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BOB SCHIEFFER, host: 
 
Today on FACE THE NATION, influential conservative James Dobson on gay marriage, the 
conservative agenda and President Bush.  What cultural issues will dominate the 2004 presidential 
campaign?  With controversies over same-sex marriage erupting in Massachusetts and California, that's a 
sure bet. But what about cloning and personal credibility?  We'll ask Dr. James Dobson, head of Focus on 
the Family.  Karen Tumulty of Time magazine will join in the questioning, and Walter Robinson of The 
Boston Globe will join us to talk about President Bush's military records.  Our FACE THE NATION 
Flashback is about Nelson Mandela, and I'll have a final word on the timing of the release of news. 
 
But first, Dr. James Dobson on FACE THE NATION. 
 
Announcer:  FACE THE NATION, with CBS News chief Washington correspondent, Bob Schieffer.  
And now from CBS News in Washington, Bob Schieffer. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  And good morning again.  From Colorado Springs, Colorado, we welcome Dr. James 
Dobson.  Karen Tumulty is in the studio with me.  It is fair to say that when Dr. Dobson speaks, a lot of 
people, especial--especially social conservatives, listen.  His commentaries are heard on 2,000 radio 
stations in North America, he--60 television stations.  He also is heard in China and claims 220 million 
listeners.  Now that's a big number, even for those of us in network television.  A lot more people could 
listen to FACE THE NATION, I would add. 
 
Dr. Dobson, welcome to the broadcast.  Hundreds of gays and lesbians are rushing to get married in San 
Francisco this weekend, this Valentine's Day weekend.  We just saw the Massachusetts Supreme Court--or 
the Massachusetts Legislature, I should say, block efforts to overturn the ruling by judges in Massachusetts 
that would al--that would allow gay marriage.  You have said that you think that the homosexual 
community is poised to potentially destroy traditional marriage?  Why do you say that? 
 
Dr. JAMES DOBSON (Focus On The Family):  Well, I do feel that way, Bob. First of all, you've gotten 
me up awful early this morning but it's a pleasure to be on your show.  I do feel very strongly that the 
institution of marriage is on the ropes today.  The--the real issue is what the courts are going to do.  If two 
men and two women can be said to have a marriage that's guaranteed by the Constitution, there is no way 
on Earth that another court, maybe the US Supreme Court, will not say that three men and two women or 
five and one.  You reopen the polygamy debate, and from there it goes to whatever anybody thinks it is 
and you undermine the very foundation of what it means to be marriage--married. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Well, is there a polygamy debate going on?  If there is, I don't know about it. 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  No, that flows from this decision, because if it's a matter of rights, if it's not based on what 
has been done in 3,000 years of human culture and--and what has happened in this country historically, 
and if marriage is defined by what somebody says represents rights, then there's no way you can stop it.  
Once you open that door, again, you undermine the legal foundation for the family... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  All right. 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  ...and you will destroy it. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Let's talk about if--if you don't want this to happen, what are--what are the remedies here?  
The president has suggested he might support a constitutional amendment banning this.  Are you satisfied 
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with the actions that the president has taken on this l--thus far?  Do you want him to take a stronger stand? 
 Where do you think he ought to be on that? 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  Well, I think the--the president has signaled that he is willing to support a constitutional 
amendment.  It's our prayer that he will do that, and I believe that he will do that.  And that is the only 
remedy that's opened to us because the imperious, arrogant, unelected, unaccountable courts now are 
determined to shove their views down the throats of the entire nation.  And we call that judicial tyranny.  
And, Bob, that's the way we feel about it, you know? 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Well--well, do you think that he's--that he's being strong enough on this now because some 
people say that the--that the proposed constitutional amendment that has been introduced in the Congress 
may not go far enough?  Do you think that any such amendment should also ban civil unions? 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  Well, there have only been 27 constitutional amendments in our history.  It's very difficult 
to pass them, as you know, and, therefore, we'll take what we can get in this regard.  I think the president is 
go--I think you're going to hear from him.  I believe that you're going to see that he's going to support 
marriage.  He has in the entire term, and I believe he will continue to do so.  Civil unions, no, I don't 
believe the president is going to support civil unions, nor do we. 
 
