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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 76, BEGINNING

ON LINE 10

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, what is
the regular order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the committee
amendment on page 76.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Committee amendment on page 76: Strike
lines 10 through 17.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are now 3 hours equally divided.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, for the
information of our colleagues, if we use
all 3 hours, that means we would have
a rollcall vote at 12 o’clock, possibly
12:10, maybe possibly yield some time
back. Hopefully that will be the case. I
know many of our colleagues have in-
quired when the vote will be. So my
guess will be around 12 o’clock.

Am I correct, Mr. President, that the
time is equally divided?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I will
yield to the Senator from Wyoming 5
minutes—10 minutes?

Mr. THOMAS. Five minutes.
Mr. NICKLES. Five minutes.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I thank

the Senator very much.

f

ENDLESS DISCUSSION AND NO
RESOLUTION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, iron-
ically, I use this time to rise to suggest
that it has been a little disappointing
as to how we use our time, as a matter
of fact, and I have been somewhat sur-
prised at the lack of direction that we
have had and that we continue to have
in this body in terms of moving for-
ward.

It seems to me that clearly was the
message we heard in 1994, the message
that we always hear as trustees of the
people for whom we are here to do
some things. And I am disappointed to
see what I consider a change of atti-
tude and a change of direction, where
rather than to move aggressively for-
ward to solve some issues and ques-
tions, we seem instead to be sliding our
feet.

The opposition party—it has become
that, in fact, an opposition party—
should have some ideas and some sug-
gestions and some directions instead of
simply saying, ‘‘No, no, we are not
going to do anything,’’ and that is
troublesome to me. I understand that.
I understand that is the technique. I
understand that is the system. But I do
not think it is the right thing to do.

It seems to me that we do clearly
have issues we have to confront. They
are here. We have to find solutions to
them. The idea that we cannot seem to
resolve them is very disappointing to
me. It seems that each time we start
with some sort of a problem we must
address, why, we rise and say, ‘‘I am for
a balanced budget but,’’ and never
come to a resolution.

Mr. KERREY. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. THOMAS. Certainly.
Mr. KERREY. I do not understand,

Mr. President. This time was reserved
to discuss an amendment of the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma to
strike language in fact that is author-
ized in language on an appropriations
bill. The Senator from Wyoming is
coming to the floor talking about us
not having the right direction. I quite
agree. I think the amendment itself is
an indication why this body takes far
too long to reach decisions. And I do
not understand, if we are to be discuss-
ing the addition of authorizing lan-
guage to an appropriations bill, why
the Senator from Oklahoma has yield-
ed time to the Senator from Wyoming
to talk on a matter that seems not to
be related to the amendment that he is
offering.

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator from
Wyoming yield?

Mr. THOMAS. Certainly.
Mr. NICKLES. I am happy to yield 5

minutes to my colleague from Wyo-
ming. And just to respond to my friend
from Nebraska, we have a 3-hour time
agreement. Originally, I requested an
hour equally divided. So if the Senator
from Wyoming wishes to make a 5-
minute speech on some of his thoughts
about the inability of the Senate to
move, I think that is entirely appro-
priate and we will have plenty of time
to engage in debate on both sides of
this amendment.

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Senator. I
will not take time.

I guess this is sort of an illustration
of the frustration that I have, that I
am willing to share. We went on and on
and talked an hour about something
yesterday, and we all sat and listened,
we all sat and waited, we all sat for the
whole evening, and we never came to
any solution.

I have to tell you that is pretty
darned frustrating in terms of time
management and resource manage-
ment and measuring results. I am not
going to intrude in this. I think we
should move forward, and I simply
come to the floor to share some frus-
tration. As a matter of fact, everyone
with ‘‘Yes, I am for regulatory re-
form,’’ comes from that side, but we
never get it done. We always have
‘‘but, but we don’t want to do it.’’

So the philosophy has become, ‘‘Let’s
don’t do it; let’s stop it; let’s not have
authorization for DOD, let’s not have
authorization for foreign affairs. Let’s
just say no. Let’s threaten to veto ev-
erything that comes up.’’

I do not think that is a positive way
to move, and I simply asked for some

time to say it, and now I will stop. But
I feel strongly about it. I think that we
as trustees of people have some respon-
sibility to make some effort to move.
You may not like the result. That is
what the system is about. That is why
we vote to decide, not to stall, not to
filibuster, not to amend to death, not
to talk an hour on every topic. I guess
I used to be a little frustrated with the
rules in the House. I have come to
think that was not a bad idea—some
limit on the endless discussion and no
resolution.

I appreciate the Senator’s indul-
gence, and I simply share a little frus-
tration in terms of us being a little
more product oriented in terms of get-
ting some things done in this place.

Mr. President, I yield back the time.
f

TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND
GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1996
The Senate resumed consideration of

the bill.
COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 76, BEGINNING

ON LINE 10

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, to get

to the amendment that we have at
hand, the House-passed Treasury, Post-
al appropriations bill had language
that said no funds would be used to pay
for abortions as a benefit for Federal
employees. This was the policy of our
country from 1984 to 1993. It was re-
versed by the Clinton administration.

I might mention it was reversed after
heated discussion and debate in the
Senate, in which it was decided by two
votes. The side that prevailed in that
vote, the Clinton administration, said
that we should have taxpayers’ funds
used to subsidize abortion for Federal
employees. Many of us fought to main-
tain that prohibition. We felt that Fed-
eral employees should have rights,
should have benefits, but we did not
think a benefit should be included for
abortion to be subsidized, the majority
of which is paid for by taxpayers. If
they wanted to get an abortion, that is
their right, they can purchase it. It
costs about $250. But we did not think
that taxpayers should have to subsidize
it. And so that is the reason why we
tried to maintain the prohibition
which had been in effect from 1984 up
until 1993.

The House reinstated that prohibi-
tion. The committee amendment
struck that prohibition. The amend-
ment we have right now says we dis-
agree with the committee amendment.
We would like to have that House lan-
guage in there. We may want to modify
it. I may want to modify it. The Sen-
ator from Maryland may want to mod-
ify it. But I would like to at least have
that language in so we are going to say
in effect that we will not use tax-
payers’ funds to pay for abortion for
Federal employees.
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My reason for yielding 5 minutes to

my friend and colleague from Wyoming
is it does not take that long to say it.
It is pretty simple. It is something
most everybody has voted on. I know it
is a tough issue for a lot of people. It is
a very serious issue. It is an issue be-
cause we are talking about life and
death. It is an issue which says what
should be in a fringe benefit package.
You have a lot of things—all employees
do. Most employees have health bene-
fits, and they may have vacations and
pensions and days off, and so on. Those
are a package of benefits. Should that
package of benefits include the right to
an abortion? I do not think so, espe-
cially not subsidized by the taxpayer,
especially not when we ask taxpayers
right now to pay 72 percent of the cost,
60 percent of the premium. Should tax-
payers have to pay for that?

Remember what we are talking
about. We are not talking about dental
exams or medical checkups. We are not
talking about annual physicals. We are
talking about an abortion. Should tax-
payers have to pay for that? I do not
think so. And that was the policy of
this country for 10 years. It was re-
versed by the Clinton administration—
I think a serious mistake, a serious
mistake, again, one that deals with
life.

Should people be able to go down and
say, ‘‘Well, I want to get an abortion.
It is covered by my insurance policy. I
know it is paid for by the taxpayers,
the majority of it is. I can get one.
Here is my card.’’ And so the person
getting one maybe pays very little, if
anything. That is a fringe benefit pro-
vided for by the Federal Government. I
do not think abortion should be a
fringe benefit provided for by the Gov-
ernment. It is really just about that
simple.

It is serious. I respect my colleagues
on the other side who have a difference
of opinion. They feel very strongly. I
happen to feel very strongly. A lot of
people—I think a majority of Ameri-
cans, if you ask them the question, do
you support abortion? Maybe one way
or another. But, do you support tax-
payers paying for it? I think a strong
majority of Americans say, ‘‘No. Don’t
use our dollars in that way. If some-
body wants to get one, maybe that is
their right. Let them spend their own
money. But don’t have it part of the
Federal employee benefit package,
which basically makes it a fringe bene-
fit.’’ That is what the issue is about.

I hope that my colleagues will concur
and join me in supporting the House
language.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Ms. MIKULSKI. I believe the distin-

guished Senator from Nebraska has
designated me as the controller of time
on this amendment.

Mr. KERREY. That is correct, Mr.
President.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

I rise to support the committee
amendment and oppose any motion to
table, and would like to thank the Sen-
ators—both the chairman of the sub-
committee and the ranking member—
for their wise position on this, which is
essentially for the committee amend-
ment to be silent on the issue of the
nature of health care services. To deny
women who work for the Government
access to abortion or reproductive serv-
ices through their health care plan is
inconceivable to me and it is incon-
ceivable to the Federal employees.

First, abortion is legal in this coun-
try. This motion to table, if adopted,
denies women access to medical serv-
ices that are not only legal in the Unit-
ed States of America, but are protected
under the Constitution. We are all fa-
miliar that the Supreme Court has held
for the past 20 years that it is a wom-
an’s fundamental right to decide
whether to terminate a pregnancy. And
that is left to a physician and to the
pregnant woman. Currently Federal
employees, like workers in the private
sector, are permitted to chose a health
care plan that covers a full range of re-
productive health services, including
abortion.

Now let me give you an analysis from
the National Women’s Law Center on
this issue.

First, the Federal employees health
benefit plan does not generally dictate
what benefits must be offered. So there
is no health plan that determines the
medical procedures. The Federal em-
ployees health benefit coverage, which
takes care of 9 million Federal employ-
ees, allows them to choose between 345
different health insurance packages
branching from fee-for-service plans to
HMO’s. By and large, Federal law is
nondirective about the scope of bene-
fits which must be provided, leaving it
to the individual plans to decide what
benefits are offered to employees to de-
termine what packages best suit their
health needs. That is the way it is, and
that is the way it should be. And that
is the way it should continue to be.

In the fee-for-service plans, they have
very general and nonspecific require-
ments. They must provide benefits for
cost, associated with the care and gen-
eral hospital and other health services
of a catastrophic nature. They may
provide hospitals, surgical, medical,
ambulatory, prescription drugs, and so
on. So there are a lot of ‘‘mays’’ in the
fee for service.

In the HMO’s, the requirements are
more specific. Certain benefit cat-
egories must be covered: physician and
outpatient, inpatient, x ray and emer-
gency, and some mental health and
substance abuse services. Preventive
health services are allowed, like family
planning, child care, and immuniza-
tion.

Under the Federal employee benefit
package, abortion is treated like any
other health benefit. Plans are allowed
but not required to provide abortion

services. That means if you wish to
have a plan that does not cover abor-
tion, you may chose that plan. If you
wish to have a plan that does cover
abortion, you can have that plan. That
is the way the law is, and that is the
way we would hope it would continue
to be.

Under current law, the FEHBP per-
mits health insurance plans to treat
abortion services as they do any other
health benefit. They may, but are not
required, to provide health insurance
coverage. Plans, not Federal policy-
makers, determine the specific benefit
package. A ban on abortion coverage
under FEHBP is inconsistent with the
treatment of other health services
which, under most health plans, are in-
cluded or excluded according to the de-
cision made by the plan and what you
want. So that it is not the Congress
that decides; it is the plan and the em-
ployees who decide.

I think we ought to leave it like that.
I do not think Congress should treat
abortion different than any other medi-
cal service that is medically necessary
or medically appropriate. In 1993, I
worked hard to ensure that the Federal
employees health benefit package
would permit, but not require, cov-
erage for abortion. Barring abortion
coverage for women working for the
Federal Government and their families
denies these individuals a health bene-
fit that would be provided through the
private sector. Over two-thirds of pri-
vate health insurance plans and 70 per-
cent of the HMO’s readily cover abor-
tion services.

Restricting a Federal employee’s
health plan is an arbitrary taking of a
Federal earned benefit package. Like
wages, health benefits are compensa-
tion for Federal workers. Abortion re-
striction effectively reduces the com-
pensation package and treats it dif-
ferently than any other health issue.

The legislative history shows that
the supporters of abortion restriction
have as their goal the elimination of
the right to reproductive choice for all
women. This is a turning back of the
clock of reproductive health and wom-
en’s fundamental right to reproductive
choice. We have been here before. Pre-
vious debates on abortion and FEHBP
reveal that the ultimate goal of the
proponents of the abortion ban is to ex-
tinguish the legal right to abortion al-
together.

I urge my colleagues to defeat the
motion to table, and I will work, as the
day proceeds, to ensure that.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes of her 10 minutes
left.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I will yield that
back, reserving the right the call it
back again under the time I may con-
trol.

I now turn to the ranking member of
the subcommittee and yield him 5 min-
utes.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, let me
alert colleagues of what is going on
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here. When the majority leader and the
Democratic leader approached Senator
SHELBY and me about our bill, the first
question was what sort of time agree-
ments were we going to be able to work
out? We hoped we would work out an
agreement on this particular matter.
Unfortunately, that is now no longer
the case. So, instead of having a single
vote at noon with the possibility that
all of the votes—I have been working
with other Members who have amend-
ments—possibly the votes being
stacked Monday morning, unless we
can work out an agreement here this
morning, it is possible that we could be
debating and having many other
amendments on abortion here all the
rest of the day.

Mr. President, this really is an issue
about beliefs, very strongly held be-
liefs. If you believe that from the mo-
ment of conception you have a human
being, you reach the conclusion that
abortion should be made illegal.

I do not know what the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma—I actually
have not been on the floor engaged in
this particular debate before, but I
have on many occasions in townhall
meetings. It is a difficult issue. I
reached the conclusion that from the
moment of conception, it is not human
life and that, indeed, a woman should
be allowed to make a choice, to make
her own decision.

I support legal abortion. I support
the Supreme Court’s decision in 1973.
And thus, it seems to me, as long as it
is the law of the land—it may be that
those who have strongly held beliefs
that abortion should be made illegal,
maybe some day they will ban abortion
in the United States and make it ille-
gal—but as long as it is legal, it seems
to me our employees, if we are going to
have insurance as a fringe benefit,
which we do—we have insurance we
provide to employees of the United
States of America, those men and
women who wear our uniform in the
Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps,
and Coast Guard, those men and
women searching for a cure for cancer
out at the National Institutes of
Health. Turn on your television and see
the space shuttle hooking up with the
Mir spacecraft, those are Federal em-
ployees. When you see Federal employ-
ees doing various things for the people
of the United States of America, they
are working for us. And we provide
health insurance as a fringe benefit.

They have a choice with that pur-
chase whether or not they want to have
a health insurance policy that provides
abortion or, if it is an act of con-
science, they can say, ‘‘No, I don’t
want my health insurance to provide
that.’’

But it seems to me as long as a ma-
jority of the people of the United
States of America say that abortion
should be legal, that when we hire peo-
ple we ought to provide them with
fringe benefits and it allows them to
purchase according to what they want

to purchase, what their conscience
says.

So it seems to me this is a very
straightforward issue. It should not
take hours and hours and hours and
hours of debate. I think both sides of
this debate agree with that. If you be-
lieve abortion should be legal, then our
employees should be able to have
health insurance as every other em-
ployee of the United States of America
does. That is why both the chairman
and I found the general provisions that
were attached by the House of Rep-
resentatives to be incorrect.

In addition, if you care about proce-
dure, and the distinguished Senator
from Wyoming earlier came to the
floor talking about being frustrated be-
cause we do not get things done, one of
the reasons we do not get things done
is because we are always coming and
attaching authorizing legislation to ap-
propriations bills or ignoring the law of
the land.

The President has already threatened
to veto this bill for this reason, and
many others, mostly having to do with
the Internal Revenue Service. This bill
is likely to be vetoed anyway.

I hope Members come down here to
keep the House language out, as long
as abortion is legal. As long as we are
having to hire people to work for the
United States of America, it seems to
me that we should not be eliminating a
legal procedure.

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I appre-

ciate the comments made by my friend,
the Senator from Nebraska. I might
mention, I believe Senator SHELBY is
supporting this amendment, to make
that clarification. I also would like to
make a clarification that we are not
passing authorizing language on an ap-
propriations bill. The appropriations
bill tells how we are going to spend
money. This language basically says,
‘‘no money appropriated by this act
should be able to pay for an abortion or
administrative expenses in connection
with any health plan under the Federal
Employees Health Benefits Program
which provides any benefits or cov-
erage for abortions.’’

