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INTRODUCTION

It is a goal of the Civil Rights Law Journal to bring attention to
current civil rights topics and contribute to the legal community. The
Civil Rights Law Journal chose same-sex marriage as this year's symposium topic because it is one of the most controversial topics affecting civil rights law today. Same-sex marriage is not legal in Virginia. A
proposed amendment to the Virginia Constitution would make samesex marriage unconstitutional. We chose two Virginia delegates who
could introduce and elaborate on the legal issues the two viewpoints
present.
DEAN DANIEL POLSBY, GEORGE MASON SCHOOL
OF LAW
For those of you who do not know, and I hope that is a small and
shrinking number, I am your Dean Dan Polsby. Welcome to this
debate on same sex marriage. It is very appropriate that this debate
be occurring here and now. Here, because this is a law school and this
is one of the most important questions in family law. Now, because
this is before an election when everybody's attention should be turning to matters of public policy and to the people who will be carrying
it forward. So we're very, very, pleased to have people here at this
event.
As an old family law teacher, I must tell you that this is a subject
on which I have written and a subject of personal interest to me and I
very much regret that I am not going to be able to stay, but I understand that there is a transcript to be prepared so that I'll be able to
catch up on the doings here and that's of some solace at least.
1 The Civil Rights Law Journal would like to thank Lauren Douglas, our Symposium Editor, for her work in organizing the event. Also, we would like to thank our distinguished speakers, Delegates Adam Ebbin and Bob Marshall, and thank our moderator, Mr. Jim Dyke of
McGuire Woods L.L.P. Finally, the Civil Rights Law Journal would like to give a heartfelt
thanks to Ashley Dean for volunteering to transcribe the Symposium into this transcript format.
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We have with us today three distinguished discussants. Virginia
State Delegate Adam Ebbin represents the 49th House District. He
was elected in 2003. Mr. Ebbin serves on the Education, Transportation, and Health, Welfare and Institutions Committees. He previously
served as Chief Deputy Commissioner of the Virginia Department of
Labor. Labor and Industry I should say, for Governor Warner. He is
a native of Commack, New York. Delegate Ebbin has lived in Alexandria since 1989. He's a graduate of the American University in
Washington, DC and was a fellow at the University of Virginia Sorenson Institute of Political Leadership in the year 2000. Welcome
indeed sir and thank you for coming.
DELEGATE ADAM EBBIN (D - 49TH DISTRICT)
Thanks for having me.
DEAN POLSBY
Virginia State Delegate Bob Marshall represents the 13th House
District. He is the author of the Virginia Affirmation of Marriage
Act. He was elected in 1992. Delegate Marshall serves on the Committee of Counties, Cities, and Towns, the Committee of Privileges
and Elections, and the Committee of Science and Technology. He is a
graduate of Belmont Abbey College and received a Master's Degree
from California State University. Welcome to you sir, thank you for
joining us.
And the moderator of our debate today is an old friend of our
program, Mr. Jim Dyke, a partner at McGuireWoods. He is a member of the executive committee of the Greater Washington Board of
Trade, Chairman of the Board of Trustees at the University of the
District of Columbia, and former adjunct professor at the University
of Virginia Law School, where he taught a course in Government,
Politics, and Law for 14 years. He is a former Secretary of Education
of Virginia, a former Chair of the Fairfax County Chamber of Commerce. Jim, if you'll forgive me, I'll leave it at that, he has many other
distinctions, but as a concession to the shortness of human life, I will
leave it there. He is a most distinguished public man and, I should say
also, the father of a George Mason University graduate. So, welcome
indeed sir, it is an honor to have you here and to have you back and I
believe my task is done here and I will leave it to you to contextualize
this debate and kick it off. Thank you very much for your time.
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MR. JIM DYKE, McGUIRE WOODS
Give the Dean a round of applause. Thank you for allowing me
to participate in today's event and I want to thank you for being here
today. We are going to have a very interesting and informative discussion and as the Dean mentioned, this, for me, is somewhat of a homecoming, having been to George Mason on a number of different
occasions. I was the commencement speaker for the law school back
in 1992. I mention that because two of the graduates of that program
went on to significant public service. Paul Ferguson, who is Chairman
of the Board of Supervisors in Arlington and Sean Connaugton, who
is currently Chairman of the Board of Supervisors in Prince William
County. So there's some big footsteps to be filled as those of you
come through this law school. We look forward to your participating
in public service as well.
First, I want to set the tone and thank the Civil Rights Law Journal for providing this forum today. The Civil Rights Law Journal is a
student run publication at George Mason School of Law. It publishes
articles that span a wide spectrum of issues relating to civil rights
including those issues arising under the Bill of Rights as well as the
14th Amendment. Recent articles have addressed issues on race, gender, sexual orientation, religion, free speech, abortion rights, cruel and
unusual punishment, search and seizure, voting rights, and rights of
the disabled. The Journal encourages legal scholars, academicians,
attorneys and judges to submit articles for the Board of Editors to
consider for publication, so we hope some of you here today may be
stimulated by what you hear and think of putting together an article
for the Journal to consider. The Journal's goal in having a symposium
such as the one we are having today is to promote awareness in the
legal and academic community of current civil rights issues facing the
judiciary. The Journal hopes that this format will grow in size and
importance and I think this afternoon's program has moved them considerably towards that goal.
Today's topic is one of the most controversial issues to develop in
a long time: same-sex marriage. Marriage is one of society's oldest
institutions, yet it is always evolving as times and social values change.
Many theories have developed about marriage over the years, and in
setting the context for today's debate let me share several.
First, most would agree that marriage confers upon partners
unique rights to make life and death medical decisions, determine
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rights to inheritance, rights to share pension and medical benefits,
and, just as important, it confers upon each of the participants the
legal responsibilities of guardianship and care for the other.
Second, marriage exists for the mutual love and support of the
spouses, and, as some would add, and I'm sure it will come out in the
questions later, for the procreation and education of children.
The United States Supreme Court, in a case from Virginia, in
which they overturned a criminal statute banning marriage between
people of different races said of marriage, and I thought it was very
appropriate to share this with you, and I quote: "[t]he freedom to
marry has long been recognized as one of the vital personal rights
essential to the orderly pursuit of happiness by free men. Marriage is
one of the basic civil rights of man fundamental to our very existence
and survival." I should draw a note to the fact that they reference
men in that quote. We'll discuss later on what they meant when they
said that. I thought that was a very interesting use of language. I
don't know if that reflects a sexist approach to writing by courts or
not, but very interesting.
