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million to FAS citizens in State Fiscal
year 2002. This amount is secondary
only to the amount spent to provide
educational services to the FAS. Of
this total, $390,000 went to the General
Assistance program, which supports in-
dividuals and couples with little or no
income and who have a temporary, in-
capacitating medical condition;
$5632,000 supported aged, blind, and dis-
abled FAS citizens with little or no in-
come who are not eligible for federally-
funded Supplemental Security Income
SSI; and $3.6 million went to the
State’s TAONF program that assists
other needy families who are not eligi-
ble for federal-funding under the Tem-
porary Assistance to Needy Families,
TANF, program.

The number of FAS citizens served
by the Hawaii Department of Human
Services has increased by almost 20
percent in the span of one year alone.
The financial assistance that the State
of Hawaii provides to FAS citizens in
the form of TAONF is a great support
to those families attempting to achieve
economic stability.

I am also planning on offering an
amendment to make FAS citizens eli-
gible for the Food Stamp Program. The
Food Stamp Program serves as the
first line of defense against hunger. It
is the cornerstone of the federal food
assistance program and provides cru-
cial support to needy households and
those making the transition from wel-
fare to work. We have partially ad-
dressed the complicated issue of alien
eligibility for public benefits such as
Food Stamps, but again, I must say it
is just partial. Not only should all legal
immigrants receive these benefits, but
so too citizens of the FAS. Exclusion of
FAS citizens from federal, state, or
local public benefits or programs is an
unintended and misguided consequence
of the welfare reform law.

We allow certain legal immigrants
eligibility in the program. Yet FAS
citizens, who are not considered immi-
grants, but who are required to sign up
for the Selective Service if they are re-
siding in the United States, are ineli-
gible to receive food stamps. We must
correct this inequity. I will work on
clarifying current law regarding FAS
citizens’ eligibility for various federal
assistance programs, including TANF
and Food Stamps.

In addition, I ask my colleagues to
support efforts to extend current TANF
state waivers and reinstate recently
expired state waivers. Hawaii has been
operating under a waiver approved by
the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services since 1996. To date,
Hawaii has met all of its employment
goals, despite experiencing difficult
economic times in the 90s and into the
current decade. This waiver maintains
protections for disabled individuals, in-
cluding FAS citizens, which were re-
ported in the State Fiscal Year 2002 as
numbering over 200. I am concerned
that proposals that would limit various
support services to this disabled popu-
lation to three months would guar-
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antee failure for many Hawaii families,
including FAS citizens, should Ha-
waii’s waiver be allowed to expire. I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues on the Finance Committee on
this separate TANF reauthorization
issue.

I cannot stress the importance of the
Compact of Free Association to the Pa-
cific islands, the State of Hawaii,
Guam, the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, and Amer-
ican Samoa. The United States made a
commitment to help these countries
attain self-sufficiency through eco-
nomic development and Federal pro-
grams based on a political relationship
unique to this situation. We must
honor this commitment by ensuring
adequate resources to meet our obliga-
tions. We cannot treat the FSM and
RMI as mere allies and foreign na-
tions—the political relationship of free
association calls for more than that.
We must provide Federal benefits such
as Food Stamps, TANF, and Medicaid
to FAS citizens residing in the U.S. We
must ensure that the trust funds for
each country have sufficient funding to
ensure that in 20 years, the RMI and
FSM will be able to function as eco-
nomically independent nations. We
must improve the infrastructure of the
education and medical systems in the
RMI and FSM to alleviate the long-
term impact of the Compact on the
State of Hawaii and Pacific territories.
We must continue eligibility in federal
education programs such as Head
Start, the Individuals with Disabilities
Act, Pell Grants, title I, and the No
Child Left Behind Act to ensure that
we equip future generations of Micro-
nesians and Marshallese with the edu-
cational tools necessary to succeed in
the 21st century. We must do all of this
in a culturally sensitive manner.

We have a big challenge ahead of us,
to keep the commitment we made in
1986. I look forward to working with all
of my colleagues on this important en-
deavor.

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

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

———

STRENGTHENING THE DEFENSE
OF MARRIAGE ACT

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I rise
today to say a few words about the im-
portance of the Defense of Marriage
Act.

Recent and pending cases, before the
Supreme Court and the state court of
Massachusetts, raise serious questions
regarding the future of the traditional
definition of marriage throughout
America as embodied in the bipartisan
Defense of Marriage Act. I believe it is
important that the Senate consider
what steps, if any, are needed to safe-
guard the institution of marriage that
the Defense of Marriage Act has ex-
pressly defined since 1996.

