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Biden’s watch, and the President will
be judged by his decisions.

Now, the Senate, right before Christ-
mas, passed another round of Paycheck
Protection Programs we all supported.
These are loans to help small busi-
nesses. I voted for it, and the Presiding
Officer voted for it to help our small
businesses.

Doubling the minimum wage is going
to hurt small businesses and going to
force them to lay off employees like
will likely happened in Lovell, WY, and
all across the Cowboy State. It is going
to hurt the very people these loans are
supposed to be helping.

A bill to provide $900 billion of relief
was signed just in late December.
President Biden now wants to double
that amount of funding. Now, Demo-
crats may try to ram the bill through
the Senate using a process called budg-
et reconciliation. Now, of course, this
entire cost will be added to our na-
tional debt, and if it occurs, it will
likely be done without a single Repub-
lican vote.

This isn’t unity. It is not bipartisan-
ship. It is not healing our divisions.
This is a time for President Biden to
heed the words of his own inaugural ad-
dress. We need to work together to
lower the cost of living, to produce
more energy, to create more jobs, and
to create more opportunities for every
American. That is how we bring our
Nation together. That is what we ought
to do now.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HEINRICH). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

————
ABORTION

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, if
you buy a new GM car, a Nissan,
Honda, Kia or Toyota, even a Hyundai,
you will notice they have started in-
stalling a new feature in their cars. It
is a reminder, when you turn off the
engine, to check your backseat.

Quite frankly, I rented a car not long
ago, and it started dinging, and I kept
trying to figure out what I had done
and kept looking around until I saw
the little monitor on the dashboard. It
just said, ‘‘Check the backseat,”” which
I thought was great because the mak-
ers of those cars all believe every child
is precious and they shouldn’t be
harmed.

We have all heard stories like this,
but I distinctly remember last summer
seeing in the news a story about an in-
fant who died because they were left in
a hot car. That is why these carmakers
are making this feature now.

I remember, as I saw the story on the
news, just the reports and how angry
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people were in the community. And
they were angry at the store, and they
were upset on the news. They couldn’t
believe that a mom had left a child in
the backseat of a car and they had
slowly died in the heat, because no one
wants to see a child harmed. Everyone
believes that every child is precious.

I remember, when I saw the story on
the news last summer, turning to my
wife and saying: I can’t figure out our
culture sometimes because that same
mom and that same baby could have
gone into an abortion clinic just a few
months before and that child’s life
could have been ended, and it wouldn’t
have made the news. In fact, no one
would have flinched.

In fact, the very same people who
were furious at that mom for leaving
her child in the hot car to die would
have argued for her right to destroy
that exact same child—in fact, would
have called it her reproductive right or
even the new euphemism out there,
“reproductive care.” Same child, same
mom—nothing was different but a few
months in time.

“‘Reproductive care’” seems like such
a nice little euphemism, but what it
really means is paying someone in a
clinic to reach into the womb with a
surgical instrument, to pull the arms
and legs off of a child in the womb so
that they will bleed to death in the
womb and then suction out the little
boy or girl’s body parts one at a time.

That is what ‘‘reproductive care”
means, and I don’t understand why
that is normal but leaving a child in
the backseat of a hot car is a tragedy.

Maybe it is because, as a nation,
some people are afraid to answer the
most obvious question: Is that a baby?
That is the most obvious question.
That face, that nose, those two eyes,
that mouth, that chin, those fingers—is
that a baby? That is really the only
question: Is that a child?

Maybe there is a second question
that needs to be answered: Are all chil-
dren valuable, or are only some chil-
dren valuable?

We seem to have a great deal of de-
bate today in our society—and we
should—about facts. People say we
can’t seem to agree on the same set of
facts and truth. You can’t have your
facts and my facts; we just only have
facts. The media, Big Tech, activists
have all decried our loss of ability as a
nation to just accept clear facts in
front of our face—the obvious truth.

So let me ask the question again: Is
that a baby? Yes or no? Because if we
are all supposed to say, ‘“‘Let’s at least
agree to the most basic of facts,” how
about that one? Is that a human child
with a future and a purpose and a
name? Are all children valuable or are
only some?

