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I have related repeatedly on the floor 

of the Senate the importance of this 
bill, the importance of finishing this 
bill. I do hope Members on both sides of 
the aisle will show restraint as we put 
together a number of amendments to 
be considered on the FSC/ETI bill. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business for up to 60 min-
utes, with the first 30 minutes under 
the control of the majority leader or 
his designee, and the second 30 minutes 
under the control of the Democratic 
leader or his designee. 

Who seeks recognition? 
The Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 

believe I have time reserved under the 
majority leader’s time to speak this 
morning in morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is recognized. 

Mr. REID. If the Senator will with-
hold, Senator DASCHLE wishes to give a 
speech. He has said to go ahead. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). The Senator from Kansas is 
recognized. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President, 
I thank the Senator from Nevada for 
the thoughts he put forward. 

f 

MARRIAGE 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President, 
what I wish to talk about this morning 
is the overall issue of marriage, and I 
will go through some charts, factual 
information, and some data. It is a cur-
rent topic. It is one of great interest in 
the country. What I want to do is back 
up and say, Why is this institution 
even significant to us as a country? 
Why would a governing body be inter-
ested in marriage at all? Isn’t this just 
simply a private matter? 

What I want to do is go through, on 
a factual basis, and outline and make 
clear why marriage is so important to 
a government. At the end of the day, it 
comes back to raising children in a so-
ciety to be productive, good, strong, 
healthy citizens, and the best setting 
to do that in is between two married 
biological parents, if at all possible, 
male and female. That is what all the 
statistical studies show. That is what 
the sociological studies show. I want to 
go through that because it lays the 
groundwork for why we are interested 
in marriage in a governmental body. 

It turns out that if you have strong 
families, at the end of the day you are 
going to need less government infra-
structure and support for them. If you 

have a very weakened family structure, 
you are going to need a lot more gov-
ernmental structure to surround that 
child to make up for the lack of two 
dedicated male-female biological par-
ents. 

This is not to say people cannot raise 
good children outside of that setting, 
because people do, and they struggle 
sometimes heroically to get it done, 
and they get it done. I want to recog-
nize and honor them as well. 

I want to talk about the 
macropicture as a broad society. As a 
society of millions of people, why are 
we interested in it? The reason is that, 
by and large, it produces stronger, 
more capable citizenry. 

In the wake of all the recent debates 
about defending marriage from some of 
the new and unique challenges it faces 
and promoting marriage as an essential 
component in addressing some of our 
more intractable social problems in 
this country, I think it is important we 
come back to some fundamental ques-
tions: What is marriage? Why is it im-
portant to the health and continuance 
of our society? Why is the Government 
interested in marriage at all? 

The answers to these fundamental 
questions are no longer so obvious or 
self-evident, as is apparent from the 
fact that many today question our civ-
ilization’s traditional understandings 
of the institution of marriage, its pur-
pose, its necessity for society, and its 
role in preventing social breakdown. 

Before we can argue fruitfully about 
what marriage is not, we have to have 
a good understanding of what it is, why 
it is valuable, and why it must be de-
fended as an essential bulwark of this 
great Nation of ours. The stronger the 
marriages we have between a man and 
woman in this country, bonded to-
gether for life, the stronger the coun-
try is going to be. 

Marriage has been central to the un-
derstanding of family in Western cul-
ture from the beginning, and central to 
our historical concept of marriage has 
been the rearing of and orientation to-
ward children. It is in this setting that 
children have the most likelihood of 
coming out successfully. This tradi-
tional understanding is a far cry from 
a postmodern deconstruction of mar-
riage by a large number of sociologists 
and academics today, many of whom 
hold that the unique character of mar-
riage is simply ‘‘public approval and 
recognition.’’ In other words, marriage 
is whatever controlling public author-
ity says it is, whatever current public 
opinion is. 

Our civilization’s historical under-
standing of marriage and the con-
sequent recognition by the State of the 
unique nature of this one relationship 
reflect the fact that the public recogni-
tion of the institution of marriage is 
not primarily about the granting of 
rights and liberties but about the im-
position of burdens. 

Under the law, marriage limits rath-
er than increases individual freedom. 
As family scholar Allan Carlson points 

out, marriage laws commonly mandate 
the sharing of earnings and debts, com-
pelling obligations of mutual support, 
and limit rights to terminate the rela-
tionship. These are all limitations on 
the two people involved. 

