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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, JULY 8, 1965 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rabbi Herbert W. Bomzer of Young 

Israel of Ocean Parkway, Brooklyn, N.Y., 
offered the following prayer: 

Behold how goodly and how pleasant, 
when brethren dwell together. 

Our Father in Heaven, we ask Thy 
blessing upon these Members of our Con
gress assembled to deliberate and decide 
the welfare of all the American people. 
May they successfully carry the awesome 
responsibilities they have freely assumed 
in this most scientifically advanced and 
perilous generation in history. 

Grant us Thy inspiration as we seek 
the solution to political, social, and eco
nomic problems: to eradicate prejudice, 
hatred, suffering, racial tension, hunger, 
armed conftict, and oppression; to 
achieve lasting peace and brotherly love. 

Teach us, 0 God, to ever appreciate the 
priceless heritage of freedom endowed 
us by our forefathers. From the im
mortal words of the first emancipator, 
Moses, "Let my people go," to the biblical 
command, "Proclaim liberty throughout 
the land and to all the inhabitants 
thereof," from the historic demand of 
Patrick Henry, "Give me liberty or give 
me death," to the declaration "that all 
men are created equal," to this very day 
men have never ceased yearning and 
dying, for liberty. 

Enable us to preserve freedom's holy 
light as we maintain a government 
"which gives to bigotry no sanction, to 
persecution no assistance." Protect and 
sustain our beloved President, Vice 
President, and these distinguished lead
ers, the spiritual heirs of those who pro
claimed our independence 189 years ago 
this week. 

May mankind soon usher in the long 
awaited millenium when the rays of free
dom shall enlighten the world, when 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness 
shall be the irrevocable right of all men 
for all times. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed bills and con
current resolutions of the following titles, 
in which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

s. 611. An act for the relief of certain em
ployees of the Mount Edgecumbe Boarding 
School, Alaska; 

s. 621. An act for the relief of Marija 
Malnar; 

s. 861. An act for the relief of Alva Arling
ton Garnes; 

.s. 869. An act for the relief of Yom Tov 
Yeshayahu Briszk; 

s. 971. An act for the relief of Mrs. Elna B. 
Guira; 

S. 1111. An act for the relief of Pola Boden
stein; 

S. 1113. An act for the relief of Emilio 
Maiorano, Lucia Maiorano, and Cosima 
Maiorano; 

S. 1120. An act for the relief of Dr. Ortelio 
Rodriguez Perez; 

S. 1164. An act for the relief of Cristina 
Franco; 

S. 1975. An act to amend the Northern Pa
ciiic Halibut Act in order to provide certain 
facilities for the International Pacific Halibut 
Commission; 

S. Con. Res. 37. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing for the use of the Sen
ate Committee on the Judiciary of additional 
copies of its hearings on economic concen
tration; and 

S. Con. Res. 38. Concurrent resolution to 
authorize the printing of additional copies of 
a committee print of the Committee on the 
Judiciary entitled "The Soviet Empir~A 
Study in Discrimination and Abuse of Power." 

AN EDITORIAL OF THE 
WASHINGTON POST 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I am sure 

that I shared the same surprise, if not 
the amusement of my colleagues, when I 
picked up the editorial page of the 
Washington Post this morning, dated 
July 8, 1965. 

I hesitate to take the time of the House 
to discuss this editorial because I know 
all Members are anxious to resume our 
debate, now in its third day, on the 
voting rights bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I have the impression 
that the procedures of the Committee on 
Rules are at least as effective and up-to
date as the procedures of the editorial 
board of the Washington Post. The 
Committee on Rules reported the voting 
rights bill 1 week ago today, but I am 
certain that the editorial which ap
peared in the Washington Post has been 
bottled up for a period. considerably 
longer than that. 

Mr. Speaker, the Washington Post is 
a great newspaper and I know that there 
is not a Member of the House who would 
suppose for a moment that its editorial 
board is not in command of all the facts 
relating to legislation before this House. 
Indeed that board needed only to refer 
to the page opposite the Post's editorial 
page to find in the vicinity of the Art 
Buchwald column, the solemn an
nouncement that the House was to meet 
at noon today to continue consideration 
of H.R. 6400, the voting rights bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I can think of only one 
explanation. Certain forces within the 
Post's editorial board, most probably re
actionary in philosophy and oblivious to 
what the rest of the Post's staff knows is 
the public interest, are able to pursue 
their little game o.f delay unchecked by 
the others. 

I call upon this great newspaper to 
update its procedures and to revise its 
operating rules. 

Mr. Speaker, the editorial speaks for 
itself and I ask unanimous consent that 
it may be inserted in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There is no objection. 
The editorial is as follows: 

LULL ON VOTING RIGHTS 

What has happened to the voting rights 
bill? Some months ago this measure began 
its journey through Congress with a great 
deal of steam behind it. After a long debate 
the Senate passed the bill on May 26, and 
the House Judiciary Committee reported out 
a somewhat different bill on June 1. Since 
then virtually nothing has been heard of the 
bill, even though it was supposed to be mov
ing through Congress at an emergency pace. 

Experienced observers of the Washington 
scene who know where to look when they 
'encounter delay will turn at once to the 
Rules Committee. Their instinct will be en
tirely right. The suppvsed traffic director on 
the legislative highway just sat on the bill 
for more than 3 weeks. Then it began hear
ings on June 24, as if it had the responsibility 
of duplicating the extensive work of the 
Judiciary Committee. 

There are some indications that the b1ll 
may emerge the latter part of this week. If 
so, there may be plenty of time for the House 
to pass it and for conferees to adjust the 
serious differences between the two Houses 1n 
regard to abolition of State poll taxes and 
other features before the preadjournment 
rush begins. But it will be well to keep an 
eye on the gentlemen who manage the rules. 
Even in its current reformed status, the com
mittee is capable of mischief on a broad 
scale. No harm will be done if the country 
lets the committee know that it is waiting 
somewhat impatiently for the legislative traf
fic cop to get the voting-rights vehicle on the 
road. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. SMrr.H of C\l.iifornia. Mr. Speak
er, I congratulate the gentleman from 
Oklahoma. 

I have some remarks to make along the 
same lines and ask unanimous consent 
that I may insert my remarks following 
the statement of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

MISCIDEFMAKING OR 
IRRESPONSffin.ITY? 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, if a day goes by when the Washington 
Post is unable to find something it does 
not like for which to blame Congress, or 
more particularly the House Committee 
on Rules, it has a capability for manu
fa:cturing a cause for indignation. 

In today's edition of this newspaper, 
there appears an editorial entitled "Lull 
on Voting Rights." It was written to 
make it appear that the voting rights bill 
is being held up by the House Rules Com
mittee. 

I do not know whether this is calcu
lated mischief to incite the uninformed 
into one more demonstration or, to be 
more charitable, if it is just one more ex
ample of the Washington Post's capacity 
for journalistic carelessness. 

At any rate, I take this opportunity to 
enlighten the Washington Post and, 
hopefully, all those who may have been 
misled, that the voting rights bill had 
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been debated on the floor of the House 
for 2 days before publication of this in
accurate editorial. The Rules Commit
tee reported out the voting rights bill on 
July 1, a week before the Washington 
Post reported editorially that "no harm 
will be done if the country lets the com
mittee know that it is waiting somewhat 
impatiently for the legislative traffic cop 
to get the voting rights vehicle on the 
road." 

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous consent 
I include in my remarks the editorial en
titled "Lull on Voting Rights" which was 
published in the Washington Post today, 
Thursday, July 8. 
[From the Washington Post, July 8, 1965] 

LULL ON VOTING RIGHTS 

What has happened to the voting rights 
bill? Some months ago this measure began 
its journey through Congress with a great 
deal of steam behind it. After a long debate 
the Senate passed the bill on May 26, and 
the House Judiciary Committee reported out 
a somewhat different bill on June 1. Since 
then virtually nothing has been heard of the 
bill, even though it was supposed to be mov
ing through Congress at an emergency pace. 

Experienced observers of the Washington 
scene who know where to look when they en
counter delay will turn at once to the Rules 
Committee. Their instinct will be entirely 
right. The supposed traffic director on the 
legislative highway just sat on the bill for 
more than 3 weeks. Then it began hearings 
on June 24, as if it had the responsibility of 
duplicating the extensive work of the Judi
ciary Committee. 

There are some indications that the b111 
may emerge the latter part of this week. 
If so, there may be plenty of time for the 
House to pass it and for conferees to adjust 
the serious differences between the two 
Houses in regard to abolition of State poll 
taxes and other features before the pre
adjournment rush begins. But it will be well 
to keep an eye on the gentlemen who manage 
the rules. Even in its current reformed 
status, the committee is capable of mischief 
on a broad scale. No harm will be done if 
the country lets the committee know that it 
is waiting somewhat impatiently for the 
legislative traffic cop to get the voting rights 
vehicle on the road. 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE NATION'S 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

Mr. ASPINALL submitted a conference 
report and statement on the blll S. 21, to· 
provide for the optimum development of 
the Nation's natural resources through 
the coordinated planning of water and 
related land resources, through the es
tablishment of a water resource council 
and river basin commissions, and by pro
viding financial assistance to the States 
in order to increase State participation in 
such planning; which was ordered 
printed. 

TO ESTABLISH 
DEPRESSANT 
DRUGS 

CONTROLS FOR 
AND STIMULANT 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent · to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill (H.R. 2) to pro
tect the public health and safety by 
amending the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act to establish special con
trols for depressant and stimulant drugs 
and counterfeit drugs, and for other pur-

poses, with Senate amendments thereto, 
and concur in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Page 3, line 17, strike out (A). 
Page 3, line 21, strike out all after "4761)" 

down to and including "organization" in 
line 23. 

Page 3, line 25, strike out all after "shall" 
over to and including "committees," in line 
1 on page 4. 

Page 7, line 8, after "household." insert: "In 
any criminal prosecution for possession of a 
depressant or stimulant drug in violation 
of this subsection (which is made a prohib
ited act by section 301 ( q) (3)), the United 
States shall have the burden of proof that 
the possession involved does not come within 
the exceptions contained in clauses (I) and 
(2) of the preceding sentence." 

Page 11, strike out all after line 13 over to 
and including line 24 on page 15 and insert: 

"(g) (1) The Secretary may, from time to 
time, appoint a committee of experts to advise 
him with regard to any of the following mat
ters involved in determining whether a reg
ulation under subparagraph (2) (C) or (3) 
of section 201 (v) should be proposed, issued, 
amended, or repealed: (A) whether or not 
the substance involved has a depressant or 
stimulant effect on the central nervous sys
tem or a hallucinogenic effect, (B) whether 
the substance involved has a potential for 
abuse because of its depressant or stimulant 
effect on the central nervous system, and 
(C) any other scientific question (as deter
mined by the Secretary)· which is pertinent 
to the determination of whether such sub
stance should be designated by the Secre
tary pursuant to subparagraph (2) (C) or 
(3) of section 201(v). The Secretary may 
establish a time limit for submission of the 
committee's report. The appointment, com
pensation, staffing, and procedure of such 
committees shall be in accordance with sub
sections (b) (5) (D), and the admissib111ty 
of their reports, recommendations, and testi
mony at any hearing involving such matters 

. shall be determined in accordance with sub
section (d) (2), of section 706. The appoint
ment of such a committee after publication 
of an order acting on a proposal pursuant to 
section 701 (e) ( 1) shall not suspend the run
ning of the time for filing objections to such 
order and requesting a hearing unless the 
Secretary so directs. 

"(2) Where such a matter is referred to 
an expert advisory committee upon request 
of an interested person, the Secretary may, 
pursuant to regulations, require such person 
to pay fees to pay the costs, to the Depart
ment, arising by reason of such referral. 
Such fees, including advance deposits to 
cover such fees, shall be available, until 
expended, .for paying (directly or by way of 
reimbursement of the applicable appropria
tions) the expenses of advisory committees 
under this subsection and other expenses 
arising by reason of referrals to such com
mittees and for refunds in accordance with 
such regula tions." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, I would ex
pect the chairman of the committee, the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS] 
to give an explanation of the amend
ments. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I shall be glad 
briefly to explain. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate amendments 
to H.R. 2, the Drug Abuse Controls 

Amendments of 1965, make three 
changes in that bill. 

The bill provides greater controls over 
depressant and stimulant drugs and 
makes possession of these drugs outside 
of the legitimate channels of trade a 
criminal offense, except if the possession 
is for the pe:.:sonal use of the possessor or 
a member of his household, or for ad
ministration to an animal owned by him 
or a member of his household. 

The first amendment which I will dis
cuss provides that in criminal prosecu
tions involving the possessor of drugs, 
the burden of proof shall be upon the 
United States, that the possession is not 
within the exceptions stated. This 
amendment is in the nature of a clarify
ing amendment and is consistent with 
our intent in passing the bill. 

The second amendment which I will 
discuss involves the use of advisory com
mittees to make scientific determinations 
with respect to the coverage of drugs 
under this legislation. Under the bill as 
passed by the House, advisory commit
tees were required to be appointed upon 
the request of any interested person and 
could have been utilized to delay the 
effectiveness of orders issued by the 
Secretary. 

The Senate amended this provision to 
make the appointment of advisory com
mittees discretionary with the Secretary, 
but encouraged the use of outside con
sultants by the Secretary. It is my un
derstanding that this amendment is not 
objected to by the industry, and I sug
gest its approval. 

The last amendment of substance 
made by the Senate deletes the provision 
of the House bill which provided that 
the term "depressant or stimulant drug" 
does not include peyote used in connec
tion with ceremonies of a bona fide re
ligious organization. 

Some concern has been expressed to 
many by the religious groups affected, 
and by certain civil liberties organiza
tions concerning the possible impact of 
this amendment on religious practices 
protected by the first amendment to the 
Constitution. 

Two court decisions have been ren
dered in this area in recent years. One, 
a decision by Judge Yale McFate in the 
case of Arizona v. Attakai, No. 4098, in 
the superior court of Maricopa County, 
Phoenix, Ariz., July 26, 1960; and a Cali
fornia decision, People against Woody, 
decided August 24, 1964, in the Supreme 
Court of California. Both these cases 
held that prosecutions for the use of 
peyote in connection with religious cere
monies was a violation of the first 
amendment to the Constitution. 

In view of all this, I requested the 
views of the Food and Drug Administra
tion and have been assured that the bill, 
even with the peyote exemption appear
ing in the House-passed bill, cannot 
forbid bona fide religious use of peyote. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent to include the letter from the 
Food and Drug Administration at this 
point in my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
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The letter referred to is as follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA

TION, AND WELFARE, FOOD AND 
DRUG AnMINSITRATION, 

Washington, D.C., July 2, 1965. 
Hon. OREN HARRIS, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and For

eign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In response to your 
request we are stating t?e position the Food 
and Drug Administration expects to take if 
H .R. 2 becomes law as it passed the Senate, 
with respect to the use of peyote in religious 
ceremonies. 

we have been advised by a representative 
of the North American Church that this 
church is a bona fide religious organiza
tion and that peyote has bona fide use in 
the sacrament of the church. The repre
sentative has agreed to document both of 
these statements. 

If the church is a bona fide religious or
ganization that makes sacramental use of 
peyote, then it would be our view that H .R. 
2, even without the peyote exemption which 
appeared in the House-passed version, could 
not forbid bona fide religious use of peyote. 
We believe that the constitutional guaran
tee of religious freedom fully safeguards the 
rights of the organization and its communi
cants. 

Sincerely yours , 
GEORGE P. LARRICK, 

Commissioner of Food and Drugs. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, in view of 
the foregoing , I recommend that the 
House agree to the Senate amendments 
toH.R.2. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, did the 
gentleman from Arkansas say that one 
of these amendments encouraged the 
use of outside consultants? · 

Mr. HARRIS. The bill, as considered 
by the other body, provided for advisory 
committees in the discretion of the Sec
retary. The report suggested to the De
partment that outside consultants be 
used. It did not become a part of the 
amendment or the bill. 

Mr. GROSS. In all conscience I can
not conceive of a conference committee 
or a · committee of either the House or 
the Senate, encouraging any agency or 
department of the Government to use 
consultants, because they will do that 
without any encouragement. Why give 
them encouragement to put more people 
on the payroll by this indirect method? 

Mr. HARRIS. May I remind the gen
tleman that on scientific questions it is 
necessary to obtain information, and ad
visory committees and consultants are 
useful for this purpose. But I would also 
emphasize that it is not included in the 
House report, nor is it included in the 
bill. This was a reference in the Senate 
report which suggested that this action 
be approved by the Secretary of the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I be
lieve the Senate amendments have re
sulted in the best compromise that we 
could get. The amendments should be 
accepted. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar
kansas? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con

curred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE HOUSE 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 

the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. AL
BERTL 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a 
question of the privilege of the House. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state the question of privilege. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, in my of
ficial capacity as a Representative and 
as majority leader of this House, I have 
been served with a summons issued by 
the U.S. District Court for the District 
of Columbia to appear in connection with 
the case of the All-American Protector
ate, Inc. against Lyndon B. Johnson, 
and others. 

Under the precedents of the House, I 
am unable to comply with this summons 
without the consent of the House, the 
privileges of the House being involved. 
I therefore submit the matter for the 
consideration of this body. 

I send to the desk the summons. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 

the subpena. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

SUMMONS FROM THE U.S. DISTRICT COURT FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

(The All-American Protectorate, Incorpo
rated, Plai n t iff v. Lyndon B. Johnson, Indi
vidually and as President of the United 
States of America; Mike Mansfield, Indi 
vidually and as majority leader of the U .S. 
Sen ate, Everett M. D i rksen, individually 
and as m inority leader of the U.S. Senate; 
John W. McCormack, individually and as 
Speaker of the U.S. Hou se of Representa
tives; Car l B. Albert, i ndividually and as 
majori ty leader of the U.S. House of Repre
sent atives; Gerald R. Ford, individually 
and as minority leader of the U.S. House of 
Representatives, defendants) 

To the above-named defendant, CARL B. AL
BERT, individually and as majority leader 
of the U.S. House of Representatives: 

You are hereby summoned and required to 
serve upon Lovell W . George plaintiff's at
torney, whose address 8015 Forsyth Boule
vard, Clayton, Mo., an answer to the com
plaint which is herewith served upon you, 
within 60 days after service of this summons 
upon you, exclusive of the day of service. If 
you fail to do so, judgment by default will be 
taken against you for the relief demanded in 
the complaint. 

(SEAL OF COURT] 

Date June 25, 1965. 

HARRY M. HULL, 
Clerk of Court. 

AMELIA G. SHANNON, 
Deputy Clerk. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise for the same purpose as the dis
tinguished majority leader and I would 
like to read a statement. 

Mr. Speaker, in my official capacity as 
a Representative and as minority leader 
of this House, I have been served with a 
summons issued by the U.S. District 
Court for the District of Columbia to 
appear in connection with the case of the 
All-American Protectorate, Incorporated, 
against Lyndon B. Johnson et al. 

Under the precedents of the House, I 
am unable to comply with this summons 
without the consent of the House, the 
privileges of the House being involved. 
I therefore submit the matter for the 
consideration of this body. 

I send to the desk the summons. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 

the subpena. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

SUMMONS FROM THE U.S. DISTRICT COURT FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

(The All-American Protectorate, Inc., plain
tiff v. Lyndon B. Johnson, individually and 
as President of the United States of Amer
ica, Mike Mansfield, individually and as 
majority leader of the U.S. Senate, 
Everett M. Dirksen, individually and as 
minority leader of the U.S Senate, John 
W. McCormack, individually and as 
Speaker of the U.S. House of Representa
tives, Carl B. Albert, individually and as 
majority leader of the U.S House of 
Representatives, Gerald R. Ford, individ
ually and as minority leader of the U.S. 
House of Representatives, defendants.) 

To the above-named defendant, GERALD R. 
FoRD, individually and as minority leader 
of the U.S. House of Representatives: 

You are hereby summoned and required to 
serve upon Lovell W. George, plaintiff's 
attorney, whose address 8015 Forsyth Boule
vard, Clayton, Mo., an answer to the com
plaint which is herewith served upon you, 
within 60 days after service of this summons 
upon you, exclusive of the day of service. If 
you fail to do so, judgment by default will 
be taken against you for the relief demanded 
in the complaint. 

(SEAL OF COURT) 
HARRY M. HULL, 

Clerk of Court. 
AMELIA G. SHANNON, 

Deputy Clerk. 
Date: June 25, 1965. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair, in his of
ficial capacity as Speaker of this House, 
has been served with a summons issued 
by the U.S. District Court for the District 
of Columbia to appear in connection with 
the case of the All-American Protector.
ate, Incorporated v. Lyndon B. Johnson 
et al., civil action file No. 1583-65. 

Under the precedents of the House, 
the Chair is unable to comply with this 
summons without the consent of the 
House, the privileges of the House being 
involved. The Chair therefore submits 
:the niatter for the consideration of this 
body. 

The Clerk will read the summons. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

SUMMONS FROM THE U.S. DISTRICT COURT FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

(The All-American Protectorate, Inc., plaintiff 
v. Lyndon B. Johnson, individually and 
as President of the United States of 
America, Mike Mansfield, individually and 
as majority leader of the U.S. Senate, 
Everett M. Dirksen, individually and as 
minority leader of the U.S. Senate, John 
W. McCormack, individually and as Speak
er of the U.S. House of Representatives, 
Carl B. Albert, individually and as 17l.a'

jority leader of the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives, Gerald R. Ford, individually 
and as minority leader of the U.S. House 
of Representatives, defendants) 

To the above-named defendant, JOHN W. 
McCoRMACK, individually and as Speaker 
of the U.S. House of Representatives: 

You are hereby summoned and required 
to serve upon Lovell W. George plaintiff's 
attorney, whose address 8015 Forsyth Boule
vard, Clayton, Mo., 63105, an . answer to 
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the complaint which is herewith served up
on you, within 60 days after service of this 
summons upon you, exclusive of the day of 
service. If you fail to do so, judgment by de- • 
fault will be taken against you for the relief 
demanded in the complaint. 

(SEAL OF COURT] 
HARRY M. HULL, 

Clerk of Court. 
AMELIA G. SHANNON' 

Deputy Clerk. 
Date June 25, 1965. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ad
dressed a letter to the Attorney General 
of the United states. The Clerk will 
read the letter. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
JULY 8, 1965. 

The Honorable the ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Department of Justice. 

DEAR Sm: I did on July 6, 1965, accept 
service of a summons in the case of The All
American Protectorate, Incorporated v. Lyn
don B. Johnson et al., civil action file No. 
1583-65, pending in the U.S. District Court 
for the District of Columbia. The complaint 
filed in this action names me, individually 
and as Speaker of the House of Representa
tive, as a defendant in this proceeding. 

The majority leader of the House of Repre
sentatives, the Honorable CARL ALBERT, and 
the minority leader, the Honorable GERALD 
R. FoRD, both of whom are named as de
fendants in this same proceeding, accepted 
service of summons on July 7, 1965. 

I am including herewith the summons 
served upon me, and those served upon Rep
resentatives ALBERT and FoRD, individually 
and in their official capacities as majority 
and minority leaders, respectively, in order 
that you may proceed in accordance with the 
law. 

Sincerely, 
JoHN W. McCoRMACK, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No.171] 
Ashley Gubser 
Ayres Hanna 
Bonner Harvey, Ind. 
Bow Holifield 
Clark Holland -
Craley Hosmer 
Edwards, Calif. Irwin 
Evins, Tenn. Keogh 
Friedel McEwen 
Green, Oreg. May 

Minshall 
Passman 
Powell 
Purcell 
Scott 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Wilson, Bob 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 405 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

VO~ING RIGHTS ACT OF 1965 
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. 

Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
6400) to enforce the 15th amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H.R. 6400 with 
Mr. BOLLING in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bilL 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com

mittee rose on yesterday the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CELLER] had 1 hour 
and 19 minutes remaining and the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. McCULLOCH] had 
1 hour and 43 minutes remaining. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. RoGERS]. 

Mr. ROGERS - of Colorado. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GRIDER]. 

Mr. GRIDER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 6400. 

I hope, however, that this body will 
accept an amendment which I shall offer 
at the proper time. The amendment 
will provide in section 7 (a) for a means 
to require, at the discretion of the 
Attorney General, that an applicant be
fore a Federal registrar allege that he has 
been denied his right to vote by the local 
registrar. This amendment will conform 
H.R. 6400 in this respect to the bill 
adopted by the other body. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of H.R. 
6400 is to gain equality of voting for all 
Americans. As it is presently drawn, sec
tion 7 will tend to crystallize ancient pat
terns of inequality. Moreover, it will 
appear to many Southern eyes to be 
punitive in its operations. 

I will immediately concede, Mr. Chair
man, that there are some communities in 
which it would be an added indignation 
to require the disfranchised to again 
apply to the very official who previously 
denied him his rights. In such com
munities there would be no point in re
quiring such an empty act. 

But there are many communities, Mr. 
Chairman, in which the great majority 
of the people are now willing to grant the 
right of equality to all citizens. Yes, even 
communities that have been guilty of 
past discrimination. I say that where 
this spirit exists it ought to be fostered
for how else can the goal be achieved? 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, indeed in my 
mind it is a certainty, that most south
erners are now willing to comply with a 
voting rights law. The contrary im
pression, which prevails here today, 
arises from the fact that the majority of 
my colleagues gain their understanding 
of us from communities caught up in the 
flames of racial conflict. The accounts 
of my colleagues during this debate have 
made this perfectly clear. 

Mr. Chairman, Selma~ Ala., during a 
freedom march, is not the South. There 
is another South, a new South, preserv
ing the best of our proud past but look
ing to the future. I speak for that new 
South today and ask that. we encourage 
it. 

Unless this bill is changed, in every 
community where a Federal registrar 
appears, those previously denied, and 

even those who previously feared denial, 
are going to go straight to the Federal 
office. The result is going to be that 
there will be two registration officers
one for Negroes and one for whites. 

No matter how willing the local au
thorities might be to comply and even 
to accommodate, no Negro is going to go 
near the local office. How then can the 
local authorities ever show their good 
faith and how can the Attorney General 
ever certify, as required by section 13 
that "there is no longer reasonable 
cause to believe that persons will be 
deprived?" 

Thus the spirit of cooperation will be 
hampered and a division will be pro
longed rather than shortened. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, many south
erners will see in this unnecessarily stern 
and inflexible position-not a desire to 
end a wrong-but a gesture of spite. 
They will sense the bitter dregs of 
Thaddeus Stevens' cup of victory, of 
which our chairman spoke, rather than 
the advice of Abraham Lincoln that we 
conduct ourselves "with malice toward 
none." 
· Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 10 minutes to the ge:ptleman 
from New York [Mr. TENZER]. 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Chairman, I con
sider it a high privilege to have the op
portunity to speak in support of H.R. 
6400, the Celler bill implementing the 
message of the President of the United 
States to the joint session of Congress on 
March 15, 1965. H.R. 6400 was consid
ered in 13 public hearing sessions to
gether with 123 other bills all dealing 
with voting rights. 

In executive sessions the subcommittee 
made five additions to the administra
tion's original bill and the full Judiciary 
Committee made three additional 
changes. The main purpose of the 
Celler-administration bill, and and all 
the others, with some slight variations, 
is the granting of voting rights for Ne
gro citizens. 

During the debate mention was made 
of the fact that this is the fourth time 
in 8 years that the subject of civil rights 
and voting rights was debated by the 
Members of this House-the Civil Rights 
Acts of 1957, 1960, 1964, and now the 
voting rights bill of 196·5. There is no 
doubt that in the last 10 years more has 
been accomplished in the field of civil 
rights through legislation and the order
ly judicial process than in the previous 
179 years of the history of our democracy. 
Ours is the greatest experiment in the 
history of the world of a government by 
the consent of t:1e governed. It is most 
regrettable, though urgently necessary, 
that we at this time are required to 
further implement the full intent and 
purposes of our Founding Fathers; 
namely to grant to all citizens equal 
rights and equal opportunities under our 
laws, not the least of which is the right 
to vote. 

Our Founding Fathers were deeply re
ligious men. They and their forebears 
fled from lands where tryanny and op
pression and the denial of human rights 
was practiced. They came to · these 
shores not to establish a system of gov
ernment, similar or resembling the 
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system from which they fled, they sought 
to establish a system which was new, 
sometimes different, something dramat
ic-and so it was that the United States 
was born out of revolution, a rev
olution which in some measure is 
continuing to this day. In the process, 
the rights of some have · been violated 
and the lights of others have been de
nied. It is the duty of the Congress 
through eternal vigilance to answer the 
cries for justice from our citizens. In 
this session, we have answered the cry 
for justice of 19 million senior citizens 
by providing hospitalization and medical 
care under social security; we have 
answered the cry for justice from Appa
lachia; we have answered the cry for 
justice of the undereducated of our Na
tion with the Elementary .and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965; we have answered 
the cry for justice of millions of Amer
icans threatened by hurricanes, floods, 
and tornadoes; and we have answered 
numerous other clies for justice which 
have been heard in this Chamber, not 
only from the four corners of our Na
tion but .also from other parts of the 
world. 

We, the greatest Nation in the history 
of the world, compassionately serve as 
our brothers' keepers. 

We, the most highly developed Nation 
in the world, have undertaken as part 
of our labors in the vineyard of the 
Lord, to feed the hungry, clothe the 
naked, heal the sick, and to relieve want 
and misery whenever and wherever it 
occurs and is brought to our attention. 

Yet, we have failed to answer the cry 
for justice of 20 million Americans. A 
large segment of whom are denied the 
right to vote-a right guaranteed by the 
Constitution of the United States-a 
right denied by those who represent 
themselves as religious men and as pa
triotic Americans. 

What religion do they practice? 
What is their definition of patriotism? 

The Prophet Malachi-chapter 2, verse 
10-in a sublime admonition to man
kind regarding the Fatherhood of God 
and the brotherhood of man, asks: 

Have we not all one Father? Hath not 
one God created us? Why do we deal 
treacherously every man against his brother, 
profaning the covenant of our fathers? 

I respectfuly refer my colleagues to 
page 505 of the hearings and commend 
to their reading the statement in which 
the religious bodies of America unite for 
human rights. 

If we believe in God, and it matters not 
how or where we worship Him-we can
not give only lipservice to His law-it is 
a denial of divine law and a sign of 
disrespect to the memory of our Found
ling Fathers and a complete disregard of 
the provisions of the Constitution of the 
United States to deny to any American, 
otherwise entitled thereto, the right to 
vote. · 

And what about patriotism? The de
nial of the right to vote to so wide a 
segment of American citizens does not 
help establish .us an "one Nation under 
God, indivisible, with liberty and justice 
for all." Today we .have a great stake 
in the maintenance of the United States 
as the leader of the free world, a world 

which is constantly being challenged by 
those who now practice the denial of 
human rights behind the Iron and Bam
boo Curtains. How can we expect to 
encourage the practice of our American 
brand of democracy in other lands, when 
we do not effectively practice it in our 
own country. 

Just as there are no degrees of hon
esty, there can be no compromise with 
the full guarantee of civil rights, of hu
man rights, of voting rights. This is the 
time for men of good will on both sides 
of the aisle to join in answering the cry 
for justice from those who have been 
denied the right to register and the right 
to vote. 

Mr. Chairman, we will be judged not 
alone by how we voted on legislation 
to preserve our natural resources or by 
how we voted to restore the areas dam
aged or destroyed by hurricanes, floods, 
and tornadoes. 

We will be judged, rather, by how we 
vote to preserve our greatest natural 
resource-our people-and by how we 
vote to restore the rights of our citizens
on how we vote to correct man's inhu
manity to his fellow man. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to vote in favor of H.R. 6400 and to re
ject every amendment which seeks to 
weaken its provisions. Let us pass H.R. 
6400 by so overwhelming a majority that 
we will put an end to divisive talk about 
"discrimination against States" by 
striking down "discrimination against 
its citizens." 

Let the message go forth from the 
floor of this House in clear terms to every 
section of America, to every corner of 
the world, that we in America mean 
what we say and practice what we 
preach. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. CRAMER]. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, follow
ing the theme of the gentleman who just 
preceded me I wish to say that I am 
devotedly interested in trying to make 
certain that everyone in America should 
have the right to exercise the privilege of 
voting. 

As a matter of fact, my home State of 
Florida has registered 67 percent of the 
Negroes. More than 200,000 Negroes 
have registered in the past 3 years. As 
a matter of fact, there is a vote drive on 
the way how. I am encouraging it. I am 
hopeful that all who want to and can 
properly qualify will register and vote 
and exercise the right of franchise. 

I yield to no one-north, south, east, or 
west-in my desire and in my activities, 
with respect to this legislation through
out, as to -a good faith effort to try to 
make certain that a bill is drafted and 
comes before this body that will do the 
job all over the country-! mean one that 
will do the job everywhere. 

I do not believe this body will do its 
job if it attempts to pass a bill which is 
discriminatory against 43 States in its 
application. I do not believe the Con
gress will do its job if it focuses its atten
tion on only 7 States and substantially 
ignores the 43 other States of America. 

I brought· this out throughout ·the de
bate and throughout the hearings on this 

legislation, which the administration 
sent up. The administration witnesses, 
the Attorney General and everyone else, 
admitted-and there was not any ques
tion about it-that the bill as proposed 
would not even cover 43 of the 50 States 
in the United States of America, and 
would have the effect of making second
class citizens out of every Negro in Amer
ica outside of those 7 States. 

I have two major points to make. I 
want to address these views on these two 
major points to those who might be 
tempted to vote against the McCUlloch
Ford substitute and vote for the commit
tee Celler bill. 

I am not doing this because I am from 
the South or because I am from a State 
which is going to be penalized by the 
committee bill. My State and the 
Negroes therein are going to be penalized 
unless the substitute is passed. 

Did you hear what I said? That is a 
fact. 

I am one who in the hearings on this 
bill brought out the fact that the admin
istration bill would cover only seven 
States. Believe me when I say I want 
something done in those seven States. 
Please do not misunderstand me on 
that. 

I am one who said: 
Yes, we should have something adequate 

and reasonable that will do the jdb and will . 
not make second-class citizens out of Negroes 
in other Sta tes in America, while doing the 
job with respect to the citizens of those 
seven States too. 

I do not wish to be in a position of 
saying, "Yes, I want to do something in 
7 States but at the same time I am will
ing to discriminate against the Negroes 
in all the other 43 States"-and I mean 
in the State of Florida as an example. 

My State was out of this bill as pro
posed, and I am one of those who in
sisted on drafting adequate legislation to 
make sure that the citizens of Florida 
and all other States who are being dis
criminated against would be covered by 
the bill with equal force. 

That is the point. That is the point. 
With equal force, with equal right, to 
bring a complaint. Not just to rely on 
the Attorney General to do it on his own 
discretion. With equal right to bring a 
complaint-25 people anywhere in Amer
ica, anywhere in America, can bring a 
complaint and get an equal, quick, ade
quate remedy under the substitute 
McCulloch proposal. Not so in the 
Celler bill. 

So, what did the committee do? The 
committee knew full well a mistake had 
been made. The committee knew full 
well it could not come before this House 
with a bill that would solely penalize 7 
States and not do something in those 43 
other States. I measured my word when 
I said "something." I say something but 
not nearly en-ough. 

Now, I will say to any Member on the 
floor on this House outside of those 7 
''massive resistance" States that want to 
do something about voting rights in 
America and guaranteeing them to every 
American citizen, myself included, that 
if they want to do this, they will not 
v-ote I or the committee bill, but they will 
vote for the McCulloch-Ford substitute. 
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That is what they will vote for, because 
that does the job. It does the job uni
formly throughout the country-y~s
in the State of Florida. I will say to my 
colleagues in the State of Florida, some 
of whom have said they are inclined to 
support the committee-Celler bill, that 
I can understand why those who want to 
do nothing in this field in Florida would 
support the committee-Celler bill, be
cause it sure does not give them any sub
stantial relief. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. When I finish my 
statement I will be delighted to yield, and 
let me say to the gentleman that I intend 
to yield to him. 

Because it does not give the people of 
Florida an adequate remedy. Twenty
five people cannot demand that an action 
be brought and thus to force the Attorney 
General to act under the Celler bill
they can under the McCulloch bill. The 
discretion is solely in the Attorney Gen
eral under section 3. Citizens who are 
being denied the right do not have any 
real rights under section 3, but the At
torney General has the only right to 
bring an action and then only on a 
limited basis and a very limited basis. 

The record is replete with the fact 
that in the last 4 years, as a matter of 

· fact, since the 1960 act, there have only 
been 70 cases-only 70 cases-that were 
filed under the pattern-or-practice sec
tion, by the Attorney General, of the 
existing law. That is all you are mak
ing available to the State of Florida and 
to the other 42 States in America-the 
pattern or practice existing triggering 
approach. The Attorney General will 
not have a right or a power to take an 
action if 25 citizens in my great State of 
Florida ask for it under the Celler bill-
25 complaints would not constitute a 
"pattern or practice." As to these other 
42 States, where so many other Members 
say, "Oh, yes, we will vote for the com
mittee bill-a bill that will do the job in 
those 7 States but not in mine," it will not 
do the job in the 43 States. That is all 
you are voting for-you who represent 
the 43 States-when you vote for the 
committee-Celler bill and against the 
substitute. 

I say I want an adequate remedy in my 
State also-an adequate remedy. I want 
25 citizens anywhere in my State to be 
able to force a suit to be brought so that 
they can be registered immediately and 
not have to rely on the Attorney General. 
Past Attorneys General have been recal
citrant, I think, and I say advisedly, 
derelict in their duty in not fully enforc
ing the 1957, 1960, and 1964 Civil Rights 
Act which is already on the books. Do 
we have any reason to believe the present 
or future Attorneys General will not be 
equally ineffective in the future? In
effective, I say. Only 70 suits through
out America have been brought. And 
we supposedly have the greatest crying 
need for the registration of voters in 
the history of this country today, or else 
we would not have this bill before us. 
Is that not true? Yet .what kind of a 
remedy do we give to these people out
side of these_ seven States? I say ad:
visedly and after having .deliberQ.ted on 

this from the very beginning of the time 
when the bill was introduced and having 
raised the issue in the committee itself, 
I say to you advisedly and unequivocally 
under the committee-Celler bill you are 
making second-class citizens out of all 
of the Negroes in the rest of America as 
compared to the McCulloch-Ford sub
stitute where everybody gets equal treat
ment and an adequate remedy. 

Now let me finish the point I was mak
ing a minute ago. There is not any denial 
of this. It is in the bill. Before the At
torney General under this pocket-trig
ger device can do anything, the only ap
plication to the other 43 States, the only 
application to these 43 other States of 
the Union that is made and the only time 
that the Attorney General can bring an 
action, even if he has 50 people or 100 
people complaining, or no matter what 
the number is, is if he in his own judg
ment is himself convinced and can con
vince the court that there is a pattern 
or practice of discrimination under the 
1957, 1960, 1964 acts. There is not any 
question about that. 

So the Attorney General is limited not 
to 25 people who are complaining-and 
incidentally, the committee bill has the 
number 20 people complaining; there is 
not much difference. I would accept 20 
in our bill, 20 or 25 people complaining, 
and they can immediately bring an ac
tion. But not under the 43 States dis
criminatory section 3 in the committee
Celler bill. The people covered by the 
bill in those 43 States are being discrim
inated against, and I am including, in
terestingly enough, those in the great 
State of Texas. Texas was not even in 
the bill that came before our committee, 
which was recommended by the admin
istration. It was not even included. 

Do you know what else can happen 
under the committee-Celler bill? And 
there is not any question about this, be
cause it is in the record. Under the 
committee-Celler bill, any of those 43 
States that did not have those tests in 
existence in November of 1964-and 43 
of them did not-any one of them may 
at any time in the future pass a type of 
test or device it wants to, and it is not 
covered by this legislation. Does that 
make sense? Any of the 43 States may 
pass legislation for tests and devices at 
any time in the future and they will not 
be brought in under this triggering de
vice of section 4. Does that make 
sense? This is replete in the testimony. 
I asked the questions. There is not any 
question about it. That is why I am so 
disturbed about the fact that the com
mittee-Celler bill will permit any State 
to pass a device in the future that it 
wants to so long as the court does not 
determine that it is inherently dis
criminatory in itself, as in the Louisiana 
case. It will stay on the books. And 
section 4 does not even cover it; I re
peat, it does not even cover such a State 
under the quick trigger section 4. 

I brought this issue up but nobody 
wanted to do anything about it because 
at that time the only thing they were 
interested in were those seven .States. 
Now, I am interested in covering them, 
too: But I am also interested in Florida 
and Texas and Arkansas and Oklahoma 

and Tennessee and Kentucky-as well as 
New York and California for instance, 
being included in an adequate remedy 
for minority citizens in those States, so 
that they may get an adequate remedy, 
which the substitute bill provides; there 
is not any question about that. No
body can possibly deny that. The rem
edy offered in the 43 States under the 
McCulloch-Ford bill is much superior to 
section 3 in the Celler bill which was 
tossed in as a bait so that those people 
in the other States who are really point
ing to the 7 States may, in those 43 
States, go back home and say, "We did 
something in our State." But they do 
not dare tell their Negro constituents 
what they did as compared with the 
Ford-McCulloch bill which would provide 
an adequate remedy for our citizens. 

Mr. Chairman, I am talking to the 
Representatives of the great State of New 
York and the great city of New York who 
say that they want a bill that is going to 
help their citizens. Are they going to 
ignore their own citizens by voting "No" 
on the McCulloch substitute and "Yes" on 
the Celler bill? Are they going thus to 
make second-class citizens of their own? 
They claim they are supporting their own 
citizens. They are discriminating against 
them. Now I am talking about the great 
State of Texas which was cut out of this 
bill at the outset and is practically out of 
it under the present terminology. I am 
talking to those in Tennessee and Ken
tucky who happen to be out of the bill 
except for section 3, the pocket trigger 
which is wholly inadequate and which, in 
the substitute bill, is far superior. 

I say, and I am from a State that is not 
adequately covered and will not get an 
adequate remedy under the Celler bill, I 
intend to support and to support whole
heartedly, and to be in favor of a bill that 
will do the job, an adequate bill, to 
register all the people who are entitled to 
vote in my State-and in all of America, 
so that they may exercise the most im
portant of all privileges that they have, 
the right to vote, and I do not take a back 
seat to anybody on this issue. And, ! 
say to some of my distinguished col
leagues in some of these States, you had 
better think twice and study carefully 
what section 3 does not do in your State 
and as weli as what it does do. It makes 
second-class citizens out of your minor
ity groups, out of your Negroes, as com
pared to the Ford-McCulloch substitute. 
Su you had beltter think twice when you 
contemplate going back home and telling 
your people by voting against the substi
tute you voted for a stronger bill, be
cause on examination you will find you 
did not do any such thing. Insofar as 
those 43 States are concerned you would 
have voted for a weaker bill, a bill that 
will not give your citizens anything but 
discriminatory treatment. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I am agairu;t dis
crimination. 

Mr. Chairman, let us get to the second 
point. The second point I want to make 
relates to vote stealing, fraud, stealing 
of votes, buying of votes-an evil cured 
in the McCullocll bill and largely ignored 
in the Celler bill. 

Mr. Chairman, there is not a Member 
in this Chamber who has not heard of 
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vote frauds. There is not a Member in 
this Chamber who is not familiar with 
what happened in Chicago in 1960. 
There is not a Member in this Chamber, 
if he has looked at the record of the de
bate on this very issue in the other body 
which took place on April 26, 28, and 29. 
who does not know what has happened 
relating to vote stealing and buying. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 5 additional min

utes. 
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, there 

is not a Member in this Chamber who 
has not heard of this. I was utterly 

. shocked. Talk about wanting a strong 
bill? I was shocked, and it was after 
the Senate acted and not before. I was 
shocked when the Judiciary Commit
tee of the House of Representatives told 
all of America that it was going to get 
out a bill that was adequate to protect 
all American citizens with respect to 
voting. I was shocked when it voted 
15 to 19 against the Williams-Cramer 
clean elections amendment which had 
just a few days ago-just a few days 
at that time--passed the other body. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not always agree 
with what the other body does, but I 
surely did in this instance. Everyone 
over there could not have been wrong, 
unanimously. 

My gosh, Mr. Chairman, the vote was 
84 to 0. Eighty-four to nothing was the 
vote for the Williams amendment. I 
offered that amendment on the House 
side in the committee. I had been press
ing for this amendment since the civil 
rights legislation was first talked about. 
I offered a similar amendment in 1960 
and in 1964 and finally got an amend
ment adopted relating to the Civil Rights 
Commission's powers of investigation 
as to vote stealing, vote fraud, buying 
of votes, and so forth, but they were too 
busy investigating other matters. The 
Commission has not seen fit to do any
thing about this to implement this 
power granted by my amendment in 
1964. It has been too busy doing other 
things. It could not take time out and 
investigate the stealing of votes, the 
watering down of votes, the voting of 
gravestones, fraudulent voting, and so 
forth. 

Mr. Chairman, I have had the priv
ilege of serving on the Select Committee 
on Campaign Expenditures for three 
sessions. I have seen affidavits come 
before that select committee that would 
tear your heart out as to fraudulent 
voting all over this land, in many places, 
affidavits filed by persons seeking elec
tion to this body and setting out how, in 
elections for seats in this House of Rep
resentatives, votes were stolen from 
them. 

And, Mr. Chairman, there is no Fed
eral law to prohibit vote stealing or vote 
buying even in Federal elections-there 
is no Federal law to prohibit it. 

So in good faith I offered this amend
ment, having fought this issue out now 
for years and being aware of what the 
problems are--and if there are any 
questions about what the problems are, 
just look at the Senate record and you 

can find citation after citation of vote 
fraud, votes stolen, absentee ballots im
properly cast, and vote buying. 

Mr. Chairman, I could list hundreds 
of examples where this vote stealing and 
vote buying has gone on all over Ameri
ca. It is not going to do the minority 
any good to get registered if those people 
who previously tried to stop them from 
getting registered, after they do get reg
istered, turn around and steal their vote, 
water their vote down and make it com
paratively useless or less useful than 
before. 

Mr. Chairman, I offered this amend
ment in the committee in good faith. I 
did not think there would be much ques
tion about it, frankly. How that com
mittee, in view of what happened in the 
other body just a few days before, and 
knowing what this problem is to all 
Americans, could possibly turn down the 
clean elections antivote fraud amend
ment, the Williams-Cramer amendment, 
how they could possibly turn it down. 
They did though, even after saying they 
wanted to protect the rights of the mi
nority to vote. Apparently they do not 
want to protect them against vote steal
ing or buying those people, after they 
register, or others registered or those 
who have been discriminated against in 
the past. 

The amendment is very simple. The 
wording of the amendment is contained 
in the Senate bill. .Who could vote 
against this? This is what I offered in 
committee. Who could vote against 
this? 

(d) Whoever knowingly or willfully gives 
false information as to his name, address, or 
period of residence in the voting district for 
the purpose of establishing his eligibility to 
register or vote, or conspires with another in
dividual for the purpose of encouraging his 
false registration or illegal voting, or pays or 
offers to pay or accepts payment either for 
registration or for voting shall be fined not 
more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more 
than five years, or both: Provided, however, 
That this provision shall be applica.ble only 
to elections held for the selection of presi
dential electors, Members of the United 
States Senate, and Members of the United 
States House of Representatives. 

There is no question about the consti
tutionality of the proviso which was 
adopted on the Senate :fioor and which 
I included in my amendment, making this 
applicable to Federal elections. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman from Florida 5 ad
ditional minutes. 

Mr. CRAMER. So there would be no 
question of constitutionality I accepted 
the Senate amendment, and offered it in 
amended form before the Judiciary 
Committee. But, · lo and behold, all 
these people who want to do so much 
about voting showed pretty clearly they 
want to do tit when it relates to some
body else's back yard, but when it gets 
to their own they take the attitude "we 
had better be reserved about Federal 
powers." That is what happened, that is 
the stol'y. The committee turned down 
the Williams-Cramer clean elections 
amendments 19 to 15. 

I know what the answer of the advo
cates of the Celler bill is going to be, or 
an attempted answer. I say it is not an 
answer, however. They are going to sug
gest we put a vote-protecting section in 
this bill. I will examine this for a min
ute. They are not adequate, they will not 
do the job, and the sponsors know it. 
They do not cover these questions I 
raised. The Celler committee bill does 
not touch the question of ballot destruc
tion or alteration outside of those voting 
districts in which an examiner has been 
appointed, which is going to be the vast 
majority of the areas in America, espe
cially under weak section 3. In the other 
43 States we will probably not have an 
examiner. In those 43 other States un
der section 3, which is the only section 
applicable to those 43 States, you will not 
have examiners in very many areas-very 
few. Only 70 cases in 4 years triggered 
with the pattern or practice present law-
1960 to 1964-only 70. How many do you 
think you are going to have by 1970, for 
instance-70 more? How about the thou
sands of other voting areas in those 43 
States you are going to be asked to look 
into? They are not going to get any 
help whatsoever. The Celler bill does not 
address itself whatever to the giving of 
false information to election officials for 
the purpose of establishing eligibility to 
vote anyWhere, where a situation might 
exist, except on a limited basis only in the 
few areas covered by action taken under 
section 3 of the Celler committee bill. 

Falsification before examiners or hear
ing officers is not universally prohibited 
and similarly, if you please, so, too, ac
cepting payment for voting is not even 
mentioned anywhere in the committee 
proposal that is presently before us. 

An examination of that bill will prove 
this. 

Now the argument may be made--wen, 
we ought to restrict this bill perhaps to 
what the examiners do under the bill 
when we are talking about penalties and 
when we are talking about my amend
ment. And they took that attitude on 
some things, but, they let it go by the 
way on others. 

Look at the observers' section. Look at 
the observers' section 8 of the Celler 
committee bill. The Civil Service Com
mission at the request of the Attorney 
General is authorized to send observers. 
And, incidentally, this was added with
out the request of the administration. 
Any election held in a subdivision in 
which examiners have been appointed 
under this act, and that observer may ob
serve relating to all persons in all elec
tions. All persons. Not related to those 
people who register through the exam
iner. You do not even have to have an 
examiner action registering anybody; he 
only has to have been appointed. You 
just have to have him appointed. All 
persons whether minority or not are then 
involved in the observer section as in 
my amendment. 

Likewise in Section 12(e)-the pro
ponents are willing to have somebody 
come in under Section 12(e) where the 
examiner requests it and a person says 
he has not been given the right to vote. 
This has nothing to do with vote frauds 
themselves. This is where somebody is 
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· not allowed to vote-this is where the 
party involved is not even allowed to 
vote-or actually ·~hey will say, we will 
allow anybody to come ·in with a com
plaint even though it has nothing to do 
with an examiner's office or functions 
of registering that individual and noth
ing to do with Federal elections and 
nothing to do with discrimination of 
minorities. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentlem:tn 2 additional ·min
utes. 

Mr. CRAMER. Therefore, this section 
12 (e) is not limited to Federal elections 
and is not limited to individuals regis
tered by an examiner. So they con
trived a broad remedy where any person 
is not entitled to vote but lo and behold, 
tlley would not give a person a remedy 
under my amendment if he falsely votes 
or falsely makes an application and lies 
to a registrar other than an examiner
no remedy. outside of the places where 
the examiners are appointed, there is no 
remedy relating to lying to a registrar 
but there is under my amendment. And, 
therefore, I also say that there is nothing 
at all in the bill with regard to vote 
buying. So now if we want to do some
thing all over America relating to every
body and not limited only to certain 
things and certain areas, you will vote 
for my amendment. You are going to 
have the opportunity to do so in the 
substitute offered, the McCulloch-Ford 
substitute. So I say for these two basic 
reasons, if for no others, the Celler com
mittee bill should be substituted for the 
McCulloch bill. I want the citizens in all 
States to be first class citizens and not 
second class citizens. I want them to 
have the same rights as everybody else 
and not be discriminated against as it is 
under the Celler committee bill and un
der section 3, the pocket trigger. 