Gold is valuable. It doesn’t matter its
size. I have gold in my wedding ring.
Many people have gold in their wedding
rings. If we found a small piece of gold
on the floor, it would be valuable. It
wouldn’t matter its shape. It wouldn’t
matter its size, small or large. We
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don’t discriminate. Gold is valuable be-
cause everyone universally recognizes
its worth. Every single Senator in this
room recognizes the worth and value of
gold. It is around $1,800 an ounce right
now to be able to get gold. We all seem,
no matter how small or large, to agree
gold is valuable, but we can’t seem to
agree that all children are valuable.
Literally, gold is more precious to
some people in this room than children
are.

Children aren’t valuable only some-
times or only certain children. Chil-
dren are valuable. It can’t be just that
if a mom or dad wants a child, they are
valuable and, if they don’t want a
child, they are not valuable; they are
disposable. The mom or dad gets to
choose who are precious and who is
medical waste.

Is that a child? That is really the
only question that has to be answered,
because everything else flows from
that.

There are political conversations in
this room about the value of children,
and every time it comes up, it gets
noisy. People will say: Well, you don’t
fund enough money for education or
childcare or healthcare in commu-
nities. So you don’t love children.

I would say I have voted for the exact
same bill you did last year, for billions
of dollars for assistance in childcare,
billions of dollars for early childhood
education, elementary and secondary
education, higher education. We did ad-
ditional assistance for SNAP benefits
last year and assistance of benefits for
moms in need, increased healthcare for
all communities, for federally qualified
health centers to make sure we get
healthcare to every single community.
I voted on those exact same things
multiple other people did in this room.
I care about children outside the
womb.

But those questions really aren’t the
question. They are distractions to the
question. And I get it, because if I ask,
“Is that a child?” people will respond:
Well, do you spend enough for childcare
or healthcare? And I still say: Wait.
Stop and answer my first question. Is
that a child?

Maybe I should ask a more basic
question: Does everyone in this room
believe in the principle that we should
do unto others as we would want done
unto us? What would you have wanted
done to you when you were in the
womb?

I don’t address this issue lightly.
This is a difficult issue for some peo-
ple. I don’t think an abortion is a flip-
pant thing, that anyone walks into an
abortion—I don’t mean anyone who
had an abortion is somehow gleeful
about it. Quite frankly, I can’t imagine
that anyone who had an abortion would
ever forget the sights and sounds and
the smells of an abortion, knowing
that a helpless child is dying at that
moment.

I grieve for the moms and dads who
will never ever forget that they went
into a clinic and paid someone to get
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rid of their child in the name of repro-
ductive care. I can’t imagine what
their emotion is. But we as a society
have to answer this question still for
every child who has yet to come.

Forty-eight years ago this week, the
Supreme Court made a decision that
has now resulted in the deaths of 62
million children in America—62 mil-
lion. That is hard to fathom. Unlike so
many other Supreme Court decisions,
America has not forgotten about this
one. Our culture has not just moved on
and accepted it.

Every year since 1974—the first year
after the Roe V. Wade decision—indi-
viduals from across the country have
gathered in Washington, DC, in defense
of the wunborn. Friends, families,
church leaders, community folks—they
have all marched in the rain, in the
sleet, the snow. It is cold every year
this week in January, but they come.

This year will be different. Due to
COVID-19 and the ongoing security
concerns in Washington, DC, marchers
are staying home, and they are engag-
ing virtually. Maybe this is one more
moment where even more people can
get involved online, because I expect
the rally this year will draw an even
larger number of people—students,
families, people, quite frankly, from all
over the world—to ask a simple ques-
tion: Will we recognize the most obvi-
ous thing in front of our face—that is a
baby.

President Biden this week celebrated
the passage of Roe v. Wade by declar-
ing that he wants to pass a Federal law
requiring abortion to be provided in
every single State in America. It is not
just trust a Court decision from 1973;
he wants us to proactively require in
statute that every State demand abor-
tion in their State and that Federal
taxpayers, with hard-earned tax dol-
lars, should actually be required to pay
for those abortions all over America.

