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strip healthcare away from millions of
women.

The GOP fights against contracep-
tion access. Many in the GOP fight
against comprehensive sex education.
Instead, they push abstinence-only sex
education curricula that doesn’t work.
If the GOP succeeds in killing the ACA
and in reducing contraception access,
the number of unplanned pregnancies
will increase, and the abortion rate
will increase. How is that pro-life?

The GOP is now embracing a dif-
ferent strategy—making women and
doctors criminals. This is the key uni-
fying cruelty to these recent State
laws. GOP-controlled States are racing
to see who can have the cruelest crimi-
nal laws—a complete ban on abortion
at 8 weeks of pregnancy. No, how about
a complete ban on abortion at 6 weeks
of pregnancy?

In Alabama, there is a ban from the
second the pregnancy begins, from the
second there is a fetus in utero, and
there are no exceptions to someone
who is the victim of rape or incest.
Think about that. Alabama forces a 13-
year-old who was raped or was the vic-
tim of incest to bear a criminal’s child
under pain of criminal prosecution and
punishment—imprisonment—for the
doctor.

Wait. Let’s get tougher still.

In Georgia, women who terminate
pregnancies could receive life in prison
under a bill that was recently signed
by the Georgia Governor. There is
some confusion here. Prosecutors argue
about whether the technical language
would subject a woman who has an
abortion to a first-degree murder
charge. The sponsor of the bill, now
that it has been signed, is back-
pedaling, saying he only intended for
women to be prosecuted under a sepa-
rate criminal abortion statute that
carries a maximum sentence of 10
years. He apparently believes that sub-
jecting women to 10-year prison sen-
tences rather than to life sentences for
murder is merciful and lenient. No
woman exercising her constitutional
right to make her own healthcare deci-
sions should be threatened with a pris-
on sentence of even 1 day.

The GOP could go further.

A Texas bill filed last month would
have allowed the death penalty—cap-
ital punishment—for a woman who
seeks an abortion. The bill failed, but
the bill wasn’t a surprise from the
party whose President admitted during
his campaign that a woman who has an
abortion must suffer a punishment.

So the GOP’s strategy is for more
criminal laws, more prosecutions, and
more sentences—put more women in
prison, and put more doctors in prison.
We already have the highest incarcer-
ation in the world—five times higher
than Canada’s and 70 percent higher
than Russia’s. Guess what. So many of
these GOP proposals would push us
even further, and the next big group
going behind bars could be women and
doctors.

These criminal laws don’t bring
about a culture of life. These criminal
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laws don’t bring about a culture of
compassion. They succeed only in de-
monizing women, robbing them of their
dignity, and intruding upon the most
private aspects of their lives, and they
demonize the doctors who care for
these women.

Do Americans want a society that la-
bels women’s healthcare choices as
criminal? No.

Is there any proof that criminal pen-
alties for abortion will reduce un-
planned pregnancies? No.

Is there any proof that criminal pen-
alties for abortion will reduce the num-
ber of abortions? No.

That is what I mean about the choice
we face as a society. We can pursue a
path of compassion toward women and
be secure in the knowledge that better
health and contraception access and
comprehensive sex education will re-
duce unplanned pregnancies and abor-
tions, or we can pursue the path of
criminalizing women’s decisions with
there being no evidence that the strat-
egy will have the effect of reducing un-
planned pregnancies and abortions.

I have focused most of my attention
on the issue of unplanned pregnancies.
Of course, some planned pregnancies
end in abortion, too. Most often, these
pregnancies involve severe maternal or
severe fetal health issues that are emo-
tional and tragic for all involved. Cer-
tainly, compassion toward these fami-
lies and not criminal prosecution is the
right answer. This question—do we use
a compassionate strategy to reduce un-
planned pregnancies or do we crim-
inalize women’s decisions?—is the fun-
damental difference between the Na-
tion’s two political parties on this very
important issue right now.

I am firmly in the camp of compas-
sion. If we support women and trust
women, we can Keep making signifi-
cant progress toward a goal we should
all share: fewer unplanned pregnancies
and fewer abortions.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, let
me say how much I agree with the Sen-
ator from Virginia. I endorse com-
pletely what he said. I would make one
amendment. Instead of just the com-
passion approach versus the criminal
approach, it is the commonsense ap-
proach versus the criminal approach as
well.

I do believe that the point has been
made and demonstrated by what my
colleague said here and what he has
said in previous meetings that when we
invest in family planning and sex edu-
cation and good healthcare for women,
we have fewer unplanned pregnancies
and fewer abortions, period. Those poli-
cies that militate against that just in-
crease the likelihood of abortion.

