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The agreement reached between the White House and Congress meets our goals of paying our 
UN arrears with no negative impact on family planning programs. It is a positive step because: 

1. It will not interfere with family planning programs. The compromise restrictions 
imposed by Congress will not have a substantial impact on family planning programs in 
place around the world. 

2. It allows the President to waive the restrictions. The U.S. will spend $385 million 
this year on international family planning programs. Under the agreement, i f the 
President chooses to waive the restrictions imposed by Congress, a 3% cut in funding 
would result. 

3. It greatly benefits poor women and children by increasing debt relief and 
forgiveness. Under this agreement, the IMF's debt relief and forgiveness efforts to the 
world's poorest nations will be expanded. By providing for $90 million in international 
debt relief, the bill will help improve economic conditions for poor women and children 
around the world. 

4. It paves the way for us to pay our UN dues. We have worked for 7 years to pay our 
U.N. arrears. Faced with the threat of losing our vote in the UN General Assembly, it 
became critical that we reach a compromise with Congress to settle our UN arrears. 
Under this agreement, the UN will receive $926 million over 3 years. 

5. It allows us to carry out the President's family planning policy around the world. 
By settling our UN arrears, and thereby maintaining our vote in the UN General 
Assembly, the U.S. is guaranteed a strong voice in carrying out the Administration's 
family planning policy around the world. 

6. It protects our national security interests and world leadership role. By meeting our 
obligations to the UN, we can be confident that our national security interests will be 
protected, and that the U.S. will continue to maintain a leadership role within the UN and 
around the world. 

7. It will not go into permanent law. The agreement is only effective for this fiscal year -
it will expire on October 1, 2000. 

The President remains committed to supporting international family planning and a 
woman's right to choose. 



International Family Planning 

This file contains: 
• A memo that agues that the Smith Population Program Compromise cuts international 

family planning, thwarts free speech, and impedes the promotion of democratic 
values 

• A memo that advocates supporting the restoration of the U.S. contribution to the 
United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) 

• The United Nations Population Fund Whip List 
• A breakdown of Congressional members supporting or opposing International Family 

Planning Policy 
• Two articles published in Population Action International that discuss why the U.S. 

should restore funding for UNFPA and why the global gag rule undermines U.S. 
foreign policy and harms women's health 



The Smith Population Program "Compromise:" 
Cut International Family Planning, 

Thwart Free Speech, 
Impede the Promotion of Democratic Values 

Like the original Smith proposal, this one still would disqualify foreign 
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) from receiving U.S. family planning 
assistance if they - with their own funds - perform legal abortions or "engage in 
... effort[s] to alter the laws prgovemment policies of any foreign country 
concerning the circumstances under which abortion is permitted, regulated or 
prohibited." 

The "compromise" would allow the President to waive the ban on the 
performance of abortions. But as a consequence, funding for family planning 
assistance from all USAID sources would be cut by $44 million to $356 million 
overall. Both the funding cap and the policy restrictions would be written into 
permanent statutory law. 

The ban on speech and public information about abortion - whether pro or 
con ~ could not be waived. 

The so-called "lobby" ban, in fact, would go well beyond the common 
understanding of that term. The Smith language states that the ban "indudejsjjiot 
only overt lobbying for such changes [in abortion laws], but also such other 
activities as sponsoring...conferences and workshops on the alleged defects in the 
abortion laws, as well as the drafting and distribution of materials or public 
statements calling attention to such alleged defects" 

This proposal can only lead to more, not fewer, abortions, since it would result 
in cutting the funding for family planning therefore diminishing access to the 
single most effective means of reducing abortion. 

According to Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, the ban on speech "is 
basically a gag rule that would punish organizations for engaging in the 
democratic process in foreign countries and for engaging in legal activities that 
would be protected by the First Amendment if carried out in the United States." 

The Gag Rule is anti-democratic because a foreign NGO's eligibility for U.S. 
funds would be conditioned on the staffs willingness to be silent concerning a 
legitimate and critical public policy debate in their own country with their own 
funds about policy that affects them. Stifling the public debate - regardless of 



Examples of activities -paid for with non-US. funds - that would cause foreign 
NGOs or multilateral institutions to lose or be disqualified from US government 

support for their family planning efforts under Smith Gag Rule 

While advertised as a lobby ban, the Smith restriction actually goes far beyond 
limiting the basic right to engage in advocacy. 

• Ban on materials: 

A family planning association in Bolivia "drafts" and "distributes" a paper observing 
that half of all women in the La Paz maternity hospital are there being treated for the 
complications of having had illegal abortions, thus calling attention to the "defects" in 
Bolivia's abortion law. 

• Ban on "public statements:" 
• 

The president of an NGO in the Philippines that provides only natural family 
planning is antiabortion. She would violate the Smith gag rule i f she gives a radio 
interview - makes a "public-statement" - endorsing an antiabortion bill pending in the 
Philippine parliament. (The bill, which is supported by the health ministry, would define 
abortion as a crime equivalent to murder and punishable by the death penalty.) 

• Ban on "altering government policy:" 

The physicians who head the Russian Family Planning Association offer advice to 
their own government on how to "alter policy" to make abortion services- already legal 
in that country — safer. Many abortions in Russia still are performed under unsanitary 
and unhealthy conditions, causing unacceptably high rates of illness. While not 
addressing Russia's abortion law, these physicians would jeopardize their U.S. family 
planning support by seeking to alter "government policy" on abortion. 

This would set back the enormous progress made, thanks to donor assistance 
including USAID, in shifting Russians' reliance on abortion as a method of birth control 
towards use of contraception as a preferred means of controlling fertility. With the 
advent of contraceptive services there in 1988, the number of abortions has plummeted 
from 4.6 million annually to 2.5 million in 1997. 

• Ban on "altering laws:" 

Nepal, where abortion is completely illegal, may be the only country in the world that 
prosecutes women under its abortion law. Indeed, two-thirds of the women in Nepalese 
prisons are there for having had abortions. One is a 15-year-old rape victim whose 
family helped her terminate her pregnancy. She is now serving a twenty-year prison term 
for having had an abortion while the rapist remains free. The Family Planning 
Association of Nepal, whose primary mission is the provision of contraceptive services, 
is seeking to change its country's abortion law at least to the extent that the women are 
not prosecutable for committing homicide. 

Even antiabortion advocates in the U.S. maintain they oppose punishing the women, 
but under the Smith gag rule, the leading NGO advocating for the rights of these women 
in Nepal would be punished by the U.S. government. 