Now I would be delighted to yield to 
my chairman. 

Mr. CELLER. I would prefer to re
spond to the gentleman on my own time. 

Mr. CRAMER. I want to keep faith 
with my distinguished chairman for 
whom I have, obviously, the highest re
gard in recognizing his request to ask a 
question. I now yield to my other dis
tinguished colleague of the committee, 
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. SEN
NER], who first asked me to yield. 

Otherwise, I yield to the distinguished 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Ro
DINO]. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Florida for the purpose indicated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida is recognized fOT 1 addi
tional minute. 

Mr. RODINO. Would the gentleman 
mind if I attempted to clarify a state
ment he made relating to section 12(e) 
where he makes the categorical state
ment that a person who claims within 
48 hours that he has not been permitted 
to vote is then automatically permitted 
to vote? 

Mr. CRAMER. I did not say that. 
What I said was that the committee was 
willing to offer broad relief when votes 
were not cast or counted but it was not 
willing to offer broad relief to all other 
places throughout America with regard 
tc voting frauds, and was willing to 
broaden their approach relating to this 
matter of votes not cast, but not relating 
to ·my amendment concerning vote 
frauds. 

They would not broaden the bill for 
my amendment, but they did broaden it 
for this purpose. That is all I said. I 
cited it as an example. 

Mr. RODINO. I merely point out that 
there are certain provisions which must 
be met. 

Mr. CRAMER. I do not doubt that. 
They did provide relief, but would not 
provide relief when the votes were being 
stolen or being bought or when graves 
were being voted. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Answering the gentleman from Flor
ida, I will say that the gentleman does 
not evaluate properly the contents of the 
Celler bill. 

section 3 applies to all States-! say 
that with every degree of emphasis-to 
all States where there is a violation of the 
15th amendment. It does not apply to 
merely· a few States. It applies to the 
entire country equally, and it involves a 
judicial remedy. 

But section 4 applies to States where 
there is the so-called massive and per
vasive discrimination and where there is 
the greatest need for prompt, swift 
remedy. 

In States like Mississippi, Louisiana, 
and Alabama, where section 4 would 
apply, there is but token admission of 
Negroes to the ballot. Most of the 
actions brought in these · States have 
been, indeed, rendered absolutely abor
tive by the cunning and trickery in
volved in new laws and new processes 
innaugurated by those States after the 
courts have inveighed against them. 
Thus, an administrative remedy is re
quired in those States where section 4 
applies, and the Celler bill provides ad
ministrative remedies without the com
plicated complaint procedure which is 
found in the McCulloch-Ford substitute. 

Literacy tests in those areas where 
there is this massive discrimination are 
suspended in part only in the substitute. 
My bill would suspend these tests-what 
the courts have called engines of dis
crimination--completely, not half-heart
edly. And they should be suspended 
completely, not in a half-hearted manner 
as is the case with the McCulloch-Ford 
substitute. 

These tests, ladies and gentlemen, we 
must remember are the very keystone of 
the wholesale pervasive voting discrimi
nation about which we have been con
cerned. The real vice is in these tests 
and their unfair application. 

The gentleman from Florida was also 
critical of the Attorney General, Mr. 
Katzenbach. I challenge the aspersions 
he has cast upon him. They are utterly 
unfair. Attorney General Katzenbach is 
a painstaking, articulate, erudite, effec
tive Attorney General. He, and his 

predecessor, constitute two of the most 
worthy officials ever to hold the high 
office of Attorney General. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. JOELSON. I merely wished to 
comment that the statement of the gen
tleman from Florida was most curious. 
He started off by proclaiming that in the 
great State of Florida there is absolutely 
no discrimination, that people are al
lowed to register without let or hii)
drance. Then he proceeded to bemoan 
the fact that in his opinion this law 
would not apply to the State of Florida. 
Then he went on to say that the Ford
McCulloch substitute is the stronger 
law, although he would ignore completely 
the sentiment I find here that those 
Members from the States where there 
is active massive resistance to registra
tion of Negroes are definitely supporting 
the Ford-McCulloch substitute. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. CRAMER] so that he may 
reply, if he desires to, because his name 
has been used in the most recent de
bate. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. As I said earlier, 
I did not want to decline to yield but, 
in fact, did yield to the distinguished 
chairman because of my great respect 
for him and because I certainly wanted, 
if I could, to answer any question he 
might have. I will attempt to do so in 
this manner in that he failed to yield to 
me. 

I will say to the distinguished chair
man it is my understanding when he 
appeared before the Committee on 
Rules that he made the observation, 
when the distinguished chairman of 
that great Committee on Rules asked 
him the question, that the section 3 
pocket trigger was largely a restate
ment of existing law. That is what it 
it. There is not any question about it. 
It is a restatement of existing law so 
far as providing a · triggering device is 
concerned. All they do is provide for an 
interlocutory .procedure, but they ignore 
the necessity for a reasonable new trig
gering device in 43 of the States not 
covered by section 4. I repeat in those 
43 States you do not have a reasonable 
triggering device, but only the Attorney 
General has the discretion to bring a 
suit as under the present law. I repeat, 
only 70 such suits have been brought in 
the last 4 years. I repeat that if in that 
period of time, those 4 years, only 70 
such suits have been brought under the 
powers presently existing and if there is 
discrimination in as many areas as we 
are led to believe--and I am not con
testing it, because I have heard the 
evidence--then why were there not more 
than 70 suits brought under the existing 
law, and this being so how will there be 
a better remedy offered under section 3, 
which merely restates existing law, so 
far as the triggering device is concerned? 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I will be delighted to 
yield to the chairman. 
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Mr. CELLER. Of course, the reason 
why 70 cases is the limit of the cases 
brought in that period of time is because 
they were brought in the hard core areas 
which complicate such lawsuits and 
where literacy tests are used and where 
the strategists and lawYers have tied 
these cases into knots. The procedures 
were endless. One case took almost 4 
years to develop. And because of these 
delays we bring in this bill. Section 3, 
it is true is in part only a restatement of 
the present law but it goes much further 
than that. It provides that the courts 
can authorize the appointment of exami
ners, which is not in the present law. It 
provides the the court can retain juris
diction in these cases, to pass upon the 
validity of new voting laws passed since 
the suit was instituted which is also not 
in the present law. Those two provisions 
are very important. 

Mr. CRAMER. The distinguished 
chairman ignored the point I made, 
which is the valid and essential point, 
that the triggering device under section 
3 is the same as the triggering device 
in existence under present law today. 
In 43 States, if it is so applied, the only 
remedy they get is the same present trig- · 
gering device. That is what I am talk
ing about. You say you are going to do 
so much with this Celler bill in the 43 
"pocket" States but it is the same device 
as exists in 43 States today. There is 
not any question about it. And it is 
discretionary with the Attorney General. 
He is exercising that discretion very 
narrowly in those 43 States and, by the 
distinguished chairman's own statement, 
he is exercising discretion in the 7 States 
but not in the 43. We have no reason to 
believe that he will exercise the discretion 
ln the 43 States thus triggering section 3. 

For the benefit of the gentleman from 
New York who made the statement about 
it, may I say to him that my statement 
was that my State was out of the original 
administration bill. I was complaining 
about it. The bill as it is proposed by 
the administration would not include it. 
and I wanted it in, because I did not want 
my State or the 42 other States outside 
section 4 to have second-class citizenship 
for the Negroes. "That is the only reason 
the committee did anything in this field, 
inadequate though ft was, in section 3. 
The issue was properly raised and the 
discrimination in those 43 States was 
properly shown. I did not want my State 
discriminated against. 

So r will say that my effort was to 
bring Florida, Texas, Tennessee, Ken
tucky, and all the rest of the States 
in America into this so that' no second
class citizenship would exist anywhere in 
this country. 

That is what I did, and I am proud of 
tt. And I will say to the gentleman, I 
did not say that there was no voting dis
crimination in the State of Florida. I 
readily admitted in the record of the 
Civil Rights Commission that there had 
been some in certain counties. And I 
said, if that is true, then those people in 
those counties should have a right to a 
remedy. This bill does not provide it; 
neither did the administration bill, but 
the McCulloch bill does. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred 
and two Members are present, a quorum. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Chairman, I have been constrained to 
ask for this time, and I have prepared 
these remarks because of what has de
veloped during the course of the general 
debate on this bill and principally on 
yesterday. 

Mr. Chairman, on great constitutional 
questions honest men can and do dis
agree. Constitutional questions of grave 
import are inherent in our discussion of 
the legislation now before us. There
fore, it is not strange that in this debate 
there is disagreement above and beyond 
that which is normally represented by 
party lines. In this case the principal 
author of the Republican substitute, the 
gentleman from Ohio, has long ago won 
his spurs not only as a great constitu
tional authority but as a major architect 
of the broadest and most comprehensive 
civil rights bill ever enacted by the Con
gress-the Civil Rights Act of 1964. It 
is not an exaggeration to state that with
out the inspiration and leadership of the 
gentleman from Ohio you would not 
have had a bipartisan coalition of sup
port forged for the passage of this bill. 

Yet today because the Ford-McCul
loch bill, of which the gentleman from 
Ohio is a principal author, has attracted 
the support of some erstwhile foes of any 
civil rights legislation, we have begun to · 
read and hear subtle-yes, not so 
subtle-insinuations that there has been 
a rebirth of that allegedly sinister and 
nefarious alliance of southern Demo
crats and northern Republicans. The 
professional civil-righters declaim that 
an objector to the dubious constitutional 
approach of the committee-Celler bill 
is ipso facto a member of that coalition. 
The inference is that only by swallowing 
the committee-Cellar bill can one be 
wholly above suspicion in this devotion 
to the "Cause of civil rights. I have heard 
Members on both sides of the aisle say 
that "Yes, we dislike certain parts of the 
Cellar bill very much. We are disturbed 
by the automatic triggering device for 
preemption of State action and nullifi
cation of State laws. We are disturbed 
by the gratuitous slur on virtually the 
whole . Federal judiciary when we say 
that only in a single forum, the District 
Court of the District of Columbia, and 
certain rights be adjudicated. But de
spite all this-we are for civil rights and 
strong medicine, a bill with real teeth, 
and so forth, so come what may we are 
going to support the administration bill." 

Mr. Chairman, it is not my purpose for 
a single moment to impugn either the 
sincerity or the motives of those who 
adopt that line of reasoning. But -they 
are wrong if they believe that support of 
the . Ford-McCulloch bill implies any 
dimfnished fealty to the cause of civil 
rights; they are wrong if they view this 
bill as an attempt to revive 81 coalition 
oppose~ to progress in the field of civil 

rights; they are wrong if they believe 
that to stand squarely on the side of vot
ing rights and the full implementation of 
the 15th amendment one must dismiss as 
squeamish any concern for other con
stitutional rights and for the basic in
tegrity of our entire Federal system. 

Mr. Chairman, it is true that those of 
us supporting the Ford-McCulloch bill 
have new and different allies. They in
clude Members of this body who never 
before have felt constrained to· approve 
any proposal invoking Federal action in 
the field of civil rights or voting rights. 
But if we who support this bill are right; 
if the provisions of this bill are sound; 
if they go quickly and incisively to the 
heart of the problem without doing vio
lence to our constitutional system, then 
we surely are entitled to welcome their 
assistance to a noble cause regardless 
of the motives that may have prompted 
the support· of those who stand with us. 

Mr. Chairman, last year those in the 
majority were glad to accept the support 
of conservatives like me in what proved 
to be a most successful coalition; my 
presence among the supporters of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 apparently did 
not embarass the framers of that bill. 
My ideas on other subjects, admittedly 
quite alien to those who profess liberal
ism is their political philosophy, was not 
regarded as any taint on my good in
tentions. Nor should we now permit the 
disparagement of those who join with us 
in offering the Ford-McCulloch substi
tute. Mr. Chairman, in closing, I have 
another thought about those who may 
appear as sudden converts to the cause 
of voting rights and therefore suspect of 
some secret and confessed sin of mental 
reservation. In the white glare of pub
licity that has attended some of the tur
bulent events of recent months and years, 
I am willing to believe that hearts and 
minds of some of my Southern friends 
have been changed. This thought is dif
ficult to convey without sounding patron
izing or appearing to speak with con
descension. Yet I do not mean it to be 
so. Some who have been asleep have 
awakened. Some who by tradition, 
training, and custom, have regarded the 
Negro in the light of conditions long since 
passed away do now realize that the 
process of change must inexorably affect 
the field of race relations just as it has 
so dramatically penetrated every other 
field of human endeavor and relation
ships. These men in the Congress, our 
colleagues who now manifest revised at
titudes on the subject of voting rights, 
represent areas of our country where 
others will stand with them in their 
changed assessment· of the problem and 
the remedies to be applied. In the spirit 
of reconciliation· we ought to encourage 
the cooperation of those who come from 
area~ where the problem is the greatest. 
Instead some among us would challenge 
their credentials and disdain their help 
in encouraging - the -people whom they 
represent "to right the wrongs of a cen
tury past and ".with malice toward none 
and charity toward all" seek a new be
ginning in this area of human con:t'lict~ 

Mr. Chairman, I believe in the cause of 
civil rights and voting rights. I love and 
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respect our Constitution, and I am not 
ashamed to support the Ford-McCulloch 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, you have . heard very 
ably expounded from members of the 
committee, particularly by the gentle-. 
man from Florida who just preceded me 
in the well some very good reasons why 
this bill, the committee-Celler bill, which 
is supposed to be a holy writ, and not 
subject to change should not be passed. 
I think the gentleman from Florida has 
demonstrated there are very serious 
basic defects, indeed, in what has been of
fered as the committee bill. Those who 
are interested in voting rights, not just in 
vindicative action with respect to seven 
States but in spreading abroad the man
date of the 15th amendment and making 
it clear that everywhere, in every county, 
in every voting district, people are going 
to have the right to vote should support 
the Ford-McCulloch bill. That right 
should not be dependent upon the dis
cretion of the Attorney General, which 
he may or may not exercise, but proceed 
on the basis, as the Ford-McCulloch bill 
provides, of 25 valid and meritorious 
complaints. Then the Federal Govern
ment can come in with examiners and 
administer the registration of the voting 
laws of any jurisdiction that is engaging 
in voter discrimination. I submit this 
is not only the constitutional way to solve 
the problem; it is the superior solution. 

Mr. Chairman, I include, as part of 
my remarks, the following editorial taken 
from the Washington Daily News of 
Thursday, July 8, 1965: 

IMPROVING THE VOTE BILL 
The House has an opportunity this week 

to make a major improvement in the voting 
rights legislation now before it. 

It can do so by accepting a substitute 
offered by Representative Wn.LIAM M. Mc
CuLLocH, Republican, of Ohio, in place of 
the Senate-passed bill backed by President 
.Johnson. 

Representative McCuLLOCH's measure is 
better than the administration plan. It aims 
a.t the same objective--ending all discrimina
tion at the ballot box-but goes about it in 
a. superior fashion. 

The adminlstra tlon bill, for instance, as
sumes arbitrarily that a St8ite or locality 
is guilty of discrimination if it has a literacy 
test and fewer than 50 percent 6f persons of 
voting age registered or voted last November. 

This may or may not be true. B~t it is 
bad legislation-if not unconstitutional
for Congress to declare it so in the absence 
of concrete evidence. 

Representative McCULLOCH would replace 
the automatic triggering of the administra
tion bill by permitting the Attorney General 
to order Federal voting examiners sent into 
any area from which 25 or more valid ~om
plaints of discrimination had been rece1ved . . 
Voting statistics would be disregarded, as 
would literacy tests if the complainant has 
received a sixth-grade education. 

Representative McCuLLOCH also would 
eliminate the flat ban· on poll taxes written 
into the House version. He be.lietres such 
taxes can be abolished only by court test or 
constitutional amendment. In this, he 
agrees with the Senate, though not with the 
majority of the House J:udiciary Committee 
on which he is ranking minority member. 

Congress seems certain to pass some f~rm 
of voting rights legislation in this sesswn. 
By adopting Representative McCULLOCH's 
substitute, it can be sure it will not have to 
do the job over a.gain later-as might be the 

case if the courts declared the administra
tion version unconstitutional. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. McCLORY. I commend the gen
tleman for his remarks. During the 
early part of the hearings, the Celler 
administration bill contained no provi
sion or no relief whatever for the 43 other 
States. It was not until after witnesses 
came before the committee and com
plained that the bill did not go far 
enough, and after recognizing the valid
ity of the Ford-McCulloch type of Fed
eral legislation, that that defect was rec
ognized. While they have taken a much 
watered-down version of the Ford
McCulloch bill in section 3 of the Celler 
administration bill, it still is wholly in
adequate insofar as an expeditious or 
effective remedy is concerned. I think 
the gentleman has pointed out well the 
comprehensive nature of the Ford
McCulloch bill. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Eighty-eight 
Members are present, not a quorum. 
The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll and the fol
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Ayres 
Blatnik 
Bonner 
Bow 
Craley 
Dulski 
Friedel 
Green, Oreg. 
Hanna 

[Roll No. 172] 
Hansen, Wash. 
Harvey, Ind. 
Hawkins 
Holifield 
Holland 
Hosmer 
Keogh 
May 
Minshall 

Passman 
Powell 
Purcell 
Scott 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Wilson, Bob 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. BoLLING, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee having had under consideration 
the bili H.R. 6400, and finding itself with
out a quorum, he had directed the roll 
to be called, when 405 Members re
sponded to their names, a quorum, and 
he submitted herewith the names of the 
absentees to be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Texas [¥r. FISHER]. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, as a 
means of protecting the privilege of peo
ple to vote, .the pending bill is meaning
less. That is because we already have, on 
the books all the laws that could pos
sibly be n~eded to protect any American 
citizen in his legiti~ate right~. to reg
ister and vote. Therefore, the only pos
sible justification for this far-reaching 
invasion of the prerogatives of the peo
ple and of the States and local units of 
government is to attract gullible votes. 
The mask ~hould be removed and this 
legislation considered in the light of its 
teal purpose. . 

It happens that I represent a distdct 
that would not be directly affected by the 
enactment of this ·bill. Tex~s does have 
a requirement for a poll tax, but that 

has nothing to do with discrimination 
because it applies to whites as well as 
colored. Everyone in our State who is 
of age, sane, and not a convict, is now 
eligible and has . been for many years. 
Therefore, in considering this legislation, 
a Texan has no ax to grind and no weeds 
to hoe. We can be objective. 

Now what are the facts? Title I of 
the Ci~il Rights Act of 1964 contains an 
array of Federal provisions dealing with 
the voting privilege. It was designed to 
prevent . discrimination on account of 
race. It was written by civil rights ~
vocates. It went far beyond anythmg 
every proposed in the past. It closed all 
gaps. It left nothing out that the most 
violent advocates could think of. . 

Yet, only 1 year later we are faced w1th 
this proposal, which strikes a heavy blow 
at every concept of local self government 
as it has been practiced in this country 
since the Republic was established. In
deed, the clamor for more voter laws 
arose months ago. The stage was set 
for it when Martin Luther King invaded 
Selma, Ala., with his blood-splattered 
demonstrations. 

While in Selma, long before anyone 
had suggested the need for addi~ional 
voter legislation, King was quoted m the 
Christian Science Monitor as saying: 

If Alabama. doesn't do right, there will b€ 
Federal registrars here. If the re.gistrars 
don't do right, President Johnson will have 
to speak to them. And if President Johnson 
doesn't do right, we'll have to speak to him 
more. 

Thus, Martin Luther King was t~e 
first person to suggest that Federal regis
trars would be included in voter legisla
tion. And that is what we have bef?'re 
us today-a king-sized provision wh1ch 
would allow Federal registrars to strong
arm their way into hundreds of commu
nities push local officials aside, take over 
and ~verride all local voting procedures, 
dictate the terms of holding elections 
and determine who is eligible to vote
regardless of St81te laws. This <:o:uld .in
clude the election of mayors and JUStices 
of the peace, as well as all other office
holders. 

Martin Luther killed two birds with 
one stone: he not only dictated the 
terms of voter legislation, but he set the 
stage for the collection of a sizable 
amount of . money which followed . the 
bloodshed which his demonstrat10ns 
brought about. The Reverend Ralph 
Abernathy, treasurer of King's Southe·m 
Christian Leadership Conference, was re
cently quoted by the Associated Press as. 
saying they will t~k~ in a million dollars 
this.year. ·. 

As to the need for more voter laws, 
it will be recalled that last February, 
long before Martin Luther in.vaded 
Selma, U.S. District Judge Dani.el. H. 
Thomas issued an order-under ex1stmg 
laws-protecting all voting privileges for 
people living in Dallas County, where 
Selma is located. 

That order included the following: 
It is the order of this court that the de

fendants, registrars of the voters of Dallas 
County, Ala., are hereby restrained and en
joined: 

1. From fa.iling or refusing to receive and 
process expeditiously applications for regis
tration to vote; 
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2. To expedite the registration of voters 

in Dallas County by receiving and process
ing at least 100 applications on each regis
tration day, provided that number of persons 
present themselves for registration; 

3. To provide adequa~e personnel and 
facilities for registration of voters so that 
at least elght applicants can apply for 
registration simultaneously; 

4. To observe the following procedures for 
the receipt of applications for registration to 
vote in Dallas County. 

The order then goes into minute detail 
in spelling out the registration process, 
to avoid any technical loophole which 
might prevent the registration from 
proceeding on schedule. And the court 
order concludes with this clincher: 

The court also wishes to make clear that 
any rejected Negro applicant from this date 
forward may apply to this court for regis
tration in accordance with the provisions 
of 42 U.S.C.l971(3). 

Mr. Chairman, what more do they 
want? There have been any number of 
other court actions, under the existing 
law, to protect the voting privilege. The 
Associated Press, in a story from Mont
gomery, Ala., dated April 30, stated: 

A Federal judge has ordered voter registra
tion boards in three Alabama counties to 
stop using voter literacy tests. 

A recent story, by United Press Inter
national, out of New Orleans, dated July 
5, 1965, contains this: 

The U.S. Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals 
has ordered the registrars of Perry County, 
Ala., to register 36 Negroes rejected by a v:oter 
referee appointed by a Federal district court. 

The referee, 0. S. Burke, was appointed to 
receive applications from Negroes rejected 
registrars Joseph T. Scarbrough, Joe E. Ben
nett, W. F . Harper, and their precessors. 

Burke rejected 110 of 209 applicants who 
sought registration under a district court 
order enjoining discrimination. 

The Justice Department took exception to 
82 of the rejections anrl appealed them. By 
the time the circuit court rendered its opin
ion, many of the Negroes had been registered 
and 36 remained. 

The court found the 36 were qualified un
der standards set down by the district court. 

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, what more do 
they want? There is already on the 
books every law that could reasonably be 
needed, and then some, to protect the 
voting privilege in this country. Indeed, 
·the statutes are replet.e with provisions, 
numbering 16 Federal laws--6 criminal 
and 10 civil, to protect voting rights. 

Mr. Chairman, can there be any ques
tion in the mind of anyone as to the 
adequacy of the present laws to protect 
the voting privilege in America? I have 
cited but a few instances of ~ourt actions, 
in pursuance of existing laws, to prevent 
any possible discrimination because of 
race or color. What more do they want? 

As I stated at the beginning, the mask 
should be removed, and the motivations 
behind this legislation exposed. This 
raises the question of whether this Con
gress is now legislating in response to 
intimidation, spearheaded by Martin 
Luther's discredited money-raising pub
licity-seeking demonstrations staged in 
Alabama several months ago? Is democ
racy giving way to mobocracy in Amer
ica? Just how much significance do 
sponsors attach to the Negro bloc vote 

in this country? Is emotional hysteria 
to become the order of the day? Does 
the Constitution of our country no longer 
mean anything? 

The Supreme Court has in the past 
repeatedly held that only the States can, 
under the Constitution, determine the 
qualification of voters. For 189 years 
that fact has been universally recognized 
and respected. Yet it is completely ig
nored in this legislation. 

That Court, in the Guinn case, in con
sidering the matter of literacy tests for 
voting-which this bill outlaws--stated: 

No time need be spent on the question of 
the validity of the literacy test, considered 
alone, since, we have seen, its establishment 
was but the exercise by the State of a lawful 
power vested in it not subject to our super
vision, and indeed, · its validity is admitted. 

Indeed, as one writer pointed out, there 
is no authority given Congress by the 
Constitution to interfere in the way local 
elections are held or the manner in which 
voters are declared eligible so long as 
States do not abridge the right to vote 
on the basis of race, color, or sex. 

Yet, we are now asked to violate these 
basic and we11 established principles, and 
approve a bill which ignores not only the 
Constitution but any number of decisions 
confirming the exclusive right of the 
States to determine voter qualifications. 

Mr. Chairman, it is indeed difficult for 
anyone to reconcile a vote for this Con
stitution-defying legislation with our 
oaths to uphold that Constitution. Emo
tional hysteria has been instrumental in 
the destruction of other governmental 
systems in this world. It can happen 
here. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. FuQUA]. 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
in the right of American citizens to vote. 
In my own State of Florida, we do not 
have a literacy test nor do we have a poll 
tax. 

It might be said that we are exempt 
from the provisions of this bill. But 
there is a great constitutional question 
at stake. 

The Constitution clearly gives each 
State the right to determine voter quali
fications and the bill which has been pre
sented by the Judiciary Committee is 
discriminatory in that it applies only to 
a few sections of the Nation. It would 
include Alaska as one of the States that 
will have to prove that they are not dis
criminating, although all proponents of 
the bill have generally said that this is 
not the case. 

This bill would eliminate poll taxes as 
a voting requirement in State and local 
elections, although it took a constitu
tional amendment to outlaw poll taxes 
from Federal elections. And let me 
point out that it was a Floridian, Senator 
SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, WhO fought for this 
measure and won his battle in the con
stitutional manner. I submit that this 
provision in the bill we are debating is 
not constitutional. 

All literacy tests are outlawed, al
though they may not be discriminatory. 
And the bill provides that any State or 
locality affected can make no change in 
its election laws or voting procedures un-

less approved by the District Court for 
the District of Columbia. 

Why is the District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia such a superior judi
cial body? 

We should have a bill with universal 
application, rather than one that seeks 
t(> discriminate against only certain 
areas. 

I would call to your attention all of the 
laws on the books which now guarantee 
the right to vote. Although they have 
been pointed out time and again, let us 
review their basic provisions. 

Any citizen may sue any election offi
cial for damages who denies him the 
right to vote-42 U.S.C. 1983. 

Any citizen who alleges he is wrong
fully denied the right to vote may sue in 
a Federal court without a jury to prevent 
the denial of that right-42 U.S.C. 1971. 

Any election official who denies any 
qualified voter his right to register and 
vote under color of law is punishable by 
fine and imprisonment-18 U.S.C. 242. 

Any election official who conspires with 
another to deny any citizen the right to 
vote is subject to a fine of $5,000 or im
prisonment for 10 years, or both-18 
u.s.c. 241. 

The Attorney General may sue in the 
Federal courts for an injunction at any 
time any person is engaged or there are 
reasonable grounds to believe he is about 
to engage in any act designed to deprive 
any person of his right to vote-42 u.s.c~ 
1993. 

The 1964 Civil Rights Act provides that 
all voting cases be expedited; that if less 
than 15 percent of a race is registered, 
Federal referees be appointed; and that 
everyone with a 6th grade education is 
presumed literate-42 U.S.C. 1971. 

And, if a Federal judge finds a pattern 
of racial discrimination pursuant to the 
1960 Civil Rights Act he may appoint 
Federal referees. 

· Now there is another bill before the 
House which is a substitute measure and 
which is far superior to that which the 
Judiciary Committee has presented. 

This measure, generally titled the 
McCulloch bill, applies to the entire Na
tion and wherever discrimination in vot
ing exists. It recognizes that poll taxes 
may be eliminated only by constitutional 
amendment, and provides that a sixth
grade education is a presumption of lit
eracy, and those with less than a sixth
grade education may also register if they 
establish their ability to meet the State's 
literacy requirements. Further, this bill 
recognizes the integrity of our judicial 
system by not including the provision 
that those areas affected by the bill can 
make no change in their election laws or 
voting procedures without the approval 
of the District of Columbia District 
Court. 

The McCulloch bill is a much fairer 
bill, it is constitutional, while I believe 
that the bill which has been reported by 
the Judiciary Committee is not. 

We should not tamper with our basic 
system of Government for laws which are 
not needed and which have provisions 
which are simply not constitutional. 

If a bill is needed, then it should be 
the McCulloch bill and not the one which 
is being rammed down our. throats so 
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vigorously, and without regard to its 
constitutionality. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER]. 

Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER. Mr. Chair
man, the people of the United States of 
America have long been appalled by the 
blatant violation of human and civil 
rights that have occurred in certain re
gions of our Nation over the past dec
ades. In the original design of the great 
Constitution of the United States, the 
framers of that Constitution recognized 
that the single most critical tenet of 
democratic government was the right to 
vote. The experiences of many decades 
led to additions to the Constitution, one 
of the most important of which was the 
adoption of the 15th amendment. The 
language of this amendment is so clear 
and so direct that it is not susceptible to 
confusion. Section 1 of this amendment 
proVides, "The right of citizens of the 
United states to vote shall not be denied 
or abridged by the United States or by 
any State on account of race, color, or 
previous condition of servitude." Sec
tion 2 of this amendment appropriately 
provides the simple imperative that the 
Congress shall have power to enforce 
this article by appropriate legislation. 

H.R. 6400, the bill introduced by the 
gentleman from New York, Congress
man CELLER, is grounded fully upon the 
clear imperative in this amendment. It 
is a bill that has been designed to fill a 
need that has been underscored by care
ful and objective work done by the 
U.S. Civil Rights ColllJ."llission, which has 
documented systematically the denial of 
the right to vote on the basis of color 
which has occurred for so long in cer
tain regions of our Nation. We, Mem
bers of the 89th Congress, have a clear 
challenge before us, to fulfill the great 
promise and the great hope that has 
been held forth to our citizens for well 
over a hundred years, to end the denial 
of the right and privilege to vote on the 
basis of color. The voting rights bill of 
1965 fills definite needs, and it is particu
larly important that we pass, this week, 
in the House of Representatives, the 
strengthened version which the able 
chairman of the House Judiciary Com
mittee has incorporated in this bill. The 
section which extends coverage to de
nials of the right to vote by use of the 
poll tax is a particularly important and 
necessary issue which strengthens this 
bill over the Senate version. 

Further, I believe that the voting 
rights bill of 1965 should be strength
ened and improved by extending its 
scope to include a strong amendment to 
enfranchise our thousands of Spanish
American citizens. The cultural heritage 
of our Spanish-American brothers en
compasses a noble and significant herit
age which is part of the great de
velopment of the entire American N a
tion. The forefathers of our Spanish
American brothers contributed signifi
cantly to the development of the whole 
North American Continent. Our Span
ish-American brothers have assumed 
the responsibilities of citizenship in the 
United States with dedication and pa
triotism of the highest quality. In war 

and in peace, they have been in the fore
front of our national efforts. I feel that 
the time has come in 1965 for us to ex
tend to them the recognition of their 
significant cultural contribution, and to 
insure that our Spanish-American 
brothers have equality of voting rights 
with all other citizens of the United 
States. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. FASCELLJ. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, 
H.R. 6400, because the right to vote and 
the right and ability to participate in 
government is a fundamental guarantee 
under the U.S. Constitution and is the 
bulwark and the strength of our democ
racy and our representative government. 

The evidence is beyond question that 
this right has been arbitrarily, discrimi
natorily, and capriciously denied Amer
ican citizens. 

It is also clear that existing law and 
the Civil Rights Acts of 1957, 1960, and 
1964 are not adequate to deal with this 
problem. 

Any barrier which prevents any Amer
ican from the full and equal exercise of 
the right to vote should be and must be 
removed immediately. This bill does 
that, and, therefore, I fully supp.ort it. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from California [Mr. RoosEVELT]. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, 
to the fullest extent of my ability and 
with the deepest devotion to the basic 
principles involved, I rise in support 
of H.R. 6400, the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965, to enforce the 15th amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States. 

The crisis in voting rights which 
reached its decisive stage with the dem
onstrations in Selma, Ala., and the spe
cial message President Johnson sent to 
Congress on March 17, 1965, has been 
developing for years. After an exhaus
tive study the U.S. Commission on Civil 
Rights reported in 1961 its conclusion 
that "the franchise is denied entirely to 
some because of race, and diluted for 
many others. The promise of the Con
stitution is not yet fulfilled." Attempts 
to deal with the problem through court 
proceedings under previous Civil Rights 
Acts passed in 1957, 1960, and 1964 have 
proved ineffective. There has been a 
growing clamor to enforce the proscrip
tion of the 15th amendment against ra
cial discrimination in voting by admin
istrative rather than judicial formulas. 
The Selma demonstrations and the bit
ter violence which accompanied them 
focused national attention on the urgent 
need for a prompt and effective remedy 
for such discrimination. 

At the very crux of this great Ameri
can democracy is the principle of rep
resentation. It is the representative fea
ture of our Government, at the Federal, 
State, and local level, that underlies and 
overshadows its every virtue, its few de
fects. But we have not had a represent
ative government in some States and in 
many· localities. The voluminous testi
mony just heard by the Judiciary Com
mittee, the investigations conducted by 
the U.S. Civil Rights Commission over 

the past several years, and indeed the 
eyes and ears of every American who 
watched dumbfounded and ashamed, the 
films from Selma, Ala., have been witness 
that Negroes have been systematically 
and brutally denied their representation 
in parts of this land; 

Selma, Ala., does not represent a 
unique condition. I am sorry to say, and 
most Americans have been appalled to 
learn, that there is an old and all-too
widespread campaign by State and local 
officials in some parts of this country to 
prevent people from participation in gov
ernment at the local level-and that is 
where government most affects our daily 
lives--or fails to. The evidence is in
and it is overwhelming: All too many 
Negro Americans have been and are 
today the victims of a vicious cycle in 
which antagonistic State and local gov
ernments are able to remain in power 
only by denying the Negro the right to 
vote. This cycle is self-perpetuating
and its effect is wholly destructive of 
those caught in it. 

Our Nation is engaged in waging a 
great war against poverty-economic 
poverty. We must now wage war 
against another form of poverty-dem
ocratic poverty. And the first is doomed 
to failure unless we win the second. 

None can argue against the simple 
purpose of this bill to enforce the con
stitutional protections of the right to 
vote-to correct a century of injustice
and to guarantee, once and for all, that 
no American citizen shall be denied the 
ballot by ingenious subterfuge, harass
ment, or intimidation. 

What divides us, then, is not what 
must be done, but how it should be done. 
I join my many colleagues who have 
paid tribute to the dean of this body, 
chairman of its great Judiciary Com
mittee, "MANNY'' CELLER. He and the 
members of his committee have given 
us a bill that can, and will, do what we 
all know must be done. 

The bill, as amended, is designed pri
marily to enforce the 15th amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States 
and is also designed to enforce the 14th 
amendment and article 1, section 4. To 
accomplish this objective the bill, first, 
suspends the use of literacy and other 
tests and devices in areas where there 
is reason to believe that such tests and 
deVices have been and are being used to 
deny the right to vote on account of race 
or color; second, authorizes the appoint
ment of Federal examiners in such areas 
to register persons who are qualified 
under State law, except insofar as such 
law is suspended by this act, to vote in 
State, local, and Federal elections; 
third, empowers the Federal courts, in 
any action instituted by the Attorney 
General, to enforce the guarantees of 
the 15th amendment, to authorize the 
appointment of Federal examiners, pend
ing final determination of the suit or 
after a final judgment in which the court 
finds that violations of the 15th amend
ment have occurred; fourth, provides 
criminal penalties for intimidating, 
threatening, or coercing any person for 
voting or attempting to vote, or for urg
ing or aiding any person to vote or to 
attempt to vote. In addition, civil and 
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criminal remedies are provided for the 
enforcement of the act. 

Upon the basis of findings that poll 
taxes as a prerequisite to voting violate 
the 14th and 15th amendments to the 
Constitution, the bill abolishes the poll 
tax in any State or subdivision where it 
still exists. 

A vital obligation and responsibility of 
the Congress is to provide appropriate 
implementation of the guarantees of the 
15th amendment to the Constitution. 
Adopted in 1870, that amendment states 
the fundamental principle that the 
right to vote shall not be denied or 
abridged by the States or the Federal 
Government on account of race or color. 

The historic struggle for the realiza
tion of this constitutional guarantee in
dicates clearly that our national achieve
ments in this area have fallen far short 
of our aspirations. The history of the 
15th amendment litigation in the Su
preme Court reveals both the variety of 
means used to bar Negro voting and the 
durability of such discriminatory policies 
through the grandfather clause, the 
white primary; the resort to procedural 
hurdles, to racial gerrymandering, to 
improper challenges, and, finally, the 
discriminatory use of tests. 

The past decade has been marked by 
an upsurge of public indignation against 
the systematic exclusion of Negroes from 
the polls that characterizes certain re
gions of this Nation. We, in Congress, 
responded with the Civil Rights Acts of 
1957, 1960, and 1964. 

But, what has been the effect of the 
1957, 1960, and 1964 voting rights stat
utes? Although these laws were in
tended to supply strong and effective 
remedies, their enforcement has encoun
tered serious obstacles in various regions 
of the country. Progress has been pain
fully slow, in part because of the intransi
gence of State and local officials and re
peated delays in the judicial process. 
Judicial relief has had to be gaged not in 
terms of months--but in terms of years, 
for it affords those who are determined 
to resist abundant opportunity to resist. 
Indeed, even after apparent defeat re
sisters seek new ways and means of dis
criminating. Barring one contrivance 
too often has caused no change in result, 
only in methods. 

That literacy tests and other devices 
have been widely used in violation of the 
15th amendment is amply shown by evi
dence and decisions in cases brought by 
the United States in the past 5 years and 
by studies of the U.S. Commission on 
Civil Rights. Many decisions have held 
that such tests and devices have been 
used as part of a calculated plan to de
prive Negroes of their right to vote. 

These cases demonstrate that fre
quently whites have not been subjected 
to these tests at all; in many places they 
are applied only to Negroes. Indeed, 
Justice Department lawsuits have re
vealed that large numbers of illiterate 
whites are registered in many different 
places in States affected by the bill. 
Moreover, even the most cursory exami
nation of the content of many of these 
tests reveals that they are vague, arbi
trary, hypertechriical; or unnecessarily 
diftlcult, and have little-if any-bearing 

upon the capacity to cast an intelligent 
ballot. The inescapable conclusion is 
that these tests were not designed to be 
bona fide qualifications in any sense, but 
are intended to deprive Negroes the right 
to register to vote. The only real function 
they serve is to foster racial discrimina
tion. These facts are clear. In wide
spread areas of several States tests and 
devices, as defined in this bill, have been 
effectively and repeatedly used to deny 
or abridge the right of Negroes to vote. 

Further, I strongly oppose the eco
nomic barrier to voting represented by 
the poll tax, and find adequate basis for 
concluding that since it has been used 
as an instrument of discrimination, it 
can stand on no different footing than 
the literacy tests and other devices. 

Mr. Chairman, detailed analysis of the 
bill convinces me that it is most respon
sive to the justified outcry of all Ameri
cans. The urgency is felt all across this 
land; our response carefully noted all 
around the world. Let us be thorough, 
let us be deliberate. But let us not be 
deterred from answering now, with this 
bill, the call of our President when he 
said: 

We cannot, we must not refuse to protect 
the rights of every American to vote in every 
election that he may desire to participate in. 
And we ought not, we must not wait another 
8 months before we get a bill. We have al
ready waited a hundred years and more and 
the time for waiting is gone. I recognize 
that outside this Chamber is the outraged 
conscience of a Nation, the grave concern of 
many nations, and the harsh judgment of 
history on our acts. 

America can only be truly great, 
whether in her own judgment or that of 
other nations or of history, if every 
American is a part of that greatness. 
Today, many thousands of Negroes, and 
members of other minority groups, are 
denied the right to be part of America. 
What we do today is not for the Negro. 
It is not for any minority. It is for 
America. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. SIKEs]. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, there can 
be such a thing as too much government. 
There can be such a thing as a govern
ment which supervises and controls ev
ery action and every thought of every 
day that you live. For years we have 
pointed to communism as the prime ex
ample of total control of the individual 
by government. 

But now in our zeal for solving every
body's problems and our enthusiasm 
for establishing new standards, the 
United States is treading the same path. 
There is such a thing as too much gov
ernment and we are dangerously close to 
it. 

I have stated many times that I do not 
favor practices or laws which discrimi
nate against voters and which in effect 
prevent qualified citizens from voting. 
In Florida we have made it a practice to 
encourage all qualified persons to vote, 
and I know of no instance in my district 
where there has been discrimination. 

However, there has been discrimina
tion against voters in some areas. As a 
result, there has been a widespread de
mand for federally sponsored voting 

laws. Some of this demand has ap
peared to me to be spurious in that it 
was carefully manufactured and highly 
publicized. Nevertheless, the desired ef
fect has been achieved and Congress has 
been called upon by the administration 
to pass a voting rights bill. 

I am opposed to Federal laws on vot
ing. I believe the Constitution is clear 
in that the States are given control of 
voting processes and voting standards. 
Federal laws mean Federal control of 
voting in America and can lead to some 
very unwholesome situations. Admit
tedly, there have been evils in some areas 
on voter discrimination, but one evil 
should not be replaced by another, and 
I am convinced that Federal control of 
voting processes could result in abuses 
just as serious as any that now exist. 

Nevertheless, during the process of de
bate, the House will have to choose be
tween the McCulloch bill and the Celler 
bill. ·In that choice I shall vote for the 
McCulloch bill. There are a number of 
reasons, but primarily the McCulloch 
bill would apply uniformly to all the 
States and would utilize the courts to 
guarantee the rights of the voters. By 
contrast, the Celler bill applies automati
cally to Southern States, and obviously 
is discriminatory. The McCulloch bill 
recognizes State standards on the lit
eracy qualification of voters which estab
lish a sixth grade education as sufficient 
proof of literacy. The Celler bill auto
matically suspends all literacy tests. 

The Celler bill would outlaw the poll 
tax as a voting requirement in State and 
local elections. This is an unconstitu
tional provision. By contrast the Mc
Culloch bill specifies that where poll 
taxes are used. to discriminate on the 
basis of race or color, the Attorney Gen
eral should bring suits to nullify poll 
taxes so used. 

To my mind the Celler voting rights 
bill contains provisions, which amounts 
to bills of attainder, that are aimed arbi
trarily at the Southern States but which 
could be aimed elsewhere at another 
time by the administration in power. 
Its obviously unconstitutional sections 
would judge States, counties, and indi
viduals guilty of unlawful acts by the 
process of mathematics and would arbi
trarily impose punishment. These pun
ishments could be lifted only if the de
fendents were able to prove their inno
cence. It would no longer be a require
ment that a person is assumed innocent 
until guilt is proved. 

Obviously the McCulloch bill is the 
better choice since a choice must be 
made. 

The answers to these problems lie in 
the field of fact and reason, not in emo
tion and politics. Under the Constitu
tion the Federal Government has no au
thority to control or supervise or other
wise interfere with the right of the States 
to establish the qualifications of voters. 
It has a right to remove discriminations 
against citizens who are qualified to vote 
and should be registered. What is pro
posed in the committee bill goes much 
further. It allows the Federal Govern
ment to take over from the States the 
control of voting procedures. The pro
posed law gives the Attorney General the 
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authority to interpl'et what he thinks 
should be the voting laws in any State, 
county, township, or community. Fed
eral registrars could be sent to enforce 
his interpretation and it is not beyond 
the reach of the imagination that they 
could be sent to elect the people of his 
choice. I am not ready to abandon the 
processes of law or the principles set 
forth in the Constitution. 

There is neither necessity nor justifi
cation to hand over to the Federal Gov
ernment the control of the Nation's vot
ing processes. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Georgia [Mr. FLYNTL 

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, punitive 
legislation of any kind is bad legislation. 
No objective, however high minded or 
noble, can ever justify the means which 
are employed to punish a region, and 
leave unaffected by the same statute 
other parts of the country and other 
States where alleged grievances and prac
tices may exist now or in the future. 

H.R. 6400 targets in on 6 Southern 
States, 34 counties in another Southern 
State, and part of 2 other States thou
sands of miles removed. My beloved 
State of Georgia is wrongfully included. 
It leaves untouched other States where 
literacy tests form a part of the voting 
laws, other States which set special quali
fications for voting, which would be de
scribed by the advocates of this bill as 
schemes and devices if they existed either 
in my State or in any other States or 
counties at which this bill and its provi
sions are aimed. 

The very language of the bill itself is 
self-defeating. Its draftsmanship is 
crude. The pocket trigger provision 
vests in the Attorney General powers 
which should be vested exclusively in 
courts of competent jurisdiction. This 
provision vests the Attorney General with 
broad discretionary power to selectively 
choose his targets and employ harassing 
tactics and procedures against law-abid
ing State and county officials in whose 
heart and mind any desire to deny the 
right to vote may be utterly nonexistent. 

The chairman of the Judiciary Com
mittee, an able advocate for his bill, on 
Tuesday, July 6, 1965, in debate on the 
rule, said the following: 

The pending bill is much needed. Previ
ous acts have, as a result of legal dodges and 
subterfuges, been found inadequate. Voting 
discrimination is still rampant. The pend
ing bill provides an ample, effective remedy, 
impervious to all legal trickery and evasion. 

I must say to the gentleman from New 
York that if previous acts have been 
found inadequate as a result of legal 
dodges and subterfuges, the gentleman 
from New York himself must accept the 
responsibility because he is the author of 
such previous acts, and he had the nec
essary vote to pass those bills or anything 
else to which a civil rights label might be 
attached. If voting discrimination is 
still rampant, as the gentleman from New 
York claims, it is an admission from him 
that previous bills authored by him were 
ineffective, inadequate, or improperly 
drawn. 

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, that this 
b111 and others which have preceded it 

are drawn, sponsored, and passed by peo
ple who have no knowledge of actual 
facts and conditions, and little or no 
curiosity to learn. How long, oh how 
long, will they seek to scourge us for 
what took place a hundred years ago. 

I speak not only for myself, but I be
lieve for most of the people who live in 
my district and my State, when I ask 
·in the spirit of charity, faith, and trust 
to leave us alone, and give us an oppor
tunity to work out our problems where 
problems exist with peace, good will, and 
harmony. Where resistance does exist, 
that resistance is either caused or ag
gravated and intensified by meddlers, by 
punitive legislation, by massive and un
warranted use of Federal troops, by some 
misguided people who believe they are 
doing the right thing, and, Mr. Chair
man, by some whose real purpose is to 
overthrow and subvert the Government 
of the United States and all forms of law 
and order. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6400 is clearly sec
tionally discriminatory. The provision 
that where less than 50 percent are reg
istered or voting, its automatic trigger 
is charged and aimed at a group of 
Southern States without regard to condi
tions or circumstances that may prevail 
elsewhere. Its pocket trigger, to which 
I have previously referred, confers upon 
the Attorney General broad discretionary 
power to select his own geographical tar
gets for court action for any reasons he 
may choose. 

The advocates of the bill claim that 
there is an escape clause. Mr. Chair
man, the escape clause provision is a 
delusion and a deception. A State 
trapped by the automatic trigger can es
cape coverage only by journeying to 
Washington, filing a suit against the 
United States in the District Court of 
the District of Columbia, and proving its 
innocence for the last 5 years. This not 
only reverses the traditional presumption 
of innocence, but abandons the doctrine 
that trial court cases should be heard in 
the jurisdiction where the accusation 
was made or the cause of action arose. 

In H.R. 6400, State literacy tests are 
suspended in States covered by the bill, 
and, by implication, upheld in all other 
States. Clearly, Mr. Chairman, the same 
rule should apply throughout the 50 
States. No State or locality covered by 
the automatic trigger can hereafter make 
any enforceable change in any of its vot
ing laws without the prior approval of 
the Attorney General or the District 
Court of the District of Columbia. It 
nullifies both poll taxes and all other 
payments prerequisite to voting in State 
and local elections and referenda. H.R. 
6400 grants the right to vote to those 
registered by Federal examiners and al
lows the counting of their votes and the 
certification of election results, even 
though challenges of their qualifications, 
unresolved on election day, may later be 
upheld. This could result in chaos, inde
cision, and might result in subverting the 
decision of a majority of the voters to 
an arbitrary decision of examiners, in
spectors, or others. 

Mr. Chairman, even if this legislation 
should be enacted, those who support it 
and urge its passage will be back again 

and again and again, declaring that the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965, like previous 
acts, has been found to be inadequate. 
Evidently nothing will ever satisfy cer
tain groups and certain individuals, short 
of domination and control of election re
sults, not in their own States, districts, 
and municipalities, but in States, dis
tricts, counties, and parishes hundreds, 
even thousands of miles removed from 
their own domiciles and residences. 

In 1938, a man named Hitler asked the 
German Reichstag to give him the power 
to, in effect, control national and local 
election results. He claimed that it was 
necessary to strengthen Germany, and 
when questions were raised, he replied, 
"You can trust me because I am a good 
man. I will not abuse the power which 
I seek." You know the result. The 
Reichstag docilely complied. It placed 
into the hands of one man and his small 
circle of followers the total power to 
throttle the ec·onomic and political life 
of an entire nation. That control and 
power erupted in 1939 into World War II, 
which cost millions of lives and untold 
billions in destruction. Legislation, puni
tive in its purpose, targeted in its appli
cation to only a part of a country instead 
of all 50 States, could lead to controlled 
and dictated elections, and the eventual 
destruction of all democratic processes. 
Many who deplored what Hitler did in 
the thirties now are trying to do the same 
to you and to me in 1965. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. McMILLAN]. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the House, I have listened 
with great interest to the debate we are 
having here on the :floor of the House 
during the past 3 days in connection 
with the so-called voting rights bill. I 
also had an opportunity to appear before 
the House Judiciary Committee in op
position to the civil rights bill which in 
my opinion contains provisions com
pletely foreign to our form of govern
ment. 

I am certain you will agree with me 
that it does not take a mastermind or 
any person with extraordinary intelli
gence to know that this bill is directed 
toward the southern white people. No 
one has mentioned the fact that we 
southerners have been the best friends 
the colored race has had since the first 
colored people entered the United States 
as slaves. 

First, the white people in the South 
have more sympathy and a greater re
spect for the average colored person than 
any group I have met from other sections 
of the country. History reveals that the 
slaves were imported into this country 
by the people from the North and sold 
to the southern plantation owners as 
slaves. 

After the Civil War the southern peo
ple continued to treat the colored people 
as citizens of our part of the country and 
the average farmer planted twice as 
many acres of cotton as he would 
have ordinarily planted if it were not for 
the fact that he was trying to create 
work for the colored people so they could 
make a decent living, even though cotton 
has kept the South broke and at the 
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bottom of the ladder so far as finances 
are concerned. 

I was born and raised on a large farm 
where an average of 100 colored people 
worked every year during the first 25 
years of my life that I spent on our old 
farm home. Never once did we have any 
friction or any trouble between the 
colored and white people on our farm. 
They worked together and understood 
each others customs. 

I am certain there would be no fric
tion in South Carolina at the present 
time if it were not for the foreign agita
tors who are being paid to create trouble 
in the Southern States between colored 
and white races. 

Some of the best friends that I have 
ever had are among the colored people 
and they are always exhibiting a great 
interest in my future and welfare while 
I am at home. 

So far as the present bill under con
sideration is concerned, I resent the fact 
that South Carolina was included in the 
number of States to be policed by the 
Federal Government. 

During the 14 terms I have SP!3nt here 
as a Member of Congress, I have notre
ceived one complaint from one colored 
person stating that he was prevented 
from registering or voting in the State 
of South Carolina. In fact, I have spent 
more funds during my political cam
paigns in South Carolina in trying to get 
both colored and white to register and 
vote than on any other item in connec
tion with my campaign. 