It deals with money. How are we
going to spend money. Are we going to
subsidize abortion or are we not? These
are taxpayers’ dollars. So this is not an
authorization. This is how we are going
to spend money. Are we going to fund
abortions or are we not? We are going
to have the same language, the same
amendment, I might——

Mr. KERREY. Will the Senator yield
to answer a question so when we debate
this, I have an understanding? Like I
said, this is the first time the Senator
from Oklahoma and I have stood nose
to nose on this. Does the Senator be-
lieve abortion should be illegal?

Mr. NICKLES. Let me respond, I do
not think we should spend money for
abortions. That is what this amend-
ment is. We do not have to get into a

general philosophical debate on abor-
tion. I will be happy to talk about that
at a different point.

My point is, I do not think funds
should be used to subsidize abortion. I
heard people say maybe it should be
legal, maybe not legal; maybe we
should overturn Roe versus Wade. We
are not doing that.

The issue is, should we be spending
funds to subsidize abortion, should it
be included in fringe benefits in health
care plans. We are going to have this
on HHS, Medicaid, the so-called Hyde
language: Should we use Federal funds
to pay for abortions for low-income
people?

Everyone who has been around here—
most of us pretty much are veterans,
there are a few people who maybe have
not voted on this in the House or Sen-
ate, not many—most of us have wres-
tled with this.

My colleague said something about
time. I said I am happy to have an hour
equally divided. This Senator is not
trying to hold anything up.

But we do have a legitimate right on
an appropriations bill to decide how
money is spent. Some of us feel strong-
ly that abortion is wrong. Some of us
feel very strongly that abortion de-
stroys the life of an innocent human
being and we should not pay for it. We
think it is wrong, and it is doubly
wrong to subsidize it by U.S. taxpayers.
In this case, the taxpayers pay 72 per-
cent of it.

So we have a couple of legitimate de-
bates. One I want to mention again.
This is not authorizing language. This
is not language coming in trying to
overturn Roe versus Wade. It is not
coming in trying to make abortion ille-
gal. This is language saying we should
not pay for it, it should not be a fringe
benefit in health care plans, and that is
legitimate for an appropriations bill.
We are going to have it also on Labor-
HHS under Medicaid.

We were going to get into this last
year if we had President Clinton’s
health care bill, because he had a pack-
age of benefits. I told my colleagues be-
fore, when that comes up and he wants
to have a defined package of benefits—
and we know President and Mrs. Clin-
ton wanted to have abortion as a de-
fined benefit available to everybody in
America—that many of us were going
to object because we think abortion is
wrong. We do not think it is just an-
other medical procedure. It is not. It is
not a cancer. It is not a sickness. It is
destroying the life of an innocent
human being. It is fatal. It is deadly.
Many of us do not think we should be
paying for it, certainly not subsidizing
it and forcing taxpayers to subsidize it.
So that is what this issue is about.

Mr. KERREY. Can I ask the Senator
from Oklahoma, Mr. President, does
the Senator from Oklahoma feel the
same way about tax deductibility of in-
surance, that we should strike the
right of business to deduct insurance if
their employees have an offset against
FICA? We are basically subsidizing
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abortions there, if that is the conclu-
sion that he has reached about Federal
employees.

Mr. President, I ask the Senator from
Oklahoma if the same argument that
he used against Federal employees
being able to use insurance for, not to
subsidize abortion, but to purchase a
service that continues to be legal—it
continues to be legal in the United
States of America. I do not know,
again, whether the Senator from Okla-
homa feels that abortion should be
made illegal, but until a majority of
Americans feels abortion should be
made illegal, it seems to me our em-
ployees should have the option to pur-
chase insurance that contains it.

I ask the Senator, does he think tax
deductibility should be eliminated
against businesses offsetting FICA?
That seems to me, as well, that would
be a subsidy.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, is the
Senator’s question on his time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is on
his time.

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to re-
spond. Mr. President, there are a lot of
things that are legal that we do not
have to subsidize. There are a lot of
things that may be a legitimate legal
business expense——

Mr. KERREY. I will be happy to
allow the Senator to answer on his
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor.

Mr. KERREY. I object. If the Senator
is going to give an answer to my ques-
tion, he can do it on my time. If it is
going to be a speech on something else,
it should be on his time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators
should suspend. The answer is on the
time of the Senator from Oklahoma.
The question was on the time of the
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate the Pre-
siding Officer. Mr. President, I will be
happy to respond and comment. There
are a lot of things that are legal. There
are a lot of things that are legal today
that may be expensed by a business.
That does not mean they should be ex-
pensed by the Government or sub-
sidized by the Federal Government.

As Congress, we are kind of the
chairman of the board for the public
domain, for Federal employees, and it
is our responsibility to decide what is a
legitimate taxpayer expense. We have a
responsibility of how to spend the
money.

I will tell my colleague from Ne-
braska, I ran a corporation and I pur-
chased health insurance for our em-
ployees. Abortion was not a benefit.
Abortion was not and has not been—it
is debatable now how prevalent it is in
the private sector. That information is
not readily available.

But we make the decision for public
employees. We set public policy in Con-
gress. We decide how the money is
going to be spent.

There are a lot of things that are
legal, but we do not subsidize all of

them and certainly we should not. I
think certainly we should not be subsi-
dizing something that may be legal,
but when it is involving destroying in-
nocent human beings, I feel very
strongly we should not subsidize it.

That is what this amendment is
about. This amendment is not what is
legal in other private health care
plans, or about overturning Roe versus
Wade. This is not anything about re-
structuring constitutional amend-
ments or anything like that. This is
how are we going to spend Federal
money and whether we are going to use
taxpayer money to subsidize the de-
struction of innocent human beings. I
think that we should not. That is the
purpose of this amendment.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
yield the Senator from Pennsylvania 10
minutes from our time. I believe he has
10 minutes from the Republican lead-
er’s time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank my colleague.
She accurately states I have 10 minutes
under her control, and the distin-
guished majority leader has allocated
his leadership time of 10 minutes
today. I will utilize the time offered by
the distinguished Senator from Mary-
land at the moment.

Mr. President, today’s debate is
about abortion. It is one aspect of what
I would characterize as a systematic ef-
fort to eliminate the constitutional
right of a woman to choose.

The distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma and I came to this body
after the 1980 elections, and our rela-
tionship has been an extraordinarily
good one. I have great respect for the
sincerity of his beliefs on this subject.
My own views are that, as far as gov-
ernmental action is concerned, it is the
decision on a broad picture which has
been made by the Supreme Court of the
United States.

My own personal views are that I am
very much opposed to abortion, and I
have evidenced that with my support
for funding for programs for absti-
nence, to try to perhaps eliminate or
reduce, as much as possible, premarital
sex, especially among young people,
leading to so many teenage preg-
nancies, and my support for tax bene-
fits for adoption carrying to term.
When it comes to the role of the Fed-
eral Government, it is my view that it
is not a matter of the Federal Govern-
ment to control abortions.

Since it is a constitutional issue, I
think the father of modern conserv-
atives, Barry Goldwater, a former col-
league in this body, articulated it best
when he said, ‘‘We ought to keep the
Government off our backs, out of our
pocketbooks, and out of our bed-
rooms.’’ If the real conservative view is
that less government is the best gov-
ernment, then where is government
more intrusive than in the bedroom?

The Supreme Court of the United
States has made fundamental constitu-

tional doctrine which governs the law
of the land, and that is that a woman
has the constitutional right to choose
an abortion. And it is not Roe versus
Wade which was decided in 1973, but
the more recent decision of Casey ver-
sus Planned Parenthood, decided in
1992, an opinion written by three Jus-
tices appointed by conservative Repub-
lican Presidents, three Justices who
were Republicans—Justice David
Souter, Justice Sandra Day O’Connor,
and Justice Anthony Kennedy. I say
they were Republicans. Perhaps they
still are Republicans, but in the judi-
cial robes it is a nonpolitical function.
But I think it is important to articu-
late that proposition that what we
have here is a 1992 decision, with Jus-
tices appointed by conservative Repub-
licans.

Mr. President, there is more involved
in the pending issue than to eliminate
health care plans sponsored by the Fed-
eral Government from having abortion
rights. This is a systematic effort to
have a meltdown on women’s rights,
and it is a meltdown from A to Z, char-
acterized by the chart which I have had
prepared.

This chart is captioned ‘‘Dismantling
a Woman’s Right to Choice, from A to
Z.’’ It demonstrates a national cam-
paign to dismantle a woman’s right to
choose when there has not been success
in a constitutional amendment to ban
abortion. There are these systematic
efforts, A to Z. The one we are debating
today comes under ‘‘M.’’ It is a man-
date that Federal employee’s insurance
exclude abortion coverage.

Bear in mind, Mr. President, that a
substantial part of the premium pay-
ments are paid by the individuals in-
volved. Why not allocate that to the
abortion clinic? We have here starting
with A, to amend the Constitution to
abolish a woman’s right to choose; B,
ban Federal funding for abortions for
women in Federal prisons; C, to cut off
funding for family planning. And so it
goes, all the way down to Z, which is to
zero out the tax deduction for expenses
incurred for pregnancy termination.

When you take up ‘‘B,’’ Mr. Presi-
dent, it is banning the Federal funding
for abortions in women’s Federal pris-
ons. What is a woman to do in a Fed-
eral prison when she is raped and wants
an abortion? Under the provisions of
the ban, there would be no abortion.

We debated very extensively on the
floor of the U.S. Senate the confirma-
tion of Dr. Henry Foster. I say to you,
Mr. President, that was not one of the
better days in the U.S. Senate. Here we
had a man who was practically run out
of town on a rail, denied confirmation
because he had done one thing—per-
formed medical procedures, abortions,
which were authorized under the U.S.
Constitution. It is very difficult to get
good people to come to Washington to
serve. And it is understandable that
people do not want to come to this city
when they are not given their day in
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court or on the floor of the U.S, Sen-
ate, because, simply stated, they per-
form medical procedures, abortions,
permitted under the U.S. Constitution.

There are many matters which are
now pending and which will be coming
to the floor of this body when other
bills are taken up. The issue on ban-
ning funding for women in prison will
come up on one appropriations bill—on
judiciary. I serve as chairman of the
Appropriations Subcommittee on
Labor, Health and Human Service, and
education, and there are a number of
issues which will come to the floor
when that matter comes here.

I suggest to you, Mr. President, that
when we take up these issues and have
such extended debate on them, as we
did on Foster before, as we are doing
today on Federal health care programs,
as we will be doing on many, many is-
sues, that we could better be spending
our time on wrestling with the very
difficult issues which are in line with
the mandate of the 1994 election. We
were sent here—the 104th Congress was
elected, Mr. President, to deal with
fundamental issues. There was a revo-
lution in November 1994, and the man-
date at that time, as characterized by
the Contract With America, was to re-
turn to core values—that is, to cut the
Federal Government, to reduce spend-
ing, to reduce taxes, to have a strong
national defense, and to have effective
crime control.

There is not a word in the Contract
With America about abortion. There is
not a word in the Contract With Amer-
ica about any divisive social issue. We
were in the process last night until
midnight debating the defense author-
ization bill, which I suggest is a matter
of overwhelming importance where we
decide what our priorities should be on
national defense. And that bill has
been removed from consideration by
the Senate, so that we can take up this
issue today.

I suggest, Mr. President, that our
time would be better spent if we had
continued the debate on national de-
fense. We have very vital issues as to
how we are going to be allocating the
Federal dollars. I am very much con-
cerned, Mr. President, that we move on
the glidepath to have a balanced budg-
et by the year 2002. That is going to be
a very difficult matter to decide and
debate and to make the tough decisions
on.

There is grave concern about Medi-
care. I think it is very important that
we preserve the benefits for the senior
citizens in the United States under
Medicare. There are major consider-
ations with what the House has done
on limiting funding for education, for
Head Start, for scholarship programs. I
suggest that that is a major issue we
ought to be taking up. We have impor-
tant considerations on the National In-
stitutes of Health as to what we are
going to do on health issues, matters
which I submit are really the core is-
sues on the mandate for this Repub-
lican Congress from the voters in 1994.

What we are saying here is a basic
constitutional issue which has been de-
cided by the Supreme Court of the
United States, and however you may
slice it, however you may refine it, it is
still a frontal attack, a virtual melt-
down, on women’s rights, from A to Z.

This particular one comes in at ‘‘M,’’
the mandate that the Federal employ-
ees insurance should exclude abortion
coverage.

It would be my hope, Mr. President,
that we would reject the amendment
which is offered by the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma, recognizing
the sincerity of his views, but recogniz-
ing the law of the land in the United
States is established by the Supreme
Court of the United States. The Su-
preme Court of the United States has
upheld the constitutional right of a
woman to choose.

If that is to be overturned, under the
provisions of our Constitution, we
know how to do it with a two-thirds
vote here and in the House and ratifi-
cation by three-fourths of the States.

What we are seeing is a systematic
meltdown, a systematic dismantling of
a woman’s right to choose. I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield 7 minutes to
a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, Senator MURRAY.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
today in opposition to the Senator
from Oklahoma, and in support of civil
servants’ full access to reproductive
health care, including abortion serv-
ices.

The other body has recently taken a
major step backward for women
throughout this country. In its version
of the fiscal year 1996 Treasury-Postal
appropriations bill, the House denied
all civil servants the right to chose
health insurance programs that pro-
vide abortion services.

By reversing previous congressional
action providing full access to repro-
ductive health services for women in
Government, the House has once again
cast a long shadow over a woman’s
right to sovereignty over her own body.
I believe this action was wrong, and I
believe the U.S. Senate has a respon-
sibility to take a much more thought-
ful approach to making major policy
shifts in the appropriations process.

Civil servants, like most Americans,
obtain their health care services
through their employment. Like me
and many people I know, they person-
ally pay a part of their insurance pre-
miums, and their employer—in this
case the Government—pays the bal-
ance. I believe these people, like most
Americans, should be able to choose
their own insurance, and use any of the
services offered by that insurance.

Civil servants are no different than
any other American; why should they
be treated differently with their health
insurance. They are regular people:
The air traffic controller, the bridge
engineer, the customs agent, secretar-
ies, maintenance workers. These are
regular Americans, and probably our
neighbors.

Mr. President, most private sector
working people have ready access to re-
productive health services. Major in-
surers such as Aetna, Kaiser
Permanente, and Blue Cross/Blue
Shield provide this coverage. I believe
women who work in the Government
should have the same choices in health
coverage enjoyed by women in the pri-
vate sector. Aside from being a matter
of consumer choice, access to reproduc-
tive services is the law of the land, and
should apply even within Government
and without.

This is not a shocking or unreason-
able position. There is broad support
within the Federal work force—and
more importantly, within the coun-
try—for consumer choice in health in-
surance. Every union representing Fed-
eral employees has endorsed access to
abortion services in the Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefits Program.

There are 9 million Americans cov-
ered by the program, including at least
1.2 million women in the prime of their
lives. These women rely on the pro-
gram; it is their only source of health
insurance protection. They, like every
other woman in America, are entitled
to make their own choices about
whether and when to bear a child. As I
said, that choice is a fundamental con-
stitutional right.

The other body is once again trying
to turn the health care choices of
women in Government into a political
football. This is micromanagement of
the worse kind, and it is wrong. The
U.S. Congress should not be making re-
productive health choices for Federal
workers. Nor should it discriminate
against Federal workers who choose to
have an abortion.

By denying women employees health
coverage for abortion services, Con-
gress would be doing just that. It would
force female workers and their families
to purchase separate insurance to
cover reproductive health services.
This would amount to a major wage re-
duction, and worse, it would be dis-
criminatory.

Mr. President, the suggestion of the
Senator from Oklahoma that we reject
the committee amendments in this
case is not a reasonable one for women,
whether they are in Government or
not. The action of the House represents
a major policy shift.

Two years ago, the Congress voted to
give civil servants the choice. Millions
of workers and thousands of families
have since made health care decisions
based on that action. If we backtrack
now, we will throw these families into
uncertainty once again about their op-
tions for health care, family planning,
and household finances. Haven’t we
gotten beyond this?

I have heard on this floor over and
over again this year that people know
best; that families know best; that
Government needs to get out of peo-
ple’s lives. I could not agree more. Why
is it then, that some in this Chamber
continue to insist on injecting the Fed-
eral Government into people’s personal
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lives, into their bedrooms, and into
their health care decisions?

