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giving them in a marriage tax penalty
does not make sense to me.

I certainly hope I will be able to offer
this at the appropriate time. I want to
make sure we are doing everything we
can for the Armed Forces of our coun-
try. I hope the distinguished majority
leader will allow making permanent
the marriage tax penalty bill a priority
for this session of Congress.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
Mr. LEVIN. I suggest the absence of

a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask

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the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2003—Continued

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, over
the course of the last hour or so, I have
had a number of conversations with the
distinguished Republican leader and
the chairman and ranking member of
the Armed Services Committee. We
have been discussing how we might
proceed on the Defense authorization
bill.

I know there are Senators on both
sides of the aisle who have amend-
ments they would like to have consid-
ered, and they are certainly within
their rights to offer these amendments.

My concern is that if we find our-
selves in debates on unrelated issues
for an extended period of time, there is
the real danger that we will not finish
our work prior to the time we leave
next week. I have already indicated
publicly and privately to anyone who is
interested in the schedule that we
must finish this bill before we leave.
That is an absolute necessity. So I do
not want any Senator to complain
about any misunderstanding they may
have. I want to be as clear and un-
equivocal about that as I can: We will
finish this bill before we leave.

As we have discussed how we might
ensure that happens, of course one op-
tion would be to file cloture. Unfortu-
nately, there are defense-related
amendments that may be relevant and
may be related to the Defense bill but
not technically germane.

I have consulted with the Republican
leader, and we have concluded, with
the support of the chairman and rank-
ing member—and I thank both of them
for their willingness to support this ef-
fort—we have concluded that we will
move to table or make a point of order
against any amendment which is not
defense related from here on out in this
debate. We do it regretfully because we
oftentimes are supportive of some of
these amendments on both sides.

I know an amendment was going to
be offered on marriage tax penalty, and
I know some of my Republican col-

leagues and perhaps Democratic col-
leagues would be interested in the
amendment. There are amendments on
this side that I will move to table that
I would otherwise support.

We have come to the conclusion that
the only way we can complete our
work is by taking this action. So I am
announcing at this point that from
here on out, all amendments that are
not related to the Defense bill are
amendments that either Senator LOTT
or I or our colleagues on the Armed
Services Committee, Senators LEVIN
and WARNER, will move to table or will
file a point of order against.

I want to notify all of our Senators
that will restrict significantly the op-
portunities they have to offer addi-
tional amendments, but we intend to
follow through, and we hope that sends
a clear message. We want to complete
our work. While we respect Senators’
rights to offer amendments, we need to
get this legislation done.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-

publican leader.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I concur

with this agreement, and I will support
it. The leadership on both sides of the
aisle and the managers of the legisla-
tion on both sides of the aisle will sup-
port this effort.

There is no more important issue for
us to deal with right now than to pass
the Defense authorization legislation
that is necessary for our military men
and women to do their job, including
the equipment they need, the pay they
need, and the quality of life they need,
both here and when they are abroad. So
we need this Defense authorization bill.

We have already passed the supple-
mental appropriations to pay for some
of the costs of the war against terror,
particularly with regard to our efforts
in Afghanistan but other places also.
Now this will do the Defense authoriza-
tion for the next fiscal year.

These bills are never easy. In fact,
they are always hard. Year after year,
though, under the leadership of Sen-
ator WARNER and now with Senator
LEVIN, we have done it. We need to do
it again. It should be our highest pri-
ority.

I have urged that this legislation be
moved at a time when we can get it
done before the July 4 recess. Senator
DASCHLE has called it up in a timely
way. Now we see that without this
agreement between now and when Sen-
ator DASCHLE would probably have to
file cloture and then get cloture some-
time next week, the amendments that
would be brought up on both sides of
the aisle would be, more often than
not, nongermane to the Defense bill.

Senator DASCHLE is right, one of the
first ones right out of the box I am for.
I think we ought to make the cuts in
the marriage penalty tax permanent,
unequivocally. There are young men
and women who are married or want to
get married and want to know what
they can count on. We ought to do
that, and I am looking forward to find-

ing a way to vote on that again as I did
last year.

Having said that, it is not germane
to this bill. There will be other amend-
ments that can be offered on both sides
of the aisle that are not germane. They
may be good and we need to consider
them, and maybe we can find a way to
consider them, but we have important
work to do. It is not as if this Defense
authorization bill does not have more
amendments that will need to be con-
sidered. There are a couple of big ones
that I know of, maybe more than a
couple—I would say more like five or
six. So we have our work cut out for us
to finish this bill on its substance, on
relevant amendments, in order to fin-
ish this work in a reasonable time on
Thursday and hopefully in such a way
that we could get an agreement to pro-
ceed on the Yucca Mountain issue.

I know Senator REID would just as
soon I talked all day and not said that,
but we have work to do and then we
have work to do after that.

I support this effort. I think it is the
right thing. I thank Senator WARNER
for going to Senator LEVIN. They
talked about this and then came to us
and suggested this was the right thing
to do, and I certainly concur. I com-
mend them for being willing to take
that stand.

By the way, this is good precedent.
We might want to consider managers
doing this on other bills when they are
basically attacked by nongermane
amendments to the underlying bills. If
the manager will stand up on both
sides of the aisle and say we are going
to table this or we are going to make a
point of order because it does not re-
late to this very important issue we
are considering, we can move our legis-
lation a lot quicker. There are culprits
on both sides, and sometimes I am one
of them, but in this case it is the right
thing to do and maybe it will set a pat-
tern for us for the rest of the year.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I do not

wish to precede my chairman, but I
want to make sure I say this while
both leaders are on the floor. The dis-
tinguished majority leader talked in
terms of relevancy; the minority leader
spoke in terms of germaneness. My un-
derstanding is that the standard is rel-
evancy to be decided by the chairman
and the ranking member in this case,
and we will exercise that fairly but
very firmly. We are committed. When I
approached the chairman with this
proposition, I said I will move to table
on our side, he will move to table on
his side or make points of order, as the
case may be.

The distinguished Republican whip
participated in the conversations, and I
judge that what I am saying is con-
sistent with all who are listening at
this time.

Mr. NICKLES. Absolutely.
Mr. WARNER. I thank the leader-

ship. This goes back to the days when
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I was privileged to be in the Senate
with Senator Stennis, who will always
be the person who started me on this
course of action; that is the way he
worked. That is the way John Tower,
Barry Goldwater, Scoop Jackson, and
those who preceded us worked when it
came to the issues of national defense.
They managed those bills with great
skill, and less dependence, of course, on
cloture. I hope this will be the direc-
tion in which we will move.

Mr. LOTT. Will the Senator yield for
two points?

Mr. WARNER. Yes.
Mr. LOTT. I think Senator DASCHLE

was very careful to say this would not
apply to the Defense authorization rel-
evant amendments. There are some
that could be offered that they might
prefer they not be offered, but they
would relate to military hospitals, for
instance, as opposed to germane ones,
which would clearly be eliminated by a
cloture vote. Several of the amend-
ments that have been pending or are
being considered, or suggested would be
offered, clearly were not relevant or
germane.

The other thing is, I really was im-
pressed when the Senator referred to a
fellow Mississippian, John Stennis,
whom I had the honor of succeeding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first, I
thank our leaders. It is a very difficult
and challenging job to be leaders in
this instance. They have proven so
many times over the years and proven
it again this afternoon the importance
of taking a very difficult step, but it is
a necessary step if we are going to get
the bill passed.

I heard Senator WARNER with his
commitment, and I join him in making
that commitment that we will move to
table or otherwise make a point of
order against amendments which are
not relevant to this Defense bill. It is a
better approach than a cloture ap-
proach because at least relevant
amendments which are not technically
germane but are relevant to defense
will be offered and will not be tabled
because of any agreement between us.

I also thank our whips. Senator REID,
as always, is right there helping to
make the wheels move and to grease
those wheels, as well as Senator NICK-
LES. I thank the two of them, but again
thank our two leaders for taking this
very difficult step and committing to
either table or make a point of order
against amendments which they may
very strongly support. That will go for
Senator WARNER and myself. I know of
a bunch of them already that I very
strongly support but because of the
need to get this bill passed I will be
constrained to move to table or make a
point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues for their com-
ments and their support for this agree-
ment. The Senator from Virginia made

a constructive suggestion that the two
of them be the determinants of rel-
evance, and I think that is a very ap-
propriate way to proceed. We will have
our managers make that decision, and
I will stand behind the decision our
managers make on these amendments.

Given that understanding, let me say
it is our understanding Senator MUR-
RAY’s amendment having to do with
military hospitals will be offered short-
ly. I would not expect that the debate
on the amendment would be completed
tonight, but I would expect that the
vote would be sometime tomorrow
morning. I do not want that amend-
ment to be all we do for the remainder
of the week. So hopefully we can dis-
pose of the amendment either tonight
or tomorrow. We will consult with her
on how much time may be required. We
have debated this before. We have had
votes on this on many occasions. So it
would be my hope that we would not
have to debate it at length, but we will
return to the floor to make some an-
nouncement about the remainder of
the evening and a vote on the Murray
amendment either tonight or tomorrow
morning.