It wasn’t long ago that Senator Biden
was saying things like, taxpayers
shouldn’t be required to pay for abor-
tion; they shouldn’t be required to pay
for something that they find so mor-
ally objectionable. It wasn’t that long
ago that Senator Biden was talking
about abortion being safe, legal, and
rare. But now, as President, within the
first week, he is moving as fast as he
can to promote abortion and demand
taxpayers pay for it.

In fact, painfully so, President
Biden’s nomination for the Secretary
of Health and Human Services has ac-
tually no healthcare experience at all.
It was a little surprising to a lot of us
when we saw it because we are used to
seeing the leader of Health and Human
Services be a physician or scientist,
which would make sense in the time of
an enormous global pandemic to have a
physician leading Health and Human
Services. But he actually nominated
someone whose biggest qualification is
that he is one of the most radical advo-
cates for abortion in the country. He
did it as a House Member. He did it as
an attorney general in California. And
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clearly the promise was made that he
will do it if you put him in Health and
Human Services.

Let me just give an example of what
I am talking about for Mr. Becerra. 1
can’t process some of these things. Mr.
Becerra, when he was the attorney gen-
eral for California, actually went to
Mississippi to be able to lead a suit
against Mississippi—another State, ob-
viously—because that State was talk-
ing about limiting abortion to only the
earliest days. Their belief was, after a
child feels pain, we should at least not
tear a child limb from limb in the
womb when their nervous system is de-
veloped. Mr. Becerra led a coalition of
State attorneys general to fight Mis-
sissippi and say: You can’t protect chil-
dren that way.

He actually argued before the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit
against the Little Sisters of the Poor,
trying to require that group of nuns to
provide birth-control services—lit-
erally attacking the Little Sisters of
the Poor to kind of push this whole
agenda.

When he was a Representative in the
House of Representatives, he voted
against the Born-Alive Abortion Sur-
vivors Protection Act. So if a child, in
a botched abortion, is actually deliv-
ered instead of destroyed, he wanted to
say, no, even after they are fully deliv-
ered, that child can still be destroyed,
even though they are fully delivered,
which would make sense because he
also, as a Representative, fought
against the partial-birth abortion ban.
It was a rare procedure, but it was a
procedure where they would deliver the
child—all but the head—and then pene-
trate the head with scissors and Kkill
the child. He fought against that.

He fought against the Unborn Vic-
tims of Violence Act, which really is
odd to me. All it did was criminalize—
if someone attacked a pregnant woman
and killed her child, they could also be
liable for that death as well. He also
didn’t want to recognize the child as a
child even if the mother saw the child
as a child.

He also fought against crossing State
lines for minors, saying they shouldn’t
have to get their parents’ permission if
they crossed State lines to go get an
abortion somewhere else.

As the attorney general in California,
he fought to require churches to pay
for abortion care in their healthcare
plans when it directly violated their re-
ligious belief.

Unbelievably so, he also fought to be
able to require pro-life medical claims,
where you could go and say: I don’t
want an abortion, but I do want a
sonogram. I want to be able to get
some more information about this
child.

If you went into one of those pro-life
centers and got a sonogram, he fought
to require there to be a poster on the
wall that would say: If you would rath-
er have an abortion, here is the place
that you would go.

This is beyond just protecting abor-
tion; that has moved to promoting
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abortion, encouraging the death of
children.

It got even so bizarre that in Cali-
fornia, when there was a video taken of
a Planned Parenthood group of folks
who were trafficking the body parts of
children and it was caught on video, in-
stead of confronting the folks who were
trafficking the child body parts, he
went after the folks who took the
video, the whistleblowers, and exposed
them.

This is not an attack on Mr. Becerra.
It is just a shock to me that all of
those things seem normal. I don’t un-
derstand that culturally. I don’t under-
stand how the person who is being ap-
pointed to lead Health and Human
Services can say that children are sub-
human: I don’t have to recognize that
as human, although I am leading
Health and Human Services. That is
apparently optional tissue, not a
human child.

