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happen to think Amtrak is critically
important as a part of our transpor-
tation system.

Every other form of transportation is
subsidized. We have people saying:
Let’s not subsidize Amtrak. Why not?
Every other country in the world pro-
vides a subsidy for their rail passenger
service. I think our country is justified
in doing so to keep that rail passenger
service working.

The Secretary of Transportation has
a plan that would virtually destroy
Amtrak as we know it. He says: Let’s
take the Northeast corridor out, Bos-
ton to Washington, DC, and separate it
from the rest. That is a sure-fire way
to kill the rest of Amtrak service for
the country. It is a huge step back-
wards; that is not progress.

We must ask the Secretary and the
administration not only to announce
Wednesday that there is financing to
have Amtrak continue, but also to
work with those of us in Congress who
want to ensure the long-term future of
rail passenger service.

————
TRADE DEFICITS

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, last
Wednesday the Commerce Department
reported that the monthly trade deficit
for April 2002 was $35.5 billion. That
deficit is for both goods and services.
The deficit in goods alone was $39.9 bil-
lion.

Every single day, 7 days a week, we
import $1 billion more in goods than we
export, and we charge the difference.
What does that mean on an annual
basis? Deficits on the order of $400 bil-
lion dollars, and climbing.

As you can see in this chart, the
trade deficit is totally out of control.
In fact, when we try to put in the 2002
numbers, we will be somewhere off the
chart, around $480 billion.

These trade deficits are to a large ex-
tent the result of bad trade agree-
ments, particularly those entered into
under fast-track authority. This Sen-
ate, without my vote, just embraced
fast-track trade authority so that the
President can negotiate another trade
agreement. I didn’t believe President
Clinton should have that trade author-
ity, and I don’t believe this President
should either.

This next chart shows the increases
in trade deficits as we entered into one
bad trade agreement after another.
You see what has happened since 1976.
The deficit line goes up, up, up, and
up—the highest trade deficits in human
history.

Nobody seems to think much of it.
You didn’t hear one whisper last
Wednesday when it was announced we
had the largest monthly trade deficit
in the history of this country.

Where are all the exports that we
were promised as a result of fast-track
trade agreements? Do you know what
our number one export item has be-
come? American jobs. That is the big-
gest export as a result of the trade
agreements. You can see from the
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trade deficits we have that these trade
agreements simply aren’t working.

Who pays these deficits? The Amer-
ican people have to pay for these defi-
cits at some point. You can make the
case with respect to budget deficits
that it is money we owe to ourselves.
You can’t make that case with the
trade deficit. The trade deficit we owe
to others, to people living in other
countries. We will pay trade deficits
with a lower standard of living. That is
why it is so dangerous.

Today, as I speak, the financial mar-
kets are very unsettled. Day after day
after day, we see a further collapse of
the stock market, the financial mar-
kets.

Why is that the case? Because there
is a sense that our fundamentals don’t
work. We are deep in red ink, drowning
in trade deficits, and nobody here
seems to give a darn at all. It is dan-
gerous for our country.

Our negotiators go overseas and ne-
gotiate a trade deal, and in an instant
they lose. I have said it 100 times, but
it is worth saying again, in the words
of Will Rogers: the United States of
America has never lost a war and never
won a conference. He must surely have
been thinking about our trade nego-
tiators.

We have bad agreements in 100 dif-
ferent ways: Bad agreements with
China, with Japan, South Korea, Eu-
rope, and others. With Europe we have
a dispute over market access for U.S.
beef. The EU does not let in our beef
when the cattle have been fed hor-
mones, even though there is no evi-
dence to support this ban. So we take
the EU to the WTO, and we argue that
we are entitled to sell our beef in Eu-
rope. The WTO agrees, and tells the EU
to let our beef into their market. And
the EU just thumbs its nose, and says
forget it.

So we say: All right, we are going to
get tough, and retaliate against you.
And how does the United States get
tough? We say: We will slap you with
penalties on truffles, goose liver, and
Roquefort cheese. That is enough to
put the fear of God into almost any
country.

Well, when Europe wants to retaliate
against our country over a trade dis-
pute, as they did in the case of U.S.
tariffs against European steel, Europe
goes after hundreds of millions of dol-
lars of U.S. steel, textiles, and citrus
products. We, on the other hand, are
retaliating by saying: We will nail you
on truffles, goose liver, and Roquefort
cheese.

I am sorry, but where is our back-
bone? Does this country have any guts
to stand up for its producers and its
workers?

So last month, we had the largest
monthly trade deficit in human his-
tory. Does anybody here care? I think
eventually we will have to reconcile for
this failure in policy. It is not just a
failure with this administration—al-
though this administration certainly
has played a part—it is a failure of past
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administrations and every administra-
tion going back 20, 30 years. They have
embraced policies that have us in a sit-
uation where we have long-term, re-
lentless deficits with the Japanese, $60
billion, $70 billion a year every single
year with Japan. And 14 years after we
had a beef agreement with Japan, there
is a 38.5 percent tariff on every pound
of beef going into Japan.

