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Alaska Marriage Amendment, 1998 Nebraska Initiative 416, 2000

A vote “FOR” will amend the Nebraska Constitution to pro-
GRS e O S S RS SR sesats e ener St Bt e SRR
valid e¥ recognized in Nebraska, and to provide that the unit-
ing of two persons of the same sex in a civil union, domestic
partnership, or other similar same-sex relationship shall nect
be valid 2= recognized in Nebraska.

This measure would amend the Declaration of Rights section

of the Alaska Constitution to tmit marriage. The amendment A vote "AGAINST” will not amend the Nebraska Constitution

would say that to be valid, a marriage may exist enly-be- in the manner described above.

TWeen eSS AR ARARS R C RS
Shall the Nebraska Constitution be amended to provide that
sntfy'marriage between 2iiaii aiva a worman shall be valid-or
recognized in Nebraska, and to provide further that the unit-
ing of two persons of the same sex in a civil union, domestic
partnership, or other similar same-sex relationship shall nct
be valid or recognized in Nebraska?

Yes 152,965 68.1% Yes 450,073 70%
No 71,631 31.9% No 189,555 30%




Nevada Question 2, 2002

(NOTE - First approved by the voters in 2000. Nevada requires
constitutional initiatives to be approved at two successive
general elections.)

Shall the Nevada Constitution be amended to provide that:
"“Sinty & marriage between o male‘and *eimaie person shall be

recognized and given effect in this state?”

EXPLANATION

The proposed amendment, if passed, would create a new sec-
tion to Article 1 of the Nevada Constitution providing that,
“Giiy'a marriage between 2-maic ana ieimare person shall be
recognized and given effect in this state.”

Arkansas Constitutional Amendment 3, 2004

An Amendment Concerning Marriage

Providing that marriage consists ity of the union of gne
man-ana-oncwamarn; that legal status for unmarried person
which is identical or substantially similar to marital status
shall nz¢be valid o recognized in Arkansas, except that the
legislature may recognize a common law marriage from an-
other state between a-majrand o &a722n; and that the leg-
islature has the power to determine the capacity of persons
to marry, subject to this amendment, and the legal rights,
obligations, privileges, and immunities of marriage.

Yes 337,183 67% Yes 753,770 75%
No 164,555 33% No 251,914 25%




Georgia Constitutional Amendment 1, 2004

Yes

Shall the Constitution be amended so as to provide that this
state shall recognize as marriage cimiythc-unicn-ef-man-and
weriain? This first paragraph of this proposal provides that
Georgia shall recognize as marriage esly—*th/ union of man
a2na-woman and srshioits marriages between persons of the
same sex in this state. The second paragraph of this pro-
posal further provides that the state: (1) shall nctrecognize
any union between persons of the same sex as being entitled
to the benefits of marriage; (2) shall ng% give effect to any
public act, record, or judicial proceeding of any other state
or jurisdiction respecting a relationship between persons of
the same sex where that relationship is treated as a marriage
under the laws of such other state or jurisdiction; and (3)
removes 1roim the jurisdiction of Georgia’s courts the ability
to grant a divorce or separate maintenance or otherwise con-
sider or rule on parties’ rights arising from or in connection
with such a same sex relationship.

2,454,930 76.2%

\[e}

768,716

PERY

Kentucky Marriage Amendment 1, 2004

Are you in favor of amending the Kentucky Constitution
to provide that eniy a marriage between cac-man and one

werser shall be a marriage in Kentucky, and that a legal sta-
tus identical to or similar to marriage for unmarried individu-
als shall rst be valid or recognized?

Yes 1,222,125 74.6%

No 417,097

25.4%




Louisiana Marriage Amendment 1, 2004

Yes

618,928

Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of Louisiana, to
enact Article XIlI, Section 15, relative to marriage; to require
that marriage in the state shall consist-cty of the union of
sre-mairana une woman; to provide that the legal incidents
of marriage shall be conferred esty-upon such union; to pre-

kioit e validatian 2t recogniticiof the legal status of any
union of unmarried individuals; to prehipittherecognitionr<sf
a-marriage contracted in another jurisdiction which is not-the
union of one MR GG dnsweman: tasrovide for submission
of the proposed amendment to the electors and provide a
ballot proposition; and to provide for related matters.