I hope the people responsible for writ
ing this legislation and the supporters of 
this unreasonable proposal have some 
magic plan whereby they can compel 
both the colored and white people to vote 
on election day. We have been success
ful in my congressional district and in 
the State of South Carolina in having 
hundreds of thousands of people register 
to vote, however, on voting day they will 
not take the time to visit the polls and 
cast their vote. I do not think any leg
islation we could pass here in Washing
ton would influence this group who seem 
to be not sufficiently interested in their 
government to go to the polls and vote. 

I would think the Federal judges in the 
six or seven States designated to be 
crucified under this legislation would be 
extremely humiliated by the fact that 
they expect to transport all the people 
who will be charged for violating this 
so-called voting rights law to Washing
ton to appear before the Federal courts. 

I certainly am disappointed in the 
Congress of the United States, a distin
guished body which I have always ad
mired and held in the highest esteem. 
I am certain that every Member of this 
body, if they speak their mind, could not 
honestly deny the fact that this pro
posed legislation is as bad as any legisla
tion that has been created behind the 
Iron Curtain including Russia and China. 

I hope our form of government is 
strong enough to withstand this type of 
encroachment upon the rights of the 
people of our Nation, however, one of 
these days I am afraid it will be too late 
to recoup the rights granted to us by 
our forefathers and salvage our Govern
ment which is in my opinion the greatest 

form of government ever devised by Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
mankind. in support of a legislative ban on poll 

I wish that there was some way that I taxes. The issue is not whether our con
could inform some of the people from the stitutional democracy will survive if we 
East, North, and West on this subject, allow States . to impose poll taxes; but 
however, so many of my colleagues have whether the spirit of the Constitution 
made up their minds to crucify the is violated by a tax on the most funda
southern white people until nothing I mental of all democratic and constitu
may say here on the floor of the House, tional right~the right to vote. I say 
I am certain, could change their mind that the right to vote has been freely 
on this subject. given to all generations of Americans 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield and it makes a mockery of the right to 
such time as he may desire to the gentle- impose a tariff on its exercise. 
man from Ohio [Mr. GILLIGAN]. Why, it is asked by some, should the 

Mr. GILLIGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise Congress become involved in what is 
in support of H.R. 6400. This bill, in essentially a State or local problem? 
my opinion, rests upon a realistic ap- The question itself belies the answer that 
praisal of the problems for which we is sought. The right to vote is not a 
here are trying to frame solutions and in State right or a community right. It is 
fact this bill does propose solutions a national right which cloaks the being 
which hold better promise of acuatlly of every citizen as naturally as do the 
solving the problems than those offered rights of life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
us in · the minority's substitute measure, happiness. 
H.R. 7896. When our States and communities pass 

I find it hard to believe that the mi- laws which, in effect, strip this right from 
nority's proposal is seriously intended. certain of our citizens, it is up to the Na
If the sponsors and supporters of the tiona! Legislature to restore it. The poll 
minority proposal were really serious, tax laws of Mississippi, Alabama, Texas, 
why did they wait so long before intro- and Virginia attach a price tag to the 
ducing it? Why did they not have the invaluable voting right. 
measure · cosponsored in the Senate, Conditioning the right to vote on the 
where it could have been debated along payment of money is contrary to every
with the bill reported by the Senate thing this country stands for. Such a 
Judiciary Committee? They must know practice could scarcely be condoned 
that their bill differs so much from the whatever its purpose. But when its ad
measure which passed the Senate that if mitted object is the withholding of the 
the House were to adopt it instead of voting right from our Negro citizens, it 
H.R. 6400 the Senate would reject it, and has no defense whatsoever and must be 
as a consequence we would have no vot- found guilty of violating the most funda-
ing rights bill this year. mental laws of democracy. 

If we are to have a voting rights bill Historians tell us that the poll tax, 
this year, we in this body must pass a that is, a capitation tax, a tax on heads, 
bill as much like the one that passed is one of the oldest taxes known to man. 
the Senate. And we must have a voting How odd that its principal use as a con
rights bill this year. The time to act dition on the right to vote should be made 
is now. late in the 19th century in the former 

The minority's substitute measure is slave States, shortly after denial of the 
faulty in the extreme. For one thing, it right to vote on account of race or previ
makes the right to vote, which is the ous condition of servitude had been pro
fundamental right of a citizen, divisible hibited by the 15th amendment. Well 
by 25 by requiring that before Federal perhaps it is not odd, really. Certainly 
registrars can be sent into an area 25 the legislators who were instrumental in 
citizens must have been illegally denied effecting the necessary constitutional or 
the right to register and then they must legislative changes made no mystery of 
notify in writing the Attorney General their reasons for advocating a poll tax 
of the United States. as a condition on the right to vote. They 

Mr. Chairman, the right to vote is not did not want Negroes to vote and they 
divisible, by 25 or any other number. knew that few Negroes could afford the 

The facts supporting the charge of . tax since they were so recently freed 
discrimination in voting and registering from slavery. As the Committee on the 
are incontrovertible. The pattern of dis- Judiciary stated in Senate Report No. 
crimination is likewise beyond question. 1662, 77th Congress, 2d session, 1942: 
I deem myself a literate citizen, but I We think a careful examination of the 
sincerely doubt that I could answer ques- so-called poll tax constitutional and statu
tions in some literacy tests that have tory provisions, and an examination particu
been used in voter registration. Today larly of the constitutional conventions by 

which these amendments became a part of 
the literacy test has as much meaning as the state laws, will convince any disinter-
the property tax requirement had in the ested person that the object of those State 
early 19th century, and it is liable to as constitutional conventions, from which ema
much abuse. It can no longer be tol- nated mainly the poll tax laws, were moti
erated. vated entirely and exclusively by a desire 

The substitute measure is faulty in to exclude the Negro from voting. 
these and other respects. Most of all it Those who argue that the Constitution 
is a red herring. It has no chance of does not prohibit States from requiring 
being accepted by the Senate, and I hope payment of a poll tax as a condition on 
it is rejected by the Members of this the right to vote are quite willing to 
House. · admit that such poll taxes were con-

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield ceiv~d in discrimination, were designed 
such time as he may desire to the gen- to keep Negroes from voting. "But an 
tleman from California [Mr. TUNNEY]. evil intent on the part of the legislators 
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does not invalidate an otherwise consti
tutional law," they say. And they cite 
the Federal case of Butler v. Thompson, 
97 F. Supp. 17 (U.S.D.C.E.D. Va. 1951) to 
prove their point. It is true that in its 
opinion the Court said: 

A law that is fair on its face and is also 
fairly administered is not rendered invalid 
by the evil motives of its draftsmen. 

But this opinion would apply to poll 
tax laws only if they had been adminis
tered fairly and without discrimination. 
Instances can be cited, however, to prove 
that this has not been the case. The 
laws were passed by legislators who in
tended them to be discriminatory and 
administered by o:tficials who made cer
tain that they were applied in a discrim
inatory manner. Negroes in Talla
hatchie County, Miss., and elsewhere, 
tried year after year to pay their poll 
taxes but could find no official willing to 
accept them. 

Defenders of the poll tax invariably 
point out cases in which the Supreme 
Court upheld the constitutionality of the 
poll tax laws. They would have us for
get, however, that none of the cases de
cided by the Supreme Court involved 
racial or economic discrimination. The 
validity of the poll tax laws in face of 
these built-in abuses has never been 
tested. In Bree(llove v. Suttles, 302 
U.S. 277 (1937) which upheld the Geor
gia poll tax law, a white male was pro
testing that the law did not apply equally 
to older people and to women. The 
Court has yet to be presented with what 
I consider to be the strongest argument 
against the taxes-that the collection of 
these taxes in the four States which re-

. quire them today, Alabama, Mississippi, 
Texas, and Virginia, violates the provi
sions of the 14th and 15th amendments 
to our Constitution. These amend
ments with their equal protection, due 
process and right-to-vote clauses give 
Congress the authority to strike down 
State statutes which restrict these 
rights. The congressional power to 
pass any legislation necessary to imple
ment the amendments and to see that 
their intent is carried out was written 
into section 5 of the 14th and section 2 
of the 15th. 

Conditioning the right to vote on pay
ment of a tax which falls more heavily 
on nonwhites than .on whites abridges 
the right to vote on account of color. 

The evidence that any head tax falls 
more heavily on nonwhite voters than 
on white cannot be disputed. According 
to the 1960 census, the average white 
family income in Virginia was 1.99 times 
that of the nonwhite family. That multi
ple rises to 2.02 in Texas, 2 .. 37 in Ala
bama, and 2.91 in Mississippi. 

The proponent of poll taxes admits 
that poll taxes fall more heavily on 
Negroes but reminds us that the 15th 
amendment prohibits only State action 
abridging the right to vote. The four 
States, he says, had nothing to do with 
the fact that Negroes do not earn as 
much as whites. Therefore the States 
are not abridging the right to vote on ac
count of color when they condition the 
right on payment of an equal tax- by 
voters of all colors. 

CXI--1010 ' 

The validity of this argument stands 
or falls on the truth of his minor 
premise: "the four States had nothing to 
do with the fact that Negroes do not 
earn as much as whites." 

Did they not? 
Does a State deprive a man of equal 

economic opportunity when it deprives 
him of equal educational opportunity? 
The link between level .of learning and 
level of earning is so intimate and so 
obvious that there is no mied for me to 
belabor it here. Of course a State de
prives a man of equal economic oppor
tunity when it deprives him of equal edu
cational opportunity. 

Have these four States deprived 
Negroes of equal educational opportuni
ties? We know, of course, that they 
required their schools to be segregated. 
We know also that the Supreme Court 
held in Brown v. Board of Education, 347 
U.S. 483, 493, . 495, 1954, that separate 
educational facilities are inherently un
equal and that even though physical 
facilities and other tangible factors pro
vided by these States for Negroes is not 
equal. 

The number of books per pupil in 
school libraries illustrates one gap be
tween white and Negro schools. In 1940, 
Texas had 3.9 books per pupil in white 
school libraries and only 0.9 per pupil 
in Negro schools. By 1950 the figures 
had risen 4.4 and 2.1, respectively. 

The disparity between current annual 
expenditures per white and Negro pupil 
is another index of how unequal the 
educational opportunities were. In 1940, 
Alabama spent $41.71 per white pupil and 
only $7.34 per Negro pupil. Even in 1952, 
when States began to realize that they 
would not be allowed to maintain segre
gated schools unless they were truly 
equal, Mississippi spent $117.43 per white 
pupil and only $35.27 per Negro pupil. 
Are these figures indicative of equal edu
cational opportunities? 

Capital outlays per pupil? In 1940, in 
Alabama they were $6.68 per white pupil 
and 62 cents per Negro pupil. The Negro 
pupils were not quite 10 percent equal. 
By 1952, when the big push for equal 
though separate was on, the Negro had 
become just a little better than half equal 
in terms of capital outlay with $8.55 be
ing spent per Negro pupil and $14.19 per 
white pupil. The 1940 figures for Mis
sissippi were not aV>ailable but for 19·52 
capital outlays per Negro pupil were 
larger than those per white pupil: 
$35.23 to $25.48. Remember, however, 
that in that same year Mississippi was 
making current expenditures of $117.43 
per white ·pupil and $35.27 per Negro 
pupil. 

Before 1940; things were far worse. In 
1915 there were seven Virginia counties 
in which Negroes constituted more than 
two-thirds of the school population. 
The average · amount spent for teachers 
salaries in those counties was $13.46 per 
white pupil. It was $1.55 per Negro 
pupil. And let no one argue that in
equality in 1915 is irrelevant now. The 
Negro boy who was 10 years old in ·1915 
is 60 years old now. He is as capable of 
voting as his white contemporary but 
he is less able to pay a poll tax_ becaus.e 

the State spent much less on his edu
cation than it did on that of his white 
contemporary. 

Congress should have no hesitation 
· about prohibiting poll taxes and I 
strongly urge that it do just that in the 
voting rights act of 1965. If it does 
anything less than th.at, Congress will 
have done only half its job. 

We cannot refuse to act because some 
persons doubt the constitutionality of 
our action and shy a way from taking a 
firm stand on this issue. 

They use for an excuse the fact that 
the levying of poll taxes in national elec
tions was outlawed by constitutional 
amendment rather than by legislative 
action. How can this method chosen for 
its expedi-ency be cited as proof that 
legislative action banning poll taxes is 
unconstitutional? Five times since 1939 
this House has passed anti-poll tax leg
islation into law. Now that the 24th 
amendment is part of the supreme law 
of our land, we are asked to swallow 
unquestioningly the untenable theory 
that the only valid procedure open to 

. those among us who desire to eliminate 
the poll tax and the ugly abuses which 
inevitably accompany it when it is tied 
to the right to vot-e is constitutional 
amendment. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
accept this rationalization. I realize 
that not every legislator who opposes 
this ban is doing so for selfish reasons. 

Many of the most devoted advocates 
of civil rights ar·e doing so because they 
honestly believe that our constitutional 
authority to take such action is open to 
question. I respect these men and the 
position they are taking. However, I 
would ask them to reconsider that posi
tion. The House Judiciary Committee is 
of the opinion that legislative action in 
this area is not only constitutional but 
is also v-ery necessary. Many noted law
yers and ·legislators share this opinion. 
Until the legislation is actually passed 
and a test case is before the Supreme 
Court, this issue can never be settled. 
In view of recent Court decisions in the 
field on civil rights, there is little reason 
to expect a turnabout when the same 
Court determines the validity of anti
poll tax legislation. In fact, congres
sional action at this time could do much 
to strengthen the case against the poll 
tax. The Justices of our highest Court 
would not take lightly the position ex
pressed by this Congr-ess. I believe that 
we as representatives of all the people 
have a moral obligation to see to it that 
all the people who desire to vote should 
have the opportunity to do so. A price 
tag tied to the voting right obviously 
restricts that right. It is our duty to 
tear off that price tag wherever we 
find it. 

To condition the right to vote on the 
payment of money, however small, is to 
deny the right to vote to the poor man, 
to the man who cannot afford to pay it. 
This is an unreasonable classification, 
one which bears no relation to a man's 
capacity to vote: To make it is to deny 
the poor man equal protection of the 
laws. Ours is a government of the peo
ple, not just the r-ich people, but all the 
pe()ple: · · 

; ~ . 
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Someone has said that the power to 
tax is the power to destroy. Let us as
sume for a moment that a State really 
does have the power to impose a tax on 
the right to vote. Is there any limit on 
the power? What if the tax were $10 
instead of $1-$1,000-$10,000? At some 
one of these figures, depending largely 
on the amount which would discourage 
him from voting, every man will exclaim 
"But that amount is unreasonable." To 
deny him the right to vote is to deprive 
him of the right to participate in a re
publican form of government. I say to 
you that Congress will not have done its 
full constitutional duty until it has pro-

. hibited the States from denying the poor 
man the right to vote because he is poor. 
And to require the rich man to pay the 
poll tax, simply because he can afford 
to do so, is equally unreasonable. 

The most abusive and discriminatory 
practice involved in the levying and col
lecting of the poll taxes is that of mak
ing them cumulative for the entire period 
of liability. The poor person or the 
Negro who might be able to pay $1 would 
very likely be unable to pay $5. If we 
pass legislation that would eliminate 
other discriminatory practices, we can 
expect the States which have tried for 
years to restrict the voting right to rely 
more and more heavily on the poll tax 
as a means of doing so. By raising the 
tax and making it cUil'lJUlative they would 
be able to defeat the purpose of our 
voting rights bill. It is our job in this 

· session of Congress to outlaw their last 
alternative-the poll tax. If we do not 
eliminate it now, we will be faced with 
it next year and the year after that until 
finally we take the bit between our teeth 
and do something about it. And I ask 
you-why wait when we can do some
thing now? Racial discrimination is like 
gangrene-if the surgeon's knife cuts out 
only part of it, the remainder will spread 
its poison to other parts of the body. If 
we make the surgeon's mistake and re
move only some of the abuses the re
mainder will fester and spread. We all 
have a vital stake in the preservation 
and enhancement of representative gov
ernment. None of us want to see the 
essential, political right which makes 
representation a really operative prin
ciple of government be eroded away by 
discrimination. This right-the right 
to vote-must be preserved. By passing 
a voting rights act which includes a 
prohibition against poll taxes linked to 
the voting privilege we will do much to 
secure that right for all of our citizens. 
I ask you: Can we do less? 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Georgia [Mr. O'NEALL 

Mr. O'NEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, the supporters of this bill are ob
viously not interested in voting rights. 
If they were, a less hypoCritical approach 
would have been taken. This bill, pieced 
together with baling wire and politics, is 
designed to persecute the South and ap
pease the power grabbers. That has 
long been a popular game in Washing
ton. 

We do not deny that in some isolated 
places, North and South, there have been 
some malpractices in the area of voting 

rights. But rectification of these rare 
cases does not require the complete 
destruction of State powers to establish 
voting requirements. If the administra
tion is sincere in its desire for voting 
rights, it would use existing laws to ac
complish its goal. Instead the Presi
dent has asked Congress to arm him with 
a baseball bat to swat flies. 

There is no doubt that the bill before 
us was deliberately designed to discrimi
nate against certain States. To my col
leagues who represent States not af
fected by this bill, I appeal to your sense 
of fair play and your ability to reason. 

To play with complicated formulas, to 
measure justice by percentages, and to 
aim punitive laws at certain States vio
lates both the letter and spirit of our 
Constitution. 

In an earlier statement to the dis
tinguished Members of this body I ques
tioned the constitutionality of this bill. 
While my questions have not been satis
factorily answered nor my reservations 
allayed, I will not repeat the same ob
jections. My primary desire is to impress 
upon you the ramifications involved in 
supporting such a bill as the one we are 
now considering. 

Do not be deceived by the fact that 
your State is not directly concerned with 
this legislation. Remember as you vote 
that no State is an island. Every State 
is an interlocking part of the whole. 
When the constitutional rights of one 
State are destroyed, the rights of others 
are exposed to the same erosive forces. 
When the governing process of one State 
is weakened, so is the privilege of self
government for the others. 

Gentlemen, my State along with se
lected others in the South is the victim 
of men with low ambition for retribu
tion. This Congress may well be com
pared with a lynch mob if the voting 
rights bill is passed. The majority, 
burning with emotionalism, is not always 
right; but the actions of such a group 
are difficult to rectify. There is agita
tion for haste, closed minds are evident, 
and feeble justification is being offered 
for arbitrary action. 

I ask one small favor of those of you 
who have made up your minds to sup
port this bill. Please do not cheer too 
loudly when it passes for you signal the 
loss of a constitutional right by my State. 
While the rights of only a few States 
are affected this time, a precedent may 
well be established to destroy your State's 
sovereignty on some entirely different 
issue in the future. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Washington [Mr. ADAMs]. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 6400 as amended by the 
committee. 

When I introduced H.R. 6539 which is 
similar to H.R. 6400, I indicated to mem
bers of the committee that many of us 
hoped there would be substantial amend
ments to improve the original version 
based upon evidence gathered by the 
Civil Rights Commission and from testi
mony before the committee. 

I think this hope has been completely 
justified and a fine bill has resulted. It 
has been criticized during this debate as 

too strong a bill, but in my opinion the 
evidence we have received makes it neces
sary to produce a law that will guar
antee equal voting rights in all of our 
States. 

Many of us hoped that the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 would solve the problem of 
discrimination in voting but this has not 
been realized. The basic reason for the 
failure of the 1964 act is that complete 
and massive resistance to it in certain 
selected sections of the South has per
verted the judicial processes through in
terminable delay and appeals so that a 
direct administrative-type remedy is 
necessary for these selected areas. As a 
former U.S. attorney for the Western Dis
trict of Washington State, I have worked 
with the Department of Justice on these 
matters since 1961, and I know of the 
conscientious effort of the Department to 
make the Civil Rights Act of 1960 and 
1964 work. For example, in one lawsuit 
in one county in Alabama the Depart
ment was required to spend 6,000 man
hours analyzing voting records in order 
to present one suit. In each suit there 
has been an appeal of the original case 
and then of the injunction and often 
thereafter of the enforcement of the in
junction. 

The basic problem is a simple one. In 
certain areas of our country, a system 
has been used to prevent Negro citizens 
from registering and voting. The report 
of the Civil Rights Commission and the 
testimony presented to the House and 
Senate Judiciary Committee make this 
very clear. The system has been a flex·
ible one using a series of discriminatory 
devices such as discriminatory applica.
tion of literacy tests, intimidation, poll 
taxes, requiring already registered voters 
to vouch for a new registrant, and legal 
interpretations of complex sections of 
various State constitutions. In many 
Southern States such as Alabama, regis
tration is permanent and, therefore, 
white citizens have been registered for 
many years and have not been required 
to take new and complicated tests. In 
many cases in the past, the literacy test 
has been applied in a cursory manner to 
white citizens. 

To give you some examples, in Dallas 
County, Ala., of which Selma is the 
county seat, the Justice Department filed 
a case on April 13, 1961. Dallas County 
has a voting age population of approxi
mately 29,500 of whom 14,500 are white 
and 15,000 are Negroes. In 1961, 9,195 
white persons or 64 percent of the voting 
age total were registered, whereas only 
156 Negroes were registered. 

The Department of Justice proved dis
crimination on the part of the registrars 
and found that exactly 14 Negroes had 
been registered between 1954 and 1960. 
The suit that was filed on April 13, 1961, 
took 13 months to come to trial and the 
court finally found that a new board of 
registrars was in office and they were 
not discriminating and therefore refused 
to file an injunction. On September 30, 
1963, 2% years after the suit was filed, 
the court of appeals reversed the deci
sion and ordered an injunction against 
discriminatory practices, but it refused 
to hold that Negro applicants must be 
judged by the same lenient standards 
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that had been applied to white applicants 
during the past. Since registration is 
permanent, the white registrants were 
not required to take new tests. In No
vember 1963, the Department of Justice 
photographed voter registrations again 
and showed that the new registrars were 
blatantly discriminating. Between May 
1962 and November 1963, 445 Negro ap
plicants were rejected. Of these appli
cants, 175 had been :filed by Negroes with 
at least 12 years of education including 
21 with 16 years of education and one 
with a master's degree. In October 1963, 
when most of the applicants were Negro, 
the average number of persons allowed 
to :fill out forms each day was only one
quarter of the average in previous years 
when most of the applicants were white. 

A new test was devised in 1964 in Ala
bama to prevent Negro registration. Ap
plicants in Selma were required to spell 
such difficult and technical words as 
"emolument," "impeachment," "appor
tionment," and "despotism." Applicants 
were required to give an interpretation of 
excerpts from the Alabama constitution. 
On March 4, 1964, the Department of 
Justice :filed another case and on Feb
ruary 4, 1965, nearly 4 years after the 
Department :first brought suit, the dis
trict court :finally enjoined use of the 
complicated literacy and knowledge of 
government tests. . We hope this decree 
will be effective but after 4 years of litiga
tion only 383 out of 15,000 Negroes in 
Dallas County have been registered to 
vote. 

This was the condition in Selma. 
The Civil Rights Voting Acts of 1960 

and 1964 set up judicial procedures by 
which the Attorney General could chal
lenge discrimination in voting. The ex
ample I have given above is a small 
capsule of what has happened in the ap
plication of this act of Selma. I want to 
stress that in many other communities in 
the South, the Civil Rights Voting Acts 
of 1960 and 1964 have been successful and 
Negro registration is proceeding on a fair 
basis, and I commend these southern 
communities for their actions. 

Hard-core discrimination remains in 
seven States and certain other counties. 
This discrimination is apparent by two 
easily identifiable signs. These two indi
cators establish a pattern of discrimina
tion when combined. The signs are, :first, 
a literacy test, and second, less than 50 
percent of the total eligible voting popu
lation being registered or voting in the 
last election. 

We are now dealing with hard-core dis
crimination and this has required a di
rect attack on the problem under the 
Constitution of the United States, 
amendment XV which states: 

SECTION 1. The right of citizens of the 
United States to vote shall not be denied or 
abridged by the United States or by any 
State on account of race, color, or previous 
condition of servitude. 

SEc. 2. The Congress shall have power to 
enforce this article by appropriate legisla
tion. 

Section 2 clearly authorizes the Con
gress to deal with discrimination in vot
ing beeause of race or color. I favor the 
remedy of H.R. 6400 as being absolutely 
necessary to deal with the problem. I 

have examined the Republican alterna
tive, H.R. 7896, and from the debate I 
understand that certain of our southern 
colleagues are joining with the Repupli
cans to support this bill. 

I believe the Republican-southern bill 
will not do the job, but will only be a 
cover up for further delay and discrimi
nation. The attack on discrimination by 
an individual case-by-case court suit 
method has not worked. We must at
tack the whole problem where it remains 
in that limited number of States pur
suing a policy of hard-core discrimina
tion. H.R. 6400 has a special section
section 4-which provides for the sus
pension of discriminatory tests and de
vices when it is shown that there are 
such tests or devices, less than 50 percent 
of the eligible population voted on No
vember 1, 1964, and the Attorney Gen
eral certifies this State to be practicing 
a pattern of discrimination. 

In my opinion, H.R. 6400, with its ad
ministrative remedy, recognizes the pat
terns of discrimination where they exist 
and will solve the voting .rights problem, 
while H.R. 7896 will not do this, for the 
following reasons: 

First. The Democratic bill, H.R. 6400, 
will suspend literacy tests and other de
vices and allow Federal examiners to 
register Negroes in those seven States 
and selected counties where it has been 
established there are discriminatory lit
eracy tests and less than 50 percent of 
the eligible voting population was regis
tered or voted on November 1, 1964. The 
Republican bill, H.R. 7896, which is sup
ported by many of our southern Demo
cratic colleagues, does not operate until 
25 written complaints are received by the 
Attorney General and a successful hear
ing on those complaints is completed. 
This exposes the complainants to intimi
dation and economic reprisals and once 
again opens the door for delay. 

Second. The Democratic administra
tion proposal wou.ld abolish literacy tests 
in those limited States which have used 
them in a discriminatory fashion until 
such time as it can be shown that dis
crimination has ceased. Whereas- H.R. 
7896 retains literacy tests until the regis
trant can prove a sixth-grade education. 
In many areas the permanently regis
tered white citizen-some of whom are 
illiterate-are alre:ady registered, and 
many literate adult Negroes have no 
chance in their State of obtaining a 
sixth-grade education so that the past 
discrimination is made permanent. 

Third. H.R. 6400 bans discriminatory 
tests or devices as of November 1, 1964, 
and requires that any new tests or de
vices must be approved by the U.S. Dis
trict Court for the District · of Columbia, 
whereas H.R. 7896 abolishes only a few 
specific tests and fails to provide for new 
tests or devices. This would mean that 
States or counties wishing to discrimi
nate would simply establish new-type 
discriminatory tests such as requiring an 
already registered voter to vouch for a 
new registrant, and the evidence clearly 
shows that registered white voters will 
not vouch for a Negro registrant in areas 
of hard-core discrimination. 

Fourth. H.R. 6400 abolishes all poll 
taxes, whereas the Republican version 

provides for only abolishment of the 
poll tax on a case-by-case basis by the 
Attorney General. I favor the abolish
ment of the poll tax and it only exists in 
:five States as a condition of voting in 
State or local elections-in Alabama, 
Arkansas, Mississippi, Texas, and ·Vir
ginia. Arkansas recently adopted a con
stitutional amendment to abolish it. 
The evidence in the record before the 
Committee is clear that the poll tax has 
been used to prevent voting and the re
cent Supreme Court rule of one man, one 
vote as stated in Reynolds v. Sims, 377 
U.S. 533-558, indicates that Congress 
must act to protect the right of those 
with lowest incomes to cast their votes. 
The poll tax has been coupled with 
cumulative provisions requiring that the 
tax must have been paid for several 
years. This device, plus the registrar's 
discrimination in applying it to Negroes 
more stringently than whites, as shown 
in U.S. v. Duke, 332 Fed. Sec. 759, CA 
5-64, makes me believe that we should 
abolish the poll tax. 

H.R. 6400 permits Federal examiners 
to be nonresidents of the States in which 
they operate and provides for Federal 
observers to watch elections, whereas 
H.R. 7896 does not do this. There are 
other provisions more detailed which I 
will discuss at greater length at a later 
time. In the total analysis, I favor H.R. 
6400 as a direct and honest approach to 
remove the discrimination in voting that 
has existed in certain portions of our 
country. 

This voting rights act is important in 
terms of what should be done with re
gard to those public officials who have 
been elected under the type of conditions 
I have described above. There is no 
more important right to American Gov
ernment than the right of each citizen 
to vote for the government which will 
control him at each level. This right 
to vote must cover all people. Our Gov
ernment must be based on the conscience 
and consent of all of the governed, not 
a limited group. 

I therefore have taken ·the position 
that the election of 1964 in Mississippi 
should be examined since a challenge 
has been made that the election was il
legal because citizens were deprived of 
the right to vote. I have supported, and 
I now support, the printing of the evi
dence which has been gathered in this 
case. Our efforts have been successful 
and I commend the Clerk of the House 
for his decision in preparing the ma
terial. 

H.R. 6400 is to me a most important 
factor in the argument over who should 
represent Mississippi in the Congress. 
The only way that anyone can be cer
tain that the proper parties are repre
senting the citizens of a State is to have 
an election where all citizens are given 
a fair and equal opportunity to vote. I 
do not support seating any group by a 
process other than a free election where 
the citizens are permitted to register and 
vote without discrimination or intimida
tion. 

I have repeatedly heard my colleagues, 
from the North and South, during the 
course of this debate state they do not 
want to prevent any qualified person 
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from voting and that they do not want 
to discriminate on race or color. H.R. 
6400 is only designed to correct abuses, 
and all any State has to do to avoid its 
provisions is to open its polls to all of its 
citizens on a nondiscriminatory basis. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to support H.R. 6400, 
the voting rights bill. This measure, to 
enforce the 15th &mendment of our 
Constitution, is long overdue. 

The 15th amendment was adopted in 
1870. Yet, today-95 years later-there 
are still citizens in our land who are de
nied the right to vote, in violation of the 
15th amendment, because of their race. 
This is an intolerable situation for which 
this Congress must help supply a remedy. 
The stronbest possible voting rights bill 
is a step in the direction of providing 
that remedy. 

If democracy is to be made a reality 
for all the people of the United States, 
we must assure every citizen the right to 
register and to cast his vote. This is the 
very basis of our democratic system. 

We must see that effective legislation 
puts an end to the harassment and in
timidation of those who seek to register 
and to vote. We must make it clear that 
the violence and brutality worked upon 
those who seek to exercise their basic 
constitutional right to vote is the con
cern of all Americans and of this Con
gress. This is a mandate which this 
Congress cannot ignore and which re
quires the passage of the voting rights 
bill. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Washington [Mr. MEEDS]. 

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I con
sider my support and vote for this legis
lation to be my most significant contri
bution to the cause of civil rights. I con
sider it thus because this bill strikes at 
the core of one of the greatest depriva
tions of civil liberty our Nation has 
known. It strikes at the core of a right 
which lies at the base of all rights of 
freemen. 

When it is clear, as it has been made 
clear by recent events, that people are 
being systematically deprived of a right 
to register and vote, the Federal Gov
ernment has not only the right but the 
duty to protect this guarantee. 

As a lawyer I would rather have seen 
this matter resolved in the courts, but 
our experience teaches us that the ju
dicial procedures thus far promulgated 
are not sufficient to deal with the ingenu
ity of those who would deny certain seg
ments of our society uninhibited access 
to the polls. There are many instances 
in which the courts have found after 4 
years that a given individual must be 
registered. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that no 
Member of this House would stand up 
and defend a system which requires a 
person to proceed for 4 years of litigation 
to obtain a right which is guaranteed by 
the Constitution and which this Congress 
llas the obligation of preserving. 

I have heard some describe this .act ,as 
an act of discrimination against certain 

States of our Nation in that it would 
apply to only a handful. I say this: 
This is not a discriminatory act, but the 
States to which it would apply have put 
on the shoe which fits them. By their 
activities in the past there can be no 
question but what all the citizens within 
those States will never receive their right 
to vote without the passage of this type 
of legislation. 

It is said by others that we have no 
right to outlaw the use of literacy tests 
as a measure of qualification to vote. To 
this I point out first of all that literacy 
tests are maintained by only nine States 
in the United States. Further, literacy 
tests would be abolished only in those 
which met the criteria of the bill-less 
than 50 percent registered or voting. 

In three of the States which would 
come within the triggering device, evi
dence is overwhelming that the literacy 
test has been used as a method of deny
ing the right to vote. The Department 
of Justice has instituted 12 voting dis
crimination suits in Alabama, 22 in Mis
sissippi, and 14 in Louisiana. No voting 
discrimination suit has ever been insti
tuted without a judicial finding of racial 
discrimination by either the district court 
or the court of appeals. In all cases thus 
far defined in these three States the 
courts have found discriminatory use of 
tests and devices. Perhaps the most 
sinister aspect of the literacy test, how
ever, is the fact that it is subject to· un
fair administration. Time aftei· time we 
see evidence of the objective judgment 
of the examiner shaded in favor of whites 
as opposed to members of the colored 
race. To retain such tests after the pas
sage of this act would merely freeze the 
present registration disparity created by 
past violations of the 15th amendment. 

One of the greatest arguments made 
against H.R. 6400 is that it abolishes the 
poll tax. I have always been opposed to 
poll taxes and have always felt that plac
ing a monetary value upon the right to 
vote is indeed a violation of not only the 
15th, but the 14th &mendments to the 
U.S. Constitution. It is doubly lamen
table that this practice strikes not onJy 
at the poor people of this country, but 
also the colored race. I am evidently 
joined in my disgust for the poll tax by 
a majority of the citizens of this United 
States since 46 States in this Union sub
scribe to the principle that voting rights 
are not to be made contingent upon fiscal 
ability. No one seriously contends any 
more than poll taxes are used as a reve
nue measure. In fact, the supreme court 
of the State of Mississippi candidly ad
mitted in the case of Ratliffe v. Beale, 74 
Miss. 247, 1896, that the poll tax was de
signed primarily to restrict suffrage in 
that State. I say emphatically that no 
State should be permitted to condition 
the right of suffrage upon the economic 
ability of its citizenry. 

I note with satisfaction that the bill 
utilizes the judicial process frequently. 
At the same time, however, the judicial 
process, under this bill, can never be used 
as a dilatory weapon. This is a :lair bill. 
This is a necessary bill and it. is a bill that 
must be passed. It does little good for 
thoughtful Americans tO decry depriva
tions of freedom :in other nations when 

this blemish upon our own freedom re
mains. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. O'HARA]. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, hanging on the wall of my office 
in the Rayburn Building is a framed pho
tograph of the football team of 1899 of 
the Benton Harbor, Mich., High School. 
I am in that photograph and on my right 
is a Negro teammate and schoolmate and 
immediately back of me is another Negro 
teammate and schoolmate. 

That photograph was taken 66 years 
ago, and where I grew up there was no 
discrimination on the lines of color and 
race and if there was any discrimination 
of any sort, except that based upon char
acter, it was so rare and exceptional that 
it never came to my attention. 

I always have been conscious and ap
preciative of my great good fortune in be
ing raised by parents whose faith was in 
an everyday democracy in a community 
where there was none of the prejudices 
and the visitation of discrimination that 
operate to close the mind and the heart 
to the concept of a God and all mankind 
of all races and all colors His children. 

NEGROES ALL VOTED, MOSTLY REPUBLICAN 

There were quite a number of Negro 
men in Benton Harbor and they voted 
the same as their white neighbors, and 
the Negro women did not vote nor did 
the white women because at that time all 
women were disfranchised. Almost 
solidly the Negro men of 21 and past 
voted the Republican ticket, and this 
was understandable since they remem
bered Abraham Lincoln as the emanci
pator and the Democratic strategy was 
still based on the solid South plus one or 
two of the larger Northern States. 

I am very sure that in those days no 
Republican Congressman from Michigan 
would have dared to join with Southern 
Democrats in watering down a voting bill 
intended to open the polls to Negro voters 
in States where now they are all but dis
franchised. 

NEGRO VOTE KEPT ILLINOIS REPUBLICAN 

My adopted State of illinois for many 
long years was hopelessly Republican, 
but this was largely true because the 
Negro vote was overwhelmingly Repub
lican. It may come as a surprise to some, 
but it is worth noting, that in all the 
long years that Illinois was safely in the 
Republican column the margin of Re
publican victory as a rule was less than 
·the Negro Republican vote. In those 
years no Republican Congressman from 
Illinois would have dared to join with 
Southern Democrats in watering down 
a voting bill intended to open the polls 
to Negro voters in States where now they 
are permitted neither to register nor vote. 

The first political speech that I made 
was in the African Methodist Church in 
Benton Harbor when I was a high school 
boy. I was courteously ·received and was 
accorded a bit of applause at the con
clusion of my remarks, the sort of en
couragement that good hearts give to 
beginners, but I doubt that I made any 
converts to the democratic cause. 

'rhe N egrb vote was loyally, solidly in 
the Republic~ column, and it remained 
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there year after year, election after elec
tion, despite the fact that Congress after 
Congress, overwhelmingly under Repub
lican control, did absolutely nothing to 
change the registering and voting prac
tices of Southern States that closed the 
door on Negro voters. 

BIPARTISAN CRUSADE OF MORALITY 

Mr. Chairman, interrupting briefly the 
continuity of what I have to say, I pause 
here to remark that in the legislative 
pursuit of objectives of morality there is 
no place for the play for partisan ad
vantage. 

I deeply regret that in the considera
tion of the present bill there has been a 
departure from that which we witnessed 
in this Chamber in 1964 i:illd which gave 
thrill and inspiration to all mankind, 
Democrats and Republicans working side 
by side for a cause in which all believed 
and cherished so preciously that none 
would think to mar with partisan grasp
ing the purity of the crusade of morality. 

The plain blunt truth is that the wa
tering down of this bill would mean the 
defeat of all for which good people of 
both parties have so long and valiantly 
been battling. If this were not already 
apparent to everyone, certainly it became 
as plain as the hand held before the 
eyes when opponents of civil rights and 
voting reforms urged the adoption of the 
Republican substitute over the adminis
tration bill. 

You do not have to be smart to see 
what has been painted out for you in 
letters as high as a giant. 

It is true the legislative medicine in 
the administration bill is strong, but may 
I respectfully suggest that ills as deeply 
rooted as those we attack are not sub
ject to the aspirin treatment. 

INFLUENCE OF GROWING-UP YEARS 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I shall return to 
a narrative of the circumstances of my 
upbringing that afford the reason for my 
being what I am. In my sincere accept
ance of all men as my brothers, I ap
preciate, too, that others who grew up in 
a different social climate cling loyally 
and with the same sincerity as do I to · 
the order and the philosophy of their 
growing-up years. In time they will 
come to accept the changes that have 
come and to know that it is all for the 
best. 

Change, Mr. Chairman, is life. With
out motion, which is change, there would 
be no life. 

There is ·no permanent status quo, al
though it happens that an established 
order endures through several genera
tions, its gradual diminution unnoticed, 
and its adherents come to look at it as a 
permanent and sacred thing. Then 
comes the revelation of the change that 
has been taking form all the years, and 
it comes as a shock. 

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, that what 
the 88th Congress accomplished in the 
enactment of the most sweeping civil 
rights law in history and what the 89th 
Congress is on the eve of accomplishing 
with the enactment of a voting law that 
really and truly will open the ballot boxes 
to our Negro fellow Americans did not 
come of a sudden and unannounced. 

RIGHT OUTLIVES THE FOOT THAT CRUSHES IT 

They were long in coming, but each 
year brought them closer. 

Right is immortal. It may be crushed 
to earth but it outlives the foot that 
crushes it. That is the story and the 
history of mankind. That is the lesson 
of the ages, illustrated in every upward 
push of man in his long climb from 
the caves, after each slipping back, ulti
mately another forward plunge that 
reached heights never before attained. 

Mr. Chairman, I came to the Congress 
in 1949. I then was 67 years old and 
had lived a full life. I resolved that in 
this body as long as the good Lord gave 
me the strength and my constituents at 
home in their goodness returned me I 
should never spare myself in combat 
against discrimination in every form and 
in every manifestation whenever it 
showed its ugly face. 

I have been in every fight for civil 
rights and for voting equality, for laws 
against lynching and poll taxes, and all 
the line of cruel and undemocratic prac
tices, since· I have been a Member of this 
body. In several Congresses I have 
served with other Democratic and Re
publican colleagues on bipartisan joint 
steering committees for civil rights legis
lation. I always have felt, Mr. Chairman, 
that the advancement of morality and 
equality knew no party lines, and, as a 
rule, such has been the case. 

IN JULY 9 YEARS AGO 

In the civil rights fight in 1956, now 9 
years ago, I made the following remarks, 
which are as timely now as then, and 
which I reiterate at this time: 

Mr. Chairman, when I walked in the 
sunshine to the Capitol today I was 
thinking that there was some seasonal 
significance in the timing of this historic 
debate. We are in the last fortnight of 
July and all the signs are of a summer 
in its full enraptment. Yet the change 
came on June 21. when the days started 
to shorten and s~..:1ce then summer has 
been on the path of death. That is the 
way of life. Life is change. There is no 
enduring status quo. But the change 
from one order to another is not imme
diately discernible. Man is reluctant to 
embrace change until by nature it is 
forced upon him. He fears the unknown 
and the untried, but when it comes creep
ing upon him and engulfing him he finds 
in the climate of a new order the ex
hilaration of one who has climbed tedi
ously a mountainside and having at
tained the peak looks out upon the vista 
of a new world. 

I have listened to my colleagues from 
the Southland who have stood gallantly 
on the edge of a lost battlefield fighting 
for an order that they sense, if they do 
not know, is gone forever. There have 
been many such instances in the long 
history of man's climbing · to higher 
plateaus of human dignity and human 
contentment. 

Because I am older thari many of my 
colleagues, I can look back further. 
There are two ways of understanding 
the present as it is related to the past. 
One way is by reading of t .ne experiences 
of the yesteryears, another way, un
derstanding through the experience of 
having lived in those yesteryears. 

On this afternoon in late July, when, 
though the sun be shining, summer is 
already nearly a month on her path of 
death, may I take you back with me to 
the era when the 19th century was rush
ing onward, to be engulfed by the 20th 
century. Political philosophers then 
were saying that wherever the banana 
grows man is incapable of self-govern
ment. A President of the United States 
publicly proclaimed that he had never 
broken bread with a Negro. John L. Sul
livan disclaimed being champion of the 
world because he said he would not lower 
the white race by entering the same ring 
with Peter Jackson, a Negro. 

That was the era in which something 
transpired that left me with an ineffacea
ble memory. It was before the turn of 
the century. The memory that with me 
is ineffaceable is framed with the vivid 
background of a gorgeously beautiful 
sunset in the tropics. My father was 
talking to a great physician of South 
America, one of the outstanding physi
cians of the world at that period. This 
man had been eloquent in the expres
sion of his affection for the United 
States. My father remarked that hav
ing such great admiration for our coun
try he hoped that this great physician 
someday would visit our shores. The 
expression on the physician's face 
changed. "That I cannot trust myself 
to do," he said. 

"I want always to go on admiring the 
great contribution that the United States 
has made to all the world and to all of 
mankind, but if I went to New York or 
Chicago and were not admitted to one 
of your hotels because there is Negro 
blood in my veins could I understand?" 

Later a few years there was another 
experience. I was on duty with two Cu
ban Negro soldiers, penetrating within 
the Spanish lines at Santiago. We were 
lost in hostile territory. We had one 
canteen of water and that one canteen 
of water we passed one to the other with
out the thought that some of the lips 
that touched the canteen were white and 
some were black. Never after that could 
I understand why in my own country, 
and in my own northland at the time, 
the dining rooms and public eating 
places were closed to those not of the 
white race. 

Mr. Chairman, we have come a long, 
long way. The old order as far as the 
North is concerned is all but gone. The 
old order as far as the South is con
cerned is in the late July of a dying sum
mer. Industry in the South is expand
ing. Ahead of the South lies a future of 
prosperity beyond the rosiest dreams of 
the old plantation days. The fears of 
the gallant little band of my colleagues 
making the last stand for the status quo 
will be proven as groundless as were the 
fears of countless other gallant little 
bands in the long history of the world 
making the last stand for the status quo. 
Again change is ushering in new orders 
advancing the dignity and the content
ment of mankind. The bill we in the 
House will pass this week will mark an
other milestone in our country's march 
to meet her destiny as the servitor under 
God of all mankind. 
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NEAR THE END OF LONG HARD FIGHT 

Mr. Chairman, those remarks were 
made in this Chamber 9 years ago this 
month of July. Even 7 years before that 
we had fought all through the day and all 
through the night until near 5 o'clock in 
the morning for some semblance of 
recognition of the civil rights of all 
Americans. I was happy and felt privi
leged that in this it was given unto me to 
play my part, small though it may have 
been, I then being in my first term. 

It indeed has been a long hard fight. 
With the enactment of H.R. 6400 I shall 
have a sense of security that the cause 
of equality in opportunity, in the enjoy
ment by all Americans of the blessings, 
responsibilities, and privileges of running 
this country of ours, at last is planted on 
firm ground. This is a good bill and it 
will open the polling places to all Amer
icans of good repute regardless of race or 
color. 

Mr. Chairman, ours will be a greater 
and a happier country because of what 
now we are about to do. Strength that 
is rested on morality is an enduring 
strength. A representative democracy 
in which all citizens share according to 
worth and without distinction on lines of 
race, color, religion, station, sex, and may 
I add age, inevitably must produce the 
kind of government that never can be 
wiped from this earth. 

No race can live alone. By all of us 
blessed with American cit izenship work
ing together, one for all and all for one, 
voting together and working together on 
a basis of equality and mutual respect, all 
that the Lord of our creation intended 
for us will fall to our lot. 

I think, too, Mr. Chairman, that we 
have learned that in the world of today, 
narrowed as it has been by quick means 
of transportation, no nation can live 
alone. Surely if we as a nation have set 
the pattern in unity envisioned in the 
legislation we are here considering its 
influence cannot be lost on the world. 

JUDICIARY, A HARD WORKING COMMITTEE 

I cannot close without adding my voice 
to the universal acclaim of the great 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee, 
Mr. CELLER, whose stout championship 
of the cause of civil rights during many 
long years constitutes an epic in the legis
lative h istory of our country. I also join 
in expression of appreciation of the large 
contribution of the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. RoGERS], the gentleman 
from New Jersey' [Mr. RonrnoJ, and 
the others on the committee who worked 
so long and so faithfully in a difficult and 
complex field, and not forgetting William 
R. Foley, the able and dedicated general 
counsel of the committee. While I regret 
that the distinguished ranking minority 
member of the Judiciary Committee, Mr. 
McCuLLOCH, loaned his name to the wa
t,ered-down substitute here offered, I 
cannot forget, nor should the country 
forget, that he stood, shoulder to shoul
der, with Chairman CELLER 1n the stir
ring days in 1964 that ended with the 
enactment with bipartisan support of the 
greatest civil rights law of all times. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, all my col
leagues will agree that the quality and 
character of the membership both Demo-

cratic and Republican of the Judiciary 
Committee is extraordinarily high, a 
source of pride to all of us. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DYAL]. 

Mr. DY AL. Mr. Chairman, I stand in 
support of H.R. 6400. As one of those 
members of this House who visited 
Selma, I can certify as to the neeC. of this 
legislation. It should be passed without 
qualification or amendment, and its pas
sage should do much to bring constitu
tional freedom to all of our citizens. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentlewoman from New Jer
sey [Mrs. DWYER] such time as she may 
require. 

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Chairman, just 1 
year ago last week, the President signed 
into law the mm;t far-reaching civil 
rights legislation since the Reconstruc
tion era. It was a thoroughly bipartisan 
measure, and its enactment was an oc
casion for much congratulation on the 
Congress' determination to secure and 
protect the rights of all Americans re
gardless of race or color. 

That bill became law just 2 days be
fore the 188th anniversary of the signing 
of the Declaration of Independence. 
Today, just 3 days after the 189th anni
versary of our great national holiday, we 
are faced with the failure of that law and 
of its predecessor Civil Rights Act of 1957 
and 1.960 to protect effectively the right 
to vote-the primary legal right in the 
system of freedom which was begun in 
Philadelphia 189 years ago. 

It is, therefore, both timely and ironic 
that Congress should now be considering 
such fundamentally important legisla
tion as the voting rights bills before us. 
Timely, in that our continuing dedica
tion to individual freedom compels us, 
in the aftermath of Independence Day, 
to make another attempt to fulfill the 
promise of freedom inherent in the Dec
laration; and ironic, because nearly two 
centuries after men fought and died to be 
free and to bequeath freedom to their 
survivors there are millions of Americans 
who have never known what freedom is 
solely because of the color of their skin. 

In the face of past failures, Mr. Chair
man, it is absolutely essential that Con
gress enact a law which can-within the 
limits of reason, justice, and constitu
tionality-be enforced swiftly and effec
tively to secure the right to register and 
vote in local, State and Federal elections 
to all qualified citizens. We cannot af
ford another empty gesture. Caution 
and compromise must not be allowed 
again to turn us away from the clearly 
defined objective which lies directly 
ahead. How much longer can we expect 
Negro Americans to accept our assur
ances of good will in place of effective 
action? 

Fortunately, there is little, if any, dis
pute about the need for or justice of 
guaranteeing the right to vote. Nor is 
there any substantial difference of opin
ion about charges that qualified citizens, 
especially Negroes, have been denied that 
right illegally and unjustly. The facts 
are, after all, overwhelmingly and de
pressingly persuasive: Negro citizens 
have been prevented from exercising 

their right to register and vote by force 
and the threat of force, including mur
der, arson, violence, brutality, and social, 
economic, and psychological intimida
tion. We have only to read the extensive 
documentation provided by the U.S. Com
mission on Civil Rights and the first
hand accounts of numerous trained and 
objective observers to be convinced of 
both the official character of voting dis
crimination and the inhumane methods 
used to enforce this form of racial segre
gation. State and local government...;; 
have openly and covertly encouraged the 
deprivation of the voting rights of their 
Negro citizens-deliberately, systemati
cally, and often with the full support or 
protection of State and local law. 

Despite almost universal agreement, a.t 
least in principle, that the right to vote 
belongs to all qualified citizens and in 
the face of solemn legislative determi
nations and judicial decisions to enforce 
that right, State and local governments 
have persistently and ingeniously and, 
on the whole, successfully exploited the 
complexities of law and judicial proce
dure to thwart the intent of the law and 
the meaning of the Constitution. 

They have .been so successful, in fact, 
that they have convinced most Ameri
cans and most Members of Congress that 
we can no longer rely exclusively on 
case-by-case adjudication of individual 
voting rights suits. As a practical mat
ter, substantial progress is impossible by 
this means alone. As a matter of law 
and the Constitution, it is unnecessary to 
limit ourselves so arbitrarily. The situ
ation we confront requires the use of ad
ministrative procedures, rather than 
judicial, to overcome the massive resist
ance to implementation of the right to 
vote. The parallel with the work of 
Federal regulatory agencies seems es
pecially appropriate. Congress has the 
power to enforce the 15th amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution, just as it possesses 
the power to regulate interstate com
merce, and the administrative processes 
which we s:Pall provide for that purpose 
will be equally as appropriate and con
stitutional as those now employed by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission and 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion. 

The real question before us, Mr. 
Chairman, is not whether we shall en
force the voting rights guarantees of the 
15th amendment but how. We have be
fore us two basic alternatives: the 
committee bill and the Ford-McCulloch 
bill. Amendments will undoubtedly be 
offered to one or the other in an effort to 
improve the final version of the legis
lation. 