SUPPORT RESTORATION OF U.S. CONTRIBUTION 
TO THE UNITED NATIONS POPULATION FUND (UNFPA) 

The Subcommittee on International Operations and Human Rights reported a State Department 
authorization bill (H.R. 1211) that effectively prohibits any U.S. contribution to UNFPA. During 
full committee markup in the International Relations Committee, Rep. Tom Campbell (R-CA) will 
offer an amendment to strike the language in the bill and to restore a U.S. contribution to UNFPA. 

The Campbell substitute prevents U.S. funds from being used by UNFPA in China and reduces the 
U.S. contribution dollar-for-dollar by the amount UNFPA spends in China, unless the President 
certifies that the UNFPA program in China is being implemented in a totally voluntary manner. 
Pro-family planning members should support this substitute amendment and reject the restrictions 
on UNFPA contained in the subcommittee-reported bill, which would prevent a U.S. contribution 
to UNFPA. 

Provisions of the Campbell Amendment 

The substitute amendment authorizes the appropriation of a $25 million contribution to UNFPA in FY 
2000 and $35 million in FY 2001 under a strict set of conditions. None of the U.S. contribution to 
UNFPA may be used in China, and U.S. funds are maintained in a segregated account and may not be 
commingled with other UNFPA funds. UNFPA must also certify that it does not fund abortion. In 
addition, the U.S. contribution will be reduced dollar-for-dollar by the amount UNFPA spends in China 
unless the President certifies that UNFPA's country program in China: 

• focuses on improving the delivery of voluntary family planning infonnation and services; 
• conforms to internationally recognized human rights principles; 
• implements activities only in 32 counties in China where all targets and quotas have been 

abolished and coercive practices eliminated; 
• works in consultation with and under the oversight of its Executive Board, composed of 

representatives of 36 member-states including the United States; 
• subjects itself to regular independent monitoring; and 

• suspends operations in any county found to be in violation of program guidelines. 

Reasons to Support the Campbell Substitute: 

The subcommittee-reported bill guarantees that no U.S. contribution to UNFPA will be 
possible. Since UNFPA has had a program in China since January 1998 and even Chinese officials at 
their most defensive would not assert that no coerced abortions have taken place during the last year, 
the President cannot make either of the certifications required by the subcommittee-reported-bill. A 
continuation of the UNFPA funding cutoff, therefore, is not in doubt under the language. The 
Campbell substitute provides reasonable certification requirements. 

Under the substitute, no U.S. funds can be used by UNFPA in China or for coercive activities. 
One can only conclude that the true motivation of those who would insist on subcommittee-reported 
language is to prevent U.S. funding of UNFPA and to punish family planning programs in the more 
than 140 other developing countries in which UNFPA works. 

UNFPA is subjected to restrictions much more punitive than those imposed on other 
multilateral organizations working in countries guilty of human rights abuses. If the President 
fails to make the required certification under the substitute, the U.S. contribution to UNFPA will be 
reduced dollar-for-dollar by the amount UNFPA spends in China. The U.S. contributions to other 



UN agencies are reduced only by the United States proportionate share of the agency's program in the 
offending countries. 

• UNFPA is in no way connected to reported family planning abuses in China. Nearly all UNFPA 
assistance to China is administered by other UN organizations and by international non-governmental 
organizations. There is no reason to believe, and no evidence has ever been presented, that any 
international agency has been complicit in Chinese human rights abuses. Specifically, as confirmed 
by foreign aid officials during the Reagan Administration, UNFPA does not fund abortion or support 
coercive practices in any country, including China. 

• UNFPA does not condone or "cover up" coercion in China. When it considered renewal of the 
program in China, UNFPA's 36-member Executive Board carefully reviewed the program for its 
consistency with the human rights principles adopted at the 1994 International Conference on 
Population and Development (ICPD) and found it worthy of support. Most major donor countries 
believe that the Fund's emphasis on voluntary family planning is an important reason for UNFPA to 
continue to operate in China and that UNFPA's presence fosters international exposure and dialogue 
on objectionable Chinese practices. 

• The U.S. government should not, as a matter of principle, hold family planning and UNFPA 
hostage to a legitimate concern about the conduct of the Chinese government. There is well-
founded concern about China's family planning program—not UNFPA's. Therefore, these concerns 
should be placed on the U.S.-China bilateral agenda, along with other important human rights issues, 
and linked as appropriate to trade and other negotiations. 

Background 

UNFPA became a major target of U.S. anti-abortion groups following media reports of widespread 
coercion in the implementation of China's "one-child" policy beginning in 1984. Family planning 
opponents succeeded in pressuring the Reagan and Bush administrations to withhold U.S. support starting 
in 1986 because of the Fund's presence in China. In 1993, President Clinton, using his authority under 
the foreign aid legislation, restored funding to UNFPA on the condition that no U.S. funds can be used by 
UNFPA in China, and Congress has approved a contribution to UNFPA in every subsequent year through 
FY 1998. Last year, however, Congress explicitly prohibited a U.S. contribution to UNFPA in the FY 
1999 omnibus spending bill after UNFPA initiated a new country program in China after a two-year 
hiatus. 

UNFPA's countrv program in China 

The 32 counties where the UNFPA country program in China is operating are intended to serve as models, 
demonstrating to the Chinese government that couples will rationally plan their families even in the absence 
of government incentives and disincentives. The focus is on expanding the range of available contraceptive 
methods; training health workers in interpersonal counseling skills, informed consent procedures, and family 
planning methods; expanding safe delivery services and prenatal and postpartum care; and improving 
sexually-transmitted disease prevention efforts. 

The new program evolved during three years of consultations between UNFPA and the Chinese 
government, which requested assistance from the United Nations as it is entitled to as a member state. 
The two parties agreed that program activities would be conducted in accordance with the principles 
adopted by the world community at the ICPD, which strongly condemned the use of any form of coercion 
in national population programs. 
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UNITED NATIONS POPULATION FUND WHIP LIST 

Attached is a preliminary whip list constructed using members voting records on international population and family planning 
programs. For the new members of the 106lh Congress, members are categorized by what is known about their positions on relevant 
issues such as domestic reproductive rights. 

The classifications used in the whip list are based for incumbent members principally on their votes on seven international population 
and family planning votes—two pure family planning funding votes and five population policy votes (Mexico City/global gag rule, 
UNFPA)—that took place during the 105th Congress. Co-sponsors of H.R. 895 are underlined. 