Ms. KAREN TUMULTY (Time Magazine):  Well, Dr. Dobson, whether or not there is such a thing as 
gay marriage, the fact is that in this country there are hundreds of thousands of same-sex couples who are 
buying property together, who are raising children together, who are taking care of each other in sickness 
and in health.  There are some conservatives, a minority, like--like David Brooks of The New York 
Times, who argue that--that gay marriage could actually strengthen the tattered institution of marriage by--
by bringing these people--by bringing this reality under the same sort of institutional framework as 
everyone else is under. 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  Well, there are very, very few conservatives that I've heard--at least those who come from 
the pro-family and--and pro-life community--that would say what you just said. 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  But so... 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  I bel--I believe it will--it will not strengthen marriage.  It will absolutely destroy it.  And if 
you do that, you undermine again the entire superstructure.  The whole thing can come down. 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  Well, do you think, though, that given the reality of what is actually happening in the 
country that these people--that these same-sex couples should have, for instance, the same protections 
under the law as other parents, the same--you know, the same rights under the law in holding property and 
in being responsible for each other's health care and well-being? 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  Well, I think that can be dealt with but don't call it marriage and don't create a quasi-
marriage.  Again, marriage has been sacrosanct, it--sanct.  It has--throughout history, it has been honored in 
the law and honored in the culture and we will change that at our peril in my view. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Doctor, let me ask you a question that people often ask me.  They say, `You know, I'm 
really not for gay marriage, but I think that gay people ought to have the same rights under the 
Constitution as all other citizens.' And they always ask me the question:  What would you do if it were your 
child? Wouldn't you want that child to have the same rights and privileges as every other citizen of the 
United States?  How do you answer that? 
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Dr. DOBSON:  Well, that--that's like the question that was asked in the last election:  If your daughter was 
raped, how would you feel about abortion and so on?  Those are hypothetical situations.  I don't know 
how I would respond with my own child.  I just know that as a national policy, you have to support the 
institution of marriage.  And we now have--are seeing it attacked on many, many fronts.  What happened 
in California in the last few days has been an absolute outrage.  I mean, the people of California passed a 
constitutional amendment indicating that marriage is between one man and one woman by a 61 to 39 
percent majority, and now this mayor comes along and just abrogates the law and it's no longer a lu--a rule 
of law.  That's what's going on on many levels in the country and we simply must defend it. 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  Do you see any difference in where President Bush stands on the issue and where, say, 
John Kerry, who also says he opposes gay marriage, that he might support civil unions?  When John Kerry 
is asked about his stand on the issue, he says it's exactly the same as--as what Dick Cheney's is.  Is there any 
difference between the two political parties on this issue? 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  I think there's a striking difference between the political parties.  John Kerry voted against 
DOMA, the Defense of... 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  But--but on this issue.  But--but... 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  Well, listen, that is... 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  But on... 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  ...this issue.  That's the Defense of Marriage Act, and he voted against it.  He is also in 
favor of--o civil unions being legalized and--and President Bush has never said that. 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  But... 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  There's a significant difference between them. 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  But President Bush has said that he would--might support--the word he used was a 
`contract.'  What's the difference? 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  I don't believe you're interpreting what he said correctly there.  I have certainly not heard 
him say that either privately or publicly. What he has said is that he is in favor of a constitutional 
amendment to protect marriage.  I'll go with that. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  All right.  Let's... 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  That's good news. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Le--let's--let's--let's talk about just a couple other things quickly.  Your position on cloning--
we have now seen human cloning has been carried out in Korea.  Do you still think that we ought to ban it 
in this country when other countries are moving down this road? 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  Well, I definitely do, and very few countries have moved in that direction.  This has a 
Nazi-esque feel to it, Bob.  Again, you would expect me to support the sanctity of human life because this 
is a major, major issue. When we begin growing human beings for the purpose of cannibalizing them for 
our own uses, there's something morally wrong with that.  And... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Even when--even when diseases can be cured by doing that, these terrible killer diseases? 
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Dr. DOBSON:  Abso--yeah.  Absolutely.  First of all, because science has always been--ethical countries at 
least--has always been governed by ethics. Now that's what happened in Nazi Germany.  They got away 
from ethics.  They began by euthanasia and other things and then went on to some of these horrible 
practices.  And this is another one.  We're--we're talking about making things out of human beings.  In 
South Dakota--I mean, in South Korea where they have supposedly stumbled on to this human cloning 
experiment, they had 240 egg cells that they were working with.  Who knows how many of them died?  
We have to be opposed to that. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Let me--let me ask you also about something else.  I notice that some conservatives seem a 
little upset with the president at this point.  Some think he's spending too much, one thing or another.  But 
what I want to ask you about is this whole question that's arisen about his credibility.  Do you at this point 
feel that President Bush has a credibility problem either because of talking about weapons of mass 
destruction or this story that's suddenly surfaced this week about his National Guard records?  How do 
you--how do you--what's your take on the president at this point? 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  Well, I'm very pleased with this president.  He's not a perfect man.  And I haven't agreed 
with all of his decisions.  But he has been a very effective president.  Dick Morris said the other night on 
an interview that this is the most effective one-term president in recent memory.  And I agree with that. 
 