Let me also add something that I
think pro-life and pro-choice should
agree to come to terms with in unity.
How in the world can we live in a coun-
try—the United States of America—
with all its wealth and all its expertise,
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and have in the last 25 years the worst
incidence of maternal mortality in civ-
ilized countries around the world?
More women are dying in the United
States giving birth today than 25 years
ago. Whether you are pro-life or pro-
choice, wouldn’t you agree this should
be a high priority of our government—
both parties—to reduce maternal mor-
tality here in the United States?

I might add that infant mortality is
still unacceptable in the United States.
The rate of it is unacceptable.

Couldn’t we agree, pro-life and pro-
choice, to come together behind those
two?

I am a cosponsor of a bill introduced
by Congresswoman ROBIN KELLY of I1li-
nois that she aptly entitled the
“MOMMA Act,” which will try to deal
with maternal mortality issues, par-
ticularly as they relate to women of
color. And the irony, the surprise is
that when you read the data, the inci-
dence of maternal mortality among
women of color does not track with
poverty and education. It is a racial
issue for reasons that are hard to ex-
plain, but she addresses it, and I have
joined her in that effort.

The other point I would like to make
is this: My colleague from Virginia has
talked about efforts in State legisla-
tures that have gone to extremes. What
I call the Alabama two-step is the sec-
ond step in that process.

We spend our time day after day,
week after week putting men and
women on the bench who were proposed
by the Trump administration and
pushed through as quickly as possible
by the Republicans in the Senate who,
frankly, are waiting for the day when
they will have a chance to endorse, ap-
prove these statutes my colleague has
described, which are extreme by any
definition. That, to me, is problematic
and troublesome for us as a nation,
that we are moving toward that possi-
bility.

I see that the Senator from South
Dakota is on floor, and I believe he has
a request to make.

I would like to ask unanimous con-
sent, after his request, to be recognized
again.

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

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

——————

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. 151

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that at 12:45 p.m.
today, the Senate proceed to legisla-
tive session to consider Calendar No.
94, S. 151; I further ask that the com-
mittee-reported substitute amendment
be agreed to, the bill, as amended, be
read a third time, and the Senate vote
on passage of the bill, as amended, with
no intervening action or debate; fi-
nally, that if passed, the motions to re-
consider be considered made and laid
upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?
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Without objection, it is so ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

———————

IRAN

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I see
another colleague on the floor, so I will
make my comments brief.

We had a briefing this week in a
room in the Capitol that the public is
not allowed to enter; it is called the
SCIF. It was a briefing that is given to
Members of the Senate of top-secret,
classified information. It related to the
situation in which we now find our-
selves in relation to Iran.

It was troubling to hear the com-
ments being made by the leaders of the
Trump administration—the Secretary
of Defense and the Secretary of State,
as well as military leaders and leaders
in the intelligence community.

You see, what we are engaging in in
the United States is a confrontation
with Iran. We are moving toward that.
It started with this President’s insist-
ence that the United States step away
from a treaty entered into by the
Obama administration to stop the de-
velopment of nuclear weapons in Iran.

What President Obama succeeded in
doing over many years of diplomatic
effort was to come to the table with
Iran—an enemy of the United States on
many fronts—and to reach an agree-
ment where there would be inter-
national inspectors with free access to
Iran to make certain they did not de-
velop nuclear weapons. We believed—
the world believed that Iran with nu-
clear weapons would be a danger to the
region, a danger to our ally Israel, and
even a danger to the United States.

The coalition put together by Presi-
dent Obama was nothing short of re-
markable. You wouldn’t be surprised to
learn the coalition included the United
Kingdom, our traditional ally, but it
also included Germany, France, the
European Union, Russia, and China.
Russia and China. All came to the
table and agreed on it.

Did it work? International inspectors
came and reported to Members of Con-
gress over and over that there were no
locked doors, no areas where access
was denied, and that they could say
with virtual certainty that Iran was
living up to the terms of this agree-
ment.

So what did this President, President
Trump, decide to do? He canceled U.S.
participation in the agreement. Why?
Why would he believe that the develop-
ment of nuclear weapons in Iran is in
the best interest of anyone? Yet he did.
He followed that with even more pro-
vocative efforts in relation to Iran
when it came to categorizing the Revo-
lutionary Guard as a terrorist organi-
zation—a step that moved even closer
to provocation and confrontation. And
then, of course, we decided to send our
own military closer in to Iran itself. A
carrier group was dispatched to that
region.