I mentioned the Japanese beef agree-
ment, which was described as a big suc-
cess by those who negotiated. Yet, 12
and 14 years later, we have this huge
tariff on every pound of American beef
going into Japan. Nobody says much
about it. We have a large trade deficit
with Japan.

We have 630,000 cars coming here
from Korea every year. We are able to
ship them only 2,800. When you raise
that issue, and point out that they are
shipping us 630,000 Korean cars into the
American marketplace and allowing
only 2,800 American cars into Korea,
they say: yes, but your exports used to
be 1,300 cars and now they have dou-
bled. So if you hear trade negotiators
talk and they say ‘‘we doubled the
amount of American cars we shipped to
Korea’’—well, yes, from 1,300 to 2,800.
But the Koreans send us 630,000 in a
year.

Our trade policies are failing badly.
Nobody seems to care much about it.
There is not a whisper about this huge
trade deficit on the floor of the Sen-
ate—just following the Senate agreeing
to extend fast track trade authority to
the President.

Because the time is limited, and we
are going to the defense authorization
bill, I will defer a longer speech on
international trade to a later time. But
Mr. President, it is fascinating to me
that last Thursday we heard the an-
nouncement of the largest trade deficit
in history, and you could not hear a
voice in this town raise a point that
this is a serious problem for this coun-
try’s economy. It is long past the time
to have a real debate about our coun-
try’s trade policies and about these
growing, relentless trade deficits that
cause great danger to the American
economy.

I yield the floor.

—————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska). Morning business is
closed.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2003

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 2514, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2514) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2003 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
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Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we made
some very good progress on the na-
tional Defense authorization bill last
week, and I am optimistic, with the
continuing good help that is always
available from our leadership and the
cooperation of Senators, that we can
complete action on this bill in a timely
manner this week.

We debated the bill for over 18 hours
last week, and we disposed of 29 amend-
ments. We still have some amendments
that will require debate and rollcall
votes, and we will be working with the
sponsors of those amendments to try to
get them before the Senate as prompt-
ly as possible.

We were able to clear a number of
amendments last week. We have a
package of cleared amendments. I am
looking at my good friend from Vir-
ginia. He is nodding his head, so we be-
lieve we can act on a number of cleared
amendments later today.

We expect to move shortly to an
amendment from the Senator from
New Hampshire and the Senator from
Minnesota prohibiting the chain of
command from requiring female
servicemembers to wear an abaya in
Saudi Arabia. We are going to vote on
that amendment. It 1is currently
planned at approximately 5:45 p.m.

Following the disposition of that
amendment, it is our hope that we can
have another amendment offered for
debate and schedule a vote for some-
time tomorrow morning.

Finally, I note that the Defense De-
partment and the Nation lost a great
public servant this weekend. Doc
Cooke, whose official title was Director
of Administration and Management,
but who was more widely and affection-
ately known as the mayor of the Pen-
tagon, passed away on Saturday fol-
lowing an automobile accident several
weeks ago.

There was no one more dedicated to
the people of the Department of De-
fense than Doc Cooke. He will be great-
ly missed. Our thoughts and our pray-
ers are with his family.

I know my good friend and colleague
from Virginia also knew Doc Cooke a
lot better than I did, and I am sure he
will want to add a few words.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my good friend. I remember him with
the warmest regard and respect. I will
get for the record the number of Secre-
taries of Defense under whom he was
privileged to serve, but it is somewhere
in the seven to eight number. He was
affectionately known as the mayor of
the Department of Defense.

Mind you now, this is a building that
was built in the late thirties and early
forties, the thought being it might be
used as a hospital for heavy casualties
if we ever incurred them. Then it was
quickly transformed into the Depart-
ment of Defense. It is vast. Some 25,000
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individuals are at work at any one
time either in the building or the envi-
rons. He knew every square foot of that
building. He knew it well.

I remember one time, I made a very
foolish decision—perhaps I made sev-
eral when I was Secretary of the
Navy—when I decided to visit the office
which every sailor and marine occu-
pied. It took me 1 year to cover the
building. I was forewarned that I had
made an ill-advised decision. It was in-
teresting. Doc Cooke helped me plot
that, as he did many other projects.

He was behind the restoring of the
building the day the tragic accident be-
fell the men and women who worked in
certain spaces on 9-11. He spearheaded
that effort, together with the Sec-
retary of Defense, such that all the
schedules for completion are being
met. That is the type of man he was.
He was very humble and very soft spo-
ken.

He had an unfortunate accident on
the way to give a speech in Charlottes-
ville. He did not recover from his inju-
ries. His car simply went off the road,
which indicates possibly he was af-
flicted by some illness and lost control.
No one else was injured. We are thank-
ful for that.

I thank my good friend and colleague
because those of us who were privileged
to serve in that building, as I did for
over b years, remember well Doc
Cooke.

Mr. President, turning to the bill, I
thank the chairman for his estimate. I
join him in saying we made progress
last week. Our leadership not only
challenged us but I think has given us
a set of orders to finish this week.
There is every reason we can do that,
and do it in a way to allow Senators to
bring forth their amendments to the
bill and to have a reasonable period for
debate.