In common with many of our col
leagues, I believe, I have mixed feelings 
about both of the bills. Each, in my 
judgment, would be a constitutionally 
valid exercise of Congress' power to leg
islate in the voting rights field. But 
each has its weaknesses. Each could be 
strengthened by the addition of pro
visions incorporated in the other bill and 
in amendments proposed to be offered 
later in this debate. I regret deeply that 
the committee, in contrast to its position 
on last year's civil rights legislation, was 
unable to agree on a truly bipartisan vot-
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ing rights bill. We must, therefore, de
cide for ourselves which of the bills, with 
which amendments, will do the better job 
of removing--once and for all-the bar
riers of discrimination, prejudice and in
humanity which have for generations 
denied to our Negro fellow citizens their 
most precious constitutional right. 

In doing this, Mr. Chairman, let us re
solve to make this bill as effective as pos
sible, as fair and workable as possible, 
and as quickly and cleanly enforceable 
as possible. We cannot, in good con
science and in the eyes of history, do less. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
ASHLEY]. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, the ma
jority of us are agreed, I think, that the 
pending legislation is necessary, that 
voting discrimination is rampant in 
many parts of our country, both North 
and South. Surely we are aware of the 
language of the 15th amendment which 
for 95 years has been an integral part of 
the Constitution. 

Section 1 provides that the right to 
vote shall not be abridged because of 
race, color or previous condition of serv
itude. Section 2 of the amendment spe
cifically states that Congress shall have 
the power to enforce this article by ap
propriate legislation. This has been the 
law of the land for 95 years, Mr. Chair
man, but who among us can deny that 
this law has been :flagrantly denied and 
broken each and every year since it be
came part of our Constitution. 

The legislation before us is no more 
than the rightful exercise of Congress
long overdue-to enforce the 15th 
amendment by outlawing voter discrim
ination. 

The real question we are concerned 
with, I think, is the scope of the remedy 
to be provided. Surely enough evidence 
has been presented to justify action by 
this body which will bring an end to the 
discriminatory tests and devices which 
bar Negro citizens from exercising their 
right to vote, ridding ourselves of so
called literacy tests which in one section 
of the country require that a dark
skinned citizen be able to recite and in
terpret the Constitution, while in other 
sections a man of lighter complexion 
need know only how to sign his name. 
And just as surely must we recognize the 
need for impartial Federal examiners in 
voting districts where there continues to 
be a pattern of denial of the right to 
register or vote. 

Nor can we overlook the inconsistency 
of banning literacy tests as a prerequisite 
to voting while at the same time leaving 
untouched the poll tax-which is actu
ally an even more widespread and ef
fective means of discrimination. While 
the 24th amendment abolished the poll 
tax in Federal elections, it did not cover 
State and local elections. The assump
tion was that this would not be neces
sary because it would be impractical for 
a- State to maintain separate voter lists 
for Federal and State elections. 

This assumption, unhappily, has 
proved to have been totally without foun
dation. Poll taxes continue to be used 
to circumvent guarantees of the 14th 
and 15th amendments. In my view, 

however, it is properly within the pur
view of the Congress, as a means of im
plementing these amendments and the 
language of the Constitution, to say once 
and for all that failure to pay poll taxes 
will no longer be a bar to registration 
or voting. 

· In closing let me say that there is no 
issue more fundamental to the preserva
tion of our democratic process than the 
guarantee that all our citizens have a 
right to vote without regard to race or 
color. The time is at hand for us to 
secure this right for all American citi
zens for this and all generations to come. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DoN H. 
CLAUSEN]. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair
man, once again, we find ourselves de
liberating on the question of providing 
adequate voting rights for our citizens. 
Once again, we must offer legislation 
for adoption to guarantee equal oppor
tunities, free of discrimination, for a 
qualified individual to exercise his right 
to express himself in the election booths 
throughout the country. 

The members of the Judiciary Com
mittee have expressed themselves very 
well on the subject and I believe there 
is very little that I can add that would 
alter the final outcome. 

I do want to take a moment to single 
out one member of the Committee for 
his outstanding work to advance the civil 
rights cause in America. Quite frankly, 
I do not believe he has been sufficiently 
recognized and thanked for his brilliant 
leadership during the enactment of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964. Were it not 
for his great effort, I doubt very much 
that the bill would have passed. 

I am referring to none other than the 
very able and distinguished gentlemen 
from Ohio [Mr. McCuLLOcH]. There has 
never been a Member of Congress de
serving of more respect than BILL Mc
CuLLOCH. He is completely fair, totally 
honest, and truly must be categorized as 
integrity personified. 

Last year, during the civil rights de
bate, I listened intently, primarily be
cause it was my first exposure to debate 
on this vital subject. It was at that time, 
I became sold on BILL McCULLOCH and 
his approach to civil rights legislation. 
After listening again this year, I see no 
reason to change my feelings and I will 
once again follow the leadership of this 
great and courageous man. I will sup
port his voting rights bill because it is 
designed to get to the heart of the dis
crimination problem. 

As we seek legislative resolutions and 
offer recommendations, I believe we must 
keep two basic aims firmly in mind
first, the bill we adopt must be upheld 
as constitutional by the courts and sec
ondly, it must serve to win as much vol
untary compliance as possible. 

There has been suggestions that the 
voting rights legislation we adopt be 
confined to only a few States. I cannot 
agree with this. I'm convinced that we 
must stamp out discrimination in all the 
50 States of the Union. 

There has also been suggestions that 
we eliminate literacy tests. I think this 

would be a dangerous precedent and 
should be rejected. This could set the 
stage for huge blocks of votes to be 
"bought off" without these people know
ing what they were doing or voting for. 
Certainly we are trying to improve the 
opportunity for the individual to express 
himself at the polls and not set the stage 
for his vote to be "used" by some un
scrupulous political professional or group. 
The dignity and self-respect of the indi
vidual must still reign supreme if this 
democracy in a Republic is to properly 
function and :flourish. The fact that cer
tain minimum literacy requirements are 
a prerequisite to attainment of natural
ized citizenship should be ample justifi
cation for holding to the test in our vot
ing rights bill. The Civil Rights Act of 
1957, passed with President Johnson's 
support, when he was the Democratic 
majority leader included a provision 
"that a · person was not competent for 
Federal jury duty unless he could read, 
write, speak, and understand the Eng
lish language." 

Of course, we must all recognize that 
the States, where illiteracy continues, 
have a continuing responsibility to see 
that the educational opportunities of all 
our citizens are not restricted. But I do 
believe this problem has to be resolved 
separately. Once again, I must reiterate 
very strongly-for those of you who want 
to preserve States rights, you have no 
choice but to accept and assume States 
responsibilities. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the 
voting right must be provided to every 
qualified voter in this land, without dis
crimination on a basis of race, creed, or 
color-the 15th amendment to the Con
stitution grants and guarantees this. 
But, the individuals throughout America 
should also recognize this right as a 
privilege and a responsibility. 

Rights and responsibilities go hand in 
hand. One of the reasons I feel so 
strongly about equal rights is contained 
in this question, "How can you hold 
people responsible if you do not give them 
their God-given rights." But once 
granted these rights, the individual must 
then exercise his responsibilities as a 
citizen, in a manner befitting this great 
privilege. 

One final thought, the challenge to 
America still remains-we must be con
tinually vigilant and responsive to the 
task before us, the development of our 
human resources to the maximum-ever 
mindful of our role as the leader of all 
freemen throughout the world. Amer
icanism and our free, constitutional Fed
eral system need to be exported and 
implemented in the developing nations 
as rapidly as possible. I believe our fu
ture security depends upon it. But, 
again, we cannot retain the con:fidence 
and respect of people abroad if we don't 
"practice what we preach" here at home. 

Let us support the bill that is designed 
to eliminate discrimination everywhere 
in this country. For this reason, I in
tend once again to follow the leadership 
of BILL MCCULLOCH and vote to enact his 
Voting Rights Act of 1965. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Idaho [Mr. HANSEN]. 
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Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to direct a question to 
the committee chairman, the gentleman 
from New Jersey. I would like a reiter
ation briefly of what are the devices 
being employed for enforcement and for 
the ascertaining of what is a violation 
of this proposed voting rights bill. 

What are the devices you are using, or 
attempting to use, or will use, by this 
law, if it becomes a law, to determine 
whether there has been discrimination 
in any given area? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I yield. 
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. If you will 

examine section 3 of the bill you will find 
that the Attorney General may file an 
action under any statute of the United 
States for the enforcement of the 15th 
amendment. Now, the 15th amendment 
says that no State or the United States 
shall deprive a citizen of the right to 
vote because of race, color, or previous 
condition of servitude. The same 
amendment also provides that Congress 
shall have the right to enforce the pro
visions of this amendment. Now that 
is No. 1. And that is section 3. 

Section 4 provides a method whereby 
if a violation of the right has been de
termined in those areas where less than 
50 percent of the people are registered to 
vote, or less than 50 percent voted on 
November 1, 1964, then they come within 
the provision of section 4, the Attorney 
General, after receiving this information 
from the Bureau of the Census may, 
upon the complaint of 20 people, call in 
the triggering device for the appointment 
of examiners; or he may, of his own ac
cord, cause him to be appointed. 

The appointment is made by the Civil 
Service Commission. After they are ap
pointed, pursuant to instructions pre
pared by the Civil Service Commission, 
after consultation with the Attorney 
General, they are authorized to go for
ward and to register those people who 
claim that they have been denied the 
right to vote. 

Once those people have been registered, 
then they will notify the proper officials, 
including the Attorney General, that 
these are people who are qualified to vote. 
After that is done, then any person has 
a right to challenge those individuals. 
If they are not challenged, then they are 
placed on the rolls of registration to 
vote. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. McCLORY. Actually, under the 
Celler administration bill, the determina
tion is made in advance. There is no 
question concerning whether the seven 
States referred to in section 4 are de
nominated in advance. The question is 
already determined that the Federal ex
aminers are going to be authorized there. 
As a matter of fact, the bill provides that 
the decision and determination of the At
torney General is not subject to review 
in any court. It is purely an adminis
trative subject, unless the State involved 
comes to the District of Columbia and 
files a suit there under an impossible set 

of circumstances, it seems to me, to 
try to get out from under the law. 

I believe we can recognize that initially 
the Federal examiners will ·go into 
those States which are denominated in 
section 4. They might as well have 
named the States, because everybody 
knows what the States are. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Idaho has expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 additional minutes to the gentle
man from Idaho. 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield to me briefly, for 
a reference pertaining to his own State? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Not only are the 
seven States covered in their entirety by 
the application of the so-called 50-per
cent rule or criterion, but there are also 
individual counties in three additional 
States covered. One of them is in the 
State of the gentleman from Idaho, El
more County. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I thank the 
gentleman. 

I should like to ask one additional 
question of the committee chairman or 
his spokesman. I should like to have an 
answer in 10 words or less, please. 

Do you consider prostitutes to be cov
ered under the 15th amendment? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Will the 
gentleman repeat the question, please? 
Did the gentleman say "prosecution"? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Do you con
sider prostitutes to be covered under the 
citing of the 15th amendment? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Prosecu
tion for violation of the law? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Do you con
sider prostitutes to be covered under the 
15th amendment, under these considera
tions? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Pros
titutes? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS of COlorado. Will the 

gentleman restate his question, please? 
Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Do you con

sider prostitutes to be one of the cate
gories covered under the terms of the 
15th amendment you cited previously? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The 15th 
amendment goes to race, color, and previ
ous condition of servitude. If this hap
pens to be a prostitute, because of that, 
that is one thing, but we are going only 
on the question of the 15th amendment, 
which covers race, color, and previous 
condition of servitude and discrimination 
in that area, as to the elimination of the 
right to vote. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I thank the 
gentleman for his answer in 10 words or 
less. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to say 
this: The point they are holding against 
the State of Idaho involves the Idaho 
Code, section 34-404, which reads: 

No common prostitute or person who keeps 
or maintains, or is interested in keeping or 
maintaining, or who resides in or is an in
mate of, or frequents or habitually resorts 
to any house of prostitution or of ill fame, 
or any other house or place commonly used 
as a house of prostitution or of ill fame, or 
as a house or place of resort for lewd persons 
for the purpose of prostitution or lewdness, 

or who, being male or female, do lewdly and 
lasciviously cohabit together, shall be per
mitted to register as a voter or to vote at any 
election in this State. 

I would like to state at this particular 
time, if this is what is bothering you, if 
you who favor the bill also favor prosti
tution, we have not enforced this law in 
the State of Idaho, to my recollection nor 
to the recollection of the Attorney Gen
eral in office at this time. I would like 
to say also that the State of Idaho has 
386,000 eligible voters and 362,000 regis
tered voters for a 94-percent registration. 
We have 292,000 voting people for a 76-
percent vote, which is the second highest 
in the Nation. Two States tie for first, 
Minnesota and the State of Utah, with 
one point higher, 77 percent. 

Elmore County, the one cited a mo
ment ago, had 46.8 percent voting. Why? 
Have you checked into the military in
stallations and do you know what the 
population of Mountain Home Air Force 
Base in Elmore County is and what the 
population of the dependents of the men 
stationed there is? Do you know how 
many of these people voted elsewhere 
because of transient military status? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I do not yield 
to the gentleman, because I do not have 
that much time. 

The 1964 figures for Elmore County 
show a population of 16,719. There were 
8,909 eligible voters listed in the tables 
of the committee hearings based on the 
1960 census-4,167 are reported to have 
voted in 1964. However, this does not 
take into account Mountain Home Air 
Force Base which listed 4,935 military 
personnel, 358 civilian employees, and 
2,438 dependents in 1964. Thus, the 
triggering devices in this trigger happy 
but unrealistic bill will make it necessary 
for Elmore County and the State of 
Idaho to crawl to Washington to prove 
in a District of Columbia court that it 
was military absentee voting and not 
discrimination against prostitutes that 
caused voting in this county to fall below 
the arbitrary 50-percent figure that has 
been selected. 

And again I ask, where in the 15th 
amendment or anywhere else in the U.S. 
Constitution does it refer to good moral 
character as it specifically applies to 
prostitution in determining the right to 
vote? 

You have a situation going here where 
you are actually condemning a county 
in a State until they can prove them
selves innocent. Is this justice in this 
American Republic, I ask you? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. No, I do not. 
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. You do not 

want the answer? 
Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Do you know, 

again, that you are using 1960 census 
figures and 1964 election figures? How 
about it? How much fluctuation can 
there be in this sort of thing in a nation 
with a fast growing, fast shifting popula
tion? I would say this bill that you 
would like to have passed is something 
that is picking out on an ex post facto 
basis certain areas for arbitrary citation 
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without providing any real means for 
overcoming disc-rimination involving any 
race or group now and in the future in 
all areas of this Nation that we should 
continually be working to correct. You 
are working to correct things of the past. 

I could illustrate several other cases 
such as the celestial or plural marriage 
situation also cited in the hearings, 
which is a case that has already been de
cided on and thrown out by the Supreme 
Court of Idaho, and yet it is still being 
included in the consideration of this bill. 

I say to you when you were drawing 
up the bill, it was certainly a hodge
podge, as has been pointed out before, 
designed in response to emotion rather 
than to legitimately and constitutionally 
correct abuses that exist. You have 
added patchwork on patchwork in try
ing to satisfy this group and that group 
and in doing so you are discriminating 
against certain States and counties and 
are correcting little or nothing in others. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Idaho has again ex
pired. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. CALLAWAY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Yes. I yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. CALLAWAY. Did I understand 
the distinguished gentleman from Idaho 
to say that his State is covered because 
the device under which you are covered 
as a test is the device you read, which is 
the test of prostitution in your State? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. It is so. 
Mr. CALLAWAY. Is that the method 

under which your State is working? 
Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. It appears so 

from the committee report. 
Mr. CALLAWAY. Did I also under

stand you to say that this particular 
county in your district is covered only 
because it has so many military people 
in it at a military base, who are not ex
pected to vote there and, therefore, the 
county falls below the 50-percent figure? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho; This appears 
to be correct. 

Mr. CALLAWAY. I would like to say 
in my district I have a county which, 
under the rules of this committee and 
this bill, voted 4.4 percent of the total 
people there, but that is entirely due to 
the fact that they have a military situ
ation there which is very similar to that 
of the gentleman. I pointed out yester
day that many formulas can be devised. 
I submitted one about humity and tem
perature covering the same situation. I 
would like to thank the gentleman and 
say that this formula has nothing to do 
with discrimination, as you so ably 
pointed out. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CONYERS]. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BARRET!'. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the REcoRD. 

CXI--1011 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BARRETT. Mr. _Chairman, I 

wish to express my wholehearted sup
port of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 as 
it has been reported by the Judiciary 
Committee. H.R. 6400, vigorously exe
cuted, should suffice to make effective the 
guarantee of the 15th amendment. 

It is intolerable that any citizen of the 
United States, qualified as to age, resi
dence, and intelligence, should be delib
erately prevented from taking part in the 
choice of those who compose the Gov
ernment under which he must live and 
who make the laws which he must obey. 
The right to vote is that right which con
stitutes our system of representative 
democracy. To deny the right to vote 
on account of race or color is unjust to 
persons deprived of this right and it 
causes our Federal and State Govern
ments to be less than perfectly repre
sentative. 

Section II of the 15th amendment 
states: 

The Congress shall have power to enforce 
this article by appropriate legislation. 

In view of the factors necessitating an 
additional voting rights act, H.R. 6400 
is most appropriate legislation. 

The Civil Rights Commission and the 
Justice Department have provided us 
with abundant evidence that the tests 
and devices specified in the bill have 
been used deliberately to nullify the 15th 
amendment. It is appropriate that such 
tests and devices be abolished wherever 
necessary. The Judiciary Committee, in 
its report, cites "the intransigence of 
State and local officials." It is appro
priate that these officials be superseded 
by Federal examiners wherever neces
sary. And we have documentary evi
dence that the poll tax was instituted in 
some States deliberately to discourage 
the Negro from voting. It is appropriate 
that we abolish the poll tax by statute. 

Negro disfranchisement tests our de
termination to make the Constitution 
effectively real. Let our response mani
fest our determination. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, this 
Congress is now demonstrating its de
termination finally to guarantee to all 
Americans the right to vote and finally 
enforce the 15th amendment of the Con
stitution, incidentally 95 years after its 
passage. For this reason it will be an 
everlasting source of pride to me that 
I was a Member of this 89th Congress, 
for it is a Congress marked for great
ness by the historic measures it has 
passed. I was particularly honored to be 
chosen by my colleagues to serve on the 
Judiciary Committee which has toiled 
these last few months to fashion fully 
effective legislation securing the right to 
vote. ·what we do today could, for the 
first time in American history, guarantee 
the right of all Americans to fully and 
fairly participate in the democratic 
process. 

President Johnson's speech on March 
15 was the most explicit and far reaching 
ever made by an American President 
concerning the right to vote. Can Con
gress do any less than fulfill its own re-

sponsibility in this area? The over
whelming national support given the 
President's speech showed it reflected the 
sentiments of the great majority of the 
American people. We have seen thou
sands of American citizens from all walks 
of life journey to Selm:t, Ala., and other 
places in this country to make personal 
witness of their determination to support 
equal rights for all Americans. The 
great majority of this House, I feel sure, 
will approve the strongest bill necessary 
to finally guarantee the right to vote be
cause we know such a measure is vitally 
needed and long overdue. The American 
people have clearly shown that they fully 
support the proposition that "we must 
overcome the crippling legacy of bigotry 
and injustice-and we shall overcome." 

Over the last 8 years Congress has 
passed three different laws designed to 
guarantee the right to vote which pri
marily relied on the Federal courts 
for enforcement. However, that method 
has been painfully slow and woefully in
adequate. It is only after this dis
couraging record of obstructions and de
lays that we have resorted more 
far-reaching remedies. 

The committee bill establishes a Fed
eral system of administrative enforce
ment. I readily admit that such a 
procedure goes against all the normal 
instincts of the Americ·an governmental 
system which prefers local and judicial 
instead of Federal and administrative 
enforcement. However, we have no 
other choice if we are to pass effective 
legislation. Surely there can be no 
doubt, at this late date, a:bout the con
tinuous refusal of local officials in so 
many areas of our country to enforce 
the cons·titutional guarantees of the 
right to vote. 

My concern is that this bill mUJSt be 
fully effective if we are to meet our re
sponsibility to deal with the moral 
and political crisis facing the country. 
Even with the 1957, 1960, and 1965 Civil 
Rights Acts millions of Americans are 
still denied the right to vote by means 
both devious and blatant. After three 
unsuccessful attempts, if our fourth try 
at drafting legislation guaranteeing the 
right to vote is not successful, I fear we 
risk creating a feeling of cynicism -and 
frustration among many Americans re
garding the effectiveness and justice of 
our system of Government. 

May I quote to you an example of 
that deep feeling of cynicism and frus
tration expressed by one of America's 
great Negro statesmen, Frederick Doug
lass, a number of years ago. He said: 

So far as the colored people of the country 
are concerned, the Constitution is but a 
stupendous sham, a rope of sand, a dead 
sea apple, fair without and foul within, 
keeping the promise to the eye and breaking 
it to the hea-rt. The Federal Constitution, 
so far as we are concerned, has abdicated its 
functions and abandoned the objects for 
whioh the Constitution was framed and 
adopted, and for this I aiTaign it at the bar 
of public opinion, both of our country and 
that of the civilized world. I am here to 
tell the truth, and tell it without fear or 
favor, and the truth is that neither the 
Republican Party nor the Democratic Party 
has yet complied with the solemn oath, 
taken by their prospective representatives, 
to support the Constitution and execute 
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the laws ena-cted under its provisions. They we must begin essentially by guarantee
have promised us law, and abandoned us ing every American equal justice under 
to anarchy; they have promised protection law; "and finally to secure the.-blessings 
and given us violence. of liberty to ourselves and our poster-

Such was Frederick Douglass' cry of ity"-for no person, or for that matter 
accusation against the Federal Govern- any group, can be secure in their in
ment in 1886. Today we are assembled alienable rights unless all Americans 
to answer and refute this cry of outr..age. are. 
CONSTITUTIONAL BASIS OF VOTING RIGHTS BILL BUt as We all knOW, thiS bill Will not 

Now much has been said to the effect end racial discrimination as it is prac
that we are overreaching the limits of ticed or as it lies dormant in the hearts 
the 15th amendment. I believe that this and minds of all too many Americans in 
is not the case. I have no doubt about every part of this great Nation. 
the firm constitutional basis upon which The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
H.R. 6400 rests. In the year 1939 the gentleman from Michigan has expired. 
Supreme Court indicated the very wide Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
scope of the 15th amendment, in its de- the gentleman 3 additional minutes. 
cision striking down the Oklahoma con- Mr. CONYERS. However, a firm and 
stitution's grandfather clause: enforced declaration by Congress that 

The reach of the 15th amendment against Negro-Americans are to be treated 
contrivances by a state to thwart equality equally by guaranteeing that most basic 
in the enjoyment of the right to vote by democratic right-the right to vote-will 
citizens of the United States regardless of go a long way toward dispelling the 
race or color has been amply expounded by whole complex of prejudices which form 
prior decisions. The amendment nullifies the psychological base for racial dis
sophisticated as wen as simple-minded modes crimination in this country. 
of discrimination. It hits onerous procedural Modern science has shown us that it is 
requirements which effectively handicap · 
exercise of the franchise by the colored race only a belief in the prejudiced stereo-
although the abstract right to vote may re- types of the Negro depicting him as 
main unrestricted as to race. somewhat less than human which allows 

otherwise compassionate human beings 
But if for any reason it may be unclear to be unmoved when Americans commit 

that the 15th amendment empowered barbarous acts of cruelty and violence 
Congress to guarantee the right to all against their fellow countrymen. To do 
Americans equal access to the ballot in these things a person apparently must 
State and local elections, we need only believe that Negroes, as such, with only 
remember the special responsibility of few exceptions, are essentially different 
the Federal Government under article from whites. This person must nourish 
IV, section 4, which has been discussed and preserve a stereotype depicting Ne
very little in this debate, for there it groes as relatively unteachable, and 
says that: therefore ignorant; as insensitive to the 

The United States shall guarantee to every demands of abstract ideals, and there
State in this Union a republican form of fore less troubled by discrimination than 
government. the white man; as devoid of moral fibers 

Surely the essence of a republican form and therefore predisposed to crime; as 
of government is that every citizen is scornful of cleanliness and personal fit
allowed and even encouraged to select ne~s and therefore susceptible to disease; 
his repr~sentatives. otherwise our claim and as motivated solely by bodily 
that governments derive "their just appetites. 
powers from the consent of the governed" H.R. 6400 will not end this kind of 
would be the most despicable form of prejudice. Indeed, no law, in and of 
legal and political sophistry imaginable. itself, can or ever will. But H.R. 6400 is 

But more than any particular section a beginning, a very crucial, Vital, and 
of the Constitution, my colleagues, this important beginning, if we are to achieve 
bill implements the promise .of the Con- the promise of "the last best hope of the 
stitution as stated in the preamble. ''We, world." 
the people of the United States, in order Throughout this debate runs the 
to form a more perfect union"-this theme of recognition by the majority of 
country will never have the unity it so the heroic role Negro-Americans have 
desperately craves and so vitally needs in played in their country's history. Negro
this troubled modern world in my judg- Americans have fought valiantly and 
ment if any group in America is denied shed their blood in every American war 
their constitutional rights and the equal from the Revolutionary War down to the 
protection of the laws; ''establish jus- present. Members of this great body
tice"-at that point let me say the from both sides of the aisle and repre
Founding Fathers knew so well that in senting various regions of the country
the final analysis the vote is the best have spoken eloquently of how, within 
guarantee of our concept of equal jus- the brief span of a few generations, Ne
tice; "insure domestic tranquility"-the gro-Americans have overcome the crip
outraged sense of justice of so many · piing legacy of slavery. 
Americans, both black and white, will This petition for redress of griev
never allow us to enjoy domestic peace ances-the greatest ever presented in 
until the promise of America is fulfilled, American history-is, thank God, being 
"provide fo!' the common defense"-we heard, understood, and supported over
are weak before our enemies if our goals whelmingly by the American people. 
abroad are so shamelessly ignored and And what is sought? Nothing more 
subverted here at home, ''promote the than freedom in its most elementary 
general welfare"-to build a great and political sense-the right to vote. This, 
prosperous nation which will provide a ·then, is what brings us here today. And 
good life for all of our citizens, to do this -l for one, my colleagues, am confident 

that we will acquit ourselves in these 
deliberations with great distinction. 
i Mr. RODINO. :Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. SENNER]. 

Mr. SENNER. Mr. Chairman, in 1961, 
the U.S. Civil Rights Commission issued 
its report with the conclusion: 

The franchise is denied entirely to some 
because of race and diluted for many others. 
The promise of the Constitution is not yet 
fulfilled. 

Attempts to deal with the problem of 
voting rights through litigation under 
Civil Rights Acts passed in 1957, 1960, 
and 1964 have proved largely ineffective. 
H.R. 6400 recognizes the need to enforce 
the proscription of the 15th amendment 
against racial discrimination in voting 
by administrative rather than by judi
cial formulas. 

The constitutionality of H.R. 6400 has 
been undeniably established by my dis
tinguished colleagues on the House Judi
ciary Committee as well as by many 
learned individuals who testified during 
hearings. 

The need for H.R. 6400 is clearly self
evident in the tens of thousands of 
American citizens who are denied a voice 
in government because of the color of 
their skin. 

Mr. Chairman, American history is 
the struggle of a Nation to achieve a 
workable system of democracy; it is the 
struggle to isolate and refine from the 
myriad of cross-pressures and opinions 
those means and ends which will give 
substance to an ideal. H.R. 6400 is a 
part of that struggle. 

Opponents argue that the laws and 
statutes of the States affected by the 
provisions of this legislation are . non
discriminatory, that tests are given to 
all, that everybody must pay the poll tax. 
I answer in the words of the late Mr. 
Justice Felix Frankfurter: 

It would be a narrow conception of juris
prudence to confine the notions of laws to 
what is found written on the statute books, 
and to disregard the gloss which life has 
written on it. · 

The gloss which life writes, the em
bedded traditional ways are what give 
life and immediacy to words on paper. 
The works are but symbols, dead until 
they are put to the test of action. In 
this area in which we are now legis
lating, it is the action which has failed
or rather, it is the action which has 
succeeded-succeeded in negating the 
words: 

The right of the citizens of the United 
States to vote shall not be denied or abridged 
by 'the United States or by any State on ac
count of race, color, or previous condition of 
servitude. 

Opponents argue that this legislation 
is an invasion of States' rights. I ask 
them, what is there to fear? If dis
crimination exists, let there be an end to 
it. If none exists, then let the truth be 
known. Again I ask, what is there to 
fear? Who among us trembles in the 
presence of justice, equality, honor, dig
nity? 

Mr. Chairman, wlthin my Third Con
gressional District, one of the counties
specifically, Apache County-has been 
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singled out by the Attorney General as 
being susceptible to the provisions of this 
legislation. Let me assure my colleagues 
that we will welcome Federal examiners 
if, in fact, the need for them exists. We 
do not fear the microscope of justice. 

Two years ago I circulated a question
naire throughout my district concerning 
civil rights legislation. One of the ques
tions posed was: 

Are you in favor of legislation that would 
prevent discrimination because of race, creed, 
or color in the right to vote? 

An overwhelming 86.8 percent said, 
"Yes." 

I do not intend to take this body 
through a section by section analysis of 
H.R. 6400. Instead, the wise and learned 
chairman of the Judiciary Commmittee 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CELLAR], has given me the assigned task 
of discussing sections 13 through 16. 

Section 13 provides the methods by 
which the tenure of tee Federal voter 
registration examiners may be terminat
ed. It is, in essence, a detriggering de
vice which is activated when the work of 
the examiners ends. 

Method No. 1 applies to examiners 
appointed under section 6(b) of the act, 
whenever the Attorney General notifies 
the Civil Service Commission first, that 
all persons listed by an examiner within 
a given political subdivision have been 
placed on the appropriate voting regis
tration roll; and second, that there is 
no longer reasonable cause to believe that 
persons will be deprived of or denied the 
right to vote on account of race or color 
in that political subdivision. 

Section 6(b) authorizes the Civil Serv
ice Commission to appoint as many ex
aminers for a political subdivision as is 
deemed necessary whenever the Attorney 
General certifies first, he has received 
complaints in writing from 20 or more 
residents alleging they have been denied 
the right to vote under color of law
that is a literacy test-on account of race 
or color, and that he believes such com
plaints to be valid; or second, that in his 
judgment the appointment of examiners 
is otherwise necessary to enforce the 
guarantees of the 15th amendment. 

Under method No. 2 of section 13, ex
aminers are terminated by an order of 
the court that originally authorized 
their appointment in accordance with 
section 3 (a) of the act. Examiners in 
this particular classification are appoint
ed by the Civil Service Commission 
whenever the Attorney Genera: files suit 
to enforce the guarantees of the 15th 
amendment in any State or political sub
division. The court determines where 
the examiners s~1all serve and how long. 

The final detriggering method permits 
a political subdivision to petition the At
torney General to terminate examiners 
appointed under section 6(b). This 
method, in effect, places the initiative in 
the hands of the people. 

Section 14 essentially defines terms 
and establishes legal jurisdiction. Sec
tion 14<a> places all criminal cohtempt 
cases arising under the act within the 
jurisdiction of section 151 of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1957. 

Section 14(b) declares that only the 
District Court of the District of Colum-

bia will have jurisdiction to issue declara
tory judgments, restraining orders, or 
temporary or permanent injunctions 
against the execution or enforcement of 
any provision of H.R. 6400. This sub
section is designed to protect against de
laying tactics by legal means. 

Section 14(c) defines t:!:le terms "vote" 
and "political subdivision" to include all 
forms of registration for voting and vot
ing itself within the context of this act. 

Section 14(d) sets up penalties for de
liberate fraud or misrepresentation to an 
examiner. 

Section 15 amends previous civil rights 
legislation so as to make voting rights ap
plicable to all public elections-Federal, 
State, county, and municipal. 

Section 16 is a clarifying provision 
which asserts that nothing in H.R. 6400 
shall be construed to impair the right to 
vote of any person registered to vote un
der the law of any State or political sub
division. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6400 is a good 
bill, a sound bill. I commend my col
leagues on the House Judiciary Commit
tee for their outstanding work in devel
oping this legislation. It is one more 
chapter in the long and bitter struggle for 
true equality in this great Nation of ours. 
As each of us believes in the inviolability 
of individual rights, then each of us has 
no recourse but to support this vital legis
lation. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SENNER. I yield to my distin
guished chairman. 

Mr. CELLER. Despite the fact that 
this bill would cover one county of your 
State, Apache County, I believe the 
gentleman said, nevertheless you believe 
that the administration-Celler bill is a 
salutary remedy for present-day discrim
inatory conditions in the South? 

Mr. SENNER. I certainly do. I think 
that all counties in all States covered 
by this section should have no objection, 
to simply determining whether or not 
there has been any discriminatory prac
tices in their county or State. 

I would like to state, Mr. Chairman, to 
the Members of this body that some 
statements that have been made on the 
floor indicate that the administration
Celler bill advocates the buying of votes. 
I wish to answer that by stating that in 
the State of Arizona it is illegal to pur
chase votes and to cast them. I hope 
the same is true in all States. 

Certainly there are provisions in this 
bill which are designed to cover each and 
every individual, to see that all persons 
are guaranteed the right to have their 
votes cast, and having such ballots 
counted properly and included in the ap
propriate totals of votes cast with respect 
to candidates for public or party office 
and propositions for which votes are re
ceived in an election. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DowDY], and I ask the gentleman 
from Ohio whether he will also yield to 
the gentleman some of his time? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, at 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York, I am pleased to yield 5 minutes 
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DOWDY]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, this 
body finds itself in the position of con
sidering what would be designated in a 
State legislature as a "local" bill, with 
this distinction: When a State legisla
ture considers a local bill, it gives weight 
to the opinion and wishes of the repre
sentatives from the localities affected by 
the bill. Here, we find the considered 
.opinions and wishes of the local Con
gressman wholly ignored and ridden over 
in roughshod manner. 

I believe it is admitted by the pro
ponents of the bill that it was so drawn 
as to pinpoint the five or six States and 
localities of its applicability, and spe
cifically so worded as to exclude other 
States and localities. I am further given 
to understand that the bill, by its special 
wording excludes my State-Texas-and 
my district from its provisions. There
fore, I can speak on the bill dispassion
ately, as it does not have direct effect 
upon the people I represent nor upon my 
State. Our interest lies in the fact that 
encroachment upon the constitutional 
rights and privileges of one of the States 
or people of this Nation is an encroach
ment upon all of us. There is no discrim
ination in the right to vote in my district 
or my State. 

First it should be made clear, no quali
fied citizen should be denied the vote on 
account of color. This is not a debatable 
question. The question at issue here is 
whether the Congress of the United 
States, under color of the voting rights 
or civil rights title, is determined to give 
the Federal Attorney General, whoever 
he may be, veto power over the legisla
tures of the various States; whether it is 
willing to create a police state, with its 
police under the control of the political 
appointee who may at any given time 
occupy the Attorney General's Office: 
whether it is willing to place in the hands 
of such politi"c.al appointee such inor
dinate power to control the election ma
chinery in States chosen by him-power 
that no good man would desire or seek
power which no evil man should have. 
The United States did not become the 
land of the free and home of the brave 
by placing such power in any man's 
hand; if we do it now, we could well for
feit that appellation to become the land 
of the slave and the home of the knave. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Seventy-eight 
Members are present. Not a quorum. 
The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No.173] 
Ayres Hawkins Powell 
Bonner Hosmer Purcell 
Bow Huot Roosevelt 
Craley !chord Scott 
Fisher Keogh Sikes 
Friedel May Thompson, Tex. 
Green, Oreg. Mlnshan Toll 
Hanna. Passman Wilson, Bob 
Harvey, Ind. Pool 

Accordingly, the Committee rose, and 
the Speaker pro tempore <Mr. ALBERT) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. BoLLING, 
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Chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union, re
ported that that Committee, having had 
under consideration the bill .H.R. 6400, 
and finding itself without a quorum, he 
had directed the roll to be called, when 
404 Members responded to their names, 
a quorum, and he submitted herewith 
the names of the absentees to be spread 
upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DOWDY]. 

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, all of 
us know why this bill is before us, so 
sloppily, recklessly, and hurriedly drawn. 
If it were not so serious a danger to our 
liberty, the working of the mob psy
chology, built up behind its ''hallelujah" 
chorus, "We shall overcome," would be 
downright funny. 

We are told that this bill must be en
acted because of the demonstrations and 
the mobs and rioting generated by them; 
that it will get them off the streets and 
in the courts. We were told the same 
thing when the Civil Rights . Act of 1964 
was being enacted, yet its enactment did 
not appease; they were stepped up, and 
the agitation became worse; and the 
leaders and agitators of the demon
strating mobs have already publicly 
stated that the enactment of the pend
ing bill will not appease them. Certainly 
the U.S. Congress, known as the greatest 
legislative body in the world, should have 
a sounder base for any action than coer
cion; the demands of a mob are insati
able. When the mob once learns that its 
actions will lead to· granting of its every 
demand, there is a multiplication both of 
its demonstrations, riots, and wanton de
struction, and of its demands. 

Already, the mob leaders seem con
vinced that they have the Government 
of this country on the run; they are quite 
brazen; they get what they want, or they 
demonstrate; they break the laws, but 
give it a fancy name, and call it "civil 
disobedience.'' 

As President Johnson so aptly stated 
early in April, "No nation can long en
dure either in history's judgment, or its 
own national conscience, if hoodlums 
defy the law and get away with it;" but 
Martin Luther King said that he would 
not pay any attention to a Federal Court 
order, and that he felt no obligation to 
obey any law he did not want to obey, and 
in May, King told an audience, in re
ferring to the pending bill, that after 
it is enacted: 

If the registrars don't do right, President 
Johnson will have to speak to them. And 
if President Johnson doesn't do right, we'll 
have to speak to him some more. 

The Supreme Court has held, in effect, 
that a participant in a mob cannot be 
punished for violating the law, because 
such punishment would infringe on his 
"right of free speech." The mobs are 
learning that if they dislike a law, they 
do not obey it ; if they want something, 
they demand it; if they do not get it, they 
demonstrate, and practice "civil dis
obedience." 

This reminds me of the child who, not 
getting his way, throws a temper tan-

trum; his parent, to appease the child, 
gives in. The mobs seem to believe that 
to be the philosophy of the Federal Gov
ernmen~give in, so they will not throw 
another tantrum. I am not in favor of 
Congress giving credence to that belief, 
by passing this bill. I believe that every 
qualified American citizen should be pro
tected in his vote, but that protection 
should come in a proper and constitu
tional manner. 

So, as this unprecedented proposal 
comes on for consideration, it should be 
recognized that few, if any, would deny 
the vote to any qualified citizen on ac
count of race, color, or creed. Under the 
U.S. Constitution, there should be no dis
crimination at the polls against a per
son merely because of his color. How
ever, it is quite another thing to defy 
the constitutional guarantee, as this bill 
does, that the individual States have the 
right to establish voter qualifications 
within their respective boundaries. Arti
cle I, section 2 of the Constitution 
specifically leaves to the States the quali
fication requisite for electors. This pro
vision was reconfirmed in the adoption 
of the 17th amendment, in 1913, which 
was many years subsequent to the adop
tion of the 15th amendment, which the 
proponents of H.R. 6400, by rationaliza
tion, use as their excuse to ignore article 
I, section 2, of the Constitution. 

I, along with all other Members of the 
House, took an oath to uphold the Con
stitution. By that oath, we pledged, as 
men of honor, to ~nact only legislation 
in pursuance of the Constitution; yet, 
here, a majority of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, composed entirely of lawyers 
who should understand this better than 
most, has favorably reported, and is ask
ing the Members of the House to enact 
this bill, which is unquestionably not in 
pursuance of, but to the contrary, is in 
direct conflict with several spec·ific pro
visions of the Constitution. 

The U.S. Supreme Court has, itself, 
held that the 15th amendment does not 
confer the right to vote upon anyone, 
stating that the amendment only pre
vents the giving of preference to one 
citizen over another, on account of race, 
color or previous condition of servitude; 
and as late as 1959, that Court deter
mined and upheld the literacy test as 
being the exercise by a State of lawful 
power vested in it, and not subject to 
the supervision of the Supreme Court. 
As Federal Attorney General Katzen
bach has stated, the Court has pointed 
only "to the power of Congress to protect 
the right of exemption from discrimina
tion in the exercise of the elective fran
chise on account of race, color or previous 
condition of servitude." 

It is the law, and rightfully so, that 
discrimination cannot be practiced in en
forcing voter qualification laws, whether 
they apply to literacy, age, poll tax, 
or anything else; but this is not to say 
that the Federal Government, through 
the U.S. Congress, has authority 
under the Constitution to deprive the 
States of their constitutional right to 
determine who shall be qualified to vote. 
The Constitution is clear on that issue. 
It is the States' responsibility, and the 
Federal Government can intervene only 

when there is discrimination by reason 
of race, color, or sex. The Federal Gov
ernment may act to prevent such dis
crimination, but in taking such action, 
there is no justification or constitu
tional basis upon which it can "suspend" 
State laws. In taking action, it is 
limited to the prevention of discrimina
tion. 

H.R. 6400 does violence not only to 
article I, section 2, and the 17th amend
ment to the U.S. Constitution. An even 
more flagrant contempt, if such is pos
sible, is shOIWn for article I, section 9, 
which specifically limits the power of 
Congress to legislate in several respects, 
and two respects in particular, namely: 

No bill of attainder or ex post facto law 
shall be passed. 

We fully understand that the Federal 
Attorney General instructed us that the 
Supreme Court has followed him in 
every case he has taken before it, and 
has assured us that the Court will hold 
this bill to be constitutional, with the 
exception of the section outlawing poll 
taxes in State and local elections, and he 
thinks the Court may even go along on 
that. 

In spite of this assurance, I cannot 
believe the Court will overlook the all 
too obvious unconstitutionality of H.R. 
6400 in its many provisions. I have 
already shown the constitutional pro
visions relative to the sole authority of 
the States to fix voter qualifications, and 
the recent Court decisions confirming 
such authority . . I cannot believe the 
Court would uphold the ex post facto 
provisions of this bill, basing its effec
tiveness on alleged transactions and 
circumstances not only preceding the 
enactment of same, but even antedating 
the introduction of the bill. The pro
ponents of the bill refer to those trans
actions and circumstances as "triggers." 

The proponents admittedly discrim
inated in molding their "triggers" to be 
sure their gun-the bill-would only be 
held to the head of certain States, will
fully discriminated agains~and the 
gun is so assembled that the triggers will 
be pulled and the gun discharged by the 
very act of its enactment and approval 
by the President, the Attomey General 
having revealed by his statements in 
the committee hearings that he has pre
judged all the alleged facts. 

Neither can I believe the Supreme 
Court will hold a bill of attainder to be 
constitutional. This is a bill of ·attain
der-a legislative act, directed against 
designated States and localities, pro
nouncing them guUty of alleged offenses 
without trial or conviction according u; 
the recognized rules of procedure, and 
passing sentence and attainder upon 
them. 

I would not wish to be repetitious of 
other speakers, but, as time permits, I 
call attention to a few of the many ill
advised provisions of this proposal, dan
gerous to the continuation of our Fed
eral system. 

In section 3 (b), authority is given the 
courts, on motion of the Attomey Gen
eral, to suspend the law of a State for 
such period of time as it deems neces
sary. My study of the law and the Con-
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stitution leads me to believe it is a court's 
duty to see that laws are uniformly en
forced, but that it has no authority to 
suspend the operation of law, and the 
Constitution gives no authority to Con
gress to grant to a court such jurisdic
tion. Under martial law, the operation of 
laws, perhaps, may be suspended in cer
tain cases; but the language in this bill is 
nothing short of the language which 
might be expected in a police state. 

In section 3 (c), the Federal Attorney 
General is given a veto power over an 
act of a State legislature, by providing 
that a State legislature cannot change 
its election laws, without first obtaining 
the consent of the Attorney General. 
There is no authority in the Constitu
tion for the Attorney General to have 
such power, or for Congress to grant it 
to him. In fact, the words of the Con
stitution would forbid any such thing. 

We are reminded of the words in the 
Declaration of Independence, 189 years 
ago, reciting a "long train of abuses and 
usurpations, pursuing invariably the 
same object--evincing-a design to re
duce-the people-under absolute des
potism," including in those abuses: · 

He has refused his assent to laws, the most 
wholesome and necessary for the public 
good. 

He has forbidden his governors to pass 
laws of immediate and pressing importance, 
unless suspended in their operation till his 
assent should be obtained; and when so sus
pended, he has utterly neglected to attend 
them. 

For • • • abolishing our most valuable laws· 
and altering fundamentally the forms of our 
governments. 

Section 3 (c) most assuredly does fun
damentally alter our form of govern
ment in placing the veto in the Attorney 
General. 

Section 4 of the proposed bill gives to 
the Attorney General the arbitrary au
thority, to bring the election laws and 
election machinery of any State under 
his control by a certification which shall 
not be reviewable in any court and which 
shall be effective upon publication in 
the Federal Register. This is a totali
tarian authority. There is only a par
tial escape route, and it would require 
the officials of the victim State to travel 
to the District of Columbia, and see a 
declaratory judgment in th~ U.S. Dis
tri.ct Court for the District of Columbia. 

This requirement that the victims 
travel to a foreign jurisdiction, to be 
heard by a foreign court, reminds us 
again of the Declaration of Indepen
dence, and another of the recited abuses; 
namely, "for transporting us beyond seas 
to be tried for pretended offenses." 

The offenses with which this is con
cerned could well be only pretended, be
cause, for good or evil, the totalitarian 
power given to the Attorney General is 
absolute, and with his power over the 
selection of judges, the victims would be 
helpless when in the hands of an evil 
man. 

Section 5 of the proposal would require 
a victim State to bring an act of its legis
lature before the U.S. District Court for 
the District of Columbia and obtain a 
declaratory judgment before it could be
come effective, unless, of course, the At
torney General consents to the act. We 

have observed that the Attorney Gen
eral is given veto power; this section 
eif.ectively makes the U.S. District Court 
for the District of Columbia a third 
house of the legislature of a victim State, 
and I can find no authority within the 
Constitution for such. 

Again, we return to the Declaration of 
Independence, and find the British King 
interfered with the right of the Ameri
can colonists to retain the legislative 
bodies they had formed. This bill is a 
like interference, and the requirement of 
the bill is likened to the abuse recited in 
the Declaration: 

He has called together legislative bodies 
at places unusual, uncomfortable, and dis
tant from the depository of their public 
records, for the sole purpose of fatiguing 
them into compliance With his measures . 

Further abuses · recited were: 
He has obstructed the administration of 

justice, and he has m ade judges dependent 
on his will alone. 

This same manner of abuse will be 
evoked, if this bill is enacted. 

In this connection, there was a news
paper article by John Henshaw, in April 
in this year, reporting that President 
Johnson had some comments about this 
section of the bill which provides that a 
State cannot change its existing voting 
laws, or pass new voting laws, without 
the approval of the U.S. District Court 
of the District of Columbia. The article 
quotes him as saying: 

After reading the section again, I can't 
believe it is constitutional. That provision 
is very discriminatory. If a State wants to 
regulate its own voting registration on the 
grounds that it has been free of discrimina
tion, it must go to Washington to seek a 
judgment there. That has never been re
quired before: 

And further: 
If that is going to be in the blll I am sure 

glad the bill is not going to be known as the 
Johnson bill. 

Finally, I must mention section 10, 
which recites as a finding of Congress 
that the poll tax was adopted for and is 
used for the purpose of denying persons 
the right to vote because of race or color. 
Such a finding has no basis in fact, and is 
ridiculous on its face. I am amazed that 
reasonable men could have dreamed up 
and presented such a statement as being 
a fact. I was not around 60 or 70 or more 
years ago, and do not know about the 
situation then, but, if perchance, the poll 
tax was so used at that time, to now en
act a law punishing modern States be
cause of trar lSactions of long ago would 
be a bill of attainder, and ex post facto. 

Today, when we are all around, and 
know conditions, I believe we will agree 
that the purported finding in the bill 
that the payment of a $1.50 or $1.75 per 
annum poll tax is an arbitrary and un
reasonable restriction upon the right to 
vote is not warranted by the economic 
facts of life, and that such finding is in 
itself unreasonable, uncalled for and un
warranted, and should be stricken. 
Whether or not a State has a poll tax 
requirement in State and local elections 
should be, and is, rightfully within the 
province of the State itself, and has no 
place in this blli. 

For the assigned reasons, and many 
others, this bill should be defeated. I 
urge your vote against it. Thereafter, 
the Committee on the Judiciary, if leg
islation is deemed necessary, will have a 
chance to reconsider this question in a 
reasonable, sane manner, without emo
tionalism, and vindicativeness, to write 
a bill to solve this issue in a well-con
sidered and constitutional manner, free 
from the hysteria which pervaded the 
atmosphere during the drafting and con
sideration of the pending bill. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. COLMER. In light of the gentle
man's remarks about the ability of the 
States to meet the requirements sought 
under these proposals one wonders if 
they really want. the laws of the States 
to be in conformity with their stated 
wishes. I say that in view of the fact 
that the Governor of my State recently 
called the legislature into extraordinary 
session, rightly or wrongly, to repeal some 
of these voting laws that have been com
plained about, whereupon the demon
strators to the tune of some 1,500 or 
more have been demonstrating in front 
of the capitol, invading the capital of 
Mississippi in order to prevent the legis
latur0 from doing that which they say 
they wanted. It would appear that they 
are more interested in having an issue 
than they are in seeking what they are 
pleased to call voting rights. 

Mr. DOWDY. I have read about that, 
about the mobs rioting down there and 
trying to prevent the legislature from 
doing the very thing that they say they 
wanted done. I cannot understand it. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. WoLFF]. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I am 
taking this opportunity to again address 
this House of Representatives on an is
sue I have previously spoken and, if need 
be, will speak again and again. 

In the balance rests the unqualified 
right to vote for 10 percent of the Amer
ican population. We, in this Chamber, 
have the power to grant a right-not to 
aliens, not to visitors, not to residents 
of foreign countries, but to full-fledged 
U.S. citizens; this present granting is 
an anachronism, for it was scheduled 
100 years previous. 

That this measure is to date 100 years 
in the process to eventual fruition, is an 
ignoble tribute to the perspicacious and 
agile minds that have worked to circum
vent the highest law of the land. The . 
agility and dedication to thwart this at
tack on the Constitution until recently, 
left much to be desired and thus added 
to the mockery of the ideas and writings 
of Paine, Jefferson, and Lincoln, to name 
but a few. The time has come to negate 
the gyrations and manipulations of those 
who deny this unalienable right. We 
are fortunate today to have legislation 
before us to see this equality for all 
Americans attained . . I shall not beseech 
this body with the multitude of available 
information and statistics on the bru
tality, hatred, and discrimination in 
certain areas of the South. What I do 
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wish is that each Member take cog
nizance of what is truly at stake-the 
right of all to vote. This fact must not 
be made inconspicuous by voluble 
rhetoric, but must stand out for what it 
is-simply the right to vote. 

That the Negro is discriminated 
against in a plethora of forms is well 
known, but the denial of his vote is an 
infamous condition that must be cur
tailed. That Negroes pay taxes, serve 
and die in defense of this country is a 
major incongruity, in a country which 
188 years ago justified a revolt against 
Great Britain on these premises. The 
rallying calls of that past Revolution 
are cherished but not adhered to: "Tax
ation without representation" runs· ram
pant in the South; "life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness" is a myth in the 
South; and "all men are endowed by 
their Creator with certain unalienable 
rights" would be filibustered against in 
almost any southern legislature. These 
ringing phrases are mere facades in 
most of the South, and this body should 
commit itself to a rededication of these 
ideals-these pillars of our democracy. 

