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fundamental to our society and de-
mands this safeguard. This is the core
and fabric of our society.

I hope in the next few days, weeks,
and months we have a civilized debate.
This is not about being anti-homo-
sexual. Not at all. I think everyone be-
lieves gays and lesbians should have
the ability to lead their lives as they
choose, as should all consenting adults.
But we don’t want to tear down tradi-
tional marriage and the American fam-
ily. We need to protect traditional
marriage. We should not allow some
States to impose their definition of
marriage on other States. States must
have the right to accept or reject any-
thing that has not been demonstrated
the will of the people through their
representatives.

I appreciate being given the time to
speak on this issue. It is an important
issue for our country, and I hope we
will carefully consider the ramifica-
tions if we do not take action to pro-
tect traditional marriage and the
American family.

I yield the floor.

———
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15
p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:40 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. VOINOVICH).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

———

FEDERAL MARRIAGE AMEND-
MENT—MOTION TO PROCEED—Re-
sumed

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have spo-
ken to the manager of the bill for the
majority and I want to say a few brief
words now and then I will yield 30 min-
utes to the Senator from Wisconsin.
Following that, Republicans will speak
for whatever time they desire and the
Democrats will then follow with re-
marks by Senator DURBIN for up to 30
minutes.

I simply ask unanimous consent that
following my brief remarks, Senator
FEINGOLD be recognized for up to 30
minutes; following his remarks the
time revert to whatever the majority
feels appropriate; following their re-
marks, that Senator DURBIN will be
recognized for up to 30 minutes; then
trying to balance out this time, fol-
lowing the reversion back to Repub-
licans, Senator LAUTENBERG will be
recognized for up to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Reno
Gazette-Journal, a newspaper that has
been in existence for many years, a
Gannett newspaper in Reno, NV, which
is certainly not a bed of liberalism,
published a very short editorial today.
It says:
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The plan to redefine marriage in a con-
stitutional amendment could not be a better
election year wedge. The fact that Lynne
Cheney, champion of conservative causes,
parted company with her husband, Vice
President Dick Cheney, on same-sex mar-
riage is illustrative of just how divisive it’s
become.

Typically, vice presidents support their
presidents and political wives back their
husbands, regardless of personal feelings.
This time, the human aspect of the debate
was too much for a political wife to over-
come.

As the mother of a lesbian, Lynne Cheney,
of necessity, would be finely attuned to all
the arguments. And no one should expect a
parent to disregard an offspring for a polit-
ical agenda. Anyway, it is debatable that an
amendment would help a traditional concep-
tion of marriage. And, some Senators indi-
cate they are less than willing to try.

The administration is wading into deep wa-
ters, fracturing families, and merging the
church and the state. That’s not the way the
system is supposed to work. It would be best
for government to leave this issue alone.

I am not an avid reader of the Wash-
ington Times. In fact, I didn’t read it
today. But it was brought to my atten-
tion and I did read the Washington
Times:

GOP split on marriage proposals.

Senate Republican leaders, who had been
seeking a clear vote on a constitutional
amendment on same-sex ‘‘marriage,’”’ yester-
day found themselves outmaneuvered by
Democrats and divided over which of two
proposals to pursue.

President Bush and Senate Republican
leaders support the Federal Marriage
Amendment, which defines marriage as the
union of a man and a woman and restricts
the court’s ability to rule on the issue. But
some Republicans want to vote on an alter-
native, simpler version—leaving Republican
leaders scrambling. . . .

Let’s understand where we are on
this issue. Senator DASCHLE, in good
faith, Friday, came to the floor and
said we need to get to the business at
hand. There is an important marriage
amendment pending about which peo-
ple on both sides of the aisle have
strong feelings. Therefore, it would be
better that we vote on the amendment,
the one that has been on the Senate
floor. We were told at that time by the
majority leader that sounded like a
pretty good idea, that he would have to
check with his caucus.

Surprisingly, Friday we were unable
to get that unanimous consent agree-
ment entered. Monday we come back—
no deal. In the morning, we were told
they want to vote on two constitu-
tional amendments regarding mar-
riage. In the afternoon, we were told
they want to vote on three constitu-
tional amendments on marriage.

It is a simple choice. We are willing
to vote on the legislation before this
body, S.J. Res. 40. Why don’t we do
that? The reason we are not going to do
it is because the majority has decided
they want the issue. They do not care
how the votes fall; they want the issue.
That is wrong. Everyone should under-
stand this is a march to nowhere, and
the majority knows that.

I don’t know what is happening
around here. Class action is an issue
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for which there were enough Members
here—Democrats and Republicans—to
pass it. The majority would not even
allow a vote—not a single vote—on
that issue. They want the issue.

They want to bash Democrats as
being opposed to any reform of the tort
system.

On medical malpractice, on asbestos,
on class action they want the issue.
They don’t want to resolve the issue.
One would think the people in the
State of Ohio, in the State of Texas, in
the State of Nevada, in the State of
Wisconsin, in the State of Illinois, and
in every other State would know how
Senators feel on the amendment before
this body.

They are not going to get that
chance because we are going to be
forced into a procedural vote. That is
wrong.

We are willing to vote on S.J. Res. 40.
We have said that. We keep saying
that, but, no, the issue is more impor-
tant than the merits of this matter,
which is too bad.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the
Constitution of the United States is a
historic guarantee of individual free-
dom. It has served as a beacon of hope,
an example to people around the world
who yearn to be free and to live their
lives without government interference
with their most basic human decisions.

I took an oath when I joined this
body to support and defend the Con-
stitution. I am saddened, therefore, to
be standing on the floor today debating
a constitutional amendment that is in-
consistent with our Nation’s history of
expanding freedom and liberty. It is all
the more unfortunate because it has
become all too clear that having this
debate at this time is aimed at scoring
points in an election year. Even a lead-
ing proponent of this amendment ad-
mits that we are engaged in a political
exercise, pure and simple.

Paul Weyrich, president of the Free
Congress Foundation, recently stated:

The President has bet the farm on Iraq.

So the proper solution, according to
Mr. Weyrich, is to ‘‘change the sub-
ject” from Iraq to the Federal mar-
riage amendment.

Mr. Weyrich also recently stated:

If [President Bush] wishes to be reelected
then he had better be up front on this issue,
because if the election is solely on Iraq,
we’re talking about President Kerry.

I am loathe to come to that kind of
conclusion. But I believe it to be the
truth.

There we have it. This proposed con-
stitutional amendment is a poorly dis-
guised diversionary tactic that is es-
sentially a political stunt.

Will this proposed constitutional
amendment create jobs for mothers
and fathers, husbands and wives, and
stop the flow of American jobs over-
seas?

Will this proposed constitutional
amendment secure a good education for
our children? Will this proposed con-
stitutional amendment improve the



		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-05-21T10:49:08-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