Fortunately, we have in place an un-
derstanding with the leadership that
the chairman and I will make the de-
termination as to relevancy of amend-
ments. Primarily the rule that governs
the Parliamentarian as to whether or
not a bill is referred to a committee is
the guidepost we will follow, but we
will consult together on these issues.

We are now awaiting the distin-
guished Senator from New Hampshire.
I am told he is on his way.

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. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

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

Mr. REID. Has Senator SMITH offered
his amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Not yet.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that following Senator
SMITH’s offering of his amendment,
which will be momentarily, the time
until 5:45 p.m. today be equally divided
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and controlled in the usual form, with
respect to the Smith amendment, with
no second-degree amendment in order
prior to a vote in relation to the
amendment, but at 5:45 p.m., without
intervening action or debate, the Sen-
ate vote in relation to the amendment.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3969

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I send an amendment to the
desk and ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
SMITH], for himself, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. DAYTON, Mr. REED, Mr. CRAIG,
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. HARKIN, and Mrs. BOXER,
proposes an amendment numbered 3969.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To impose certain prohibitions and

requirements relating to the wearing of

abayas by members of the Armed Forces in

Saudi Arabia)

On page 125, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 554. WEAR OF ABAYAS BY FEMALE MEM-
BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES IN
SAUDI ARABIA.

(a) PROHIBITIONS RELATING TO WEAR OF
ABAYAS.—No member of the Armed Forces
having authority over a member of the
Armed Forces and no officer or employee of
the United States having authority over a
member of the Armed Forces may—

(1) require or encourage that member to
wear the abaya garment or any part of the
abaya garment while the member is in the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia pursuant to a per-
manent change of station or orders for tem-
porary duty; or

(2) take any adverse action, whether for-
mal or informal, against the member for
choosing not to wear the abaya garment or
any part of the abaya garment while the
member is in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia
pursuant to a permanent change of station
or orders for temporary duty.

(b) INSTRUCTION.—The Secretary of Defense
shall provide each female member of the
Armed Forces ordered to a permanent
change of station or temporary duty in the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia with instructions
regarding the prohibitions in subsection (a)
immediately upon the arrival of the member
at a United States military installation
within the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. The in-
structions shall be presented orally and in
writing. The written instruction shall in-
clude the full text of this section.

(2) In carrying out paragraph (1), the Sec-
retary shall act through the Commander in
Chief, United States Central Command and
Joint Task Force Southwest Asia, and the
commanders of the Army, Navy, Air Force,
and Marine Corps components of the United
States Central Command and Joint Task
Force Southwest Asia.

(¢) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR PRO-
CUREMENT OF ABAYAS.—Funds appropriated
or otherwise made available to the Depart-
ment of Defense may not be used to procure
abayas for regular or routine issuance to
members of the Armed Forces serving in the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia or for any per-
sonnel of contractors accompanying the
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Armed Forces in the Kingdom of Saudi Ara-
bia in the performance of contracts entered
into with such contractors by the United
States.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I offer this amendment
today, an amendment to the Defense
bill, along with Senators CANTWELL,
GRASSLEY, DAYTON, REED, CRAIG,
LANDRIEU, HARKIN, and BOXER, to rec-
tify a DOD policy that is, frankly, un-
fair, inequitable, inexplicable, and
which violates our basic values and be-
liefs as a nation that believes in free-
dom of expression and freedom of reli-
gion.

We are seeking to eliminate the
abaya policy still being imposed upon
our female soldiers in Saudi Arabia.
For those who do not know what this
is, the abaya outfit covers, from head
to toe, the person wearing it, and this
abaya covers the entire military uni-
form of female officers who serve in
Saudi Arabia. This policy is unfair, and
it is inexplicable.

More than a year ago, I wrote to Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, along with four of my
colleagues: Senators HELMS, CRAIG,
NickLES, and COLLINS, and I asked for
an explanation from the Department of
Defense regarding the abaya mandate
upon females stationed in Saudi Ara-
bia. We received interim responses to
the letter but never a substantive
reply. Finally, the letter was bucked
down to General Shelton and then to
General Franks. I wrote a second letter
to Deputy Secretary Paul Wolfowitz
many weeks after our first letter went
unanswered.

Eventually, we discovered the reason
we never received a reply. Frankly, it
was too hard for anyone to defend the
policy. Everyone was so surprised when
they got the letter. They could not un-
derstand where this policy came from,
why it would be implemented to the ef-
fect that a military officer, on duty,
would be forced to cover her uniform,
the uniform of the United States of
America, when on official duty.

How in the world could anyone jus-
tify that, as if they were ashamed of
the uniform and had to cover it up? So
we could not get an answer. That is the
bottom line.

I received a letter from a man who
lived in Saudi Arabia for 19 years who
agreed with my position regarding the
abaya. So I asked Paul Wolfowitz es-
sentially what this man asked me: Can
we not instruct our officers in avoiding
harassment and help preserve our hard-
fought freedoms and not make them
subject to police state tactics? Isn’t
that possible?