I believe that children are human and
that we should honor every child’s life.
It should be baseline for us to be able
to say that if a child is actually deliv-
ered in a botched abortion and has been
fully delivered outside the womb, we
should help that child get medical
care. I don’t understand why that is so
hard.

I don’t understand why it is so hard
to say that some people are actually
appalled by the taking of a child’s life.
Don’t force them, with their tax dol-
lars, to pay for it. I don’t understand
why that is controversial.

I don’t understand why it is con-
troversial that when a child can feel
pain in the womb, we shouldn’t dis-
member a child in the womb. I don’t
understand why that is controversial.

I don’t understand why it is con-
troversial to some that if a healthcare
provider who has sworn to protect
life—that that person shouldn’t be
compelled to take life in an abortion
procedure by their employer. I don’t
understand why that is controversial,
but for some reason, it is.

Among our most basic rights in
America are life, liberty, and the pur-
suit of happiness. One of the most basic
things that come out of our founding
documents says these things are re-
ferred to as ‘‘self-evident.”

Facts are facts, especially when
those facts have a face. How can you
look at that picture and say that is not
a human child? How can we not ac-
knowledge the simple facts?

I do understand for some people this
is very difficult because they fought for
years for abortion, and they don’t want
that to change because if it changed,
they would have to admit there have
been the deaths of millions of children
on their watch. That is not a simple
thing to admit. But please do not tell
me you are following the science, be-
cause that child has 10 fingers and 10
toes and a beating heart and a func-
tioning nervous system. That child has
DNA that is different from the mom’s
or the dad’s. That is not random tissue;
that is a separate person, and science
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would confirm that. So please don’t fol-
low tell me you follow the science
wherever it goes because some facts are
obvious, and the science is clear.

This all gets resolved when we an-
swer one simple question: Is that a
child or not—because everything else
goes from that.

For those of you joining the March
for Life online this week, good for you.
Keep going. Don’t give up. Defend the
facts that are self-evident. Speak out
for those who can’t speak for them-
selves because millions of future Amer-
icans are counting on it, and they are
watching for someone to admit the
facts—the facts that have a face.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

———

ABORTION

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I could
never match the eloquence of the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma, who just spoke
about the same topic about which I rise
at this moment.

I remember when Democrats running
for office would tell the American peo-
ple that they were pro-choice, but they
felt that abortion should be safe, it
should be legal, but it should be rare—
safe, legal, and rare. I remember when
Bill Clinton said that to the American
people. And I think about how far the
left has gone from that to the attitude
that my friend from Oklahoma has de-
scribed.

I first encountered the March for Life
when I was a staff member up here in
Washington, DC, working for then-Con-
gressman Trent Lott, 1981. It was won-
derful to see those people, and it will
be wonderful to join them online in a
virtual march this Friday.

I can tell you also that those people
who say ‘“We follow the science’ are
those of us now who are pro-life be-
cause, as the Senator from Oklahoma
pointed out, as more and more infor-
mation comes out about DNA, about
the pictures—about the pictures that
my wife and I have had on our refrig-
erator of our unborn grandchildren—
more and more Americans, more and
more people around the world under-
stand that the science is on the side of
those of us who are pro-life; that the
beating hearts, the faces that we see in
these young unborn children are, in-
deed, humans made in God’s image and
that they are entitled to the protec-
tions that our Founders outlined, pro-
tecting life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness.

Twenty-five years ago, 56 percent of
Americans considered themselves pro-
choice. Only 33 percent said they were
pro-life. I was glad to be part of that 33
percent, but I am certainly glad to see
our numbers have risen. Today’s pro-
life movement has closed that gap
completely. The country is now evenly
split.

But I will say this for some of my fel-
low Americans who call themselves
pro-choice: There are differences with-
in that group.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Gallup reports 81 percent of Ameri-
cans think abortion should be illegal in
the third trimester. Why can’t we get
Democrats and Republicans and Inde-
pendents of the right and center and
left to agree to that—where 81 percent
of Americans said we should make
abortion illegal in the third trimester.
Sixty-five percent say it should be ille-
gal in the second trimester.