Let me conclude with a personal
story. My personal awakening to the
abortion issue came when I was in col-
lege. Back then—and it was not that
long ago—abortion was not legal. A
friend of mine was date-raped, and she
became pregnant. Wracked with fear,
she was forced to have a back-alley
abortion. The damage done to her dur-
ing that procedure has prevented her
from ever having children. I want to
ensure that no other woman in this
country, including my own daughter,
has that experience.

I urge my colleagues to support the
committee amendments, and reject a
motion to table.

I yield my time back to the Senator
from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland has 63 minutes, the
Senator from Oklahoma has 73 min-
utes.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Maine, Senator
SNOWE, a colleague from the House. We
welcome her on this.

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the Senator for
yielding and appreciate her efforts here
today because I think it is critically
important to the issue that we are de-
bating and will determine the Senate
position.

I hope that we do not adopt the
House position. I believe it is regret-
table that we have even reached this
point because, in effect, what we would
be doing by accepting the House posi-
tion is to further subjugate women’s
lives and the health of Federal employ-
ees to a new standard—a lower stand-
ard.

I agree with Senator SPECTER, who
has said that it is about one ban after
another, after another ban, in attempts
to do legislatively what the courts
have failed to do judiciously—to roll
back, gut, water down, strip away a
woman’s right to choose.

Now, we will talk about the issue at
hand today. It is about changing the
status quo of health care for female
Federal employees in America. It
would not take them a step forward. It
would take a giant step backward.

It would prohibit Federal employee
health benefit plans from covering ter-
mination of pregnancies in all in-
stances, even in cases of rape and in-
cest. So a Federal employee could not
make that determination, even in the
cases of rape and incest.

It does not allow a female Federal
employee to make that decision on her
own—a personal, moral decision, and,
yes, a very difficult one at that.

What we are saying here today is
that the power of the purse of Congress
ought to penalize a large number of
women who work in the Federal Gov-
ernment from making their health care
choices.

It is going to provide a serious finan-
cial handicap to a lot of families if

they have to make that decision, be-
cause there are a number of Federal
employees who are at or below the pov-
erty level. Mr. President, 25 percent of
the Federal employees earn less than
$25,000, and 18,000 Federal employees
are at or below the Federal poverty
level.

Now we are saying, ‘‘We are sorry,
you cannot make the choices about
your health insurance.’’

We are telling 1.2 million women who
work for the Federal Government that
you cannot have the same access to
health care choices as your counter-
parts in the private sector. There are 78
million women in the private sector
who have those choices. The fact is,
two-thirds of the private sector fee-for-
service plans offer coverage for an
array of reproductive choices; 70 per-
cent of health maintenance organiza-
tion plans provide reproductive choice
coverage. Mr. President, 178 of the 345
health care plans that are offered to
the Federal employees offer this
choice. Four of the five major plans do
so.

But now we are saying we are going
to distinguish a woman’s right to
choice by virtue of whether they work
in the private sector or for the Federal
Government, and that is what is wrong.
We are denying the women who work
in the Federal Government their con-
stitutionally protected right, that has
been affirmed and reaffirmed by the
highest court in the land. It is dis-
criminatory, it is unfair, it is inequi-
table.

Federal health insurance is one form
of compensation to Federal workers.
They have earned that. They get their
salary, they get their health care, and
they get their pension coverage. It is
not a Federal allowance. It is not a
handout. It is something that they
have earned and has been decided upon
through an employment agreement.
What is to distinguish from the fact
that we say, ‘‘Well, Federal salaries are
supported by taxpayers, therefore we
are going to say that you cannot use
your Federal salary to make your
choices with respect to reproductive
health care?’’ What is the difference?
There is none.

Should we not allow Federal workers
to make the decision about what kind
of health insurance they have? I think
so. I think they ought to be able to
make that decision. Congress should
not make that decision. The Federal
Government should not make that de-
cision for them. It is a personal deci-
sion. It is a constitutionally protected
right decision.

So I hope we will not accept the
House language, because it is regres-
sive. It is penalizing to the 1.2 million
women who work for the Federal Gov-
ernment. It is singling them out and
denying them the same rights of free-
dom of choice as those women who
work in the private sector.

I hope we reject the House position.
We cannot underestimate the con-
sequences of this decision. There is a

lot at stake here. It is about the rights
of Federal employees, not to mention
the reproductive freedom of women
who work for the Federal Government.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the comments made by several of
my colleagues and I appreciate their
positions and the sincerity with which
they hold those positions. But let me
just make a couple of points.

I have heard a couple of our friends
say, ‘‘If we adopt the House language
we are denying a constitutional right.’’
I disagree. There is nothing in the Con-
stitution that says taxpayers have to
pay for abortions. It is not in there.
You can read the Constitution up and
down, it is not in there. Taxpayers do
not have to pay for abortions. There
has not been a constitutional amend-
ment that says, ‘‘Taxpayers, you have
to pay for it.’’ So we are not denying
people their constitutional rights.

I have heard colleagues say, ‘‘It
should be their personal decision.’’ It
should be their personal decision with
their personal money, not with tax-
payers’ money. Sure, if they want to
use their own money, they can use
their own money. There is nothing in
our language that says Federal em-
ployees cannot use their own money.

Abortions are not very expensive.
They cost about $250. You can get them
pretty quickly. You can be in and out
in an hour or two. They can use their
own money to do that. Most Federal
employees are pretty well paid, they
can probably afford that. We have to
remember—how easy do we want to
make this? Do you want to have it paid
for by the Federal Government, the
Federal Government paying 72 percent
of this, the cost of health insurance,
turning it into a fringe benefit?

I want Federal employees to have de-
cent benefits as well. But I do not
think that benefit should include the
destruction of a human life and I do
not think it should include taxpayers
paying for it. If they want to make
that decision with their own money,
that should be their decision with their
own money. It should not require Fed-
eral subsidies.

They should have that right—I guess
under present law they have that right,
or present interpretation of the Con-
stitution they have that right. I am
not arguing with that. Some people
want to debate that. Maybe we will de-
bate that another day.

What we are arguing about is Federal
taxpayers’ money. We are not undoing
the Constitution. I heard people men-
tion financial handicap. It should not
be easy to get an abortion. If you make
this a standard fringe benefit item,
readily available, Uncle Sam is picking
up 72 percent of the cost, you get one
in an hour or so—done. Maybe the out-
of-pocket costs, I do not know, maybe
it depends on the plan—maybe it is
only $20 or $40. Just destroy a human
life, be out tomorrow—be out in an
hour. And we are destroying the life of
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a human being created in the image of
God. I think that is a serious mistake
and there is nothing in the Constitu-
tion that says taxpayers have to pay
for it.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield 5 minutes to

the Senator from California, Senator
BOXER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my friend from
Maryland for giving me this time and
for her leadership on this issue. I hope
the men and women of America are lis-
tening to this debate, are watching this
debate. I hope they not only listen to
the arguments but they pick up the
tone of voice that is used—the tone of
voice that is used when talking about
the women of this country.

Women who are employed by the
Federal Government work hard. They
pay 28 percent of their health pre-
miums out of their own pockets. And
when it comes to their health care cov-
erage they deserve the same health
benefits as women who work in the pri-
vate sector. They do not deserve to be
lectured to by U.S. Senators who wish
to make their own personal and private
decisions for them.

Oh, $250 is not a lot for a certain Sen-
ator who says it is not a lot for him.
That is fine. Maybe it is a lot more to
someone else who may earn $18,000 a
year here. By the way, we have people
who earn $18,000 a year here. You just
tell them $250 is not a lot of money.
That is disrespectful. That it elitist.
And what if there are complications
and it costs $1,000? And what if there
are serious complications in the situa-
tion and it costs $2,000? Senators who
earn an awful lot of money have no
right to treat other people that way.

Mr. President, this is the beginning
of a debate that is going to last a long
time, not only today but many days,
because it is an attack on the rights of
women. There are enough people in the
Senate who understand that, and who
are not going to allow it to go by be-
cause what is at stake here is a much
larger vote than the vote that we face.

Those who push this know they can-
not win a vote to criminalize abortion.
That is what their agenda is. We know
it. We have heard it. Constitutional
amendments outlawing abortion, that
is what the agenda is around here. Let
us face it. But they cannot win the
vote. They cannot win a vote to arrest
doctors and nurses and put them in
prison and arrest women and put them
in prison, so they go after the women
they have power over, the poor women,
who are on Medicaid—those are the
most powerless—and the Federal em-
ployees, who they have control over.

Mr. President, 1.5 million women, in
this case Federal employees, and their
dependents—yes, this matter deals
with life. It deals with the lives of Fed-
eral employees. And to call health in-
surance a fringe benefit is another out-
of-touch statement. I think the Sen-
ator from Maine addressed that very,
very well.

Listen to the tone in the voice when
talking about this issue as if it was an
easy choice. Oh, women will go to doc-
tors, just in and out, make this deci-
sion, make this choice, go home as if it
was some easy choice. It always
amazes me when men, in particular,
who oppose the women’s right to
choose, talk about it like it was going
to the store to pick out a dress. That is
an insult to the women of this country.
This is a painful choice. This is a
choice made with one’s God. This is a
choice made with one’s family. This is
a choice made with one’s physician.
And to talk about it as if it was not
even a problem or a difficult decision is
an insult to the women of this country.

When we get to the welfare debate, I
hope we hear the same compassion for
little kids who are undernourished and
impoverished as we do for fetuses in
the early days of a pregnancy. There is
a politician in the House who said
those who are against the women’s
right to choose are all for your right to
be born, but after that you are on your
own.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes has expired.

Mrs. BOXER. May I have 2 additional
minutes?

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield 2 minutes
with pleasure to the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California.
Mrs. BOXER. I hope we hear the

same compassion we hear for a fetus in
the first few days as we hear for those
babies who need the WIC Program, who
need the Head Start Program. But do
you know what I am going to hear
from the same people? ‘‘Give it to the
States. Let the States decide.’’ For
those little kids—let the States decide.
Let 50 different Governors and 50 legis-
latures decide. We do not have to de-
cide here if a kid can go hungry. But
we are going to decide, by God, what
women, who happen to work for the
Federal Government, do with their own
bodies. Because $250 is not a problem.
Well, it may not be a problem for some
Senators, but it may be a problem for
some Federal employees.

We cannot turn the clock back. We
fixed this problem in 1993 and said at
that time that women who are Federal
employees will be treated like women
all over the country. To go back on
that would be wrong.

Is this a pattern that I see developing
here, women who the Senate can con-
trol will be treated differently than
women anywhere else? If it is women
involved in an ethics case, they cannot
come forward in a public forum. If it is
women who are Federal employees,
they cannot go forward and exercise
their right to choose. What is next?
What is next?

So I am proud to stand with my
friend from Maryland, and I hope she
prevails. And we will stay here as long
as we have to until we win this battle.

I yield my time back.

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland.
Ms. MIKULSKI. Before I yield to the

Senator from New Jersey, I note that
the Senator from Oklahoma is both the
manager of his time and now he is the
Presiding Officer. Is it, therefore, the
Senator from Oklahoma’s—and I speak
to him now as a Senator from Okla-
homa——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may proceed.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Are you temporarily
in the chair so that Senator— I did not
know if you were going to be there for
a whole hour.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from New Jersey
10 minutes, and at the conclusion of his
remarks, I will presume the Senator
from Ohio will speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
NICKLES). The Senator from New Jer-
sey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
am proud to stand with my colleagues
in the U.S. Senate, not coincidentally
relatively new Members, who frankly,
to use the expression, have changed the
complexion of the place. And by that I
do not mean the exterior. I do not
mean the facial makeup. I am talking
about integrity, I am talking about
honesty, and I am talking about under-
standing that they represent the ma-
jority of people in this country. And,
yet, there is a move afoot to tell them
how to behave.

I rise in support of the committee
amendment and to support a woman’s
right to choose.

Mr. President, the opponents of this
committee amendment are trying to
take away the right to choose from our
Federal employees and their families.

The current Federal employees
health system allows women to choose
the type of health plan that suits them
best. They can select a plan that in-
cludes abortion coverage. Or they can
select a plan that does not. It is their
choice. But the opponents of the com-
mittee amendment want to take away
the right under a legitimate Federal
health plan from getting abortion cov-
erage.

The opponents of those rights for
Federal employees, citizens, like any
other, want to effectively take away
the right to choose for 1.2 million
women of reproductive age who rely on
a Federal health plan for health cov-
erage.

In doing so, they are proposing to
discriminate against a certain class of
women. They are saying that if you
work for the private sector you can get
complete reproductive health care cov-
erage.

But if you work for the Federal Gov-
ernment you cannot. We forget that
they have the same rights as any other
citizen.

Mr. President, many people around
here are deeply committed to eliminat-
ing a woman’s right to choose. And we
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have already seen how far they will go
to pursue their agenda.

In June of this year, a minority of
Republicans blocked a vote on the
nomination of Dr. Henry Foster to be
Surgeon General. They brought down a
man who had spent 38 years delivering
health care to poor people, delivering
babies by the thousands. But a minor-
ity defeated him just because he had
performed other legal and obligatory
procedures for his patients as long as it
was not against his conscience, and ob-
viously he was a forthright physician
who knew that he had a responsibility
first to the health and well-being of his
patients.

Dr. Foster’s nomination became the
first of the Republican primaries way
in advance of New Hampshire or Iowa.
The cloture votes were not about Dr.
Foster’s qualifications; they were
about who could pander most to groups
who want to outlaw a woman’s right to
choose in this country—nothing more,
nothing less.

Mr. President, about 70 percent of the
American people believe a woman
should have the right to choose what
to do with her own body. Yet many in
Congress listen only to a narrow seg-
ment of the population whose views are
radically outside the mainstream. And
they seem intent on imposing their
views on everybody else.

In that light, I would just like to re-
mind my colleagues of what the Repub-
lican Party platform says about a
woman’s right to choose.

It is pretty bold, and it was not a hid-
den statement: a ‘‘constitutional
amendment to outlaw abortion.’’ That
is the mission.

The Republican Party platform calls
for a constitutional amendment to
take away a woman’s right to choose.

A constitutional ban on abortion. In
fact, that has been part of the Repub-
lican Party platform since 1980.

Not surprisingly, Mr. President, Re-
publicans in Congress are trying to do
just what their party platform states.
They are trying to take away a wom-
an’s right to choose. And they are try-
ing to do it by chipping away at that
right, bit by bit.

Now, to be fair, Mr. President, I do
want to say that not all members of
the Republican Party share this view.

We heard from the distinguished Sen-
ators from Maine and Pennsylvania.
But that group is a small minority.
They are prochoice. They speak out.
But they are not part of the party’s
leadership, and they are not driving
the Republican agenda. They are shut
out.

I want to let my colleagues know
that I will join the fight against the
Republican leadership and the
antichoice legislative agenda at every
turn. And I am delighted to be serving
in the ranks of those who oppose tak-
ing away women’s right to choose, led
particularly by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Maryland and from Califor-
nia and others. Like the majority of
Americans, I support the law and sup-

port Roe versus Wade and the constitu-
tional right for American women to
choose.

Mr. President, the women of this
country should be concerned about
their reproductive rights because the
Republican Party can put its
antichoice views into action in this
Congress. They are not going to stop
with Federal employees. They have
bigger targets.

They plan to do everything in their
power to restrict a woman’s right to
choose. We hear it all the time. They
have a lot of antichoice legislation on
the drawing board.

For example, they plan to reinstate
the gag rule and its overseas equiva-
lent, the Mexico City policy. These pro-
posals seek to intrude on the doctor-
patient relationship.

They also plan to restrict a woman’s
right to choose if that woman happens
to serve overseas in the military.

Mind you, someone who has agreed to
join our military to protect this coun-
try has an immediate disadvantage, if
she chooses to have an abortion, or if a
member of her family has, or if she is
a victim of rape and is on Medicaid, or
if she is poor and she lives in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, they plan to take
away reproductive health care cov-
erage for these women. It is, indeed, an
extremist agenda. Why are they doing
this? Because doing this is a means to
an end. They want to outlaw abortion,
and they are trying to do it step by
step.

Mr. President, this is a buildup to ul-
timately passing a constitutional
amendment to outlaw the right to
choose, plain and simple.

The American women must also be
afraid of what might happen in future
Presidential elections. If another
antichoice President is elected, women
could face another barrage of Federal
regulations designed to restrict a wom-
an’s right to choose. They could face
another round of antichoice nominees
to the Supreme Court. And this would
be a replay of what happened back in
the Reagan-Bush administrations when
we got Clarence Thomas and the infa-
mous gag rule.