In very simple and easy to read lan-
guage, the Defense of Marriage Act
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stated that a marriage is the legal
union between one man and one woman
as husband and wife, and that a spouse
is a husband or wife of the opposite sex.
That declaration did not break any
new ground or set any new precedent.
It simply reaffirmed the traditional
definition of marriage.

The Defense of Marriage Act received
overwhelming bipartisan support in
both Houses, as you would expect. The
House passed the act by a vote of 342-
67, and the Senate passed it by a vote
of 85-14.

President Clinton signed the meas-
ure, stating that: ‘I have long opposed
governmental recognition of same-gen-
der marriages, and this legislation is
consistent with that position.” And
since that time, 37 States have passed
defense of marriage acts at their own
level, defining marriage for purposes of
State law.

In the words of the eloquent senior
Senator from West Virginia, a sponsor
of the Defense of Marriage Act

Throughout the annals of human experi-
ence, in dozens of civilizations and cultures
of varying value systems, humanity has dis-
covered that the permanent relationship be-
tween men and women is a keystone to the
stability, strength, and health of human so-
ciety—a relationship worthy of legal rec-
ognition and judicial protection . . .

He went on to say:

The suggestion that relationships between
members of the same gender should ever be
accorded the status or the designation of
marriage flies in the face of the thousands of
years of experience about the societal sta-
bility that traditional marriage has afforded
human civilization.

Senator BYRD was echoing an under-
standing of marriage shared by many,
if not most, and particularly the late
Dietrich Bonhoeffer, who wrote:

Your love is your own private possession,
but marriage is more than something per-
sonal it is a status, an office that joins you
together.

Marriage is so fundamental to our
culture and to civilization itself that it
is easy to forget how much depends on
it.

Marriage provides the basis for the
family, which remains the strongest
and most important social unit. A
wealth of social science research and
data attest to this commonsense fact.

And as columnist Maggie Gallagher
writes:

When men and women fail to form stable
marriages, the first result is a vast expan-
sion of government attempts to cope with
the terrible social needs that result. There is
scarcely a dollar that state and federal gov-
ernment spends on social programs that is
not driven in large part by family frag-
mentation: crime, poverty, drug abuse, teen
pregnancy, school failure, and mental and
physical health problems.

Clearly the family is the funda-
mental institution of our civilization.
It fosters successful communities,
happier homes, and healthier lives. The
family provides the foundation for rais-
ing each generation of Americans. And
when families are weakened, it is the
children who suffer most.
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We recognized these facts in 1996, by
passing the Defense of Marriage Act
overwhelmingly, and reiterating the
traditional understanding of what mar-
riage is. Now, by decisions of our
courts, concerns have been raised
again, and I believe that it is the duty
of the Senate to reexamine and, if nec-
essary, reaffirm this important deter-
mination.

The great Sam Houston, whose seat I
am honored to hold in this body, once
said:

The time is fast arising when facts must be
submitted in their simplest dress.

I believe that time is now. The facts
deserve examination and, if necessary,
action.

The question before us now is wheth-
er the popular and bipartisan legisla-
tion known as the Defense of Marriage
Act will remain the law of the land as
the people and, most particularly, the
Representatives of this body intend, or
whether we will be undermined or over-
turned by the courts.

As many in this body have stated in
the past, the Founders could not have
anticipated that our Nation would ever
reach the point where marriage would
ever require such definition.

But neither could they have antici-
pated the method through which the
courts would unilaterally upend our
Nation’s laws, reading penumbras,
emanations, and ‘‘sweet mysteries of
life”” into the legal text as justification
for overturning legislative acts.

On an issue as fundamental as mar-
riage, I believe it is the job of the
American people, through their Rep-
resentatives, to decide. We should not
abandon this issue to the purview of
the courts alone. Some have suggested
a legislative answer. Others have sug-
gested a constitutional amendment is
needed. In any case, we must consider
what steps are now needed to protect
and safeguard the traditional under-
standing of marriage as defined in the
Defense of Marriage Act.

Toward that end, I will convene a
hearing of the Judiciary Committee’s
Subcommittee on the Constitution,
which I chair, in the first week after
we return from the August recess to
find out what steps, if any, are required
to uphold the Defense of Marriage Act
and the congressional intent as em-
bodied in that measure. I hope my col-
leagues, including the bipartisan ma-
jority who overwhelmingly supported
the Defense of Marriage Act in 1996,
will join me in these efforts.

Perhaps no legislative or constitu-
tional response is needed to reinforce
the status quo. And if it is clear that
no action is required, so be it. But I be-
lieve that we must take care to do
whatever it takes to ensure that the
principles defined in the Defense of
Marriage Act remain the law of the
land.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mrs. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

———
DEATH OF WILLIAM R. BRIGHT

Mrs. DOLE. Mr. President, our Na-
tion mourns the loss of Bill Bright, a
visionary who founded Campus Crusade
for Christ more than 50 years ago.