Given the fact that it is late in the
afternoon, I would not be surprised if
we would have to wait until tomorrow
morning, but there may be hope we can
complete it within a couple of hours.
So we will consult with colleagues on
both sides of the aisle with regard to
the Murray amendment.

Senators may lay their amendments
down. We will see if we can get a unani-
mous consent agreement on the Mur-
ray amendment. If there is the possi-
bility of reaching agreement on time
on the amendment, that vote will still
occur tonight.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3927

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am
hoping we will have an agreement and
I will be able to offer my amendment
shortly, so we can have a time agree-
ment tonight and hopefully move to a
vote on this quickly.

To save time, I will now begin a dis-
cussion of the amendment I will offer.
I hope to shortly send an amendment
to the desk on behalf of myself, Sen-
ator SNOWE, Senator MIKULSKI, and
Senator BOXER.

Every day since the attacks of Sep-
tember 11, the men and women of our
Armed Forces have been working over-
time—often in hostile, dangerous envi-
ronments—to protect our citizens and
to secure the freedoms and values that
we cherish.

This Department of Defense author-
ization bill will ensure they have the

equipment and resources they need to
protect us.

Surprisingly, as the women of our
military fight for our freedoms over-
seas, they are actually denied some of
those freedoms during their service.
Here at home, women have the right to
choose. They have constitutionally
protected access to safe and legal re-
productive health services. But that is
not the case for military women serv-
ing overseas.

So I will this evening offer an amend-
ment to ensure that military personnel
serving overseas have access to safe
and legal abortion services. As many of
you know, I have offered this amend-
ment for the past several years, and I
continue to urge my colleagues to sup-
port these efforts.

Under current restrictions, women
who have volunteered to serve their
country—and female military depend-
ents—are not allowed to exercise their
legally guaranteed right to choose—
simply because they are serving over-
seas. These women are committed to
protecting our rights as free citizens,
yet they are denied one of the most
basic rights afforded all women in this
country.

This amendment does not—and let
me stress does not—require any direct
Federal funding of abortion related
services. My amendment would require
these women to pay for any costs asso-
ciated with an abortion in a military
facility.

In addition, this amendment does
not—and again let me stress does not—
compel a medical provider to perform
abortions. All branches of the military
allow medical personnel who have
moral, religious or ethical objections
to abortion not to participate. This
amendment would not change or alter
conscience clauses for military medical
personnel.

This is an important women’s health
amendment.

Women should be able to depend on
their base hospital and military health
care providers to meet all of their
health care needs. To single out abor-
tion-related services could jeopardize a
women’s health.

Opponents of this amendment will
argue that the military does now en-
sure access for women. But under cur-
rent practices, a woman who requires
abortion related services can seek the
approval of her commanding officer for
transport back to the United States.
Once in the United States, she can seek
these services at her own expense, but
she is not afforded medical leave.

In addition to the serious risk posed
by delaying an abortion, this policy
compromises a woman’s privacy rights
by forcing her to release her medical
condition and needs to her superiors.
She must seek and receive the approval
of her commanding officer with no
guarantee that this information will be
kept confidential.

This policy also forces women to seek
abortions outside of the military estab-
lishment in foreign countries. Many
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women have little or no understanding
of the laws or restrictions in the host
country and may have significant lan-
guage and cultural barriers as well.

In this country, we take for granted
the safety of our health care services.
When we seek care in a doctor’s office
or clinic, we assume that all safety and
health standards are adhered to. Unfor-
tunately, this is not the case in many
countries.

From 1995 until 2000, the previous ad-
ministration and former Secretary of
Defense Cohen supported this amend-
ment. They argued it was an important
protection for military personnel and
dependents. They did not assume there
would be any difficulty carrying out
this requirement. They were confident
that the Defense Department would be
able to determine the cost of these
services as well as ensure the avail-
ability of providers.

The Department of Defense has been
on record in the past in support of this
amendment by stating that it was un-
fair for female service members serving
in overseas location to be denied their
constitutional right to the full range of
reproductive health care. Despite the
support of the previous administration,
opponents still argued that allowing
privately funded abortions in overseas
military facilities was somehow be-
yond the abilities of the Department.

Opponents have argued that there is
no way to determine the costs of these
services, despite the fact that private
hospitals must determine per-unit
costs of per-procedure costs, every sin-
gle day. Opponents also argued that
the military might have to contract for
these services and assume liability for
these contractors. This is no different
from what the Department does for all
military personnel. If a neurosurgeon
or highly trained specialist is required
to meet the needs of our military per-
sonnel, the Department can and does
contract for these services and of
course insures the quality of these
services by assuming the liability.

I remind my colleagues that prior to
1988, the Department of Defense did
allow privately funded abortions at
overseas military facilities. Clearly, it
can be done. I should also point out
that it must be done today in certain
circumstances.

Under current law, the Department
allows for privately funded abortions in
the case of rape or incest. It also may
pay for abortions in case of life
endangerment.

For our opponents to argue that the
Department cannot handle or does not
want to be responsible for providing
privately funded abortions at overseas
military facilities, is to argue that the
Department cannot protect military
personnel and dependents who have
been raped, who are a victim of incest,
or whose life is endangered.

Is this what we are saying to the esti-
mated 100,000 women who live on mili-
tary bases overseas?

Regardless of one’s view on abortion,
it is simply wrong to place women at

risk. Ensuring that women have access
to safe, legal, and timely abortion re-
lated services is an important health
guarantee. It is not a political state-
ment. It is essential that women have
access to a full range of reproductive
health care services.

This amendment has been supported
by: the American College of Obstetri-
cians and Gynecologists, the American
Medical Women’s Association, Physi-
cians for Reproductive Choice and
Health, Planned Parenthood of Amer-
ica, National Family Planning and Re-
productive Health Association, and the
National Partnership for Women and
Families. These organizations support
this amendment because of its impor-
tance to women’s health care.

I would also like to read a letter I re-
cently received from retired General
Claudia Kennedy, the Army’s first
woman three-star general. Before she
retired in June 2000, she was the high-
est ranking female officer of her time.
She writes:

DEAR SENATORS SNOWE AND MURRAY: I am
writing to express my support of your efforts
to amend the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2003 to ensure that
servicewomen and military dependents sta-
tioned overseas have the ability to obtain
abortion services in U.S. military medical
facilities using their own, private funds.

The importance of access to abortions for
military women has not been discussed in
public media very often, since many of the
issues that related to non-military women
also are a part of the social and medical en-
vironment of military women. However,
some distinctions do exist, making it imper-
ative that our soldiers have access to safe,
confidential abortion services at U.S. mili-
tary hospitals overseas. Let me just relate
an experience of one of my soldiers about 15
years ago.

I was a battalion commander of an intel-
ligence battalion in Augsburg, Germany
from 1986 until 1988. One day a non commis-
sioned officer (NCO), who was one of the bat-
talion’s senior women, came into my office
and asked for permission to take a day off
later in the week and to have the same day
off for a young soldier in the battalion. She
said the soldier was pregnant and wanted an
abortion—yet had no way to have an abor-
tion at the U.S. Army medical facility in
Augsburg. She had gotten information about
a German clinic in another city, and they
were going there for the procedure. The sol-
dier did not have enough money to return to
the USA for the abortion. Further, she did
not want to have to tell her predicament to
her chain of command in order to get the
time and other assistance to go to the
States. I told the NCO to go with her and to
let me know when they had returned.

Later the NCO told me that the experience
had been both mortifying and painful. . . .
no pain killer of any sort was administered
for the procedure; the modesty of this soldier
and the other women at the clinic had been
violated (due to different cultural expecta-
tion about nudity); and neither she nor the
soldier understood German, and the instruc-
tions were given in almost unintelligible
English. I believe that they were able to get
some follow up care for the soldier at the
U.S. Army medical facility. But it was a
searing experience for all of us—that in a
very vulnerable time, this American who was
serving her country overseas could not count
on the Army to give her the care she needed.

During that same time frame, and in the
early 1990’s when I was a brigade commander

of an intelligence brigade in Hawaii, I no-
ticed that there were Army doctors who dis-
played posters which were extremely dis-
approving of abortion . . . creating a climate
of intimidation for anyone who might want
to discuss what is a legal option. Since the
doctors are officers and far out-rank enlisted
soldiers, and since the soldiers have no way
to choose which doctor they see on sick call,
it was only with good luck that a young sol-
dier might be seen by someone who would
treat her decision with the respect she de-
served.

What makes the situation of a soldier dif-
ferent from that of a civilian woman? She is
subject to the orders of the officers ap-
pointed over her. Every hour of her day be-
longs to the U.S. Army, and she must have
her seniors’ permission to leave her place of
duty. She makes very low pay and so relies
on the help of friends and family to pay for
travel for medical care that is not given by
the Army.