Why is it that governments leave all 
other relationship between individuals 
free but continue to register and in a 
sense burden these heterosexual 
unions? The answer—and I will go 
through this in a number of charts and 
statistics—is children, beings at once 
highly vulnerable and essential for the 
future of every community. Strong and 
stable marriages receive public appro-
bation because it is a source of citizens 
able to practice ordered liberty. So 
children are the key to the puzzle 
about the unique treatment of hetero-
sexual unions and traditional mar-
riage. 

As author Maggie Gallagher has writ-
ten: 

Marriage is the place where having chil-
dren is not only tolerated but welcomed and 
encouraged, because it gives children moth-
ers and fathers. 

That should seem very basic. This is 
not to say that marriage is not impor-
tant to society for a host of other rea-
sons as well. Traditional marriage is a 
boon to society in a variety of ways, 
and Government has a vital interest in 
encouraging and providing the condi-
tions to maintain as many traditional 
marriages as possible. 

Marriage has economic benefits, not 
only for the spouses but for the econ-
omy at large. Even in advanced indus-
trial societies such as ours, economists 
tell us that the uncounted but real 
value of home activities, such as 
childcare, home carpentry, and food 
preparation, is still at least as large as 
that of the official economy. Not least 
of the reasons marriage is a positive 
social good is the fact that in the mar-
ried state, adults of both sexes are 
vastly healthier, happier, safer, 
wealthier, and live longer. 

Here is an instance where social 
science, viewed honestly, confirms 
what common wisdom has always told 
us: Traditional marriage between a 
man and a woman is a good thing. It is 
not only good for the spouses, it is ab-
solutely vital for the children. 

Now again, we know from study after 
study that the children of intact tradi-
tional marriages are also much 
healthier in body, spirit, and mind, 
more successful in school and life, and 
much less likely to use illegal drugs, 
abuse alcohol, or engage in crime. That 
is not to say people cannot raise 
healthy children in other settings. 
They can and they do, and they strug-
gle mightily to get it done. This is the 
best setting. 

As a result, though, one can always 
confidently conclude that traditional 
marriage is also a social good because 
it dramatically reduces the social costs 
associated with dysfunctional behav-
ior. Supporting and strengthening mar-
riage significantly diminishes public 
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expenditures on welfare, raises Govern-
ment revenues, and produces a more 
engaged responsible citizenry. 

On the other hand, as seen today, 
most dramatically in modern societies 
such as ours, where the institution of 
marriage has been threatened and 
under attack for decades, with high 
rates of divorce and cohabitation, com-
bined with low birthrates, there is a 
real question about the vibrancy of fu-
ture societies that do not uphold tradi-
tional marriage. It is ironic, then, that 
the very governments that benefit 
from intact traditional unions have in 
recent years seemed determined to fol-
low policies that have the effect of 
weakening marriage. 

There is a clear consensus about the 
benefits of stable marriages to chil-
dren, and that consensus is growing. 
Child Trends, a mainstream child wel-
fare organization, has noted that: 

Research clearly demonstrates that family 
structure matters for children, and the fam-
ily structure that helps the most is a family 
headed by two biological parents in a low- 
conflict marriage. Children in single-parent 
families, children born to unmarried moth-
ers, and children in stepfamilies or cohab-
iting relationships face higher risks of poor 
outcomes. . . . 

Not that they do not have in many 
cases very good outcomes, but they 
face higher risk of poor outcomes. 

There is thus value for children in pro-
moting strong, stable marriages between bio-
logical parents. 

It is not just any relationship be-
tween any two adults that provides 
children with the stability and nurture 
they need to thrive; it is a strong, sta-
ble marriage between biological par-
ents. Again, social science seems to 
confirm what our common sense tells 
us: Children need a mom and a dad. 

We cannot lose sight of the impor-
tance of fathers in this discussion of 
marriage. While it has become fashion-
able to champion a wide variety of al-
ternative family forums, it is abun-
dantly clear that children are much 
less likely to thrive in the absence of 
their biological father. Children who 
grow up without their fathers are two 
to three times more likely to fail at 
school and two to three times more 
likely to suffer from an emotional or 
behavioral problem. They are five 
times more likely to be poor. Nearly 80 
percent of all children suffering long- 
term poverty come from broken or 
never-married families. 