On September 11, as we all know, the
United States was attacked. Shortly
thereafter, our Armed Forces began
their operations in Afghanistan. After
the Taliban and al-Qaida forces were in
retreat, Afghan women joyfully—you
can remember the press reports—began
shedding their burqas, the head-to-toe
gowns women were made to wear by
the brutal Taliban regime. I think we
can all remember those vivid pictures
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that began to crop up in the papers and
in the magazines, showing women
peeking out through these burgas and
finally beginning to have the freedom
of expression they so deserved. It was a
very warm moment to see that, and a
very touching moment.

U.S. reporters began to question,
now, the Department of Defense, about
how we could justify celebrating the
victory over the repressive Taliban
which the burqa symbolized, yet at the
same time require our own American
women in uniform to wear the Saudi
equivalent of the burga, which is the
abaya. We just liberated the women in
Afghanistan so they could remove the
burga if they so wished. Now, by the
same token, at the same time, we are
implementing—holding onto a policy
which forces American women officers,
officers of the U.S. military, to cover
their uniform while on official duty.

I must say, when I first heard this, I
did not believe it. I was told this by an
individual I will talk about later, and I
said I didn’t believe it. I said: I will
have to check into this because I don’t
believe this is happening. But I found
out it was true.

The Department had a hard time an-
swering this glaring contradiction, and
in fact they did not offer any reason-
able explanation.

White House counselor Karen Hughes
was presented with an Afghan burqa
when Bush administration aides came
back from the trip to Afghanistan. Ap-
parently—I wasn’t there, but based on
reports—she put it on. Everyone was
amused when Karen put the burqa on
and began to ask about it, wondering
how the Secret Service would react if
she walked into the Oval Office with
one on. But Karen Hughes is one of the
administration representatives in favor
of the rights of Afghan women. The
First Lady herself spoke out against
this appalling mistreatment of women
by the Taliban. So undoubtedly Karen
Hughes’s burqa episode may have
seemed somewhat amusing. But it cer-
tainly was not a laughing matter to
Karen Hughes, who spoke out very
strongly in favor of the rights of Af-
ghan women.

It is not a laughing matter that hun-
dreds of United States female soldiers
are subjected to wearing the Saudi var-
iant of the burqa, the abaya.

In a State Department publication,
“The Taliban’s War Against Women,”
there is this quotation about the
burqga. Here is the quote about the
burqa:

The fate of women in Afghanistan is infa-
mous and intolerable. The burqga that impris-
ons them is a cloth prison, but it is above all
a moral prison. The torture imposed upon
little girls who dared to show their ankles or
their polished nails is appalling. It is unac-
ceptable and unsupportable.

That is the State Department. That
is not my quote, that is a quote issued
by the State Department.

In the quotation from King Mohamed
VI of Morocco, just substitute the word
“burqga’ for ‘“‘abaya’ and consider we
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are doing this to our women. After we
cheered the liberation of Afghan
women, after the fall of the Taliban, we
are now doing this to our women in
Saudi Arabia.

With all due respect, if you cannot
defend a policy, you probably ought to
change it. This really doesn’t require a
lot of thought. If you can’t defend it, it
probably should be changed. The Sec-
retary of Defense, I am very pleased to
say, did eventually repeal the abaya
mandate.

However, that is the good news. Re-
grettably, that repeal, which I believe
was meant in good faith, was then cir-
cumvented at lower levels. In other
words, the Secretary said let’s repeal
it, but when it went down to the com-
mand level, nothing happened, and
women were still being forced to wear
the abaya. So basically the decision to
repeal it was ignored. I can’t think of a
nicer way to say it. Female soldiers in
Saudi Arabia are now essentially co-
erced into wearing Muslim garb by
being warned they will endanger their
fellow comrades if they do not wear it.
They are now strongly encouraged to
wear this Muslim robe.

That is the exact language that is
used in the command directive: Women
are ‘‘strongly encouraged’ to wear this
Muslim robe.

To a young soldier—those of you who
have been in the military, as I have,
understand this—when you are strong-
ly encouraged to do something by your
superiors, and you are in uniform, you
do it. It is no different from a direct
order. It is essentially the same thing.
So the mandate is gone, but women are
still being forced to wear abayas.

It is incredible to think that a
woman in a military uniform has to
cover that uniform up with an abaya,
and that is a directive at the command
level of the U.S. military. It really is
incredible to me that we have to be
here on the Senate floor to correct this
into law because, frankly, it is a stupid
rule. It ought to be eliminated. It
should not have to be done here on the
Senate floor.

I tried every way for months not to
be here on the Senate floor to do this.
I tried, but I could not get it done be-
cause it is still there. I have yet to
meet a man or a woman who has served
in Saudi Arabia in the military who
agrees with this policy. I have yet to
meet anybody who agrees with the pol-
icy, whether they served or not. So re-
peal of the mandate may have helped
the Department of Defense in terms of
public relations, and legally because of
the lawsuit brought—reluctantly, I
might add—by Air Force COL Martha
McSally, who fought for 6 years within
the system to overturn this policy and
first publicized the injustice of this
policy last year.

Here is an exemplary officer who
fought for 6 years quietly to try to re-
move this, to say it was wrong. The es-
sence of her message is this: I am a
Christian. I don’t want to wear an
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abaya. I want to wear my uniform. I
want to do what everybody else does,
on duty and off. If I want to wear my
uniform, I wear it. If I want to wear ci-
vilian clothes, I wear civilian clothes. I
don’t want to wear an abaya.