There has been a national debate over same-sex marriages and
whether they should be permitted. Dozens of states have banned
them, while others, through legislation or court decisions, have moved
toward permitting them. Here in Virginia, marriage between two people of the same sex is prohibited. Indeed, existing laws make civil
unions, partnership contracts, and anything else resembling traditional
marriage illegal between Virginia gays. However, inspired in part by
successful efforts in other states to permit same-sex marriages, there
has been a recent drive here in Virginia to adopt a constitutional
amendment to ban same-sex marriages. Driven, in some way, as has
been publicly stated by those who are leading this drive, because of
the fear that a court decision could overturn the statutory prohibition.
Today's panelists have been prominent players in this debate
which has become a major civil rights issue. I underscore civil rights
because as we ask questions later on, you will see the relevance of
some previous cases in civil rights to the issues that will be debated
today. Today we are fortunate to have two key players in that debate
in the Virginia General Assembly especially on the effort to get a constitutional amendment to ban same-sex marriage. We had a flip of the
coin before the program and, as a result of that, Delegate Bob Marshall of Prince William County will make the first opening statement.
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Each of the two panelists will have five minutes for an opening statement. I will then pose some questions to them and we will also entertain questions from the audience. So with that as a lead-in and setting
the context, let me turn to Delegate Marshall for his opening statement. Bob.
DELEGATE BOB MARSHALL (R - 13TH DISTRICT)
Jim, Thank you very much, I do enjoy being here, I was once in
law school but I had a conversion experience. Well, there is a story
about Jerome - St. Jerome, who translated the Bible into Latin at
Volga. He was studying law. He was a rhetorician. He had a dream
that he was taken to the edge of a precipice and all his people were
falling in and the angel said, "What is this Jerome" and he said, "Well
all these guys are falling in a pit. Do you know who they are?"
"They're lawyers." So he decided to translate the Bible. I also had
Spiro Agnew as a teacher, so that may add to the reasoning why I left
law school.
Man-woman marriage is the first human relationship mentioned
in Genesis. It is identified as very good. Moses, in the book of Leviticus, calls the relationships that are homosexual an abomination. The
city of Sodom, which is the only city, if you believe the history of the
Old Testament, that was completely destroyed. Some suggest it was
done because of a breach of hospitality. To me, this is like suggesting
that Miss Manners would call in a cruise missile strike if you put the
fork down on the wrong side of the plate. I don't think that's the case.
In traditional Bible history, it is said that homosexual acts are contrary
to nature. They are not to the good of individuals or the good of society. The purpose of marriage, again, which is why I had to build this
discussion in my own head - is how can you have a same-sex marriage? If I would have said this to somebody when I was 20 years old
in 1964, they would have thought me a candidate for dementia or
some outpatient who needs watching. Yet, for some reason, we now
have this discussion. It should give you some indication of the sense
of which society and many people have lost the understanding that
there are rules for us among those of us who think that we were created by a Creator-God. That we have to pay attention to them very
seriously, and if we don't pay attention to them - accepting that we
have the freedom to violate these rules, but we do not have the free-
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dom to arrange the consequences of these violations. That's what
we're here about.
The idea of same-sex marriage as being a civil rights issue has
come because of the very shrewd adjustment in the arguments of
homosexual advocates who shifted the discussion from the behavior of
homosexuals into a question of identity. Hence, it becomes a civil
rights issue. If this is a civil rights question, a whole host of things flow
from that. For example, a church, which affirms in its dogma or teaching or practice a prohibition for so-called "same-sex couples" to
marry, may not be forced to change its dogma, but it will not enjoy a
non tax status or an exemption. Furthermore, any donation that you
give to that church will no longer be considered tax exempt.
You can't do these things without having social ramifications.
Why? Because we are, essentially, social beings. We are not isolated
atoms, existing apart from each other, we exist in groups, we exist in
relationships, we always have and always will. Marriage is the most
fundamental relationship and in my judgment can only exist between
a man and a woman. This is not to say that friendship doesn't occur
between persons who are attracted to each other on a same-sex basis.
That's not the point. But in my reading of history, there is not anybody identified as famous who claimed to be, or was later thought to
be a homosexual who was whining to the public authorities that they
couldn't marry someone of the same sex. It just is not a serious
question.
Is this a civil rights question? Dwight McKisick, a Baptist pastor
from Texas, has suggested that when homosexuals have spent over 200
years in slavery, when homosexuals have been defined as 3/5ths
human, when they have been denied the right to vote or own property
because they are homosexuals, then we can begin the discussion. No
white lesbian has ever been murdered for whistling at another white
girl but black men have been murdered for even a perceived interest
in white women.
Pastor McKisick said "I've heard homosexuals say they discovered that they were gay at the age of 18, or 25, or 33. I don't know of
any black people that discovered their blackness when they were 25."
So, why are we dealing with this? I would suggest there is an effort to
the larger agenda of homosexual advocates to tear down marriage.
Why? In part, because of a problem that persons like myself
represent. When I go to a door when I'm campaigning and somebody
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shuts the door immediately, they think of me as some interference
with some satisfaction in their life. It's either a woman that's had an
abortion and she's still conflicted about it or a homosexual who's
really annoyed. I had my phones cut off for 5 days while the state
police helped me restore my phone service in July, 2004 because some
guy, a homosexual, was very agitated by my passing this law. So the
emotional reaction to this opposition comes focused on individuals
like myself, not really anybody else because we're interfering with
something that a person believes is their right and their entitlement.
Legalizing same-sex marriage won't get rid of the internal conflict. It won't get rid of the problem. If you look at the data - the
social science data regarding persons in such same-sex relationships,
there is a higher incidence of domestic violence. These aren't my
figures, they come from the Clinton White House. Lesbians in samesex relationships - 11.4% experience domestic violence. Married
women - .26%. Homosexual men in same-sex domestic relationships - 16.4% experience domestic violence. Married men - .05%.
So you can't suggest that just legalizing same sex marriage or domestic
partners is going to change these things.
The amount of couples - homosexual couples who are, in fact,
having children are in a relationship where there already is a child,
usually from a prior marriage is probably 165,000 based on 2000 Census figures. It's very small. By the way, 98% of homosexuals, and
there are about 4 million according to data that homosexual groups
have submitted to the Supreme Court in the Texas case , about 92%
do not have a child in the home. Married couples, current married
couples, about 47% do. But this deals with people who had kids and
they've grown up.