What the Classifications Mean 

Pro Solidly supportive voting record, in most cases perfect. 

Leans Pro Fairly consistent supporter but some questions about reliability based on votes in prior Congresses or on related 
domestic issues. 

Mixed Voted in favor of international family planning on the two funding votes (February 1997 vote to release blocked 
family planning funds and September 1997 vote on Paul amendment to ejiminate all funding). On policy issues 
usually vote for both the pro-family planning substitute and the underlying Smith anti-family planning 
amendment. 

Leans Con Voted in favor of international family planning on the two funding votes but voted with anti-family planning 
members on the five policy-related votes. 

Con Solidly opposed voting record in most cases (except for about 40 members who were not prepared to vote to 
eliminate all family planning funding under the Paul amendment). 

Note: A small number of members are categorized according to specific information that is available on their views 
concerning UNFPA, such as Reps. Cooksey and Crowley. 
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Republicans—UNFPA Amendment 

Pro (29) Leans Pro (4) Mixed (11) Leans Con (7) 
Bass 55206 4 - Foley 55792 Bono 55330 Bereuter 54806 

Biggert 53515 Isakson 54501 -f- Cooksey 58490 Ganske 54426 

Bilbrav 52040 Lf iwJ- f Kuykendall 58820 Dunn 57761 Gekas 54315 

Boehlert 53665 Walden 56730 Fowler 52501 Granger 55071 

Campbell 52631 Gibbons 56155 Lewis (CA) 55861 

Castle 54165 - f Ose 55716 l^fcrJ-4- Miller (FL) 55015 

Davis (VA) 53376 Regula 53876 Skeen 52365 

Ehrlich 53061 Shaw 53026 

Franks 55361 Sweeney 55614 

Frelinghuysen 55034 Toomey 56411 Con (171)--see page 3 
Gilchrest 55311 Wilson 56316 

Gilman 53776 

Greenwood 54276 

Hobson 54324 

Hom 56676 

Houghton 53161 

Johnson (CT) 54476 

Kelly 55441 

Lazio 53335 

Leach 56576 

Morella 55341 

Porter 54835 

Prvce 52015 

Ramstad 52871 

Roukema 54465 

Shays 55541 

Thomas 52915 

Upton 53761 



Democrats—UNFPA Amendment 

Pro (167)—see page 4 
Leans Pro (5) 
Cramer 54801 

l _ ^ N 4 - Kleczka 54572 

• + McNulty 55076 

(JEMJ-f Neal 55601 

-V- Tanner 54714 

Mixed (6) 
Berry 54076 

- f Crowley 53965 

i-£fc>J4- Danner 57401 

4-Kaptur 54146 

I f i M H - Moakley 58273 

Obey 53365 

Leans Con (8) 
Bonior 52106 

UEAm- Borski 58251 

Hall (OH) 56465 

LGM-I- Kanjorski 56511 

Klink 52565 

Murtha 52065 

LEA»l-4- Oberstar 56211 

Traficant 55261 

Con (26) 
Barcia 58171 

Costello 55661 

Doyle 52135 

Goode 54711 

Hall (TX) 56673 

Holden 55546 
John 52031 
Kildee 53611 

Kucinich 55871 

LaFalce 53231 

Lipinski 55701 

Lucas (KY) 53465 
Mascara 54665 
Mclntyre 52731 

Mollohan 54172 

Ortiz 57742 

Peterson (MN) 52165 
Phelps 55201 
Rahall 53452 

Roemer 53915 

Shows 55865 

Skelton 52876 
Stenholm 56605 
Stupak 54735 
Taylor (MS) 55772 
Weygand 52735 



Republicans-UNFPA Amendment 

Con (171) 

Aderholt 
Cannon 

Ewing 
Hutchinson Metcalf 

Rogers 
Sununu 

Archer 
Chabot 

Fletcher 
Hyde 

Mica 
Rohrabacher Talent 

Armey 
Chambliss 

Forbes 
Is took 

Miller, Gary (CA) Ros-Lehtinen Tancredo 

Bachus 
Chenoweth 

Fossella 
Jenkins 

Moran (KS) Royce 
Tauzin 

Baker 
Coble 

Gallegly 
Johnson, S (TX) Myrick 

Ryan 
Taylor (NC) 

Ballenger 
Coburn 

Gillmor 
Jones (NC) Nethercutt 

Ryun 
Terry 

Barr 
Collins (GA) Goodlatte 

Kasich 
Ney 

Salmon 
Thornberry 

Barrett 
Combest 

Goodling 
King 

Northup 
Sanford 

Thune 

Bartlett (MD) Cook 
Goss 

Kingston 
Norwood 

Saxton 
Tiahrt 

Barton 
Cox 

Graham 
Knollenberg Nussle 

Scarborough Walsh 

Bateman 
Crane 

Green (WI) 
LaHood 

O:dey 
Schaffer 

Wamp 

Bilirakis 
Cubin 

Gutknecht 
Largent 

Packard 
Sensenbrenner Watkins 

Bliley 
Cunningham, Hansen 

Latham 
Paul 

Sessions 
Watts 

Blunt 
Deal 

Hastert 
LaTourette Pease 

Shadegg 
Weldon (PA) 

Boehner 
DeLay 

Hastings (WA) Lewis (KY) Peterson (P A) Sherwood 
Weldon (FL) 

Bonilla 
DeMint 

Hayworth 
Linder 

Petri 
Shimkus 

Weller 

Brady (TX) 
Diaz-Balart, 

Hayes 
LoBiondo 

Pickering 
Shuster 

Whitfield 

Bryant (TN) Dickey 
Hefley 

Lucas (OK) Pitts 
Simpson 

Wicker 

Burr 
Doolittle 

Herger 
Manzullo 

Pombo 
Smith (NJ) 

Wolf 

Burton) 
Dreier 

Hill (MT) 
McCollum Portman 

Smith (TX) Young (FL) 

Buyer 
Duncan 

Hilleary 
McCrery 

Quinn 
Smi~h (MI) 

Young(AK) 

Callahan 
Ehlers 

Hoekstra 
McHugh 

Radanovich Souder 

Calvert 
Emerson 

Hostettler 
Mcinnis 

Reynolds 
Spence 

Camp 
English 

Hulshof 
Mcintosh 

Riley 
Stearns 

Canady 
Everett 

Hunter 
McKeon 

Rogan 
Stump 



Democrats—UNFPA Amendment 

Pro (167) 