Yet she was forced to do it. She tried
for several years to get it corrected,
but to no avail. She was basically ig-
nored.

Whoever brings this type of issue up,
the so-called whistleblower, right away
people say there must be something
wrong with her; she is not a good offi-
cer; she has some agenda; she is a wom-
en’s rights advocate, or whatever—
things like that are spread around. Let
me tell you about her.

She is an Air Force Academy grad-
uate. She was selected twice before her
time to get an increase in rank. She
was an A-10 pilot with 100 hours in the
no-fly zone over Iraq and a devout
Christian. She said in her interview she
believes strongly that wearing the
abaya violates her faith. Since when
are we in the business of telling a mili-
tary officer that she has to wear some-
thing that violates her faith and covers
up her own uniform?

McSally’s research on the issue
showed that the policy was originally
justified—here is the justification for
the policy: ‘“Host nation sensitivities.”
Worries about offending the Saudis—of-
fending the Saudis whom we saved
from Saddam Hussein. They would all
be buying oil from Saddam, while they
sat in England someplace unless we
had defended them. Now we are worried
about their sensitivities, telling a mili-
tary officer of the U.S. Army or Air
Force or whatever that they can’t wear
their uniform proudly and show it off.
They have to cover it up. That just
doesn’t cut it.

The issue showed that the policy was
originally justified as ‘‘host nation sen-
sitivities.”” Then it was later changed
to ‘“‘force protection’ after the Khobar
Towers were bombed. Neither action
makes sense.

Let me say that again.

First, it was ‘‘host nation sensitivi-
ties.” When that didn’t work, it be-
came obvious that there was no jus-
tification for that. After the Khobar
Towers were attacked, then we
changed it to ‘‘force protection.”

In other words, we have to protect
our troops. And because McSally, or
anybody else, may not wear the abaya
and show off her uniform, it would in-
furiate some Saudi citizen. And, there-
fore, because our military are walking
around in Saudi Arabia somewhere on
duty or off duty, some Saudi citizen
might be offended and take some ac-
tion to harm other military people as
well.

McSally eloquently and courageously
exposed the absurdity of the justifica-
tions of this abaya edict. In doing so,
she may—the word ‘‘may’’ is the action
word here—have harmed her stellar
military career.

In these fitness reports of officers,
there are certain little action phrases
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that have to be put in there for you to
get promoted. If they are not there,
you get the message. Those of us in the
military know all of that.

If her career is ruined, it would be a
stain on the U.S. Air Force that will
never go away. If Colonel McSally is
somehow getting any type of retribu-
tion—implied, indirect, or direct of not
getting a promotion, or not getting a
command—if that happens—I am not
saying it is going to happen. I am not
accusing anybody of it happening. But
I am saying, if it does, I would say to
the Air Force, it is a stain on the Air
Force that is going to take a long, long
time to clean.

Women in Saudi Arabia have to have
male escorts. American women wearing
abayas are in the company of American
males. Typically, they are military
males with crewcuts and collared
shirts. If an officer junior to McSally—
a male—is walking down the streets of
Saudi Arabia in a crewcut with an
open-collared shirt and a pair of Kha-
kis, the officer who is superior to the
man has to cover her entire uniform
with an abaya, and can’t wear civvies
at that.

I am going to tell you, that is not
right. You do not have to be very smart
to figure out that it isn’t right.

American men are prohibited from
wearing Muslim garb. These women in
abayas are Americans. It is obvious
they are Americans. Why would a guy
in a crewcut, who is obviously a ma-
rine, or an Air Force officer, be walk-
ing down the street with a woman in an
abaya? There is no secret here. That
doesn’t constitute ‘‘force protection.”

The whole argument is ridiculous. It
is certainly not going to fool any ter-
rorist, if that is the rationale.

Remember this: People do not want
to wear these. They are willing to take
any risk, if there is such risk, not to
have to wear the abaya.

Let me consider for a moment what
“host sensitivity” means. It was the
original justification for the abaya pol-
icy. Does it mean we are going to sub-
ject our women to the same conditions
that the Saudis set for theirs? Will we
eventually be making any American fe-
male servicemember who deploys to
Afghanistan wear a burqa?

I visited Afghanistan. We landed in a
snowstorm and reviewed the American
military who were there. Men and
women were standing in a snowstorm
waiting for our plane to land. Senator
DASCHLE was there. Several of my col-
leagues were there. They were wearing
their uniforms. Frankly, they looked
pretty doggone good in them.

Not one of those women had to wear
a burga or an abaya because they hap-
pened to be in Afghanistan. It is so ri-
diculous it is not even worth the
breath it takes to talk about it.

Yet we have to talk about it right
here on the floor of the Senate because
some bullheaded person down there in
the command wouldn’t change it. That
is the reason we are here. It is the only
reason we are here.
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I have heard some justify this prac-
tice as, well, when you are in Rome, do
as the Romans do. They are mistaking
minor cultural norms, such as not
showing the bottoms of one’s feet, or
removing your shoes at the door, for
example, which is customary in Japan
before entering a home, with some-
thing entirely different and far more
important. This is the U.S. military of-
ficer’s uniform.