Marriage is based on fidelity. And even if you assume that two
people can get married of the same-sex, fidelity is an essential part of
it. Surveys from social scientists.. .Jim, can you tell me when I have
about two minutes left?
MR. JIM DYKE
Why don't you take about one more minute?
DELEGATE MARSHALL
Okay. Surveys show that the fidelity among heterosexual couples
ranges from about 81% to 88%. Among homosexual couples it's vir-
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tually nil. Surveys of people who are in long term relationships found
out, in a book by McWerter and McMatson, Homosexual Relationships: How they Form, 1984, talked about 167 couples who were studied, after 5 years, the couples realized they could be emotionally
faithful to one another, but not sexually faithful and they had to do
this for the "survival of the relationship." So this so-called same sex
marriage proposal is not a good deal for anybody. I guess my time is
up, thank you.
MR. JIM DYKE
Adam.
DELEGATE EBBIN
Thank you. Thanks for having us here today. Delegate Marshall
has given me a lot to respond to. I want to start out just by telling you
where I'm coming from. First off, I think it was the Dean who said
that this close to the election that this is an important issue, and I
would contend that in Virginia and most places that gay marriage is
not an election issue. In Virginia, we have outlawed gay marriage and
recognition of same-sex relationships three times. The only election
issue is whether we want to outlaw it a 4th time in the Bill of Rights to
the Virginia Constitution and whether that's for political gain or
whether there is a need that Delegate Marshall might advocate that it
has to be in the Constitution as well as the other three places in the
code. Though this is a debate on same-sex marriage and I believe that
we should have same-sex marriage in every state in this country, just
to put in context, you should be aware that there has never, to my
knowledge, been a bill or a bill introduced in Virginia calling for
same-sex marriage. So I think this is more of a political issue,
although I'm happy to see it moving forward in other states. I'm sad
to report that Virginia won't be the 5th state, or the 10th state, or the
20th state to legalize gay marriage or even to have civil unions, that
Virginia has a long history of very slow progress on social issues.
But you're probably wondering, some folks have asked me: why
would gay people want to get married? What does that matter? Why
should it matter? And there's a book that will explain this in much
more detail than we're going to go into today called Why Marriage
Matters: America, Equality, and Gay People's Right to Marry, it's by
Evan Wolfson. And, one thing that, to me, I think is obvious, but it
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may not be, is that to me, there's a difference between marriage and
holy matrimony. Right now, even though, I'm not a Catholic, but if I
was a Catholic, and I had been divorced, no legal role in the states
would force a Catholic Church to allow me to remarry after having
been divorced or not meeting whatever other requirements the Catholic Church might have. And the same thing with Mormons and different branches of Judaism. There is no, there has never, to my
knowledge been a government, forcing a religious institution to confer
their version of holy matrimony. But marriage is a relationship that
we can all agree on that has been on the decline because of heterosexuals. There are heterosexuals who break their vows, there's a high
divorce rate - heterosexual divorce rate, there's a high rate of
adultery.
I don't know who studies these gay people, but a lot of gay people don't answer studies. Imitation is the sincerest form of flattery,
and we go to Massachusetts where they legalized marriage more than
a year ago through court order, not originally through a law and we
find that, in that short time, we find that the divorce rate has gone
down in Massachusetts. We find that no church in Massachusetts has
been forced to marry anyone that they didn't want to. No church has
lost its tax status for donations in spite of what Delegate Marshall
argued.
He said that, "in history, gay marriage was not a serious question," that is very true. In history, there was also never a serious question about slavery. There was never a serious question about stoning
people to death because they didn't eat the right food or because they
mixed fiber on clothing. A woman's right to have a career as an attorney. I mean, there maybe weren't attorneys in Biblical times, but if
we follow the Bible to a tee, I mean, every word in whatever version
of the Bible you follow and we have a separation of Church and State
in this country, so in my view, my religious view, I'm blessed by God
that God gave me an ability that many of you in this room don't have,
which is that I have the ability to fully fall in love with someone of my
own gender. Whether that's a blessing or a curse you can agree or
disagree, but we in this country have a separation of church and state,
just as there is a separation of holy matrimony and civil marriage.
And when this issue started to gain steam, the federal government in 1996 categorized more than 1,049 ways in which married people are afforded special status under Federal law. In 2004, the

CIVIL RIGHTS LAW JOURNAL

(Vol. 16:2

General Accounting Office bumped up these Federal effects of marriage to 1,138. So marriage, uniquely, legally, and I think, as law students, this is probably a focus for you all, it permits couples to travel
and deal with others in business and across borders without playing a
game of now you're legally next of kin and now you're legally not.
Now you can visit the hospital, now you can't. Others will argue:
"well, you can get contracts and special arrangements." But when
your partner is in serious medical need and you don't have your 60
page agreement from your attorney that was issued in a different state
in the car with you, you might have a problem. And in fact, I can tell
you that there are stories at Loudoun Hospital where that happened.
But, in terms of society, we all want, I think the ability, and it's in the
public interest to promote fidelity, it's in the public interest to promote mutual caring, it's in the public interest to promote people taking care of each other financially and otherwise, rather than have
them be isolated and not have that right.
If we think about public opinion polls and what's right and so
forth, keep in mind the laws against inter-racial marriage in this country, such as, Mr. Dyke mentioned just changed in, I think, 1969.
MR. JIM DYKE
1967.
DELEGATE EBBIN
'67, it was Loving v. Virginia at the Supreme Court. As recently
as 1998, voters in South Carolina, and 2000 in Alabama, 40% of the
voters in each state voted to keep, not to change, offensive language
barring inter-racial marriage in their respective state constitutions.