Abercromble Clay Fattah Kennedy Millender-McDona Sanchez Vento 

Ackerman Clayton Filner Kilpatrick Miller (CA) Sanders (IND-VT) Visclosky 

Allen Clement Ford Kind Minge Sandlin Waters 

Andrews Clyburn Frank Lampson Mink Sawyer Watt 
Baird Condit Frost Lantos Moore Schakowsky Waxman 
Baldacci Conyers Gejdenson Larson Moran (VA) Scott Weiner 

Baldwin Coyne Gephardt Lee Nadler Serrano Wexler 

Barrett Cummings Gonzalez Levin Napolitano Sherman Wise 

Becerra Davis (IL) Gordon Lewis (GA) Olver Sisisky Woolsey 

Bentsen Davis (FL) Green (TX) Lofgren Owens Slaughter Wu 

Berkley DeFazio Gutierrez Lowey Pallone Smith (WA) Wynn 
Berman DeCette Hastings (FL) Luther Pascrell Snyder 

Bishop Delahunt Hill (IN) Maloney (NY) Pastor Spratt 

Blagojevich DeLauro Hilliard Maloney (CT) Payne Stabenow 

Blumenauer Deutsch Hinchey Markey Pelosi Stark 

Boswell Dicks Hinojosa Martinez Pickett Strickland 
Boucher Dingell Hoeffel Matsui Porneroy Tauscher 
Boyd Dixon Holt McCarthy (NY) Price Thompson (MS) 

Brady Doggett Hooley McCarthy (MO) Rangel Thompson (CA) 

Brown CFl_) Dooiey Hoyer McDermott Reyes Thurman 

Brown (CA) Edwards Inslee McGovern Rivers Tiemey 

Brown (OH) Engel Jackson (IL) McKinnev Rodriguez Towns 

Capps Eshoo Jackson-Lee Meehan Rothman Turner 

Capuano Etheridge Jefferson Meek Roybal-Allard Udall (CO) 

Cardin Evans Jones (OH) Meeks Rush Udall (NM 

Carson Farr Johnson (TX) Menendez Sabo Velazquez 
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International Family Planning Policy 
U.S. House of Representatives 

106th Congress (Projected) 

Pro (199) 

Abercrombie, Neil (D-HI) Cardin, Benjamin (D-MD) 

Ackerman, Gary (D-NY) Carson, Julia (D-IN) 

Allen, Thomas (D-ME) Castle, Michael (R-DE) 

Andrews, Robert (D-NJ) . Clay, Bill (D-MO) 

Baird, Brian (D-WA)* Clayton, Eva (D-NC) 

Baldacci, John (D-ME) Clement, Bob (D-TN) 

Baldwin, Tammy (D-WI)* Clyburn, James (D-SC) 

Barrett, Thomas (D-WI) Condit, Gary (D-CA) 

Bass, Charles (R-NH) Conyers, Jr., John (D-MI) 

Becerra, Xavier (D-CA) Coyne, William (D-PA) 

Bentsen, Ken (D-TX) Cummings, Elijah (D-MD) 

Berkley, Shelley (D-NV)* Davis, Danny (D-IL) 

Berman, Howard (D-CA) Davis, Jim (D-FL) 

Biggert, Judy (R-IL)* Davis, III, Thomas (R-VA) 

Bilbray, Brian (R-CA) DeFazio, Peter (D-OR) 

Bishop, Sanford (D-GA) DeGette, Diana (D-CO) 

Blagojevich, Rod (D-IL) Delahunt, William (D-MA) 

Blumenauer, Earl (D-OR) DeLauro, Rosa (D-CT) 

Boehlert, Sherwood (R-NY) Deutsch, Peter (D-FL) 

Boswell, Leonard (D-LA) Dicks, Norman (D-WA) 

Boucher, Rick (D-VA) Dingell, John (D-MI) 

Boyd, Allen (D-FL) Dixon, Julian (D-CA) 

Brady, Robert (D-PA) Doggett, Lloyd (D-TX) 

Brown, Corrine (D-FL) Dooiey, Calvin (D-CA) 

Brown, Jr., George (D-CA) Edwards, Chet (D-TX) 

Brown, Sherrod (D-OH) Ehrlich, Robert (R-MD) 

Campbell, Tom (R-CA) Engel, Eliot (D-NY) 

Capps, Lois (D-CA) Eshoo, Anna (D-CA) 

Capuano, Mark (D-MA)* Etheridge, Bobby (D-NC) 



Evans, Lane (D-IL) 

Farr, Sam (D-CA) 

Fattah, Chaka (D-PA) 

Filner, Bob (D-CA) 

Ford, Jr., Harold (D-TN) 

Frank, Barney (D-MA) 

Franks, Bob (R-NJ) 

Frelinghuysen, Rodney (R-NJ) 

Frost, Martin (D-TX) 

Gejdenson, Sam (D-CT) 

Gephardt, Richard (D-MO) 

Gilchrest, Wayne (R-MD) 

Gilman, Benjamin (R-NY) 

Gonzalez, Charlie (D-TX)* 

Gordon, Bart (D-TN) 

Green, Gene (D-TX) 

Greenwood, Jim (R-PA) 

Gutierrez, Luis (D-IL) 

Hastings, Alcee (D-FL) 

Hill, Baron (D-IN)* 

Hilliard, Earl (D-AL) 

Hinchey, Maurice (D-NY) 

Hinojosa, Ruben (D-TX) 

Hobson, David (R-OH) 

Hoeffel, Joseph (D-PA)* 

Holt, Rush (D-NJ)* 

Hooley, Darlene (D-OR) 

Hom, Steve (R-CA) 

Houghton, Amo (R-NY) 

Hoyer, Steny (D-MD) 

Inslee, Jay (D-WA)* 

Jackson, Jr., Jesse (D-IL) 

Jackson-Lee, Sheila (D-TX) 

Jefferson, William (D-LA) 

Jones, Stephanie Tubbs (D-OH)* 

Johnson, Eddie Bemice (D-TX) 

Johnson, Nancy (R-CT) 

Kelly, Sue (R-NY) 

Kennedy, Patrick (D-RI) 

Kilpatrick, Carolyn (D-MI) 

Kind, Ron (D-WI) 

Kolbe, Jim (R-AZ) 

Kuykendall, Steven (R-CA)* 

Lampson, Nick (D-TX) 

Lantos, Tom (D-CA) 