Of all the reasons we lose soldiers we lose
soldiers from their place of duty (for train-
ing, injuries, temporary duty elsewhere, and
other reasons), pregnancy accounts for only
6% of all reasons for soldier absence. Yet,
this feature of women (that they sometimes
become pregnant) is offer cited as an at-
tribute that makes them less desirable as
soldiers. While I believe that the difficult de-
cision to end a pregnancy should be com-
pletely individual, the institution cannot
have it both ways: to deny women safe and
reasonable access to abortion (in a world in
which there is no 100% effective birth con-
trol), and at the same time to complain that
women are pregnant.

I commend your efforts to remove this ir-
rational and harmful barrier to the health
and well-being of our soldiers serving Amer-
ica.

Madam President, I could not have
said it better myself. Our female mili-
tary personnel deserve better than
what they are getting. As we send out
troops into the war on terrorism to
protect our freedoms, we should ensure
that female military personnel are not
asked to sacrifice their rights and pro-
tections as well.

I recognize the urgency in passing
the fiscal year 2003 Defense authoriza-
tion bill. It provides important support
for our military personnel and infra-
structure.

I thank the chairman and ranking
member of the Senate Armed Services
Committee for their efforts to move
this legislation.

I stand ready to support whatever
measures we need to consider to ensure
that our military is ready to respond
to this new world threat.

I only ask that female military per-
sonnel and their dependents be given
the support they deserve when serving
in overseas military locations.

I yield the floor at this time.
Again, I will offer my amendment as

soon as we have a time agreement.
Hopefully, that can be very soon be-
cause I know we want to vote on this
and move on.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
CANTWELL). The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Madam President, for the
information of Members, what we are
going to try to do tonight is make sure
that everyone who has anything to say
about this amendment has the oppor-
tunity to speak. Whether you are for it
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or against it, come over and tell us how
you feel. The majority leader has indi-
cated we will schedule a vote in the
morning. We are trying to work that
out now with him, but probably around
9:45 in the morning.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be 60
minutes for debate tonight with re-
spect to the Murray amendment No.
3927, with the time equally divided and
controlled in the usual form; that no
amendment be in order to the amend-
ment, prior to a vote in relation to the
amendment; that when the Senate re-
sumes consideration of the bill on Fri-
day, June 21, following the opening
ceremony, the time until 9:45 be equal-
ly divided and controlled in the usual
form; that at 9:45 a.m., without further
intervening action or debate, the Sen-
ate vote in relation to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President,
reserving the right to object, I just got
a call in of somebody who may want to
speak. If we can hold this for a minute,
I think we can check it out.

Mr. REID. Why don’t we just increase
the time to 90 minutes?

Mr. BROWNBACK. I need to check
this out, if I can. I will object at this
point, but I hope we can get it done
quickly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. LEVIN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, we re-
quire an awful lot from our service men
and women. First of all, we urge them
to volunteer to serve in the military.
Then, we send them all over the world
to serve our Nation’s interests. When
we ask them to serve in foreign coun-
tries, the least we can do is ensure that
they receive medical care equal to
what they would receive in the United
States.

Servicewomen and dependents who
are fortunate enough to be stationed in
the United States and who make the
difficult decision to have an abortion
can, at their own expense, get a legal
abortion performed by an English
speaking doctor in a modern, safe
American medical facility.

Military women stationed overseas
do not have the same opportunity.
They can seek the permission of their
commanders to return to the United
States to obtain an abortion, or they
can seek an abortion in foreign hos-
pitals by foreign doctors, many of
whom don’t speak English, and who
may have different medical standards.
These choices are not acceptable.

I can only imagine how difficult it
would be for a female officer or en-
listed person to have to go to her com-
mander and ask for time off to travel
to the United States to get an abor-
tion. This is a very personal and dif-
ficult decision even under normal cir-
cumstances.

The alternative of seeking an abor-
tion from a host nation doctor, who
may or may not be trained to U.S.
standards, in a foreign facility, where
the staff may not even speak English,
is an equally unacceptable alternative.
Our servicewomen deserve better.

Our laws recognize the right of
women to choose. This amendment
would restore the ability of our female
service members stationed overseas to
exercise their constitutional right to
choose safe abortion services at no cost
to DOD.

The amendment to be offered does
not require the Department of Defense
to pay for abortions. All expenses
would be paid by those who seek the
abortion. The abortions would be per-
formed by American military doctors
who volunteer to perform abortions.

Military women should be able to de-
pend on the military for quality health
care, no matter where we may ask
them to serve their country. This
amendment gives service women sta-
tioned overseas the same range and
quality of medical care available in the
United States. We owe them at least
that much.

I hope soon there will be a unani-
mous consent agreement entered into
that would allow Senator MURRAY then
to offer her amendment on this subject.
I hope tomorrow morning we can ex-
pect a vote on this amendment and
that the Senate will adopt the amend-
ment.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I renew
my unanimous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
just received a communication from
the leadership. May I have another 3 or
4 minutes?

Mr. REID. Of course. I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period of 60 minutes for debate with re-
spect to the Murray amendment No.
3927; that the debate be completed to-
night; that the time be equally divided
and controlled in the usual form; that
no amendment be in order to the
amendment prior to a vote in relation
to the amendment; that on Friday,
June 21, when the Senate resumes con-
sideration of the bill at 9:30 a.m., the
Senate vote, without any intervening
action or debate in relation to that
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Madam President, for the
information of all Members, the chair-
man and ranking member of the com-
mittee of jurisdiction of this matter
have a very important committee
meeting at 9 o’clock tomorrow morn-
ing. We asked them if they would allow
us to go forward with the vote at 9:45
a.m., and they said they have a very
important witness, Secretary
Wolfowitz. They agreed to that 15 min-
utes.

I indicate to the two managers of the
bill, we will drag this vote out so they
can stay at their meeting until 9:45
a.m. or a little longer. We are not
going to stick to our usual iron-fast
rule that the votes are completed
quickly. This vote might take 30 or 40
minutes.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
thank the distinguished leader. Yes, we
are having a very important hearing,
but I am certain we could determine a
point during the course of that hearing
and the time normally allowed for the
vote for us to adjourn for, say, 10 min-
utes, so that all of our members could
vote and return to the hearing. I am
sure the chairman would agree to that.

Mr. REID. We hope everyone will get
here as quickly as possible. That being
the case and this having been agreed
to, there will be no rollcall votes to-
night. The majority leader asked me to
make that announcement.

Mr. WARNER. The time under our
control will be controlled by the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas.

Mr. REID. And the time on this side
will be controlled by the sponsor of the
amendment, Senator MURRAY.

AMENDMENT NO. 3927

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
call up amendment No. 3927 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mrs.
MURRAY], for herself and Ms. SNOWE,
proposes an amendment numbered 3927.
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Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I

ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To restore a previous policy re-
garding restrictions on use of Department
of Defense facilities)
On page 154, after line 20, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. 708. RESTORATION OF PREVIOUS POLICY

REGARDING RESTRICTIONS ON USE
OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE MED-
ICAL FACILITIES.

Section 1093 of title 10, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (b); and
(2) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘RESTRIC-

TION ON USE OF FUNDS.—’’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
ask the Senator from New Jersey how
much time he wants.

Mr. CORZINE. Five minutes at the
most.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
New Jersey, and then we will go to the
other side.

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

Mr. CORZINE. Madam President, I
rise today in support of the Murray-
Snowe amendment to the Department
of Defense authorization bill.

As the Senate considers this author-
ization bill of great importance to our
military, one that I support, and I
think most Members will, it is critical
to guarantee U.S. servicewomen and
military dependents access to safe and
comprehensive reproductive health
care services.

Current law prevents women in the
military from using their own money
to access abortion services at overseas
Department of Defense facilities, ex-
cept in the cases of life endangerment,
rape, or incest.

Frankly, I think it is an outrage that
women in the military—who make the
ultimate commitment to this county—
are in turn denied a freedom protected
by the Constitution and afforded all
women in this country. It is hard for
me to imagine.

This ban discriminates against
women and their families by restrict-
ing their legally protected right to
choose simply because they are sta-
tioned overseas.

Surely we do not believe that Amer-
ican citizens who risk their lives in
service to this country deserve fewer
rights than other Americans enjoy?

Because of the ban on access to abor-
tion services at military base hos-
pitals, women are forced to choose be-
tween often-inadequate local health
care facilities or sometimes extensive
and costly travel. In both cases, the
current ban has the effect of severely
jeopardizing women’s health.

Let there be no exaggeration about
the scope of the Murray-Snowe amend-
ment. This is not about federal funding

of abortion. This amendment would
simply allow women to use their own
private funds to do what they would
have the right to do at home, to access
services at overseas U.S. military hos-
pitals.

In addition, it will not force pro-
viders, doctors or others, to perform
abortion services. All three branches of
the military already have conscience
clauses that will remain intact.

Finally, this amendment respects the
laws of host countries.