But in this country, the general movement has been towards inclusion
and equality. So, let's think about why we would want to amend the
Virginia Bill of Rights in the Virginia Constitution to outlaw recognition of gay relationships for a fourth time. We can even debate this
affirmation of marriage act that Delegate Marshall was the author of,
which has caused grave concern, and, in part, it reads, I have the full
thing here, it's pretty short, but it basically says any civil union and
then it says, these are key words, think of them as lawyers: "civil
unions, partnership contract, or other arrangement." And in the
House Courts of Justice Committee, you normally don't get bills
through when they are vague. This was put through for political rea-
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sons. It says: "between persons of the same sex, purporting to bestow
the privileges or obligations of marriage is prohibited. And it further
says that, "a partnership contract or other arrangement entered into
between persons of the same sex shall be void in all respects in Virginia and any contractual rights created thereby shall be void and
unenforceable." I'm not a law student, but I was taught, or told that
the state and federal constitutions guarantees a right to enter into private contracts. If I should enter into a private contract, whether it's a
will, medical power of attorney, or other arrangement, with a person
of the same gender... I have no partner, boyfriend, or whatever, but
if I did, and wanted to enter into that contract or if I wanted to enter
into a contract, with "a person of the same gender" should it be void
and unenforceable in all contexts if someone wanted to challenge it?
Thank you.
MR. JIM DYKE
Thank you very much. To follow up on your last comment, let me
put a question out in the open. From a business perspective, since
Virginia basically prohibits even civil unions between people of the
same gender and allowing certain partner arrangements, does the fact
that some of our neighboring states allow such rights to be preserved
and recognized put Virginia at a disadvantage because those states
can offer more employee rights and benefits than Virginia could? Let
me start with you.
DELEGATE EBBIN
Sure. Well, there is a real specific example here. It was just on
July 1st that Virginia joined the other 49 states and the District of
Columbia in allowing private companies to extend group health insurance benefits to whom they choose among the household members of
their employees. That means, previously, Virginians, you could only
buy insurance if you worked for a company that wasn't large enough
to be self-insured. You could only pay for insurance for your legal
spouse and your minor children, not children who might be handicapped and over 18, or whatever, but just minor children. There was a
company, called the Bureau of National Affairs in Washington, DC,
that sent a letter to the Speaker of the House and we were all copied
on it. It said that they were in Washington, DC, I think they had 800
employees and they were looking to move out of DC and into either
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Maryland or Virginia, and they said that they wanted to legally be
able to offer the same benefits to their employees. By one vote in the
House of Delegates, we passed this insurance bill. I would argue that
it's a business bill, it allows businesses to do something, it doesn't
force them to do anything and people say it's the first step in enforcement. But in Virginia, if you're a private company, you're not even
forced to offer health insurance for any of your employees to my
knowledge. But the opponents say that this is the beginning of the
apocalypse and everything is going to happen now and it's the first
step. So we joined the other 49 states and the result is that the Bureau
of National Affairs was relocated, they held a press conference to say
that they are coming to Arlington, Virginia and we're going to get the
economic benefit.
Just as one other aside, the editor of the George Mason University Law School Law Review from a number of years back, Barry Parsons, who is a friend of mine, he is on a partnership track at Crowell &
Moring, his partner was the head of guidance at Wakefield High
School in Arlington, when they decided to adopt their son Nicholas
from Vietnam, the first thing they did was they moved out of Virginia
because they wanted to have a joint parent adoption. So they live in
DC and DC gets the benefit of their tax revenue and they're good
citizens, nice fellows, and Virginia, though it might still employ John in
a school guidance capacity, does not enjoy their tax revenue. So there
is really a competitive disadvantage.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
Well, with a $2.2 billion surplus in the budget, I don't think that
the law that I authored which went into affect in July 2004 has had an
adverse affect on the economy of Virginia. Adam mentioned a reference to contracts. It has to do with the establishment of a legal relationship based on some same-sex affinity or association another state
would create as a clustering or conferring the same benefits or rights
that you would have if you were married. The ACLU tried to find a
plaintiff here in Virginia, Equality of Virginia tried to find a plaintiff,
they all went through their rolodexes and couldn't find anybody who
was injured by my law. If you want to go to a hospital, I surveyed
every hospital in Northern Virginia and asked them: do you deny
admission to a person because of their sexual orientation or do you
deny visitation to sick people or administration of medical decisions
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based on sexual orientation? Everyone of them said no. Some, in
fact, had, in their hospital policy, that they wouldn't deny any of these
for sexual orientation. In the others, I got calls from the hospital
administrator who just said: "Are you serious about this question?" I
said, "well, some people have raised this, they claim it's a problem."
My HB 751 law is doing what it's designed to do. There is a case
in Winchester right now where a former lesbian was artificially inseminated who later left her girlfriend, previously they lived in Virginia,
they went to Vermont, and entered a civil union, the laws up there are
a little bit strange. To enter into a civil union, I think you only have to
live up there for a month. To break a civil union, you have to live
there for a year. So, this one lady had some kind of conversion experience and moved back to Frederick County. Her former lesbian partner or associate was suing for parental rights for the child that was
artificially inseminated from lady A not lady B. Lady B refused to
undertake adoption proceedings, she was offered this at one point, she
didn't do it. The court in Winchester held that because of the statute
that I passed, and a paternity determination by DNA that lady B, who
still isn't the mom has no rights or business, setting up a clash between
Vermont, which has a civil union law, and Virginia. This probably will
go to the U.S. Supreme Court. So, it's doing exactly what it was
designed to do: prevent someone from claiming a right as if they were
a homosexual parent when they're not. I don't think that any real
rights have been affected. No one, at least in Prince William when
you go to the Department of Motor Vehicles has asked what you did
the night before on your motor vehicle application. When you apply
for a hunting license, no one says what were you doing the past week,
did you have any same-sex liaisons. When you go to get a business
license, nobody asks these questions. It's a little bit spurious in my
mind to suggest that we're dealing with real, bona fide civil rights.
MR. DYKE
Just to follow up on that. With regard to same-sex marriage, what
are the implications for adoption? You alluded to it a little bit in reference to the case in Winchester, what are implications for adoption,
should same-sex couples be allowed to adopt?
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DELEGATE MARSHALL
I would have to say no, for the benefit of the children. I and my
wife have adopted three children, so I'm not talking out of turn here.
Kids need two parents, there are rules that adoption agencies have
that the parents combined age should not be more than 85 because
they want a child to be able to grow up with the likelihood of two
parents surviving at least to the point where the children are young
adults. You don't need parents, you need a mother and a father who
are married for the optimum development and benefit of that child.
MR. DYKE
Adam.