Larson, John (D-CT)* 

Lazio, Rick (R-NY) 

Leach, Jim (R-IA) 

Lee, Barbara (D-CA) 

Levin, Sander (D-MI) 

Lewis, John (D-GA) 

Lofgren, Zoe (D-CA) 

Lowey, Nita (D-NY) 

Luther, Bill (D-MN) 

Maloney, Carolyn (D-NY) 

Maloney, James (D-CT) 

Markey, Edward (D-MA) 

Martinez, Matthew (D-CA) 

Matsui, Robert (D-CA) 

McCarthy, Carolyn (D-NY) 

McCarthy, Karen (D-MO) 

McDermott, Jim (D-WA) 

McGovern, James (D-MA) 

McKinney, Cynthia (D-GA) 

Meehan, Martin (D-MA) 

Meek, Carrie (D-FL) 

Meeks, Gregory (D-NY) 

Menendez, Robert (D-NJ) 

Millender-McDonald, J. (D-CA) 

Miller, George (D-CA) 

Minge, David (D-MN) 

Mink, Patsy (D-HI) 



Moore, Dennis (D-KS)* 

Moran, Jr., James (D-VA) 

Morella, Constance (R-MD) 

Nadler, Jerrold (D-NY) 

Napolitano, Grace (D-CA)* 

Obey, David (D-WI) 

Olver, John (D-MA) 

Owens, Major (D-NY) 

Pallone, Jr., Frank (D-NJ) 

Pascrell, William (D-NJ) 

Pastor, Ed (D-AZ) 

Payne, Donald (D-NJ) 

Pelosi, Nancy (D-CA) 

Pickett, Owen (D-VA) 

Porneroy, Earl (D-ND) 

Porter, John (R-IL) 

Price, David (D-NC) 

Pryce, Deborah (R-OH) 

Ramstad, Jim (R-MN) 

Rangel, Charles (D-NY) 

Reyes, Silvestre (D-TX) 

Rivers, Lynn (D-MI) 

Rodriguez, Giro (D-TX) 

Rothman, Steve (D-NJ) 

Roukema, Marge (R-NJ) 

Roybal-Allard, Lucille (D-CA) 

Rush, Bobby (D-IL) 

Sabo, Martin (D-MN) 

Sanchez, Loretta (D-CA) 

Sanders, Bernard (IND-VT) 

Sandlin, Max (D-TX) 

Sawyer, Tom (D-OH) 

Schakowsky, Jan (D-IL)* 

Scott, Bobby (D-VA) 

Serrano, Jose (D-NY) 

Shays, Christopher (R-CT) 

Sherman, Brad (D-CA) 

Sisisky, Norman (D-VA) 

Slaughter, Louise (D-NY) 

Smith, Adam (D-WA) 

Snyder, Victor (D-AR) 

Spratt, Jr., John (D-SC) 

Stabenow, Debbie (D-MI) 

Stark, Pete (D-CA) 

Strickland, Ted (D-OH) 

Tauscher, Ellen (D-CA) 

Thomas, Bill (R-CA) 

Thompson, Bennie (D-MS) 

Thompson, Mike (D-CA)* 
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Leans Pro (6) Mixed (15) 
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Schaffer, Robert (R-CO) Wamp, Zach (R-TN) 

Sensenbrenner, F. James (R-WI) Watkins, Wes (R-OK) 
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Skelton, Dee (D-MO) Wicker, Roger (R-MS) 
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WHY T H E U N I T E D S T A T E S 
S H O U L D R E S T O R E F U N D I N G F O R U N F P A 

Tlie United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) provides Lnlemational leadership nn population issues and is a key source of 
financial assistance for fanuly planning programs in jKmr countries. The United States played an important, role in UNFPA's 
creation, but has been inconsistent in its financial support, in recent, years and eliminated its contribution to the Fund for 1999. 

Increasing funding for UNFPA programs, including restoring the U.S. contribution, Li crucial to improving the health of 
women and. their families and to addressing rapid population growth. 

A G L O B A L L E A D E R 
B T h e U n i t e d N a t i o n s I ' o i n i l a t i o n 

F u n d is l lu - . p r i n c i p a l U n i t e d INa-

l i o n s ( U N ) o r g a i i i z a t i o n i u t l i e 

p o p u l a l i o n field. T h e F u n d is the sec-

" 'd la rges l source of grant assis lance. In 

i l l a t i o n p rog rams in d e v e l o p i n g 

. , i in t r ies . U N F I ' A has h e l p e d many 

c o u n t r i e s to adop l na t iona l p o p u l a t i o n 

p o l i c i e s and i n i t i a t e and s t reng then 

i h e i r f a m i l y p l a n n i n g p rog rams , l l has 

a lso b e c o m e an i m p o r l a n l advoca te lor 

i m p r o v i n g the status ol w o m e n . 

• U N F P A p r o v i d e s g l o b a l l e a d e r -

s h i p o n p o p u l a t i o n i s s u e s . As a U N 

o r g a n i z a t i o n , l l i c F u n d is a p o l i t i c a l l y 

n e u t r a l source of funds and a d v i c e . T h e 

U N has a w o r l d w i d e presence and is a 

s tah le sou rce ol l ong - te rm ass is tance to 

d e v e l o p i n g c o u n t r i e s . In con t ras t , dono r 

c o u n t r y a i d p rog rams o f ten respond to 

s h o r t - t e r m p o l i t i c a l in te res ts . U N F I ' A 

o rgan i zed the 1994 I n t e r n a t i o n a l C o n ­

fe rence on P o p u l a l i o n and D e v e l o p m e n t 

a n d is a na tu ra l lead agency to advance 

the goals agreed on al the c o n l e r e n c e . 