It is not about harmless customs.
Rather, it is about our fundamental
values—religious freedom based on the
first amendment. And it is about gen-
der discrimination. That is what this
is. It is gender discrimination. And it is
a violation of the first amendment. It
goes against every rule we have in the
military about showing off our uni-
forms and being proud to wear them.

The Saudis certainly don’t believe in
“When in Rome, do as the Romans do.”
Let me give you an example.

The Dallas Morning News reported
that Crown Prince Abdullah asked
women to be barred from air traffic
control duties when he traveled to
Texas to meet with President Bush. So
much for reciprocal ‘‘host nation sen-
sitivities.”

Can you imagine that? Crown Prince
Abdullah asked that women in our air
traffic control towers be barred from
those towers when he traveled to Texas
to meet the President of the United
States.

Don’t tell me about reciprocal ‘‘host
nation sensitivities.”

I have also heard some say the burqga
is just plain clothing; it just represents
culture; that it is like the Indian sari.

That is not true.

A Washington Times article on Saudi
authorities seizing women’s robes
points out this fallacy. The Wash-
ington Times’ story said the Saudi
Ministry of Commerce confiscated
82,000 gowns from stores and factories
after inspection showed they were not
in conformance with Islamic law. I re-
peat, in conformance with Islamic law.
The abayas were not plain and opaque,
but rather were determined to be ‘‘pro-
vocatively clinging,”” or too highly
decorated, or too revealing.

Are our DOD officials going to be
asking the Saudi Ministry of Com-
merce to determine whether our issued
abayas are in conformance with Is-
lamic law? Do we consult with the
Saudi Committee for Preservation of
Morality and Prevention of Vice—the
morality police—on the appropriate-
ness of our abaya purchases for our fe-
male soldiers? We are paying for them.
We are buying these abayas with U.S.
taxpayer dollars.

Let me provide a short history of this
mandate. It surfaced somewhere in
1992, 1994, or 1995. There was never an
abaya mandate during Desert Storm—
never an abaya mandate during Desert
Storm when we had 500,000 troops in
the gulf. General Schwarzkopf never
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ordered our women to wear abayas dur-
ing the gulf crisis, nor were they or-
dered not to drive cars, which is an-
other order given to American military
women.

Let us consider the contradictions.
Women in the military in Saudi Arabia
are forced to wear the abaya by a local
U.S. command decision. State Depart-
ment women are not under any abaya
mandate. If you are working for the
State Department, or if you are the
wife of an Ambassador, whatever, there
is no abaya mandate for you. Wives of
military attaches, there is no abaya
mandate. Even the Saudi Government
never mandated the wearing of an
abaya for non-Muslim women. I can’t
find it anywhere. If somebody can find
it, show me, because I can’t find it. No
such mandate.

We are choosing to say that Amer-
ican military officers—outstanding
U.S. military officers—have to wear an
abaya to cover the uniform that they
wear with pride. You and I—or anyone
who knows anything about the mili-
tary—know that the two things mili-
tary officers like to show off are their
fitness, because they work hard at
being in shape, and their uniforms. Yet
they are forced to cover up.

Colonel McSally explained that this
is an indignity and an outrage we have
perpetrated upon ourselves. We did
this. The Saudis did not do this. The
U.S. command did this. We are eventu-
ally making our women more vulner-
able to harassment by making them
wear an abaya.

Imagine the ridicule and the jokes
that must occur back on the base and
the insults these women have to take
from colleagues over this. When a
woman puts one on, she immediately
places herself under the jurisdiction of
the dreaded mutawa. You know who
they are. In Saudi Arabia, they are the
religious police.

The U.S. Embassy in Saudi Arabia
points this out when it states that with
regard to ‘‘force protection,” that
‘“‘even with the abaya and scarf, harass-
ment still occurs.”

The Embassy’s policy is sound and
reasonable compared to DOD’s. It says,
“The Embassy will support a women in
whatever personal choice she makes on
the issue of not wearing an abaya or
head scarf.”

That is the Embassy policy.

The State Department, unlike DOD,
trusts women to make these decisions
of their own accord and judgment. So
the State Department says: You make
the choice. If you want to wear an
abaya, wear it. But the DOD says you
have to wear it.

Let me tell you a little bit about the
mutawa. One press report I found was
of a female soldier harassed in Saudi
Arabia because she was wearing an
abaya. The religious police ordered her
to cover her head, rapping a cane
against the wall beside her head. This,
again, proves the point that an abaya
puts you at risk of harassment from
the mutawa.
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They knew she was an officer so they
harassed her. They knew she was a sol-
dier, because she was walking with
some guy wearing Bermuda shorts who
had a crewcut. They knew he was an of-
ficer in the military, and they knew
she was, too. So they chose to harass
her.

DOD women are instructed to carry
the veil. Imagine, this is DOD women
instructed to carry the veil, and told to
put it on immediately if they are con-
fronted by a ‘local.” This, again,
makes my case that women are subject
to harassment for wearing an abaya
and more likely to be left alone if they
are dressed in other garb, tourist cloth-
ing, or their uniform.