In addition, a Marist poll last year
found that 60 percent of Americans are
against using taxpayer dollars to fund
abortion. Even if some of them believe
abortion should be legal, 60 percent of
Americans—a supermajority—are
against using tax dollars to fund abor-
tion. That is up from 54 percent just 1
year before.

Because the science is moving in our
favor, the evidence is moving in our
favor, public opinion is moving in our
favor. That same poll found 35 percent
of Democrats oppose using taxpayer
funds for abortion. Many of these
Americans might check the box saying
they are pro-choice, but they are will-
ing to draw an important distinction
between abortion being legal in some
circumstances and taking taxpayer
dollars from pro-life Americans to ac-
tually fund abortion.

In essence, these people are saying:
We can disagree about abortion being
illegal, but let’s not force pro-life
Americans to pay for a practice they
find abhorrent and morally reprehen-
sible.

That is a view that I do not agree
with because I am solidly pro-life, but
it is an eminently reasonable view.

Why can’t we enact that into a per-
manent statute in the United States?
It is a position that Congress has
adopted every year when we pass the
Hyde amendment to keep Federal dol-
lars from going toward abortion.

I regret that our present President
does not seem to share this view, al-
though he once held this view. Days
ago, in one of his first acts in office,
our new President reversed the Mexico
City policy, allowing American tax dol-
lars to begin funding abortions in for-
eign countries once again. This deci-
sion showed disregard, to me, for the
consciences of millions of American
taxpayers who are pro-life. I was ap-
palled by this decision. I know many of
my constituents were. I think Congress
should pass legislation enshrining the
Mexico City policy in statute.

But at this moment, I rise proposing
a more familiar and direct and, I think,
politically popular step and that would
be to put no taxpayer funding of abor-
tion legislation into the permanent
statute rather than passing it each
year as the Hyde amendment. Of all
the abortion-related bills that reach
the Senate floor, this one should be the
least controversial. The Hyde amend-
ment is standard policy. It has passed
annually for more than 40 consecutive
years, during terms of Republican
Presidents, terms of Democratic Presi-
dents, during Democratic majorities in
the House and the Senate and when it

S169

was, indeed, the other way around. It
has stood the test of time and enjoys
broad consensus in this body and in the
United States of America. Passing this
legislation to make the Hyde Amend-
ment permanent would keep taxpayers
from having to worry each year if their
money is going to be used for an abor-
tion in this country.

I stand this Friday with millions and
millions of Americans who will join in
supporting life, and I urge my col-
leagues to send an important signal to
all of the American people that Con-
gress is serious about seeking unity
and healing.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
supporting this legislation as we work
to build bipartisan consensus for life in
the days ahead.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

———

TRIBUTE TO SCOTT MAGUIRE

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, when
we have a new administration, lots of
changes take place—changes in offices,
changes in committee assignments—
but for all of us here in the Senate, per-
haps the most challenging change is
when members of our team decide to
open new chapters in their lives. We
celebrate those new chapters and wish
them well, but we will also miss them
greatly.

I come to the floor to talk about
three of my team members who are
headed to a new chapter in each of
their lives.

Scott Maguire has been a central
part of our team since day one. He is
my good friend, a valued team member
who is preparing a new chapter in his
life in the form of a well-deserved re-
tirement.

As of yesterday, January 26, he com-
pleted 12 years on our U.S. Senate
team as our State operations director.
The Boy Scouts of America that have a
motto: ‘“‘Be prepared.” They also have
a slogan: ‘Do a good turn daily.” These
are attributes that I always have held
dear, and they are qualities I looked
for when setting out to build a team to
serve the people of Oregon when I was
elected to the Senate in 2008.

Scott was at the top of my list be-
cause I knew that these were qualities
that define who he is. I knew this be-
cause I have known Scott for a very
long time. We met through Boy Scout
Troop 634 back when we were 11 or 12
years old. We recognized and respected
each other’s leadership skills, and I ad-
mired Scott’s growth in character and
capabilities as he advanced to the rank
of Eagle Scout.

When we were 15, Scott and I were
dissatisfied with how the district coun-
cil was running their annual First Aid
Meets, so we proposed to the council
executive that we take over and run
the weekend event. To our surprise, the
staff of the council agreed.
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