This is the first chart I wanted to 
show about developmental problems 
are less common in two-parent fami-
lies, the red chart being single-parent 
families and the second one being two- 
parent families. Virtually half the 
level, the lower half of class academi-
cally, developmental delay, emotional 
or behavioral problems—all of those 
problems are nearly cut in half in a 
two-parent family. 

I want to show next, on the child pov-
erty issue, nearly 80 percent of all chil-
dren suffering long-term poverty come 
from broken or never-married families. 

This is the number of children, total 
population, that are in the situation of 
poverty. Twenty-two percent are chil-
dren of intact married couples, and the 
rest in the various other areas are chil-
dren born in marriage subsequently di-
vorced; children born out of wedlock, 
mother subsequently marries; children 
of never-married mothers. Virtually 80 
percent are those involved in poverty. 

The crisis of child poverty in this 
country is, in large degree, a crisis of 
marriage. That is why in the welfare 
reform bill there has been so much 
push on the issue of marriage, because 
with marriage comes a much better 
chance that this child is not going to 
be in a situation of poverty. It is not 
saying that is going to be in all cir-
cumstances; it is not. But the odds get 
much improved. The percentage of 
children of intact families living in 
poverty is very small compared to 
those in families where the father is 
not present. 

Marriage has the effect of lifting 
families and children out of poverty. 
After the birth of a child out of wed-
lock, only 17 percent of poor mothers 
and children remain poor if the mother 
marries the child’s father. More than 
half of those mothers and children re-
main poor if the mother remains sin-
gle. 

I am saying this, and some people 
may be uneasy about what the facts 
say, but this is what the situation is. 
We have had this vast social experi-
ment of fathers being removed from 
families or leaving families in an in-
creasing amount over the past number 
of decades and we have the data now. It 
is important for governments that we 
have a two-biological-parents tradi-
tional family. 

This chart indicates the impact of 
marriage on poverty based on the non-
married father’s actual earnings, per-
centage of mothers and children who 
are poor. If the mother remains single, 
it is 55 percent; if the mother marries 
the child’s father, it is 17 percent. Di-
vorce, on the other hand, impoverishes 
families and children. It has been esti-
mated the average income of families 
with children declines by 42 percent 
after divorce. Divorce has hit my fam-
ily. It has hit many families—most 
families across this country. I know 
the impact of it, in siblings in my fam-
ily. 

Children who grow up fatherless are 
also at a much increased risk of serious 
child abuse. A child whose mother co-
habits with a man who is not the 
child’s father is 33 times more likely to 
suffer abuse than a child living with 
both biological parents in an intact 
marriage. What a tough situation for 
that child. 

Married mothers are also half as like-
ly to be victims of domestic violence 
than mothers who have never been 
married. As teenagers, fatherless chil-
dren are more likely to commit crime, 
engage in early and promiscuous sexual 
activity, and to commit suicides. 

It is clear both children and societies 
as a whole pay an enormous price for 

fatherless homes. The American people 
realize this. There is a Gallup poll from 
several years ago that showed almost 
80 percent of the public agrees with the 
proposition that ‘‘the most significant 
family or social problem facing Amer-
ica is the physical absence of the father 
from the home.’’ 

It is a problem that requires urgent 
attention in our country. Nearly 25 
million children today reside in a home 
where the father is absent—25 million 
children. Half of these children have 
never stepped foot in their father’s 
home—12.5 million have never stepped 
foot in their father’s home. 

Less than half of all teenagers cur-
rently live with their married biologi-
cal mothers and fathers. On this chart, 
that is the point I just made: Less than 
half of all teenagers live with their 
married biological mothers and fa-
thers. 

This year, approximately 1 million 
children will endure the divorce of 
their parents and an additional 1.2 mil-
lion will be born out of wedlock. Alto-
gether the proportion of children enter-
ing broken families has more than 
quadrupled since 1950. 

This is a crisis for both our children 
and our country, the fact that so many 
children are growing up without dads. 
It has been exacerbated by the decline 
of the institution of marriage. 

