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years ago, when I ran and this question 
came up in the debate I had with JOE 
LIEBERMAN, that my view was that 
that’s appropriately a matter for the 
States to decide and that’s how it 
ought to be best handled.’’ 

I very rarely agree with the Vice 
President of the United States, but I 
think he makes an awful lot of sense 
on this issue, and I think he makes a 
compelling case why we should not be 
moving forward with a constitutional 
amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. BARRETT). 

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, this afternoon, we will 
debate and vote on the Marriage Pro-
tection Amendment. And let us be 
clear. This debate today is not about 
denying anyone rights. This is ensuring 
that the will of the people is protected. 

My home State of South Carolina is 
one of 44 States that has already en-
acted laws defining marriage as a 
union between a man and a woman. 
They voted, and they decided how mar-
riage should be defined. So I stand here 
today as their representative, won-
dering why that will and that the will 
of over 70 percent of Americans nation-
wide should be tossed aside because a 
few activist judges disagree. 

Unfortunately, as we stand here 
today, we are faced with the fact that 
a handful of these judges have taken it 
upon themselves to hand down rulings 
that in effect amend the Constitution 
of the United States. They have cir-
cumvented the democratic process 
with their rulings. Therefore, the deci-
sion we are now left with is not wheth-
er the Constitution will be amended 
but who will amend it, activist judges 
or the American people. 

Every American should have the op-
portunity to vote on this important 
issue. The institution of marriage de-
serves protection. It is our most basic 
social institution for protecting chil-
dren. Preserving it sends a message to 
our children about marriage and tradi-
tional family life and values. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues 
will join me today in supporting the 
marriage protection amendment. It is 
time to get the debate back where it 
belongs, with the American people. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would just like to read a couple of 
other quotes here which I think are en-
lightening. One from JOHN MCCAIN, Re-
publican Senator from Arizona where 
he said: ‘‘The constitutional amend-
ment we’re debating today strikes me 
as antithetical in every way to the core 
philosophy of Republicans.’’ He added, 
the amendment ‘‘usurps from the 
States a fundamental authority they 
have always possessed and imposes a 
federal remedy for a problem that most 
States do not believe confronts them.’’ 

Let me read one other quote here. ‘‘It 
seems to me that the power to regulate 
’commerce’ can by no means encom-
pass authority over mere gun posses-
sion any more than it empowers the 
Federal Government to regulate mar-
riage, littering, or cruelty to animals 
throughout the 50 States. Our Con-
stitution quite properly leaves such 
matters to the individual States.’’ And 
that is from the words of Supreme 
Court Justice Clarence Thomas in U.S. 
v. Lopez. 

Mr. Speaker, today, we have the op-
portunity to do the right thing. We 
have the opportunity to reject the poli-
tics of division and discrimination. We 
have the opportunity to protect the 
Constitution of the United States, to 
stay on the path toward equal protec-
tion under the law for every single 
American. We have the opportunity to 
act in a way that reflects well on this 
institution and the people we are elect-
ed to serve. 

I am encouraged, Mr. Speaker, by the 
number of Republicans who will vote 
‘‘no’’ on this misguided constitutional 
amendment today. And I am proud to 
stand with them. 

We will hear a lot about Massachu-
setts today. A son of our State named 
John F. Kennedy once said, ‘‘The heart 
of the question is whether all Ameri-
cans are to be afforded equal opportu-
nities, whether we are going to treat 
our fellow Americans as we want to be 
treated.’’ Mr. Speaker, that is indeed 
the heart of the question. 

I urge my colleagues to seize this op-
portunity, vote ‘‘no’’ on this constitu-
tional amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.J. Res. 
106. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
f 

MARRIAGE PROTECTION 
AMENDMENT 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 801, I call up the 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 106) pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States relating to 
marriage, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The text of House Joint Resolution 
106 is as follows: 

H.J. RES. 106 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House 
concurring therein), That the following article 
is proposed as an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, which shall be 
valid to all intents and purposes as part of 
the Constitution when ratified by the legis-
latures of three-fourths of the several States: 

‘‘ARTICLE — 
‘‘SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

‘‘This Article may be cited as the ‘Mar-
riage Protection Amendment’. 
‘‘SECTION 2. MARRIAGE AMENDMENT. 

‘‘Marriage in the United States shall con-
sist solely of the union of a man and a 
woman. Neither this Constitution, nor the 
constitution of any State, shall be construed 
to require that marriage or the legal inci-
dents thereof be conferred upon any union 
other than the union of a man and a 
woman.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 801, the Chair 
at any time may postpone further con-
sideration of the joint resolution until 
a time designated by the Speaker. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) and the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS) each will control 1 
hour and 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY). 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Colorado (Mrs. 
MUSGRAVE), the author of this amend-
ment. 

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to speak in favor of the proposed mar-
riage protection amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States of 
America. 

Before addressing the merits of the 
marriage protection amendment, I 
want to thank the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Speaker HASTERT) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) for 
bringing this bill up. 

I know there are some in Congress 
and the media who do not believe tradi-
tional marriage rises to the level of im-
portance to be considered on the floor 
today. 

The American people disagree with 
them. This bill is about protecting the 
institution of marriage, which, as the 
Supreme Court said many years ago, is 
‘‘the foundation of the family and of 
society, without which there would be 
neither civilization nor progress.’’ 

b 1345 

Since Labor Day, this Congress has 
spent time renaming post offices and 
Federal buildings, Mr. Speaker. If we 
have enough time to rename post of-
fices and Federal buildings, surely we 
have enough time to spend an after-
noon considering whether the very 
foundation of traditional marriage will 
endure another 200 years. 

On one matter, however, I do agree 
with the opponents of this bill: We 
should not lightly undertake to amend 
the Constitution. In the 213 years since 
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