I urge my colleagues to support our
women in the military by supporting
this amendment. Surely, women who
serve our country have the same rights
as those who are here at home in pri-
vate life. I thank Senators MURRAY and
SNOWE for their leadership on the issue.
I think it is extremely important that
we respect the right of choice.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DAY-
TON). Who yields time?

The Senator from Kansas.
Mr. BROWNBACK. I yield myself

such time as I might consume.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized.
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I

rise in opposition to the Murray
amendment. I think it is regrettable
that we would tie up the DOD author-
ization bill with one of the most con-
tentious issues of our day. Yet that is
what is regrettably taking place in this
legislation.

On February 10, 1996, the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1996 was signed into law by then-
President Clinton with a provision to
prevent the Department of Defense
medical treatment facilities from being
used to perform abortions, except
where the life of the mother is endan-
gered or in cases of rape or incest. This
provision refers to the Clinton adminis-
tration policy instituted in January
1993 permitting abortions to be per-
formed at military facilities. From 1988
to 1993, the performance of abortions
was not permitted at military hos-
pitals except when the life of the moth-
er was in danger. That had been the
longstanding policy.

The Murray amendment, regrettably,
which would repeal this culture of life
provision, attempts to turn taxpayer-
funded Department of Defense medical
treatment facilities into, unfortu-
nately, abortion clinics. Fortunately,
the Senate has refused to let this issue
of abortion adversely affect our armed
services and rejected this amendment
in the year 2000 by a vote of 51 to 49. We
should reject it again this year. It is I
think very harmful and wrong that we
would hold America’s armed services
hostage to abortion politics using the
coercive power of government to force
American taxpayers—that is who pays
for these facilities, the American tax-
payers—to fund health care facilities
where abortions are performed. This
would be a horrible precedent and
would put many Americans in a very
difficult position.

Americans are being asked to use
their taxpayer dollars to fund some-

thing that many people find absolutely
wrong and completely disagree with,
and we are asking people to use tax-
payer dollars to fund the Department
of Defense medical facilities to do
something with which they disagree.

I realize we are terribly divided as a
nation on the issue of abortion. That is
painfully obvious and has been so for
the past 30 years, but here we step into
the issue of taxpayer funding, the use
of taxpayer-funded facilities for abor-
tions, and that is generally a terrain
where most of the public has been quite
in agreement we should not use tax-
payer dollars.

They may say privately you can go
ahead with abortion, other people say
no, you should not do that, but gen-
erally when you are saying use tax-
payer-funded facilities, most people
have said we should not go there, we
should not use taxpayer-funded facili-
ties for something that many people in
the public believe is terribly wrong.
That is why I oppose this amendment.

When the 1993 policy permitting
abortions in military facilities was
first promulgated, military physicians,
as well as many nurses and supporting
personnel, refused to perform or assist
in elective abortions. In response, the
administration sought to hire civilians
to do these abortions. Indeed, there is a
CRS study we have on this topic which
said that in the 6 years preceding the
1988 ban—I am reading directly from
this CRS report dated June 5, 2000—
military hospitals overseas have per-
formed an average of 30 abortions an-
nually. Last spring, though, when the
military medical officials surveyed 44
Army, Navy, and Air Force obstetri-
cians and gynecologists stationed in
Europe, they found that all but one
doctor adamantly refused to perform
the procedure. That one holdout, too,
quickly switched positions. No mili-
tary medical personnel willing to per-
form abortions have stepped forward in
the sprawling Pacific theater either.

We can look at that and say there is
not access to the service or we can say
that the military personnel are just
very uncomfortable and they do not
want to do this in the medical facili-
ties that are paid for by taxpayer dol-
lars.

Military facilities around the world
operate as outposts of the U.S. Govern-
ment. These are our facilities. They are
seen as our facilities. They operate in
many countries with differing ideas,
with differing faiths, and with differing
views on abortion. They do not want to
be, as military personnel, having those
abortions performed in these facilities
operated and controlled by the U.S.
Government. They do not want to per-
form the abortions themselves either.

This amendment would allow doctors
to use U.S. Government military per-
sonnel to perform a procedure that
many countries and many cultures
view very negatively and as wrong. I
think we should listen to what some of
our doctors are saying and, in the mili-
tary, what some of them are saying by
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their actions. Therefore, if the Murray
amendment were adopted, not only
would taxpayer-funded facilities be
used to support abortion on demand,
but resources would be used to search
for, hire, and transport new personnel
simply so abortions could be per-
formed, and this is abortion on de-
mand.

I want to make that clear as well be-
cause the current law provides for the
use of these facilities for abortions
when the life of the mother is endan-
gered or in cases of rape or incest. So
we are talking about the issue of abor-
tion on demand.

One argument used by supporters of
abortions in military hospitals is that
women in countries where abortion is
not permitted will have nowhere else
to turn to obtain an abortion. However,
DOD policy requires military doctors
to obey the abortion laws of the coun-
tries where they are providing services,
so they still cannot perform abortions
in those locations if they are in a coun-
try that has those laws.

Military treatment centers, which
are dedicated to healing and nurturing
life, dedicated to a culture of life,
should not be forced to facilitate the
taking of innocent human life, the
child in a womb, abortion on demand,
where the life of the mother is not at
stake or it is not a case of rape or in-
cest. We already provide for that.

I urge my colleagues to table the
Murray amendment and to free Amer-
ica’s military from abortion politics.
American taxpayers should not be
forced to fund the destruction of inno-
cent life when many are deeply af-
fected and believe this is not the sort
of thing for which their taxpayer dol-
lars should be used. Enough people are
disappointed on some things we spend
taxpayer dollars on without going into
such a divisive area in our country,
using taxpayer-funded facilities to
allow abortions to take place.

If passed, this amendment will have a
tremendously detrimental impact on
this DOD authorization bill, probably
effectively killing it if this amendment
is included. I therefore urge my col-
leagues to reject this amendment, for
the benefit of the DOD authorization
bill and the benefit of the taxpayers
who do not view this as the right way
to use their facilities, paid for at tax-
payer expense, turned over as abortion
clinics.

It is a very divisive issue and an issue
that is difficult for most Members to
discuss. It is an issue on which we all
have taken a position. All positions are
clear on this topic. I hope we do not
hold hostage this very important bill
that is needed for this country in the
time of this war on terrorism. Do not
hold it hostage to such a difficult, divi-
sive issue.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mrs. MURRAY. I see my colleague

from Maine, Senator SNOWE, a cospon-
sor of this amendment, who has worked

diligently with me. I ask how much
time she needs.

Ms. SNOWE. As much time as I may
consume.

Mrs. MURRAY. I yield to the Senator
from Maine as much time as she may
consume.

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

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I com-
mend Senator MURRAY for her leader-
ship, once again, on this most impor-
tant amendment to the Department of
Defense authorization. I commend her
for her commitment and perseverance
on this issue. Ultimately, we will pre-
vail. I hope that will occur on this re-
authorization. I am pleased to join my
colleague in support of this amendment
to repeal the ban on abortions at over-
seas military hospitals, an amendment
whose time has long since come.

Year after year, time after time, de-
bate after debate, we revisit the issue
of women’s reproductive freedoms by
seeking to restrict, limit, and elimi-
nate a woman’s right to choose. Think
of Yogi Berra: I have the feeling of deja
vu all over again. To that, I add: The
more things change, the more they
stay the same. Here we are debating
the issue again.

The most recent changes ought to
truly give Members pause; all the more
impetus to ensure that things don’t
stay the same. We must remember that
when we are considering this Defense
authorization during a time of war,
when Americans, both civilian and
military are fighting terrorism all
across the globe, both men and women.
In fact, more than 34,000 women were
serving overseas as of April this year.
We have combined, between women in
the service and dependents, more than
100,000 abroad. We recognize the impact
that the failure to repeal this ban has
on so many of these women.

Think of the changes that have oc-
curred since 1973 when the Supreme
Court affirmed for the first time a
woman’s right to choose. That land-
mark decision was carefully crafted to
be both balanced and responsible while
holding the rights of women in Amer-
ica paramount in reproductive health
decisions.

Importantly, while it has not always
been easy, that right stands protected
today; that is, unless, you happen to be
a female member of the Armed Forces
or a female dependent of a military
member stationed overseas. How ironic
it is that the very people who are fight-
ing to preserve our freedoms, those
who are on the front lines defending
this war on terrorism or other parts of
the globe, are supporting those who are
fighting, are currently the least pro-
tected in terms of the right to make
choices about their own personal
health and reproductive decisions.

That is why I stand to join my col-
league, Senator MURRAY, once again, in
overturning this ban on privately fund-
ed abortion services in overseas mili-
tary hospitals, for military women and
dependents based overseas, which was

reinstated in the fiscal year 1996 au-
thorization bill, as we all know. It is a
ban without merit or reason that put
the reproductive health of these women
at risk.