What is behind all this? Why is it
that we are escalating the situation
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with Iran? The President has been
equivocal in trying to explain it, but
his National Security Advisor, John
Bolton, has not. John Bolton is a hawk.
His position and his posture when it
comes to military confrontation was so
controversial that in a previous admin-
istration, he was denied the position of
Ambassador to the United Nations be-
cause of statements he had made. Now
he is the top national security advisor
to the President of the United States.
He has written articles pleading for
confrontation with Iran on a military
basis.

Rumors fly out of the Pentagon—this
morning’s Washington Post suggestion
that we are already sending 10,000 more
military advisors into the region; a
rumor 2 weeks ago that there was a
contingency plan for 120,000 American
troops. I might add that the Secretary
of Defense, in my office this morning,
denied both of these, but the fact is,
more and more information is tum-
bling out about a confrontation with
Iran.

I will tell you that some of us—a
handful of us in the Senate—were here
on the Senate floor when we debated
and voted on a war in Iraq. It was 18
years ago. We were given information
by the Bush administration and par-
ticularly Vice President Cheney about
the danger of Iraq to the United States
of America, to the point where a vote
came to the floor, and the Senate ap-
proved an invasion of Iraq.

I remember that night. I remember it
well. Twenty-three of us—one Repub-
lican and twenty-two Democrats—
joined together in voting no. It may
have been the most important and
maybe the best vote I believe I ever
cast as a Member of the Senate.

It was a foreign policy mistake to in-
vade Iraq. What followed was a trag-
edy. We have spent billions and billions
of American taxpayers’ dollars in that
country. We have lost over 4,000 Amer-
ican lives in Iraq, and over 30,000 or
40,000 came home with serious injuries,
including my colleague in the Senate,
Senator TAMMY DUCKWORTH. We have
paid so dearly for that mistake.

The weapons of mass destruction we
were sent in to destroy did not exist.
What was told to the American people
about the danger of Iraq was false—
false. We are still there today, 18 years
later, as we are in Afghanistan—the
two longest wars in the history of the
United States of America. Is there any-
one who believed when we voted on the
Senate floor that we were voting for
the longest war in the history of the
United States?

Now this administration, the Trump
administration, is tempted to draw us
into another war in the Middle East.
The question is whether Members of
the Senate and the House of Represent-
atives will abide by the constitutional
responsibility and demand that the
American people, through our voices,
have something to say about this deci-
sion.

If the American people are ready for
a war in Iran, I would be shocked. As I
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travel around the State of Illinois and
other parts of this country, I find no
sentiment for the United States to en-
gage in another war at this moment in
our history. I also find most people be-
lieving that the provocative and
confrontational efforts of the Trump
administration are drawing us nearer
to that day.

So we leave now for a week. We will
be back, but what will happen in the 7
or 8 days we are gone? I worry about
that based on the briefings we have
been given and the appetite of John
Bolton and others in this administra-
tion to move us into war.

We should not invade Iran. We should
not engage in another invasion in the
Middle East. We should not subject
America’s young men and young
women to the possibility of military
service in another war that can go on
indefinitely. There are better ways to
deal with this. Let’s rely on diplomacy
and direct negotiation. Let’s work with
our allies to bring a peaceable result
here and to stop activity which we
know Iran is engaged in which is objec-
tionable. It can be done short of inva-
sion, short of military force, and short
of war.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
give heartfelt thanks to my colleague
from Illinois for bringing the experi-
ence of his service in the Senate and
his deliberate study of the challenges
of international affairs to bear on the
gravity of the current situation where
a policy has brought us to the brink of
conflict and we have no confidence that
there is wise judgment being exercised
at this moment to ensure that there is
not a war.

I thank him for sharing the journey
that he has been a part of and that this
Chamber has been part of and ringing
the alarm bell that at this moment, we
have two key foreign policy advisors—
our Secretary of State and our Na-
tional Security Advisor—who prefer
weapons over agreements, who have
driven a strategy of maximum pressure
designed to make life extraordinarily
difficult in Iran, to undo all the inter-
national work of the previous years to
end the nuclear program in that coun-
try, and who are talking as if a conflict
somewhere—maybe an Iranian militia
in Irag—should be a trigger to a mas-
sive war, which is why we are so wor-
ried about leaving this Chamber for
even a day.

I thank him for raising his voice and
sharing his experience.

———
TRIBUTE TO LOUIE RECKFORD

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
come to the floor because I am losing a
key member of my foreign policy team
who has wrestled with the issues of the
Middle East and who has been engaged
in the dialogue and conversation about
a smart policy to end nuclear prolifera-
tion.
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