I hope it will not happen, Mr. Presi-
dent, but those of us who care about a
woman’s right to choose owe a need to
keep the broader antichoice agenda in
view. Whenever the right of some
women to choose is threatened, wheth-
er they be Federal employees, rape vic-
tims, or residents of DC, every wom-
an’s rights are threatened, and that is
why we need to fight back every step of
the way.

I was astounded this week when I
heard over the radio a distinguished
Congressman, well-known senior Con-
gressman from the State of Illinois,
state on the radio that abortion is a
worse crime than rape. He alone is
making decisions as to what the law
ought to say, not respecting what is in
the Constitution, not respecting what
is in the statutes but deciding—he de-
ciding—that abortion is a crime worse
than rape.

That is a foul thought. What is being
said by so many of the proponents of
individual rights, the ability to own
guns, the ability to resist taxes, is
that, yes, an individual’s rights over-
come all other things. Mr. President,
we sometimes forget we are a nation of
laws, not of men. That is the cardinal
principle—laws that apply to every-
body. And the law is firm that the
woman, in the right of privacy, has a
right to choose. But there are those
same people who will insist that they
know best what is best for a woman. I
find it shocking that a legislator would
suggest that abortion is a worse crime
than rape.

Mr. President, I hope that my col-
leagues will support the committee and
protect a woman’s right to choose,
fight hard to preserve that right be-
cause therein I think is the precursor
of what happens to the rights of all of
us across this country.

The greatness of our society is the
application of law and the obedience to
law.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, the Sen-

ator from Oklahoma has yielded me as
much time as I desire in debate.

Let me first thank the Presiding Offi-
cer for taking my place in the chair so
I have the opportunity to discuss for a
few minutes this very contentious and
very emotional issue.

Let me start, if I could, by trying to
put this debate today, though, in per-
spective because the issue that we are
debating today is very narrow. It is
very narrowly drawn. Each one of us
has very strong feelings about the
abortion issue. As I look around this
Chamber and see my colleagues who
are debating this issue today, I think
each and every one of us at one time or
the other has done this before and our
positions are very well known. Whether
it is in this body or the other body, we
have all debated this.

The issue today is not the big picture
issue about abortion. The issue today
was defined very well by the Senator
from Oklahoma. He has done it several
times in the Chamber, but I wish to
bring it back to that issue if I could.
That issue is simply this: Should Fed-
eral tax dollars be used to subsidize
abortion? That is it. That is what the
issue is. Should Federal tax dollars be
taken from citizens across this coun-
try, from every taxpayer, to subsidize
abortions?

Let us try to put the debate in even
more perspective. The abortion debate
and the abortion issue is one of the
most—no, it is not one of the most; it
is the most—emotional, contentious,
gut-wrenching debates in which this
country engages. It is an issue that di-
vides families. It is an issue that di-
vides friends to the point where most
of us, most of us will not on a casual
basis even talk about it. I know of no
issue in this country that is so emo-
tional and that at the same time finds
the American people so divided.

With that background, this not being
just any ordinary issue where we are
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trying to decide whether we spend tax
dollars or not, this is the moral issue,
some people would argue, the moral
issue of our day. On the one hand, the
argument about freedom; on the other
hand, the argument about life.

That is the perspective that I think
we have to take and the historical
background as we come to this debate
today. I find no compelling reason for
this Congress, for this Senate to say to
every American taxpayer, ‘‘You have
no choice; you have to subsidize abor-
tion, and a portion of your income tax
will be used, however small it might
be, for something that you feel so emo-
tional about and that you feel is such a
matter of principle.’’

When I was growing up in Yellow
Springs, OH, a few of the people I
knew, or at least knew of, who felt so
strongly about what we were doing in
the late 1950’s and early 1960’s, under
President Eisenhower and President
Kennedy, about national defense, they
did not want their taxes being used for
national defense. I am sure people feel
strongly about a lot of different issues,
and we make a decision as a country
that we do not let people pick and
choose what taxes they pay. We should
not.

My only point is this issue that we
are talking about today is different. It
is different because the country is so
divided, and it is different because it is
such an emotional issue and because
people feel so very strongly about it. I
see no compelling reason to take tax-
payers’ dollars to do this.

Mr. President, the argument has been
made on this floor that if the Senator
from Oklahoma prevails on this issue,
we will be taking a right away from
people. I think he has addressed that
very well. That simply is not true.
Health care plans do not pay for every-
thing. No health care plan pays for ev-
erything. There are choices that are
made. No one argues that the Federal
Government has the legal obligation or
the moral obligation or the constitu-
tional obligation to provide for every
medical service that someone might
want or might need. So it is a question
of choice. It is a question of choosing
what, with finite tax dollars, we as a
Congress believe, the trustees of the
American people, that we should spend
the taxpayers’ dollars on. And so I will
be voting with my friend and colleague
from Oklahoma.

I will just close on this final note. In
every poll that I have seen—better yet,
in discussions I have had with people
across the State of Ohio for the last 4
or 5 years—I have traveled Ohio, it
seems like almost nonstop, for 5 years
talking to thousands of people—it is
clear to me that while people have var-
ious views about the big abortion issue,
the overwhelming majority of the
American people do not believe tax dol-
lars should be used to fund abortion.

So when some of my colleagues make
statements that would indicate that
this action today, if we take this ac-
tion, will be against the majority view

of the American people, my answer to
that is that it is simply not true. Every
survey would indicate otherwise. Our
own surveys that we all do as we cam-
paign, as we travel and meet with peo-
ple that we try to represent, would in-
dicate otherwise.

It is a narrow issue. Let us keep our
eye on the ball. Let us not allow this
debate to get off into, as my friend and
colleague a moment ago was talking
about, a Republican agenda or Demo-
crat agenda, platform. This is a very,
very narrow issue, to use tax dollars to
fund abortion. Do you turn to people
who feel very strongly about this issue
and say, ‘‘We don’t care what you
think, we are still involuntarily taking
money from your paycheck every week
to do something that you find to be
very offensive″? That is the issue. It is
very narrow. It is very simple.

Mr. President, I thank you for your
courtesy, and I yield back my time.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from California, Senator
FEINSTEIN. She is very able on this
issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair
and the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. President, I rise in support of the
committee amendment and in opposi-
tion to the motion to table. The reason
I do so is because it is my belief, Mr.
President, that the motion to table is a
first step of a long march to remove a
woman’s right to choose. The Federal
Employees Health Benefits Program is
a network of plans that has been esti-
mated to cover about 9 million people:
Federal employees, retirees, and their
dependents. About 44 percent of these
people are women. According to esti-
mates, about 1.2 million of these
women are of reproductive age.

So, if we accept the motion to table,
we are saying to 1.2 million women, no
matter what your circumstances are,
‘‘We, the U.S. Senate, know more
about your circumstances than you do,
more about your circumstances than
your doctor knows.’’ If successful, I be-
lieve there will be another, and then
another attack against a woman’s
right to choose. If those backing this
motion have their way, politicians will
once again govern a woman’s reproduc-
tive system. And that will take us back
to the days I remember well, the days
of the back-alley abortion.

A woman, regardless of her religious
beliefs, regardless of her doctor’s ad-
vice, will be governed by the advice,
the will, the law of the U.S. Senate. It
does not seem to matter to people that
women often find themselves con-
fronted by a myriad of circumstances.
It does not happen to matter that if a
woman is raped leaving the Hart, the
Russell, or the Dirksen Senate Office
Building one night, we are prepared to
say that she will be forced to carry a
resulting pregnancy to term. No mat-
ter what the circumstance, no matter
how terrible, no matter how traumatic,
if she is a Federal employee, she is on
her own if she needs an abortion.

It is ironic to me that many of the
same legislators who opposed national
health care reform because they
claimed it interfered with a woman’s
ability or a person’s ability to choose
their own insurance coverage and
health care are the same Members who
will vote to deny Federal employees
the ability to choose abortion coverage
in their insurance plans.

These same people who have long ad-
vocated that Government get off the
backs of the people are willing to put
Government right back on when it
comes to a very personal decision
about abortion.

Our Constitution, the highest law of
the land, provides privacy rights for a
woman to be able to make this basic
decision in consultation with a doctor,
if she chooses, and basically to control
her own reproductive system. And that
is what this is really all about.

This motion would declare that Fed-
eral female employees are second-class
citizens. Although women pay for a
percentage of their health care plan, no
health care plan would be able to con-
tain reproductive planning services if
the Federal Government pays any por-
tion of that plan. She is a second-class
citizen because, in fact, two-thirds of
all private health care plans do cover
abortion and 70 percent of all health
maintenance organizations, what we
call HMO’s, do offer a full range of
health care services, including abor-
tion.

So if a woman works in the private
sector, she has access to these plans. If
the motion to table were successful, if
a woman works for the Federal Govern-
ment, she would not have access. As a
result, she becomes a second-class citi-
zen.

So I believe the issue here is very
simple. It is the first step in the long
march to say who controls a woman’s
reproductive system. Is it the Congress
of the United States or is it the
woman, her beliefs, and her doctor? I
am one, frankly, who believes we have
many more serious problems to tackle
than this one. And I am one, frankly,
who is really very shocked to see in
this day and age when the state of the
art of health insurance plans is to offer
reproductive family planning services,
including abortion, that the Congress
of the United States is willing to take
this choice away from 1.2 million
women who happen to be Federal em-
ployees. And the fact of the matter is,
the woman who is denied the right to
choose is the lowest paid woman.

I thank the Chair. I yield the
time——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). The time has expired.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Does the Senator
from Oklahoma wish to speak?

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I would
be happy to make a few comments. I
appreciate the statements that have
been made by several of our colleagues.
I appreciate the statement made by the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 11507August 5, 1995
Presiding Officer, which was right on
target. The Presiding Officer, the Sen-
ator from Ohio, mentioned this is not
about a woman’s right to choose, not
about a constitutional amendment. It
is not about national platforms. It is
about whether or not we are going to
subsidize abortions by taxpayers.

Somebody mentioned polling. I be-
lieve the Senator from New Jersey said
70 percent of the people support the
right to choose. Certainly that sounds
good. If you ask people if they want
their tax dollars being used to fund
abortion, which is destroying an inno-
cent human life, you will find well over
70 percent say no. And that is all this
amendment does.

I have heard a couple of my col-
leagues now say, ‘‘This is the first at-
tack leading to a constitutional
amendment that will ban abortion.’’ I
have been in this body for—this is my
15th or 16th year. We have never voted
on a constitutional amendment yet to
outlaw abortion.

I think some people are trying to
scare other people. We have had votes
every single year on whether or not we
are going to fund abortion with tax-
payers’ dollars—every single year. I am
sure it will continue. Someone said,
‘‘Oh, I wish this issue would go away.’’
Well, we have to make decisions on
how we are to spend money. Are we
going to use our taxpayer dollars in
what way? Are we going to use it for
fringe benefits that include abortions?
We have to make a decision. Are we
going to do it or not do it? That is pub-
lic policy.

The Senator from New Jersey said we
are a nation of laws. I agree with that.
We have to make laws. It is interesting
to note we have never made a law le-
galizing abortion. Congress has never
passed a law. But we are not debating
that today. That would be a good thing
to debate.

I know many people in this body sup-
port such a law, the codification of Roe
versus Wade. Roe versus Wade is a 1973
decision to legalize abortion. That was
a Supreme Court decision. That was
not an act of Congress.

I read the Constitution to say that
Congress should pass all laws, article I.
Congress should pass all laws. That was
the law where basically Roe versus
Wade was legalized. That is not what
we are debating today. We are debating
today the power of the purse, are we
going to use taxpayers’ dollars to sub-
sidize abortion?

Taxpayers pay 72 percent of the cost
of Federal employees health insurance.
So we have a right to say what is and
what is not in it. There are a lot of
things not in Federal employees health
insurance. We do not have free dental
coverage. A lot of people would like to
have it, but we do not have it. It may
be available somewhere, but you do not
have free dental coverage.

We have to make decisions. We have
to make decisions of how we are going
to spend the money. Taxpayers pay 72
percent of the cost of Federal employ-

ees health insurance. We have to de-
cide, do we want to include abortion.

I heard two colleagues say this is just
another medical procedure. I disagree.
They may want it to cover abortion
just like it would cover—I do not
know—a tooth extraction or maybe
anything else that is routine, but this
is elective surgery. What does that
elective surgery do? It destroys the life
of an innocent unborn human being.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. NICKLES. I will not at this
point. I will in a moment. It destroys
the life of an innocent human being.
Now that is serious and it is serious
when you say to the taxpayers, ‘‘We
want you to pay for three-fourths of
it.’’

So we are not debating constitu-
tional amendments. We are not debat-
ing a woman’s right to choose. We are
not changing the law. We are debating
how we are going to spend money. This
amendment says no funds shall be
used. We have that right.

As I say, we have debated this every
single year on Health and Human Serv-
ices because we deal with Medicaid.
That is a national health program for
low-income people, and we debate that
every year.

I might mention, we have had re-
strictions every year saying we should
not use Federal money to subsidize
abortion for low-income people. Now
we are talking about Federal employ-
ees. Federal employees, for the most
part, are not low income. Most Federal
employees do OK. Maybe they are not
all upper income, I did not say that,
but the language we have right now, if
we allowed it to go in, would basically
say, ‘‘Well, we’re going to have abor-
tion as a fringe benefit for all Federal
employees paid for by the taxpayers,’’
72 percent paid by the taxpayers, re-
gardless of what their income level is.

Again, you have to go back to, what
are we subsidizing? We are subsidizing
the destruction of a human life. A lot
of Americans feel very, very strongly
that is not the way our tax dollars
should be spent. They feel very strong-
ly about it, and that is the reason why
we have had these debates every year.

Some may say, ‘‘Well, this is delay-
ing the process.’’ This Senator has no
desire to delay the process. I was happy
to have this amendment considered
under a 1-hour time limit equally di-
vided. I think everybody in this body
knows how they are going to vote.

But I just wanted to respond to some
of my colleagues. I heard some of my
colleagues say, ‘‘I support the right of
the freedom of choice. I support the
right to choose.’’ I heard that. We are
talking about a life. We are talking
about an unborn child.

I want people to have the maximum
degree of freedom and liberty imag-
inable. I want people to have the right
to choose almost anything everywhere.
This is America. This is the land of op-
portunity, the land of the free, but that
does not include destroying other

human beings. There are certain re-
strictions. That does not include hurt-
ing or harming someone else, and it
certainly does not include having tax-
payers pay for it.

So that is what this amendment is
all about. We do not think that tax-
payers should be forced to subsidize
Federal employees in paying for abor-
tions. That was the policy of our Na-
tion, that was the law of the land from
1984 to 1993. President Clinton and his
administration were successful in
changing that 2 years ago. We had a
good, heated debate then. We lost by
two votes. Hopefully, we will not lose
today.

I yield the floor.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,

will the Senator yield for a question? It
is common courtesy around here. If he
chooses not——

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to
yield on the Senator’s time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank you. I
yield the floor. This is an indication of
where we are going here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield 5 minutes to
the patient Senator from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr.
President. I thank the Senator from
Maryland for her leadership on this
very important issue.

Mr. President, I think there is a bit-
ter irony to this debate. Last Congress,
we were talking about the proposition
that people in the country should have
as good a health care coverage as Sen-
ators and Representatives have, and we
talked about the Federal employees
benefits plan as the model.

As a matter of fact, sometime this
Congress I intend to make sure that we
vote on that proposition, that we make
a commitment to making sure that by
the end of this Congress, we pass legis-
lation that will provide the people we
represent with as good a coverage as
we have.

Now we have an amendment which
essentially says that the Federal em-
ployees benefits package will not pro-
vide as good a coverage, as humane a
coverage as many men and women have
through their private health insurance
plans.

With the Federal employees benefits
plan, nobody is required to purchase a
plan that covers abortion, but if that is
the choice of a woman and her family,
then she has the right to make that
choice. That is the way it is with our
private health insurance plans in this
country.

So I rise to support the committee
amendment and certainly will oppose
any effort to table the committee
amendment, because I think this is
just an issue of discrimination. There
is no reason why a public employee, a
woman who is a public employee,
should have any less the right to ob-
tain coverage for abortion services
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than someone who is working in the
private sector. That is what this issue
is all about.

