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body, if she is denied that, she will be
a victim—a victim of this Government
thinking that, in fact, it knows better
than she or the people who love her,
and that the Government would think
it would know better than her family,
her God, and her conscience to make
such a basic decision.

So it is a good day to talk about Roe
v. Wade. As we look at new rights we
are giving people, let’s also make sure
we don’t take away any rights.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ari-
zona.

————
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TIMS—MOTION TO PROCEED—
Continued

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, the pro-
ponents of the crime victims’ constitu-
tional rights amendment, as I under-
stand it, have about 6 minutes remain-
ing. Senator FEINSTEIN has asked that
I conclude our portion of this opening
debate.

People who are viewing this might
wonder what the last 35, 40 minutes
have been about. This wasn’t supposed
to be about abortion. How did that get
involved in the crime victims’ rights
amendment? Perhaps Senator LEAHY
began this trend when he first spoke
this morning about the possibility of
gun control, abortion, and the balanced
budget amendment.

I think the point is that people who
are not motivated to adopt a constitu-
tional set of rights for crime victims
are willing to try to use our hard work,
our efforts, and our energy to bring
this proposed constitutional amend-
ment to the Senate—which is very dif-
ficult to do—as a means of trying to
tack on their favorite proposal, or to
delay the Senate action on the crime
victims’ rights amendment to the point
that we will have to move on to other
pressing business. Either of those pos-
sibilities, I think, would be very sad.

Let me recount what has happened
here. For almost 4 years, Senator FEIN-
STEIN and I have worked very patiently
to bring forward a crime victims’ con-
stitutional rights amendment. It is
very difficult to get a constitutional
amendment to the floor of the Senate.
We have had 66 witnesses appear at
hearings, with I think something like
15 pages of testimony transcript. We
have had hearing after hearing. We
have gone through 63 different drafts to
make this as perfect as we could. We
have gotten it out of the Judiciary
Committee on a strong, bipartisan
vote. Then we got the majority leader
to give us some floor time, which is
very precious.

In other words, we put a lot of work
into this in support of victims of vio-
lent crime in our society. Throughout
this building, and in others, there are
scores of victims and victims’ rights
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organizations around television sets
watching these proceedings, having fi-
nally gotten what they hope to be their
“‘day in court’—an argument about the
crime victims’ rights amendment and a
vote on that.

What is beginning to emerge is a very
disturbing tactic by those who oppose
us, and that is either to try to delay
this to the point that the majority
leader will have to move on to some-
thing else, by offering all kinds of ex-
traneous amendments, or by seeking to
achieve what they have never been able
to achieve through the normal legisla-
tive process, by using our proposal as a
vehicle to attach their idea onto—in
this case, perhaps, abortion. What bet-
ter way to kill ours while getting some
time to discuss their proposal.

Some of these same proponents are
those who argue most vigorously
against so-called riders to appropria-
tions bills. They say, well, you should
not have an extraneous amendment on
an appropriation bill. If you are going
to bring something to the floor, you
should not debate something else. You
should not amend it with something
extraneous. We are willing to allow
germane amendments to victims’
rights in an effort to resolve how to
best protect victims’ rights. But what I
fear I have seen here is a tactic either
to defeat what we are trying to do or to
use what we are trying to do to ad-
vance an entirely different agenda.
That would be wrong.

The people watching this debate
must be saying: There they go again.
What are these Senators doing? They
had a proposal to bring forth a crime
victims® rights amendment to the
floor, and, by procedural legerdemain,
is that going to be prevented, overcome
by an abortion amendment or some-
thing of that sort? We hope not. The
bottom line is that there is a reason all
of the people who support this amend-
ment have said it is now time for a
Federal constitutional rights amend-
ment.

As we have seen this morning, States
have been unable to protect the rights
of crime victims with State statutes
and their own State constitutional
amendments. Attorneys general and
prosecutors support this. Law enforce-
ment supports it. The Attorney Gen-
eral of Wisconsin, Jim Doyle—a very
respected Democratic attorney gen-
eral—said this before the Judiciary
Committee:

I believe that most prosecutors strongly
support victims’ rights.

He notes some of the concerns of
prosecutors. He said:

I believe these concerns are more than ade-
quately addressed in S.J. Res. 3.

The bottom line is that we have sup-
port from victims’ rights groups, pros-
ecutors, attorneys general, and Gov-
ernors, and it is time now to decide
whether we want to protect crime vic-
tims or not. We have an opportunity by
bringing this matter to the floor. At
2:15, we will have a vote on what is
called a cloture motion on a motion to
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proceed. If 60 colleagues agree, we will
be able to go forward and debate the
motion to proceed, which I assume will
be adopted later today. Then we can
proceed with debate on the constitu-
tional amendment itself. We look for-
ward to that. If people want to bring
forward relevant amendments to that,
so be it. That is what the process is
about. But I fear what will happen if,
instead, we get a series of nongermane
amendments or attempts to delay this,
to the point that we run out of time
and, in effect, a filibuster has killed
any hope these crime victims have of
protecting their rights in our courts.

We have waited too long. Eighteen
years ago President Reagan’s Commis-
sion on Crime Victims recommended
the constitutional amendment to ad-
dress these rights. Eighteen years is
long enough to wait. I hope when we fi-
nally have an opportunity on the Sen-
ate floor, that opportunity is not
snatched away by people who want to
pursue other agendas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the proponents is expired; the oppo-
nents have 9 minutes.

Mr. KYL. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, in his capacity as a Senator
from Wyoming, requests the quorum
call be lifted, and without objection it
is so ordered.

———

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
stand in recess until the hour of 2:16
p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:23 p.m.,
recessed until 2:16 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr.
INHOFE].

———
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CLOTURE MOTION
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Chair directs
the clerk to read the motion.
The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:
CLOTURE MOTION
We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on Calendar
No. 299, S.J. Res. 3, a joint resolution pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States to protect the rights of
crime victims:
Trent Lott, Jon Kyl, Judd Gregg, Wayne
Allard, Robert Smith of New Hamp-
shire, Richard Shelby, Gordon Smith of
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