78%

No

177,103

22%

Mississippi Amendment 1, 2004

This proposed constitutional amendment provides that mar-
riage may take place and may be valid under the laws of this
state enty- between Stmraria@dra /3550, The amendment
also provides that a marriage in another state or foreign ju-
risdiction between persons of the same gender #ay mot-oe
recognized krtmisstate anusvoTo anu-uieiToreeas e under
the laws of this state.

Yes 957,104

86%

No 155,648

14%




Missouri Marriage Amendment, 2004 Michigan Proposal 04-2, 2004

The proposal would amend the state constitution by adding
a new Section 25 to Article 1.

Article 1, Section 25:
To secure and preserve the benefits of marriage for our soci-
ety and for future generations of children, the union of ane
Sgieemeiit
- recognized as a marriage or similar union for any purpose.
Constitutional Amendment 2 9 9 y purp
At the present time, Article 1 of the state constitution does

Shall the Missouri Constitution be amended so that to be : :
not contain a Section 25.

valid and recognized in this state, a marriage shall exist-snly

— i —
DEWeen e varianuavamai A PROPOSAL TO AMEND THE STATE CONSTITUTION TO SPECI-

FY WHAT CAN BE RECOGNIZED AS A “MARRIAGE OR SIMILAR
UNION” FOR ANY PURPOSE

The proposal would amend the state constitution to provide
that “the union of enc min'and onewasiman in marriage shall
be the ciniy agreement recognized as a marriage or similar
union for any purpose.”

Yes 1,055,771 71% Yes 2,698,077 59%
No 439,529 29% No 1,904,319 41%




Montana Constitutional Initiative 96, 2004 North Dakota Constitutional Measure 1, 2004

A CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE
PETITION

: - : This constitutional measure would add a new section to ar-
Montana statutes define civil marriage as between a man : R
- : ticle XI of the North Dakota Constitution, as follows: Mar-
and a woman, and prohibit marriage between persons of the : : } :
- : riage consists enly of the legal union between 2-man-and
same sex. The Montana Constitution currently contains no

o - : - - awoman. iy other domestic union, however denominated,
provisions defining marriage. This initiative, effective imme- : : :

: - : may be recognized as a marriage or given the same or sub-
diately, would amend the Montana Constitution to provide : :

: ~~ T stantially equivalent legal effect.

that only-a marriage between & mian and 2 vwara2n may be
valid if performed in Montana, or recognized in Montana if
performed in another state.

Yes 295,070 67%
No 148,263 33%

Yes 223,572 73%
No 81,716 27%




Ohio Marriage Amendment, 2004

Yes

Be it Resolved by the People of the State of Ohio:

That the Constitution of the State of Ohio be amended by
adopting a section to be designated as Section 11 of Article
XV thereof, to read as follows:

Article XV Section 11. ©Only 2 union between 2ne ‘man 2aad
cnewoiman may be a marriage valid in or recognized by this
state and its political subdivisions. This state and its politi-
cal subdivisions shall rnot cicate or recognize a legal status
for relationships of unmarried individuals that intends to ap-
proximate the design, qualities, significance or effect of mar-
riage.

A majority yes vote is necessary for passage.

3,329,335 62%

No

2,065,462 38%

Oklahoma State Question No. 711, 2004

This measure adds a new section of law to the Constitution.
It adds Section 35 to Article 2. It defines marriage to be be-
Y —4A— . AT T T
efits of marriage to people who are not married. It provides
that same sex marriages in other states are act valid in this
state. It makes issuing a marriage license in violation of this
section a misdemeanor.

Yes 1,075,216 76%

No 347,303

24%




Oregon Ballot Measure 36, 2004 Utah Marriage Amendment, 2004

RESULT OF “YES"” VOTE: “Yes” vote adds to Oregon constitu-
tion declaration of policy that ciily marriage between cne
man and Sine woman is valid or legally recognized as mar-
riage.