Bill died last week at his Orlando
home from pulmonary fibrosis at the
age of 81. In his lifetime, he spread the
Gospel of Jesus Christ to hundreds
upon hundreds of thousands of people
across the world.

I met Bill Bright long before my
nephew went to work for Campus Cru-
sade more than 10 years ago. I was in
awe of both Bill and his wife, Vonette,
for their unwavering commitment to
communicating the love of Jesus
Christ.

You see, in an amazing act of faith,
Bill and Vonette signed a pact with
God more than five decades ago—and
agreed to leave the business world and
the making of money to devote their
lives to spreading the Gospel.

Not long after than, in 1951, they
began Campus Crusade. The goal, at
the time, was to preach the Gospel to
students at the University of California
at Los Angeles. But God had other
plans. The Campus Crusade movement
soon spread to other campuses in the
United States and eventually around
the globe. Today, it is one of the
world’s major ministries and serves
people in 191 countries with a staff of
26,000 full-time employees and more
than 225,000 trained volunteers.

Indeed, I would dare say that Campus
Crusade has touched the lives not only
of students—but the poor and op-
pressed on every continent, and leader-
ship on every level of society.

Bill Bright’s life reflected Christ and
proclaimed him boldly. He made an
eternal impact on our Nation and our
world.

In the 1970s, Bill came up with the
popular ‘I Found It!” signs to signify
that “it” was faith in Jesus. He later
released a film, called ‘‘Jesus,” which
was a feature length motion picture on
the life of Jesus of Nazareth. That film
has been seen by millions of people and
translated into many languages.

Throughout it all, Bill remained a
humble man, simply doing the Lord’s
work. In 1996, he was awarded the pres-
tigious Templeton Prize for Progress in
Religion. That award came with a $1
million gift. Bill donated all of the
money to causes promoting the spir-
itual benefits of fasting and prayer.

He was, indeed, a true servant of
God—a man who lived a life that all of
us can admire and strive to emulate.

When I heard of his passing, I re-
called something Bill said two years
ago when Campus Crusade marked its
50th anniversary . . ““A follower of
Jesus Christ can’t lose,” he said. “‘If we
live, we go on serving. That’s an adven-
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ture. If we die, we’re in heaven with
him, and that’s incredible.”

I imagine somewhere high up in
heaven, Bill Bright is having an incred-
ible, miraculous adventure. God bless
him!

His words made me think of the book
of Revelation on the Bible, in the T7th
chapter, which reads, ‘“Therefore are
they before the throne of God, and
serve him day and night within his
temple; and he who sits upon the
throne will shelter them with his pres-
ence. They shall hunger no more, nei-
ther thirst any more; the sun shall not
strike them, nor any scorching heat.
For the Lamb in the midst of the
throne will be their shepherd, and he
will guide them to springs of living
water, and God will wipe every tear
from their eyes.”

My thoughts and prayers are with my
dear friend Vonette, their two sons,
and the entire Campus Crusade family.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

———

JUDICIAL NOMINEES

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we have
had a lot of discussion about judicial
nominees recently. One issue is on the
DC Circuit Court of Appeals.

I mention that because at the time
when President Clinton nominated
highly qualified people to go there, my
friends on the other side said the work-
load was such that the DC Circuit
Court of Appeals didn’t need extra
judges. So they were never given a
hearing, never given a vote. One of
those nominees is now the dean of the
Harvard Law School. In fact, the chief
judge, as I recall, a Reagan appointee,
said they definitely didn’t need more
judges; they didn’t have the workload.
He took that position consistently
throughout President Clinton’s term.

Now we have a new President. The
workload has gone down in that court.
But we have several people suddenly
nominated for the seats that just a few
months ago were unneeded, we were
told, by all the Republican leadership.
We were told by the Republican leader-
ship on this very political court that
we didn’t need anybody. Suddenly we
need somebody.

The interesting thing about that is
the Washington Post, which has been
very supportive—more supportive than
most newspapers in the country—of
President Bush’s judicial nominees, no
matter who they are, took a different
position. Even that paper, which has
basically given in many ways—and it is
their right—a blank check to the ad-
ministration, wrote an editorial this
morning called ‘‘Fueling the Fire.”
They basically ask what I have: What
is the sudden change?

I ask unanimous consent that edi-
torial be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 1, 2003]

FUELING THE FIRE

In nominating people to fill the last two

seats on the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
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