Specifically, as we know, the ban de-
nies the right to choose for female
military personnel and dependents. It
effectively denies those women who
have voluntarily decided to serve our
country in the armed services safe and
legal medical care simply because they
were assigned duty in another country.
What kind of reward is that? Why is it
that Congress would want to punish
those women who so bravely serve our
country overseas by denying them the
rights that are guaranteed to all Amer-
icans under the Constitution?

Our task in this debate is to make
sure that all of America’s women, in-
cluding those who serve in our Nation’s
Armed Forces and military dependents,
are guaranteed the fundamental right
to choose.

Let’s review the history of this issue.
First and foremost, I remind my col-
leagues since 1979 the Federal law has
prohibited the use of Federal funds to
perform abortions at military hos-
pitals. However, from 1979 to 1988,
women could use their own personal
funds to pay for the medical care they
need.

In 1988, the Reagan administration
announced a new policy prohibiting the
performance of any abortions at mili-
tary hospitals even if it was paid for
out of a woman’s private funds—a pol-
icy which truly defies logic.

In January of 1993, President Clinton
lifted the ban by Executive order, re-
storing a woman’s right to pay for
abortion services with private, non-De-
fense Department funds.

Then, in 1995, through the very bill
we authorize today, the House Inter-
national Security Committee rein-
stated this ban which was retained in
the conference. That effort kicked off
the debate which we are now having
today.

Let me reiterate—and it is a point
that needs to be made perfectly clear—
President Clinton’s Executive order did
not change existing law prohibiting the
use of Federal funds for abortion, and
it did not require medical providers to
perform those abortions. In fact, all
three branches of the military have
conscience clauses which permit med-
ical personnel with moral, religious, or
ethical objections to abortion not to
participate in the procedure. I believe
that is a reasonable measure.

With that chronology fresh in every-
one’s mind, we should state for the
record to the opponents of this amend-
ment that the argument that changing
current law means that military per-
sonnel and military facilities are
charged with performing abortions, and
that this, in turn, means that Amer-
ican taxpayer funds will be used to sub-
sidize abortions, is wholly and fun-
damentally incorrect. Every hospital
that performs the surgery, every physi-
cian that performs any procedure on
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any patient must determine the cost of
that procedure. That includes the time,
the supplies, the materials, the over-
head, the insurance, anything that is
included in the expense of performing
that procedure is included in the cost
that is paid by private funds. Public
funds are not used for the performance
of abortions in this instance. That is
an important distinction to reinforce
today. I know it is easy to confuse the
debate, to obfuscate the issues when, in
fact, what we are talking about is a
woman using her own private insur-
ance or money in support of that proce-
dure. We are not talking about using
Federal funds.

This amendment we are fighting for
is to lift the ban on privately funded
abortions paid for with a woman’s pri-
vate funds. That is what we need to un-
derstand today. That is what this issue
is all about. A woman would have the
ability to have access to a constitu-
tional right when it comes to her re-
productive freedom to use her own
funds, her own health insurance, for ac-
cess to this procedure.

I think when it comes to health care
and safety of an American soldier, sail-
or, airman, marine, or their depend-
ents, our armed services should have
no better friend and ally than the Con-
gress. I would argue that is the case in
most situations, but obviously there is
a different standard when it comes to
the health of a woman and her repro-
ductive decisions.

Timing is everything because for
those women who are in the military
or were military dependents overseas
between 1993 and 1996, they were able to
have access to abortion services using
their own private funds at a military
hospital.

If it is true that timing is every-
thing, all those women who served
overseas since 1996 have lost every-
thing when it comes to making that
most fundamental, personal, difficult
decision. I repeat that—it is a very dif-
ficult decision. It is a very personal de-
cision. It is a decision that should be
made between a woman, her doctor, her
family. It is a constitutional right. It
is a constitutional right that should
extend to women in the military over-
seas, not just within the boundaries of
the United States.

I cannot understand how anyone
could rationalize that we could some-
how discriminate against our women
who are serving in the military because
they happen to be abroad. I think it is
regrettable because it is shortchanging
women in the military and the mili-
tary depends on women serving. We
could not have an all-volunteer force
without women serving in the military.

I think it is regrettable that some-
how we have demeaned women, in
terms of this very difficult decision
that they have to make. There has
been example upon example given to
us, to my colleague Senator MURRAY,
about the trying circumstances that
this prohibition has placed on women
who serve in the military abroad. I do

not think for one moment anybody
should minimize or underestimate the
emotional, physical hardship that this
ban has imposed, a ban that prohibits a
woman from using her own private
health insurance, her own private
funds to make her own constitutional
decision when she happens to be in the
military serving abroad.

The ban on abortions in military hos-
pitals coerce the women who serve our
country into making decisions and
choices they would not otherwise
make. As one doctor, a physician from
Oregon, recalls his days as a Navy doc-
tor stationed in the Philippines, he de-
scribes the experiences and hardships
that result from this policy. Women
have to travel long distances in order
to obtain a legal abortion. Travel ar-
rangements were difficult and expen-
sive. In order to take leave, they had to
justify taking emergency leave to their
commanding officer. Imagine that cir-
cumstance. So that everybody knows.

Some women, alternatively, have
turned to local illegal abortions. In
other circumstances, their dignity was
offended and often their health was
placed at risk, which was certainly re-
inforced by the letter that was sent to
both Senator MURRAY and me from
Lieutenant General Kennedy, who is
now retired. She was the highest rank-
ing woman in the military. She talked
about the humiliation and the demean-
ing circumstances in which many
women were placed, not to mention
putting their health at risk.

I hope we can reconcile the realities
of the existing ban by overturning this
prohibition in law and granting to
women in the military the same con-
stitutional right that is afforded
women who live within the boundaries
of the United States of America.

I never thought that women should
leave their constitutional rights at the
proverbial door, but that is what this
ban has done. These constitutional
rights are not territorial. Women who
serve their country should be afforded
the same rights that women here in
America have.

I think this ban is not consistent
with the principles which our Armed
Forces are fighting to protect, and
which the American people so over-
whelmingly support. I hope we move
forward, and I hope we would under-
stand that women in the military and
their dependents overseas deserve the
same rights that women have here in
this country. They have and should
have the protections of the Constitu-
tion, no matter where they live.

I hope the Senate will overturn that
ban and will support the amendment
offered by Senator MURRAY and myself.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, how

much time remains on this side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 12 minutes 30 seconds.
Mrs. MURRAY. I thank my colleague

from Maine for her excellent state-

ment, and I yield to my colleague from
North Carolina such time as he should
consume.

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

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I
thank Senators LEVIN and WARNER for
their leadership on this important bill.
It is an important bill for the country
and we need to move forward on it. It
is important work they have done. I
also thank my colleague from Wash-
ington, Senator MURRAY, for her lead-
ership on this amendment. Women who
serve our country in the military
should have a right to use their own
private money to pay for safe, legal
medical care that they themselves
choose. I wish to express my strong
support for Senator MURRAY’s amend-
ment. We appreciate very much her
leadership on this issue.

I also want to take a minute to talk
about the issue of homeland security.
In the last couple of weeks, everybody
in Washington has been talking about
the administration’s plan to reorganize
a whole range of Government bureauc-
racies into a new Department of Home-
land Security. Now Congress is rushing
to complete this massive reshuffling in
just a matter of weeks.

I do not oppose this reorganization
effort. In fact, I think it might do some
real good in the long run. I applaud the
very serious people on both sides of the
aisle who are trying to make the plan
the best it can possibly be. But I am
troubled that Washington is becoming
so caught up with reorganization that
we are losing sight of our most urgent
priorities. Everybody is asking who
will report to whom? Who will be in
what building? Who will get the corner
office?

We are beginning to convince our-
selves that by reshuffling the bureauc-
racy, we are going to solve the real
problem—that Government reorganiza-
tion can win the war on terrorism.

We cannot allow preoccupation with
reorganization to distract us from the
clear and present danger from terror-
ists who are in our midst as we speak.
Our most urgent priority is simple: to
find the terrorists, infiltrate their
cells, and stop them, stop them cold. In
order to do that, I think we need to ad-
dress three critical questions directly
related to prosecuting the war on ter-
rorism today.

No. 1, are we doing enough, every-
thing in our power, to track al-Qaida,
Hezbollah, Hamas, and every other ter-
rorist organization within our own bor-
ders? To be more specific, are we doing
enough to develop and deploy the
human intelligence needed to infiltrate
these organizations?

No. 2, does the FBI know foreign in-
telligence information when they see
it? And do they recognize all the uses
of that information? For example, if
the FBI acquires foreign intelligence
information in the course of a criminal
investigation, do they see the impor-
tance of that information, not just for
their criminal prosecution but also in
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the ongoing effort to disrupt terrorists
in their activities?

No. 3, having recognized the impor-
tance of information, is the FBI effec-
tively sharing that information, both
within the FBI itself and with other
elements of the intelligence commu-
nity?