• U N F P A is a n i m p o r t a n t c l i a n n e l 

f o r d o n o r c o u n t r y c o n l r i l i u l i o n s l o 

p o p u l a t i o n p r o g r a m s . U N I TA h inds 

•' l ie I rom vo l im la r y c o n l r i l i u l i o n s made 

XHinlr ies in add i t i on lo t l i e i r assessed 

. A dues . A total ol Hfi c o i m l r i e s , i n c l u d ­

i ng many in the deve lop ing w o r l d , enn-

t r i b u t e d to U N F I ' A in 1997. However , a 

few wea l thy coun t r ies p r o v i d e mos l of 

U N F P A ' s funds . Some dono r c o u n t r i e s , 

l a c k i n g f i e ld o f f ices or exper t i se to man ­

age i h e i r own programs, c l i a n n e l almost 

a l l i h e i r popu la t i on ass is tance t l i rough 

U N F I ' A . j a p a n . D e n m a r k , and ihe N e l h -

c r l auds arc U N F P A ' s largest donors . In 

1995 . the Un i ted Stales was the four th 

largest c o n l r i h u l o r , p r o v i d i n g $ 3 5 m i l ­

l ion o f U N F P A ' s total i n come of I 2 

m i l l i o n . Hut the U.S. e o n l r i h u t i o n 

s l i p p e d lo $ 2 0 m i l l i o n in J 9 9 8 . and l am­

i lv p l a n n i n g opponents in t l ie Congress 

e l i m i n a t e d a l l U.S. f i m d i n g for U N F I ' A 

for 1999. 

B R O A D S C O P E 
O F A S S I S T A N C E 
• U N F I ' A p r o v i d e s s u b s t a n t i a l fi­

n a n c i a l a s s i s t a n c e . T h e F u n d ac­

coun t s for a ( |uar ter o l a l l g ran t ass is­

tance to p o p u l a l i o n p rog rams w o r l d ­

w i d e . O v e r the pasi 2 9 yea rs , i l has pro­

v i d e d more than S'l b i l l i o n for p ro j ec l s 

in 171 c o u n t r i e s . In 1 9 9 7 , the F u n d 

p r o v i d e d 526 ' ! m i l l i o n for c o u n l r y - l e v e l 

p o p u l a t i o n p ro j ec l s , a d e c l i n e f r o m ihe 

h i g h o f $ 2 7 4 m i l l i o n in 1 9 9 5 . 

• U N F I ' A p r o v i d e s p o p u l a l i o n as­

s i s t a n c e t o a b o u i I S O c o i m l r i e s . 

m o r e t h a n a n y o t h e r d o n o r 

a g e n c y . In compai ison, on ly aboui 70 

co im l r i es cu r rcn l l y leeeivo U.S. popu la ­

t ion assislance. U N F P A has p layed a kev 

role in counl r ies where lew o lhe r donors 

p rov ide popu la t ion ass is tance—for 

examp le , I ran , V i e t n a m , and a number 

of smal l A f r i can count r ies . A c c o r d i n g lo 

a 1993 analys is , U N F P A fund ing ac­

counted for over Iwo- lh i rds of total popu ­

la l ion assistance in roughly one-quar ter 

of (he count r ies it assisted that year. 

S U P P O R T 
F O R V O L U N T A R Y 
F A M I L Y P L A N N I N G 
I U N F P A is c o m m i l t c d l o f r e e d o m 

o f i n d i \ i d u a l c h o i c e i n f a m i l y p l a n ­

n i n g . U N F P A ' s ass is tance is g rounded 

in the p r i n c i p l e , a l f i n n e d at i n te rna­

t iona l con fe rences , that " a l l coup les and 

i n d i v i d u a l s have the r igh t to dec i de 

freely and respons ib ly the n u m b e r and 

spac ing o f the i r c h i l d r e n , and to have 

access to ihe i n f o r m a t i o n , e d u c a t i o n and 

means to do s o . " T h e F u n d opposes co­

e rc ion in any f o rm . U N F P A does not 

suppor t abor t ion serv ices , but recognizes 

unsafe abor t ion as a ma jo r hea l th p rob­

lem. It seeks to reduce abor t ions and re­

lated deaths by i m p r o v i n g access lo eon-

I racep t ion and lo t reatment for c o m p l i -

ca l ions of unsafe abo r t i on . 

• T w o - t h i r d s o f U N F I ' A a s s i s t a n c e 

s u p p o r t s r e p r o d u c t i v e h e a l t h p r o ­

g r a m s i n c l u d i n g f a m i l y p l a n n i n g 

s e r v i c e s . T h e F u n d s p n o n l i e s inc lude, 

p r e v e n l i u g leen p regnancy and H I V / 

A I D S , p r o m o l i u g sale, p regnancy aud 

d e l i v e r y , and e x p a n d i n g access lo 

P O P U L A T I O N A C T I O N I N T E R IM A T I O N A L 



reproductive health care for the poor 
and other hard to reach groups. In 
1997, the Fund purchased contracep­
tives valued at nearly $50 million— 
ncluding 190 million condoms for 

rllV/AIDS prevention and family plan­
ning programs. The Fund also supports 
data collection and research to encour­
age appropriate population and develop­
ment policies; activities to improve the 
status of women; and advocacy to galva­
nize political and financial backing for 
reproductive health activities and to 
spotlight the importance of population 
factors to sustainable development. 

A N E F F I C I E N T AND 
INNOVATIVE A G E N C Y 
• UNFPA is lean, dynamic and 
field-oriented. The Fund is widely 
considered to be better managed than 
most other UN agencies. It is relatively 
small, with a total staff of 919 in 1997. 
Although UNFPA's headquarters are in 
New York, three-quarters of its staff 
work in 65 overseas field offices, one-
half of them in Africa. In recent years, 
UNFPA has taken a numberof steps to 
;mprove its effectiveness and impact. 
'he Fund also recognizes the valuable 

work carried out by nongovernmental or­
ganizations (NGOs); in 1997, about 15 
percent of UNFPA funds went to 
projecls carried out by NGOs. 

U . S . S U P P O R T 
I N C O N S I S T E N T 
M The United States helped estah-
lish the Fund in 1969 and has 
played a leadership role in UNFPA 
ever since. With its substantial exper­
tise in the population field, the United 
States has been an active participant on 
the Executive Board made up of 36 UN 
member states, which provides over­
sight for UNFPA. Until 1985, the 
United States was the largest donor, 
providing nearly one-third of total an­
nual funding for UNFPA. 