DELEGATE EBBIN
I would say that we're diametrically opposed on the issue of
adoption. Virginia law has never explicitly prevented gay people from
adopting. There is a part of the law where it does say that Circuit
Courts shall order an investigation of the household, morals, and suitableness to raise children. It doesn't say they'll investigate what people do in the privacy of their bedroom. Think about it just from a
human point of view for a moment. I don't know how many children
are on waiting lists, particularly special needs kids, older kids, handicapped kids, waiting for a household. Would it be better for them to
cry themselves to sleep in an orphanage at night or would it be better
for them to be in a stable home with a loving adult? Single parents
are allowed to adopt in Virginia.
Is it important that we ask the single person whether they have
same sex attraction or whether they have a stable adult relationship
with another responsible party? Is that okay? I would say though,
one other point, and just personally I became an uncle, I became an
uncle during the General Assembly session, and Delegate Black produced a piece of legislation to outlaw gay adoption in Virginia. Florida
is the only state yet to do that. I became an uncle, and if that law were
to have passed, that would mean that if my sister and her husband
were to have a tragedy occur to them and they wanted me to raise
their child, the state of Virginia would say, rather than having the
uncle adopt the child, that the child would go to an orphanage. One
other thing about the custody dispute, that Delegate Marshall
brought up, there is a Federal law, called the Interstate Custody Com-
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pact, or the ICC, which is specifically supposed to prevent parents
who have a bona fide custody agreement from moving from state to
state in order to seek a better arrangement. Vermont and Virginia are
both signatories of that particular agreement. That means, whatever
state the custody dispute starts in, is the state that it finishes in. So
you can't switch. They had a legal custody arrangement, in Vermont
and the woman ran away to Virginia in order to avoid that arrangement, so there is a potential state/federal conflict there.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
I have a follow up. The lady who is in Vermont, lady B is not a
parent, she was no relation to the baby. The mother is the former
lesbian lady, she was artificially inseminated, so the woman who is not
a biological parent is the one in Vermont. So, I think that is neither
here nor there. But you're right this is going to raise all these questions. It is primarily between the court order in Vermont that recognizes the civil union and our law that says we're not going to recognize
any claims that derive from a civil union in another state.
DELEGATE EBBIN
One matter of dispute might be whether or not she's a parent if
the Vermont courts provided her a visitation agreement. Whether
that falls under the federal compact, I don't know. I would also like to
correct the point about the hospitals. There was a situation at Loudoun Hospital within the last two years, where the partner was denied
visitation. The nurse said, "no, you can't go in there, it's only family
visiting hours," and the partner said, "well, actually I'm his partner."
The nurse's reply was "you're not family." So then, the guy, is
ordered to get a binding medical power of attorney, had to apparently,
not be under the influence of drugs, so it couldn't be disputed, so he
stopped taking the painkillers long enough so he could sign the thing
so that wouldn't happen again. But there's also, with marriage or contracts, comes a certainty. If you can't have a certainty that you can't
inherit, that you can't jointly own, that everything won't work out
okay, then certainly your rights are at risk if you think that maybe
you're ill and you don't have the certainty that someone can make
that decision for you or have that visitation, I would say that is a serious harm.
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MR. DYKE
Let me ask a follow up question on that because one theory for
banning same-sex marriage is that they cannot produce children,
which some feel is an essential element of marriage and the quote that
I mentioned earlier eluded to that. If one believes that theory, should
people who are physically unable to have children or those that do not
want to have children, be banned from getting married?
DELEGATE EBBIN
I would say no, they shouldn't be. Marriage is a contract between
two adults, and if they get it blessed in their church, then it becomes a
religious contract, or not a religious contract, then it's just recognized
by their church. We don't tell Pat Buchanan that he couldn't get married because he doesn't have kids. We don't tell Gloria Steinem that,
when she finally decided to get married at 65, that it was too late for
her. It makes no sense. While, child-rearing and parenthood are
admirable, not everyone wants to be a parent, whether they're straight
or gay.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
The relationship has the form of reproduction while the fact of
reproduction may not ensure because of circumstances. Either
they're sterile or because of birth control or they're too old or something like that, but marriage has the form of reproduction. I would
suggest that's one of the main reasons you really can't have a samesex marriage. You can have same-sex contracts or associations, relations, or business partnerships, but not same-sex marriage.
MR. DYKE
I have a few more questions, but let me stop it here. Are there
any questions from any member of the audience that you would like
to raise at this point?
MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE
This question is for Delegate Marshall. Given that there is a separation between church and state, how do you back up the idea that
your religious beliefs are the reason why you think that people
shouldn't have equal rights?
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DELEGATE MARSHALL
Separation of church and states does not mean persons must lose
their rights for reasons of alleged religious motivation. And I would
suggest that you don't know that I have a religious motivation at all,
or that I get some hotwire from the Vatican that tells me how to vote,
and that makes it an invalid or unconstitutional outcome. It has to do
with the common good and the conformity of a public policy to our
fundamental law. My motives could be anything, maybe I think it's
good for votes in my district, that's probably the antithesis of true
piety in religion- being concerned for other people. But that, I don't
think matters. The so-called, wall of separation between church and
state did not say that those persons who are deists or whatever, motivated by something they figure is greater than themselves have no
part in the public polity of the Commonwealth. If you're going to do
that, then remove the laws against murder because they were prohibited in the Old Testament. You can't really do that.
DELEGATE EBBIN
I'd just say that, for government, marriage is a legal contract. It is
the legal, not the religious dimension of marriage that is being
debated now as we make laws. Again, consider the example of the
Catholic Church; no one forces the Catholic Church to recognize
divorce, even though government does. No one forces the Catholic
Church to recognize re-marriage. It's important to know that many
religious institutions support same-sex marriage. Why should Reform
Jews not have their gay marriages recognized, or the Unitarian Universalist Association, or the Metropolitan Community Church? So I
think that religion is a matter that's best left interpreted outside of
government.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
The Federal Constitution says no religious test may be given as a
condition to anyone for holding public office. If you're going to give
me a religious test beforehand to say: "Marshall, all your motives must
be sanitized and approved by the ACLU and the Washington Post
Editorial Board," you are really climbing into my person and invading
a sphere that nobody would have thought of: Kafka, Dostoyefsky, or
any of the great writers would not have envisioned this, but this is the
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kind of insipient creeping totalitarianism that comes when you say
that you can start doing this motive sanitation business.