No. 1, are we getting the information
we need about the terrorists in this
country? No. 2, are we recognizing all
the uses of that information? No. 3, are
we effectively sharing that information
among those who need to have it in
order to react to it?

I believe the answer to all three of
those questions is no. As a member of
the Intelligence Committee, I believe
these issues are fundamental to our
ability to fight terrorism. They must
be fixed now. And they do not require
reorganization of existing bureaucracy.

There is no question that we should
reorganize the Government to meet the
challenges of the future. But there is
no substitute for the urgent steps we
must take now, immediately, to meet
the dangers of the present.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I

yield 10 minutes to our colleague from
Arkansas, Senator HUTCHINSON.

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

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Thank you, Mr.
President. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Kansas for leading the
opposition to this ill conceived amend-
ment. I thank him for his courage and
conviction in this area of human life. I
thank him for yielding time.

I rise today in very strong opposition
to the amendment that is being put
forward by the Senator from Wash-
ington. This amendment would allow
abortion on demand on military facili-
ties overseas. In fact, it would force the
American people—including those mil-
lions who are strongly opposed to abor-
tion and who are pro-life—to help pay
for abortions. I know the opponents of
this amendment argue otherwise. But I
think a little thought shows the fal-
lacy in that proposition and that, in
fact, it would force those who have
very deep conscientious convictions
against abortion to help pay for abor-
tion on our military bases.

Abortion is an issue that continues
to divide our Nation. The Defense au-
thorization bill should be focused on
ensuring that our military has all the
resources to fight and win our Nation’s
wars. It is unfortunate that this bill
has year after year been the vehicle to
attempt to advance a pro-abortion
agenda.

In 1976, Congress adopted what has
come to be known as the Hyde amend-
ment. This amendment essentially pro-
hibits the use of Federal funds for per-
forming abortions. It has been upheld
by the U.S. Supreme Court as constitu-
tional.

I share the view of millions of Ameri-
cans that abortion is a destruction of

human life and that it represents one
of the great moral outrages of our day
and one of the great moral questions of
our generation.

The Hyde amendment ensures that
the tax dollars of these citizens who
deeply believe abortion is something
that is morally objectionable—it en-
sures that those citizens are not forced
to pay for something to which they so
object. It ensures that their money is
not used for what they consider to be
the murder of the unborn.

This is the foundation of my objec-
tion to the Murray amendment. My
colleagues claim that no public funds
will be used for these overseas abor-
tions. However, military facilities
overseas were built with Federal tax
dollars. The medical equipment was
paid for by the U.S. Government. The
military personnel facilities are paid
from the Federal Treasury.

Under the Murray amendment, will a
portion of the cost of the construction
of the military facility be charged to
the woman seeking an abortion or will
this funding come from the pockets of
the taxpayers, millions of whom be-
lieve abortion is a reprehensible prac-
tice?

It would be impossible—technically
impossible—to accurately calculate the
cost of reimbursing DOD for an abor-
tion. It is not feasible with existing in-
formation systems and support capa-
bilities to collect billing information
relevant to a specific encounter within
the military health care system. Mili-
tary infrastructure and overhead costs
cannot be allocated on a case-by-case
basis. It is clear that the Murray
amendment runs counter to both the
letter and the spirit of the Hyde
amendment.

A military health care professional
cannot be forced to perform a proce-
dure, such as abortion, that runs
against their moral beliefs. That is a
good thing. But it is a recognition we
have had in the U.S. military that phy-
sicians who have moral convictions
against abortion can’t be forced to do
that to which they morally object. In
these cases, the military will be forced
under the Murray amendment to con-
tract out to civilian physicians.

In 1993, President Clinton issued an
Executive order allowing privately
funded abortions at military facilities.
That is what we are voting on tomor-
row morning. Every military medical
professional stationed in Europe and
Asia refused to perform an abortion—
every single one; all of our military. I
think it speaks very highly of them.
Every one of these military medical
professionals in all of the continent of
Europe and all of the continent of Asia,
to a person, refused to perform abor-
tions. Think about that.

Military funding will have to be used
to pay a nonmilitary doctor to come
into a military hospital to perform an
abortion. That, I think, is objection-
able to most Americans, regardless of
how you feel about abortion. It is un-
conscionable that this body is consid-

ering pushing the military into the
business of performing abortions.

We are engaged in a global war un-
like any in our Nation’s history. The
Defense authorization bill should be a
vehicle to ensure that our military has
all the resources it requires to protect
the American people. Unfortunately, in
this case it is being used to advance a
pro-abortion agenda.

This amendment addresses a problem
that does not exist. Servicemembers
can use military air at virtually no
cost to travel back to the United
States for any medical procedure—any
medical procedure.

As the former chair and current
ranking member of the Personnel Sub-
committee, I have spoken with thou-
sands of our military personnel all over
the world. They have concerns about
many things—concerns about military
pay, about housing, and about vaccines
against biological weapons—but not
once have I heard a complaint about
not being able to get an abortion on a
military base overseas.

It is the policy of the Department of
Defense to follow the laws of the na-
tions in which our bases are located.
Many nations ban abortion. The Mur-
ray amendment would subvert the laws
of those countries that host American
military personnel. South Korea bans
abortions. Saudi Arabia bans abor-
tions. Essentially, the Murray amend-
ment would require Department of De-
fense personnel to perform crimes in
the nations that are hosting our mili-
tary.

This amendment was defeated in the
House of Representatives on May 9 by a
vote of 215 to 202. Should this amend-
ment pass the Senate and be added to
the Senate Defense authorization bill,
it will be a heavy weight on this bill.
The conference committee will be
sharply divided on this issue, as are the
American people. This amendment will
become the bone of contention in the
conference committee, as it has been in
previous years and as abortion issues
have been in previous years. It will
complicate what many of us already
believe and anticipate will be a dif-
ficult conference. It will complicate
this conference on the DOD authoriza-
tion bill at a critical time in our Na-
tion’s history, when we need to speak
with one mind and one voice and when
we need to move ahead in unity to
fight this war on terrorism. To see the
DOD authorization bill bogged down on
an emotional and divisive issue, which
should not be in this legislation, is a
disservice to those men and women
who are fighting this war on terrorism
around the world.

The Defense authorization bill in-
cludes the funding that our military
desperately needs to fight the war on
terrorism. It includes the pay raise of
our troops. It includes funding for im-
portant initiatives aimed at improving
the quality of life for military families.
This bill is not the forum for a fight on
abortion.

I regret that the amendment is being
offered. It will place the Senate and the
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conferees in the position of having to
fight this issue out in what will un-
doubtedly be a protracted, prolonged
debate in the conference committee.

Our military medical facilities are
designed to save lives, not destroy
them. I ask my colleagues to not turn
them into abortion clinics. Please do
not place this very heavy burden on
the men and women of our military, es-
pecially while they are risking their
own lives in defense of the American
people against international terrorism.

I remind my colleagues, it violates
the spirit and the letter of the Hyde
amendment. No matter how you sim-
plistically present it, you cannot allo-
cate all of the various costs involved in
this procedure to military personnel,
to a tax-funded facility with tax-funded
personnel, and to equipment purchased
by the taxpayers. You simply cannot
determine what that individual would
have to pay to privately pay for the
abortion.

It is really not a problem. It is not
something we hear a hue and cry about
from men and women in the military.
And it violates, in many cases, the host
country’s laws and will put our own
military in a position of violating the
current Department of Defense policy,
and a right policy, that we should rec-
ognize and respect the laws of the
countries in which we are being hosted.

Frankly, and finally, it creates a
great practical problem in bringing
this legislation to finality and getting
it to the President’s desk and moving
on at a critical time, as our Nation
continues to fight this war on ter-
rorism.

I ask my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle and on both sides of the abor-
tion issue to think long and hard about
the wisdom of attaching this amend-
ment to the DOD authorization bill.

I thank the Chair. And I thank the
Senator from Kansas for yielding this
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Kansas.
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President,

how much time do we have remaining?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 11 minutes 20 seconds remain-
ing.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
will be brief and allow the Senator
from Washington to speak.

Some comments have been made. I
certainly appreciate the excellent com-
ments my colleague from Arkansas
made. I think he very succinctly put
forward that this is not a major prob-
lem. It could create problems in host
countries.

We do not need to turn our military
facilities into abortion clinics and use
Federal funds to pay for something a
lot of taxpayers believe is deeply
wrong, the killing of life.

There is one argument that has been
raised that I want to address directly,
and that is that we are denying women
their constitutional right if they can’t
use a military facility to have abortion
on demand.

Remember, currently, women are al-
lowed to have an abortion in cases in-
volving the life of the mother, rape, or
incest. That is allowed at military fa-
cilities today. So we are strictly talk-
ing about the category of abortion on
demand at military facilities.

It has been raised that we are deny-
ing women a constitutional right. That
is not the case. What we are talking
about here is the use of taxpayer-fund-
ed military facilities. If that is denying
women their constitutional right to an
abortion, I would presume you would
have to say we are denying that here
because we do not provide abortions in
federally funded facilities in the United
States. We do not do that. That would
be contrary to the Hyde amendment.

