nf
thft

P
eo

n
le's

R
en

u
b

lic
of

effective
in

ley
C

hristopherH.Sm
ith

explain
the

current
proposal

—
backed

by
the

C
linton

adm
inistra

tion
and

by
a

narrow
m

ajorityin
the

Senate
—

to
give

hundreds
of

m
il

lions
ofdollars

to
abortion

providers
for

th
e

ostensible
purpose

of
p

re-.
•veritihg'abortions.

H
ere's

how
th

e
proposal

cam
e

about:T
his

January,
C

ongress
and

the
president

reached
a

com
pro

m
ise

on
the

difficult
question

of
funding

for
international

popula
tion

control,w
ith

particular
refer

ence
to

internationalabortion
fund

in
g

.T
h

e
H

o
u

se
h

ad
voted

sev
eral

tim
es

to
condition

U
.S.

funding
for

population
control

activities
on

restoring
the

"M
exico

C
ity

Policy"
—

a
prohibition

againstfunding
for

eign
organizations

thatperform
or

prom
ote

abortion
as

a
m

ethod
of

fam
ily

planning.
T

he
H

ouse
had

also
v

o
ted

to
co

n
d

itio
n

its
su

p
p

o
rt

for
the

U
nited

N
ations

P
opulation

Fund
(U

N
FPA

)on
an

end
to

U
N

FPA
supportfortheforced

abortion
pol

icy
of

the
People's

R
epublic

of
C

h
in

a.
.

T
h

e
H

ouse
provisions

reco
g

m
zea

that
m

oney
is

fungible.
T

he
fiction

advanced
by

the
other

side
—

that
international

population.control,
agencies

can
use

bookkeeping
devices

to
spend

"their"
m

oney
on

effective
in

preventing
cultural

im
perialism

by
the

abortion
lobby.

In
1989,a

N
ew

Y
ork

T
im

es
article

com
plained

thatthe
policy

had
led

to
"a

near
halt

in
the

liberalization
.ofabortion

law
s

in
the

third
w

orld
countries"

because
international

pro-abortion
organizationsthathad

form
erly

devoted
substantial

resourcesto
pressuring

third
w

orld
'governm

ents-to
change

their
law

s

1
k

j
to

spend
a

half-billion
dollars

for
a

w
orldw

ide
educational

paign
to

help
people"stop

sifioking,
1ordrinking,orgam

bling.A
nd

then
5suppose

the
presidentused

m
ostof

»the
m

oney
for

m
ultim

illion-dollar
grants

to
tobacco

com
panies,

or
liquorm

anufacturersorcasinos.H
e

m
ightpointoutthatthese

w
ere

the
1people

w
ho

really
knew

the
busi-

;ness.The
com

panies
w

ould
surely

1prom
ise

notto
use

the
grantm

oney
Ito

m
ake

or
prom

ote
their

products.
•!N

evertheless,w
ould

anyone
blam

e
1C

ongress
forholding

up
the

m
oney

iuntil
the

president
agreed

to
find

grantees
w

ho
w

ere
in

a
different

iilin
e

o
f

w
ork?

•
'ifnot,th

en
p

erh
ap

s
som

eone
can

•i
'

'Rep.
C

hristopher
H

.Sm
ith

is
a

,N
ew

Jersey
R

epublican.

f
t

ab
o

rtio
n

s,
a
n

d
m

o
n

e
y

o
n

C
J
U

U
l

t
l
U

l
l
O

,
U

IA
U

everything
else—

ignoresthisreal-
ity.U.S.taxpayers

do
notw

anttheir^
m

oney
going

toorganizations
w

hich
support

the
brutal

PR
C

program
;

w
hich

them
selves

perform
abor

tions;orw
hich

seek
to

exportabor
tion

to
countries

th
atcu

rren
tly

pro
tect

th
eir

u
n

b
o

rn
children.

If
population-control

organizations
insist

that
they

w
ant

population
•

m
oney

only
for

fam
ily

planning
activities

unrelated
to

abortion,they
could

do
so

under
the

H
ouse

provi
sions

by
getting

outofthe
abortion

b
u

s
in

e
s
s
.

T
h

ere
is

stro
n

g
ev

id
en

ce
th

at
w

h
en

th
e

M
exico

C
ity

P
olicy

w
as

m
effect

from
1984

to
1992,

it
w

as