Democracy is an elusive and arduous 
system of government, however, when 
it functions the resulting benefits are 
enormous and far surpass the results of 
ariy other form of government. It is for 
this reason that I hold this system as a 
precious heritage. The right to vote is 
the fulcrum of this democracy and 
should never be conditioned upon color, 
creed, or religion. When there is a bla
tant imposition of these prejudicial 
standards there is a resulting infringe
ment on our Democratic system which 
by necessity affects all Americans. 

The voting rights bill now provides the 
procedure to rectify the past and present 
inequities perpetrated by Americans on 
Americans. 

The difficulties in the South will not 
be resolved by sporadic excoriations on 
the floor of Congress, they will be re
solved by needed and just legislation. 
Before us is the voting rights bill, needed 
and just legislation. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. VIVIAN]. 

Mr. VIVIAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 6400. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak in sup
port of the Voting Rights Act of 1965. 
I support this legislation and I will vote 
for it because I believe that we can no 
longer submit to the systematic denial of 
one of the most basic American consti
tutional rights to many of our fellow 
citizens. While I will vote for the bill 
because of my own personal convictions 
that it is needed, I am convinced that 
the vast majority of citizens in my dis
trict and' in this Nation also believe as 
I do, that all competent adult citizens 
have the right to register and vote, and 
that when this right is denied, it is an 
unconscionable blight on our cherished 
democracy. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been a great 
deal of disagreement, during the hours 
we have debated this bill, over the legis
lative means by which the goal of full 
voting rights is to be accomplished-but 
there also has been evident agreement 

that action, and action now, is needed. 
I am proud that Republican and Demo
cratic Members of this body are agreed 
that the denial of the right to vote is the 
denial of one of the most sacred Ameri
can rights. 

H.R. 6400 is not a perfect bill; I know 
of no one that would make that claim. 
But it is a bill that has received a full 
and thorough hearing in the Judiciary 
Committee of this House, and it was re
ported from the committee with the sup
port of an overwhelming majority of its 
members. This bill will achieve imme
diate results in these States where over
whelming evidence makes it clear that 
discrimination at the polling pla.ce is de
liberately and systematically practiced 
against Negro Americans. The Voting 
Rights Act of 1965 might not be the last 
action that this body will take to protect 
the right of all Americans to vote, but it 
is an effective measure that will attack 
the problem at its core. 

Mr. Chairman, tomorrow this body is 
likely to pass a voting right bill, and by 
so doing we will strengthen the Consti
tution of our Nation and we will broaden 
the American concept of equity, justice, 
and equality under law. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. KEE]. 

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to ex
press full and complete confidence in the 
honorable EMANUEL CELLER, chairman of 
the House Judiciary Committee, and to 
express my full and complete support of 
H.R. 6400, a bill to enforce the 15th 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, which we are now con
sidering. 

In this connection, Chairman CELLER 
has served his congressional district, his 
State, and our Nation effectively and 
with utmost credit since he first assumed 
the responsibilities of office as a Member 
of Congress in 1923. 

During his performance of these addi
tional responsibilities as chairman of the 
House Judiciary Committee, he has been 
completely dedicated to this higher re
sponsibility and no Member of this House 
has the benefit of his experience, first
hand day-to-day knowledge, and com
plete familiarity with the complicated 
measures that have been considered over 
the years by his committee. 

Chairman CELLER labored diligently 
and thoroughly studied the provisions of 
H.R. 6400 and I feel that under his able 
leadership, the Judiciary Committee has 
reported an effective bill that will guar
antee all American citizens the right to 
go to the polls and cast their ballots for 
public officials of their choice. 

Our Nation has been engaged in com
bat with unfriendly nations-whose de
sires have been to take away from the 
American people the right to select their 
public servants. The right to vote is one 
of the most sacred obligations of every 
American citizen and I am most hopeful 
that the Members of the House will pass 
H.R. 6400, as reported under the leader
ship of Chairman CELLER. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WIL
LIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
am opposed to this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, the question of 
whether all qualified citizens should be 
permitted to exercise their franchise is 
one which is not Rubject to argument. 
Indeed, the right of franchise for every 
qualified citizen is one which should be 
protected zealously by our laws and our 
law enforcement officers. No American 
who loves his country and its cherished 
institutions could, in good conscience, 
advocate the denial of the right to vote 
to any person solely on the grounds of 
race or previous condition of servitude. 
Certainly no prudent or reasonable per
son could contend that our laws should 
be administered through a double stand
ard that would differentiate between 
citizens of all races. 

Were the purpose of this legislation 
to make certain that the voter quali
fications in the several States be applied 
without discrimination to white and 
Negro alike, it would meet with little, if 
any, opposition. If, indeed, the real 
purpose of this legislation were limited 
to a valid implementation of the 15th 
amendment, no one could quarrel with 
its constitutionality. 

But here, Mr. Chairman, acting in an 
atmosphere of hysteria brought about by 
constant agitation and continuous bom
bardments of propaganda, Congress ap
pears to be letting itself be blackmailed 
into enacting a statute more vicious in 
its nature and more discriminatory in 
its application than anything ever con
templated, even, during the dark days of 
Reconstruction. 

For nearly 200 years, our system of 
dual sovereignty and divided authority 
between the Federal Establishment and 
the several States has served well the 
cause of freedom and individual liberty. 
Our republican form of government has 
stood the test of time. It stands today 
as the most significantly successful ex
periment in self-government ever in
dulged in by man. Because of our sys
tem of checks and balances; because the 
authority of government has been dis
tributed among many repositories; be
cause government has been kept close to 
the people themselves; and because our 
citizens have always been free to direct 
the course of their own destinies, we 
have never suffered the threat of a dic
tatorship nor known the tyranny of an 
authoritarian regime. 

Yet, Mr. Chairman, the legislation 
presently before us ignores the limits 
sought to be imposed on the exercise of 
power by the Federal Government, and 
is a long step toward breaking down the 
structure of our Federal Republic. If 
there are "pockets of discrimination"
and indeed there might be some
where members of minority races 
suffer arbitrary disenfranchisement 
through an unequal application of voter 
registration laws by local officials, ample 
laws are already on the statute books to 
deal with that. If additional legislation 
is needed in order to eliminate these so
called "pockets," then Mr. Chairman, we 
should concern ourselves with that. 
But, Mr. Chairman, is it wise to burn 
down the house to get rid of the rats? 
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Mr. Chairman, at the turn of the 

century, writing of the Reconstruction 
era, the late great President Woodrow 
Wilson said: 

For several years, therefore, Congress was 
permitted to do by statute what, under the 
long-practiced conceptions of our Federal 
law, could properly be done only by consti
tutional amendment. The necessity for 
that gone by, it was suffered to embody what 
it had already enacted and put into force 
as law into the Constitution, not by the 
free will of the country at large, but by the 
compulsions of mere force exercised upon a 
minority whose assent was ne<tessary to the 
formal completion of its policy. 

By this legislation, Mr. Chairman, we 
find a striking parallel to the situation 
that prevailed in the tragic era that fol
lowed the War Between the States. We 
find a Congress apparently willing to 
sweep away all vestiges of State sover
eignties and to ignore constitutional re
straints in order to placate the demands 
of the militant and lawless mobs in the 
streets who demonstrate for voting 
rights. These organized mobs demand 
civil rights, but never mention civil re
spc .c.sibilities. They refuse to recognize 
the need for an intelligent electorate, 
nor doe~ their oratory dwell on character, 
conduct, or the moral obligations of 
citizenship which are essential to the 
success and well-being of any society. 

Instead, Mr. Chairman, Members of 
this body are being fed statistics taken 
from reports of the Civil Rights Com
mission, carefully and cunningly manip
ulated so as to conform to their political 
desires. Constantly, the House witnesses 
oratorical contests among its members, 
each trying to outdo the others in promis
ing more and more of less and less, hop
ing to reap the benefits of a cohesive 
minority bloc vote in their respective 
districts, and thus to perpetuate them
selves in office. 

In this season of racial antagonism, 
unrest, and agitation, it is my fervent 
hope that the cloud of hysteria will 
soon pass and let the sunshine of reason 
beam upon those who, in their current 
mad quest for votes, would place danger
ous and unprecedent power in the hands 
of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us is un
fair and unreasonable in its approach. 
Through the application of an arbitrary 
and unmeaningful formula, it acts as 
prosecutor, judge, and jury to render a 
legislative verdict of guilt against six 
States of this Union, their officials and 
citizenry. It does violence to their 
proven structure of government, and saps 
away their constitutionally reserved 
powers. It confers upon the Attorney 
General of the United States dictatorial 
powers that would make a Caesar burn 
with envy. 

Under the terms of this bill, the 
Attorney General becomes lord and 
master of all elections, from the selec
tion of President to the naming of a 
constable in a Supervisor's beat. It 
undermines our Federal system and 
unjustly condemns the elective process, 
and more than that, paves the way for 
otllcial mischief by politically motivated 
enforcers. It invites political corrup-

tion, and through invalidating certain 
State laws requiring payment of taxes 
as a prerequisite to voting, actually en
courages tax violations. 

There is no question but that a Federal 
voting law, particularly as broad and as 
vicious as the one presently before us, 
can and will serve as a vehicle for the 
manipulation of elections by the party in 
power in Washington, should it see fit 
to take advantage of the possibilities it 
presents. Politically motivated and un
scrupulous Federal examiners will cer
tainly be able to exercise a powerful 
influence over the voters they register, 
for indeed, the bill provides no meaning
ful safeguards against that kind of ac
tivity. Perhaps this is one of the latent 
purposes of the bill, but I would hope 
the House of Representatives will not 
place its stamp of approval on such an 
evil intent. If the bill must pass, and 
it appears that enough votes are avail
able to pass it, it would seem that the 
House should correct that dangerous 
feature. 

Mr. Chairman, on previous occasions 
the Southern States have been the target 
of special force legislation. In the 
present debate, my beloved State of 
Mississippi has been the primary whip
ping boy of the liberal elements, and has 
suffered much unwarranted, unjust, and 
unfair abuse. It is significant to note, 
I think, that in spite of all the atrocity 
stories that have been levelled at my 
State and its people-most of them the 
products of fertile imaginations-the 
fact remains that Mississippi has the 
lowest crime rate of all the 50 States of 
the Union. The Civil Rights Commis
sion held hearings in Mississippi recently 
for the purpose of developing a "pattern 
of discrimination against Negroes" in 
the matter of voting, and took testimony 
from a parade of professional civil rights 
workers from within and without Mis
sissippi, all of whom told carefully re
hearsed stories of alleged intimidation, 
brutality, economic pressures, and the 
like, mostly fictitious and all deliberately 
exaggerated. It is significant that no 
witness who appeared before the Com
mission to tell these horror stories was 
subjected to cross-examination, either 
by the Commission counsel or by any
one representing the State of Missis
sippi. No rules of evidence were fol
lowed, and these professional witnesses 
were permitted to tell any kind of cock 
and bull story that they thought might 
serve to embarrass the State of Mis
sissippi. Mr. Chairman, that is typical 
of the kind of claptrap that the Congress 
is expected to use as the basis for inflict
ing this punitive legislation on the 
American people, and the excuse to be 
cited for overriding the Constitution 
with the enactment of this bill. 

The people of the Southern States 
have had our faith shaken, but our spirits 
will not be broken. We are still Amer
icans, and we will abide by whatever 
laws are duly and legally enacted by the 
Congress of the United States. But, Mr. 
Chairman, we do not falter in our deter
mination that honest government shall 
prevail 

The people of my State weathered the 
first Reconstruction era, and we will 
make it through this one. We have long 
since recognized the inevitability of 
change, and we are taking the necessary 
steps that will enable us to endure the 
impact of transition. 

Inasmuch as it appears that our sys
tem of government is no longer a part
nership of Federal and State powers
a condition which we pray will be merely 
transitory and of short duration-the 
Mississippi Legislature has sought to 
abide by the sentiment of union and 
nationality now prevailing for the sec
ond time in a hundred years-the first 
of which was described by Wilson as 
"aggressive and aware of a sort of 
conquest." 

In his address to the Congress, Pres
ident Johnson said: 

To those who seek to avoid action by their 
National Government in their own communi
ties, who want to and who seek to maintain 
purely local control over elections, the 
answer is simple. Open your polling places 
to all your people. · 

The Mississippi Legislature has 
answered this challenge. It has ap
proved a constitutional amendment to 
repeal the subjective tests about which 
the President complained, and undoubt
edly this amendment will be ratified by 
the people of Mississippi when they pass 
judgment on it August 17. The amend
ment will repeal the constitutional re
quirement that applicants for registra
tion undergo a literacy test that might be 
subject to varying interpretations. In
stead, in the future the only require
ments for voting will be that electors be 
21 years of age, able to read and write, 
and not have been convicted of a crime 
involving moral turpitude. The pay
ment of poll taxes is retained as a pre
requisite to voting, but it should be 
noted that this applies without dis
crimination as to race, and the proceeds 
from such taxes go directly into the 
common school fund. 

The State of Mississippi has made a 
good faith attempt to provide the alter
native to Federal intervention and con
trol in line with the President's message. 
I can assure the House that there are 
no gimmicks or devices contained in the 
measures passed by the Mississippi 
Legislature that can be used to circum
vent the requirements of the 15th amend
ment to the Constitution, nor is it in
tended that any be found, nor will any 
such thing be tolerated in our State. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, massive 
demonstrations and unsupported charges 
of "police brutality" in Jackson domi
nated headlines across the country, while 
the productive work of the legislature 
went virtually unnoticed. Presumably, 
that is the reason for the failure of the 
national press to give full coverage in re
porting on these actions in the Missis
sippi Legislature. Therefore, Mr. Chair
man, for the benefit of the Members of 
the House, the press, and the public, I 
include as part of my remarks an expla
nation of the voter registration bills to 
which I have made reference, and which 
were signed by Gov. Paul B. Johnson on 
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July 1, 1965. The article is taken from 
the July 2 issue of the Jackson, Miss., 
Clarion Ledger: 
GOVERNOR SIGNS INTO LAW VOTER REGISTRA

TION Bn.LS 

Gov. Paul B. Johnson, early Thursday 
signed into law 10 bills enacted by the Mis
sissippi Legislature to reconcile this State's 
election statutes with Federal voter legisla
tion now in the hands of the Congress. 

The Governor submitted the package of 
voter acts 3 weeks ago after calling an ex
traordinary session of the lawmaking body 
for that purpose. 

Senator Merle Palmer, of Pascagoula, chair
man of the elections committee of the upper 
assembly of the legislature, whose committee 
reported favorably the acts approved by both 
the house and senate, Thursday handed 
newsmen a resume of the legislative package. 

He listed also a concurrent resolution just 
approved by the house of representatives, 
but yet to be taken up by the senate. 

Palmer's itemization of the bills and what 
they do, follows: 

ITEM I 

Explanation of House Concurrent Resolu
tion 13: This resolution merely sets up an 
interim study committee to study all of the 
election laws in the State of every kind, de
scription and nature and their relationship 
to the Federal voter registration law and the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 with the committee 
reporting back to the next regular session. 

ITEM II 

Senate bill 1501 amends section 3209, Mis
sissippi Code of 1942, so as to provide a form 
of voter registration application blank and 
includes the name, date of birth, citizenship, 
and residence and whether or not the appli
cant has ever been convicted of the crime of 
bribery, theft, arson, obtaining money or 
goods under false pretense, perjury, forgery, 
embezzlement, and bigamy. It also provides 
for the required oath of the applicant. 

ITEM m 
Senate bill 1502 provides in substance that 

a person shall not be registered unless he is 
able to read and write, and provides that the 
registrar shall file all applications for regis
tration together with any affidavits of dis
ability for a period of 2 years from the date 
of the application for registration. This 
amends section 3209.7, Mississippi Code of 
1942. 

ITEM IV 

Senate blll 1503 provides for the simplifica
tion of the form of registration books to 
comply with the above two items and amends 
section 3210, code of 1942. 

ITEM V 

Senate bill 1504 amends section 3212, code 
of 1942, so as to exclude therefrom any refer
ence to section 241-A of the Mississippi con
stitution and merely provides that "Every 
person entitled to be registered as an elec~or 
in compliance with the laws of this State 
shall sign his name in the column provided 
therefor on the registration book and there
upon shall be registered by the registrar on 
the registration books of the election district 
of the residence of such person." 

ITEM VI 

Senate b111 1506 amends section 3235, code 
of 1942, to require that every citizen who 
offers to vote shall be able to read and write 
and amends the present law so as to exclude 
the obligation now placed on the registrar 1b 
the giving of certain tests to the applicant. 

ITEM VII 

Senate bill 1507 repeals section 3213, code 
of 1942, which said section of t:pe code pro
vided that a person presenting theinself to 
register and as a prerequisite to voting should 

exhibit a knowledge of constitutional govern
ment and proof of good moral character be
fore he would be eligible to vote. This law 
which is being repealed by this bUl was en
acted in 1962. 

ITEM VIII 

Senate b111 1508 provides for the repeal of 
section 3212.7, code of 1942, which section re
pealed by this blll provided that county 
registrars should publish the names and ad
dresses of applicants to vote and provided a 
method of challenging the moral fitness of 
said applicants. 

ITEM IX 

Senate bill 1509 provides for the repeal of 
sections 3217-01 through 3217-15, code of 
1942. These sections of the code provided a 
method whereby a third party by way of an 
affidavit might challenge the good moral 
character of voter applicants and also con
tained therein the procedure therefor. 

ITEM X 

Senate bill 1510 repeals section 3272, code 
of 1942, which provided that no aid could be 
given to an illiterate voter. It will be well to 
note that this does not exclude aid to a per
son with physical handicaps or disab111ties. 

Mr. Chairman, had the Mississippi 
Legislature been in a defiant mood, in
stead of relaxing voter qualifications it 
would have revealed section 7 of article 
3 of the Mississippi constitution which 
reads: 

The right to withdraw from the Federal 
Union on account of any real or supposed 
grievance, shall never be assumed by this 
State, nor shall any law be passed in deroga
tion of the paramount allegiance of the citi
zens of this State to the Government of the 
United States. 

Mr. Chairman, that section has been in 
Mississippi's constitution for 75 years. 
The people of Mississippi are honorable, 
patriotic, dedicated Americans. They 
will ever be so. 

Mr. Chairman, Chief Justice John 
Marshall once wrote into an opinion 
that: 

No political dreamer was ever wild enough 
to think of breaking down the lines which 
separate the States and of compounding the 
Ainerican people into one common class. 

Were he alive todE;l.y, he could not make 
that statement, for the political dream
ers have taken over the controls of our 
ship of state, and are charging full speed 
ahead into unchartered waters without 
even so much as the benefit of a compass. 
Where complete federalization will lead 
us, of course, no one knows. But if the 
cycles of history can be taken as prece
dential, unless we return to the deep and 
pacific waters of constitutionality, the 
reefs of totalitarianism soon may claim 
another victim. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. WAGGONNER]. 

Mr. Chairman, can the gentleman 
from Ohio yield some time to the gentle
man also? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. I regret, Mr. Chair
man, that we have requests for all of our 
time. If any of it should be relinquished 
I shall be pleased to immediately release 
it to the majority. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
6 minutes to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. WAGGONNERJ. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr Chairman, 
there are, unfortunately for America, 

a number of people who feel that anyone 
who dares speak up in opposition to any 
measure connected with so-called civil 
rights, is automatically a racist, a bigot, 
and a hater. I am neither. 

There are always two sides to every 
question. Many different solutions are 
available to reasoning and reasonable 
men, no matter how thorny or how 
knotty the problem may be. I have heard 
your side of the argument; now hear 
mine. 

The privilege of voting is a precious 
one and I dQ not for a moment advocate 
or condone any practice anywhere in this 
Nation that would bar any qualified 
man from the exercise of that franchise. 

There are words in that sentence 
which cannot be changed, cannot be sub
stituted for, cannot be 01nitted. They 
are the meat of the coconut. The words 
are "privilege" and "qualified." 

The Constitution and any number of 
State and local laws in every State in 
the Union specifically deny that there is 
any right to vote. There is only a privi
lege to vote; a privilege which is given 
to some of the people of this land, but 
by no means, to all. 

For the sake of example, consider 
these exceptions: 

The privilege is not given to children. 
In all States, save one, voters must be 21 
years old before they can vote. So, to 
those under 21, there is no right to vote. 
It is a privilege they are not yet old 
enough to have. 

The privilege is not given to the un
fortunate insane. To these unfortunate 
souls, there is no right to vote, through 
no fault of their own. 

The privilege is not given to those con
vi'cted of certain crimes. It is held that 
they have relinquished their privilege of 
deciding upon matters affecting the law
abiding. To those so convicted, there is 
no right to vote. 

The privilege of voting in a bond issue 
election is not given to those in many 
States who do not own property. To the 
nonowner of property, there is no right 
to vote in many States on bond issue 
eleotions now. This proposal will allow 
the nonowner to vote. 

The privilege of voting in an election 
in New York is not given to the residents 
of the other 49 States. To those of us 
who live in Louisiana, for instance, there 
is no right to vote in a New York election. 

The privilege of voting in New York, 
as another example, is not given to those 
citizens who cannot read and write in 
the English language. To those who do 
not read and write English, no matter 
how many years they may have been a 
citizen, there is no such thing as a right 
to vote. 

This list of exceptions goes on and on, 
gentlemen, as you well know. I think, 
however, that I have cited enough ex
amples to prove the point I wanted to 
make: that there is no right to vote; 
only a privilege given to the qualified. 
It is a privilege that we have dearly won 
and it is as precious to me as any posses
sion I own. It should be to all. 

This is one of the words in my state
ment which cannot be changed, substi
tuted for or omitted: the word "privi
lege." 
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The other word is "qualified." I do not 

believe that the unqualified should be 
allowed to vote. 

I believe that each of the qualifications 
I have just listed are just, meet, and 
right. 

Children should not be allowed to vote. 
The unfortunate insane should not be 
allowed to vote. Criminals whose citi
zenship has been revoked should not be 
allowed to vote. Nonproperty owners 
should not be allowed to vote in bond 
issue elections. Louisianians should not 
be allowed to vote in New York. Those 
who do not read and write English should 
not be allowed to vote in that State, 
either, if the laws of that State say they 
should not. In each of these instances, 
the applicants are unqualified to exer
cise this privilege. 

And it is on this point that the Con
stitution and all our State and local laws 
now stand. It is on this point they 
should stand and the Federal Govern
ment has no moral or legal grounds to 
hold otherwise. 

The argument has been made time and 
time again that the States have the right 
to establish the qualifications of its 
voters. No reasonable man can deny this 
fact. To deny it is to say that article I 
of the Constitution does not exist. 

During the ft.oor debate in the House 
last year on the civil rights bill, it was 
conceded by the advo·cates of that pro
posal that the only responsibility rest
ing on the States would be to administer 
whatever qualifications it did prescribe 
without discrimination. 

I daresay every Member of the Con
gress knows that article I, section 2, 
clause 1 of the Constitution explicitly 
acknowledges the right of the States to 
set up their own voting qualifications, 
provided only that any citizen permitted 
to vote for the most numerous branch of 
a State legislature be also permitted to 
vote for the House of Representatives. 

But, this is old hat, you are as familiar 
with this proviso as I am. 

The lower courts of the land know it, 
too; as does the Supreme Court. It has 
repeatedly and in recent years upheld 
this right of the States. As late as 1959, 
in a case involving the State of North 
Carolina, the Supreme Court decided 
unanimously that the States do have this 
right. In this particular case, the deci
sion was unanimous, so each Justice has 
stated that this is his individual opinion. 

Justice William 0. Douglas repeats his 
opinion in his book, "An Almanac of 
Liberty": 

The privilege of voting is not derived from 
the United States, but is conferred by the 
States and, save as restrained by the 15th 
and 19th amendments and other provisions 
of the Federal Constitution, the State may 
condition suffrage as it deems appropriate. 

The bill before us, gentlemen, is rooted 
in discrimination, vindictiveness; and 
hypocrisy and any law made from such 
a bill cannot deny its parentage. 

Clearly, this bill is a punitive measure 
aimed at six Southern States, Alabama, 
Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, ·South 
Carolina, and Virginia. It is not aimed 
at the other States which have eligibility 
tests. 

This administration, the ones which 
have immediately preceded it, the lead
ers of both major parties, and the Su
preme Court have all said over and over 
again and in every conceivable way that · 
the 14th amendment of the Constitution 
guarantees equal protection of the laws 
to every citizen of this land. 

Yet, clearly, this bill is designed to 
accomplish exactly the opposite: to set 
up one set of standards in 6 States that 
do not apply in the other 44. 

This discrimination, this favoritism, 
cannot be squared with the much-quoted 
14th amendment. Nor can it be squared 
with section 2 of article IV which states 
that the "citizens of each State shall be 
entitled to all privileges and immunities 
of citizens in the several States." 

This proposal, at the whim and caprice 
of someone in authority, has singled out 
those States which on the arbitrary date 
of November 1, 1964, happened to have 
registered less than 50 percent of the 
persons of voting age residing in the 
State or in any political subdivision, or 
in which less than 50 percent of such 
residents voted in the presidential elec
tion last November. You do not under
stand why Negro registration is low. It 
is not because of discrimination. 

Is there supposedly some magic to the 
number 50? What States would have 
been brought under the force of this pro
posal, had the magic number been 60? 
Or 70? 

Is there supposedly some magic in last 
November's election? Why not the 
presidential election of 1960. Or 1954? 

If this proposal becomes law, what 
happens to the American tradition of a 
man being innocent until he is proved 
guilty. Under the provisions of this bill, 
a governmental body not only would have 
to prove that it was not guilty of an act 
of discrimination on a specific, arbitrary 
date, but also that of any other such act 
on any other date in the preceding 5 
years. 

This does total violence to the precept 
of presumed innocence. It must not be 
permitted. 

This bill is riddled with obvious dis
crimination; the same discrimination 
that this administration and others 
which have preceded it have preached 
against and legislated against. This bill 
recognizes no reluctance to discriminate 
against these six Southern States and 
make them the whipping boys for the 
Nation. This bill is not concerned with 
election fraud. It should be when regis
tered votes can be and are stolen. 

It is an old adage, gentlemen, but two 
wrongs do not make a right. 

Any citizen has the right to be treated 
alike when the franchise privilege is at 
question. If he meets the age, literacy, 
residence, or any other qualifications 
laid down by the State in which he re
sides, he has been given the privilege of 
voting. 

It is hypocrisy to pretend that whether 
99 percent or 20 percent of his neighbors 
vote has anything to do with his indi
vidual privilege. 

The entire duty of the Congress is to 
see to it that every man can equally 
exercise his privilege when he wants to 
if he wants to. We have no other duty. 

We have no duty to lay a slide rule along
side voting statistics. We have no duty 
to abridge the right of the States to set 
voter qualifications. We have no duty 
to enact discriminatory legislation of 
any kind. 

It is beneath the dignity of this body. 
It is beneath the moral sense of this 
body. 

It is time for reasonable men to reason 
together. A solution can be found to 
this nationwide problem that is con
stitutional, that treats each State in 
exactly the same way and that achieves 
what all reasonable men want: the privi
lege of every qualified man to vote. 

What can be done to insure every 
qualified man the privilege of voting? 

Enforce the provisions of the 15th and 
19th amendments of the Constitution and 
the Federal laws already in force. 
Strengthen them, if necessary. Double 
the penalties. Speed up the process of 
hearing and deciding cases. There are 
any number of reasonable means of en
forcing these laws. There is no necessity 
to tear down the Constitution to enforce 
these laws. 

We seem to be able to enforce laws 
against kidnapping, murder, rape and 
arson without tearing up the Constitu
tion to do it and each of these crimes 
must be judged as being worse than 
any case of voter discrimination. If we 
can enforce these laws, it is reasonable 
to believe we can enforce any other this 
Congress decides to enact. 

Too many people, too many Mem
bers of the Congress, too many members 
of the clergy and the news media, have 
been stampeded by the hysteria of im
passioned groups of citizens. We are on 
the verge of enacting a law that is being 
decried in private and in public as un
wise legislation. This Congress must 
not pass a bill that is riddled with 
ft.aws, faulty reasoning and unvarnished 
hate. To do so is to invite back the 
violent days of the Reconstruction, 
drive the races further apart and, in 
the end, fail to accomplish the goal every 
reasonable man can support: the privi
lege of every qualified man to vote. 

Mr. Chairman, it is rare indeed when 
I can agree with any portion of the 
editorial policy of the Washington Post, 
the newspaper of the extreme liberal 
left, but back in April of this year, in the 
issue of April2, the Post stated a position 
regarding this voting rights legislation 
with which I could agree. The name of 
the editorial was, ''A Hole in the Bill." 
This is what it had to say: 

HOLE IN THE Bn.L 

Southern critics of the administration's 
voting rights bill have properly drawn at
tention to .a significant gap in the legisla
tion. As Senator RoBERTSON put it in a let
ter to a New York paper, "New York requires 
voters to be able to comprehend English, 
which disquallfies thousands of Puerto 
Ricans who are not helped by the pending 
legislation." His point is a good one. 

There are some 730,000 Puerto Ricans in 
New York City. According to one estimate, 
only 150,000 out of 480,000 potential Puerto 
Rican voters are registered. Thus around 
330,000 Puerto Ricans are eligible but not 
registered. A major reason for this is a New 
York law requiring literacy in English as a 
prereqUisite for the vote. 
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Herman Badillo of the Legion of Voters 

presented these figures in testimony before 
the House Jud-iciary Committee last week. 
He pointed out that Puerto Ricans have been 
American citizens for a half century, that 
most Puerto Ricans are literate in Spanish, 
and that even under existing laws qualified 
Puerto Ricans find discriminatory barriers to 
voting. There is no literacy test whatever 
on the island of Puerto Rico, where the illit
eracy rate is now about 15 percent. 

In our view, tt woUld be highly unfair to 
impose one set of voting standards on South
ern States while permitting another in the 
North. Admittedly, the problem is cillferelllt. 
Negroes in the South are denied voting rights 
not by law but by arbitrary and discrimina
tory enforcement of the law. Though there 
may be occasional abuses in New York quali
fied Puerto Ricans find it far easier to register 
than do qualified Negroes in Alabama. 

The ideal remedy would be State action in 
New York. But the English literacy re
quirement is embedded in the State con
stitution, and the amendment process is 
compMx. Mr. Badillo proposes that the vot
ing rights b111 could be broadened to provide 
relief for Puerto Ricans. He suggests that if 
the law were to apply to political subdivi
sions such as an assembly or election district, 
the 50-percent-registration requirements 
could proteot the voting rights of Puerto 
Rican citi~ens. 

There are other formUlas possible. · The 
point Is that consistency, fairness and com
monsense Indicate that a uniform voting 
standard should prevall in every region, 
North as well as SoUith. President Johnson 
called on local governments to "open your 
polling places to all people, allow men and 
women to register and vote whatever the 
color of their skin. Extend the rights of 
citirenship to every citizen in this land." 
Surely Puerto Ricans have a right to take the 
President at his word. 

This editorial draws a precise bead 
on what I have attempted to point out 
in the Judiciary Committee, before the 
Rules Committee, and now, here in the 
dying minutes of debate before voting of 
this iniquitous bill: that this measure is 
inequitable, punitive, and discriminatory. 

I have tried in every way I know and 
with all the meager ability I possess to 
point out this discrimination. I have 
done so and I do so today out of love 
for the Constitution and for equal justice 
for every man and not out of hatred for 
the Negro. I would deny no man equal 
justice before the bar of justice. I would 
deny and I do deny every man preferen
tial treatment, regardless of his color, 
his creed, or his race. 

Legislation dealing with voting rights 
has no sacred mandate as some of the 
proponents would have us believe. It 
does not deserve passage regardless of 
its :flaws, its faults, and its passages of 
serious constitutional doubt. But that 
is what we are being exhorted to do to
day and I rebel. The end does not justi
fy the means. 

I have precisely the same reservations 
about the minority substitute measure, 
with but a single exception: at least it 
has universal application. It does not 
lay the whip to the South while the 
North, East, and West escape its purview. 
It is, in my opinion, a bitter sauce for 
both the goose and the gander, but it is 
sauce for every State and every section of 
the Nation. 

Let there be no question about my posi
tion on both measures. I am opposed to 
both. If I could, I would oppose both 

measures equally and let it go at that. 
But I cannot and have any respect for 
myself tomorrow. Because I know and 
every Member in this Chamber must 
know that one of these measures is go
ing to pass this House. It would be 
demagogery for me to fail to do all I 
can to get the best of these two bad bills. 
I do not know how any man from Louisi
ana or any other State can do otherwise. 
I will vote for the Republican substitute 
then, not because it is a good bill, be
cause it is not, but because it is better 
than the discriminatory measure of the 
administration. 

The entire Nation will suffer together 
if the Republican substitute is passed. 
Only the South will suffer if the adminis
tration bill is passed. Maybe this is a case 
when misery loves company, but if this 
body will not be guided by reason, com
monsense, and the Constitution, then, 
at least, let every State be punished alike 
for the foolishness. I will not vote to 
discriminate against Louisiana. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. HoR
TON]. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, the 
great social drama of this century is the 
struggle for equality of our fellow citi
zens who are Negroes. 

Victims of discrimination in every area 
of human activity-because of skin 
color-these men, women, and children 
are truly the disadvantaged of our de
mocracy. 

What is to be the American answer for 
this problem that pervades every element 
of human relations? Shall it be con
structive action by the lawmakers of this 
Nation to enforce the guarantees of the 
Constitution regarding civil rights? Or, 
shall Government's response be but an 
eccentric echo of the voices which cry out 
for freedom from the despairing depths 
of deprivation? 

Too often, those whose hearts and 
sou1s cannot accommodate a fundamen
tal belief in the constitutionally guaran
teed rights of all Americans seek to blunt 
the arguments and actions others of us 
use for this purpose by ascribing emo
tional overtones to them. The segrega
tionist will say, "Stripped of emotion, you 
are left with an unjustified attempt to 
secure special privileges for a certain 
class of people." 

Of course, I deny the charge. My sup
port of the pending voting rights bill 
rests squarely on the 14th and 15th 
amendments to the Constitution, legis
lation subsequently enacted to. enforce 
those guarantees, and court decisions 
which have upheld the rights of all 
Americans to enjoy equal protection of 
the law and to be equal participants in 
the voting process regardless of extrane
ous considerations. 

But, I do not want to leave out the 
role emotion does and should have in a 
contemporary consideration of the legal 
rights of man. We need an emotional 
and spiritual intensity coupled with our 
knowledge of what is legally right and 
sound. Such a fervor is traditional and 
has deep roots in the history of this rev
olutionary Nation. 

Let us look to the particular situations 
at which this legislation is directed. 
And, let us look into the human indig
nity and injustice which these shameful 
practices of voting denial breed. Our 
examination should convince us that 
massive numbers of Negroes are being 
arbitrarily ba-cred from polling places in 
many sections of the country and that 
the debasing of American citizens is 
morally reprehensible. 

There is-indisputably-in the find~ 
ings of every governmental survey an 
abundance of evidence that Negroes in 
the Southern States of this country are 
effectively restricted from voting. The 
statistics from some areas, when com
pared with official population counts, are 
so alarming as to be almost unbeliev
able. For example, the State of Mis
sissippi has registered to vote more than 
12 times as many whites as Negroes. · 
Yet, in the overall population there are 
fewer than 1% more whites than Ne
groes. There are some places in these 
States where no Negroes are registered 
to vote, even where the Negro population 
outnumbers the white population. 

Beyond our knowledge of the fact that 
this kind of voter discrimination does oc
cur, we know how it is accomplished. In 
fact, it is this awareness of the many 
and ingenious means which local officials · 
practice that are the target of the bill 
we now have before us. 

I believe protection of the voting right 
in legislative enactment is demanded in 
this Congress. I believe our product 
must provide remedies for the patterns 
and practices of voter denial in as many 
places as thP-y exist. And, I believe we 
must express clearly and convincingly 
to any who would attempt subtle con
tempt of this new law that Congress has 
the will and capacity to react responsibly 
whenever and wherever the rights of 
American citizens are restricted. 

Mr. Speaker, my efforts in behalf of 
effective protections in this field are as 
old as my service in Congress. Shortly 
after being sworn in as a Member of the 
88th Congress, I joined with a group of 
my colleagues in the introduction of a 
civil rights bill that carried various vot
ing right provisions. A number of these 
now are law, having been incorporated 
in the omnibus Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

In this 89th Congress, I again have 
sponsored legislation dealing with Fed
eral enforcement of every citizen's right 
to the ballot box. On February 24, I in
troduced H.R. 5402 to provide for the 
implementation of voting rights through 
the appointment of Federal registrars. 

Later, as events in Selma, Ala., and 
other places indicated a need for even 
greater measures to prevent disenfran
chising Negro citizens, I introduced H.R. 
7259. A multifaceted bill, this measure 
provides principally for the abolition of 
the poll tax in all elections, Federal and 
private "triggers" for the assignment of 
voting registrars, procedures for regis
tering voters in affected areas, election 
observers for those districts where Fed
eral registrars are required, protection 
of first amendment rights and fines and 
imprisonment for those found guilty of 
violating these provisions. 
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The contents of these two bills which 

1 have introduced fairly represent my 
conviction as to the power and author
ity which I believe the Federal Govern
ment can and should exercise in wiping 
this blot of vote denial from today's so
ciety. I point this out as I feel it is im
portant to record publicly the legislative 
elements which I have sponsored and 
which I seek to support in the action of 
the House. 

While the bill which the Committee 
on the Judiciary has reported for our 
consideration is not so far reaching in 
some respects as I would desire, it does 
not contradict the provisions I have 
sponsored and support. Therefore, I · 
can and shall vote for passage of H.R. 
6400. 

Every civil rights matter is basic, be
cause matters which deal with human
ity and the rights of Americans 'to enjoy 
the protections for which their fore
fathers fought and died are entwined 
with the organic structure of democracy. 
All of these basic rights are precious, 
and the entitlement to vote and decide 
the destiny of this Nation is fundamen
tally so. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Alabama [Mr. BucHANAN]. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, as 
a Member of Congress, as an elected rep
resentative of the sovereign State of Ala
bama and as one who believes in and 
who is sworn to uphold the Constitution, 
I am obliged to speak out. I do not rise 
'to defend discrimination against any 
person on the basis of race or color any
where in this Nation. Nor do I speak 
against the rights of any citizen. Rather, 
I am compelled to speak out this day for 
the Constitution which safeguards all 
the rights of all the people, and against a 
bill H.R. 6400 which I believe to be un
necessary, unconstitutional, discrimina
tory and therefore wrong. We first had 
legislation in this area in 1957, then in 
1960, then in 1964 and now again comes 
a call for additional legislation in 1965. 
At this rate. the next voting rights bill, 
or civil rights bill, may be demanded be
fore the end of this session. 

I challenge the notion that legislation 
is needed in the area of voting rights as 
outlined in H.R. 6400, the voting rights 
bill of 1965, for two major reasons: 

First. There already is plentiful and 
adequate legislation on the books provid
ing for the right to vote of all properly 
qualified citizens of this country; and 

Second. The bill before us, the admin
istration bill, the bill called for by Presi
dent Johnson and his party, is dangerous 
in its precedents, unequaled in its at
tack upon the Constitution, and unwar
ranted in its · discriminatory provisions 
aimed at my State and that section of the 
country from which I come. 

The following are ·only some of the 
adverse features of the bill: 

First. The States to which the bill 
would apply · are subject to its provisions 
because less than 50 percent of the people 
in the voting age population voted in 
the presidential election of 1964. That 
other States may vote an even smaller 
percentage in future elections does not 

subject them to the bill. On the other 
hand, every State subject to the bill will 
remain so regardless of what percentage 
of its citizens may vote in future elec
tions. In addition, Arkansas, Texas, and 
the District of Columbia are exempt from 
the bill even though less than 50 percent 
of their voting age population voted in 
the presidential election of 1964. 

Second. It is impossible for four of the 
States subject to the bill to escape its 
harsh terms any time within the next 5 
years. 

Third. After the minimum period of up 
to 5 years, unless the Attorney General 
agrees, the States subject to the bill must 
file a suit in Washington, D.C., to become 
exempt from its terms, and in such suits 
the States cannot even compel the at
tendance of witnesses from within their 
own territory to appear in their behalf. 

Fourth. The Civil Service Commission 
will set the qualifications for voting and 
no person will be disqualified because he 
is illiterate, has no education at all, or is 
of bad moral character. 

Fifth. No person placed on the voters 
list in a Statte by the Civil Service Com
mission may be removed upon evidence 
from any citizen in that State except un
der strict, difilcult, and sometimes impos
sible procedures. 

Sixth. Any person may be registered 
by the Civil Service Commission, by 
agreement with the Attorney General, 
regardless of whether he is quallfied to 
vote under the applicable State law re
garding many qualifications. 

Seventh. None of at least six States 
under the bill may pass and enforce any 
law changing their voting process oral
tering the qualifications of voters without 
the prior approval of the Federal District 
Court in Washington, D.C. 

As I said before, the foregoing are only 
some of the unfair and unwise features 
of the bill. In the April 3, 1965, edition 
of the New Republic, Mr. Alexander M. 
Beckel described the bill as a Recon
struction measure. Mr. Beckel reported 
as follows in his article entitled "The 
Voting Rights Bill Is Tough": 

The administration's voting rights bill is 
a tough measure, make no mistake, the 
toughest since Reconstruction. 

Furthermore, it is not only the toughest 
bill since Reconstruction, it is a Reconstruc
tion measure for it applies exclusively-with 
one or two incidental exceptions--to the 
hard-core Southern States and Black Belt 
counties where prospective voters are re
quired to pass various tests. 

Indeed, the bill in many ways is worse 
than a Reconstruction measure. Toil
lustrate that point I will quote from a 
speech by the chairman of the Joint 
Committee on Reconstruction, Congress
man Thaddeus Stevens. Congressman 
Thaddeus Stevens declared at the time 
the 14th amendment was being consid
ered that you could not get five States in 
the Union to agree to let Congress regu
late the qualifications of voters. I quote 
now from the speech of Thaddeus Stev
ens of January 31, 1866, which appears 
at page 536 of the Congressional Globe, 
39th Congress, 1st session: 

Now, I hold that the States have the right, 
and always have had it, to fix the elective 
franchise within their own States. And I 

hold that this does not take it from them. 
Ought it to take it from them? Ought the 
domestic affairs of the States to be infringed 
upon by Congress so far as to regulate the 
restrictions and qualifications of their voters? 
How many States would adopt such a propo
sition? How many would allow Congress so 
far as to regulate the restrictions and quali
fications of their voters? • • • Would New 
York? Would Pennsylvania? Would the 
Northwestern States? I am sure not one of 
them would. Therefore, if you should take 
away the right which now is and always has 
been exercised by the States, by fixing the 
qualiflcation of their electors, instead of 
getting 19 States, which is necessary to ratify 
this amendment, you might possibly get 5. 
I venture to say you could not get five in 
this Union. 

You can tell from the speech I have 
just quoted that Thaddeus Stevens would 
not have voted for the bill that the com
mittee is now considering. The chair
man of the Joint Committee on Recon
struction knew something the authors of 
this bill must have forgotten. Thaddeus 
stevens knew that at the time the Con
stitution was written back in 1787, the 
States had diverse qualifications for suf
frage, and almost all of them had prop
erty qualifications of one sort or another. 
In the very beginning, article I, section 2, 
of the Constitution vested in the State 
governments the power of fixing the qual
ifications for voters. This section pro
vides as follows: 

The House of Representatives shall be com
posed of members chosen every second year 
by the people of the several States, and the 
electors in each State shall have the qualifi
cations requisite for electors of the most nu
merous branch of the State legislatures. 

How could any language be clearer? 
It would seem that nothing could be 
clearer than the language in this section 
of the Constitution. When we consult 
Madison's notes, and the other author
ities, we find that there were three 
schools of thought in the Constitutional 
Convention with reference to the matter 
of qualifications of electors to vote for 
Members of Congress. 

One school of thought felt that the 
qualifications should be prescribed in the 
Constitution itself. 

The second school of thought felt that 
the question should be left to Congress. 

The third school of thought, which as 
we know prevailed at the Constitutional 
Convention, was that the qualifications 
for the electors should be those fixed by 
the States for the most numerous branch 
of the .State legislatures. 

Congress was not given any power to 
prescribe the qualifications for voting 
and this omission was absolutely deliber
ate. When the Founding Fathers de
sired to give Congress power to alter 
State rules with respect to the times, 
places, and manner of holding elections 
for Senators and Representatives, they 
specifically did so in article I, section 4. 

This bill before us is entitled "A bill to 
enforce the 15th amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States." But 
as early as the third paragraph the bill 
goes completely beyond the authority of 
Congress granted by the 15th amend
ment. In section 4(a) the bill outlaws 
in 6 States and 34 counties of North 
Carolina plus 2 .other counties any and 
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all testing of the ability to read, write or 
understand any matter and any require
ment regarding moral character as a 
condition or qualification to the right to 
vote. 

Attorney General Katzenbach has 
testified to the committee that the bill 
places a premium on compliance with 
section 4 (a) . But let us examine that 
section. There is no way on earth that a 
State can comply with that section be
cause in every particular it refers to past 
factual events. 

The test which completely exempts 
some States from the provisions of the 
bill and which brings other States under 
the bill is altogether arbitrary and bears 
no reasonable relation to discrimination 
against voters in violation of the 15th 
amendment. In other words, six States, 
including the State of Alabama, are sub
ject to the bill simply because they main
tained literacy tests on November 1, 1964, 
and less than 50 percent of the persons 
of voting age voted in the presidential 
election of November 1964. 

No State in the Union so far as I know· 
was under any legal obligation to see to 
it that more than 50 percent of its citi
zens of voting age voted in the presiden
tial election of November 1964, nor were 
any of the States under any duty to see 
that more than 50 percent of their citi
zens of voting age were registered to vote 
at that time. Just look how unfairly 
the bill applies in this respect. Two 
States, Texas and Arkansas, and 
the District of Columbia voted less than 
50 percent of their voting-age citizens in 
that election. Yet they are not under 
the bill and cannot come under the bill 
simply because they did not maintain 
literacy tests in November 1964. In 
other words, they are free of the pro
visions of the bill, and can never be made 
subject to it, simply because they did not 
maintain literacy tests in November of 
1964. 

This brings us to the crux of the un
constitutionality and manifest unfair
ness of this bill. Two States and the 
District of Columbia are exempt from 
the provisions of the bill because they 
did not maintain literacy tests in 1964. 
On the other hand, six States and a 
number of counties in three other States 
come under the bill because they did 
maintain literacy tests in 1964. How
ever, this is an unreasonable and vindic
tive boundary line for the scope of the 
bill because in 1964, and even today, it is 
perfectly lawful for any State to main
tain a literacy test as a qualification for 
voting. 

The Supreme Court has left no room 
for doubt on this point. In Dunn v. 
United States, 238 U.S. 347, the Supreme 
Court said: 

The establishment of literacy tests for ex
ercising the suffrage is an exercise by the 
State of a lawful power vested in it not sub
ject to the supervision of the Federal courts. 

Attorney General Katzenbach hastes
tified that it is for Congress to set the 
boundaries. He said that is essentially a 
legislative function which the courts do 
not and cannot quibble about. However, 
the Attorney General is asking Congress 
to make an arbitrary distinction, without 

relation to any discrimination. The test 
relates only to the exercise of a perfectly 
lawful right that was being exercised at 
only one point in time; namely, Novem
ber 3, 1964. Future violators of the test 
incur no penalty. The bill's provisions 
attach only as a result of past events. 

Let me turn for a moment to the legis
lative history of the 15th amendment to 
show without any doubt that the bill be
fore us would have Congress exceed its 
authority. The joint resolution, H.R. 
402, proposing an amendment to the Con
stitution with respect to suffrage reads 
as follows: 

SECTION 1. The right of any citizen of the 
United States to vote shall not be denied or 
abridged by the United States or any State 
by reason of the race, color, or previous con
dition of slavery of any citizen or class of 
citizens of the United States. · 

On February 10, 1869, the Senate 
amended and passed H.R. 402 to include 
a provision that no discrimination shall 
be made in the exercise of the elective 
franchise on account of nativity, prop
erty, education, or creed. If the 15th 
amendment as proposed by the Senate on 
February 10, 1867, had been concurred 
in by the House and ratified by the 
States, the States would have lost their 
rights to prescribe literacy tests or other 
educational qualifications for their vot
ers. ·It is most interesting to note the 
reaction of the country to this action of 
the Senate which would have greatly re
stricted the powers of the States. 

For example, I will quote from an edi
torial which appeared in the New York 
Times on February 15, 1869. The edi
torial discloses that this action of the 
Senate in amending H.R. 402 caused a 
great storm of protest throughout the 
country. The editorial reads in part as 
follows: · 

The amendment as reported by the Recon
struction Committee and passed by the House 
is simple and moderate. • • • 

The Senate amendment is sweeping enough 
to justify the charge of being revolutionary 
preferred by Mr. Conkling and others, who 
nevertheless voted for it. The terms used 
are: "No discrimination shall be made in the 
United States among the citizens of the 
United States in the exercise of the elective 
franchise, or in the right to hold office in 
any State on account of race, color, nativity, 
property, education, or creed." 

Note that the Senate amendment 
would have prohibited any State prop
erty or literacy test. The editorial has 
this to say with regard to the great re
luctance of the Northern States to part 
with nearly all their control over suffrage. 

For a change in the laws regulating suf
frage, the country is to a large extent pre
pared. While conceding to the States their 
full constitutional control over the subject, 
the desirableness of securing substantial uni
formity on a basis harmonizing reconstruc- . 
tion, has forced itself upon the Republican 
Party. The ability to justify Negro enfran
chisement throughout the South depends 
somewhat upon the readiness of the North 
to abate its own hostility to Negro enfran
chisement. There can be no propriety in 
insisting that the blacks sh.all have their 
full share of powei" in States where their 
numbers make them formidable so long as 
·we refuse them the p!l"ivilege in State!$ where 
their political infiuence must alway~ be in
significant. 

As to the broad Senate amendment, 
the Times editorial stated: 

But the Senate amendment travels over 
new ground, dictates terms for which the 
country 1s not prepared, and goes far toward 
extinguishing the vital forces of State au
thority. It deprives the States of the power 
of regula ting qualifications for local office, 
and declares that neither on the ground of 
color, nativity, education or property shall 
a citizen be debarred admission to the high
est positions of trust and distinction. • • • 
It aims at objects to which public attention 
has not been directed, by means which Will 
provoke the most formidable opposition. 

Following a great storm of protest 
throughout the country, the Senate 
backed away from its amendment re
stricting the rights of the States to pre
scribe educational and property qualifi
cations for their voters. To understand 
the intended meaning of the 15th amend
ment, it is important to note that be
tween February 10 and February 17, 
1869, the Senate did an abrupt about
face and backed away from its amend
ments which would have restricted the 
rights of the States to prescribe prop
erty and educational qualifications for 
their voters. The debates in Congress 
make it absolutely clear beyond any 
doubt that the 15th amendment was not 
intended in any way to restrict or take 
away from the States their rights to pre
scribe educational or property qualifica
tions of voters. A specific Senate amend
ment which would have done so was 
rejected by the House and was with
drawn by the Senate. 

The legislative history of the 15th 
amendment and all of the court cases 
construing it make it abundantly clear 
that any enforcement measure pursuant 
to the amendment must be related to dis
crimination in violation of the amend
ment. Yet the force of this bill attaches 
upon the exercise by a State in only 
1 month of 1964, of its lawful right to 
maintain a literacy test and with respect 
to the percentage of its citizens who went 
to the polls in November 1964. Now the 
question is this: If such a test bears any 
reasonable relation to violation of the 
15th amendment, why is the State not 
exempted from the bill when it no longer 
meets this test? As now written, it is 
impossible for 4 of the States subject 
to the bill to escape its harsh terms any 
time within 5 years. 