As far as the National Guard is concerned, that kind of hits me personally, Bob, because I chose to serve 
in the National Guard.  I put in eight years and I was honorably discharged.  And Congress offered that 
opportunity and I took it.  And so did hundreds of thousands of others now who are--are being maligned 
in this way through the--the president.  The National Guard is an honorable way to serve and the fact--you 
know, the Democrats came up with this AWOL thing.  There's no evidence whatsoever that he was 
AWOL.  I--again, referring to myself... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  OK. 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  ...there was a year where I did not attend meetings because the--the Air Force Reserve, 
which I was in at the time, was disorganized.  And they asked me not to attend.  I still got an honorable 
discharge.  It's a similar situation.  And I--it amazes me that you guys in the mainstream media have made 
that the centerpiece, your lead story, for days.  There's nothing there. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  All right.  All right.  Dr. Dobson, thank you so much for being with us.  Glad to have you. 
 
Dr. DOBSON:  Thank you, Bob. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  All right.  Well, let's talk about that a little more, this business of these--the--the president's 
attendance record at his National Guard meetings.  For that we go to Boston now.  Walter Robinson of 
The Boston Globe. 
 
And, Robbie, you covered this story and--and wrote a lot about it back in Campaign 2000.  It was 
something of a blip during the campaign.  It turned out not to be decisive in that campaign.  Are you 
surprised that it's popped up again? 
 
Mr. WALTER ROBINSON (The Boston Globe):  No one may be more surprised than I am, Bob.  The 
issue didn't--didn't fly much four years ago, no pun intended. National security was not a big issue, and Al 
Gore chose not to make President Bush's Guard duty an issue at that time. 
 



 Face the Nation (CBS News) - Sunday, February 15, 2004 5 
 

 

 BURRELLE'S INFORMATION SERVICES / (202)419-1859 / (800)456-2877 

SCHIEFFER:  Well, what do you make of the White House response?  We had this dramatic release late 
on a Friday night of these hundreds of pages of records. Did you find anything new in those records? 
 
Mr. ROBINSON:  No, Bob, there's nothing new in the records.  Many of our news organizations, 
including yours and ours, have had these records for four years.  They really don't show anything more.  
They essentially show that there's one--one year in there, just before the president was released early to go 
to business school, where he lost interest in his Guard duty, obviously. And it appears from the records 
that his superior officers didn't have much interest in keeping track of him then. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Karen, do you think this is a story and how is it--I'm surprised, frankly, that it has gone on 
as long as it has. 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  Oh, I am, too.  I am, too.  And from this being raised at a Wes Clark rally by Michael 
Moore, the filmmaker--I--I think, though, the difference here is that it comes at a moment when the 
president's credibility--and the credibility of the president, this--this reputation as a straight shooter has kept 
him going, has kept him popular, even as people have disagreed with a lot of his policies.  And that has 
been under attack on a number of fronts:  the Iraq war, the budget, any number of areas.  And so I think 
that this argument is really not about Vietnam, it's really not about the National Guard.  It's really about, 
you know, the president's fundamental character.  However, I do think that the Democrats do risk, you 
know, pushing too hard on this.  And we have seen again and again over the past few years, often when 
you go after somebody, as we found out with Bill Clinton, it's the attacker who ends up getting more 
damage. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Well, Robbie, exactly what--what's going on here?  What--what has this all--what has all this 
turned up?  Was the president not at these Guard meetings?  Is there actual proof of that?  Or it is we just 
don't know what happened here? 
 
Mr. ROBINSON:  Well, we've had some sightings of him when he was in Alabama, although a couple of 
them are in the Elvis sighting-type category.  The fact of the matter is, is that he sought refuge in the 
Guard.  He got some family help, political help in getting in.  He had a five-year commitment as a jet pilot. 
 For the first two and a half years of that, he did very well, and he did not do the final two and a half years. 
 He went to Alabama, was supposed to do drills.  There were--there were six months in a row he did no 
drills. There's no substantial evidence he ever drilled in Alabama.  And they let him out a good year or so 
ahead of his commitment to go to Harvard Business School. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Do you think part of it may be that we're just off and running on what appears to be a very 
nasty campaign this time around?  I mean, it seems a little nastier a little earlier to me than it has in the 
past. 
 
Mr. ROBINSON:  The--there's absolutely no doubt of that.  Former Senator Max Cleland, who lost his 
seat in the Senate because of Republican attacks, said to me last week--he said, you know, the president is 
trying to wrap himself in the flag and when--when he was in the service, he wouldn't salute it.  So, clearly 
the Democrats are--if this is called test marketing an issue, they're trying to find ways to blunt what is clearly 
going to be a strong Republican attack on the national security bona fides of Senator John Kerry, if 
Senator Kerry is the nominee. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  What do you think about that, Karen? 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  Well, they're also trying to--to draw the contrast the way they want it drawn.  Their 
apparent nominee is a man who, although he opposed the war, went to Vietnam and served.  President 
Bush supported the war and went into the National Guard at a time when it was a near guarantee you 
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wouldn't have to go to Vietnam.  I think that this is the contrast that the Democrats are going to want to 
ride on this very important issue of character. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  What do you think the issue--do you think this whole National Guard business will--will still 
be around come November, Karen? 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  I--given how wrong I was about the initial impact, I'm hesitant to predict.  But I do think 
that by November, this is going to feel like a very distant memory. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Robbie, I know you're off the campaign trail now, but you and I have covered politics from 
a long time back.  You spent a lot of time out there.  What do you think this election, as you see it right 
now, is going to come down to? 
 