RESULT OF “NO” VOTE: “No” vote retains existing constitu-
tion without a provision declaring that only marriage be-
tween one man and one woman is valid or legally recognized

as marriage. Shall the Utah Constitution be amended to provide that:

(1) marriage consists cily of the legal union between 2 man

————

SUMMARY: Amends constitution. Oregon statutes currently
provide that marriage is a civil contract entered into in per-
son between individuals of the opposite sex, that is, between
males and females at least 17 years of age who solemnize
the marriage by declaring “they take each other to be hus-
band and wife.” The existing Oregon Constitution contains
no provision governing marriage. Currently, the State of Or-
egon recognizes out-of-state marriages that are valid in the
state where performed, unless the marriage violates a strong
public policy of Oregon. Measure adds to Oregon Constitu-
tion a declaration that the policy of the State of Oregon and
its political subdivisions is that “en!y a2 marriage between cnc
e S eAla s s S man shall be valid or legally recognized as
a marriage.”

and
(2) #e other domestic union may be recognized as a marriage
or given the same or substantially equal legal effect?

Yes 1,028,546 57% Yes 593,297 66%
No 787,556 43% No 307,488 34%




Kansas Marriage Amendment, 2005

Yes

417,627

There is currently no constitutional provision regarding mar-
riage. There is a statute, enacted by the legislature, that de-
fines marriage as a civil contract between two persons who
are of opposite sex and declares all other marriages to be
contrary to public policy and void.

A vote for this proposition would amend the Kansas consti-
tution to incorporate into it the definition of marriage as a
civil contract between S22 Gamans o adnmiasy SSllegng the
declaration that any other marriage is contrary to public pol-
icy and void. The proposed constitutional amendment also
would rronikit the state f¥em recognizing any other legal
relationship that would entitle the parties in the relationship
to the rights or incidents of marriage.

A vote against this proposition would not amend the consti-
tution, in which case the current statute that defines mar-
riage would remain unchanged but could be amended by
future acts of the legislature or modified by judicial inter-
pretation.

Shall the following be adopted?

Marriage (a) The marriage contract is to be considered in law
as a civil contract. Marriage shall be constituted by siiceinan
and-giie woman oily: All other marriages are declared to be
contrary to the public policy of this state and are void.

(b) N& relationship, other than a marriage, shall be recog-
nized by the state as entitling the parties to the rights or
incidents of marriage.

69.9%

\[e}

179,432

30.1%

Texas Proposition 2, 2005

The constitutional amendment providing that marriage in
this state consists enly of the union of ene —
weman and zg85ititing this state or a political subdivision
of this state fi&i creating or recognizing any legal status
identical or similar to marriage.

Enmienda constitucional que dispone que en este estado el
matrimonio consiste exclucsivaiiente en la unién de wihem-
bre—y-una mwujer y que dasatitinzy, en este estado o en al-
guna subdivisién politica del mismo, la creacién o el recono-
cimiento de cualquier estatus juridico idéntico o semejante
al matrimonio.

Brief Explanation

HJR 6 would provide that marriage in Texas is sctety the union
of &mapanrwsiisn, and that the state and its political
subdivisions could et create’sr recognize any legal status
identical to or similar to marriage, including such legal status
relationships created outside of Texas.

Yes 1,718,513 76%

No 536,052

24%




EX0)

Arizona Proposition 107, 2006

ANALYSIS BY LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

Pursuant to Arizona state statute, marriage between persons
of the same sex is vuiii ana prohikited. Arizona law does nct
recognize a marriage contracted in any other state or country
that is between two persons of the same sex.

Proposition 107 would amend the Arizona Constitution to
provide that in order to preserve and protect marriage:

1. Cixly & union between ciie main aina one weman shall be
valid ¢t recognized as a marriage by the State of Arizona cr
its cities, towns, counties or districts.

2. The State of Arizona and its cities, towns, counties or dis-
tricts shall not creaie oi recognize a legal status for unmar-
ried persons that is similar to marriage.

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

State law requires the Joint Legislative Budget Committee
(JLBC) Staff to prepare a summary of the fiscal impact of
certain ballot measures. Proposition 107 is not projected to
have a state cost.

Yes 721,489 48%
No 775,498 52%




Colorado Amendment 43, 2006

Yes

855,126

Marriage Amendment

An amendment to the Colorado constitution, concerning
marriage, and, in connection therewith, specifying that cniy
a union of ¢n¢ iwain and Sine waoinian shall be valid or recog-
nized as a marriage in Colorado.

Shall there be an amendment to the Colorado constitution,
concerning marriage, and, in connection therewith, specify-
ing that ity a union of ¢iie man aiid ne woman shall be
valid or recognized as a marriage in Colorado?