When I hear my colleague saying,
‘‘Well, someone who works for the Gov-
ernment, someone who is a public-sec-
tor employee, can purchase her own
private plan,’’ we make $130,000 a year,
so I guess we can. I guess our spouses
can. But guess what, a lot of people
who work for the Government make
$18,000 and $20,000 a year. It is not so
easy for them to do so.

So (A) this is an issue of fairness; (B)
it is a bitter irony to see us now move
away from Federal employees benefits
plan as a model and, instead, essen-
tially try and say we are going to
weaken this plan and deny many Gov-
ernment employees the same right, the
same opportunity to purchase coverage
that they would have in the private
sector.

And then finally, Mr. President, let
me just say that when I hear my col-
league say we have not had a debate on
a constitutional amendment to ban
abortion, that is right, because the
votes are not there. But I will tell you
something, what this vote is all about,
as my colleague from California said, it
is a long march in that direction. This
is a test vote. It is a test vote on Roe
versus Wade. It is a test vote on choice.
That is what this is all about. Nobody
should have any illusions to the con-
trary.

I yield the rest of my time.
Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.
Ms. MIKULSKI. Did the Senator

yield back his time?
Mr. WELLSTONE. That is correct, I

yield back my time to the manager.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, before

my colleague from Minnesota leaves, I
will just mention, I mentioned we have
never had a vote or a debate on a con-
stitutional amendment on banning
abortion. I know that President Clin-
ton, and many others, have sponsored
legislation dealing with codification of
Roe versus Wade. We never had that
debate either. My point being, I do not
want to get into a constitutional de-
bate or anything else. I agree very
strongly with my colleague and friend
from New Jersey when he says we are a
nation of laws and the legalization of
abortion, which some people would like
to do, the codification of Roe versus
Wade, I think it is called the Freedom
of Choice Act which has been intro-
duced with a lot of cosponsors, that has
never been debated either. Maybe at
some point we will have to do that, but
that is not what the debate is about
today.

The debate today is whether or not
we are going to have taxpayers’ funds
used to subsidize abortion.

That was just my point I wanted to
make. My friend from Minnesota is a
friend and he is energetic in these de-
bates. Maybe at some point we will de-
bate whether Congress should legalize
abortion. I happen to think if it is
going to be legal, it should be passed by
Congress. That is the way I read the

Constitution. It says Congress shall
pass all laws.

But the issue today is not constitu-
tional amendments, it is not platforms;
it is not agendas, it is how we are going
to spend our money. I hear the ref-
erences to the private sector. I do not
know how many colleagues came from
the private sector, but I was in the pri-
vate sector, and I helped put together
health plans for our employees. Abor-
tion was never a fringe benefit, and I
did not think it should be. It is avail-
able in some plans in the private sec-
tor. That may be their option. But in
the Federal Government, for Federal
employees, we are kind of the board of
directors or the management team, and
we have to decide what the fringe bene-
fits are. I personally do not think abor-
tions should be paid for, three-fourths
of which—or 72 percent of which—are
paid for by the taxpayers. I think that
would be incorrect.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
Ms. MIKULSKI. How much time do I

have left?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland has 30 minutes, 21
seconds. The Senator from Oklahoma
has 53 minutes.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the Appropriations
Committee amendment. Before I get
into my statement, I would like to con-
test the position of the Senator from
Oklahoma that somehow we are deal-
ing with taxpayer funds in the sense
that we are in a position where we
ought to control how they are utilized.
We are talking here about compensa-
tion which is given to a woman for
services rendered and to extend beyond
what normally we would consider ap-
propriate to call these funds that
should be controlled by the Govern-
ment. We are not talking here about
Medicaid, which is an entirely different
issue. We are talking here about com-
pensation entitled to a woman for
health benefits, and then saying we
should, on top of that, have a regula-
tion or prohibition as to how that
money can be spent for health care.

The Federal policy here is to help
provide health care for individuals, not
to dictate how they spend their money.
I raise that because to me it raises a
dangerous proposition that somehow
we can control the use of Federal em-
ployee compensation and whatever
they do with it, and if we are moving in
that direction, to say, my God, if they
buy something, that is a violation of
the law and their compensation should
be denied.

This is not about Medicaid. We de-
cided in committee not to include the
House language in the benefit plan that
would keep it from covering legal med-
ical procedures, because we did not
want to replace a doctor’s advice and
counsel with our own. We did not want
to dictate how an employee’s com-
pensation must be used in that difficult

but constitutionally protected area of
abortion.

Currently, Federal employees can
choose a health plan that covers a full
range of reproductive services, includ-
ing abortion. About half of the Federal
employee health benefit plans offer the
full range. These are mostly private
plans they are purchasing, not Govern-
ment plans.

Women employed by the Federal
Government currently have a choice.
They can have a policy with abortion
coverage, or they can opt out of it. I
think that is appropriate. The issue, I
think, is more the other way. We
should not force a woman to buy a pol-
icy that covers abortion if that is
against their beliefs. That is why I
think this option approach, which is
used in Missouri and in other States, is
an entirely appropriate way to go.
Women with full coverage can consult
their doctors and choose appropriate
health care services without the intru-
sion of our own political beliefs.

In a national insurance market, abor-
tion service is included in most plans.
Nearly 70 percent of all health insur-
ance plans offer such coverage. Why
should we want to penalize a Federal
employee by denying them and their
families what is widely available to
other employees with health care cov-
erage?

We must remember that abortion is a
legal medical procedure. It is constitu-
tionally protected under the right to
privacy. The choice of a woman, with
the help and the advice of a family doc-
tor, to have an abortion is an intensely
difficult and personal one. I would not
presume to decide who should and
should not have access to a legal medi-
cal procedure.

Health care decisions are, by their
nature, very sensitive and very per-
sonal. Reproductive health matters are
even more so. Since I am not a doctor,
I am not qualified to decide which
health services are appropriate for
someone else—even someone who is fe-
male and works for the Federal Gov-
ernment.

We are not considering which health
services generally should be covered.
This, rather, deals with a restriction
on an employee’s compensation as to
their ability to do what we want them
to do, and that is to provide themselves
with health care. We will help provide
that.

Medicaid would bring out this discus-
sion of the Senator from Oklahoma.
But there will be an appropriate forum
for that issue. Why should we here sin-
gle out Federal employees’ reproduc-
tive health as an area for excessive
governmental intrusion merely be-
cause they get some compensation to
help them do what we want to do, to
provide health care for themselves.

I am disturbed by the trend I am see-
ing. The House almost zeroed out fund-
ing for family planning services, an es-
sential component of women’s health.
How can we say we care about out-of-
wedlock births and teenage pregnancy
when we eliminate family planning?
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Now we are considering taking choice

away from Federal employees as to
how they may use their compensation,
which we give them to purchase medi-
cal care. This is not an appropriate role
of the Federal Government. We must
allow Federal professionals to seek ap-
propriate care without our inter-
ference.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
voting against any amendment to re-
move the committee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. NICKLES. I yield the Senator
from Montana such time as he may re-
quire.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I thank
my friend for yielding.

I very seldom come to the floor and
talk about this subject. But I see us
going adrift here from the real purpose
of this amendment. I would like to as-
sociate my comments with those of the
junior Senator from Ohio.

I want to ask two or three questions
here of my colleagues. I want them to
answer them very simply and very hon-
estly, yes or no. Does this amendment
prevent anybody, and in particular, a
Government employee, or any woman,
the right to an abortion? I say, what
right do we have as legislators to col-
lect money from the citizens of this
country who may have different views
on this particular subject than to
spend it on that? What right do we
have? Show me. Show the American
people where we deny a woman a right
of abortion. Show me in this amend-
ment where it changes the Constitu-
tion. I do not think there is a constitu-
tional amendment in this piece of leg-
islation.

Do we get our way or no way based
on emotion rather than fact when we
start looking at a piece of legislation?
Let us stay with the issue as it is pre-
sented in this amendment. I see no con-
stitutional change here. But what I
have heard is inflammatory language
that spurs or incites emotions to a
very, very high level, and we lose
where we are going.

I heard a while ago this thing about
‘‘second-class citizens.’’ I do not think
there is a second-class citizen in Amer-
ica today. I take offense to that. I
think there are citizens; I think there
are very hard-working, frugal people
who contribute to their communities,
to their schools, pay their taxes, pull
the wagon, who have a very, very
strong view on the subject of abortion.
Have we denied their right? I have
heard in private plans that abortion is
part of the plan. That is true, but they
spend their money on their plan.

They do not use taxpayers’ dollars.
They do not even in most cases use
pretax dollars.

Let us not lose the real meat of this
amendment. We do not need the lan-
guage it takes to look at it objectively
and really take a look that we as legis-
lators and as a Government have or do
not have a right to do.

We are not going to starve the chil-
dren. We are not going to freeze the old

people. What we are saying here is that
we are using taxpayers’ dollars, from
people who have a very strong view on
that, and they deserve a voice in this
debate, also.

Let us look at what we are supposed
to be talking about. Let us not get off
on another subject of where we should
or should not be.

I rise in support of the amendment of
the Senator from Oklahoma, for those
folks who may not have a voice in this
body today on how we spend their tax
dollars, in fact, their hard-earned tax
dollars.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I wish

to thank my friend and colleague from
Montana for his excellent statement. I
yield such time as he may consume to
the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, we
have been hearing this morning much
about the Constitution of the United
States on the subject of abortion. Ev-
erything I have heard has been correct.
The fact that the other side of this de-
bate is right when they argue that the
Supreme Court has upheld the right of
a woman to have an abortion is only
half of the constitutional law on this
subject.

We, on this side, accept the fact of
the constitutional law of the right of a
woman to an abortion. We hope that
the other side will accept another fact
of constitutional law. That is, the Su-
preme Court’s decision that taxpayers
do not have to pay for abortions. This
is also the law of the land. I am here to
defend it.

Now, there is no question but in this
case that we are talking about during
this debate, the case of Federal em-
ployees’ health insurance, there is no
question that the taxpayers are subsi-
dizing it. It is a fact of our budget that
approximately 72 percent of the Fed-
eral employees’ health care is paid for
by their employer, the Federal Govern-
ment.

I suppose the public is surprised that
it is not 100 percent paid by the tax-
payers, because I often hear that Fed-
eral employees have free health insur-
ance. No, it is like any other employee;
a certain percentage is paid by the em-
ployer and a certain percentage is paid
by the employee. Here, it is 72 percent.
A big portion of the premium is paid
for by the taxpayers.

The taxpayers have an interest in
this debate. The taxpayers have an in-
terest in this debate because the Su-
preme Court defines the Constitution
that when it comes to abortion, the
taxpayers do not have to pay for abor-
tions. The taxpayers can pay for abor-
tions if the law says so, but there is not
a constitutional right to have the tax-
payers pay for your abortion.

Now, there are other unsubstantiated
arguments during this debate, as well.
Another is that most private plans pro-
vide for abortions. This just is not the
case.

I checked with the Congressional Re-
search Service on this because some

people just keep bringing up and re-
peating this unproved point, a point I
believe put out by the Guttmacher In-
stitute. Of course, we all know, Mr.
President, the objective of the
Guttmacher Institute. That institute
used to be directly associated with
abortion providers. Now, it is only indi-
rectly associated with them. We are
supposed to believe what they tell us?

Mrs. BOXER. Will my friend yield for
a question? Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield for a question?

Mr. GRASSLEY. The data on this
point are not available.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield?

Mr. GRASSLEY. I do not yield.
According to the CRS on this point,

the data is not available to determine
if, in fact, most plans—private plans,
that is—provide abortion services.

In fact, some of the largest insurers,
like Mutual of Omaha, again, accord-
ing to the CRS, do not provide these
services.

To make it clear, the private sector
is just not an issue here. We always
hear the mantra that pro-lifers are
somehow out of touch in trying to turn
the clock back on women.

The problem with the other side is
that they totally disregard the chil-
dren that are involved in these difficult
cases. I would like to move the clock
forward for these children, not back, as
the other side would like to do.

As far as being out of touch, the
other side is out of touch with protect-
ing these children, many of whom are
going to be the future women of Amer-
ica.

Now, when you get past the gobble-
dygook of the proabortionists and you
really look at this amendment, you
will see it has nothing to do with the
overall issue of abortion rights.

That is the part of the Constitution,
I am saying, that is the law of the land.
That is not the issue. The issue is the
other Supreme Court decision that
says the taxpayers do not have to pay
for abortions. They do not have a con-
stitutional right for the taxpayers to
pay for abortions.

Mr. President, the issue is whether it
should be a taxpayers’ subsidy which,
under law, we can do.

Those who want you and the tax-
payers to fund these abortions are the
ones who are really out of step. The
vast majority of Americans, you see,
do not support their taxpayers’ money
being used to pay for abortions. It is
those who flaunt this majority that are
out of touch with the American people.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment of the Senator from Okla-
homa and stand up for the taxpayers
and the children of America.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I in-
quire how much time remains.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has 40 minutes,
and the Senator from Maryland has 24
minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. I think if all time was
used, the vote would occur at about
12:10.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is correct.
Mr. NICKLES. I mentioned at the be-

ginning we may wish to yield back
some time. I hope we can do so. I notify
my colleagues to plan on a vote, hope-
fully, shortly before 12 o’clock.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I be-
lieve I have how much time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland has 24 minutes.

Ms. MIKULSKI. We intend to use all
of our time, Mr. President. I now yield,
as part of that time, 5 minutes to the
Senator from Rhode Island.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would
like to take a few moments, if I might,
to speak in favor of the committee
amendment which would continue to
allow the Federal Employee Health
Benefits Program [FEHBP] to offer
coverage for abortion services. If this
committee amendment is rejected, we
will be responsible for creating a lower
standard of health insurance coverage
for our female employees than they
could otherwise obtain in the private
sector. We are creating, if this amend-
ment is rejected, a lower standard for
our female dependents than they would
receive if they worked in the private
sector. This seems to me to be terribly
unfair.

In the United States, women have a
constitutional right to choose an abor-
tion. But that right is meaningless if
women do not have access to abortions
or cannot pay for the service. Many
who are opposed to abortion rights
know that. So they come up with ways
to make it more and more difficult for
women to obtain a safe, affordable
abortion. Those attacking the coverage
of abortion services, in my judgment,
are engaging in that attempt.

Some Federal employees might not
want to participate in a plan that pro-
vides for abortion coverage, and that is
their right. The amendment before us
does not require plans to offer abor-
tions. It simply allows plans to include
that service. In fact, of the 345 plans
that are now offered under the Federal
Employee Health Benefits Program,
out of 345, 178—about half—offer some
form of abortion coverage. So an em-
ployee who is opposed to abortion, he
or she can choose one of the other
plans, choose out of the 167 that do not
offer abortion services.

There are approximately 1.2 million
women of reproductive age who rely on
the Federal Employee Health Benefits
Program for their medical care; 1.2
million women. Who are these women?
They are our colleagues here in the
Senate and in the House of Representa-
tives. They are here with us now on the
Senate floor. They are our staff mem-
bers, they are our daughters and our
wives.

Right now, all of those women or
their families pay for a portion of their
health insurance. As happens in the
private sector, the employer, in this
case the Federal Government, shares

part of that cost. The employee pays
part; the Federal Government pays
part. This is not any gift from the Fed-
eral Government. What the employee is
receiving is part of his or her com-
pensation in the form of these health
benefits.

I disagree that this is Federal money
being used to pay for abortions. The
Federal health benefits are part of a
Federal employee’s earnings. If we fol-
low the opponents’ argument, it fol-
lows the Federal employee could not
use his or her earnings from the Fed-
eral Government to pay to purchase an
abortion, since that would be, if you
follow the logic they are applying here,
a Federal subsidy.

Why could they not use their own
money? Because the Federal Govern-
ment pays their salary.

Opponents to the committee amend-
ment contend that women can simply
use their own money to purchase abor-
tion services. This is not an inexpen-
sive procedure. The average cost of an
early abortion is $250 if performed in a
clinic. In many places there are no
such clinics. There is travel and there
is the need to go into a hospital, and
this can cost as much as $1,760.

I would also point out that one-quar-
ter of all Federal employees earn less
than $25,000, and nearly 18,000 Federal
employees have incomes below or just
slightly above the poverty level. So the
cost for an abortion, for those women
in particular, causes a definite hard-
ship.