• I n recent years, however, the 
United Slates has been an unreli­
able source of financial support for 
"JNFPA. Between 1986 and 1992, the 

.S. Administration withheld all con­

tributions to UNFPA approved by the 
Congress in response to attacks on 
UNFPA by abortion opponents. These 
attacks were prompted by reports of 
human rights abuses in China, where 
UNFPA has provided assistance, even 
though an official U.S. review con­
cluded that UNFPA did not fund abor­
tion or support coercive family plan­
ning practices. In 1993, President 
Clinton restored U.S. funding to 
UNFPA on the condition that no U.S. 
funds be used in China, but beginning 
in 1996, the U.S. contribution de­
clined dramatically. For 1999, 
Congress rejected the $25 million 
contribution proposed by the Clinton 
Administration, and prohibited any 
contribution to UNFPA. The ban 
apparently reflects concern about 
UNFPA's new program in China, 
initiated in early 1998. 4 

• Inconsistent U.S. funding has 
underinii ied UNFPA's program 
and diminished U.S. leadership 
and infiuence. The uncertainty sur­
rounding the annual U.S. contribution 
makes long-term planning difficult for 
UNFPA and the countries it assists. 
The British government has pledged to 
increase its contribution to UNFPA to 
help compensate for the loss of U.S. 
funds and has urged other donor coun­
tries to follow suit. But a significant 
U.S. contribution remains essential if 
UNFPA is to meet the growing need 
for family planning and reproductive 
health care in developing countries, 
especially as the U.S. foreign aid pro­
gram provides population assistance lo 
a decreasing number of countries. Ef­
forts by U.S. family planning oppo­
nents to link human rights abuses in 
China to U.S. funding for UNFPA pe­
nalize all other poor countries in need 
of UNFPA's assistance. 

U N F P A A N D C H I N A 
• There are important reasons 
why UNFPA should work iu 
China. Roughly 20 percent of the 
world's women live in China. UNFPA 
is a source of contact with interna­
tional experts who can recommend al­

ternative approaches to China's com­

pulsory family planning program. In 

early 1998, the Fund's Executive 

Board approved a new $20 million, 

four-year program to be implemented. 

32 counties which aims to promote voi 

untary use of family planning and to 

allow couples to freely choose the size 

of their families. Tlie emphasis on 

voluntarism represents an important 

breakthrough in the context of China's 

current program. 

• UNFPA's relatively modest assis­
tance focuses on improving family 
planning services in China and is iu 
no way connected to human rights 
abuses. In the past, the Fund helped 
upgrade the quality of contraceptive 
supplies, reducing contraceptive fail­
ures and resulting abortions; it also 
strengthened other maternal and child 
health services. The new program, in 32 
counties, will replace compulsory use of 
family planning and birth quotas with 
good counseling and informed consent, 
a greater range of contraceptive method 
choices, and higher quality services. 
The program also supports activities to 
strengthen prenatal care and safe deliv 
ery, and to enhance the status of 
women. Many members of UNFPA's 
Executive Board see the UNFPA pro­
gram as a positive force with the poten­
tial to improve China's national family 
planning policy. 

T H E U . S . M U S T 
S U P P O R T U N F P A 
B The U.S. needs to restore fund­
ing f o r UNFPA. The world looks to 
the United States for leadership in ad­
dressing global problems. Opinion 
polls show substantial support for the 
UN among Americans, especially in 
improving health, stabilizing popula­
tion and conserving the environment. 
UNFPA remains the only intergovern­
mental institution with a mandate to 
address the unmet reproductive health 
needs of men and women worldwide as 
well as the crucial challenge of popu­
lation growth. The United States must 
join other donor nations in supporting 
these roles. 
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W H Y T H E G L O B A L GAG R U L E 
U N D E R M I N E S U . S . F O R E I G N P O L I C Y 

A N D H A R M S W O M E N ' S HEALTH 
Since 1995, fanuly plaiuung op/ioncnls in Congress have sought tn enact new aborlion-rclatcd restrictians 

nn U.S. population assistance known as I he "Cl.nhal. Gag Ride." These restrictions, similar tn the Mexico City policy 
in efject from 1984 to 1993, would, he delruneutal to U.S. foreign policy objectives, lo family planning programs 

in developing countries and to women 's health. 

£ G L O B A L 

G A G R U L E 
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gislalion (lasscd liy llic U.S. House of 
Kepresenlaln es siuc-i: 1995 lias smiglil 
to i'i (••uy U.S. (anulv |ilaiiiiiiig assislance 
lo ale organiza I ions nveiseas if llicv 
use olher. non-U.S. fiinils lo |iro\ ide 
legal ahorlioii SCI VH , s m to pai I icipale 
iu policy debates over abortion in their 
own counlries. I'amilv planning sup­
porters call this the "Clolial Gag Kule" 
siiK-(; it seeks to restrict lice speech as 
well as the pmwsion ol ahorlioii ser­
vices. However, because of Senate and 
admiuistralion opposition, the Gag 
Mule has nol become law. 

3v i ! i 1 i . h . i , ,; i . ; , ; , iJui-- i - ••nnila!' 
•' • • a I i • • i i I ! . • \ ; . • i i i I I \ I i o I i i I . 

rhe policy was named lor the site of 
ihe l9fM- mlernalional population 
conlerence where the United Stales 
announced il would end support to 
piivale lamilv planning programs 
overseas il these programs had anv 
iinolvcmcnl in ahorlioii. even with 

>n-U.S. hinds. The resl i iet ions were 
•ver enacted into law Imi were en -

loiced as cxoculiw: branch policv Irom 
l9fM until President Clinton repealed 
them in early I99.'i. 
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''• : • . • . " - . ' . I - SlIlCC 1973. 
the I lehus amciiiliiK.'nl lo the Foreign 
Assislance Act lias prohibited ihe use 
ol U.S. IIIIHIS lor abortion services, 

biomedical research and lobhving 
on abort ion were banned in I 98 I . 

I he U.S. foreign aid program strietK 
eiilorccs these pmhibilions. Kven 
abortion opponents agree lhal there 
is no diroel hinding ol ahoi'liou. How­
ever, proponcnls of the ( dobal Gag 
Hule argue lhal pidviding luuds lor 
lamilv planning aetn ilie> to organiza­
tions also iuvohed in abortion I roes up 
their other luuds Im aliorlion-iitlaled 
aclivilies. Funds lor lainiK planning, 
however, are no more or less huigihle 
than any other loreign aid hinds. 

C O N F M C Y 

U W S T M U . S . F O R E I G N 

P O L I C Y C ; O A I . . S 
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o l i j . . These ob|cclives include 
protecting liiuiian heallh. especial Iv 
bv improving access to lamilv planning 
aud reproductive health i are, and sU-
hilizing world population size. Undei 
the. proposed (/ag luilc. nunpiidicnsi\ e 
malernal and child heallh programs 
could be ineligible lor U.S. lamilv 

planning funds if they cooperate wilh 
health facilities or practitioners in­
volved in abortion. In addiiion. Gag 
Rule proponents have linked approval 
ol the measure lo U.S. funding lor key 
inlet nalional organizalions, uiidermiu-
mg U.S. global leadership, securilv 
and economic inleresls. 

