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SENATOR CHAMBERS: Th is is not one of the things t hat we
were allowed to exempt, so why are you go i n g t o ge t you r
back up and exempt a federal e mployee when y o u won ' t do
anything for the citizens of the state? I'm asking that you
bring this bill back and if w e' re go i n g t o buckl e up w e
should all buckle up together, those at the state level,
those at the ederal level. W e' re talking about federalism
now, no t hea vy-handed dictatorship by t he f eder a l
government. I f you agree that this amendment t hat I am
offering is valid based on the r at i ona le , you ' l l b r i ng t he
bill back. If, on the other hand, you think that the
federal government, which is pushing this bill, should a l l ow
its employees on those rural roads to be exempted from the
b i l l , you won ' t b r i ng i t b ack . That' s w ha t t he i ssue i s .
Either it is one of safety or i t ' s not . M aybe what you a r e
saying is that these letter carriers are n ot exp o se d t o
dangers on rural roads so if that is the case a nd the r o a d
is the nature of what we' re deal in g w i t h i n mak i ng ou r
determination, why don't we then expand the definition to
say that anybody driving on a road, driven by a rura l m a i l
carrier shall not be required to wear a safety belt? I hope
you wi l l b r i n g t he b i l l b ack .

PRESIDENT: The Chair recognizes Senator Landis.

S ENATOR LANDIS: Mr . Sp ea k e r , members of the Legislature,
these amendments are opportunities to discuss the b i l l and
s o I ' m go i n g to discuss the bill in the guise of the
amendment as well. I ha ven't spoken on the bill before.
I' ve been voting against the bill and I want to s peak j us t a
little bit about my rationale. Although I'm not supporting
this series of amendments because I think that they are
s imply r ef l e ct i o ns o f wh at t h e b i l l i s me a n t t o d o and t h e
various logics that are competing i n t h e p r o p o nent s an d
opponents, I do want to address the underlying issue of the
seat belts. Let me pose to this b ody a ques t i o n I po s e a c o
a class of stu dents that I te ach o n the Histor y o f
Democracy. I asked them, w hy do you f o l l ow t h e l aw ? And we
h ad l i t t l e g r oup d i scu s s i o n s as to why they did and their
answers, surprisingly or perhaps not surprisingly, r ef l e c t e d
the two schools of thought that philosophers give us. One
of them is by Thomas Hobbs who says that it is fear of
p unishment ard the power o f the sovereign that coerces
citizens to obey the law. The other school of philosophy is
that of Thomas Aquinas who says that law is a product of
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