Because if you say that two men or two women can get married,
there is no way on God's Earth that even the Devil's going to know
where the hell the end of it is. If you can say that, why can't you have
one man and two women, why not? The advocates pushing for this
have done this as a civil rights issue. Divorce is not a civil right, it's
just the disillusion of a legal contract. But gays, lesbians, bi-sexuals,
transgendered, and am I hearing now that the gay advocates and lesbians are only looking for gay marriage for themselves. What about the
poor bi-sexuals? Can't they have one of each? You cannot stop the
dissolution of real marriage once you uncork this bottle. It won't stop.
DELEGATE EBBIN
There is one thing Delegate Marshall said that I disagree with.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
Only one?
DELEGATE EBBIN
Well, the one I'm going to highlight. At the time divorce became
more available in this country, it was a civil rights issue. Previously,
there were women that were in certain relationships where marriage
originally was almost like property, or arranged marriage in some
cases. It was a civil rights step forward for women to be allowed to get
out of whatever kind of some marriages: such as violent marriages,
just to have that freedom to break that contract.
MR. DYKE
Now we have people awake and ready to go. We'll start with the
gentleman in the back.
MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE
Since this is a legal academic institution and you are both in positions where you make laws, I'd like a pro and a con from a legal point
of view, not just your personal view, against gay marriage, based on
the sources of law that are available in a courtroom.
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MR. DYKE
Who wants to respond?
DELEGATE EBBIN
I would just say that marriage rights being extended can provide
clarity and certainty to contracts and interpretation of what's available
and what's not available to couples in that status. Without marriage,
it's a reality of this century, more and more gay people are entering
into relationships - there have been gay people since the beginning of
time, but it's taken awhile for them to have the courage to present
themselves publicly or to be in these more public partnerships. As
future attorneys, I would imagine that you would like to be able to tell
your clients, with certainty, what their rights are and are not. Gay
people are going to be raising children, whether the state likes it or
not; gay people are going to have partners in the hospital, whether the
state likes it or not; they are going to try to leave their partners their
assets whether the state likes it or not; they are going to try to arrange
for their partner's funerals or inherit their effects or maybe just transfer real estate without a recordation tax.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
As for the legal analysis, I frankly haven't the slightest idea how
the Supreme Court arrived at its decisions. I will make some comments. The fact that the Court in the Lawrence decision was woefully
blind, at that point, to the deaths of 450,000 Americans because of
behavior that was outlawed as criminal is amazing to me, they took no
cognizance of it at all. Health considerations in preventing or regulating sodomy were not even considered so this is a little bit mystifying to
me. They found a right to privacy that they had never found only
about 15 years before, and some of the same members of the Court, in
Bowers v. Hardwick, how they could do this. Convert a Fourth
Amendment right to be free from unreasonable search and seizure
into an affirmative act of I can do sexually whatever I want. They
talked about the home, well, the homes that I know of have windows.
We have different understandings of what the home means here. You
talk about the discrimination, based on sexual orientation, you can't
cabin it, as Scalia said, "to the activity or the decision of the day." It
will expand. The very day Lawrence was issued there was a decision
in Kansas of a 13 year old kid and an older adult that was thought to
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be voided based on the alleged consensual relationship of these two
same-sex couples. Where this is going is anybody's guess, I can suggest to you that this is going to go to same-sex marriage if the Court
proceeds in the same way. I would suggest to you further that if the
Members of Congress are so intimidated as to allow same-sex marriage, well, they have the authority under the Federal Constitution to
keep judges in office for good behavior, it is not for life, it is tantamount to life, but it is not for life, they could completely cut off the
appellate jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. In fact, this was done at
the end of the Civil War when a case came up, McCardell, I can't
remember the whole name. It was under the appellate jurisdiction on
the Reconstruction Acts in which the case had been heard in front of
the Supreme Court, the challenge was there, and the Radical Republicans, thought that their laws would be undone by the Supreme Court.
Before the Court could render its decision, they pulled back jurisdiction of the Supreme Court to hear it. Some Members of Congress,
these ladies in Congress, some of them are very content to let five
lawyers with black gowns on, aka the Supreme Court, make all these
decisions for everybody else. That is not the kind of democracy that I
want to live in. That's my legal analysis.
MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE
Delegate Marshall, I had a question that I thought very appropriate at your beginning remarks. I was a little surprised to hear your
stance on polygamy and the idea of people having more than one wife.
I don't understand how you can reconcile the belief that the Bible
embraces man-woman and then condemn polyandry.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
You mean the patriarchs.
MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE
Yes. Among others.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
Okay. Let's go forward in time a little bit. When Christ was
asked the question on these various grounds about divorce, not polygamy, he said, "have you not heard or not read, what Moses talked

2006]

SAME-SEX

MARRIAGE SYMPOSIUM

about: one man for one woman." The incidence of the patriarchs was
a recording of history, not a sanction for these plurality of wives.
There's a distinction.
MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE
But if you're using the words of Christ, would that just destroy
with the whole book of Leviticus?
DELEGATE MARSHALL
No. He said he was the fulfillment of that. Let me go back a
little bit further, when there was an attempt to trap Christ by the
Pharisees who found a woman taken in custody for adultery. The leaders of Israel said, "here's a woman taken in the very act of adultery,
now you say you support the law of Moses which required stoning,
what do you say Rabbi?" What did he do? It's recorded that he bent
down and wrote something in the sand, you know what that was?
That was the strict requirement of the Mosaic Law that any indictment
that had capital punishment must be presented in writing. The very
Pharisees who wanted to go after Jesus for violating the Mosaic Law
were themselves violating the Mosaic Law. No one presented the
indictment in writing, Christ did it for them. He was a very smart
lawyer. He then said, "Okay, also, if you're going to be condemning
somebody for a capital offense, you cannot be guilty of that." Now,
i.e., how did you find this lady committing adultery, were you in the
same whorehouse with her? None of them convicted her, they all left,
and He said, "go and sin no more."
MR. DYKE
Adam, would you like to respond to any of that?
DELEGATE EBBIN
I have a disadvantage because I'm not a Christian, but there are
many religions and I think what I know about Christianity is good.
When I go to churches in my district they talk about love and forgiveness and kindness. I didn't think Jesus said a lot about gay people.
The point is that we have people of different faiths. What I know
about Christianity is that I think it's better than what some people use
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it for certain things would have it be. We have different religions and
this is a question of law, not religion.
MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE
This question is for Delegate Ebbin. You're going on about the
government imposing restrictions upon marriage and as I'm sure
you're aware, a requirement for Utah gaining statehood was that they
gave up the practice of polygamy. I'm just wondering what your feelings are if the legalization of gay marriage takes place, because there
was no real legal reason given for banning polygamy except for public
disdain of it, if you do believe that practices such as polygamy should
be legalized as well?
DELEGATE EBBIN
No, I don't. I think that marriage, as a legal status - polygamy, I
don't know that it's ever had an official legal status in the United
States, maybe it did in Utah before it was a state, but I think that's
more of a practice and a - I don't know what you would call it - I
don't know that you'd call it a tradition or actually a religious, I know
it has it's roots in religion, in Mormonism or something else, but I
would just say no, I don't believe that marriage should be legal to
more than a couple.
MR. DYKE
Bob, did you want to respond to that?
DELEGATE MARSHALL
I understand what Adam is saying, but I don't know how you can
stop it at that point. The Netherlands, which legalized same sex relationships a number of years ago has now legalized a m6nage et trios:
one guy and two women as a civil union of sorts. There is no logical
reason to stop it, if it doesn't have to do with fidelity, with exclusivity,
with somehow the possibility of the form of reproduction, then I don't
see why, for example, a mother couldn't marry a son, or anything like
this, or just people getting together and calling themselves married.
It's just loopy.
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MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE
How do you respond to the allegation that the homosexual lifestyle is inherently more unhealthy than a heterosexual lifestyle, both
physically and socially?
DELEGATE EBBIN
Sure. It's a good question. I would say let's look at the difference between the so-called gay lifestyle and the so-called lesbian lifestyle because Delegate Marshall brought up AIDS because apparently
gay people contract AIDS and therefore they shouldn't be allowed
marriage because it's unhealthy. I would say, first off that DELEGATE MARSHALL
Where did I say that?
DELEGATE EBBIN
You said that the Supreme Court - maybe you were talking about
sodomy, but you said that the Supreme Court disregarded health and
I'm saying that if we want to take health into consideration then lesbians have the lower incidence of AIDS than straight people then
maybe lesbians should be at a higher status. But I would say, in terms
of the statistics and the studies, I will say that I think gay teens are
more likely to attempt suicide than straight teens as the Bush administration and the first Reagan administration found. Part of that is
because of society. I don't think that there's anything inherently
wrong because you weren't born straight or because you were born
gay. I do think if you grow up in a society where the only images you
ever see as acceptable, are unlike the one you feel like you're going to
be able to fit into, then that could lead to feelings of depression, sure.

But I think that being gay or being straight is not inherently unhealthy
but that stability and perhaps less promiscuity is necessary and
monogamy is definitely more healthy. Now that doesn't mean that all
straight people either have a shockingly high incidence of infidelity or
that straight people or women unknowingly have partners who are IV
drug users have not also contracted AIDS but gays, like straights,
don't have just one lifestyle. There are gay people who live in Kansas
or Virginia who have never been to a gay bar, never been with anyone
other than one person. I've met gay people that have been together
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Maybe not as common as among
works against them particularly
I would say that one is not inherIt would perhaps be the behavior

MR. DYKE
Bob.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
Well, again, all the public health data suggests otherwise, just
because of the serial relationships that are there. Again, if you're
going to do this as a heterosexual couple with other heterosexuals,
you're going to end up with a VD. The incidence of VD - there were
5 venereal diseases when I grew up in 1955, there's about 35 or 40 that
the Center for Disease Control has classified - this clearly has come
from a change in behavior both among heterosexuals and among
homosexuals. So, if you take this seriously and again, the selfreported number of sexual associates that the partner of a homosexual
has dwarfs anything that even the heterosexuals who are switching
partners ever has, so, all I can do is relate that. The incidence of early
death is higher among homosexuals and even in societies where
homosexuals have been accepted, there are still more social problems
than early death and demise than where it's still something of a legal
taboo. I would just suggest to you that you're violating some rule of
human nature. You can disguise it as much as you want but it's going
to come back on you at some point and you can't avoid these things
forever.
MR. DYKE
Okay, in the back.
MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE
Is using public health an issue whose rationale is not to legalize
and does it make sense? Wouldn't legalizing gay marmarriage
gay
riage incentivize monogamous behavior in these public health issues?
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DELEGATE MARSHALL
I guess that's directed at me. Again, in the surveys that have
been done, and I've cited one that shows homosexual males have sexual relationships with more persons than do heterosexual. They cited
156 or a 165 couples and they wanted to see how these things work
out, after 5 years, everyone of these couples figured out that they
could not maintain this lifestyle without allowing or tolerating knowing that their partner was sexually unfaithful but provided they said
they were emotionally faithful, that's how they adjusted the relationship to make it last. So, you're going in structurally with an idea that
this is not exclusive and again, read the homosexual literature, don't
take my word for it. I really only go into this policy area after Lawrence v. Texas decision. If you look at my record, I didn't have any
bills dealing with homosexuals or sodomy or anything like that before
Lawrence. Although I had people call me up and I had homosexuals
in my district that were arrested for having sex in Robinson Park
because Cub Scouts and Boy Scouts couldn't use the park and I just
had to do that. I don't think the public health data finds you very
helpful things. In a book called After the Ball, just a brilliant homosexual public policy playbook, it's well done, well thought out, they
said around the time of the early AIDS epidemic, when the discussion
came out about what went on in the bath houses in San Francisco
support for gay civil rights started to tank, they had to redirect the
discussion to that of civil rights and not the behavior that went on in
the gay bath houses of San Francisco.
MR. DYKE
Adam, did you want to respond to that?
DELEGATE EBBIN
Sure. Delegate Marshall has talked before, in Richmond, about
this book called After the Ball as the gay playbook or the gay movement's handbook on what legally they should be seeking or not seeking. I don't have a copy and I'm the only openly gay legislator in
Virginia. So I didn't get the playbook. This health stuff - no one's
ever surveyed me about my sex life, I've never been asked to participate in one of those, nor do I know whether I would answer a survey
like that because I don't know how scientific these are. But tell me, of
the gay couples I know that have been together for 10-20 years, which
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one is a threat to anyone in this room's marriage? Why wouldn't you
want to incentivize monogamy as you suggested? It just doesn't make
sense. If you didn't allow straight people to marry, you think that they
might be more sexually active? I suspect so.