This is not denying women a con-
stitutional right. They can have an
abortion in other places. The Senator
from Arkansas was commenting about
how that could occur. This is strictly
about the use of Government-paid fa-
cilities which we do not allow any-
where else in the world because of the
Hyde amendment.

The Hyde amendment says you can-
not use federally funded facilities, Fed-
eral dollars to pay for abortions. It is
well-established U.S. law, a well-estab-
lished U.S. position. We would now cut
an exception to that if we allowed
abortions in military facilities. The
Clinton administration had done that
for a period of time, but that has not
been the law in this country for some
period, since 1996.

So we are not denying women a con-
stitutional right. This is about the use
of federally funded facilities, which we
do not allow anywhere, for the con-
ducting of an abortion. I think that is
a point we should make very clear in
this debate.

With that, I reserve the remainder of
our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues who have cospon-
sored this amendment with me—Sen-
ator SNOWE, Senator MIKULSKI, and
Senator BOXER—and remind my col-
leagues that what we are simply asking
for is that the women who serve us in
military uniforms overseas have access
to safe, legal, reproductive health care
systems.

This system today does not let them
have that. They are serving in the
Philippines or Germany or wherever we
have asked them to go, and they want
access to affordable health care.

I would remind my colleagues that it
is not just the women who are in the
services; it is the dependents of these
who are in the services, as well, who
are being denied. They have to go to
their superior officer to ask permis-
sion—usually an older person, usually
a man—for leave to come back to the
United States.

They have to wait for transport on a
C–17 or other military equipment,
which could take time, putting their
health in jeopardy. They have to be

subjected to giving up their privacy
rights because, most likely, they will
have to tell their officer why they want
to come back to the United States. So
they are putting their life and their
health and their health care at risk.
And these are women who are serving
us overseas.

All we are asking with this amend-
ment is that they have the ability to
go to a military hospital—where we
have health care equipment, where we
have safe equipment, where we have
good doctors—to pay for their own
health care for which they are asking.

I have heard over and over again that
these are taxpayer expenses. The
women will pay for the services. We are
not asking for them to have taxpayer
support.

Mr. President, this makes complete
sense. It is common sense. We should
treat our military women who are serv-
ing us as equal citizens to the women
who live in the United States.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment tomorrow morning.

I am more than willing to yield back
my time. I see our whip is on the floor.
And I see Senator BROWNBACK is in the
Chamber. I am willing to yield back
our time if he is ready to end this de-
bate as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
would like to respond to the comments
of the Senator from Washington when
she talks about the demeaning situa-
tion that women in our military have
to go through and operationally dis-
cuss what her amendment would do.

She is saying they have to go to a su-
perior officer, frequently a male, to ask
for permission. If the Murray amend-
ment were to pass, we currently do not
have any military doctors—according
to the last survey we received from
CRS—who are willing to conduct abor-
tions. This was the CRS statement I
cited and the Senator from Arkansas
cited.

The Senator from Washington is say-
ing, OK, we are going to use U.S. mili-
tary bases as an abortion clinic. The
abortion is going to be performed
there. Somebody is going to have to re-
cruit a medical doctor who is not on
the military base because you cannot
force the military doctors to perform
the abortion. Somebody is going to
have to get the approval for that to
take place. Somebody is going to have
to secure the medical facility there at
the military base for use in performing
the abortion.

The notion that women have given
up all their rights to privacy or their
dependents have given up all their
rights to privacy without having the
Murray amendment—I would say that
it is exactly the opposite, that it is
more likely if they do have the Murray
amendment. They are going to have to
get the military facility, recruit a phy-
sician in that host country for them to
then conduct the abortion there on the
base. Do you think there will not be
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significant military personnel who will
know all this is taking place, that
there will not be more people who will
know this is taking place rather than
under the current situation?

Again, this is strictly the issue of
abortion on demand. It is not about the
life of the mother, rape, or incest.

So I would submit that the argument
that a woman has given up her right to
privacy by virtue of not having the
Murray amendment and the use of a
military facility—it is the exact oppo-
site. If we go this way, there are going
to be a lot more people who will be
knowledgeable that a woman associ-
ated with the military is having an
abortion. So this is not a legitimate ar-
gument on the use of a military facil-
ity.

Mr. President, I hope we do not tie
the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion bill up with abortion politics by
inserting this language. I think if we
do, it is going to ensure that there is
going to be protracted negotiations
with the House, which disagrees ada-
mantly with this language. And it
would ensure protracted discussions
with the President, the administration,
which adamantly disagrees with the
providing of abortions on military
bases. And it would really, I think,
upset a number of people in the mili-
tary who do not agree with abortion.
They are there to protect and to honor
life, not to take it.

To add this language is the wrong
way for us to go, the wrong way for us
to direct our military personnel to pro-
ceed. And it is going to protract the ne-
gotiations, if not even kill the overall
Department of Defense authorization
bill.

So I urge my colleagues, wherever
they are on the issue of abortion, to
simply look at the issue of providing
for the common defense at a time we
need to be united in that, and to not
insert something like this that is so di-
visive in this country.

I yield the floor and yield back the
remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. On behalf of Senator MUR-
RAY, I yield back her time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, yester-
day, the Senate approved a Committee
amendment that authorizes military
retirees to concurrently receive both
military retired pay and veterans dis-
ability compensation. I am glad it did
so. This is a matter of fundamental
fairness.

This is an important issue for vet-
erans. About 530,000 military retirees
either are or could eventually be im-
pacted by this issue.

Current law requires that military
retired pay be reduced dollar-for-dollar
by the amount of any VA disability
compensation received.

There is no reasonable excuse for this
offset. By faithfully fulfilling their re-
quired length of service, veterans

earned their retired pay. That retired
pay is for service performed in the
past. It should not be reduced because
a veteran is awarded disability com-
pensation by the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs because he or she was
wounded on active duty or otherwise
lost earning capacity due to service-
connected disabilities.

It is absurd that today, in Afghani-
stan and elsewhere, military personnel
risk losing their retirement pay if they
are wounded or seriously injured. A
military career is filled with hardships,
family separations, personal sacrifices,
and all too often being placed in harm’s
way. Denying a military retiree an
earned benefit, his or her military re-
tirement pay, is unconscionable.

Last year, the Senate approved legis-
lation authorizing concurrent receipt.
However, the final version of the Fiscal
Year 2002 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act that came out of conference
authorized concurrent receipt only if
the President proposed legislation that
would provide offsetting budgetary
cuts. Unfortunately, the Administra-
tion opposes concurrent receipt, so this
essentially doomed concurrent receipt
in 2002.

This year, the Committee bill for fis-
cal year 2003 that we are considering
phases in concurrent receipt over five
years for retirees with disabilities
rated at 60 percent or more. The Com-
mittee amendment that we passed ex-
tends that benefit to all disabled vet-
erans.

The Administration has issued a
statement threatening a presidential
veto of the Defense Authorization Bill
if it authorizes concurrent receipt of
both retired pay and disability com-
pensation. The Senate should not be
swayed by that threat.

Taking care of our veterans should be
considered a part of our national secu-
rity. That is why I am concerned that,
while the President has proposed in-
creasing military spending in fiscal
year 2003 by about $48 billion, his budg-
et increases spending on veterans
health care by less than $2 billion,
which is far less than needed.

This country made a promise to the
men and women who risked their lives
in defense of this nation. They were
promised that their needs would be met
by a grateful nation. Authorizing con-
current receipt will be a big step to-
ward fulfilling that promise.

More than 200 hundred years ago,
George Washington warned that ‘‘The
willingness with which our young peo-
ple are likely to serve in any war, no
matter how justified, shall be directly
proportional to how they perceive vet-
erans of earlier wars were treated and
appreciated by our nation.’’ He could
not have been more right. That is why
we need to make sure that the Fiscal
Year 2003 Defense Authorization Act
authorizes current receipt.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, In 1959, the
City of Mesa, AZ wrote the Navy ask-
ing for an aircraft to display at one of
its parks. In 1965, the aircraft, a Navy

Panther, was donated for static display
to Mesa Parks and Recreation from the
Naval Air Station at Litchfield Park.
The aircraft was used as a centerpiece
for a children’s playground.

In 1994, the City of Mesa auctioned
off the relic as surplus equipment to
Richard Oldham for $100. The City of
Mesa sold the aircraft to Mr. Oldham
in an open bidding process, and he has
temporarily lodged it at the USS Hor-
net Museum in California. He intends
for it to be transferred to the Women’s
Airforce Service Pilots, (W.A.S.P.),
Museum in Quartzite, AZ.