Mr. ROBINSON:  Well, it's going to come down, I think, to the twin issues of the economy and people's 
concerns about national security.  I mean, right now the polls clearly show substantial public doubts about 
the president's credibility having to do with these assertions that there were weapons of mass des--
destruction in Iraq.  The economic revival is not raising all--all--all the votes that the White House would 
like at this point, but it's really too early to tell.  You know, John Kerry is ahead of the president in some 
polls, but the fact is, most of the nation doesn't know him, and the question is, when they get to know him, 
are they going to like him more or like him less? 
 
SCHIEFFER:  I think that's exactly right.  Thanks to both of you.  Very enlightening.  We'll be back with 
another FACE THE NATION 50th anniversary Flashback in a minute. 
 
(Announcements) 
 
SCHIEFFER:  It was 14 years ago this week that Nelson Mandela was released after 27 years in prison.  
That's our 50th anniversary Flashback, reported at the time by FACE THE NATION's moderator, Lesley 
Stahl. 
 
(Excerpt from 1990 FACE THE NATION) 
 
LESLEY STAHL:  Welcome to FACE THE NATION.  I'm Lesley Stahl. 
 
Nelson Mandela free at last.  There he was, so suddenly the hero of the anti-apartheid movement, tall, 
white speckles in his hair, walking through the prison gate, hand in hand with his wife, Winnie. 
 
(End of excerpt) 
 
SCHIEFFER:  It was a historic moment and at that moment thousands were gathering in Cape Town to 
hear the long-time opponent of apartheid speak.  On FACE THE NATION, a battle royal between a 
member of South Africa's conservative party and the African National Congress was already under way and 
it showed just how wide the differences were. 
 
(Excerpt from 1990 FACE THE NATION) 
 
Mr. KOOS van der MERWE (South African Conservative Party):  They are interested in taking over our 
country.  Mandela said he wants to nationalize all the banks, all the mines, all the big businesses, and I 
want to tell whoever is there in the--in the bureau with you at the moment if that is the attitude of the 
African National Congress, there will never be peace in this country.  We will fight them to the last man. 
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STAHL:  OK. 
 
Mr. TEBOGO MAFOLE (African National Congress):  The gentleman that spoke before us is talking 
about the ANC seeking to take over his country.  He is unable to agree and understand the fact that South 
Africa, as the ANC has stated over--over and over so many years ago that South Africa belongs to all who 
live in it, black and white, that we in fact have a right to be where we are. 
 
(End of excerpt) 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Over the next three years the South African parliament scrapped the nation's apartheid 
laws, and in 1994, Nelson Mandela and his party won a landslide victory in the nation's first multiracial 
election.  Another FACE THE NATION 50th anniversary Flashback. 
 
And I'll be back with a final word. 
 
(Announcements) 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Finally today, when the government has something it wants to brag about, it is hard to miss. 
 News conferences are called.  Backgrounders are arranged.  All of it's done at a time designed to attract 
the most people. It's those other stories, the ones the government is required by law to announce or the 
ones that it must announce to fulfill some official's previous promise--those are the ones that get confirmed 
at less convenient times. 
 
Back in the Vietnam era, the nasty stories, the confirmations of atrocities, for example, had a way of being 
made public just when a manned space mission was about to launch.  Space launches, of course, were big 
news in those days. The government's view is that the best time to announce bad news, news it doesn't want 
the public to dwell on, is late on a Friday when it will wind up in the Saturday papers, which have fewer 
readers than the weekday editions. 
 
A holiday weekend is even better, which brings me to the story of the president's attendance record at 
those National Guard meetings.  To make that an issue after all these years seemed silly to me until the 
White House released Mr. Bush's military service records late Friday on the eve of Valentine's Day and at 
the beginning of the President's Day weekend, records that on inspection prove nothing.  Then officials 
topped that story with another one, confirmation that the president would meet with the commission 
investigating 9/11 intelligence failures. 
 
I am still not sure this Guard thing amounts to very much, but the frantic way the White House has 
responded and the timing have made me begin to wonder. 
 
That's it for us.  We'll see you next week right here on FACE THE NATION. 