For 10 years, those working women
could not buy health insurance that in-
cluded abortion coverage. At the same
time, in the private sector two-thirds
of the fee-for-service plans and 70 per-
cent of the health maintenance organi-
zations provided abortion coverage—
and still do. Two years ago we were
able to get equal treatment for our col-
leagues, our staff members and family
members by overturning the ban on
abortion coverage. Today we are being
asked to return to a two-tiered, unfair
system which would deny abortion cov-
erage to Federal employees and their
families, even if they are raped or are
victims of incest.

We are talking about a legal medical
procedure, a right upheld by the Su-
preme Court on more than one occa-
sion. It is time, in my judgment, we
stop trying to find ways to get around
this right by making the procedure
shameful or inaccessible or too dan-
gerous for a doctor to perform. I urge
my colleagues to support the commit-
tee amendment and oppose the effort
by Senator NICKLES.

I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time? The Senator from Okla-
homa.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator from New Hampshire as
much time as he desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, the issue
of abortion is certainly one of the more

controversial issues that we face. Many
people are very uncomfortable talking
about it. There is never a huge crowd
here on the floor when this issue is
brought up. Contrary to what some
might assume, I respect those who feel
differently than I do on this issue, how-
ever I think it is one of the great moral
issues of the day, much as slavery was
some 150 years ago in the United States
of America. I rise in opposition to the
pending committee amendment to H.R.
2020 and support the Senator from
Oklahoma and commend him for what
he is doing.

The pending committee amendment
places before the Senate the issue of
whether abortion on demand will con-
tinue to be covered as a routine—I em-
phasize routine—health benefit, under
the Federal Employee Health Benefits
Program. That is really the issue here,
as to whether or not abortion, which in
my opinion takes a human life, is a
health benefit. The Federal Employee
Health Benefits Program provides cov-
erage for some 9 million Federal em-
ployees and their dependents. People
who feel as I do, and others here, that
it is the taking of a human life to com-
mit an abortion, perform an abortion,
do not want their tax dollars spent to
take human life. I think that is not an
unreasonable position for them to
take. I think it is backed up in the
polls, that even people who are in favor
of abortion—many people who are in
favor of abortion—do not support Fed-
eral funding. That is really the issue,
Federal funding. Approximately 72 per-
cent of the premiums for those plans,
under the Federal Employee Health
Benefits Program, are paid by the Fed-
eral Government, in other words the
taxpayers of the United States of
America.

Between 1984 and 1994, for some 10
years, the Congress prohibited Federal
Employee Health Benefits Programs
from paying for abortions. But, in 1993,
Congress passed the fiscal year 1994
Treasury, Postal appropriations bill
without, for the first time in 10 years,
this longstanding restriction on abor-
tion funding. No such restrictions were
included in the fiscal 1995 Treasury,
Postal appropriations bill either. But
at present, health plans in the Federal
Employee Health Benefits Program are
permitted to cover, and most of them
in fact do cover, abortion—not simply
abortion, but more appropriately, abor-
tion on demand, for whatever reason.

Thus, as we debate this issue on the
Senate floor this morning, the Amer-
ican taxpayer—whoever he or she may
be or wherever they may be located or
whatever their position may be on this
issue—is forced to pay for abortion on
demand for Federal employees. That is
the issue before us. That is why, for 10
years, it was not in there. And it is not
a matter of what your position is on
abortion, it is a matter of whether or
not you believe the taxpayers, even
those taxpayers who disagree with
abortion, should have to pay for it for
Federal employees.
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Also, is it really health care? When I

think of health care I think of helping
someone. I think of, perhaps, saving
someone’s life or performing some
medical service, which makes someone
healthy again. The taking of a human
life, in my opinion, is not healthy—cer-
tainly not healthy for the person whose
life is taken. That, then, is the stark
truth about the status quo. As we de-
bate this issue today on the Senate
floor, the American taxpayer, with all
of the other things we have to pay for
as we begin to downsize and balance
the budget, is being forced—not asked,
forced—to pay for abortion on demand
for Federal employees.

How many abortions are we talking
about? According to the Office of Per-
sonnel Management [OPM] in the cal-
endar year 1980, the last year for which
any authoritative figures were avail-
able, 17,000 elective abortions were paid
for through the Federal employees
health benefits plan. The estimated
cost is about $9 million. So the figures
for fiscal year 1994 are not, to the best
of my knowledge—they may be; I do
not have them if they are—but assum-
ing that the figures before the 1984 ban
have held steady after the ban was lift-
ed in 1994, the American taxpayer we
assume can be expected to be forced to
pay through the Federal employees
health benefits plan some 17,000 elec-
tive abortions for Federal employees in
the current fiscal year at a cost of $9
million, plus some 15 years of inflation.
So I think we can assume that this is
going to cost far in excess of $9 million.
We all know inflation has risen consid-
erably since 1980.

So let us be very clear, Mr. Presi-
dent. The question before the Senate
today, in spite of all of the hard feel-
ings and comments that develop from
this issue, is whether the American
taxpayer is going to continue to be
forced to pay for abortion on demand
for all Federal employees for those who
choose to have one.

As I indicated, about 72 percent of
the premiums for the Federal employ-
ees health benefit plan are paid for by
the Federal Government. So unless the
committee amendment is defeated
today, these taxpayer-funded Federal
premium payments will continue to be
used to pay for abortion on demand for
Federal employees.

It is particularly I believe inappro-
priate for the Congress to allow these
benefit programs in the Federal Gov-
ernment to cover abortion because, as I
referred to this earlier, the overwhelm-
ing majority of abortions—there will
be some dispute perhaps and some of
my colleagues on the other side may
dispute the numbers—but the over-
whelming majority of abortions have
nothing to do with saving a life or pro-
tecting the physical health of the
mother.

In hearings before the Senate Judici-
ary Committee in 1981, Dr. Irving
Kushner, who served in the Carter ad-
ministration as Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary for Population Affairs, testified

before Congress about the reasons why
women have abortions. Dr. Kushner es-
timated that only 2 percent of abor-
tions are done for physical health rea-
sons and that 98 percent are performed
for life-style reasons.

Maybe those numbers are not exactly
accurate. They could change. They
could vary somewhat. But even if there
are 5 to 10 percent, those numbers are
still very striking.

Dr. Kushner testified that:
The data with which I am familiar would

indicate that something on the order of 2
percent of all of the abortions in this coun-
try are done for some clinically identifiable
entity, physical health problem,
amniocentesis, and identified genetic dis-
ease.

The overwhelming majority of abor-
tions in this country are performed on
women who, for various reasons, do not
wish to be pregnant at this time, Dr.
Kushner testified.

There is a mixture of social, eco-
nomic, educational, perhaps health, or
whatever. But I am aware of no studies
that indicate that anything has
changed in that regard since Dr.
Kushner’s statement. If someone has
some facts that would dispute that, I
would certainly be happy to hear from
my colleagues on that.

The overwhelming majority of the
American people do not want their tax
dollars spent to finance abortion on de-
mand for Federal employees in this
case. I base this contention on a series
of national polls by well-respected poll-
ing organizations.

In March 1995, the CBS-New York
Times poll found that 72 percent of
Americans oppose the inclusion of
abortion in a national health care plan.
Only 23 percent were in favor. There is
no reason why a greater number of
Americans would favor such coverage
from employees in the Federal Govern-
ment with the taxpayers footing about
72 percent of the bill. Why would they?

Unless the committee amendment is
defeated, H.R. 2020 will allow Federal
tax dollars to be spent to pay for abor-
tions for Federal employees on demand
as a routine method of birth control.
Will some women do it for health rea-
sons? Yes, of course. But the bottom
line is that, for the most part, a rou-
tine method of birth control—which
many millions of Americans oppose
abortion on demand as birth control—
they will be forced to have their tax
dollars pay for this.

According to a working poll in 1992,
84 percent of Americans are opposed to
abortion as a method of birth control
and only 13 percent favor such a radical
position on the abortion question. It
follows then that the American people
do not want to pay for abortion on de-
mand for Federal employees as a meth-
od of birth control.

Finally, Mr. President, in the area of
polling, an ABC News-Washington Post
poll taken in July 1992 said that 69 per-
cent of Americans oppose the Federal
funding of abortions.

Mr. President, regardless of where
one stands on the issue of abortion as a

moral or a legal matter, it is beyond
dispute on this subject of debate today
that millions of Americans believe that
the unborn child is a human being from
the moment of conception and that
abortion is the wrongful taking of a
human life.

A large number of Americans believe
that forcing those millions of pro-life
Americans to pay for abortion on de-
mand with their tax dollars, as I be-
lieve, is a gross violation of their free-
dom of conscience. That is why I am
here supporting the Senator from Okla-
homa today.

I do not see the manager of the bill,
Senator KERREY of Nebraska, here on
the floor. I am sorry he is not because
I was sitting on the floor a short time
ago, and I heard the Senator from Ne-
braska, Senator KERREY, say that he
has studied this issue a long time and
he has concluded that human life does
not begin at conception. I am para-
phrasing, but essentially that is what
he said.

I would just like to ask the Senator
from Nebraska if he comes back to the
floor, when did his life begin? When did
the life of the Senator from Nebraska
begin if it did not begin at the moment
of conception?

I see the Senator here. And I am glad
he came back on the floor. I was refer-
ring to the comments earlier when you
said you had concluded that human life
does not begin at conception, and I am
very sincere and this is not to be
confrontational. My honest question to
you is, when did your life begin if it did
not begin at conception, if you are not
human the day after conception? Then
how can you be here today as a reason-
able, mature adult and a U.S. Senator
contributing much to America—I
might add, because your mother chose
life? And I think that the argument
that one makes is the intellectual ar-
gument that life does not begin at con-
ception is just mindboggling to me.

If you want to take the position,
which many do and many of my col-
leagues do on the other side of this
issue, that because of a particular rea-
son, whatever that reason might be, a
woman has a right to do that, to take
that life, that is another argument.
But to say that life does not begin at
conception, if it is not life by defini-
tion, there is no life to kill, there is
nothing to take. So if there is no life,
then there is nothing to destroy. So if
your life does not begin at conception,
I do not know when it does begin. I
would be interested to know when the
Senator from Nebraska thinks his life
did begin.

Mr. KERREY. Does the Senator ask
me a question and expect a response at
this moment, Mr. President?

Mr. SMITH. I would be happy to yield
to the Senator from Nebraska to re-
spond.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Not on my time.
Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I ask

that I be allowed to talk 1 minute not
charged to either side.

Mr. SMITH. I will take it off my
time.
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Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, this is

the realm of prayer you are talking
about—faith, a belief. That is what I
was trying to say earlier. I was trying
to give the Senator from New Hamp-
shire and others who hold the belief
that if a human being from the mo-
ment of conception ought to be pro-
tected and that it is murder, the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire wants abor-
tion to be made illegal because he be-
lieves it is murder, I do not believe
that it is a human being at the mo-
ment of conception, but only if you
have that belief. That is your conclu-
sion. He believes it is murder and, as a
consequence, wants to ban abortion.
But it is a realm of faith, a belief, if
someone enters prayer when they make
this decision. You do not reach it on
the floor of the Senate.

Mr. SMITH. If it is not a human
being, what is it, I say to the Senator
from Nebraska? Could the Senator
from Nebraska answer that question on
my time for me?

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, it may
surprise the Senator from New Hamp-
shire to know that he is not my God.
As I indicated earlier, I make the deci-
sion.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I reclaim
my time.

Mr. KERREY. I want to answer the
question. I want to answer that ques-
tion.

Mr. SMITH. Regular order, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. KERREY. The Senator from New
Hampshire asked me to answer the
question. I did not answer the question.

Mr. SMITH addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire has the
floor.

Mr. KERREY. He yielded me time.
Mr. SMITH. I reclaim my time, Mr.

President.
Mr. KERREY. He cannot withdraw

that time.
Mr. SMITH. I reclaim my time.
Mr. KERREY. Now he does not like

my answer in the midst of my answer.
Mr. SMITH. Regular order.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

FRIST). The Senate will be in order.
Mr. KERREY. He is trying to cut me

off.
Mr. SMITH. I reclaim my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire is able to
claim the floor and has reclaimed the
floor.

Mr. SMITH. The Senator from Ne-
braska went well over the line with the
statement regarding God, and I refuse
to yield any more time to him.

It would be glaringly inconsistent for
those who support the Hyde amend-
ment, which prohibits payments for
abortion for Medicaid-eligible women,
to vote in favor of Federal funding of
abortion for Federal employees. In
other words, Senators who support the
Hyde amendment also should oppose
coverage for abortion under the Fed-
eral employees health benefits plan.
Supporters of the Hyde amendment,

therefore, should vote to defeat the
committee amendment.

The Supreme Court has upheld the
constitutionality of the Hyde amend-
ment, and the Court found that the
Government can distinguish between
abortion and other medical procedures.
In upholding the Hyde amendment in
1980, the Court commented that abor-
tion is inherently different from other
medical procedures because no other
procedure involves the purposeful ter-
mination of, if it is not a human life, a
potential human life.

In closing, Mr. President, I wish to
commend my friend, Senator NICKLES.
It takes a lot of courage, knowing the
abuse we all take on this issue, to be
down here. We do not always have a
crowd; not many Members are willing
to come down and speak on the issue.
God knows, we get enough heat for
doing it.

I think the exchange that just took
place between the Senator from Ne-
braska and myself is a very strong in-
dication of the weakness of the argu-
ment that somehow after conception a
precious life, a human being, is some-
how not a human being.

There is no, absolutely no credibility
for that argument. Anyone, any rea-
sonable person, pro-life or pro-choice,
proabortion or antiabortion, who heard
the exchange between the Senator from
Nebraska and myself, would under-
stand that. If a person takes the posi-
tion that a woman has the right to ter-
minate, that is another argument. I do
not happen to agree with it, but that is
another argument. And there is some
good reason I think to at least argue
that there is some rationale to that de-
cision. But to say that life does not
begin at conception, there is a—when
an embryo is formed and the sperm and
egg unite and life begins, that is the
beginning. You cannot be a 50-year-old
man or a woman unless that act took
place. That is just a biological fact. It
has nothing to do with God.

I deeply resent the comment that the
Senator from Nebraska made on the
floor of this U.S. Senate, somehow say-
ing that because I questioned his com-
ments on this matter, somehow I would
be believing myself to be God. I deeply
resent it. I think it was entirely inap-
propriate. I would hope that he will
apologize for it but, frankly, I do not
expect it.

Mr. President, I think I have made
the point. The majority of the Amer-
ican people do not support taxpayers
paying for abortions, and I rest my
case on that.

Mr. President, I yield back to the
Senator from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from North Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, on this
issue, I have always opposed Federal
funding of abortion. I have also sup-
ported restrictions on Federal health

insurance with respect to Federal em-
ployees and the funding of abortion but
only with restrictions or exceptions for
rape, incest, and life of the mother.

Mr. President, I will oppose Senator
NICKLES’ proposal for that reason. The
proposal before us has no exception for
rape and incest. Let me just personal-
ize why that makes a huge difference.

Several years ago, my wife was at-
tacked eight blocks from where we are
this morning by a vicious rapist. He
put a gun to her head and tried to get
her into our car. My wife was able to
evade that vicious rapist, somebody
with a record as long as your arm of
rape, brutal rape. And yet what we
have before us this morning is an
amendment that says if my wife had
been raped, her health insurance could
not pay for the appropriate medical
treatment. She would be expected to
carry that baby.

Mr. President, I am opposed to Fed-
eral funding for abortion, but I say to
you anybody that would say to my
wife, if she had been raped by that vi-
cious criminal, that she ought to carry
that baby, that is vicious and mon-
strous. How can anybody stand in this
Chamber and say that somebody who is
victimized ought to be victimized a
second time? Something is radically
wrong, I say to my friends, that any-
body would say to my wife ‘‘You carry
that baby to term.’’

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator Oklahoma.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, before

my colleague from North Dakota
leaves, let me just try to tell my friend
from North Dakota—who just left—
that this Senator has tried, unsuccess-
fully now for 2 or 3 hours last night and
for a little while this morning, to put
in a rape and incest exception.

I tell my colleagues that the lan-
guage I offered 2 years ago had a rape
and incest exception and life of the
mother. The unanimous-consent agree-
ment does not allow that at this time.
That is the reason I said we may well
have to have another amendment, be-
cause that is my intention. That is my
belief.

I happen to think that is where the
votes are in this body. I do not know
where the votes are exactly on this lan-
guage right now on adopting the House
language. The House language is ex-
actly the policy we had from 1984 to
1993, exactly the same, and that is what
they adopted in the House. They adopt-
ed it with a 50-vote margin.