In the year 2000, the proportion of 
never-married women between the ages 
of 25 to 29 reached 39 percent; in 1965 it 
was less than 10 percent. Among men, 
the proportion who have never married 
from that age group went from 18 per-
cent to 44 percent in the same time pe-
riod. According to the Census Bureau, 
the number of cohabiting couples has 
increased from half a million to almost 
5 million in the last 30 years. The num-
ber of households with neither mar-
riage nor children present has gone 
from about 7 million in 1960 to just 
under 41 million in 2000. While married- 
couple families were 76 percent of all 
households in 1960, they constitute 
barely 50 percent today. Divorce rates 
have doubled every decade between 1960 
and 1990, and while now they appear to 
have leveled off, they are still at his-
torically high levels. 

This is the percentage of adults in 
the population that is married com-
pared to the percentage of the popu-
lation that is divorced. You can see 
what it was in 1970: married 72 percent, 
divorced 3 percent; in 2002, 59 percent 
married, 10 percent divorced. 

Public policy must focus on rein-
forcing the institution of marriage if 
we are to make progress in addressing 
many of the most difficult problems we 
face as a society. While welfare reform, 
for instance, has been an undeniable 
success in cutting half the caseloads, it 
is clear the next step must include ad-
dressing what is the core issue, the de-
cline of marriage and the absence of fa-
thers from families. We certainly can-
not mandate the involvement of bio-
logical fathers with their families, but 
we can do everything possible to sup-
port the most proven and effective 
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pathway to responsible parental en-
gagement, and that is marriage. We 
must continue to work to change the 
policies that in effect punish the deci-
sion to marry, such as welfare rules 
that make it more difficult for married 
couples with children to qualify in 
comparison to single-parent families. 

We must work to address the decline 
of traditional marriage. Unless we pro-
vide, as a society, cultural reinforce-
ment for the often difficult path of 
loyal, committed, monogamous, het-
erosexual unions, we should not expect 
to see the institution of marriage 
thrive. 

If society says the family structure 
does not matter, what is the incentive 
to get or to stay married when the road 
gets rough, which it often does? As one 
marriage expert has said, ‘‘If marriage 
is just a way of publicly celebrating 
private love, then there is no need to 
encourage couples to stick it out for 
the sake of children. If family struc-
ture does not matter, why have mar-
riage laws at all? Do adults or do they 
not have a basic obligation to control 
their desires so that children can have 
mothers and fathers?’’ 

That, my colleagues, is the real ques-
tion in the marriage debate. That is 
why we have a vital interest in defend-
ing the institution of traditional mar-
riage from attempts to define it out of 
existence. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent the period for 
morning business be extended by 10 
minutes on each side. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, reserv-
ing the right to object, the Democratic 
leader wanted to speak. He yielded to 
the Senator from Kansas. If the Sen-
ator from Texas will withhold for a 
minute, he should be coming here. 

Mr. CORNYN. I am sorry, Madam 
President, is there objection? 

Mr. REID. Yes, there is, until the 
Democratic leader gets here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The Senator from Texas 
has the floor. 

Mr. REID. How much time is remain-
ing on—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 7 minutes, 15 seconds that remain. 

Mr. REID. I would say, Madam Presi-
dent, we have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. CORNYN. For a question? May I 
ask how much time we have remain-
ing? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 7 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CORNYN. There was an objection 
to the request for extension on each 
side for morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, that 
objection was heard. 

Mr. CORNYN. There was objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

RICHARD CLARKE ALLEGATIONS 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 
want to say a few words regarding 
some of the accusations we have seen 
in recent times coming out of the 9/11 
hearing and the Richard Clarke allega-
tions in his book. I think it is impor-
tant, through all the clutter, for the 
American people to understand one 
point, if they understand anything, 
about all the debate and the politics 
and the political rhetoric and pos-
turing that is going on surrounding 
this issue. That is a question that was 
asked during the course of the Commis-
sion hearing by Commissioner Gorton. 

I think it is absolutely critical for 
the American people to understand 
both this question and this answer by 
Mr. Clarke. The question is from Com-
missioner Gorton of the 9/11 Commis-
sion, inquiring into the causes and cir-
cumstances giving rise to 9/11: 

. . . Assuming that the recommendations 
that you made on January 25th of 2001 . . . 
which had been an agenda item at this point 
for 21⁄2 years without any action . . . assum-
ing that that had all been adopted say on 
January 26th, [when President Bush came to 
office] year 2001, is there the remotest 
chance that it would have prevented 9/11? 