Tourists are not required to wear
abayas. The Saudis only encourage
tourists to wear conservative western
dress. Forcing a female soldier to wear
an abaya actually identifies her as an
American. If she were wearing conserv-
ative attire, she would blend in with
other tourists, and there would be
nothing said about it.

One other story about the mutawa.
My colleagues should be aware of this
story. The mutawa are the religious
police in Saudi Arabia. They recently
caused the death of 15 school girls in
Saudi Arabia. These were Saudi girls.
These school girls—here is what they
did wrong—they were trying to flee
their burning school. They were trying
to flee their burning school, but be-
cause they were not suitably attired—
they did not have their full abaya garb
on—they were forced back into the
flames by the religious police. Do you
know what? Not one major news orga-
nization in our country carried the
story front page, that I know of. I will
stand corrected if somebody can
produce one. It is a shocking incident.
They forced the deaths of 15 girls be-
cause they were trying to run out of a
burning building, their school, and did
not have their abayas on. That is the
mutawa. Those are the people who are
harassing our military personnel when
they are forced to wear these abayas.

Yet consider the fact that our policy
in Saudi Arabia towards our female
soldiers seems to be done in deference
to these religious zealots, not the ordi-
nary Saudi or the Saudi Government.
They are the same ones who recently
caused the senseless deaths of these 15
young women in their own country for
lack of a head scarf. Think about that.
And we are going to kowtow? We are
going to tell a U.S. Air Force officer—
who is a decorated officer and has been
promoted ahead of schedule twice, an
Air Force Academy graduate, who flies
over Iraq in the no-fly zone—we are
going to say to her, you have to cover
up your U.S. uniform because you
might be harassed by somebody who
did something such as this, allowing 15
school children to die because they did
not have a head scarf on when trying to
run out of a burning building?

They ought to be thankful, the
Saudis, that they are still a country. If
it had not been for us, they would be
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living under Saddam right now. Our
military personnel—our men and
women—should not have to put up with
this kind of stupidity.

Again, I am here on the Senate floor,
taking my colleagues’ time, to offer
this amendment because we could not
get the local commander to pull back
from this rule, this order.

These are the same people, these self-
anointed religious police, whom we
seek to accommodate under the ration-
ale of ‘“host nation sensitivities.” I will
not use profanity on the Senate floor,
but ‘“‘host nation sensitivities’’ can go
straight to that place way down below
as far as I am concerned. Maybe we
need to have some sensitivity training
for the host nation. Maybe that is the
idea. Maybe that is what we should do.

I do not need to repeat that this Na-
tion is a superpower. We ought to act
like one. Our military is the envy of
the world. Our men and women in uni-
form are proud of those uniforms, as I
said before, and proud of what those
uniforms stand for. We should not treat
any of them—men or women—as sec-
ond-class citizens, regardless of the
sensitivities of the host nation.

They do not want to be treated that
way. They are willing to take any risk
of somebody harassing them, or what-
ever it is, to wear their uniform. And
they have that right. They should
never be asked to cover their uniform
in some disgraceful attempt to hide the
military uniform of the U.S. Air Force
or any other branch of our military.

We deployed a half million troops in
the gulf against Iraq only a little over
a decade ago and suffered nearly 300
casualties to defend the sovereignty of
Kuwait and to protect the Saudi King-
dom, which was directly threatened by
the invasion of Kuwait by Iraqi forces.
And because the mutawa wants these
women to wear burgas or abayas, we
are going to kowtow to that? And we
can’t get this repealed without coming
to the Senate floor? Give me a break.

Our deployment in the gulf was pret-
ty important. I supported going to the
gulf. But it was not more important
than the esprit de corps and the unity
of our servicepeople in the region, nor
more important than abiding by the
principles fundamental to the creation
of the United States of America: Reli-
gious freedom of expression, and to
wear proudly the uniform of the United
States of America, which millions have
done.

How can you ask a military officer—
an exemplary military officer—to
cover up her uniform, to be ashamed of
her uniform?

In 1981, an Air Force officer sued the
Air Force because he wanted to wear a
yarmulke, a symbol of the Jewish
faith. The case went to the Supreme
Court, and the officer lost. The Air
Force’s argument then—and 1 jux-
tapose it now to show the contradic-
tory rationale for the abaya today—is
the importance of the military uniform
and uniformity itself in terms of dis-
cipline and hierarchical unity.
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The Air Force’s argument in the
yarmulke case can be summed up thus:
The considered professional judgment
of the Air Force is that the traditional
outfitting of personnel in standardized
uniforms encourages the subordination
of personal preferences and identities
in favor of the overall group mission.

That is exactly right. That is the
point.

Uniforms encourage a sense of hierarchical
unity by tending to eliminate outward indi-
vidual distinctions except for those of rank.
The Air Force considers them as vital during
peacetime as during war because its per-
sonnel must be ready to provide an effective
defense on a moment’s notice; the necessary
habits of discipline and unity must be devel-
oped in advance of trouble.

Let me use, for a moment, an anec-
dote, a fictitious anecdote, but one
that likely happened.