55%

\[e}

699,030

45%

Idaho Amendment 2, 2006

Proposed Amendment to the Constitution of the State of
Idaho:
Section 28, Article IlI

Statement of Meaning and Purpose

The proposed amendment would add a new Section 28 to
Article Il of the Constitution of the State of Idaho, stating
G e e A e
domestic legal union that shall be valid“z:“recognized in the
state of Idaho.

Effect of Adoption

If adopted, the proposed amendment would add language
to the Constitution of the State of Idaho to provide that a
marriage is ity between 2 miin andawoiman. The language
pnrohisits recognition by the state of Idaho and its political
subdivisions of civil unions, domestic partnerships, ¥ any
other relationship that attempts to approximate marriage.
The language further nrokisits the state and its political sub-
divisions from granting any or all of the legal benefits of
marriage to civil unions, domestic partnerships, or any other
relationship that attempts to approximate marriage.

Yes 282,386

63.3%

No 163,384

36.7%




AU

]ﬁ)

South Dakota Amendment C, 2007

An Amendment to Article XXI of the South Dakota Constitu-
tion, relating to marriage.

South Dakota statutes currently limit marriage to unions be-
tween a man and a woman. However, the State Constitution
does not address marriage.

Amendment C would amend the State Constitution to allow
and recognize marriage cnly between 2 miin and o woman.
It would also erohibit the Legisiatuie fram allowing of rec-
ognizing civil unions, domestic partnerships or other quasi-
marital relationships between two or more persons regard-
less of sex.

A vote “Yes” will change the Constitution.
A vote “No” will leave the Constitution as it is.

Yes 172,242 52%
No 160,173 48%




Virginia Marriage Amendment, 2006

Shall Article | (the Bill of Rights) of the Constitution of Vir-
ginia be amended to state: “That ealy a union between ene
man and one woman may be a marriage valid in or recog-
nized by this Commonwealth and its political subdivisions.
This Commonwealth and its political subdivisions shall rct
create o recognize a legal status for relationships of unmar-
ried individuals that intends to approximate the design, qual-
ities, significance, or effects of marriage. Nor snaii this Com-
monwealth or its political subdivisions cr2ate or recognize
another union, partnership, or other legal status to which is
assigned the rights, benefits, obligations, qualities, or effects
of marriage.”

Yes 1,328,134 57%

No 998,483

43%




Wisconsin Marriage Amendment, 2006

Yes

Under present Wisconsin law, only a marriage between a
husband and a wife is recognized as valid in this state. A
husband is commonly defined as a man who is married to a
woman, and a wife is commonly defined as a woman who is
married to a man.

A “yes” vote would make the existing restriction on marriage
as a union between & Hign and a weinan part of the state
constitution, and would erchikit aity recognition of the va-
lidity of a marriage between persons other than one man and
one woman.

A “yes" vote would also prohibit recognition of any legal sta-
tus which is identical or substantially similar to marriage for
unmarried persons of either the same sex or different sexes.
The constitution would not further specify what is, or what
is not, a legal status identical or substantially similar to mar-
riage. Whether any particular type of domestic relationship,
partnership or agreement between unmarried persons would
be prohibited by this amendment would be left to further
legislative or judicial determination.

1,260,554 59%

\[e}

861,554

41%

Arizona Proposition 102, 2008

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION BY LEGISLA-
TURE RELATING TO MARRIAGE

A "yes"” vote shall have the effect of amending the Arizona
Constitution to define marriage as a union between cne iman
ana one woman, while mamtaining the current statutory law
of the State of Arizona, which prohibits marriage between
persons of the same sex.

A “no” vote shall have the effect of maintaining the current
statutory law of the State of Arizona, which prohibits mar-
riage between persons of the same sex, but would not amend
the Arizona Constitution to define marriage as a union be-
tween one man and one woman.

Yes 1,258,353 56.2%

No 980,751

ER)




California Proposition 8, 2008 Florida Amendment 2, 2008

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
ARTICLE I, NEW SECTION
FLORIDA MARRIAGE PROTECTION AMENDMENT

This amendment protects marriage as the legal union of caly
e

—_— U TTuoru

that no other legal union thatis treated as marriage or the
substantial equivalent thereof shall be valid or recognized.

Yes 6,838,107 52.3% Yes 4,645,602 62.1%
No 6,246,463 47.7% No 2,833,052 37.9%
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