I stated to my friends on both sides
of this issue that I thought where the
votes were was to ensure that no funds
could be used for abortion by Federal
employees from their health insurance
unless it is necessary to save the life of
the mother or in cases of rape and in-
cest.

I have endeavored to try to introduce
this amendment. I have been denied
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that opportunity. The way the unani-
mous consent is drafted, I am not able
to do it at this point. That is the rea-
son I said, well, if this amendment is
not agreed to, we may have to do that
later. This amendment would keep the
House language and it is amendable.
And I might mention it is amendable
by this side; it is amendable by the
other side.

I know my friend from Maryland—I
have great respect for my friend from
Maryland because we have worked on a
lot of things over the years, and we
have always done it very civilly—I
know she has a different opinion, and I
respect that. She has a right to offer an
amendment. There is no time agree-
ment, there is no limitation on amend-
ments, and so if people have different
ideas, they are certainly welcome to
offer those.

I just wanted my friend from North
Dakota to know, I wanted my friend
from Maine, Senator SNOWE, to know—
and I mentioned that to them; they
were the only two people who men-
tioned rape and incest in the debate—I
just wanted them to know it is my in-
tention to try to accommodate that
language. That is the same language
that we had 2 years ago.

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to

yield to my friend.
Mr. MCCAIN. For a question.
Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair.
Mr. MCCAIN. I am asking a question

of the Senator from Oklahoma. It is
my understanding that——

Ms. MIKULSKI. I wanted to bring to
the attention of the Senator from Ari-
zona, it will be the first time today the
Senator from Oklahoma or anyone on
that side of the debate has agreed to
answer a question.

Mr. MCCAIN. May we have regular
order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor and
has a right to yield for a question.

Mr. MCCAIN. I have a right to ask for
regular order at any time under the
parliamentary rules of the Senate. I
am asking for regular order.

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to
yield for a question.

Mr. MCCAIN. Is it true that the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma had requested to
modify this amendment?

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. MCCAIN. That he had sought to
put in an exception for rape and incest?

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. MCCAIN. And the other side had
refused to do that, to allow that?

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. MCCAIN. Well, there has been
kind of a breakdown in comity around
here for the last few days. I regret it. I
think all of us regret it. It is not the
standard behavior around here not to
allow someone to modify an amend-
ment that was clearly the intention of
the author of the amendment.

Last night we saw this body break
down in gridlock and not pass a bill
that is important to national security.
Now we find an amendment that clear-
ly was intended to be another way,
that the Senator from Oklahoma was
not allowed to do so.

I would appeal to my colleagues to
let us try to return to some kind of
comity around here. We are entitled to
opposing opinions, but why we would
not allow the Senator from Oklahoma
to modify his amendment, when that
was clearly his intention, is beyond
me. And I would urge the Senator from
Maryland, if she is the one that is
blocking this, to reconsider her posi-
tion in not allowing the Senator from
Oklahoma to modify his amendment
because what will happen is we will
then bring up another amendment, and
which the Senator from Oklahoma is
able to do.

So all we have done is waste the time
of this body on a Saturday afternoon.
So, I would ask the Senator from Okla-
homa if perhaps he could make another
request and appeal to comity and cour-
tesy which is supposed to be the trade-
mark of this body.

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma has the floor.
Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate that. I ap-

preciate the suggestion of my col-
league and friend from Arizona.

I am prepared, if my colleagues—I
happen to agree with his comments 100
percent. I will just mention it is unfor-
tunate the situation that we are in
right now. I would like to modify my
amendment. The way that the unani-
mous-consent request is drafted, I
could not do it unless I had unanimous
consent. I have been contemplating
trying to do it on the floor. I tried to
do it in negotiation and have not been
successful. I might try it now. I do not
want to—I want to be very civil in this
debate.

I want to offer the rape and incest
amendment because I know my friend
and colleague from North Dakota—it
means a lot to him. And I know my
friend from Maine, it means a lot to
her. I know it means a lot to the Sen-
ator from Texas. I know it means a lot
to the Senator from Georgia. So this is
an important issue.

All Senators have rights. And I may
be blocked from offering it at this par-
ticular point under the UC, but not
blocked from offering it later. I under-
stand that.

The Senator from Maryland has a
couple of other ideas. She is not
blocked from having those ideas ex-
pressed in the form of an amendment. I
would like to do that now with my
amendment. I know the Senator from
Nebraska wants to pass the bill. I have
said, if we can offer this amendment
with the rape and incest, we are done,
win or lose. We are finished. And hope-
fully that would be the end of the case.

If we lose by one or two votes—this
vote is very close, very close. And it is
also, as the Senator from New Hamp-

shire said, very important because we
are talking about thousands of lives.
Then it will be necessary to come back
and try again with a rape and incest
amendment, which I have that right to
do. And the Senator from Maryland has
the right to offer her amendments as
well.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland.
Ms. MIKULSKI. I would like to clar-

ify the situation, as well as the innu-
endo that I am blocking this comity of
adding rape and incest.

Mr. President, early yesterday I en-
tered into a unanimous-consent time
agreement that is pending before the
U.S. Senate today as the framework for
debate.

I negotiated that agreement in good
faith with the Republican leader and
his staff. The UC that I agreed to,
which is the framework under which
we are operating, I was told is what the
Senator from Oklahoma wanted. I had
a lot of my own amendments, but I rec-
ognized the fact that the Republican
leader and the Democratic leader want-
ed to move this bill. So I agreed to a 3-
hour debate, up or down or on a motion
to table, on the House language which
is limited to the life of the mother.
That was my understanding.

At 10 after 10 last night the Senator
from Oklahoma approached me and
said, ‘‘That is not what I thought the
agreement was.’’ That was, I was told,
the Senator from Oklahoma’s desire to
have that UC. So then to say I am not
the one having comity, that is what
happened to me at 10 last night.

So, Mr. President, I feel that my rep-
utation and my sense of senatorial
courtesy is being impugned in a very
unfair and unfactual kind of way.

Now, I am prepared to move ahead
with the conclusion of this debate, to
vote under the UC, as we have agreed
upon. And then the Senator from Okla-
homa can offer his amendments. And
quite frankly, I have two or three of
my own. But that is the situation.
That is how the situation was agreed
upon.

I believe that my history in the Sen-
ate has been one of comity and senato-
rial courtesy on these agreements. And
having said that, now I yield whatever
time to the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
myself 21⁄2 minutes.

Mr. President, I have been listening
to this debate about civility. One of the
most arrogant positions that can be as-
sumed by the Senate is to try to rel-
egate what rights and what health ben-
efits will be available to the Federal
employees.

Here we find our colleagues on the
other side entering the U.S. Senate,
having the most comprehensive health
care in the country, and then making
decisions about how they believe it
ought to be limited for women in our
society. There are 345 plans out there.
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Any Federal employee can select
whether she wants to have coverage or
noncoverage. But oh, no. We are going
to decide that even for those that want
the coverage, they cannot have it. You
have 78 million people who have cov-
erage today under other kinds of pro-
grams that are basically being sub-
sidized by the taxpayers under the de-
duction. Will the colleagues over there
try to take those programs on? Abso-
lutely not.

What they are saying, ‘‘You are a
Federal employee. You work for the
Government. You make a choice and
decision, the 1.2 million women, to
have this coverage. No. That is not
good enough. We are going to tell you
exactly what kind of health procedures
you will have.’’ That is arrogant. That
is uncivil. That is wrong. And that is
why the Senator from Maryland’s posi-
tion should be retained.

I yield back the balance of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Ms. MIKULSKI. How much time re-

mains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland has 12 minutes, 40
seconds. The Senator from Oklahoma,
14 minutes.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from California, Senator
BOXER.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my friend.
My colleagues, it is important to

know what we are doing here. This is
an attempt, because colleagues do not
want to raise the issue of whether
abortion should be legal, because I
think they know they cannot win that
debate, to take the right to choose
from women they have power over, in
this case, women who happen to be
Federal employees. And that is an
abuse of their power, as the Senator
from Massachusetts has so eloquently
stated.

Make no mistake about it, the Nick-
les proposal is radical. No insurance
can be used for abortion even in cases
of rape or incest. And we had a col-
league walk out of here because he told
his personal grief about a situation
that impacted his life.

Oh, they say, you can pay for it on
your own. What if you cannot afford it?
What if there are complications? Sen-
ator CHAFEE himself said in many cases
it is $1,700. This is a radical, radical
proposal. Please defeat it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Who yields time?
Mr. NICKLES. I will tell my friend

from Maryland, my friend from Califor-
nia, and my friend from North Dakota,
I have an amendment I would like to
send to the desk. It would add rape and
incest to the underlying language. I
think most people in this body would
support this language. I will tell my
colleagues from Maryland and Califor-
nia, if this is included we will only
have one vote.

And so, Mr. President, I send this
amendment to the desk.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I object.
Mrs. BOXER. I object to that.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Consent

would be required to offer an amend-
ment.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion has been heard.
Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
Mr. NICKLES. I will just make a cou-

ple comments. And I am not surprised
that an objection was heard because I
have been trying to get this done for
the last many hours—2 or 3 hours last
night, a couple hours today. My friend
from Nebraska tells me as manager of
the bill he thinks we can get it in-
cluded. I want to tell my colleagues
that want rape and incest in there, I
think he is right. I think it will be in-
cluded.

So I hope nobody votes ‘‘no’’ because
rape and incest is not in there. If they
do, we are going to give them a chance
to vote for it later with it in there if
this does not prevail.

I also want to comment on Senator
MCCAIN’s comment. We do need to re-
turn to a little more civil approach to
legislating. Last night on the DOD bill,
it was not pretty. This is not pretty
the way we are legislating now. Sen-
ators have the right to offer amend-
ments. We need to protect that right. I
will protect the right of anybody on
this side of the aisle to offer an amend-
ment and anybody on that side of the
aisle to offer an amendment and to
modify their amendments. I think that
is an important principle.

Mr. President, I yield the Senator
from Texas 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I think
maybe it is important to go back and
talk about what the amendment is try-
ing to do, since, obviously, we have
criticisms of it. The Senator from
Oklahoma has tried to fix it, but those
who criticize it and object to it will not
permit him to fix it. So I think people
may have forgotten in all this what it
is we are talking about. Let me go
back and try very simply to define the
issue.

The Federal Government pays on av-
erage 72 percent of the health care ben-
efits of all the employees of the Fed-
eral Government. We have had a long-
standing consensus in America that no
matter where people stood on the issue
of abortion—and obviously there are
great differences in America; there are
great differences in the Senate—that
since many Americans felt very strong-
ly in opposition to abortion on demand,
and that since people do not pay taxes
voluntarily in America, that we ought
not to take their tax money to pay for
abortion services in areas like insur-
ance premiums for Federal employees.
This is not a radical idea. This was the
law of the land for a decade prior to
Bill Clinton becoming President.

When Bill Clinton became President,
that balance was overturned, and in

1993, for the first time in a decade, we
took the taxpayers’ money and used it
to fund abortion on demand by paying
for insurance premiums to fund abor-
tion services.

What the House did in their bill is
they went back and said that people
can do whatever they want to do. Peo-
ple can spend their own money on abor-
tions if they choose to, but they cannot
take the Federal taxpayers’ money—
which after all, is collected by the In-
ternal Revenue Service through the
force of law from taxpayers who
strongly oppose abortion—and use it to
pay for abortion on demand. That is
what the House did.

What the Senator from Oklahoma is
trying to do is simply to go back to the
consensus that existed for the decade
prior to Bill Clinton becoming Presi-
dent, which simply says: Nothing in
this amendment has anything to do
with the right of a woman to have an
abortion, but what it has everything to
do with is the denial of taxpayer dol-
lars to fund that abortion, except
under a very stringent circumstance:
The life of the mother being in danger.

The issue here is not the right of a
person to have an abortion, it is wheth-
er or not the Government should use
its power of coercion to collect money
from taxpayers to pay for it. I believe
the American people’s answer to that
question is ‘‘no.’’ That is why we need
to maintain the House-passed lan-
guage, and I urge my colleagues to vote
to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Wisconsin, Senator FEINGOLD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Maryland.

I also rise in strong opposition to re-
stricting Federal employees from re-
ceiving abortion services as part of
their health care plan.

The Federal employee health benefits
plan is a network of insurance plans
that cover approximately 9 million
Federal employees and their depend-
ents and including, I remind my col-
leagues, all of our staff members.

The Federal employees health bene-
fits plan is made up of more than 370
different health plans. When selecting
coverage, women who work for the
Federal Government now have a choice
about whether they want to select a
provider that does or does not perform
abortions. In short, they can now
choose a plan with coverage, a cov-
erage that best fits their needs.

I note that one-quarter of all Federal
employees earn less than $25,000. This
is a fairly respectable wage in many
parts of Wisconsin where the cost of
living is lower. But for a single parent
with dependent children in a higher-
cost area in the country, it can be dif-
ficult to make ends meet on that
amount of money. In fact, I am sorry
to say that nearly 18,000 Federal em-
ployees have incomes hovering right
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around the Federal poverty level. So
let us not make any mistake about
who might be included in this category
of people who are affected by this
amendment.

There are those who may say this is
a good amendment because of the op-
portunity for deficit reduction. In fact,
this is grossly untrue. If Senators are
truly interested in addressing the root
causes of the escalation of health care
costs, then we should publicly commit
to address comprehensive health care
reform.

Abortion is a deeply divisive issue
and there are strongly held views on all
sides, but that does not justify a politi-
cal football game with the contents of
a health care package.

So, Mr. President, I think this
amendment should be soundly de-
feated. The right to choose should be
about allowing women options. Prohib-
iting a woman from choosing health
care coverage she feels is appropriate
for her just because she works for you,
Mr. President, or me or for the execu-
tive branch or for the Postal Service,
in my view, is unjust.

So I hope my colleagues will join me
and many other Senators who have
spoken on this in rejecting this amend-
ment.

I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Ms. MIKULSKI. The Senator from In-

diana is here. I do not know whether
the Senator from Oklahoma wants to
yield to him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has 9 minutes, and
the Senator from Maryland has 8 min-
utes 48 seconds.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator from Indiana 6 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I will just
state that over the last 48 hours, the
Senator from Oklahoma has come to
me and we have discussed in great de-
tail as to whether or not this amend-
ment should include the rape-incest ex-
ception. He agreed, I agreed, all of us
agreed that it should. He was clearly
under the impression that the unani-
mous-consent agreement allowed for
the amendment to be offered to include
the life of the mother, rape and incest.
He was surprised, I was surprised, we
were all surprised when that was not
the case. He made a valiant effort last
evening to include that.

So those who come to the floor and
argue against this amendment because
it does not include that simply have
missed the point. We are attempting to
try to do that and have been precluded
from doing that.

Mr. President, on this issue of abor-
tion, it is clear that we are a nation at
conflict among ourselves and even
within ourselves. The debate over abor-
tion has divided the country; it has di-
vided the Senate and the Senators who
represent the people of this Nation.

We have come over time to believe, I
think all of us, strongly in individual

autonomy and personal privacy. At the
same time, we have witnessed dramatic
advances in medical science which
shows us the complexity and the hu-
manity of life before birth. This is a
jarring inconsistency of our deepest be-
liefs about liberty and our strongest
convictions about life, and it has led to
an endless struggle, and even broken
the peace, between neighbors.

Law, on the one hand, is set against
medical science on the other. Political
rights, on the one hand, are set against
moral commitments. These are con-
tradictions that we cannot escape but
nor can we accept. These contradic-
tions are seemingly contradictions
that we cannot overcome.

But while our divisions are deep,
there should not be division over form-
ing a consensus on the issue that is be-
fore us. This ought to be a uniting
issue rather than a dividing issue, that
issue of whether or not we will force
people to violate their conscience by fi-
nancing a procedure that they find ab-
horrent. This should be the common
ground in our abortion debate. Those
who insist on using taxpayers’ funds to
subsidize abortion are not asking for
choice. They are asking for involve-
ment in complicity on the part of every
single American, despite those Ameri-
cans’ deeply held religious beliefs and
moral convictions.

The committee amendment before us
today is a particularly clear example of
taxpayer financed abortion. Seventy-
two percent of the cost of Federal em-
ployees health benefits are paid di-
rectly with tax dollars—Federal tax
dollars.