A person like Colonel McSally de-
cides to drive off base on duty, in a
jeep, with three other officers. First of
all, according to this rule, she has to
sit in the back because she is not al-
lowed to drive the car. And the other
three officers, in this fictitious exam-
ple, which probably happened, are jun-
ior to her. She is the senior officer. She
is forced to sit in the back. On top of
that, she has to wear an abaya to cover
herself up from head to foot so nobody
knows she has the uniform on.

How humiliating is that? Give me
one good reason anybody would sup-
port a policy like that? There is not a
person in that jeep who would ever say
that she should have to do that. They
would be willing to take any risk that
might come their way, if there were
some, so that she would not have to do
it. And she tried to change this for
years, to no avail.

How far we have come. Martha
McSally is not asking to wear publicly
a cross as the symbol of her faith. She
is asking not to wear a religious gar-
ment not of her faith.

She is arguing the Air Force’s case
when it argued against the yarmulke.
She is arguing not to be wearing a
badge of religious and ethnic identity.
That is all she is asking.

Interestingly, the Senate disagreed
with the decision by the Supreme
Court that disallowed the wearing of a
yarmulke. The Senate voted 55-42 for a
Lautenberg amendment that would
have allowed first amendment expres-
sion by permitting ‘‘neat and conserv-
ative” religious attire, but letting the
DOD decide when wearing such apparel
interfered with members’ duties.

Many Senators still serving today

voted in favor of that Lautenberg
amendment.
The Reagan administration sup-

ported the Air Force, and the Senate
amendment was never enacted into
law.

The Senate vote was a defense of reli-
gious expression. Fifteen years later,
we are facing a grievous situation
where our servicewomen in Saudi Ara-
bia are coerced into wearing religious
garb in conflict with their faith and
which subverts the discipline and uni-
formity of the U.S. military uniform.
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This is intolerable, humiliating, de-
plorable, and it is unjustifiable. I would
be happy to provide for the record the
numbers of letters and phone calls I
have made in the last year or so, to try
to avoid coming here on the Senate
floor to have this put into the legisla-
tive process—to no avail. I see it pri-
marily as a first amendment issue in
that we should not be conforming by
dress to a foreign state religion. It is
also an issue of gender discrimination.

Support for Ilifting this mandate
comes from all directions—the left and
the right of the political spectrum,
from the Rutherford Institute, which
sued the Air Force over this policy and
on behalf of Lt. Col. McSally, to the
National Council of Women’s Organiza-
tions, an umbrella organization.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WYDEN). The time of the Senator from
New Hampshire has expired.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I
didn’t realize I was under a time con-
straint. I ask unanimous consent for 2
more minutes.

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

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Sup-
port for lifting this mandate comes
from both the left and right—the Ruth-
erford Institute, which sued the Air
Force on behalf of Lit. Col. McSally, to
the National Council of Women’s Orga-
nizations, an umbrella organization
which now includes such well-known
members as the League of Women Vot-
ers, the National Organization of
Women, Women in Government, the
YWCA, Hadassah, and the Feminist
Majority Foundation. The House has
already spoken, approving a similar bi-
partisan amendment by Representa-
tives LANGEVIN, HOSTETTLER, and WIL-
SON to repeal the mandate and stop the
DOD from purchasing abayas. We pur-
chase them on top of everything else.
The taxpayers are paying for the
abaya.

The majority leader in a front page
Washington Times story on June 17
commented about the U.S. relationship
with the Saudi Government:

We need to be more aggressive. We need to
be even confrontational with the leadership
of the Saudi government in those occasions
when they’re not doing enough, and when
they are sponsoring this propaganda of the
ilk we’ve . . . seen.

He was talking about fighting ter-
rorism. The same advice should apply
to the Saudis when it comes to making
our female troops wear Muslim cloth-
ing. We need to stand up to the Saudis,
stand up for women in the military. We
also need to stand up for ourselves as a
nation, stand up for our values and our
beliefs.

I also note that the chairman of our
Armed Services Committee made a
pointed comment when the abaya issue
surfaced about disrespect for female
servicepeople in $Saudi Arabia, and
maybe we should reconsider our bases
there in light of this disrespect.

I totally agree with the distinguished
Senator from Michigan. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment.
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To repeat the four points this amend-
ment addresses, it says: You cannot re-
quire or encourage an abaya to be
worn; No. 2, no adverse action against
women who choose not to wear it; No.
3, no money to procure abayas for reg-
ular or routine issuance; and No. 4,
that the Secretary of Defense provide
instructions to this effect immediately
upon arrival in Saudi Arabia. That is
it. That is the amendment. That is
what it does.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment, and I yield the floor and
thank my colleagues for their atten-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Does the Senator from
Massachusetts wish to speak on this
amendment?

Mr. KENNEDY. Just for a moment, if
I have the opportunity to speak on an-
other amendment as well. I will follow
whatever procedure the chairman wish-
es.
Mr. LEVIN. Does the Senator from
Vermont wish to speak on this amend-
ment?

Mr. JEFFORDS. I wish to follow the
Senator from Massachusetts on this
amendment, yes.

Mr. LEVIN. On the pending amend-
ment?

Mr. SM