After the minimum period of up to 
5 years, unless the Attorney General 
agrees, the States subject to the act must 
file a suit in Washington, D.C., to be
come exempt from its terms, and in such 
suits the States cannot even compel the 
attendance of witnesses from within 
their own territory to appear in their 
behalf. 

A distinguished Member of the other 
body has aptly described this feature of 
the bill during hearings, and I could not 
agree with him more: 

It takes and closes, slams shut the door 
of every courthouse in the United States to 
any State or to any political subdivision of 
a State in which 50 percent of the people 
failed to vote in the presidential race in 1964, 
except the District Court for the District of 
Columbia. This law makes a State or politi
cal subdivision establish its innocence, com
plete innocence. 
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Not even the initial test of the con
stitutionality of the statute as a whole 
can come up in a Federal district court 
in the South. The test will have to be 
made in the Federal courts of the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

In addition, no State coming under the 
bill may continue to apply its literacy test 
as a qualification for voting. This is true 
without regard to any proof of discrimi
nation by that State or anyone else. Of 
this provision, Mr. Beckel, whom I quoted 
previously, wrote in the New Republic: 

The prohibition against the continued use 
by State registrars in the region covered of 
existing tests and devices, including existing 
literacy tests; is enforced by criminal sanc
tions. These are not likely to do much 
good, given the inclinations of southern 
juries, and they tend to give the bill the ap
pearance of outlawing literacy as a qualifi
cation. They constitute, therefore, the most 
serious threat to the constitutionality of the 
bill, and for very small gains. 

The Civil Service Commission will set 
the qualifications for voting when a State 
is under the bill and no person in that 
State will be disqualified because he is 
illiterate, has not education at all, or is 
of bad moral character. Furthermore, 
no person placed on the voters' list in a 
State by the Civil Service Commission 
may be removed upon evidence from any 
citizen in that State except under strict, 
difficult, and sometimes impossible pro
cedures. 

When a State is under the bill, any 
person may be registered by the Civil 
Service Commission, by agreement with 
the Attorney General, without regard to 
whether he ha.s ever attempted to regis
ter before and also without regard to 
whether he is qualified with respect to 
literacy or character. 

There are many other bad features of 
the bill. One of the very worst features 
of the bill is the section providing that 
none of the States under the bill may 
pass and enforce any law changing their 
voting process or altering the qualifica
tions of voters without the prior ap
·proval of the Federal District Court in 
Washington D.C. Only a few weeks 
ago at hearings, a Member of the other 
body a.sked Attorney General Katzen
bach the following question concerning 
this provision: 

Do you know any act of Congress that has 
been passed since George Washington took 
his first oath of office as President of the 
United States which said a State could not 
pass a law that would not become effective 
until that law .was approved by a Federal 
court? 

Attorney General Katzenbach an
swered: 

No, I do not, Senator. 

In other words, the revolutionary effect 
of the section is to join a Federal court 
to our State legislatures and Governors 
as an integral part of the State lawmak
ing process in all election matters. It 
has been commented that this is an un
wise precedent and I entirely agree. It 
is more than that. It is a dangerous 
precedent. If such a procedure is 
adopted it may be emulated through 
similar procedures covering almost every 
facet, every subject, of mutual Federal 
and State concern and responsibllity. 

Also, I cannot understand why the At
torney General felt free in the bill to 
alter the State requirements regarding 
the poll tax, in view of his statement to 
the committee that the bill does not seek 
to abolish the poll tax since they have 
been unable to adduce any evidence that 
the poll tax has been used to discriminate 
with respect to the right to vote. 

This bill is much worse than the liter
acy test bill which was defeated in the 
87th Congress. Let us make no mis
take. This measure like the literacy test 
bill has been brought to Congress under 
the pressure of political expediency. It 
is said that if we pass this bill the Su
preme Court will affirm it. But we have 
a duty to apply the Constitution just as 
the Supreme Court has. Indeed, with 
respect to legislation, ours is a more inti
mate trust for after Congress passes a 
bill it becomes embellished with a pre
sumption of constitutionality when it 
comes before the Supreme Court. We 
cannot ignore our responsibility. Let us 
renounce this bill now. 

Let us support squarely the rights of 
the people of the United States and the 
rights of the States of these United 
States that our form of government may 
be preserved-that we may be faithful to 
our sworn duty-that we may remain 
true to the vows that we have taken for 
our office, and true to the trust that has 
been placed in us. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to · 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, on the evening of March 15, 
1965, the President of the United States 
stood in this Chamber and before the 
television cameras to say there must be 
no delay in enactment of voting rights 
legislation. 

His remarks were widely applauded in 
a way which reflected the highly charged 
emotion which swept the Nation at that 
time and continues today. 

The emotion had been created as the 
result of events at Selma, Ala., in the 
preceding weeks. And though many of 
the people of this country have devel
oped strong feelings on this issue out of 
good intentions and a feeling in support 
of justice for all citizens, it is impor
tant that we recognize the background 
of those demonstrations. 

Any discussion relating to legislation 
which bears directly on constitutional 
principles should include factual infor
mation regarding the events leading up 
to formulation of the bill. 

Columnist Henry J. Taylor has written 
of the Lincoln project as devised by the 
Communist Party of the U.S.A. in De
cember 1956. According to Taylor, and 
I have seen no attempts to refute his 
story, the Lincoln project directed the 
Communist Party's Central Committee 
to send agents into 11 Southern States in 
January of 1957 to survey 20 counties to . 
determine which of them might be the 
most suitable targets for disorder 1n 
early 1965. 

At that time, In December 1956, the 
Communist Party Central Committee 
had drafted voting rights legislation 

which it planned would be asked of Con
gress in 1965. 

That legislative proposal provided for 
elimination of all educational require
ments, including minimum literacy tests, 
as qualifications for voting in Federal, 
State, and local elections. It also pro
vided for a system of direct Federal 
supervision and control of the local, 
county, State, and Federal elective 
process. 

In 1964 the Congress passed and the 
President signed a civil rights bill which 
included a voting rights section. And 
on February 4, 1965, in Mobile, Ala., Fed
eral District Judge Daniel H. Thomas is
sued an order, acting under the 1964leg
islation, requiring the board of registrars 
in Dallas County, Ala., where Selma is 
located, to receive and register all per
sons who submitted applications. 

Further, Judge. Thomas ordered that 
if the requested registrations could not 
be completed by July 1, 1965, the Federal 
voting referee would receive and process 
applications. 

The officials of Dallas County, though 
not in sympathy with the provisions of 
the court order, proceeded to comply. 
They recognized the need for transition 
and prepared to act accordingly. 

Even before February 4, in January, 
the Dallas County Board of Registrars 
had requested and received approval 
from the State to stay open and register 
voters for 10 additional days during the 
month: that is, 10 days in addition to 
the regular days of operation previously 
practiced. 

During the first 6 of those 10 days, 
only 35 applicants appeared for regis
tration. Only 20 of those were Negroes, 
and so far as anyone can determine, 
those 20 were registered without any 
problems. 

But Dallas County had been selected 
as the target for civil rights demonstra
tions by Martin Luther King, and noth
ing was going to interfere with the 
project. 

So hordes of Negroes were led through 
the State to the registration desks. 
They overwhelmed the physical facili
ties which were available. It was physi
cally impossible to process their applica
tions at once. 

And so the demonstrators thought 
they had an issue. They roamed the 
streets in protest, did everything they 
could to provoke violence so they could 
bring forth their charge of police bru
tality, and took every opportunity to 
disrupt law and order. 

With the news media of the Nation 
focused on the scenes of demonstration, 
well-intentioned Americans throughout 
the country developed feelings of sym
pathy. The fact that Negro voters were 
being registered was lost. And the emo
tions were generated which led to the 
proposal of the bill before us today. 

By March 15, the same evening the 
President demanded action, emotion had 
reached such a high pitch that we were 
on the very brink of anarchy. In Mont
gomery, Ala., that evening, a crowd 
having no apparent specific purpose or 
leadership, broke out on the streets with 
bricks, rocks, and knives, and blocked an 
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emergency ambulance from proceeding 
on the street. 

Police were unable to disperse the 
mob, and finally mounted deputies had 
to be brought in. Several deputies were 
injured and eight . horses slashed before 
the crowd was scattered and the ambu
lance was able to continue on its mission. 

It was only 2 days after the Presi
dent's March 15 speech that respected 
newspaper columnists began to cite the 
dangers inherent in allowing ourselves 
to be propelled to take legislative action 
of a drastic kind on the basis of emo
tions whipped high by public demon
strations. 

For example, on March 17 Richard 
Wilson wrote: 

When a ·respected clergyman advocates 
publicly that the President of the United 
States personally lead Federal force into Ala
bama, it becomes clear how little the impas
sioned understand the procedures of law 
and order. 

He also wrote that the voting rights bill 
is not likely to end racial strife and dis
content and so "this may prove to oe 
another case where the risks of demon
strations are greater than the results 
achieved." 

It is important that we recall, then, 
that the reason why we are here today 
debating this bill is that headlines across 
the Nation generated emotion over an 
issue which was really dead. 

Citizens in Dallas County who wished 
to make application to vote could do so 
and were doing so. The demonstrations 
were fraudulent because qualified Ne
groes, the same as white persons, were 
going to be registered by the time of the 
next election; and if not, the court was 
going to register them. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe in the right 
of all qualified American citizens to vote. 
It is a basic right and one that should 
have been better fulfilled over these past 
years if conditions had been suitable. 

I fully recognize how it must seem 
elsewhere in the country that the South 
has made little or no progress toward 
providing equal opportunity for all citi
zens. 

But I want to ask from the bottom of 
my heart that thoughtful people here and 
throughout the country take a good hard 
look at the situation. I think they will 
find substantially more progress than 
they expect. 

They will find that progress toward 
equality of opportunity has been made in 
practically all parts of the South: in 
schools, in public transportation, in pub
lic accommodations of all kinds, in recre
ational facilities, and in voting pro
cedures. 

Progress has been made in spite of 
difficulties which deserve a better un
derstanding in non-Southern States. 
Progress has been made because thought
ful and sincere southern people have 
wanted progress to be made. And future 
progress will be made for the same 
reasons and under the same handicaps. 

It must seem that 95 to 100 years is a 
long time. But I respectfully suggest 
that when we are talking about pro
found social and economic changes, it 
is not a long time. 

The facts of changes accomplished in 
the South in past years will be recognized 
by thoughtful people who also will recog
nize that profound social and economic 
changes do not occur as rapidly as many 
would like. 

The demonstrations and emotion over 
the voting rights issue have not been 
generated by thoughtful and reasonable 
people. Much of the hard core leader
ship is by persons who, as the president 
of Howard University has said, "are not 
interested in the civil rights of anyone." 

The mayor of Chicago has spoken of 
it in the past few days. And the colum
nist Eric Sevareid, not known for his 
conservative or southern leanings, has 
written of the "totally irresponsible, the 
neurotically egocentric who seek to purge 
their own sense of guilt-by-inaction, the 
coldly calculating political idealogues, 
including, it must be said, the disguised 
young Communists who want to perpet
uate disorder for disorder's sake." 

Under these conditions of emotionally 
charged demands for justice, it must 
have taken some courage for the pastor 
of a large Protestant church in suburban 
Washington to say recently: 

We are putting premature pressure on the 
southerners, forcing them too soon into a 
situation for which they aren't ready. Inte
gration procedures in the South have been 
drastic and premature. Southern adults 
have hardened into their beliefs and can 
only protest at the sudden infi.ux of Wash
ington and world pressure. There is a need 
for people to understand not only the lawful 
but the most expedient methods to be em
ployed. Immediacy is not expediency. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us today 
is the product of an emotionally charged 
atmosphere generated through demon
strations which to a substantial degree 
are led by people who are not interested 
in the civil rights of anyone but who 
strive for disorder for disorder's sake. 

The bill is a contrived device which 
picks out targets and shots at them with 
buckshot, hitting everything in the tar
get area whether justified or not. The 
targets are Southern States. 

It was a highly respected northern 
newspaper that referred to the Johnson 
bill as immoral. The Wall Street Jour
nal says the bill is not designed to assure 
that literacy tests are administered free 
of discrimination, but rather to abolish 
the literacy test entirely in target States 
while leaving intact the literacy test as 
a voting requirement in States which are 
not targeted for control under this bill. 

In the first article of the Constitution 
which authorizes the individual States 
to decide the qualifications of voters in 
both Federal and State elections, subject 
only to the condition that whoever is 
deemed qualified to vote for "the most 
numerous branch of the State legisla
ture" is automatically qualified to vote in 
Federal elections. 

The giving to the States of this re
sponsibilty was no casual decision. It 
has been reaffirmed again and again. 
But the Johnson bill does not provide 
that existing State voting qualifications 
be administered fairly and without dis
crimination. The bill acts to abolish 
the constitutional rights of States in this 
regard entirely, in the target States. 

To focus the bill's provisions on the 
selected target States, a statistical test 
has been devised. The bill says that its 
provisions will apply in any State where 
less than 50 percent of the persons of 
voting age were either registered to vote 
or actually voted in the election of No
vember 1964. 

In States which escape the 50 percent 
statistic, nothing happens whatsoever. 
The Federal Government stays out and 
literacy tests prevail. 

In States which fail to meet the 50 
percent test, literacy tests are outlawed, 
the Attorney General may come in and 
determine which citizens have been dis
enfranchised, and add their names to 
the voting lists. 

So we will have the situation prevail
ing in which an illiterate person, white 
or Negro, living in New York will be con
sidered as ineligible to vote. The same 
person living in Alabama will be ruled as 
qualified to vote by decision of the Fed
eral Government. 

While we hear complaints of the gen
eral low educational level of voters in the 
South, the effect of this bill will be to 
make the level lower. 

Is it really moral that we should, under 
the heat of emotion, enact a bill which 
imposes Federal voting controls on some 
States and not on o·thers? Is it really 
moral that we establish a set of percent
ages on which to base this kind of ac
tion? 

And is it really moral that we impose 
an assumption of guilt on any State on 
the basis of voting percentages, and then 
require that to free itself of this assump
tion the State must convince a Federal 
court in the District of Columbia that 
it is not guilty? 

As the minority of the Judiciary Com
mittee has pointed out, the District 
Court for the District of Columbia has a 
backlog of more than 4,000 civil cases. 
The median time required from the time 
of filing an action in the court to the 
disposition after trial is 28 months. It 
is clear that this is not the way to seek 
justice. 

The bill before us would also eliminate 
the poll tax. The constitutional risks of 
this action have been recognized broadly 
across the land. Even those who do not 
say flatly that the action is unconstitu
tional warn that to include the poll tax 
ban in the bill is so much open to a 
constitutional challenge that it should 
give cause for concern. 

The bill contains little or nothing in 
an area which is essential to any legis
lation which purports to preserve the 
sanctity of the ballot in our American 
democracy. That is a provision for in
suring the rightful counting of ballots 
cast and for insuring against the prac
tices of vote buying which are prevalent 
in many of the large cities of our Nation. 

I want to commend the minority mem
bership of the Judiciary Committee for 
attempting to add a clean elections sec
tion to this bill. I join in their complete 
dismay that the majqrity members of the 
committee refused to support Republican 
members in the effort to add a clean elec
tions section to the bill. 
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As the Republicans say in their ex

cellent report: 
It is a cruel deception to give any man 

the elective franchise and then allow de
struction of the effect of his vote through a 
multi-tude of corrupt praotic~s. 

Mr. Chairman, the real question in this 
issue before us today is not the existence 
of qualifications tests for voters. The 
real question is whether qualifications 
tests are administered in an impartial 
way so as to discriminate against per
sons because of race. 

And in the Johnson bill, we are saying 
several States in the South administer 
tests so as to discriminate, and therefore, 
we will establish a statistical basis on 
which we can assume such discrimina
tion and then impose Federal control 
over voting qualifications in those 
States. 

And in so doing, we are destroying the 
Constitution which gives to the States 
the responsibility for setting voter 
qualifications. 

I want to submit that it would be much 
better to accept a formula which applies 
evenly throughout the country regardless 
of whether a voting percentage was 49 
or 51 percent or some other level: a law 
·Which retains the constitutional right of 
States to establish voter qualifications 
but which insures the nondiscrimina
tory administration of qualifications 
tests. 

The Republican substitute bill rep
resents an effort in that direction, and 
therefore, it is my judgment that it de
serves our support. It provides ma
chinery for remedial action where 
qualifications tests have been admin
istered with racial discrimination. 

It is in accord with the Constitution, it 
avoids the kind of punitive action which 
lies deep within the Johnson bill, it ap
plies evenly throughout the country, and 
it includes a section insuring clean 
elections to all voters. 

I will support the Republican sub
stitute. And I will oppose the Johnson 
bill as an unnecessary and dangerous and 
unconstitutional piece of legislation 
which, I predict, will come to be recog
nized as such by a majority of the 
American people. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. TALCOTT]. 

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
asked for this time to ask some questions. 
I represent four counties in central Cali
fornia, they are sophisticated, knowl
edgeable, and interested in voting. In 
three counties some 80 percent of the 
voting age people voted. But in Mon
terey County only 55 percent of the 
population voted in the 1964 elections 
according to the committee report. 

So I would like to ask the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. RoGERS], this ques
tion: Are aliens, college students, mili
tary personnel, prisoners, migrant labor
ers, and tourists considered to be persons 
residing within the district? I would 
like a very concise and quick answer. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. What is 
the section that the gentleman is refer
ring to? 

Mr. TALCOTT. It is on pages 15 and 
16 of the bill. We discused this question 

a few minutes ago. I wonder if the gen
tleman could give me a quick answer 
since I have only 1 minute. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The lan
guage at the top of page 16 of the bill 
starts on page 15 and is to the effect that 
whenever the Director of the Census 
determines that less than 50 percent of 
the persons of voting age residing there
in were registered on November 1, 1964, 
or that less than 50 percent of such per
sons voted in the presidential election of 
November 1964. 

Mr. TALCOTT. This is my question: 
Just who would be considered as resid
ing in the particular State or political 
subdivision thereof? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
MINISH]. 

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 6400, the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965, and to urge its passage with
out the adoption of weakening amend
ments. This measure is designed to pro
vide at long last adequate implementa
tion of the guarantees of the 15th amend
ment to the Constitution that states the 
fundamental principle that the right to 
vote shall not be denied or abridged by 
the States or the Federal Government 
on account of race or color. 

As with the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
the legislation before the House today is 
in response to the American conscience 
which has been finally aroused to the 
massive injustice done to citizens due to 
the color of their skin. The tragic events 
in Selma and other Southern communi
ties have been eloquent testimony to the 
shameful fact that millions of citizens 
are not allowed to exercise their consti
tutional rights, the most basic of which 
is the right to vote. The free and secret 
ballot is the foundation of Americ'a. As 
President Johnson stated in his eloquent 
address to the joint session of Congress 
on March 15, 1965: 

Every American citizen must have an equal 
right to vote. There is no reason which can 
excuse the denial of that right. There is 
no duty which weighs more heavily on us 
than the duty to insure that right. • • • 
The time of justice has now come. 

For far too long now, many State leg
islatures have been playing a cat and 
mouse game with the courts and with 
Congress over the 15th amendment guar
antee that they shall not deny the right 
to vote to anyone because of race or color. 
Some, recognizing the futility, if not the 
injustice, of their actions, have given up 
the game and are doing a reasonably good 
job of abiding by their constitutional ob
ligations. There are others, however, 
which have been working feverishly on 
new legislative measures by which they 
hope to beat the Congress to the punch 
and maintain their segregated registra
tion rolls. Let me give you a few ex
amples of how the game has worked in 
these two successful efforts to gnaw away 
at the Negro's constitutional rights. 

We might start with the combined 
.grandfather clause-literacy test which 
Oklahoma had adopted to keep Negroes 
from voting. The State constitution re
quired that electors had to be able to read 

and write any section of that constitu
tion unless on January 1, 1866 they had 
been qualified to vote under some form 
of Government or at that time resided 
in some foreign nation. Lineal descend
ants of such persons were also exempted 
from the literacy test. It did not take 
the U.S. Supreme Court long, when 
the question was presented to it in Guinn 
v. United States, 238 U.S. 347 (1915), to 
recognize that on January 1, 1866, there 
were no Negroes qualified to vote in 
Oklahoma and that few, if any, Negroes 
would ever be exempt from the literacy 
test, while few, if any white voters would 
ever be required to take it. Undaunted 
by the Court, Oklahoma adopted a new 
scheme to enjoy the evil fruits of its 
earlier unconstitutional discrimination. 
It adopted a law providing that those who 
had voted in the last election before the 
grandfather clause ·had been invalidated 
would remain on the voting rolls and all 
others would be required to meet new reg
istration requirements. Those of voting 
age at that time had a period of 12 days, 
12 whole days, in which to register or for
ever lose their right to vote in Oklahoma. 
It was not until 1939, in Lane v. Wilson, 
307 U.S. 268, that the Court finally looked 
at this scheme and held it invalid. This 
was the case in which Mr. Justice Frank
furter sagely observed that the 15th 
amendment "nullifies sophisticated as 
well as simple-minded modes of discrimi
nation." Id. at 275. 

Another inning of the cat and mouse 
game was played in Mississippi in 1960. 
The Commission on Civil Rights had dis
covered that it was difficult to prove a 
registrar's discrimination against Negro 
applicants unless the applications were 
retained for a period of time. The Com
mission recommended and Congress 
enacted in 1960 a law requiring that such 
records be retained. In that same year 
Mississippi repealed an earlier State law 
requiring application forms be kept as 
permanent public records and adopted 
a new rule that registrars no longer need 
keep any record made in connection with 
an application to vote unless an appeal 
is taken from an adverse ruling and no 
new application is made prior to final 
judgment. Without such records Mis
sissippi could register unqualified white 
voters and reject qualified Negro voters 
without much fear of detection. 

The committee bill will put an end to 
this disgraceful cat and mouse game 
that has been going on now since 1890. 
States which are covered by the bill, 
either because a court has found that 
they have discriminated by the use of the 
prohibited tests or devices or because 
they have been unable to rebut the pre
sumption raised by their voting statis
tics that they have used such tests to dis
criminate, cannot use any new tests un
til the court or the Attorney General 
agree that the tests will not discrimi
nate or maintain the effects of past 
discrimination. 

With all the evidence that has been 
amassed by the Commission on Civil 
Rights and the Department of Justice 
that local registrars have been using 
every device they could think of to keep 
Negroes from the polls, with similar 
findings made by the .courts in some 
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70-odd cases brought since Congress 
passed the Civil Rights Act of 1957, there 
can be no real doubt that it is appropri
ate for Congress, in enforcing the pro
hibitions of the 15th amendment, to re
place local registrars with Federal exam
iners in those areas where local machin
ery has been geared to mass disfran
chisement of the Negro. Those who fu
sist that Congress can do no more in 
enforcing the 15th amendment than to 
prescribe the methods by which the 
courts shall punish violations, once it has 
found them, and that Congress cannot 
undertake to perform functions like de
termining whether individuals are qual
ified to vote, which the Constitution has 
left in the hands of the States, would do 
well to read the opinion of the Court in 
Ex parte Virginia, 100 U.S. 339 0879). 
Among other things the Court said about 
the 14th amendment, which are equally 
applicable to the 15th amendment, was 
this: 

It is not said that the judicial power of 
the general government shall extend to en
forcing the prohibitions and to protecting 
the rights and immunities guaranteed. It 
is not said that branch of the government 
shall be authorized to declare void any action 
of a State in violation of the prohibition. It 
is the power of Congress which has been en
larged. Congress is authorized to enforce the 
prohibitions by appropriate legislation. 

Nor does it make any difference that such 
legislation is restrictive of what the State 
might have done before the constitutional 
amendment was adopted. The prohibitions 
of the 14th amendment (and the 15th 
amendment, as well) are directed to the 
States, and they are to a degree restrictions 
of State power. It is these which Congress 
is empowered to enforce, and to enforce 
against State action, however put forth, 
whether that action be executive, legislative, 
or judicial. Such enforcement is no invasion 
of State sovereignty. Id. at 345-46. 

Another important safeguard con
tained in the bill is the elimination of 
the poll tax as a precondition to register 
or to vote. Aside from the fact that no 
citizen of a democracy should be obliged 
to buy his right to choose his leaders, 
poll taxes have historically been used to 
exclude Negroes from voting. The evi
dence is clear that the poll tax was de
signed and administered for the purpose 
of keeping Negroes from the franchise. 
It is important that these arbitrary re
strictions on the right to vote be struck 
down. 

It is gratifying that the distinguished 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
has agreed to accept a floor amendment 
that will prohibit the denial of the right 
to vote in any election to any person be
cause of his inability to read, wri·te, or 
understand English if he has successfully 
completed the sixth grade in a public or 
accredited private school in any State, 
territory, the District of Columbia, or 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in 
which the predominant classroom lan
guage was other than English. I am 
happy to support this amendment that 
will end the disenfranchisement of thou
sands of American citizens of Puerto 
Rican origin who have been unable to 
qualify as voters due to State English
language literacy tests. 

The voting rights bill of 1965 is no 
invasion of State sovereignty. It does no 

more than Congress should have done 
years ago. It does no more than make 
effective a constitutional guarantee that 
has remained unrealized in some parts of 
our Nation for almost a century. It does 
no more than provide necessary ma
chinery to be sure that no Negro is denied 
the right to vote because of his race. 

This week we observed with pride and 
satisfaction our Nation's 189 birthday. 
But we must admit that not yet do all 
Americans enjoy the full blessings of 
liberty, the right to live in dignity and 
decency, to participate freely in our po
litical processes. We Members of the 
House of Representatives have the op
portunity to translate the precepts of the 
Declaration of Independence into reality 
for millions of our fellow citizens who 
have been denied the powerful and 
precious right to vote due to color. Let 
us end now and for all times the schemes 
and devices that have served to bar 
Negroes from the polls. Let us protect 
fully and completely the right of every 
single adult American to vote in every 
election. Let us pass H.R. 6400 without 
weakening amendments for, as Presi
dent Johnson said: 

This time, on this issue, there must be no 
delay, or no hesitation, or no compromise 
with our purpose. 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. SELDEN]. 

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, unfor
tunately, many citizens of this Nation 
assume that those who oppose the enact
ment of certain so-called civil rights 
measures, particularly proposals dealing 
with the right to vote, are victims of blind 
prejudice and bias. Both within and· 
outside the Congress, the notion is ad
vanced 'Vithout subtlety; it is stated 
without qualification that no fairminded 
individual could oppose the right of all 
citizens to vote. The bill presently un
der consideration is described as assur
ing the right to vote, without discrimina
tion because of race or color, and it is, 
therefore, the moral duty of all to push 
for its enactment posthaste. Indeed, it 
is the right, if not the duty, of every 
qualified person to vote, but the right to 
vote is not absolute and the States, under 
our federal system of government, have 
the exclusive power to fix and determine 
qualifications. Consequently, the right 
of the States to establish eligibility for 
voting purposes, not racial discrimina
tion, is the fundamental question raised 
by H.R. 6400. 

In this, its proper context, the bill 
stands revealed for what it is: the latest 
effort to force the long arm of the Federal 
Government into an area which our 
Founding Fathers, for good and sufficient 
reasons, thought best left to the individ
t.Jal States. 

Needless to say, Mr. Chairman, I am 
unalterably opposed to this or any other 
proposal that would vest a political ap
pointee with the ultimate discretionary 
authority to control the election machin
ery for State, local, and Federal elections 
and the qualifications of electors in 
sovereign States or in any subdivision 
thereof merely because he finds that that 
State has a test as a qualification for 
voting and that less than 50 percent of 

the persons in such a State registered 
or voted in last November's presidential 
election. 

Mr. Chairman, the formula or so-called 
triggering device of this bill is artfully 
drawn to affect only a handful of States 
and to leave the overwhelming majority 
of the States free to discriminate at ran
dom. As presently written, 39 of the 50 
States would not be affected in any way 
under the suspension provision of the 
proposed legislation. 

On March 22, 1965, the Wall Street 
Journal termed this bill "An immoral 
law." Truer words were never spoken. 
We would do well to consider the search-

. ing question raised by the writer of this 
article: 

Is it moral that our national laws should 
apply one rule to one State and another to 
another, requiring that the people of one 
State abolish qualifications for voters while 
the people of another State uphold their 
standards? 

The true colors of this bill were re
vealed by one of the friendly critics who 
described it as a "tough measure" indeed, 
"the toughest since Reconstruction." 
The writer, Alexander Bickel, goes on to 
conclude in the April 3, 1965 issue of the 
New Republic that: 

It is not only the toughest bill since Re
construction, it is a Reconstruction meas
ure • • • 

And elsewhere---
this is strictly a regional measure. 

The proponents of the measure would 
force seven States of this Union, and a 
number of counties in four others, to 
register and vote all persons in utter dis
regard of local literacy requirements; re
quirements designed to insure not just 
another vote, but a thoughtful, consid
ered, and responsible vote. This, I re
peat, will not occur in all 50 States of 
this Union, but under this measure in 
only 7. · 

The voters in 20 States now have to 
meet literacy prerequisites before their 
names are enrolled on any voter list. 
Slightly more than two-thirds of these 
States will continue to disenfranchise n
literates. Yet, in the remaining seven 
States, where over 50 percent of the pro
spective voters fail to register and/or 
vote, Congress is asked to suspend the 
right of the States to decide the qualifi
cations of their voters. 

The interesting and uneven effects of 
this bill, as introduced, and as reported 
from committee, have provoked a great 
deal of comment. For example, the State 
of Texas, while maintaining a poll tax, 
has no literacy requirement. Therefore, 
the automatic suspension and Federal 
registration provisos would not apply to 
that State. However, there are in Texas, 
according to figures compiled by the Con
gressional Quarterly, 137 counties in 
which less than 50 percent of the pro
spective voters actually voted in Novem
ber 1964. This is twice the number of 
counties as there are in the entire State 
of Alabama. But, if this legislation is 
enacted into law in its present form, 
Texas would not be affected by it. 

I am not suggesting here in any way 
that Texas discriminates against any of 
its citizens. The point is that ofllcials 
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of any county in Texas could discrimi
nate if they wanted to do so, and the 
only remedy would be that condemned 
as "too slow and cumbersome" by the 
Attorney General. 

Consider the State of North Carolina. 
Again, I am not suggesting that there 
are any practices in North Carolina that 
discriminately disenfranchise voters. 
North Carolina, however, does have a 
literacy test for prospective voters. Yet, 
in the presidential election of 1964, 51.8 
percent of its voters cast ballots, accord
ing to the Congressional Quarterly. 

Therefore, the so-called automatic 
provisions of H.R. 6400 will not apply to 
that State as a whole, only to counties in 
which less than the minimum voted. 
Any county in which 50.1 percent of the 
voters cast ballots can discriminate and 
the heavy hand of the Federal Govern
ment cannot interfere. 

In the State of New York, we also find 
a literacy test. Statistics indicate that, 
in the State as a whole, 63.2 percent of 
the voters actually cast their ballots in 
the last election. However, in New York 
City alone, thousands of persons of 
Puerto Rican descent are prohibited 
from voting because they cannot read 
and write in the English language. 

The ironic discrimination that would 
be worked by this bill, if enacted, was 
clearly revealed in the March 22 edito
rial in the Wall Street Journal which 
stated: 

Of more consequence is the fact that if we 
have this law, a citizen, white or Negro, can 
be entitled to vote in Alabama no matter 
how illiterate he is, or for that matter, even 
1f he is a moron. But if the same citizen, 
white or Negro, lives in New York State, he 
w1ll not be entitled to vote. 

This would create a truly ingenious para
dox. The illiterate citizen, Negro or other
wise, would find himself with more rights in 
Alabama and her five outcast sister States 
than in the great State of New York. More, 
the educational level of the voting citizens 
of Alabama, the low level of which is part of 
the general complaint against it by civil 
rights leaders, would be further reduced. 
And this by Federal sanction. 

A careful reading of the bill reveals 
not only its discriminatory, punitive and 
harsh nature but, equally important, the 
total absurdity of its major premise. 
What kind of a right is it that hinges on 
so little as one-tenth of 1 percent? How 
was such a palpably erroneous conclu
sion arrived at? My distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Virginia
Ron. WILLIAM M. TUCK-directed his 
attention to these matters in his pene
trating dissent. He said : 

It is difficult to see why it should make 
a difference to one's right to vote whether 
60 percent or only 40 percent of one's neigh
bors voted in 1964. 

It seems clear that this ill-conceived 
formula can only have been arrived at by 
first determining that literacy tests of cer
tain Southern States should be suspended 
and then coming up with a mathematic ratio 
that would accomplish this with the greatest 
appearance of objectivity. 

As observed by the editorial of the Wall 
Street Journal, to which I have already 
referred: 

To play with complicated formulas, to 
measure justice by percentages, and to aim 
laws at some States, not only violates both 

the letter and the spirit of the Constitution, 
but buries the real moral question in 
sophistry. 

Mr. Chairman, it was the practice·, 
until very recent times, to determine the 
validity of a proposal by laying it along
side the Constitution. Every attempt at 
the exercise of authority had to be traced 
to some grant of power within the four 
corners of that document. Now, how
ever, this time-tested method of recon
ciling purpose and power has been sup
planted by a new standard. The new 
criteria for determining the constitu
tional validity of so-called civil rights 
bills, like the old audience reaction tests 
of radio, consists of taking soundings of 
parading demonstrators. The old and 
secure moorings of a nation under law 
are in danger of being supplanted by 
mobs who hold the threat of mob action 
over the head of the Federal Govern
ment and its leaders. 

The catalog of defects suffered by this 
proposal makes it unquestionably un
constitutional. 

It would bar a State from using a lit
eracy test for voting. 

It would disregard valid State require
ments for the payment of modest poll 
taxes in order to vote in State elections. 

It assumes, without proof, that a coin
cidence of low registration or voting and 
the use of literacy tests necessarily means 
that there has been discrimination be
cause of race. 

It thrusts the burden of proof upon a 
State to demonstrate that it has not dis
criminated; no prima facie case of pres
ent discrimination is required of the Fed
eral Government. 

It makes past actions, going back 5 
years, the basis for the imposition of 
present coercive reprisals. 

It vests virtually all jurisdiction in 
the U.S. District Court for the District 
of Columbia to the utter disregard of the 
authorized and convenient forum. 

It gives virtually unlimited discretion 
to the Attorney General to send Federal 
officials to superintend State election 
processes and procedures. 

It makes criminal certain acts of pri
vate persons in all elections, in clear 
disregard of judicial precedents which 
limit congressional power to punish ac
tivities not under color of law only in 
Federal elections. 

It would allow any person to request 
Federal registration without any sug
gestion of discrimination on account of 
race or color, the sine qua non for appli
cation of the 14th and 15th amendments. 

What is the new-found sQIUrce of 
power to legislate out of existence the 
powers so solemnly conferred by the 
Constitution? The bill states as its pur
pose the enforcement of the 15th amend
ment "and for other purposes." The 
phrase "and for other purposes" was 
added in committee, doobtless to com
fort the disquietudes of many who felt 
the bill was not appropriate legislation 
to enforce the 15th amendment. By this 
technique, proponents hope to set out 
the largest possible net to bootstrap other 
possible sources of congressional power, 
where there are none. Is the 15th 
amendment the fountainhead of the 
limitless power presupposed by the span-

sors of this far-out proposal? Its 
founders did not think so. 
· The chief architect of the Recon
struction period-Congressman Thad
deus Stevens-believed that "the States 
have the right, and always had it, to fix 
the elective franchise within their own 
States." Furthermore, he went on to 
say that, in his opinion, the States would 
not and should not allow Congress to 
regulate the restrictions and qualifica
tions for their voters. 

There is nothing in the legislative 
history of the 15th amendment to sug
gest that Congress intended to deprive 
the States of their right to determine 
voter qualifications. 

The House of Representatives took the 
initial step in adopting the 15th amend
ment. When it was reported to the 
Senate, it was amended so as to bar 
discrimination based on nativity, prop
erty, education, and creed. Thereafter, 
the House defeated this amended ver
sion by a vote of 133 to 37-Congres
sional Globe, 40th Congress, 3d session, 
February 16, 1869. Rather than delay 
the passage of the resolution, the Senate 
receded from its amendment. The final 
conference report contained the present 
text of · the 15th amendment. 

I find it nothing short of remarkable 
that, having been shorn of a provision 
banning educational qualifications, the 
15th amendment is now cited in support 
of a proposal to accomplish just such a 
result. 

It is clear that the actiom of the 40th 
Congress in deleting the educational 
qualifications prohibition closed the 
door on any congressional action in this 
area. · 

The very first article to the Constitu
tion authorizes the individual States to 
decide the qualifications of voters in both 
Federal and State elections, subject only 
to the proviso that whoever is deemed 
qualified to vote for "the most numerous 
branch of the State legislature" is auto
matically ·qualified to vote in Federal 
elections. 

The March 22 Wall Street Journal edi
torial further states: 

Making this a State function was no casual 
decision. It was reaffirmed in identical lan
guage in the 17th amendment---adopted, in
cidentally, more than 40 years after the 15th 
amendment, which provided that such quali
fications should be impartially applied among 
all citizens. 

This principle in the Constitution has been 
repeatedly upheld and affirmed by the U.S. 
Supreme Court, not merely in dusty antiq
uity but as recently as 1959 ( 1965) by Judges 
presently sitting upon that Bench. 

The Supreme Court declared unani
mously in Lassiter v. Northampton Coun
ty Board of Elections, 360 U.S. 45 0959), 
that the States may, without violating 
the Constitution, use a literacy test as a 
prerequisite to determine the eligibility 
for voting. The opinion of the Court 
reads in relevant part: 

We do not suggest that any standards 
which a State desires to adopt may be re
quired of voters. But there is a wide scope 
for exercise of its jurisdiction. Residence 
requirements, age, previous criminal record 
are obvious examples indicating factors which 
a State may take into consideration 1n de
termining the qualifications of voters. The 
ability to read and write likewise has some 
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relationship to standards designed to pro
mote intelligent use of the ballot. 

The Court in the Lassiter opinion 
quoted from its earlier ruling in Guinn v. 
United States, 238 U.S. 347 (1915) as 
follows: 

No time need be spent on the question of 
the validity of the literacy test, considered 
alone, since, as we have seen its establish
ment was but the exercise by the State of a 
lawful power vested in it not subject to our 
supervision and, indeed, its validity is 
admitted. 

If Congress can do by a majority vote 
what is proposed here in the indefinite 
hope of preventing some possible abuse of 
State power, then we may as well give 
up the ghost of a written Constitution. 

·Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge the 
Members of this House to disregard the 
emotions of the moment and to vote to . 
uphold the Constitution of these United 
States-its very life hangs in the balance. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
now yield 37 minutes to the gentleman 

' from Minnesota [Mr. MACGREGOR]. 
On March 1 of this year, the Court in Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, we 

Currington v. Rash, 380 U.S. 89, con- heard in this well earlier today some ex
firmed: pressions of dissatisfaction about the 

There can be no doubt either of the his- performance of both political parties in 
toric function of the States to establish, . on the field of civil rights. We heard yes
a nondiscriminatory basis, and in accord- terday some comments from the Demo
ance with the Constitution, other qualifica- cratic side of the aisle about the posture 
tions for the exercise of the franchise. In- of the Republican Party in the field of 
deed, the States have long been held to have civil rights. Mr. Chairman, I speak as 
broad powers to determine the conditions 
under which the right of suffrage may be one who is very proud that Republicans 
exercised • • •. In other words, the privilege in this chamber in 1957, in 1960, and in 
to vote in a State is within the jurisdiction 1964 mustered a substantially higher 
of the State itself, to be exercised as the percentage of affirmative votes for the 
State may direct, and upon such terms as to Civil Rights Acts of those years than did 
it may seem proper, provided of course, no the opposition party. I was not a Mem
discrimination is made between individuals ber of this body in 1957 or 1960, but I 
in violation of the Federal Constitution. found from study of the Civil Rights 

It is abundantly clear, Mr. Chairman, Acts of those years that they were rea
that from the beginning down through sonable in application and were produc
the present, the Constitution and the tive of at least some of the desired re
Supreme Court construction thereof have suits. As one who is proud to have had 
uniformly upheld the right of the States a hand in drafting and passing the Civil 
to set voter qualifications. Rights Act of 1964, I am gratified to see 

Another section of the bill that merits the degree of compliance with the pro
attention is section 10, which would out- visions, the very all-encompassing pro
law the payment of a modest poll tax as visions, of last year's legislation. That 
a condition for voting. This proposal is act, comprehensive in scope, reasonable 
premised on the faintly asserted and in application, applied uniformly 
totally unproved notion that poll taxes throughout our 50 States. 
discriminate on account of race or color. There is substan tial agreement on both 

Of course, the 24th amendment pre- sides of the aisle that the right of many 
vents the States from making payment qualified Americans to vote has been and 
of a poll tax a precondition to the right is being denied on account of race or 
to vote in Federal elections. It is clear, color, in direct defiance of the provisions 
however, that that amendment in no way of the 15th amendment to our Constitu
prevents a State from making payment t ion. There is further agreement that 
of a poll tax a condition to the right to this specific type of discrimination is par
vote in State and local elections. AI- ticularly odious, for the right to vote is 
though the amendment route was t he foundation of so many of our other 
deemed essential to accomplish the for- cherished rights and freedoms. On three 
mer, sponsors of this bill now believe they occasions in t he past-in 1957, in 1960, 
can secure the latter by majority vote and in 1964-the Congress passed legisla
rather than by a constitutional amend- tion designed to eradicate this evil. How
ment. This assertion is so preposterous ever, we again agree that these measures 
that no time need be spent on it. As have been inadequate. There is a definite 
concluded by the gentleman from Vir- need for further legislation in this area 
ginia [Mr. TucK]: and we are all, I hope, determined to 

• • • if an amendment was essential in enact legislation that will give prompt 
that instance~ it is all the more indispensa- and effective remedies against such dis
ble when the object is to affect the conduct crimination wherever it exists and that 
of State, as distinguished from Federal, elec- will help to bring about a final solution 
ttons • • • this proposal, if enacted, would to this most pressing national problem. 
be constitutionally indefensible (H. Rept. There is no similar agreement, how_ 
439· supra, p. 75 ) · ever, as to the means best suited to ac-

Mr. Chairman, I call the attention of complish these ends. There is particular 
the House to the fact that every major disagreement as to the wisdom of the 
problem alleged in the voting rights area alternative suggestions for triggering 
can be remedied by legislation already on Federal registration procedures proposed 
the statute books. The Justice Depart- respectively in committee-Celler and in 
ment can file suits in any precinct, city, Ford-McCulloch. It is primarily to this 
county, or State, and has more than am- aspect of the proposed legislation that I 
ple power to get any job done. In truth, shall address my remarks. 
many of the provisions of existing laws We have been repeatedly told that the 
have hardly been used. problem with which we are dealing is a 

But worst of all, this bill, if enacted, national problem requiring a national 
would virtually disembowel the consti- solution. On February 28, 1963, Presi
tutional system of State governments. dent Kennedy sent a special message 

to Congress on civil rights in which he 
stated: 

The cruel disease of discrimination knows 
no sectional or State boundaries. The con
tinuing attack on this problem must be 
equally broad • • • it must be conducted on 
National, State, and local levels. 

President Johnson so eloquently re
minded us of this fact on March 16 of 
this year when he addressed to a joint 
session of Congress the following exhor
tation: 

Now let none of us in any section look 
with prideful righteousness on the troubles 
in another section or the problems of our 
neighbors. There is really no part of Amer
ica where the promise of equality has been 
fully kept. In Buffalo as well as in Birming
ham, in ·Philadelphia as well as Selma, 
Americans are struggling for the fruits of 
freedom. 

Ford-McCulloch provides a national 
solution; committee-Celler does not. 
This is evident from even the most cur
sory look at the provisions of the two 
bills. The supporters of committee
Celler quite frankly admit that the so
called "automatic" trigger of section 4 
is aimed only at areas guilty of "mas
sive discrimination" while the "pocket" 
trigger of section 3 is meant for the rest 
of the country. Ford-McCulloch pro
vides a single, simple, comprehensive 
trigger to attack discrimination 
throughout the country wherever it 
exists. The committee-Celler only at
tempts to provide two regional solu
tions-Ford-McCulloch does provide one 
national solution. 

However, the deficiencies of commit
tee-Celler with regard to national cov
erage are even more serious, for the 
"pocket trigger" of section 3 is little 
more than a weak afterthought. It 
pretends to give new relief to those suf
fering from racial discrimination in vot
ing areas not covered by the automatic 
trigger, but actually does little more 
than restate the provision of the existing 
law. The United States Code presently 
provides that, in suits by the Attorney 
General to enjoin States or State officers 
from denying qualified voters the right 
to vote or register on account of race or 
color, the court may, upon finding a 
pattern or practice of discrimination, 
appoint referees to register qualified vot
ers in the political subdivision affected. 
Section 3 of the committee-Celler bill 
requires the court, upon finding a viola
tion of the 15th amendment, to author
ize the Civil Service Commission to ap
point examiners who will register quali
fied voters in the area concerned. The 
differences are without practical sig
nificance. 

Subsection (b) of section 3 of the 
committee-Celler bill also purports to 
give new protections by authorizing the 
courts to suspend the use of a test or de
vice which it finds has been used to deny 
or abridge, on account of race or color, 
the right of any citizen of the United 
States to vote. However, on March 8 of 
this · year the Supreme Court upheld a 
decision of the District Court for the 
Eastern District of Louisiana suspending 
the use of Louisiana's constitutional in
terpretation test in a suit brought under 
the present United States Code. The 
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new section adds nothing to the existing 
law. Furthermore-and this point de
serves emphasis-both the so-called 
"pocket trigger" of the committee-Celler 
bill and the existing law follow what has 
been described by the Attorney General 
as "the tortuous, often ineffective pace 
of litigation." The Republican bill ap
plies new and quicker administrative 
remedies to all parts of the country 
where discrimination is found, and pro
vides a truly national answer to the 
problems that face us. 

Yet, even within the limited area of its 
application the automatic trigger of the 
committee-Celler bill can result only in 
poor law through faulty policy. We 
agree with the distinguished members of 
the majority and the Attorney General 
that the judicial remedies of the present 
law are inadequate to cope with the situ
ation with which we must deal. Were
gret the necessity which forces us to re
place the traditional judicial process 
with an administrative procedure; how
ever, we recognize that this is required 
by the situations and the times. It is 
true that hard times can justify harsh 
laws. Yet it is one thing to pass harsh 
laws confined to a specific target, tem
pered by past experience, and harmo
nized with past procedure. It is quite 
another to impose harshness apparently 
for the sake of harshness. Our bill is a 
strong measure and an effective one, but 
it is not vindictive. The automatic trig
ger of the committee-Celler bill smacks 
of a Reconstruction measure. Our bill 
provides justice tempered by mercy; and 
the sternness of the justice does not 
diminish the sincerity of the mercy. 
The committee-Celler bill condemns 
without providing for the possibility of 
repentance. Added to this fact is the 
additional injustice that the arbitrary 
formula of the "automatic" trigger stig
matizes some who are innocent while it 
lets many of the guilty continue in their 
ways. The trigger of our bill cannot be 
actuated unless there is demonstrable 
discrimination within a given voting 
district. 

Let us compare the triggers of the two 
bills. That of the committee-Celler bill 
is released by the mere fact that, in a 
State or political subdivision using a test 
or device as a prerequisite to voting, less 
than 50 percent of the voting age popula
tion was registered to vote or voted in 
November 1964. The immediate effect 
of the trigger is to suspend the use of 
any test or device in that State or sub
division and to authorize the Attorney 
General to require 'the Civil Service Com
mission to appoint examiners wherever in 
the area affected he, at his discretion, 
deems it necessary. The only way for 
a State or subdivision to obtain relief 
from the indictment of the trigger is for 
it to go before the District Court for the 
District of Columbia to prove its in
nocence. 

The Ford-McCulloch trigger is acti
vated by only 25 complaints of actual dis
crimination in a voting district, with the 
complainant alleging that he is qualified 
to vote under State law not inconsistent 
with Federal statutes, and that he has 
been denied the right to register or to 
vote within 90 days. If the Attorney 

General receives at least 25 such com
plaints and believes them to be meritori
ous he certifies them to the Civil Service 
Commission which appoints an examiner 
to verify the claims. The examiner im
mediately examines the facts with re
spect to each complainant. A finding 
of the examiner that the complaints are 
valid creates a presumption of a pat
tern or practice of discrimination. If 
there is an appeal from the examiner's 
finding, a hearing officer appointed by 
the Civil Service Commission rules on 
the appeal. A favorable ruling by the 
hearing officer or, in cases where there 
is no appeal, the lapse of 10 days, es
tablishes a pattern or practice of dis
crimination and authorizes the Civil 
Service Commission to appoint as many 
additional examiners as it deems neces
sary to register voters in the voting dis
trict in which the pattern of discrimina
tion has actually been found. The Re
publican trigger thus results in the im
mediate registration of the original 25 
complainants and, since an appeal from 
the examiner's finding is required within 
10 days and the hearing officer must rule 
on this appeal within 7 days, the maxi
mum delay in activating the trigger for 
other disfranchised voters in the district 
is 17 days. 

A comparison of these two measures 
makes several points clear: 

First. The Republican bill requires 
actual discrimination to be proven before 
its mechanics are put into action. The 
committee-Celler bill relies on an arbi
trary and dubious congressional finding 
that the coincidence of, first, low voter 
participation, and second, the use of 
tests or devices as a prerequisite to vot
ing, indicates that there has been vot
ing discrimination. The obviously ridic
ulous nature of this presumption is 
shown by the fact that the formula ap
plies to the entire State of Alaska, 
Aroostook County in Maine, Elmore 
County in Idaho, and Apache County 
in Arizona. No one has ever accused 
these areas of racial discrimination, nor 
could any such accusation have validly. 

The effects of the formula are, how
ever, even more serious than this. The 
bill suspends all·literacy tests in Loui
siana where 47.3 percent of the voting 
age population voted in 1964, but does 
not touch Texas where only 44 percent 
went to the polls. Even those areas of 
Louisiana where literacy tests have not, 
by the admission of the Attorney Gen
eral, been used to discriminate, are 
denied the right to set voting qualifica
tions since the whole State is caught by 
the automatic trigger. Look at page 103 
of the hearings for the following admis
sion by the Attorney General: 

Mr. KATZENBACH. In Louisiana, every par
ish would be in, although some have not 
discriminated. 

A further comparison of these two 
States is even more telling. Texas is ex
cluded in spite of the fact that it has a 
long history of voting discrimination. 
Smith v. Allwright, 321 U.S. 649 (1946) 
and Terry v. Adams, 345 U.S. 461 
(1953) -two of the landmark decisions of 
the Supreme Court in the area of voting 
discrimination-arose out of abuses 
caused by all-white primaries in this 

State. It is interesting to note in passing 
that Fort Bend County, the county whose 
discriminatory practices were the sub
ject of the latter suit, still had less than 
50 percent of its voting age population 
voting in 1964. 

Texas, in addition, employs a poll tax 
which the authors of the committee
Celler bill have themselves found in sec
tion 10 of their bill to have been used to 
deny the right to vote on account of race 
or color. Yet the combination of a poll 
tax and less than 50-percent voter par
t icipation does not place Texas under the 
restrictions so unjustly imposed upon 
those counties of Louisiana, Virginia, 
South Carolina, and elsewhere that are 
innocent of any discriminatory practices. 

Finally, in Texas. it is estimated that 
only 38 percent of the citizens of Mexican 
descent go to the polls-transcript, page 
647-yet these citizens are given no new 
relief under the provisions of H.R. 6400. 