Through this program in the early
eighties, taxpayers subsidized over
17,000 abortions at a cost of over $9 mil-
lion. Now for a period of 10 years—
nearly 10 years—from 1984 to 1993, Con-
gress protected those taxpayers from
contributing to elective abortions
through the Federal employees health
benefits plan. I believe that was a pol-
icy and a position solidly supported by
a majority of the American people.
During our debate over a national
health benefits plan last year, only 23
percent said national health insurance
policies should include coverage for
abortion; 72 percent said those costs
should be paid directly by the women
who have the abortion. An ABC News/
Washington Post poll in June 1992 indi-
cated that 69 percent of the people sur-
veyed felt the Government should not
pay for abortions even for women who
could not otherwise afford them.

Therefore, by striking the committee
amendment, we simply seek to restore
a principle on which I believe there is
a strong majority consensus; that is,
that we should not appropriate tax dol-
lars and use them to violate the deep-
est moral convictions of millions of
Americans.

Supporting the committee amend-
ment means that abortion is not just a
right but an entitlement. I understand
why so many Americans are offended
by being forced to support a procedure

with their hard-earned tax dollars, be-
cause I also am offended. My concern is
motivated by my own fundamental
conviction that we are dealing with a
fundamental matter of human rights,
relating to the most helpless members
of the human family.

Abortion on demand is a violation, I
say, of our compassion and of our hu-
manity. It causes us to retreat from
the history of a nation—this Nation—
whose story has been one of progress,
however halting, sometimes won even
through bloodshed, of extending inclu-
sion in our ideals of human dignity and
human rights. One by one, the power-
less, the weakest, have been embraced
and the American family has been ex-
tended. African-Americans, women, the
handicapped, each discovered that
America’s promise, though delayed,
was not denied.

Over time, our Nation has developed
a system of rights, deeper and wider
through the persistence of those who
have passionately argued for inclusion,
not exclusion. Some of the opponents
of this amendment have been the most
outstanding spokespersons, with the
deepest conviction for the inclusion in
the American family, for the extension
of rights to those helpless individuals.

Abraham Lincoln wrote of our
Founders:

This was their majestic interpretation of
the economy of the universe. This was their
lofty, and wise, and noble understanding of
the justice of the Creator to his crea-
tures. . . . In their enlightened belief, noth-
ing stamped with the divine image and like-
ness was sent into the world to be trodden
on. They grasped not only the whole race of
man then living, but they reached forward
and seized upon the farthest posterity. They
erected a beacon to guide their children, and
their children’s children and the countless
myriads who should inhabit the Earth in
other ages.

That beacon of light still shines in
this world. It still lights the paths of
nations whose freedom is new. It is my
deepest concern that, at the very level
where we reach the very weakest and
helpless of Americans, we will shut out
that light, that we will halt the
progress of America’s promise—the
promise of inclusion, the promise of ex-
tension of rights to the most helpless
in our society—and cast one class of
the powerless into the darkness beyond
our protection.

I believe that is the fundamental
issue and why we should support the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has 1 minute 46
seconds. The Senator from Maryland
has 8 minutes 48 seconds.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Nebraska, the ranking mi-
nority floor manager, whatever time he
needs.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, this is a
position—as I indicated earlier in my
opening remarks—that is made upon
beliefs, made in prayer; it is a decision
of faith, not a scientific, intellectual
decision. Once it is made, it leads you
to a conclusion about what our laws
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should be. If you conclude that this is
a human being at the moment of con-
ception, you want the law to say it is
murder and it should be outlawed. If
you believe, in a moment of faith—
again, no science enables me to reach
my conclusion—if you believe, in a mo-
ment of faith and prayer, that it is not,
then you want to protect the right of a
woman and her doctor to make that de-
cision.

The dilemma here, Mr. President, is
that we have employees who work for
the Federal Government. Those who
argue that health insurance is a source
of payment and that it is a source of
subsidy have a difficult time explain-
ing what about the rest of their salary.

Even if this amendment passes—or
this language of the House which does
not allow health insurance to be used
to pay for abortion under any cir-
cumstances, even if that language is
held, you will still have Federal em-
ployees with their salaries making a
purchase. Only if this body is willing to
pass a law sending police out to make
sure Federal employees do not use any
of their money, could we not have the
subsidy.

So, Mr. President, it is a very dif-
ficult dilemma. I hope my colleagues
understand that there was a good-faith
effort to try to negotiate. The Senator
from Oklahoma agreed last night, and
the Senator from Maryland did as well,
to a time agreement in a UC. One of
the things the Senator from Oklahoma
wants to add is rape and incest. The
House does not have that language in
there. The House language makes no
exceptions. The Senator from Okla-
homa wants to add rape and incest. I
would agree to that. However, the Sen-
ator from Maryland wants to add medi-
cally necessary and appropriate. I do
not believe the Senator from Okla-
homa wants to agree to that. So we
have a difference of opinion as to how
far we ought to go.

I believe strongly, Mr. President,
that the best course is to recognize
that, whether it is a salary or whether
it is a Federal employee’s health insur-
ance, as a consequence of the Nation
saying we are going to protect that
right, has a right to use money that we
have given them through tax dollars to
make that decision.

So, Mr. President, I hope that the
language of the House is stricken, as
the Senator from Alabama and the
Senator from Nebraska and myself
have indicated that we believe ought to
occur in this piece of legislation.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, obvi-
ously, I will be brief with only 1
minute. Two very basic points here:
One, I think it is important to remem-
ber the words of former Senator Barry
Goldwater who essentially said, ‘‘We
should get Government off our backs,
out of our wallets, and out of our bed-
room.’’

He truly saw the importance of Gov-
ernment not getting involved in indi-
vidual, personal decisions such as this.

It is a very complex, emotional sub-
ject. Essentially, I believe, and I think
most Americans believe, when it comes
to abortion, it is a matter of individual
conscience, a matter that a woman
must decide for herself, according to
the dictates of her conscience, religion,
her God. It is a very personal choice
that the Government should not be
making for her.

Second, we should not allow women
employees of the Federal Government
to be treated as second-class citizens.
That is what this amendment does. It
says that if you are a woman and a
Federal employee, you are treated in a
second-class nature. That is wrong.

On those two bases, I strongly urge
the defeat of the Nickles amendment.

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania.
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I

choose to use 3 minutes of the leader
time which Senator DOLE yielded to
me.

I have sought recognition again,
after having spoken at some length
earlier this morning, to respond to the
very eloquent comments of the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana when he
speaks about the moral concerns which
he has about abortion. I can well un-
derstand that, and I have great respect
for it.

As I had said earlier today, I am per-
sonally opposed to abortion but do not
think that it is a matter for the Gov-
ernment. Most of this debate today has
really centered—as Senator COATS has
emphasized so eloquently—on the
moral considerations which many hold
very, very deeply, contrasted with
what I think is the constitutional doc-
trine which has been established for
the United States. That is not only Roe
versus Wade in 1973; it is the more re-
cent 1992 opinion in Casey versus
Planned Parenthood, written by three
Supreme Court Justices appointed by
conservative Republican Presidents.
That is the law of the land.

This is a constitutional right for a
woman to choose. I submit, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this amendment today, this
issue today, is really a part of the sys-
tematic effort to dismantle the wom-
an’s constitutional right to choose.

I shall not take time again to display
the chart on the A to Z considerations.
The point is made that what we have
here is a taxpayers’ issue and the focus
is on what the subsidy is. There is Fed-
eral employment here, Mr. President,
where the employees are giving valu-
able consideration, and part of what
they are receiving is this health care
plan. Part of the plan is being paid for
by the employee themselves. The part
which is being paid for by the Federal
Government is really part of their con-
sideration.

So we should put aside the business
about taxpayers’ dollars. It is really
the consideration of the earning of the

employees who ought to have the right
to access abortion while that is the law
of the land.

I reserve the balance of my time.
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-

dent, in 1993, the U.S. Congress success-
fully restored full reproductive health
benefits to Federal employees. We suc-
cessfully overturned a gross overeach
on the part of the Congress into the
benefits package of Federal employees.

By moving to strike the committee
amendment, Congress is again at-
tempting to micromanage employee
benefits in a way that exceeds its tradi-
tional role, and in a way that radically
discriminates against women.

Congress has traditionally involved
itself in issues of Federal pay. But
until the Reagan administration, it
had consistently left details related to
the administration of employee bene-
fits to the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment.

This is as it should be. The majority
of Americans believe that women
should be able to privately choose
whether or not an abortion is appro-
priate for her personal situation or cir-
cumstance without interference from
Government. Two years ago, we re-
moved the intrusion of politicians and
politics from employee compensation
issues.

I agree. I was sent to the U.S. Senate
in part because the people of Illinois
believe that women should be allowed
to make their own private decisions.
This amendment amounts to Govern-
ment interference in the decisions of
women who work for the Federal Gov-
ernment. In no way does Congress re-
strict health care benefits for men, Mr.
President. Today we are not debating a
proposal to limit a health care proce-
dure that affects the reproductive
health of men who work for the Fed-
eral Government. Congress does not
mandate that men pay for a medically
appropriate procedure from their own
pocket. We are not talking about re-
stricting medical coverage for
vasectomies. We are not talking about
restricting medical coverage for prob-
lems of the prostate. And we should
not. Yet this amendment asks Congress
to discriminate against women Federal
employees by legislatively restricting
their health benefits. This is simply
wrong.

I am also very disturbed that women
Federal employees are being denied a
benefit that is available to most
women who work in the private sector.
It is common practice in the health in-
surance industry for private health
care plans to cover complete reproduc-
tive services, including pregnancy,
child birth, and abortion. Private
health insurance companies do not
play politics with women’s health care.
They allow women to choose the most
appropriate health care for their situa-
tion and circumstance.

Approximately 9 million Federal em-
ployees, their dependents, and Federal
retirees, depend on Federal benefits for
their health insurance. Some 1.2 mil-
lion women of reproductive age rely on
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the Federal Employees Health Benefits
Program.

There are a number of insurance
plans that Federal employees can
choose from, offered by a number of
different insurance companies. Cur-
rently, 178 of the Federal employees
health benefit programs offer abortion
coverage; 167 of them do not. Two-
thirds of private sector health plans
offer abortion services. Seventy per-
cent of HMO’s offer abortion coverage.
If Congress strikes this committee
amendment, Federal employees are
being denied a benefit which is part of
the majority of benefits packages
available to non-Government employ-
ees.

Federal employees pay a portion of
the cost of their benefits. A Federal
employee who chooses the Blue Cross/
Blue Shield Federal benefits package
pays $44.04 per month directly out of
pocket. The balance of the premium is
an earned benefit. It is compensation.
Let me repeat that for those who may
not understand—it is not a gift from
the Federal Government to its employ-
ees; it is earned by those employees, in-
cluding the women employees. Given
that fact, to single out one procedure
that her health care policy will not
cover, even though she can choose a
health plan that does not provide this
procedure, is ridiculous.

The reality of this issue is that most
women who choose to have an abortion
do not use their insurance coverage to
pay for it. Most women want to keep
the matter private. But even if most
women do not use these benefits, there
is a matter of principle here. We should
remove the intrusion of politicians and
politics from employee compensation
issues. The Congress should not be dis-
criminating against women. The Con-
gress should not be playing politics
with women’s lives. The women of Illi-
nois sent me to the Senate to make
sure that Congress stopped playing
‘‘Father Knows Best.’’

f

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES BENEFIT
PROGRAM

Mr. KERRY. Failing in their efforts
to make abortion illegal, opponents of
abortion are trying to make it more
deadly. The AMA has shown that fund-
ing restrictions that deter or delay
women from seeking early abortions
increase the likelihood that they will
bear unwanted children, continue
health-threatening pregnancies to
term, or undergo abortion procedures
that endanger their lives.

Abortion coverage is offered by over
two-thirds of private health insurance
plans, and just over half of the Federal
Employee Health Benefits Plans
[FEHBPs]. Approximately 1.2 million
women of reproductive age rely on the
FEHBP for their medical care. Because
Congress has some measure of author-
ity over the health benefits of this
large pool of women, it is no surprise
that abortion opponents target on it in

their campaign to eliminate reproduc-
tive freedom.

A ban on abortion coverage under
FEHBP is inconsistent with the treat-
ment of all other health services,
which are included or excluded by
health plans based on decisions made
by the plans themselves, not by Con-
gress. It is, in this respect, an intrusion
in to the operations of the free market
about which some of the most ardent
supporters of this amendment sermon-
ize so often. Barring abortion coverage
for women and families working for the
Federal Government denies these indi-
viduals a benefit they would most like-
ly be able to obtain if they worked for
a private employer.

Let us not be confused by this debate
into thinking that this ban would save
money. In fact, it is an expensive ban,
both financially—because the health
risks associated with out-of-plan abor-
tions and ordinary, let alone com-
plicated, births are not slight—and so-
cially. These dogged, exhaustive efforts
to chip away at a woman’s constitu-
tional right to choose lead to anxiety
about the security of all our precious,
constitutionally guaranteed freedoms.
This is an unnecessary, unfair attempt
to attack a fundamental, legal right
that applies only to women. I urge my
colleagues to join me in defeating this
ban, because it is ill-advised, expen-
sive, inappropriate, and wrong.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I do
not want to take much of the Senate’s
time this morning, but I would like to
make a couple of points in support of
the committee amendment to strike
certain provisions of the House-passed
bill.

If we must have this debate, I believe
it is appropriate that we have it today,
Saturday. Having the debate on the
weekend will give more of the 1.2 mil-
lion women who work for the Federal
Government the opportunity to hear
this discussion.

As women listen to this debate, I
hope they are as disappointed and dis-
gusted with it as I am. This debate
strikes me as the height of arrogance.

We are here today, in our great be-
nevolence, to decide which fundamen-
tal rights and what health benefits will
be available to the 1.2 million women
who work for the Federal Government.

Mr. President, there should not even
be a debatable question here. Whether
my colleagues on the other side like it
or not, the Supreme Court has spoken:
Women in this country have the fun-
damental right to choose.

The law, the right, and the privilege
are clear. Whether or not to exercise
that right is a personal decision. It is a
decision to be made by a woman and
her doctor, not by a group of 90 or so
men in the U.S. Senate.

Mr. President, women who work for
the Federal Government pay nearly 30
percent of their health care premiums.
This is more than most workers in the
private sector pay, when an employer
agrees to provide health care coverage.
In neither cases, the private or public

sector, is health insurance coverage a
fringe benefit. Health care coverage is
part of an employee’s compensation for
service rendered to the employer; and
for the past 2 years, Federal employees,
like most workers in the private sec-
tor, have had the option of choosing a
health plan that covers the full range
of reproductive health services, includ-
ing abortion.

Are we going to reverse this policy
today? Are we going to issue a Draco-
nian mandate, for purely political rea-
sons, that applies only to women who
work for the Postal Service, the Jus-
tice Department, the National Park
Service, the Department of Labor, and
the other branches of the Federal Gov-
ernment? For these women, are we in
the Congress going to decide that re-
productive health services includes
every other health service except abor-
tion? Are we saying to these women
‘‘Sure, come work for the Federal Gov-
ernment. Devote yourself to public
service—but don’t forget to check your
constitutional rights at the door.’’

That is what this debate is about. It
is an attempt by anti-choice Members
of the Congress, who have failed to
make abortion illegal, to make the
fundamental right to choose more dif-
ficult, more expensive, and more dan-
gerous.

Mr. President, this is just the first
step. Today it is the hard working
women in the Federal Government.
Next, it will be Medicaid recipients and
American Indian women who depend on
the Indian Health Service for their
health care. Then it will be family
planning services, which millions of
women and girls depend upon. And on
and on and on, until the goal of the
radical right is realized and abortion is
made illegal.

This is the road we are on. Each
Member of this body should understand
this, and every woman in America
should understand this.

Whose marching orders will we fol-
low? Will we follow the extreme politi-
cal agenda of the radical right, or will
we follow the Constitution, as affirmed
by the Supreme Court more than 20
years ago in Roe versus Wade? The
Members of the House have already
made their decision. They opted for the
radical right. I sincerely hope my col-
leagues in the Senate have the wisdom
to choose the other course.

We should uphold the Constitution.
We should respect the fundamental
right of every woman to reproductive
choice, regardless of where she is em-
ployed, or whether she is employed. We
should get out of this ridiculous busi-
ness of micromanaging the lives and
choices of hard-working Americans.
And we should reject this blatant at-
tempt to discriminate against women
who work for the Federal Government
and rob them of their fundamental
right to choose.
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