According to the Naval Historical
Center, it is a common for the Navy to
conditionally donate aircraft, in what
amounts to a long-term loan, to mu-
nicipalities and museums. Donation of
aircraft to city parks is conditional
upon Congressional termination of
title. Absent evidence of the U.S. Gov-
ernment’s intent to make the donation
unconditional, (a permanent transfer),
the Navy would still hold title to the
aircraft. Under section 3, article 4 of
the United States Constitution, only
Congress can make laws pertaining to
the disposal of Federal property. Since
there is no evidence in the Navy’s or
the City of Mesa’s files that the Navy
intended to give away the aircraft per-
manently, the aircraft still legally be-
longs to the Navy, and it would appear
that Mesa did not have the right to sell
the aircraft to Mr. Oldham.

I understand the Navy is willing to
enter into a long-term loan agreement
with the USS Hornet Museum and with
the W.A.S.P. Museum; however, it
would still be in the possession of the
government.

Congress has in the past approved
legislation to permanently transfer
ownership of Federal property. One re-
cent example is in the FY98 National
Defense Authorization Act. Section
1023 transferred two obsolete Army
tugboats to the Brownsville Navigation
District, Brownsville, TX. Section 1025
of the same act transferred naval ves-
sels to the governments of Brazil,
Chile, Egypt, Israel, Malaysia, Mexico,
and Thailand. Congress does not trans-
fer property to individuals, but to orga-
nizations, muncipalities, and countries.
The W.A.S.P. Museum is a non-profit
museum and is eligible to receive such
a relic aircraft. Aircraft 125316 will find
an appropriate and welcome home in
the W.A.S.P. museum where it may
continue to serve the nation as an im-
portant piece of our nation’s military
history.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I
wish to address two amendments I will
soon offer to S. 2514, the Defense au-
thorization bill. The first amendment
is critical to the training and future
deployments of the Interim Brigade
Combat Teams, and is, therefore, vital
to both Louisiana and our national se-
curity. This amendment designates
Louisiana Highway 28 between Alexan-
dria, LA, and Leesville, LA, a road pro-
viding access to the Joint Readiness
Training Center at Fort Polk, as a De-
fense Access Road.
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Fort Polk has been designated as a

home for one of the new, trans-
formational Interim Brigade Combat
Teams IBCTs. Furthermore, I am proud
to say that Fort Polk will serve as the
training site for all IBCTs.

Louisiana Highway 28 is one of the
primary access roads into and out of
Fort Polk. Highway 28 is the direct
route from Fort Polk to the former
England Air Force Base in Alexandria,
Louisiana. I mention this because any
military equipment designated for Fort
Polk that is transported via C–130 must
be trucked to Fort Polk if it is non-
wheeled or non-tracked from the
former England AFB. If military vehi-
cles are tracked or wheeled, they then
trek the forty miles from England to
Fort Polk along Hwy. 28. No matter
how the equipment arrives at Fort
Polk, the heavy trucks and military
vehicles cause tremendous wear and
tear to Highway 28.

With the coming of the IBCTs to Fort
Polk, the stresses on Hwy. 28 will only
be exacerbated. Louisiana Highway 28
is a two lane highway that currently
operates over capacity, as it already
has a traffic volume of 2,000 cars per
day. When you add 2,000 cars a day and
10 training rotations a year to a two-
lane highway, the deterioration of the
road surface and the congestion of the
roadway will lead to numerous acci-
dents, and possibly fatalities.

The commanding general of Fort
Polk, Brigadier General Jason Kamiya,
and the people of Louisiana want to see
Hwy. 28 expanded to four lanes. A four
lane highway will improve the safety
conditions on the roadway, and four
lanes will allow for faster deployment
of units stationed and training at Fort
Polk. During times of war, like we find
ourselves in now, it is critical that
units can deploy to the battlefield as
quickly as possible. But, it is also im-
portant that our military achieve
quick deployments in training because
our service men and women will fight
only well as they train.

The designation of Highway 28 as a
Defense Access Road will allow the De-
partment of Defense to work with the
State of Louisiana to pool funds to
make necessary repairs to the highway
and increase the road surface to four
lanes to best accommodate the IBCTs.
DOD will only be required to partici-
pate in funding to the degree to which
usage of the highway is out of the ordi-
nary due to the military installation or
military activity. It only makes sense
that the Federal Government would aid
State Governments to make repairs
caused by federal usage or alterations
to the highway requested by the Fed-
eral government. Finally, there is no
cost associated with the authorization.

The second amendment pertains to
the most crucial problem facing our
United States Navy, both today and in
future generations, the dwindling size
of the Navy fleet. The 2001 Quadrennial
Review stated that the Navy must
maintain a fleet size of least 310 ships
to achieve its mission. This amend-

ment makes it the policy of the United
States for the budget of the United
States for fiscal years after FY 2003,
and for the future-years defense plan,
to include sufficient funding for the
Navy to maintain a fleet of at least 310
ships. Additionally, the President must
certify within the budget of the United
States that sufficient funding has been
allocated to maintain a fleet of 310
ships. If such a certification is not
made, the President must explain with-
in the budget of the United States why
the certification cannot be made.
Today, Navy ships sail globally to en-
sure a world-wide American presence
and to immediately respond to threats
against America’s national security.
This amendment will make certain
that the President funds a fleet at least
capable of meeting the Navy’s current
mission objectives or explains why the
Navy will fall shy of a 310 ship fleet.

Without the Navy, the United States
could not have prosecuted the war in
Afghanistan as successfully as we have.
On numerous occasions throughout the
war, our armed forces have been denied
access to land bases in foreign coun-
tries from which our forces could oper-
ate. Nevertheless, when our armed
forces cannot forward deploy because
there are no willing host countries, the
U.S. Navy provides our military with
acres of floating sovereign territory
from which the U.S. military can de-
ploy. Without the firepower, logistics,
and transport capabilities of the Navy,
our ability to retaliate to the terrorist
actions of September 11th would have
been compromised.

However, if Congress and the Presi-
dent do not allocate critical resources
to shipbuilding, the Navy will soon fall
well below the minimum level of ships
required for the Navy to properly pro-
vide for America’s defense, a job the
Navy has performed so admirably.
Today, the Navy has approximately 315
ships in its fleet, a number which can-
not dwindle or the Navy’s operations
will be gravely challenged. This year,
the President’s budget funded only 5
ships. The Senate has taken needed ac-
tion to provide an additional $690 mil-
lion in advance procurement funding
for 2 surface ships and a submarine. If
current shipbuilding rates are sus-
tained, the Navy will only have a fleet
of 238 ships within 35 years. That is
simply unacceptable. 310 ships is the
lowest allowable floor, but Congress
and the President should strive to
maintain a Navy of at least 350 ships to
guaranty America’s sovereign needs on
the high seas.

Accordingly, this amendment makes
it the national defense policy of the
United States to uphold a Navy of at
least 310 ships, as spelled out in the
Quadrennial Defense Review of 2001.
Moreover, shipbuilding must be a pri-
ority of the President, and the Presi-
dent must certify in future budgets and
in future year defense plans, beginning
with FY 2004, that sufficient funds have
been made available to sustain a fleet
of at least 310 ships or explain why

such funds have not been made avail-
able. I hope the Senate will support
this amendment to provide for our
Navy which has provided for the Amer-
ican people since the Revolutionary
War.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to a period of morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

f

INTERNATIONAL PEACE TROOPS
IN AFGHANISTAN

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I love to
read. I love to especially read history.
One of the fine experiences I have had
was reading a book by James Michener
entitled ‘‘Caravans.’’ It was about the
history of Afghanistan. I read this
book many years ago. Michener had al-
ready written ‘‘Hawaii’’ and some
other books that were very famous, but
this was a bestseller, and rightfully so.

I really developed a strong, positive
feeling about the people of Afghanistan
after having read that book.

As a result of what has happened to
our country being so heavily involved
in Afghanistan in the last 15 years, 20
years, I have reflected many times,
since I read that book and since we
have been so heavily involved in Af-
ghanistan, about the people of Afghani-
stan and what has happened to them.
Of course, I have given speeches on the
Senate floor about how the reign of
terror of the Taliban was a reign of ter-
ror to everyone in Afghanistan, but es-
pecially women. And during that pe-
riod of time, women suffered irrep-
arably in many instances.

The reason I mention this today is
that during and since the Loya Jirga
that has been held in Afghanistan, del-
egates who have spoken out for human
rights, including the Minister of Wom-
en’s Affairs, have been threatened and
in many instances intimidated.

These threats going on in Afghani-
stan today, along with continued re-
ports of violence and intimidation in
the provinces, point to the imperative
need for U.S. support for the imme-
diate expansion of peace troops in Af-
ghanistan. We need peacekeepers. I am
disappointed that the administration is
saying: Fine, we will make sure we
have a presence in Kabul, but the rest
of Afghanistan can try to fend for
itself.

As I have indicated, in the provinces
outside of Kabul, there are bad things
happening to a lot of Afghan people but
especially the women. Despite pleas
from the United Nations, the Afghan
interim government, and the women’s
rights community and people from
throughout the world, governments
throughout the world, the Bush admin-
istration has refused to expand the
international security assistance force
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