By this comparison I do not mean to 
imply that the application of the auto
matic trigger is inequitable only in these 
two States. Several counties in Florida, 
Tennessee, and Arkansas with low voter 

. participation and high minority popula
tions are excluded from the bill's cover
age. Many counties in Georgia, South 
Carolina, Virginia, and other States have 
been making valiant and successful ef
forts to register all citizens, yet they will 
be condemned. 

The fact is that the formula of the 
committee-Celler bill is simply not cal
culated to root out voting discrimina
tion wherever it exists and to leave alone 
those who are not engaging in discrimi
natory practices. If anything, the for
mula indicates that uncontested elec
tions, a one-party heritage, or cold 
weather are not conducive to large voter 
turnouts. It is clear, and it is implicitly 
admitted by the authors of the bill, that 
the target was chosen before the formula 
was devised. Not only is it unwise as a 
matter of policy and questionable as a 
matter of constitutional law to attempt 
to eradicate discrimination by discrimi
natory means but also, in this case, the 
attempt will fail. The formula misses 
the target. The Republican bill, on the 
other hand, hits discrimination wher
ever discrimination exists, but leaves 
alone those who are innocent of any 
wrongdoing. 

Second. A second major difference is 
that the Ford-McCulloch bill is prospec
tive in its application and has the :flexi
bility necessary to treat discrimination 
whenever it should arise, while the com
mittee-Celler bill is tied to conditions in 
the past which may not today, and cer
tainly will not in the future, re:fiect the 
true dimension of the problem to be at
tacked. If, for example, today or to
morrow, or next year, Tennessee-and I 
choose Tennessee solely as an example
were to purge its voter rolls of Negroes 
and pass a literacy test designed to ex
clude Negroes from ever exercising this 
right to vote, the automatic trigger of 
the committee-Celler bill would give no 
relief. It acts only on those States and 
political subdivisions which fall within 
the arbitrary range of its formula as of 
November 1964. The Ford-McCUlloch 
bill would, on the other hand, stand 
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ready to aid those in need. Its provisions 
would be as effective and as comprehen
sive in the uncertain future as they 
would be today. 

Third, the Ford-McCulloch bill al
lows the States to retain their constitu
tional right to set qualifications for vot
ing so long as they do not use these quali
fications to infringe upon the rights 
protected by the 15th amendment to the 
Constitution. The committee-Celler bill, 
on the other hand, suspends the use of 
these tests in all States and counties 
covered by the automatic trigger even 
though a particular test may be fair on 
its face and applied in many areas in a 
nondiscriminatory fashion. It is well 
established that article I, section 2 of the 
Constitution gives the States the right 
to set qualifications for voting in both 
State and Federal elections. The courts 
have repeatedly upheld this right and in 
1959 the Supreme Court, in Lassiter v. 
Northampton County Board of Elections, 
360 U.S. 45, ruled favorably on the con
stitutionality of the literacy test em
ployed by the State of North Carolina. 

The pertinent portions of the opinion 
of the Court are as follows: 

We come then to the question whether a 
State may consistently with the 14th and 
17th amendments apply a literacy test to all 
voters irrespective of race or color .. 

The States have long been held to have 
broad powers to determine the conditions 
under which the right of suffrage may be 
exercised, Pope v. Williams, 193 U.S. 621, 633; 
Mason v. Missouri, 179 U.S. 328, 335, absent 
of course the discrimination which the Con
stitution condemns. So while the right of 
suffrage is established and guaranteed by the 
Constitution (Ex parte Yarbrough, 110 U.S. 
651, 663-665; Smith v. Allwright, 321 U.S. 649, 
661-662) it is subject to the imposition of 
State standards which are not discriminatory 
and which do not contravene any restriction 
that Congress, acting pursuant to its con
stitutional powers, has imposed. 

We do not suggest that any standards 
which a State desires to adopt may be re
quired of voters. But there is wide scope for 
exercise of its jurisdiction. Residence re
quirements, age, previous criminal record 
(Davis v. Beason, 133 U.S. 333, 345-347) are 
obvious examples indicating factors which a 
State may take into consideration in deter
mining the qualification of voters. The abil
ity to read and write likewise has some rela
tion to standards designed to promote 
intelligent use of the ballot. Literacy and 
illiteracy are neutral on race, creed, color, 
and sex, as reports around the world show. 
Literacy and intelligence are obviously not 
synonymous. Illiterate people may be in
telligent voters. Yet in our society where 
newspapers, periodicals, books, and other 
printed matter canvass and debate campaign 
issues, a State might conclude that only 
those who are literate should exercise the 
franchise. 

As recently as 1963 this holding was 
reffirmed in Gray v. Sanders, 372 U.S. 
368, where the Court stated: 

States can within limits specify the quali
fication of voters in both State and Federal 
elections; the Constitution indeed makes 
voter's qualifications rest on State law even 
in Federal elections (art. I, sec. 2) . As we 
held in Lassiter v. Northampton Election 
Board, 360 U.S. 45, a State may if it chooses 
require voters to pass literacy tests, provided 
of course that literacy is not used as a cloak 
to discriminate against one class or group. 

If a State uses a literacy test to dis
criminate, the use of this test can and 

should be enjoined. This is possible and 
has been done under the existing law. 
U.S. against Louisiana, decided this year, 
suspended the tests of that State and 
suits of a similar nature are presently 
pending before the Federal courts in Mis
sissippi and Alabama. However, if the 
test has not been used to discriminate 
there is no justification for suspending its 
use. The automatic trigger of the com
mittee-Celler bill would suspend the use 
of a literacy test in seven entire States. 
If Alaska wished to make the long trek to 
Washington to prove its innocence, it 
could probably have its test reinstated. 
However, any innocent county in the 
other six States could not be released 
from this restriction even if it could 
prove its own innocence. In order to 
obtain relief it would be required also 
to prove the innocence of every other 
county in the State--an impossible task. 
Thus the automatic trigger of the com
mittee-Celler bill would suspend the use 
of literacy tests-a use that is constitu
tionally protected-in many · Southern 
counties where the test has never .been 
used to discriminate. This again dem
onstrates the arbitrary and scattergun 
nature of the formula devised by . the 
drafters of the committee-Celler bill. 
The Republican bill would allow, under 
present law as interpreted by the Su
preme Court, the suspension of these 
tests wherever it is shown that they had 
actually been used to discriminate. 
However, it would not interfere with the 
tests in those areas innocent of discrim
ination. It would hit the target-voting 
discrimination-but only the target. It 
would not condemn the innocent and the 
guilty alike. 

Fourth. The final and perhaps most 
significant strength of the Ford-McCul
loch bill is that it is designed, in line 
with all of the civil rights legislation 
which Congress has so wisely passed in 
prior years, to encourage and promote 
good faith compliance with the letter 
and spirit of the 15th amendment. The 
harsh, arbitrary provisions of the com
mittee-Celler bill can only be expected 
to encourage widespread resentment 
reminiscent of Reconstruction days. It 
is incomprehensible tnat those who so 
wisely last year refrained from vindic
tive measures, and who have seen their 
restraint reap substantial benefits in the 
honest, sincere efforts of so many to 
comply with the provisions of the 1964 
Civil Rights Act, should now turn their 
backs on this approach and let emotion 
supplant reason. Yet we hear the At
torney General, in answer to a question 
concerning the intent of the bill, answer: 

Yes; in a sense it says that we really can 
no longer rely on good faith. , (Transcript 
p. 67.) 

Not only does the committee-Celler 
bill not rely on good faith compliance, 
it does not even encourage it, nor in many 
cases does it permit of such an attitude. 

Many examples could be given to illus
trate this difference in attitude and 
approach between the two bills. The 
activities of the examiner under the 
two provisions is particularly apropos. 
Under the committee-Celler bill, the 
Federal examiner effectively replaces the 

State registrar. He can register anyone 
"not otherwise registered to vote" 
whether or not they have made any 
effort to use the normal State channels. 
The State channels are bypassed. Fed
eral power supersedes rather than sup
plements State power. 

The Ford-McCulloch bill requires that 
an applicant before a Federal examiner 
allege either that he has attempted to 
register or that there are reasonable 
grounds for his believing that such an 
attempt would be fruitless or dangerous. 
The States are given a chance to show 
that they can carry out the duties which 
they rightfully should perform, yet the 
applicant is protected from any action 
that might endanger his safety. The 
proper balance is struck between resolu
tion· and restraint. In its primary ap
plication, the committee-Celler bill loses 
its sense of proportion and its sense of 
balance. 

This same distinction is true with re
gard to the voting requirements pre
viously mentioned.- The automatic trig
ger of the committee-Celler bill suspends 
all State literacy tests for a 5-year period 
wherever it applfes. In the great ma
jority of the cases there is nothing a 
State or political subdivision can do to 
manifest its good intention and escape 
from the ban of the bill. There is no 
incentive to encourage compliance since 
compliance brings no relief or reward 
by way of early reinstatement of local 
and State authority. This is contrary 
to all of our best moral and constitu
tional principles. 

We have never before enacted, nor 
should we now pass, a law that is not de
signed to insure and encourage good 
faith compliance. This could only be 
justified in cases of dire necessity, but 
no such necessity has been shown. There 
is the necessity for a strong bill. There 
is the necessity for a bill that breaks with 
past practice and substitutes a speedy 
administrative remedy for the proper but 
ineffective judicial process. There is the 
necessity for a bill that attacks voting 
discrimination wherever it exists. How
ever, there is no necessity for a bill that 
singles out one region of the country for 
inexact and special punishment. There 
is no necessity for a bill that arbitrarily 
condemns innocent and guilty alike. 
There is no necessity for a bill that dis
courages good faith compliance with the 
law. 

Simple, comprehensive and strong
the Ford-McCulloch bill provides an ef
fective, workable solution to the problem 
of voting discrimination. Cumbersome, 
arbitrary, and scatt-ershot in its applica
tion, the committee-Celler bill does pre
cisely what our President warned us 
against-it looks "with prideful right
eousness on the troubles in another sec
tion or the problems of our neighbors." 

Mr. MARTIN of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. MARTIN of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I am opposed to H.R. 6400, but I 
certainly want to commend the gentle
man for the great statement he has 
made, regardless of how one feels on 
either bill. 



July 8, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 16019 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con

sent to extend my remarks at this point 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MARTIN of Alabama. Mr. Chair

man, I am opposed to H.R. 6400. I want 
it clearly understood that I believe in the 

· right to vote for every qualified American 
citizen. This bill does not protect that 
right for all the people in all the States. 

There comes a time in history when it 
seems necessary to invoke legislative pro
cedures to preserve the basic rights of 
the people. It is evident that many be
lieve this is one of those times. There 
have been inequities in insuring the right 
of all qualified citizens to vote. I would 
r~mind you again that these inequities 
have e~isted in every State, not just in 
those six Southern States singled out by 
this bill. 

I say that we should protect all quali
fied citizens in all 50 States. If the pro
ponents of this legislation are sincerely 
concerned with the rights of the people, 
if they sincerely want to remove any in
equities which may exist in the voting 
rights of qualified citizens, then let us re
move the hypocrisy of H.R. 6400 and ap·
ply its protection to all the people in 
every State. Let us place on our books a 
law to stand the test of time-for all· 
men-in all States. We can do this by 
supporting the substitute bill offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McCuL
LOCH]. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to set the 
record straight and remove some of the 
misconceptions concerning registrations 
in my State of Alabama. 

An old southern slang expression 
applies to H.R. 6400 in light of the effect 
on counties in Alabama, the expression 
being "stemp down ridiculous." 

A State with less than 50 percent of 
voting-age persons registered is auto
matically legally declared to have dis
criminated. This is regardless of the 
number of illiterates which it has prop
erly and legally excluded from its rolls. 
Presumably, any State with a literacy 
law which has discriminated only by 
registering the illiterate whites could by 
this device escape the consequences of 
the act even though they might be much 
more guilty of discrimination than Ala
bama which has excluded ·thousands of 
illiterate whites from the rolls as re
quired by its constitution. 

This is "guilt by definition"-not by 
trial. Gone is the legal basic assumption 
of law, the presumption of innocence 
until proved guilty. The State is to be 
presumed guil.ty until it tries to prove 
otherwise, but to do so it must travel to 
Washington, D.C., for the convenience 
of the Justice Department. This is as 
contrary to all reasonable concept of law 
as the "presumption of literacy" provi
sions of the 1964 Civil Rights Act which 
states that "any person who has com
pleted the sixth grade" is presumed to 
"Possess sufficient literacy, comprehen
sion, and intelligence to vote in any Fed
eral election." As a matter of fact, any 
amount of evidence is a vail able tO prove 
that there. are many of this "level" who 

cannot now, if they ever could, so much 
as write their names. In one county in 
Alabama, where a literacy test has been 
given since 1952, using the same stand
ards for all, 34 percent of all rejections 
have been of persons higher than sixth 
grade level, and two of every three re
jections have been white persons. 

Of the total number of persons of 
voting age in Alabama, a half million 
are clearly illiterate. If these are sub
tracted from the total "eligible," then 
Alabama has both r egistered and voted 
more than 50 percent. However, if the 
total including illiterates is used as a 
measure, then Alabama would have had 
to vote 99 percent of all its registered 
voters in November 1964, in order to 
escape the "guilt by definition" clause. 
I. 18 COUNTIES IN ALABAMA SHOW "DISCRIMI

NATION DEFINITION" AS CLEARLY RIDICULOUS 

First. It declares ''guilty" counties 
which the Justice Department has in
vestigated and not issued complaints 
against. 

Second. It declares "guilty" those 
counties with more than 50-percent il
literates and convicted, so that the fact 
they have not discriminated is evidenced 
by the lack of meeting the 50-percent 
formula. 

Third. It includes counties tried and 
freed of discrimination charges. 

Fourth. It includes counties because 
the Justice Department has used figures 
taken from an old newspaper as their 
statistics instead of actual registration 
figures. 

Fifth. It excludes counties which have 
been found guilty of discrimination. 

Sixth. It rewards (instead cYl penaliz
ing) any county which has illegally reg
istered illiterates <white or colored) and 
has thereby cleared the 50-percent 
hurdle. 

Seventh. It brands as guilty a county 
frequently cited by Negroes as neither 
discriminating or discouraging Negro 
registration for voting, but "covered" by 
the definition due to influx of new resi
dents as shown by a recent special 
census, and the legal, fully nondiscrimi
natory exclusion from the rolls of more 
whites than Negroes who have been re
jected due to illiteracy. Had only the 
illiterate whites been registered in this 
county, it could have easily escaped fall
ing under the "discrimination definition." 

There are 18 counties, of 67 in Ala
bama, which fall under the proposed 
1965 Civil Rights Act definition of "dis
crimination" either by being counties 
in which less than 50-percent of those 21 
years of age are registered, in which the 
Justice Department claims less than 50-
percent are registered but has given in
accurate figures, or which are operating 
under court orders after Federal court 
findings that eligible Negroes were ex
cluded from voting at some time since 
1952. 

"GUILTY"-WITHOUT TRIAL 

Nine counties would become immedi
ately "guilty" by definition alone. They 
are Greene, Houston, Jefferson, Lowndes, 
Marengo, Montgomery, Dallas, Russell, 
and Wilcox. · 

There is absolutely no need for any 
further law in any of those counties . . In 

two, literacy as a requirement for voting 
has been abolished by a Federal court, 
unless and until these counties strike 
their voters and hold a reregistration as 
Louisiana is doing. In two counties, 
complaints have been on file a long time 
with the result that one has been cleared 
in Federal court and the other has never 
been brought into court because it is 
charged under the contradictory, impos
sible to obey, two provisions of the 1964 
Civil Rights Act. Five others could not 
possibly have registered 50 percent of 
their voters without registering both il
literates and convicted persons and the 
Justice Department has investigated all 
of them and has not even issued a com
plaint against them. 

These nine counties are taken up now 
in the three groups referred to previ
ously: 

Dallas and Montgomery: In both these 
counties, Federal courts made a finding 
that boards had violated Alabama law 
in excluding qualified Negroes from vot
ing and in putting on the voting rolls 
white persons who may not have been 
qualified but who were not registered "by 
procedures meeting the minimal require
ments of Alabama law." In both coun
ties, Federal judges have issued orders 
for the boards to register persons with
out making any literacy requirement at 
all for Negroes. Thus Negroes even in 
the hot center of "marches" at Dallas 
County have seen a Federal court do 
just what Martin Luther King said that 
he would do-abolish literacy as a re
quirement for voting in Dallas County. 
Grade completion statistics show that 
in Dallas County in 1960 there were 
8,602 Negroes and 1,360 whites who 
could not pass simple literacy tests, and 
5,080 Negroes and 11,304 whites which 
could be expected to pass them, accord
ing to the "presumption of literacy" pro
visions of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, 
which is, of course, by no means proof 
that they are literate. Percentagewise, 
this means that of the Negroes, 63 per
cent are illiterate and 37 percent pos
sibly literate, and of the whites that 10 
percent are illiterate and possibly 90 
percent literate. 

This also means that, if mass registra
tion is forced on the county the ultimate 
potential is 16,000 voters who might be 
able to read their ballots, but 10,000 
which could not be expected to do so. 

CHANGE IN POPULATION 

Dallas is also a good example of how 
agricultural changes, largely brought 
about by the control programs passed by 
the U.S. Congress, has resulted in an ex
odus of the better-educated Negroes to 
areas where industrial job opportunities 
appeared to .exist for them. From 1950 
to 1960, Dallas County had a decrease in 
Negro population of 2,363. It had a de
crease ·in the number of illiterate Ne
groes from 11,745 down to 8,602 , but an 
increase in literate Negroes of only 780 ·in 
10 years. The county put through 
school .grades 6 or 7 more than the 780 by 
far but many of these were among those 
leaving the county. 

Figures on the literate-16,000-and 
the illiterate-10,000-are enough in 
themselves to show that Dallas County 
could not possibly register 50 percent of 
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these persons without registering illit
erates and convicted because from the 
total of literates must be subtracted 
those servicemen from other States sta
tioned in the county and not eligible un
der Alabama law to gain a residence by 
being stationed there as well as the con
victed and other nonresidents. 

NONRESIDENTS COUNTED 

In Montgomery County, the Justice 
Department cites a voting-age popula
tion of 105,967 and a registration figure 
of only 38,500. The facts are that 
Montgomery has only 86,763literate per
sons of voting age and that several thou
sand of these are college students from 
other counties and States, are service
men from other counties and States and 
are temporary employees of the State 
keeping voting residence in home coun
ties, while others are convicted persons in 
prisons there. All such actual nonresi
dents were counted in the 1960 census as 
residents of Montgomery County of vot
ing age and the figure is called by the 
Justice Department the number of "eli
gible" persons. The number of "eli
gible" persons, instead of being 105,000, 
is probably closer to 60,000 of which 
42,000 are registered. Nevertheless, lit
eracy has been abolished as a requirP.
ment for voting in this county. The 
judge specified that this was to hold un
til "the effects of past discrimination are 
removed." This expression has not been 
defined by law nor by the judge and, in 
his ruling, is as vague and indefinite as 
the charges brought against the require
ment in Mississippi that a person "ex
plain" a provision of the U.S. Constitu
tion. Is it not time that the Justice De
partment explain in terms other than 
vague and indefinite ones what it means 
by the orders which it writes out for the 
Federal judges to sign? 

The Montgomery registrars sought to 
strike the voters on the rolls and hold a 
reregistration in a completely nondis
criminatory manner, however, they were 
told that they could not do so until the 
effects of past discrimination had been 
removed. 

Apparently John Doar explained it in 
Federal court in Montgomery on March 
8, 1965, when he said, in answer to an 
inquiry, that the Justice Department 
would not accept reregistration as a solu
tion to the Alabama problem if such were 
held under the administration of pres
ent officials placed in office by a discrim
inatory system. Asked by another 
judge if he meant put all present elected 
Alabama officials out of business, Doar 
agreed. 

In typically timed action, Martin 
Luther King has now announced that 
he will see to it that Governor Wallace 
is thrown out of office; but Doar set up 
the pattern for action March 8---on the 
same date that the U.S. Supreme Court 
released a decision allowing as a solu
tion in Louisiana the carrying out of a 
reregistration in 21 parishes, using full 
constitutional requirements and new 
literacy tests. -

Unfortunately, all press service report
ers were in Selma that ·day, not a single 
one witnessing the statements of Doar___, 
but headlining those of King. 

COUNTIES CLEARED BY COURT 

Wilcox and Jefferson: Wilcox County, 
long held up to national ridicule for 
having no Negroes registered, has final
ly had some who could read and write 
to apply-and they have been and are 
being registered. The voucher or wit
ness requirement is no bar to register
ing nor has it ever been, except in fanci
ful propaganda peddled to the public. 
A district judge heard Justice Depart
ment charges against the county and 
cleared the county of these charges of 
discrimination. However, this cleared 
county. would come under the discrimi
nation definition for one reason alone: 
it has 42 percent illiterate residents and 
convictions among the literate amount 
to enough to make it impossible for the 
county to legally and nondiscriminato
rily register 50 percent of its voters. 
Again, this is a county which, if it had 
discriminated and registered the illiter
ate whites could have, by that means 
alone, have escaped the judgment of 
"guilt by definition." 

Jefferson is another where charges 
have been repeatedly filed but where no 
case has actually gone to court and the 
utterly ridiculous charges may be the 
reason for this. The Justice Department, 
just as quickly as the 1964 Civil Rights 
Act was signed, slapped a charge against 
Jefferson County for using "oral reading" 
tests. The county, as were all others in 
the State, was using a very simple form 
put out by the Alabama Supreme Court 
in February 1964. Reading aloud of a 
portion of the U.S. Constitution was re
quired by instructions on the form. As 
fast as possible, the Alabama Supreme 
Court changed the form to provide for a 
literacy test "wholly in writing," so that 
all parts of the test, questions, excerpts 
from the Constitution and writing are all 
recorded. However, just as soon as Jef
ferson quit using the "oral literacy" form, 
the Justice Department filed charges 
against the county for using a "different" 
form from the one it had used pre
viously. Thus it was charged that it was 
a violation of the 1964 Civil Rights Act to 
use the old form and also a violation to 
change the form to be in compliance with 
the act. It seems clear now that the 1964 
Civil Rights Act was deliberately written 
to assure that any State with a literacy 
test would have to be in violation of one 
or the other of its sections. 

As a matter of fact, Jefferson County 
stopped having anyone read aloud imme
diately upon passage of the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act so as not in violation of it in 
that respect, and certainly not in viola
tion of the act for using a different form 
if the difference was required by the act 
itself. 

NO COMPLAINTS FILED 

Greene, Houston, Lowndes, Marengo, 
and Russell: These counties have been 
investigated, photographed, annoyed, 
and harassed for literally years by the 
Justice Department, but not a single 
complaint has ever been brought against 
any of them. However, they will be im
mediately guilty of discrimination by 
definition should the 1965 proposed act be 
passed. Why? The answer is simple: 
There are so many illiterates that they 

could not register 50 percent of voting age 
without violating the State literacy laws, 
which they have not done. The rates of 
illiteracy, respectively, are: 48, 30, 57, 42, 
and 49 percent. 

Here are five counties "guilty by def
inition" when the Justice Department-
by its own inaction-admits they have 
not discriminated. They fall under the 
definition ax simply because they have 
a high rate of illiteracy, and have ap- , 
plied the State literacy law equally to all. 

STATISTICAL CHAOS 

Nine other counties in Alabama are 
or will be under the Federal ax if inac
curate figures, as given by the Justice 
Department in its complaint in the state
wide suit filed against Alabama, are al
lowed to stand and all recourse to courts 
is blocked for the ridiculous period of 
10 years. 

It is a ludicrous fact that the U.S. 
Department of Justice, without ap
parently any serious attempt to use its 
vast resources of money and personnel 
for accurate information, has cited in 
the court case filed against the State of 
Alabama the registration figures for each 
county "based on statistics published on 
May 3, 1964, by the Birmingham News". 
Some figures, taken from the actual files 
of registrars, are as much as 50 percent 
larger on registration of Negroes and as 

• much as 33 percent larger for registra
tions within a single county. The source 
of the figures listed by the Justice De
partment was not given in the affidavit 
filed with the State case, but was ad
mitted in an answer to an interrogatory 
from the State of Alabama. 

Mobile, Macon, Sumter and Perry: 
These four counties are brought under 
the guilt definition because the figures 
cited by the Justice Department on reg
istrations are not correct. Oddly enough, 
three of these counties are operating un
der Federal court orders and have been 
allowed to use literacy tests in a fully 
nondiscriminatory manner and they do 
not actually come under the proposed 
act's definition of discrimination using 
the correct registration figures. How
ever, at the insistence of the Justice De
partment, the courts have refused to al
low these counties to be dismissed from 
court supervision. 

Mobile, second largest metropolitan 
area of Alabama, has a voting age popu
lation of 172,382, according to the Justice 
Department, with only 82,712 registered. 
The fact is that there are 95,592 regis
tered out of a total of 139,040 literates, 
since 19 percent of voting age are in the 
illiterate class. Thus the county is not 
properly guilty even by definition and . 
instead of having less than 50 percent 
registered, really more than 80 percent 
registered. Records have been repeatedly 
copied by the Justice Department but no 
complaints at all have been brought. 

Macon County was one of the first to 
be charged in a Federal court and be 
placed under a court order on the grounds 
that one board of registrars had rejected 
some qualified Negroes for registration. 
This board had used an oral reading and 
dictation test for all the years since the 
passage of the Alabama literacy law of 
1952. It was not accused of registering 
illiterate whites. But some of the results 
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of Justice Department activity in this 
county include the following: 

First. Registration of patients at a 
Veterans' Administration hospital who 
admitted on applications that their 
homes were in other counties of Alabama. 

Second. Registration of Tuskegee In
stitute College students from other coun
ties and other States, with no claim to 
permanent residence in Macon County. 
John Doar told board members they must 
register all students there, regardless of 
their actual residence. 

Third. Court orders to place I:lonqual
ified persons including dead persons on 
the rolls. 

Fourth. Registration of more Negroes 
than the total number completing the 
sixth grade, clearly indicating that both 
illiterate Negroes and convicted Negroes 
have been forced on the rolls there. 

Fifth. Registration of more than 8,000 
persons to vote in a county with less than 
7,000 literate persons. 

Thus a county operating under court 
orders, and with which the Justice De
partment certainly should be familiar, is 
listed as having less than 50 percent of 
its voting age residents registered where
as it has more than 50 percent registered 
even without subtracting from the figure 
on so-called qualified Negroes more 
than 1,500 college students from counties 
and other States who are present only. to 
attend college. But the Justice attorneys 
seem determined to force the registration 
of all Negroes regardless of literacy and 
regardless of Federal court orders per
mitting a literacy test because they re
cently brought contempt charges against 
the Macon board for using a literacy test 
different from the oral reading used 
before, a test which was different only as 
required by the 1964 Civil Rights Act to 
be different. 

In Sumter County, with an actual lit
erate population of only 5,000, the addi
tion of illiterate Negroes to the voting 
rolls there has pushed the total registra
tion to 7,500. Still the Justice Depart
ment is not satisfied and is accusing the 
county of having less than 50 percent 
registered. Furthermore, the U.S. at
torneys recently brought a contempt case 
against the Sumter board, but lost that 
case. This is further evidence that the 
Justice Department is not satisfied with 
the 1964 act only because they have not 
been able to use it to bulldoze Federal 
judges into forcing the registration of all 
illiterate Negroes-as the proposed 1965 
act would do. 

FORCED TO REGISTER INELIGIBILES 

With only 5,068 persons in the literate 
group in the county, Sumter's voting list 
now has more than 7,500 names of voting 
age population of 9,800. With an il
literacy rate of 48 percent and with con
victions making approximately 10 per
cent of these inelligible, according to a 
study in that county, Sumter has topped 
the 50-percent mark only by registering 
those in the illiterate and convicted 
group but doing it under Federal court 
orders and pressure. This illegally regis
tered group is composed of Negroes, 
whose conviction rate for felonies in that 
county is 10 times as high as for whites. 
Thus inaccuracy in Justice Department 
:figures unjustly places another county 

within the "guilty definition," when it in 
fact should not be under that definition. 
Thus the only objective which the De
partment could have in the proposed 
1965 act is to force on Alabama the re
maining illiterate and convicted Negroes 
because they have already used the 1964 
act to force some of these on the rolls in 
those counties now in the grip of court 
orders, such as Sumter. The objective 
of the proposed act is not to assure the 
nondiscriminatory registration of Ne
groes, but, as in Sumter, to prevent any 
county carrying out the laws of Alabama 
in a nondiscriminatory manner. 

USE OF INACCURATE FIGURES 

Perry County is the fourth county 
which would be brought under the "guilt 
definition" by inaccurate Justice Depart
ment figures, whereas this county has 
more than 50 percent registered and has 
done it by following State law and by 
limiting all registrations to literates and 
those swearing under oath that they have 
not been convicted of disqualifying of
fenses. The Justice Department credits 
Perry County with only 3,300 registered, 
whereas the figure is properly 4,600 out 
of 8,600 total of voting age of whom 42 
percent are illiterate. Thus the county 
is within about 30 of having all per
sons registered who can be legally regis
tered under Alabama law. Nevertheless, 
at the instigation of the Justice Depart
ment, Perry County has recently been 
given a ludicrous order by a Federal 
judge. 

Here is the almost unbelievable series 
of events in Perry County: 

First. Court found that for a period of 
about 3 years, 1959 to 1962, a board had 
turned down qualified Negroes. 

Second. Perry was ordered not to dis
criminate but to continue using full con
stitutional requirements of Alabama law 
in registrations. 

Third. New board appointed and they 
obtained use of a large courtroom and a 
permanent private office for files to han
dle the voter registration work. 

Fourth. From September 1964 to Feb
ruary 1965, the number of Negroes who 
made applications to register on meeting 
days were as follows: 26, 4, 6, 6, 15, 1, 3, 
and 6. 

Fifth. Suddenly on February 1 an or
ganized drive resulted in the appearance 
of 376 Negroes late in the morning, all 
wanting to register at the same time. 
The board issued numbers preceded by 
A to those who had never applied before, 
and numbers preceded by B to those who 
had applied 1 to 10 times before and who. 
for the most part, could not write their 
names, or could barely write their names, 
and very ·few of whom could even copy 
their date of birth from a slip of paper 
brought with them. Of 4,700 Negroes of 
voting age in the county for whom grade 
completion statistics are given in the 
U.S. Census, 3,100 are illiterate and 1,600 
have education higher than sixth grade 
but many of these have shown on appli
cations that they have lost ability to 
read and write if, in fact, they ever had 
it. Most appearing February 1 were in 
the lower educational brackets. The day 
was completely orderly, and at the end 
of the day mutual appreciation for the 
conduct of registration by the registrars 

and for the conduct of the Negro group 
were expressed by board members and 
local Negro leaders. 

Sixth. On February 15 hundreds more 
of the Negro population were issued 
numbers and applications numbering · 
approximately 150 were taken although 
one board member suffered a heart at
tack early in the day and was hospital
ized. 

Seventh. Martin Luther King arrived 
on the scene 30 minutes after the board 
closing time, in a disorderly manner and 
demanding registrations. The closing 
time was set out in court orders and it is 
perfectly obvious that this was known to 
the riotous group which mobbed the 
board, halting the completion of regis
tration of those Negroes then seated in 
the room, and resulting in officers re
moving from the room the remaining 
two board members and women clerks. 

Eighth. A second board member has 
now resigned as a result of the constant 
threat of unpeaceful action on the part 
of King. 

Ninth. Suddenly an order came from 
the district Federal judge stating that 
he had found the board in contempt of 
his 1963 orders, that they must speed 
up registration, and could no longer use 
a literacy requirement for voting. 

Tenth. No notice of the motion had 
been given to the registrars. No hear
ing had been held. Worse than this, 
the order to speed up ordered the board 
to do less than it had been doing. The 
board had obtained the courtroom for 
use many months previous, had been 
handling more than 100 persons a day, 
had obtained clerks to assist-although 
they had no authority to demand either 
s~;>ace or clerks--and were seating far 
more than the order required in the 
registration area. The order told them 
to handle 100 persons a day, seat at least 
8 at a time-the board had been 
seating up to 40 or more when they 
appeared to register after January-and 
to keep a book showing those given 
numbers--which had been done for about 
2years. 

ORDERS CONFLICT 

Eleventh. It was even more astound
ing that such an order should be given 
when the district court had before it a 
motion by the State for reregistration 
of voters in that county to remove effects 
of past discrimination; and rulings of 
the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals in a 
Dallas County, Ala., and a Panola 
County, Miss., case, and on March 8, 
1965, in the United States against 
Louisiana case by the Supreme Court, 
all backed up the contention that any 
order by a Federal court to force a county 
to register by standards lower than re
quired by a State law must automatically 
carry with it the right of the county to 
hold a reregistration. 

Twelfth. Had the Justice Department 
been unaware of the Perry County situ
ation, the seeking of such an order might 
be understood, but the Department is 
known to have been fully aware of the 
situation, including the appearance of 
only a handful of Negroes each day the 
board met during the time in 1964, when 
the Department :filed a motion for a 
speedup order. In 6 months there had 
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been a total of only 67 Negroes to apply 
so the Perry board could not have han
dled 100 a day because they did not have 
that many to try to register. In addi
tion, a representative of the Justice 
Department visited the Perry County 
board of March 1, was taken on a tour 
of the operations, shown the signup and 
appearance sheets and saw the opera
tions handling up to 40 applicants at a 
time although a substitute office was in 
use since court was in progress in the 
courtroom. Furthermore, this same 
representative was given a written re
port of the day's activities and the activ
ities from February 1 following the close 
of business on March 1. 

Thirteenth. Investigation has shown 
that the State attorney general's office 
was notified of the Justice Department 
motion, but the attorney general had 
pulled out of the case a year earlier ana. 
private counsel had been employed for 
the board. Thus, under the 1964 act it 
seems that a contempt charge can be 
brought against a board of registrars 
and they can be convicted, fined, and 
even imprisoned without notice of the 
charges, without a hearing, without an 
opportunity to present facts in the case, 
without proper legal counsel being 
notified, and completely without cause. 

A study of the Perry case should be 
made before any more dictatorial power 
is placed in the hands of an attorney 
general who has already taken steps to: 

First. Accuse a board of failing to 
expedite registrations. 

Second. Asking-and getting-an or
der for the board to furnish space and 
clerical personnel which it has no au
thority to demand and which it cannot 
provide on members' pay of $10 per day, 
but can only request be gitVen them. 

Third. Asking and getting a finding of 
contempt against a board on the basis 
of a hearing held in April 1964, without, 
in November 1964, even attempting to 
bring info~mation up to date. 

Fourth. Exposing to fine and possible 
imprisonment one elderly man with a 
heart condition and a wife almost 
entirely helpless in a wheelchair; one 
younger man retired from the Armed 
Forces of the United States due to a 
physical disability which could not with
stand imprisonment; and one man in 
his eighties-all without notice or 
opportunity for trial, for hearing the so
called evidence against them, or having 
any of the real rights in the Bill of Rights 
of the U.S. Cons~itution, which Bill of 
Rights does not even mention voting but 
does hold vital to freedom the rights of 
the accused-all stomped into the dust 
using punitive political propaganda 
whipped up by an unpeaceful, peace
hating, mob-using winner of the now
besmirched Nobel Peace Prize. 

Fifth. Seeking and getting an order 
to abolish literacy as a requirement for 
voting in a county which has never been 
accused of registering illiterate whites 
but which was "found guilty" for using a 
literacy test "different" from the one 
used before passage of the Civil Rights 
Act, but different only in the way that 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 required 
that it must be different--"literacy 
tests-wholly in w-riting." 

BOARD CLEARED 

This last allegation is obvious only 
when the full facts of this case are 
studied. The Justice Department had 
this board brought into court on a con
tempt charge in April 1964, but the 
board was cleared of this charge. At 
that time, the board was using for regis
tration a much-simplified form of appli
cation and literacy test promulgated by 
the Alabama Supreme Court in J·anuary 
1964, and put into use in mid-February 
1964. The Justice Department made no 
objection to this form of application. 
It was only after the State in September 
1964, switched to use of the new tests 
"wholly in writing" as required by the 
1964 Civil Rights Act that the Justice 
Department objected to use of the new 
forms a.s different and asked foT the 
board to be held in contempt. They 
actually asked the board be held in con
tempt because they had obeyed the 1964 
Civil Rights Act. Of course, if the board 
had not changed the form, then a suit 
would have been filed because they used 
an oral test on reading. 

Sixth. FurtheT bring down national 
criticism on a board of registrars in 
Alabama at a time when legislation is 
being sought in the Congress by order
ing a speed up, when the board was 
already handling more persons than it 
was ordered to handle, doing it in a 
more expeditious manner than the order 
indicates, and in every way doing the 
best it could in the tangle of State laws, 
Federal laws and court rulings-all of 
which are contradictory. And, further, 
the Department was the instigator of 
such unjust charges which it knew at 
the time of the court order were entirely 
false, even in the face of the 60 days 
marching on the · board in an attempt to 
embarrass it by turning out more Ne
groes-including those who could not 
write their names-than the board could 
handle in the voter registration process. 
The Department through its own rep
resentative had ample information to 
show that the charges WeTe false. 

Bullock, Elmore, Choctaw, and Hale 
Counties all have court cases against 
them, although the Hale case has not 
come to trial. However, none of these 
comes under the bill's definition of au
tomatic guilt of discrimination. There 
are only eight counties under court 
orders and only two facing complaints, 
yet three under orders and one facing 
a complaint do not fall under the defi
nition of discrimination in the proposed 
act. This gives further evidence that 
this definition is sheer statistical stupid
ity. One of two things must be true: 
either the Justice Department and the 
courts hruve under orders counties which 
have not discriminated since they top 
the 50 percent requirement, or the defi
nition of discriminiation based on the 
50 percent formula has no merit at all. 

JUGGLING STATISTICS 

Madison County is an example of the 
stupidity of statistics used in place of 
reasonable laws. Here the voting age 
population is around 94,000 with 43,000 
registered-although the Justice Depart
ment erroneously uses the figures of 64,-
000 population and 34,000 registered even 
though this was the first county in the 

State where photographs were made just 
after the November election and where 
full statistics were made available to the 
Department. This county registered 
more than 10,000 persons in 1964, han
dling up to 558 persons a day due to hav
ing ample clerical help available under 
a special legislative act passed years ago 
and due to having experienced persons 
handling the operations. 

NEGROES REGISTER FREELY 

Here the discrimination definition 
climbs to the height of the ridiculous. 
The earliest records of the county show 
Negroes registered freely. The return of 
Negro servicemen after World War II 
brought an upsurge in Negro male regis
tration. Females of both races were lim
ited in numbers on the rolls until the 
poll tax change came in 1953. Since that 
time, Negro female registration has in
creased much more rapidly than white 
female registration. 

Here are some of the statements which 
Negro leaders themselves have made 
about registration by this board: 

1. Early 1950's-"Any Negro who is not 
reg~tered to vote in Madison County 1s 
either too lazy to come and try or he can
not read and write." L. C. Jamar, editor of 
the local Negro newspaper who has twice 
been a candidate for Huntsvllle City Coun
cil and who printed the statement above in 
substance later in his newspaper. 

2. In 1964 at public hearing of Alabama 
Advisory Committee of the Civil Rights Com
mission: "Everyone is treated just alike. It's 
just that we can't seem to get many more 
registered," Robert Adams, head of the local 
NAACP committee. · He admitted tha-t Ne
groes simply could not qualify under the 
standards used by the board for all. A mem
ber of the board of registrars pointed out 
later that for every one Negro rejected from 
1952 to 1964, two white persons had been 
rejected. 

3. In 1965-statement in the Huntsville 
Times: "There is no opposition to Negro 
registration here. The drive is planned to 
try to increase interest among the Negroes 
in registering to vote,'' Ezekiel Bell, local 
Negro minister and civil rights leader of the 
county. 

Neither Negroes nor the Justice De
partment have made any complaints 
against this board. It has been 6 months 
since the Justice Department copied the 
records of the board with the full coop
eration of the registrars. James Webb, 
head of NASA, did make an accusation 
that someone had been kept from voting 
by the registrar for 5 years. He made it 
at the height of the presidential cam
paign when he was also quoted as threat
ening to move Government installations 
if the State did not vote Democratic. Mr. 
Webb has denied the latter, but his of
fice has refused to give to the solicitor 
of Madison County the name of the per
son he claimed was kept from voting. 
The solicitor and the board have re
quested the name so that a complete in
vestigation can be made. The name has 
been requested from the Justice Depart
ment which has given no help in the 
matter. The name was requested from 
the Alabama Civil Rights Committee and 
from the Huntsville NASA installation, 
without any results. 

FALSE CHARGES EncrRLED 

This is a prime example of the way in 
which charges are being hurled against 
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Alabama without investigation, without 
the accused being given any chance to 
defend themselves, and with the full 
cooperation of the Federal Government 
intent upon using Alabama as a "whip
ping boy" to pass additional legislation 
to further punish and chastise a State 
and a Governor which dared oppose in 
any way the program of the present ad
ministration. Madison County was 
listed as one of the 189 counties in the 
South where "thousands of eligible 
Negroes are being denied the right to 
vote," and it was largely on the so-called 
discrimination of these counties that the 
Justice Department sought and got pas
sage of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. It has 
not been able to back up its accusations 
with fac~as in the case of Madison 
County-so it now asks to be excused 
from going to court to prove a charge 
and asked, instead, that a ballot dictator 
be set up to rule over any State which 
falls in the carefully framed-and by 
this is meant "framed"-de:finition of 
discrimination without the necessity of 
any legal proceedings under law. 
· The placing of Madison County under 
the definition results from factors which 
are not connected in any way with dis
crimination but which the 50 percent 
formula simply ignores in order to make 
the definition apply only to a few States 
and, thus, garner the votes of those 
States thus bribed with the promise that 
the act will ot be used in their States. 
The formula, as applied to Madison 
County, completely ignores these factors. 

First. Increase between 1960 and 1964 
from 64,000 to 94,000 persons of voting 
age, many of whom have not met the 
residence requirements of 1 year in the 
State. 

Second. Presence of more than 1,000 
college students, residents of other 
counties and other States, and all of 
them included in the figure of less than 
5,000 literate Negroes in the county. 

Third. Presence of between 2,500 and 
3,000 military personnel and their fami
lies of voting age who have only a tem
porary residence in the county and 
State. 

Fourth. Presence of 1,000 to 1,500 
"co-op" students, working at various in
dustries one quarter and attending col
leges in various States the other quar
ter, most of whom are not local 
residents. 

Fifth. Presence of at least 14,000 illit
erates, colored and white, in the county. 

Sixth. Rejection in 12 years of 360 
persons with grade levels above sixth, 
these accounting for 34 percent of all 
rejections. While not large, the number 
of rejections above sixth grade level 
indicates that all of that level or above 
are not necessarily literate, some being 
unable to read or write even the words 
"United States." 

Seventh. Lists of convictions being 
assembled indicating several thousand 
persons of various grade levels are dis
qualified for this reason. 

Eighth. Lack of interest on the part 
of rural women, white and colored, in, 
registering, as evidenced by comparative 
voting figures, which certainly should 
not be considered in taking punitive 
measures against a political subdivision. 

CXI--1012 

Ninth. All the persons registered in the 
county plus all applying and being re
jected amounts to only 44,000 persons 
out of 94,000 of voting age, still not 50 
percent if no one had been rejected since 
the literacy law went into effect for all 
in 1952. There have been repeated reg
istration drives by both races. Each time, 
the registrars have added days and per
sonnel as needed to accommodate num
bers turning out in drives. 

This board has never closed its doors 
until all on hand by 5 p.m. and willing 
to wait their turn have had an oppor
tunity to register. Many night sessions 
have been held with very small turn
outs. Most boards in the State have 
only 2 meeting days a month and this 
is all that is needed with a reasona
ble period of 3 to 6 months before a 
person can repeat his effort to register. 
But when Federal courts order the boards 
to accept reapplications from thousands 
a month-even those who have applied 
24 times and still cannot read or write
it is as impossible as finding the end of 
a circle to "serve all who apply." The 
Madison County Board of Registrars has 
a 3-month waiting period. Whenever 
copies of the U.S. Constitution are avail
able from Congressmen, they are given to 
rejected applicants who want them. 

FORCING WASHINGTON HEARINGS UNJUST 

It is a weak defense to point to the 
further punitive provisions of the bill 
which allow a ''definition convicted" 
county to come to Washington to a Fed
eral court-a convenience to the Justice 
Department and an insult to every Fed
eral judge on a bench in the South-in 
an attempt to prove that it has not dis
criminated. This is shifting the burden 
of proof to the accused, to registrars paid 
$10 a day for a few days a year when 
they register and nothing for the extra 
work they have to do as a service to the 
community. The burden of proof is not 
where it should be, on the accuser which 
is the Federal Government. 

But even the "come on your knees to 
Washington" provisions of the proposed 
rights act, are a hollow shell, a pack
age of meaningless words. Following 
through with the Madison County ex
ample, let us suppose this county did 
bring all its files to Washington and 
prove it had registered without discrimi
nation for the required 10 years set out 
in the proposed act. It would do this 
county absolutely no good. This is one 
of the trick provisions of this vicious act. 
See line 10, page 3 of H.R. 6400: 

No declaratory judgment shall issue under 
this subsection with respect to any peti
tioner for a period of 10 years after the final 
entry of a final judgment of any court of the 
United States, whether entered prior to or 
after the enactment of this act, determining 
that denials or abridgements of the right to 
vote by reason of race or color have occurred 
anywhere in the territory of such petitioner. 

Thus if one county in a State has al
ready had a finding made against it by a 
Federal court, the courts are closed to 
every county in that State for 10 years, 
including the court in Washington. 
II. USE OF WORD "ELIGmLE"-PURE POLITICAL 

PROPAGANDA 

First. Misleading use of word calcu
lated to inflame the innocent dupes who 

have poured into Alabama waving ban
ners of righteous indignation. 

. Second. Eligibles are the same as in 
the other 19 States with literacy tests, 
except some have barriers Alabama has 
never had. 

Third. Approximately 95 percent of 
all men and 71 percent of all women are 
registered or are not eligible. 

The proposed 1965 Civil Rights Act 
deals with persons of voting age in a 
State or political subdivision, but con
stantly in administration testimony, in 
demands by the Justice Department for 
more and more power and less and less 
law, and in various forms .of news media 
the word "eligible" is used in an attempt 
to make it synonymous with the term 
"persons of voting age." 

The act will condemn any State where 
less than 50 percent registered or voted 
by a carefully selected date in the past, 
such date being selected and the act be
ing so worded that only those which the 
administration wished to punish will be 
included. At the same time, every ef
fort is bent toward making Congressmen 
and the Nation feel that all persons of 
voting age are also eligible to vote. 

WHO IS "ELIGIBLE" IN OTHER STATES? 

All person 21 years of age are not con
sidered eligible to vote in other States. 
For example, there are barriers against 
the voting of persons convicted of 
crimes, against persons who do not hold 
U.S. citizenship, against persons whore
ceive public aid from any level of Gov
ernment, against persons who do not 
own property in the case of tax elections 
in some States. 

The following 19 States, other than 
Alabama, have a requirement that per
sons must be literate to vote. However, 
Alabama has been unable to obtain copies 
of the tests which they are using since 
passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
requiring that all literacy tests be 
"wholly in writing." Could it be that 
these States have not changed their 
tests to comply with that a.ot, which in
cidentally, was not written in a manner 
to apply to three Southern States, but 
was written to apply to all States? 

Literacy tests being used in these 19 
States should be immediately put before 
the congressional committees studying 
1Jhe bill and it should be certified to them 
by State officials the dates on which the 
use of these tests started: Alaska, 
Ari~ona, California, Connectioot, Dela
ware, Georgia, Hawaii, Louisiana, Maine, 
Massachusetts, Mississippi, New Hamp
shire, New York, North Carolina, Oregon, 
South Carolina, Virginia, the State of 
Washington, and Wyoming. 

The President said he wan·ted every 
American to vote. Does he mean to 
wipe out the literacy requirements of all 
these States, to wipe out the public-aid 
disqualification in some of these States, 
to abolish the almost universal bar to 
oonvicted persons being registered, to 
force on states as voters even those who 
cannot speak the English l·angu:age? 
There is no guarantee in the bill that 
those States fingered by the Attorney 
General, and put under its provisions by 
him regardless of any statistical defini
tion, will even be allowed to require that 
persons be 21 years of age, be citizens 
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of the United States, be oUJtside of prison 
walls, or even be mentally competent. 
The act refers only to persons, not even 
to persons residing in the political sub
division affected. 

Alabama gives a literacy test t.o all as 
required by the 1964 act-and the Presi
dent ridiculed the procedw·e of Alabama 
giving a test to all. Does the 1964 act 
apply to New York, and, if so, does this 
mean that New York can no longer ex
empt from its literacy tests persons who 
in 1922 were 21 years old, persons who 
voted military ballots during World War 
II, persons now in military service and 
other special exempted groups? 

Can little Rhode Island expect for 
long ·to escape the heavy hammer of 
the Justice Department if it attempts to 
keep its barrier against nonproperty
owners voting in tax elections? can 
Massachusetts expect to escape punish
ment if it leaves on its books a law bar
ring paupers from voting-even if it 
makes the weak excuse that the law is 
not enforced? Can New Hampshire 
expect to long keep its barrier against 
convicts voting if its representatives sup
port a bill for "all persons" to vote? 

Alabama has never barred its unfor
tunates and its elderly from the polls 
by reason of their having to have public 
support to survive. Alabama has never 
built a barrier around the voting ma
chines in tax elections to exclude all but 
property owners. Alabama has never 
permanently barred its convicted from 
voting, nor has it ever required them, if 
convicted in Federal court, to get a par
don oruy from the President of the 
United States as does one of the States. 

WHO IS REALLY 'ELIGIBLE' IN ALABAMA 

If the literacy law is left in effec.t and 
is properly and nondiscriminatorily 
enforced, how many persons by race and 
sex would become voters because they 
are truly eligible under the properly en
forced laws of the State? 

Using figures from the 1960 U.S. cen
sus for those who have never gone to 
school, for those who went to the first 
to fourth grade and who are illiterate by 
the yardstick of the national literacy 
groups, and using those who went to the 
fifth or sixth grade all as the illiterate 
group is clearly justified by years of ex
perience of boards of registrars and U.S. 
selective service board members in Ala
bama. There will be some persons who 
finished the sixth down to the first grade 
who will pass a literacy test due to their 
own efforts after leaving school, but at 
least as many persons with seventh grade 
or higher education cannot pass the 
simplest tests such as reading or writing 
the words "United States,'' or even 
writing their own names or birth dates. 
Thus, this accumulated reading and 
writing evidence and the almost 100 per
cent rejection rate for the draft for per
sons under the eighth grade level both 
indicate that use of this set of figures as 
"illiterates" is a conservative one whether 
the persons are given literacy tests by 
the method required by the Alabama 
constitution or the method devised in 
the State of New York. 

Following is a table showing the per
centage of illiterates and literates in the 
State as a whole based on the use of 1960 

U.S. census figures, based on the latest 
available figures on registrations from 
probate judges and registrars, based on 
partial returns from a new count of 
voters being made in Alabama, and based 
on results of purging of voter lists in 
many counties of the names of persons 
dead and nonresident. In round figures, 
these percentages are based on the 
following: 

lliiterate Literate Registered 

White_----------- 263,000 1,000, 000 800,000 
Colored_--------- 241,000 200,000 123,000 

Eligibility table 

' 
White, White, Colored, Colored, 
male female male female 

- -----

New York State. which requires-article 
7, section 152(3)-that a person con
victed in Federal court cannot ever regis
ter unless "he shall have been pardoned 
or restored to rights of citizenship by 
the President of the United States." 