Mr. Clarke answered, ‘‘No.’’ 
I believe the American people need to 

understand that Mr. Clarke is not as-
signing blame to President Bush or his 
administration for what happened on 9/ 
11, nor could he. As a matter of fact, we 
had seen, during the preceding years of 
the Clinton administration when Mr. 
Clarke held the role of counterter-
rorism chief, a number of attacks 
against the United States of America 
and against our soil. 

In 1993, Osama bin Laden directed al- 
Qaida’s first successful terrorist attack 
on U.S. soil, blowing up a car bomb in 
the basement garage of the World 
Trade Center in New York City killing 
6 and wounding 1,000. In 1996, there was 
another attack on the U.S. Air Force’s 
Khobar Towers barracks in Saudi Ara-
bia killing 19 Americans and wounding 
515 Americans and Saudis. In 1998, U.S. 
embassies in Kenya and Tanzania were 
attacked by al-Qaida suicide bombers 
who killed 234 people and wounded 
more than 5,000. In 2000, al-Qaida at-
tacked the USS Cole killing 17 Amer-
ican sailors and wounding 39. 

So it is clear that during the pre-
ceding 8 years that Osama bin Laden 
had been terrorizing America and tak-
ing American lives in the process. 

It is simply unfair for Mr. Clarke, or 
anyone else for that matter, to suggest 
that during the 8 months President 
Bush was in office that he should have 
or could have somehow done anything 
more than was done to try to prevent 
the events of 9/11. And, indeed, Mr. 
Clarke in a flash of candor through all 
of the attempts he has made to try to 
promote his new book—and, by the 
way, he has been very successful; I see 
on Amazon.Com his book is the No. 1 or 
No. 2 most ordered book. He has been 
very successful in promoting his 
book—but in a flash of amazing candor, 

we see that he now admits there is 
nothing the Bush administration could 
have done in 8 months that the Clinton 
administration had not done in 8 years 
to prevent the tragic events of 9/11. 

Some in Washington, DC, I guess we 
have all come to learn, are world-class 
second guessers. Now armed with the 
benefit of hindsight, there are those 
who want to pick through the rubble, 
through e-mails, and through memos 
to try to assign blame. 

But we ought to be clear about this: 
The blame for what happened on 9/11 
lies squarely with Osama bin Laden 
and al-Qaida—not on the American 
people, not on President Clinton and 
his administration, and not on the 
President or his administration. These 
are good, patriotic Americans who I am 
confident were doing everything they 
knew of that they could possibly do to 
prevent the terrible tragedy this Na-
tion suffered on 9/11. 

It is insulting that anyone would sug-
gest this administration or the pre-
vious administration, now with the 
benefit of 20–20 hindsight, might have 
done something to stop this 
unfathomable horror. 

It is important to place responsi-
bility where it lies; and that is with al- 
Qaida and Osama bin Laden. 

We also find ourselves in a strange 
new dimension where on the one hand 
President Bush is criticized for acting 
too decisively to take out al-Qaida, to 
take down the Taliban government in 
Afghanistan and then remove a blood-
thirsty tyrant in Saddam Hussein, and 
now, on the other hand, these same 
critics want to complain that he should 
have done more. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I was 
told that the Senator from Texas 
didn’t understand what I said. What I 
said earlier was that Senator DASCHLE 
wanted to speak and that is why I ob-
jected. I ask unanimous consent that 
the time on both sides be extended for 
an additional 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 

thank the Senator from Nevada. 
We ought to be very clear about 

where the blame lies for the events of 
September 11. 

But I point out one thing: President 
Bush has acted as decisively as any 
leader could have possibly acted in re-
moving the Taliban from Afghanistan, 
by disrupting the training camps of al- 
Qaida in that country and then acting 
decisively against Saddam Hussein. 
The United Nations issued 14 different 
resolutions threatening him with the 
use of force if he did not comply with 
those resolutions, which he had never 
complied with during the entire course 
of the post-gulf-war period from 1991. 

I think most Americans would be a 
little surprised to learn we never had a 
peace treaty after 1991, because Sad-
dam Hussein continued to defy the 
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