....!; •\ r e - l r i i ! i , . i ! 

b e e i ! , - . 1 , -

• • •; :i 11 a I ion a.-si-tane. •. Many 
developing counlrv leaders inlerprclcd 
llic M..•Men Gil)' policy as a sign of U.S. 
diseiigagemenl Irom ils loiig-slandiug 
commilnicnl lo inlernalional (lopulalion 
assislance. Moreover, in counlries such 
as India where abortion is legal, ihe 
Mexico Cily policy made il dil'ficull for 
U.S. organizalions receiving loreign aid 
hinds lo work wilh the most innovative, 
effective and committed private familv 
planning organizations. Such groups 
often saw the quality of care and needs 
of then clients subordinated to these 
U.S. policy reslriclioiis. The Global 
(rag Uulc would likely ciealc a similar 
silualion in over 40 developing coun­
tries where abortion is legal in ciivuin-
slanees broader than the exeepi ions 
approved bv ihe House. 
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proposed restrictions on advocacy are 
much broader than the Mexico City 
policy, and would prohibit participation 
in meetings or dissemination of inf'or-
•lation on "alleged defects in abortion 

.aws." According to Gag Rule propo­
nents, non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs) would violate the restrictions 
if they spoke to government health 
officials about the adverse health 
consequences for women of unsafe 
abortion or participated in conferences 
or workshops which include discussion 
of such issues. In the United States, 
such restrictions on public policy 
debates would be unconstitutional. 
They also conflict with U.S. foreign 
policy goals of promoting democratic 
values overseas. 

H The restrictions would discrimi­
nate against private organizations, 
contrary to U.S. efforts to pro­
mote their role in civil society. 
Like the Mexico City policy, the 
Global Gag Rule would not apply to 
governments receiving U.S. foreign aid, 
but it would prohibit foreign private 
organizations from engaging in abor­
tion-related activities, even if financed 

ith non-U.S. funds and in a manner 
consistent with local laws, policies and 
standards of medical practice. Again, 
this runs counter to official U.S. policy 
of encouraging broad participation in 
the political process. 

H A R M TO 
W O M E N ' S HEALTH 
• Cutbacks in family planning 
services would likely contribule to 
an increase iu abortions. Today, the 
Gag Rule could have its greatest impact 
on women in countries such as Russia, 
where U.S. foreign aid has contributed 
to a significant increase in the use of 
modem contraceptives and a concur­
rent decline in abortions. Many health 
facilities could be ineligible for U.S. 
family planning assistance because 
they provide both fledgling family plan­
ning services and long-standing abor­
tion services. Research from Russia 
and several other countries shows that 

;gher levels of contraceptive use (re­
acting greater access to family plan­

ning services) are associated with lower 
reliance on abortion. With less money, 
organizations would have to scale back 
family planning services—denying 
some women access to contraceptive 
services and, ironically, leading to more 
unwanted pregnancies and abortions. 

I At the clinic level, sucli policy 
restrictions interfere wilh appro­
priate medical care. The Mexico City 
policy prohibited NGO family planning 
workers from providing information on 
abortion to women found to be pregnant 
during initial screening for contracep­
tion or in cases of contraceptive failure, 
even where abortion was legal. Although 
sponsors of the new Gag Rule are not 
seeking a ban on counseling or referral 
for abortion, U.S. restrictions can have 
a chilling effect beyond the scope of 
the regulations themselves. Under the 
Mexico City policy, for example, some 
family planning groups were reluctant 
to treat clients following septic or 
spontaneous abortions, fearing that any 
association with abortion made them 
vulnerable to withdrawal of U.S. funds. 
The policy also contributed to a rigid 
separation of abortion and contraceptive 
services, limiting access to contracep­
tive services for women following 
abortion and impeding efforts to prevent 
repeat abortions. 

• The. Mexico Cily policy resulted 
in the withdrawal of U.S. funds 
from two major family planning 
networks. The International Planned 
Parenthood Federation (IPPF) and 
Planned Parenthood Federation of 
America (PPFA) refused as a matter 
of principle to impose the U.S. restric­
tions on their partners in developing 
countries. The U.S. government cut off 
funds to both organizations, resulting 
in a major cut-back in family planning 
services. Fearing the loss of all U.S. 
funds for family planning programs 
serving millions of men and women, 
other family planning organizations 
reluctantly agreed to accept the Mexico 
City policy. 

• IPPF and some other groups 
woidd likely face another cul-off ' i i i 
funds i f the Global Gag Rule were 
lo become law. In 1993, USAID 

resumed support for IPPF, the largest 
network of private family planning 
organizations in the world. Today, IPPF 
spends less than one-half of one perceni 
of its central budget—and no U.S. fu 
—on abortion-related activities. But L 
a federation of national family planning 
associations, IPPF cannot impose U.S. 
policies on 188 affiliates in counlries 
with very different abortion policies. 

S I L E N C E ON 
U N S A F E A B O R T I O N 
• The Global Gag Rule would 
suppress public debate and the ex­
change of information about unsafe 
abortion. Regardless of whether abor­
tion is legal or not, it is widely practiced 
around the world. Abortions performed 
under unsafe conditions remain a major 
public health problem; about 75,000 
women die each year from septic and in­
complete abortion, many of them leaving 
behind young children. Tens of thou­
sands more suffer serious illness or in­
jury. While the Mexico City policy was 
in effect, there was no evidence of any 
reduction in the numberof abortions, 
the staled purpose of the policy. How­
ever, some organizations discontinuei 
research on abortion as a public health 
problem, including the collection of 
basic information on its incidence. In 
addiiion, several medical and demo­
graphic journals receiving U.S. funds 
excluded all discussion of abortion. 

I Compliance willi a Global Gag 
Rule would undermine recent 
efforts lo address unsafe abortion. 
The Mexico City policy created a 
climate where many governments, 
NGOs and individuals were reluctant lo 
address the problem of unsafe abortion. 
Subsequently, the 1994 International 
Conference on Population and Devel­
opment helped stimulate more open 
debate on the consequences of restric­
tive abortion laws, the burden of which 
generally fall on poor rural women. 
The restrictions on advocacy in the 
Global Gag Rule would almost certainly 
undermine ongoing efforts in a number 
of countries to review abortion laws and 
policies with the goal of preventing 
deaths from unsafe abortions. 
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