MR. DYKE
Okay, the forum was set for 60 minutes and I'm getting the word
from the Journal that we probably have time for just two more questions. We've got a reception afterwards so there will be time to
answer all the questions. Let us try, we need to get people we haven't
called on. How about this gentleman in the back and then this gentleman over in the corner?
MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE
Delegate Marshall, I just wanted to ask you, you mentioned a
couple times the slippery slope argument and that seems a little bit
rhetorically out of bounds, couldn't the same argument have been
made at the time when voting property ownership requirements were
taken away around the time of the post-Civil War Amendment and
the time of Women's Suffrage? Aren't all lines arbitrary?
DELEGATE MARSHALL
All lines are not arbitrary, there is a reason for lines. Again, to
get on the biological level. The rectum was not made for trauma, it
was not made to have semen deposited in it. The vagina was. There is
surely something based on human physiology that you cannot transcend and you cannot snap a finger and decide to alter all this at whim
or by legislative fiat. There are limits Nature places on us. This comes
down to "Am I the landlord of my life or am I the tenant of my life?"
It's an old question, it comes from the book of Genesis, third chapter.
No, I'm not going to obey your laws, I'm going to make them up, you
shall become as Gods. A God is someone who makes laws, makes
rules, and enforces them. We are at this point in society where we
think we can do a lot of things because we are now pretending we are
the landlords of our lives. I'm suggesting to you that there are limits
that come crashing in regardless of what we want or don't want. I'm
suggesting that this homosexual marriage thing is an attempt to radically transform - no other society has ever attempted this - Adam
Ebbin's correct, there have been homosexuals since God knows when,
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but no one has suggested we're going to have same-sex people marry.
There are unforeseen consequences that no one in this room, Adam,
or myself, can figure out.
MR. DYKE
Okay, a whole new meaning to the term "slippery slope" here I
guess. Okay, final question, make it a good one.
MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE
This may answer a bit why the debate is being framed as a civil
rights debate, the 14th Amendment guarantees every person within
the jurisdiction of the United States equal protection of the laws. If
you're going to abrogate those rights, you have to have, at bare minimum, a rational basis to do so, there has to be a rational reason that
flows from the abrogation of the right to the reason that you're abrogating it. I think in the case of discrimination based on sexual preference that you have to go above that, but just sticking with the rational
basis argument, it seems that the arguments that you have presented,
which are the public health arguments, even if those are true, they
indicate that homosexuality is a factor in destabilizing relationships
and thus, on the basis of that destabilizing factor, you're going to deny
contractual rights. If you do so, aren't you dangerously moving into
the ground of allowing other factors that destabilize relationships to
deny marriages? For instance, alcoholism, number of felony convictions, and substance abuse, etc.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
Well, we can draw lines at the number of felony convictions, three
strikes and you're out. You mention the 14th Amendment, at the time
the 14th Amendment was adopted, every state had laws on the books
against sodomy. So you can't tell me that the minds of the legislators
found some incompatibility between laws that criminalize this kind of
behavior and the 14th Amendment liberty, which you seem to think
flows from this. I can't make a ceiling a floor or a wall, you're just
trying to suggest that Nature and all these relationships are totally
elastic. I'm suggesting that when you do that, you're kind of accepting
the "I'm the landlord of my life and can make up any rule I want or
any relationship" theory and there's a sense to it. It's like a geometry
teacher telling me that they have found a square circle and proceed to
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teach kids that. I'd pull my kid out of the class. You cannot do that in
real geometry.
MR. DYKE
Adam, did you want to respond?
DELEGATE EBBIN
I would say that the effort to outlaw gay marriage in Virginia for
a fourth time, to put it into the Bill of Rights to our Constitution is
part of an effort by some to make gays and lesbians strangers to the
laws of this Commonwealth and I think it was Justice Kennedy that
wrote in Romer v. Evans that you can't make a whole class of people
strangers to the laws of the Nation. I would say that efforts to provide
simple and some minimal protections for gay people are not, in any
way, endangering to society and that they promote stability and that
perhaps gays would be able to prop up the faltering institution of
marriage.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
Adam, I put in the anti-bullying law because you're not going to
be harassing kids independent of their sexual attitudes.
DELEGATE EBBIN
You co-sponsored it.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
Yeah, but I am interested in protecting rights for humans not
rights for people who have certain other kinds of sexual behaviors. It
doesn't flow from that. When a cop pulls you over DELEGATE EBBIN
It's not about sexual behavior, it's about relationships formed
between consenting adults. What people do in their bedroom is no
one else's business.
MR. DYKE
Okay, well, how we judged when I taught at UVA law school, a
class was judged successful when there were still people clamoring to
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ask questions when the hour was over, it had been a good, stimulating,
informative discussion. Clearly there are a lot of questions still out
there and I encourage you to share them with us as we progress. Let
me do two things before I go. First, I want to thank Lauren Douglas
for organizing this. As a point of personal privilege, I want to also
acknowledge that she was a summer associate at McGuire Woods and
will be joining us next fall when she graduates. I would also like to
call on the editor of the Civil Rights Law Journal, Colleen Pate to
make the closing comments.
MS. COLLEEN PATE, EDITOR, GEORGE MASON CIVIL
RIGHTS JOURNAL
I don't know if I'm going to need a microphone, I have a loud
voice. We'd like to thank everyone for coming today, we appreciate
your support and we would especially like to thank Delegate Ebbin,
Delegate Marshall, and Mr. Dyke for agreeing to come. I think they
deserve another round of applause. Also, just briefly, there are some
people on the Civil Rights Law Journal that put a lot of work into this
symposium and we just wanted to briefly recognize them. Jessica
Kane organized a bake sale to raise money for the symposium and
also to be able to buy gifts of appreciation for our panelists and our
moderator. Also, Ash Dean will record the symposium and have it
transcribed so we can publish it in the Journal so that other people can
be privy to this wonderful debate.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
Can I edit my remarks?
MS. PATE
We do have an editing process. Last, but not least, I would like to
thank Jodie Herrmann and Lauren Douglas for their hard work on the
symposium and without their hard work, this symposium never would
have taken place. They also deserve a large round of applause. I'd
like to invite them up here to present the gifts to the speakers.
DELEGATE MARSHALL
And we will report these as required by law.
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MR. DYKE
Thank goodness that I'm not a public servant, so I should take it,
right?
MS. PATE
We invite you all to a reception out in the atrium