Second. Lack of interest in register
ing and voting among women has to be 
a factor in holding down the total num
ber of persons registered because the 
educational level of women of both races 
in Alabama is higher. Correspond
ingly their rejection rate for registration 
is in fact lower than for men. 

To attempt to penalize the State for 
the failure of these women to register
and remember that they would not have 
to pay any poll taxes to vote fn Federal 
elections-is especially unfair and vin
dictive at this time. This is because reg
istration by white women has been dis-

Presumed illiterate_ 23 
Presumed literate .. 77 
Percent of all 21 

registered. ___ ____ 68 
Percent remaining 

of literates. ______ 9 

19 61 
81 39 

51 32 

30 7 

5 
5 

2 

3 

o couraged for a long time in Alabama by 
0 the repeated questioning of those who 
o register by persons claiming to repre-
0 sent the U.S. Department of Justice. 

----
Of all 21, this ac-

--- These questioners have come at night. 
They have come when husbands of these counts for a total 

percent oL _____ _ 91 70 93 7 
Convicted esti-

mate (percent) ••• 4 1 a --------
Of all 21, this ac-

counts for a 
total percent of. 95 71 96 7 

o women were not at home. Some of 
these women have been frightened by 
the occurrences and the reports have 
spread to other white women, causing 
them to hesitate to register. In addi
tion, the conditions existing around 
registration offices, where unpeaceful 
demonstrations have been the rule for 
a long time has kept white w_ men away 
from the voter registration lines. An
tics of the demonstrators have also kept 
many self-respecting Negro women away 
from the registration office who might 
otherwise have come to register. 

The only reservoirs of unregistered 
but actually eligible persons are women 
of both races. The fact is that these 
women have never even applied to regis
ter at all. If all the women registered 
and all that have applied to register and 
been turned down were put together, 
the :figure would still not amount to 60 
percent for white women or to more than 
30 percent for Negro women. 

Here again, :figures used by the Justice 
Department are misleading. They treat 
as a separate individual each rejection 
by a board, whereas records show that 
some individuals have tried to register 
as many as 24 times, and should be 
counted once, not 24 times, when com
paring rejections against the literate 
numbers of persons. In one case in 
Dallas County where a figure of 247 re
jections was cited, it was proven that 
only 58 persons were responsible for the 
total number of rejections. 

Two facts 1n Alabama must be faced, 
if there is to be any fairness in the con
sideration of the registration situation 
1n that State: 

First, many men are disqualified from 
voting due to convictions. probably many 
more than indicated in this table. Ac
cording to the Uniform Crime Reports 
of the United States. issued by the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation, Alabama 
ranked 16th from the lowest in crime 
rate, but still for 1963 the rate was 848 
per 100,000 population. Other :figures 
indicate a conviction rate, mostly of men, 
of about 10,000 per year the last 10 years. 
However, Alabama does not throw up un
reasonable barriers to such persons ob
taining restoration of citizenship and 
voting rights. so that any figures on dis
qualifications by convictions will con
stantly change. However. Alabama 
certainly does not make so stern a re
quirement of the convicted person as 

Nor has the effect been limited to those 
counties in which the Justice Depart
ment and Martin Luther King have been 
active. With news media screaming out 
the most sensational news possible to 
concoct, registrars in counties where 
there has been no registration trouble 
at all report that very few Negroes come 
to register when there is trouble in other 
parts of the State, thus again causing 
women, in this case eligible Negro 
women, to refrain from becoming voters. 
lli. INCREASE IN NEGRO LITERATES AND VOTERS 

If Alabama has truly not discriminated 
other than in a few counties for very 
short periods of time in all the years of 
the literacy law, then why all the charges 
against Alabama from the press, televi
sion, radio, and the pulpits? 

Mainly, it is because in its testimony 
and in its court actions and public ut
terances the U.S. Justice Department has 
misled the Congress and the people. 

The Justice Department has said that 
Alabama has denied Negroes an oppor
tunity for education and is illegally 
denying them registration as voters. 

The facts are: 
First. Negroes have made greater 

strides in Improving their educational 
level than have whites since 1940. 

Second. School terms, amounts spent 
.per pupil and other school factors have 
not differed between races, but differed 
as between city and rural children. The 
difference has been due to additional 
funds being put up by cities for educa
tion. No action of the State has made 
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any difference as between rural and city 
children. 

Third. Any Negro in Alabama who can 
read and write enough to read his ballot 
and have any idea about the thing on 
which he is voting can register freely 
in Alabama. Those being rejected are 
those who, regardless of grade level com
pleted, either never had or have now 
lost the ability to read and write with 
intelligence. 

Fourth. The real progress in Negro 
registration was made before the first 
Civil Rights Act in 1957 was passed. The 
progre.ss due to increased interest and 
military exceptions from poll tax first 
came after World Warn. The second 
spurt of increased Negro voting came 
after abolition of the cumulative feature 
of poll tax in December 1953. This was 
an equal spur to registration by both 
white and Negro women, rather than 
solely on the basis of race, this increase 
was on the basis of sex. 

Fifth. The Ju.stice Department ha.s 
found for itself that Alabama has been 
rejecting Negroes becau.se it was obeying 
its own laws and that illiterate whites 
are not voting as they had claimed. Most 
of the qualified Negroes have registered, 
and the Justice Department has come 
face to face with the fact that the only 
way to register the thousands whom they 
claim are eligible is to abolish the 
literacy law-which is just what they 
are trying to do, and discrimination has 
no part in it. They cannot prove dis
crimination in courts of law, therefore 
they must get it out of the courts and 
make the finding of discrimination rest 
on a definition, not a hearing before a 
judge. 

NEGROES MAKE PROGRESS 

Alabama Negroes have made progress 
in education in relation to literacy for 
voting. 

In 1940 only 22 percent of Negroes 
were in the literate group. 

In 1950, 32 percent of Negroes were in 
the literate group. 

In 1960, 45 percent of Negroes were in 
the literate group. 

While Negroes were increasing their 
literacy rate-in spite of the large num
bers of the educated leaving the State
from 22 to 45 percent, the whites in Ala
bama increased their literacy rate from 
65 percent up to 79 percent. All figures 
apply to persons of voting age for whom 
grade completion levels are given in the 
U.S. census. 

Besides the exodus from the State, Ne
groes have failed to further improve their 
educational level because of a high rate 
of school dropouts, a· problem which 
plagues the entire Nation, not just 
Alabama. 

Now let us return to the years before 
the passage of the firs·t so-called Civil 
Rights Act: 

In 1950, less than 30,000 Negroes were 
registered. These were mainly ex-serv
icemen registering after World War II 
and older Negroes who had been voting 
all their lives. 

In 1960, 63,179 Negroes were registered. 
What happened? No counties were 
under any court orders at this time. The 
increase was due to the change in the 
poll tax law. Formerly, all persons had 

to pay up the tax of $1.50 per year for 
all the years from 21 through 44, regard
less of the age at which they registered. 
The poll tax change in December, 1953, 
reduced the maximum payment to $3-
$1.50 for one back year and $1.50 for 
the current year. This was done on the 
State's own initiative. 

In 1961, 74,689 Negroes registered. 
In 1962, 77,852 Negroes registered. 
In 1963, 97,280 Negroes registered. 
Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MAcGREGOR. I yield to the gen

tleman from Illinois, a very hard work
ing and effective member of the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the gentleman for demon
strating the effective nature of the Ford
McCulloch bill, how it will pinpoint the 
areas of discrimination without sweep
ing in at the same time areas where an 
effort is being made or where there has 
been an effective effort made to eliminate 
discrimination on the basis of race or 
color. 

I would like to ask this ques·tion. In 
the Ford-McCulloch bill what would be 
the nature of the proceeding whereby 25 
persons would file a complaint with the 
Attorney General? Is this going to be 
some public demonstration, or how con
fidential or private is it going to be? 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. There are no pro.;. 
visions in the bill which would indicate 
directly or indirectly that there is any 
requirement that there be anything pub
lic about the manner of presentation by 
25 or more complainants to the Attorney · 
General. Let u.s take a specific example. 
We talked briefiy yesterday about the 
State of Florida, and again today. In 
Florida, of course, the "automatic trig
ger" provides no assistance. Those who 
are not allowed the right to vote there 
would get no help from the essential fea
ture of the committee-Celler bill. Let 
us take Liberty County, Fla., where there 
are 240 voting-age Negroes and not a 
single one on the voter rolls. 

Under the Ford-McCulloch bill 25 of 
those, or more, could quietly and pri
vately advise the Attorney General of the 
facts of their disfranchisement. · That 
would start the process, the administra
tive procedure that I outlined earlier, 
that will give them the precious right 
to vote which the committee-Celler blll 
cannot give them. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Alaska 
[Mr. RIVERS]. 

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of this legislation, 
H.R. 6400, but-in the course of giving 
it my backing-! wish to clarify the posi
tion of my State of Alaska with respect 
to certain provisions, because Alaska has 
been frequently mentioned in this debate. 

Addressing the House in regard to 
House Resolution 440, which embodies 
the 10-hour rule under which this Com
mittee has been proceeding, the distin
guished gentleman from Virginia, the 
Honorable HOWARD W. SMITH, spoke of 
Alaska as a State which voted less than 
50 percent of its voting-age population 
in the presidential election of 1964. 
Similarly classified were the States of 

Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, 
South Carolina, and Virginia-and cer
tain counties in Arizona, Idaho, Maine, 
and North Carolina. In concluding his 
remarks, the gentleman from Virginia 
opined that Alaska was innocent of dis
crimination but would, in effect, be a 
victim of this bill. I concur as to 
Alaska's innocence, and admit that Alas
ka's position has become somewhat 
clouded in the premises, but consider 
the bill too important to oppose for that 
reason. 

Under the bill, H.R. 6400, the use of 
specified voting qualifications defined as 
"tests and devices"-aimed at preventing 
certain people from voting-would be 
su.spended in States and political subdi
visions upon the coincidence of two 
facto-rs; namely, where first, such tests 
and devices were maintained on Novem
ber 1, 1964, and second, less than 50 per
cent of the voting-age population was 
registered or voted in the presidential 
election of 1964. I will soon show that. 
these two factors cannot coincide in 
Alaska under H.R. 6400 as now written. 

A third factor which has been alleged 
to be applicable to Alaska is set forth at 
the top of page 24 of the bill, as follows: 

No State or political subdivision thereof 
shall deny any person 1:he right to register
or to vote because of his failure to pay a 
poll tax or any other tax. 

Alaska has a head tax charged to all 
employed individuals for school purposes, 
but that tax has nothing to do with the 
right to vote. Alaska has never had a. 
poll tax affecting the right to vote. 

I agree with the provision which would 
do away with further u.se of poll taxes 
to prevent people from voting. I do not 
think that any citizen should be deprived 
of the right to vote for failure to pay a 
poll tax, and, referring to various other 
tax laws. I do not think, for example,. 
that referendums on the qruestion of 
whether or not a State or local govern
ment should issue general obligation 
bonds for public purposes should be 
limited only to property owners. Ob
viously, everyone who lives in any local
ity either owns his own abode or pays 
rent and, obviou.sly, every landlord 
charges enough rent to cover his prop
erty taxes as well as the u.se of his 
premises. In other words. landlords pass 
on to their tenants the cost of property 
taxes on their property, so that indirectly 
tenants pay propery taxes. which means 
to me that citizens who pay rent have as 
much fundamental interest in whether 
or not a local government bonds itself 
as do the landlords. I have rented my 
hou.se in Alaska for 8 years. and have no 
des~re to see my tenant deprived of the 
right to vote in any election. 

Let me now go back to the literacy 
tests and devices, and the proposition 
that less than 50 percent of the voting
age population was registered or voted 
in the presidential election of 1964. 

It is important to point out that, since 
the "test or device" which is proscribed 
in this legislation is designed to eliminate 
discriminatory literacy tests in effect in 
some of the States, the language of 
Alaska's Constitution should be recog
nized as the epitome of liberality and not 
at cross-purposes with any provisions 
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of H.R. 6400. Provisions of other State 
literacy tests have varied from, "read 
and speak English'' to, "read and write 
English" to, "the reading and interpret
ing of the Constitution and other English 
prose." Obviously, these tests require 
a varying level of education, intellect 
and experience, and can perceivably be 
used for purposes of discrimination. 

Compare these tests or devices in vari
ous States with the situation in Alaska, 
where Alaska's State constitutional re
quirement is that a person registering 
to vote must only be able to, "read or 
speak the English language as prescribed 
by law," and the degree of skill so pre
scribed calls only for the capacity to 
communicate by speaking simple words 
in the Englsh language. For emphasis, 
I repeat the unique and liberal disjunc
tive--"read or speak" found in Alaska's 
constitution. If Congress intends to 
eliminate as a "test or device" a provi
sion requiring that a person seeking to 
vote be able to speak simple English, 
then I would expect it to do so by ex
pressly adding the word, "speak" to the 
words, "read, write, understand, or inter
pret any matter" within the definition of 
''test or device." So far, this has not 
been done, and I would oppose any move 
to do so, as I think that every State has a 
right to prescribe minimal qualifications 
in connection with the right to vote
so long as discrimination is not involved. 

May I now devote a few minutes to the 
second factor mentioned at the outset of 
my remarks. I refer to the inference of 
discrimination contained in the follow
ing: "Less than 50 percent of the voting 
age population was registered or voted in 
the presidential election of 1964." On 
this point, let me say .that Alaska does 
not require preelection registration in 
State elections, and will probably not do 
so until its population increases consid
erably. 

Therefore, anyone can vote in a State 
election in Alaska by simply appearing at 
the polls and indicating in the simplest 
English that he wants to vote, and he 
will forthwith be registered and given his 
ballot for voting purposes. Of a total 
population in Alaska in 1964 of approxi
mately 250,000-1960 census-226,000-
67,259 Alaskans voted. As I have stated, 
this number has been estimated to be 
only 48.7 percent of Alaska's voting-age 
residents. The trouble with this esti
mate is that the population figure of 
250,000 included about 30,000 military, 
plus wives and children, and that, of this 
number, most all were of voting age, but 
on tours of duty-and ineligible to vote 
in Alaska. By excluding these people 
from the count of eligible voters, Alaska's 
secretary of state concluded that about 
60 percent of Alaska's eligible voters 
voted in the 1964 presidential election in 
Alaska. Let me stress that there is no 
abridgment of voting rights in Alaska. 

To my mind, the mere noting of the ad
ministrative misapprehensions thus far 
occurring as concerns Alaska shows that 
the desired corrections can and will be 
made administratively-and that all of 
you may unqualifiedly vote for this bill, 
so far as Alaska in concerned, as I feel 
Alaskans are not fearful of the applica
tion of this voting rights bill. I sup-

port H.R. 6400 and urge my colleagues 
to do likewise. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTEN
MEIER]. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. I rise in support 
of H.R. 6400, the House Judiciary Com
mittee's voting rights bill, a bill de
signed to provide the · constitutional, 
lawful and institutional means for taking 
voting rights demonstrations off the 
streets and opening our voting booths to 
all Americans. This is a strong, work
able piece of legislation which has been 
carefully considered in hearings before 
Subcommittee No. 5, extending from 
March 18 through April 1 of this year. 
A total of 13 separate sessions of hear
ings were held. Following that, the sub
committee met in executive session for 
4 days to consider the legislation, and 
later the terms of the bill were con
·sidered and deliberated on at length by 
the full Committee on the Judiciary. In 
a real sense many of the important pro
visions of H.R. 6400 were shaped by 
Subcommittee No. 5 and the House 
Judiciary Committee. In my judgment, 
this record of committee action repre
sents the best example of effective exer
cise of .the committee system. 

The result is that we have before us 
today no·t only the broad outlines of the 
President's voting rights bill but also 
many committee-drafted improvements 
which represent the thinking and con
clusions of this committee. In my judg
ment, the bill is sound and the House 
should adopt it. 

The issue we face is not whether we 
are going to pass a voting rights bill. 
Clearly, support for voting rights for all 
Americans is so basic a duty as to be not 
subject to challenge. Furthermore, the 
legislation itself is neither as contro
versial nor as comprehensive as previous 
civil rights bills have been. The result 
is there are fewer matters left by far 
that are contentious. The bill does not 
relate to equal accommodation, integra
tion of educational institutions, integra
tion of transportation, or other aspects 
of the day-to-day life of Americans 
which . previous c'ivil rights bills have 
dealt with and over which there was 
strong philosophic disagreement. 

Thus, the question before us is simply 
a matter of what kind of bill we are go
ing to pass. It is my opinion that we 
must in this hour in the history of the 
United States enact a thoroughgoing 
voting rights bill which will fulfill the 
mandate of the 15th amendment to the 
Constitution which states: 

SECTION I. The right of citizens of the 
United States to vote shall not be denied or 
abridged by the United states or by any 
State on account of race, color, or previous 
condition of s-ervitude. 

SEc. II. The Gongress shall have power to 
enforce this article by appropriate legislation. 

Fulfilling this constitutional mandate 
is very much part and parcel of our time. 
We cannot very easily mistake it. There 
is a human rights revolution occurring 
in our country. 

The revolution we face today stems 
from a recognition by the Negro that 
there are protections available to him 

under the Constitution. This is a rev
olution of rising expectations of the 
Negro who properly no longer is content 
to accept a lot of less than full citizen
ship. 

It is sometimes debated which is the 
most important in the structure for 
equality. There are those who contend 
equal opportunity in education will pro
vide the basis for equality in all areas. 
Others would say that without equality 
of economic opportunity, efforts to at
tain complete equality are illusory. 
While it is difficult to make a hard and 
fast judgment in this ar-ea, I believe as 
Justice Black said in speaking for the 
Supreme Court in Westberry v. Sanders, 
376 U.S.l, 

No right is more precious in a free country 
than that of having a voice in the election 
of those who make the laws under which, as 
good citizens, we must live. Other rights, 
even the most basic, are illusory if the right 
to vote is undermined. 

The record is clear; the right to vote 
has been systematically undermined. 
It is superfluous to recite the cases 
which have been decided in the Supreme 
Court which detail the variety of prac
tices which have been conceived to frus
trate the Negro in his attempts to vote. 
It is superfluous to detail the evidence 
presented before Subco:rrunittee No. 5 
on the near total denial of voting rights 
to Negro citizens in some of our South
ern States. sumce it to say that during 
the past decade the publicity these de
vices have received has provided an up
surge of public indignation against the 
systematic exclusion of Negroes from the 
polls that characterizes certain areas of 
this Nation. 

This surge of public indignation has 
given rise to several civil rights bills in 
the last 8 years. By the Civil Rights Act 
of 1957, Congress empowered the At
torney General of the United States to 
institute suits to protect the right to vote 
from deprivation because of race or color 
(42 U.S.C. 1971 (a), (c)). At the same 
time, the act prohibited threats and 
intimidations for the purpose of inter
fering with the right to vote in Federal 
elections and gave the Attorney General 
authority to bring suits to protect 
against such interference (42 U.S.C. 
1971 (b), (C)). 

A number of lawsuits were brought be
tween 1957 and 1960 under the authority 
of the new act. The experience with this 
litigation quickly pointed to the need for 
further voting legislation. · It became ap
parent at once that voting dis-crimina
tion suits could not adequately be pre
pared without full access to the relevant 
registration papers and documents and 
that, even where a suit was brought to 
a successful conclusion, the scope of 
relief had to be wider than what was 
being afforded by the courts at that 
time. In 1960, Congress set out to rem
edy these defects. The Civil Rights Act 
of that year granted to the Attorney 
General full powers of inspection ·of 
documents in the custody of local voting 
registrars. It further provided that 
where a pattern or practice of discrimi
nation was found a new and more com
prehensive procedure for the registra
tion of Negroes was to be employed. This 
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new procedure permits any Negro in the 
affected area whose application has been 
rejected by local officials to apply di
rectly to the Federal Court or a Federal 
voting referee for an order certifYing 
him to vote. The orders of the court so 
obtained are binding upon State voting 
officials with respect to both · State and 
Federal elections. The Department of 
Justice brought 40 discrimination suits 
between the date of enactment of the 
1960 act and the enactment of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. 

Despite the improved 1960 legislation, 
no appreciable dent was made in denying 
Negroes the right to vote and register. 
And as the Negro demand for full voting 
rights grew greater, the threats to his 
life and livelihood increased. 

Additional modifications in the vot
ing laws were made in the Civil Rights 
A:ct of 1964. Title I of that act pro
vided for the expedition ef voting suits 
and their trial before a three-judge 
district court with a direct appeal to the 
Supreme Court. The 1964 statute also 
prohibited, with respect to registration 
conducted under State law for elections 
held solely or in part for Federal offices, 
first, the use of voting qualifications, 
practices, and standards different from 
those applied in the past under such law 
to other individuals; secnnd, the rejec
tion of applicants because of immate
rial errors or omissions made by appli
cants fllling oU:t registration forms; and 
third, the use of literacy tests as a 
qualification for voting unless they are 
administered and conducted wholly in 
writing. The statute further established 
a rebuttable presumption of literacy 
fiowing from the completion of six grades 
in any recognized school. 

The effect of the 1957, 1960 and 1964 
voting rights statutes was limited. .Al
though they were intended to supply 
strong and effective remedies, their en
forcement encountered serious obstacles 
in various regions. Expei'ience under 
these laws conclusively indicates that 
the case-by-case approach encourages 
hard-core southern resistance. The 
case-by-case approach, no matter how 
well intentioned, will not end voting dis
crimination. The case-by-case approach 
·will m·ean more intimidation, more 
street demonstrations, a.nd an inconse
quential increase in Negro registration 
and voting. 

· This brings us to the present bill which 
is designed to a void the omissions of 
1957,1960, and 1964 by providing the ma
chinery for a comprehensive program 
of voter registration and protection 
throughout the areas of the country 
where discrimination in voting has been 
conclusively shown to exist. 

An attempt was made in 1960 to in
clude a voter registrar plan in the House 
bill. After tentative adoption on the 
House fioor it was striken. Some op
posed this provision to a void a Senate 
filibuster. There are those who suggest 
we should follow the same route this 
year, that we should strike various pro:
visions of the House Judiciary Commit
tee bill to a void a Senate filibuster or 
even a conference with the other body. 
We cannot make that same mistake 
again for if we do, we will be back here 

next year writing a new law to cover the 
practices some would have us strike from 
this bill. 

The fact remains that the Senate has 
adopted a bill which provides for ma
chinery nearly similar to that contained 
in the House Judiciary Committee bill, 
although in certain respects, H.R. 6400 
is significantly more effective. The 
basic machinery of the House bill must 
be preserved if we are to pass an effective 
voting rights bill in this Congress. I 
could think of no more effective way of 
failing in our job and deferring the chal
lenge to next year than to adopt the pro
posals of the minority. We are sure to 
face such proposals. However, even as 
they have been rejected in committee-
and by the Senate--they should be re
jected again here. We cannot adopt a 
different triggering device, different 
means of excusing political subdivisions 
from coverage, different means of ending 
the examiners' jurisdiction without re
quiring the conference committee tore
do the entire job of writing a new voting 
rights bill-an effort that at best will re
sult in severe delays and postpone the 

· right to vote and at worst would be the 
death knell of voting rights legislation in 
this Congress. 

The House Judiciary Committee bill 
does vary in some respects from that bill 
passed by the Senate, however. One 
major difference is that the House bill 
contains a poll tax ban in State elec
tions, what we have already eliminated in 
Federal elections by constitutional 
amendment. I believe that the adoption 
of the poll tax provision is critical to an 
effective bill. We seek in this CongresS" 
to make voting rights a reality for aU. 
I do not think that any of us who sup
port this bill would like to see it pass and 
then see the right to vote again denied 
because of the failure to pay poll tax. 
We would not like to see States raise the 
current tax to $50 or $100 which they 
might now do to keep Negroes from vot
ing. Let us foreclose this possibility to 
assure the purposes of the voting rights 
bill. There can be no doubt that the poll 
taxes are imposed primarily to restrict 
Negro suffrage. In 1943 in a Senate 
Judiciary Committee report, it was ob
served that: 

We think a careful examination of the 
so-called poll tax constitutional and statu
tory provisions, and an examination par
ticularly of the constitutional conventions by 
which these amendments became a part of 
the State laws, will convince any disin
terested person that the object of these 
State constitutional conventions, from which 
emanated mainly the poll tax laws, were 
motivated entirely and exclusively by a de
sire to exclude the Negro from voting. 

Indeed, the Mississippi Supreme Court, 
shortly after the enactment of the poll 
tax in that State, candidly held that the 
tax was primarily designed to restrict 
Negro suffrage. The situation in Virginia 
as reflected by comments in a 1942 Sen
ate Judiciary report clearly sets forth the 
basis for the poll tax in that State. 

Near the beginning of the convention 
Senator Glass made a speech in which he 
outlined in a very forceful language what 
the object was, after all, of the conven
tion. He did this in his usual commen
datory method of getting at the real 

cream in the coconut. Near the begin
ning of the copvention he made a speech 
in which he said: 

The chief purpose of this convention is 
to-amend the suffrage clause of the existing 
constitution. . It does not require much 
prescience to foretell . that the alterations 
which we shall make will not apply to all 
persons and classes without distinction. We 
were sent here to make distinctions. We ex
pect to make distinctions. We will make 
distinctions. 

Near the conclusion of the convention, 
Senator Glass delivered another address 
in which he referred to the work already 
performed by the conventon. He said: 

I declared then (referring to the beginning 
of the convention and the debate on the 
oath) that no body of Virginia gentlemen 
could frame a constitution so obnoxious to 
my sense of right and morality that I would 
be willing to submit its fate to 146,000 ig
norant Negro voters (great applause) whose 
capacity for self-government we have been 
challenging for 30 years past." 

The poll tax was thus conceived in dis
crimination. Its purpose-to keep Ne
groes from the franchise--is its fatal in
firmity. It can hardly be doubted that 
Congress, acting to implement the equal 
protection and due process clauses of the 
14th amendment and the right to vote in 
the 15th amendment, has full authority 
to outlaw State provisions purposefully 
dedicated to restricting the right to 
vote. Clearly we in this House must · 
not, out of expedience, fail to adopt this 
poll tax provision. There is reason ·to 
believe that the Senate would vote to ac
cept the House bill with this amendment 
in view of the fact that the poll tax 
amendment proposed by Senator TED 
KENNEDY was narrowly defeated when it 
was first considered, particularly since 
it would place on the Senate the respon
sibility for rejecting a sound bill and 
sending it to a conference committee. 

In other respects the House bill also is 
stronger than the Senate version. The 
length of coverage included in the House 
bill will assure the presence of examiners 
for such a length of time as to assure 
that the right of Negroes to vote will be 
firmly established and not subject to 
immediate erosion. The House bill, in 
addition, provides greater protections 
against intimidations, including cover
age of party officials as well as voters 
other than those registered by Federal 
examiners. 

Finally, we cannot permit ourselves to 
be persuaded out of sympathy for col
leagues who contend they represent de
cent people who could not be party to 
the voter discrimination practices de
tailed so thoroughly in the committee 
report on the voting rights bill. With 
all due respect for our colleagues and in 
the face of overwhelming evidence that 
discrimination does exist, we must adopt 
a complete bill, a bill which will assure 
the voting rights so long denied. Set
tling for half a loaf now means only leg
islating the other half next year. We 
have the time and the votes to eliminate 
the last remaining bars to the equal ex
ercise of voting rights. We must re
spond to the demand that our branch of 
Government do its duty. 

Another branch of Government has 
taken steps to meet the challenge of the 
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revolution of rising expectations. The 
Supreme Court's "one man, one vote" 
decision is equally a part of our times. 
What we seek to accomplish by this vot
ing rights bill, equal and fair representa
tion in government, would be undone by 
those who seek to overturn the "one 
man, one vote'' decision. Whereas we 
seek to give every man an equal voice in 
government, overturning the Supreme 
Court decision would give a dispropor
tionate value to the vote of some seg
ments of our population. If not foolish, 
it is at least inconsistent to condemn 
vote frauds where fictional people are 
allowed to vote on the one hand while 
seeking to set up a system of reappor
tionment which will permit the votes of 
two people living in one area to equal the 
vote of one person living in another. 
This is the central theme of our time in 
history-the protection of the integrity 
of the right to vote and the value of the 
vote. 

I must emphasize again that it is not 
whether we shall pass a voting rights bill 
this year but whether the bill we pass 
will stand up to the challenge of our 
time-equal voting rights. It is within 
our capacity and within our duty. We 
must not let the country down. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. DoNo
HUE]. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 6400. 

Mr Chairman, I most earnestly urge 
my colleagues here to, and I hope they 
will, promptly and overwhelmingly adopt 
this historic measure before us, H.R. 6400, 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965, without 
any crippling changes or extended delay. 

In considering this measure today I be
lieve it is very pertinent to remind our
selves that three times, since 1957, this 
Congress has attempted to implement the 
Constitution's admonition that, "the 
right of citizens of the United States to 
vote shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of race, color, or previous condi
tion of servitude." 

Although these current laws were de
signed to project sufficient and effective 
remedies against any restrictions upon 
and discrimination in the exercise of the 
voting right, unfortunately and regret
fully, but unquestionably, the history and 
the evidence of these past 7 years reveals 
their attempted fulfillment has €mcoun
tered obstacles, in various regions of the 
country, of such a serious nature as to 
practically negate and defeat their pri
mary intent and purposes. 

The authoritative testimony to sub
stantiate, b·eyond any reasonable doubt, 
this unhappy conclusion was very care
fully and exhaustively developed by a 
Special House Judiciary Subcommittee, 
of which I am privileged to be a member, 
during the conduct of 13 public hearings, 
4 subcommittee executive sessions, and 
throughout 10 executive sessions of the 
full House Judiciary Committee. 

The documented evidenced presented 
before our committee clearly demon
strated that realistic progress in the ac
tual exercise of the voting franchise by 
great numbers of our Negro citizens, 
particularly, has been excruciatingly 

slow, partly because of the intransigence 
of some State and local officials and 
partly because of interminable delays 
in the judicial process. 

Throughout the course of our com
mittee hearings it became increasingly 
and obviously clear that the burdens, 
upon the majority of Negro citizens 
everywhere in the country, in lawfully 
attempting to exercise their constitu
tional right and civic duty to vote, re
main too heavy, the wrong to so many of 
these citizens remains too grievous and 
the blot upon our national conscience 
remains too great for the Congress to 
justify any further delay in the enact
ment of more effective voting rights 
guarantees than are available in exist
ing laws. 

To remove these burdens, to undo 
these wrongs, and to obliterate the blot 
upon our national conscience, the House 
Judiciary Committee, after long and 
dedicated study and application, has 
presented this bill, H.R. 6400, to the 
House of Representatives for your deter
mination and, I hope, speedy adoption. 

The consensus of conviction within 
our committee was that repeated pres
entations to the Congress of this basic 
national issue cannot be justified and, 
indeed, should not be necessary. Hav
ing dealt with this subject on several 
occasions, our committee members were 
naturally very conscious of the fact that 
time and time again legislative steps 
have been taken in trying to eliminate 
various schemes and devices only too 
obviously designed to deprive Negro cit
izens of the right to vote but, unfor
tunately and in too many instances, 
some of the States and localities in the 
country still persisted in inventing new 
ways and new obstacles for the clear 
purpose of frustrating the intent of the 
Congress and the will of the majority of 
the American people. 

As a consequence, it was a further 
consensus of the committee that the 
Congress, once and for all, and now, 
should enact a measure to insure and 
encourage, as fully as is bumanly pos
sible, to each and every citizen the free 
exercise of the guaranteed right to vote 
in every election. 

That is what the bill before you now 
is aesigned to do. To do this the bill 
provides in summary: First, suspension 
of the use of literacy and other tests and 
devices in areas where there is reason to 
believe that such tests and devices have 
been and are being used to deny the right 
to vote on account of race or color; sec
ond, authority for the appointment of 
Federal examiners in such areas to reg
ister persons who are qualified under · 
State law, except insofar as such law is 
suspended by this act, to vote in State, 
local, and Federal elections; third, em
powerment of the Federal courts, in any 
action instituted by the Attorney Gen
eral, to enforce the guarantees of the 
15th amendment, to authorize the ap
pointment of Federal examiners, pend
ing final determination of the suit or 
after a final judgment in which the court 
finds that violations of the 15th amend
ment have occurred; fifth , criminal pen
alties for intimidating, threatening, or 

coercing any person to vote or to attempt 
to vote. Upon the basis of findings, that 
poll taxes as a prerequisite to voting vio
late the 14th and 15th amendments to 
the Constitution, the bill also abolishes 
the poll tax in any State or subdivision 
where it still exists. 

In addition, civil and criminal reme
dies are provided for the enforcement of 
the act. 

Mr. Chairman, the record proving the 
imperative urgency of this legislation has 
been indelibly written; the just cause in
volved is basic to the preservation of our 
democratic form of government; our 
legislative duty lies clearly before us. 
Say what we will we cannot escape, as 
true Americans, facing two fundamental 
facts. The Constitution of the United 
States forbids racial barriers to voting. 
Only 40 percent of our Negro citizens in 
the South vote. Let us accept these facts 
and take action to insure that Negro and 
all other citizens in every section of this 
country are freely permitted and legis
latively encouraged to responsibly partic
ipate in their Government by exercising 
the right to vote in every Federal and 
State election. 

By the enactment of this measure the 
U.S. Congress, for the people of the 
United States, will once again and most 
timely demonstrate to the world that we 
are unswervingly dedicated to the con- · 
tinuation of this Nation's persevering 
progress toward our final goals of equal 
opportunity and equal treatment for all 
human beings everywhere regardless of 
race, creed, color, or national origin. 
That is our destiny, under God, and this 
is a special opportunity to move ahead 
in fulfillment of it. Let us speedily and 
overwhelmingly seize the opportunity. 

Mr. CELLER. -Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RYAN]. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chair:man, almost 
100 years after the adoption of the 15th 
amendment,. we are debating whether 
or not to pass implementing legislation 
to secure for all Americans the right to 
vote regardless of race or color. It is 
common knowledge that the promise of 
the Constitution has not been fulfilled; 
it is common knowledge that there has 
been a determined conspiracy in the 
South to prevent Negro citizens from 
voting. Tragically, it has taken violence, 
·brutality, and murder to awaken the 
Nation to the nature of this conspiracy. 
Finally Congress realizes that past legis
lation has not been adequate to deal with 
the question. In 1957 and again in 1960 
civil rights laws were enacted, and last 
year we enacted the historic Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. None of these laws fully 
secured the right to vote. H.R. 6400, 
confronts the problem more directly 
than any past bin brought to the floor of 
the House. 

Of course, there are those--some in 
this House-as the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. WAGGONNER] told US, who 
do not believe there is a right to vote. 
This is a fundamental issue which I 
thought was settled 100 years ago. How
ever, we would not be here now, debat
ing this bill, if this basic proposition had 
not been denied, if eight States had not 
left the determination of a voter's quali-
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fications to the prejudice of local reg
istrars. 

From the beginning of my service in 
Congress, one of my principal concerns 
has been the guarantee of the basic right 
to vote. H.R. 7142, which I introduced 
in the 87th Congress, and H.R. 6028, 
which I introduced in the 88th Congress, 
would have provided for the appoint
ment by the President of Federal enroll
ment officers upon the recommendation 
of the Commission on Civil Rights. 
H.R. 6023, which I introduced in this 
Congress, also would establish a system 
of Federal registrars. 

In each of these Congresses I have 
also introduced bills to outlaw literacy 
tests and abolish poll taxes in all elec
tions. The bill before us today, H.R. 
6400, embodies many of the proposals 
incorporated in my earlier bills. I con
sider them essential to the effectiveness 
of any legislation designed to correct the 
voting evils-many of which I have ob
served firsthand on my visits to Ala
bama, Georgia, and Mississippi-which 
continue to exist in a good many areas 
of the Nation. 

Section 10 of the voting rights bill, as 
reported out by the Committee on the 
Judiciary, specifically bans poll taxes in 
all State and local elections-a measure 
I have fought for ever since I came to 
the Congress. The bill clearly recognizes 
that poll taxes are not bona fide qualifi
cations for voting, but are arbitrary and 
unreasonable restrictions on the right to 
vote which violate the 14th and 15th 
amendments. When I testified before 
the Committee on the Judiciary, I urged 
that the bill as proposed by the adminis
tration be amended to eliminate the poll 
tax. 

The committee has also taken my sug
gestion to delete the provision of the 
original administration bill which re
quired that, before a person could apply 
to a Federal examiner, he first must have 
been denied the opportunity to register 
or to vote by the local registrar or have 
been found not qualified to vote within 
90 days prior to his application. As I 
pointed out in my testimony before the 
committee: 

In many places Negro citizens are in great 
perU if they try to register to vote. They 

. face economic intimidation and physical 
violence. Going to the courthouse to reg
ister has been a frightening experience • • •. 
Why must applicants face harassment and 
1n timid a tion which in many places surely 
awaits them? 

Mr. Chairman, the definition of the 
term "vote" as set forth in section 14 <c) 
makes clear that this bill applies to the 
election of party, as well as public, offi
cials. This is an extremely important 
point which I have drafted in the voting 
rights bills which I have introduced. 
This would cover the election of dele
gates . to a party convention. For in
stance, in Mississippi, in 1964, Negroes 
were excluded from the process by which 
delegates were selected to the Democratic 
National Convention. The opportunity 
to participate fully in political party 
decisions is basic to the effective use of 
the franchise. 

When I testified, I urged the commit
tee to provide protection from f:conomic 
and physical intimidation and coercion 

to any person registering, attempting to 
register, voting, or attempting to vote 
under State law-as well as to those en
couraging others to vote. Section 1l<b) 
spells this out. Unfortunately, S. 1564, 
w.hich the other body adopted, does not 
cover persons urging or aiding others to 
vote. 

The instances of physical violence are 
so notorious that there should be no 
doubt about the need to provide protec
tion riot only for prospective voters but 
for civil rights workers and others en
gaged in voter-registration programs. 
In addition, economic threats and re
prisals are weapons used time and again 
to prevent Negroes from attempting to 
register. 

As Dr. Aaron Henry, president of the 
Mississippi State NAACP, testified before 
the Commission on Civil Rights: 

Any step which will bring a Negro into the 
public view, in an effort to register to vote, 
will increase the likelihood that an em
ployer, or a creditor, or landlord, will deprive 
him of the economic necessities of life. 

This problem is amplified manyfold by 
the extreme degree of poverty which exists 
among the Negro communities of Mississippi. 
To take an economic risk in Mississippi is 
to risk life itself. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6400 is aimed at 
correcting evils that have been readily 
apparent for a long time. The Commis
sion on Civil Rights began pointing them 
out in its 1959 report and has described 
them further in its reports for 1961 and 
1963. Of particular significance is the 
1965 report "Voting in Mississippi." 
Hearings in Mississippi, which were 
finally held this year, make abundantly 
clear the urgency of new legislation. 

The affidavits and depositions which 
were taken in connection with the sta
tutory challenge to the five Mississippi 
Congressmen are replete with details. 
When they are finally printed, Members 
of the House will see a shocking pattern 
of denial of voting rights in Mississippi. 

A good part of the Mississippi si tua
tion is told in United States v. Missis
sippi, 380 U.S. 128 (1965). In 1890, a 
majority of the voters in Mississippi 
were Negroes. By 1899 the percentage 
of voters who were Negroes had dropped 
to about 9 percent. Why? Because in 
1890, the State adopted a new constitu
tion, designed "to restrict the Negro 
franchise and to establish and perpetu
ate white political supremacy and racial 
segregation in Mississippi." The 1890 
constitution required an applicant to be 
able to read any section of the Missis
sippi constitution or understand the 
same when read to him, or give a rea
sonable interpretation thereof. By the 
1950's the number of literate Negroes in 
Mississippi was growing, despite the fact 
that educational opportunities offered 
to Negroes were shamefully inferior to 
those offered to whites. After a court 
pointed out that the 1890 constitution 
gave the applicant one of three alterna
tives-he could read or understand or 
interpret---the State changed the con
stitution to raise higher the barriers to 
Negro registration. A 1954 amendment 
to the constitution required each appli
cant to be able to read and copy any 
section of the constitution. give a rea
sonable interpretation of it, and, in addi-

tion, demonstrate to the registrar "a 
reasonable understanding of the duties 
and obligations of citizenship under a 
constitutional form of government." 
Since the adoption of this amendment 
the registrars have applied these stand
ards so as to make it easy for white 
applicants to register and most difficult 
for Negroes to register. In 1960, the 
registrar was given a new arbitrary 
power and the evidence is that he has 
exercised it arbitrarily and capriciously. 
He can now refuse to register, at his own 
whim, any applicant who is not of "good 
moral character." Can anyone seriously 
argue that Congress has no power to 
prohibit the use of such a test? Can 
anyone seriously debate that Congress 
must prohibit such flagrant discrimina
tion? 

The State of Mississippi has delib
erately and systematically denied the 
right to register and vote to a substan
tial number of American citizens because 
of their race. It is no accident that 
there are approximately 500,000, or 67 
percent of the white persons of voting 
age and approximately 20,000 to 25,000, 
or only 5 to 6 percent of the Negroes of 
voting age registered to vote. 

Similar carefully planned patterns of 
voting discrimination were brought out 
by the Supreme Court in Louisiana v. 
United States, 380 U.S. 145-1965-in 
Divis v. Schnell, 336 U.S. 933-1949-an 
Alabama case, as well as other cases. 
These cases present a picture of con
certed violation of the Constitution by 
State governments, in order to deprive 
American citizens of their legal rights. 

Mr. Chairman, .ti.R. 6400 recognizes 
that tests or devices have been the prin
cipal means used under State law to 
prevent Negro citizens from voting. I 
have seen at first hand how the consti
tutional interpretation test is used to 
discriminate. I have sponsored legisla
tion to abolish such tests. 

The impression was created that, by 
making the completion of six grades of 
education presumptive proof of literacy, 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 eliminated 
the effect of discriminatory literacy tests. 
Nothing could be further from the 
truth. It merely created a rebuttable 
presumption in a legal proceeding insti
tuted after the denial of registration. 

On March 8, 1965, the U.S. Supreme 
Court unanimously declared invalid the 
constitutional interpretation test used by 
Louisiana. The Court said: 

This is not a test but a trap, sufficient to 
stop even the most brilliant man on his 
way to the voting booth. The cherished 
right of the people in a country like ours 
to vote cannot be obliterated by the use of 
laws like this. 

H.R. 6400 suspends the use of literacy 
tests and other "tests and devices" in 
States and political subdivisions where 
such tests were required on November 1, 
1964, and where less than 50 percent of 
the voting age population was registered 
on November 1, 1964, or voted in the 1964 
presidential election. 

It is on this point that I feel compelled 
to express my reservations about the ap
proach adopted by the pending bill. 
WhY. must we have this formula? The 
tests and devices outlawed by it are fully 



16030 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 8, 1965 

as arbitrary in any State. Corigress 
should abolish all such tests, no matter 
where they are applied. My bills, H.R. 
2477 and H.R. 6023, would bar the use of 
literacy tests in all State and Federal 
elections. I st111 prefer the approach of 
my b111, H.R. 6023, which I o?tlined in 
my testimony before the Judiciary Com
mittee. 

Section 3 of H.R. 6400, which details 
judicial remedies available to those dis
criminated against, is intended to reach 
States not covered by the bill's formula. 
Let us hope it will prove adequate. But 
we should not hide from the challenge. 
Congress must recognize that literacy 
tests and similar devices are just as 
onerous no matter where they are ap
plied. They should be completely abol
ished throughout the land. 

The bill provides for the appointment 
of Federal examiners to register qualified 
persons in those areas where tests are 
suspended. The Civil Service Commis
sion will appoint as many examiners as 
are necessary in a particular county to 
prepare and maintain lists of persons 
eligible to vote in Federal, State, or local 
elections, whenever the Att~rney Gen
eral receives 20 legitimate written com
plaints from residents of an area covered 
by the bill's formula, or whenever the 
Attorney General determines that Fed
eral registrars are necessary in such 
areas to enforce the right to vote, or 
whenever the District Court authorizes 
the appointment of examiners in those 
"pockets of discrimination" not covered 
by the bill's formula. 

Any applicant found to be qualified by 
a Federal examiner would be placed on 
the list of eligible voters. The principal 
qualifications would be age, citizenship, 
and residence. Nondiscriminatory State 
standards, such as mental competence, 
would remain in effect. 

Any person whose name appeared on 
an eligible list transmitted to election 
officials 45 days prior to the election 
would have to be allowed to vote in any 
subsequent election until removed from 
that list. An individual may be removed 
by an examiner if he has been legally 
and successfully challenged, or if the 
examiner determines that he has legally 
lost his eligibility to vote. 

Any person on the eligibility lis would 
be able to notify an examiner within 48 
hours after the polls close in his area if 
he were not permitted to vote. The ex
aminer, after investigation, would then 
notify the Attorney General, who would 
be empowered to go into the district court 
for an order enjoining certification of 
the election results, pending an immedi
ate hearing. If the court should find a 
denial of the right to vote, it would pro
vide for the casting and counting of the 
previously barred ballot, . which then 
would be included in the total vote. 

The use of the Federal examiner pro
cedure would terminate in any county 
when the Attorney General notified the 
Civil Service Commission that all persons 
listed by the examiner had been placed 
on the county's registration rolls and that 
there was no longer any reasonable cause 
to believe that persons would be denied 
the right to vote because of their color or 

race. The examiner procedure in those 
"pockets of discrimination" not covered 
by the bill's formula would be termin~-Lted 
upon the order of the authorizing court. 

Criminal penalties for intimidating 
any person from voting, attempting to 
vote, registering, or attempting to regis
ter are provided. In addition, penalties 
are provided for intimidating those en
couraging others to vote. These penalties 
include a maximum fine of $5,000 and;or 
5 years in prison. 

As I mentioned before, H.R. 6400 abol
ishes the poll tax in all State and local 
elections. · 

Finally, the voting rights bill would ex
tend the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to cover 
State and local, as well as Federal, elec
tions. This means that the application 
of uniform voting standards would be re
quired. Disqualification for immaterial 
errors or omissions would be prohibited. 
Literacy tests-where they are not other
wise suspended by this bill-would have 
to be administered in writing. A rebut
table presumption of literacy would be 
established whenever any applicant can 
show that he has completed successfully 
a sixth-grade education. 

Mr. Chairman, I have outlined the ma
jor provisions of the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965. All are necessary if voting dis
crimination is to be truly wiped out in our 
land. 

There is one important omission, how
ever. An amendment is needed to en
franchise American citizens of Puerto 
Rican origin who are required to take 
New York State's literacy test. They 
should not be denied the right to vote 
merely because they are literate only in 
Spanish, rather than English. The Sen
ate adopted-48 to 19-an amendment 
offered by Senator ROBERT F. KENNEDY, 
of New York, to prohibit the denial of 
the right to vote in any election of any 
person because of his inability to read, 
write or understand English if he has 
succe'ssfully completed the sixth grade in 
a public or accredited private school in 
any State, territory, the District of Co
lumbia, or the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico in which the predominant classroom 
language was other than English. 

At the outset of this debate, when the 
House convened on Tuesday, I spoke of 
the importance of this amendment. 
Chairman CELLER assured me then that 
the committee would accept it. This will 
correct a basic injustice to thousands of 
Spanish-speaking American citizens. I 
hope it will receive overwhelming sup
port from the House. 

Mr. Chairman, the pending bill is be
fore us because we have failed to live up 
to the Constitution and the 15th amend
ment. We have permitted racists and 
bigots to exclude American citizens from 
the ballot box. We have failed to put 
human rights ahead of States rights. 
Now the conscience of America, stirred 
by the courage and sacrifice of dedicated 
and committed Americans, has brought 
Congress to the point of exercising its re
sponsibility. Efforts will be made to kill 
this bill and, short of killing it, to cripple 
it. These efforts must be rejected. The 
time to act is now. Let us pass this long 
overdue legislation. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. SMITH]. . 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair
man, my good friend the g~ntleman 
from Alaska [Mr. RivERs] who JUSt pre
ceded me made reference to a statement 
that I had made on the floor the other 
day; that Alaska was one of the victims 
of this bill and would be caught under 
the triggering provisions of H.R. 6400. 

Let me first say that I do not know 
whether they are or not. I merely took 
it from the record that was presented to 
us in the Rules Committee. The testi
mony was that there were six Southern 
States and the State of Alaska who are 
caught under the triggering provision, 
because there had been a storm up in 
Alaska and the people could not get to 
the polls. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's state
ment that the situa-tion in Alaska was 
cloudy illustrates just what I was talking 
about. Not only is the situation of Alas
ka going to be cloudy if you pass H.R. 
6400 as it is, but the situation with re
spect to a lot of other folks sitting in 
this Chamber and a lot of other States 
in the Union is going to be cloudy also. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. JOELSON]. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, while 
~ have been debating the legalisms and 
the technicalities of the voting rights 
bill, my mind kept straying to two con
stituents of mine. One had the unusual 
name of Jessie James III. He was a lance 
corporal in the Marines who was kUled 
in action in Vietnam, and he was a 
Negro. 

The other was named Robert J. Rhodes. 
He was a second cousin to Corporal 
James, and he was killed in an airplane 
crash in California on his way to Viet
nam with a contingent of marines. Like 
Corporal James, he was colored and, like 
Corporal James, he gave his life for this 
Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, how can anyone deny 
the basic voting right to a people while 
still expecting them to risk their lives 
for their country? It is unfair and In
humane. 

The greatest tribute we can pay to 
these young men and their families 1s 
to pass this bill which would make the 
Negro people full participating partners 
in democracy. This measure will be a 
living monument to these lads. 

I shall vote for it proudly, and will al
ways thing of it as the James-Rhodes 
bill. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. KREBS]. 

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Chairman, during 
the past few days I have tried to dili
gently follow the debate on this most im
portant legislation, the voting rights bill, 
H.R. 6400. Though it is a complex and 
legal document it has certainly been 
drafted in a thoroughly competent 
fashion by the outstanding Judiciary 
Committee. 

Today, there can be little doubt of the 
need for this legislation. If any such 
doubts exist, however, I would recom
mend a thorough reading of the exten-
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sive study completed in 1961 by the U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights. That re
port reached the conclusion that "the 
franchise is denied entirely to some be
cause of race and diluted for many 
others. The promise of the Constitu
tion is not yet fulfilled." 

Mr. Chairman, the promise of the Con
stitution must be fulfilled without 
further delay. I strongly adhere to the 
Constitution in all its provisions includ
ing that of the 15th amendment. In sub
scribing to this great document I sub
scribe to its provision that "the right of 
citizens of the United States to vote shall 
not be denied or abridged by the United 
States or by any State on account of 
race, color, or previous condition of servi
tude. 

The bill drafted under the excellent 
chairmanship of our · colleague, the gen
tleman from New York [EMANUEL CEL
LER], has as it purpose to carry out the 
letter and the spirit of the Constitution. 
This bill is in conformity with section 2 
of the 15th amendment which recognizes 
that "the Congress shall have power to 
enforce this article by appropriate legis
lation." The Judiciary Committee, com
posed entirely of trained attorneys, who 
diligently worked through weeks of hear
ings and studies and has, indeed, pre
sented the country with that appropriate 
legislation called for in the Constitution. 

I am honored to be a Member of this 
89th Congress which has already distin
guished itself in meeting head on the. 
undeniable inequities in voting patterns 
throughout sections of the country. 
Moreover, I will long remember that this 
was the time when statesmanship raised 
itself just a little bit higher by coura
geous acts of Congressmen who see their 
duty and do not hesitate to aot, even 
when such acts may not be popular in 
their congressional district. I commend 
the statement of a few days ago by our 
colleague, the gentleman from Florida, 
Representative CHARLES E. BENNETT, and 
salute him for his act of courage in sup
porting this historic measure that will 
remove shackles which have, for too long, 
restricted the voting freedom of some 
Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, America knows the 
need for this legislation; let us heed her 
call and vote for the effective Voting 
Rights Act of 1965, H.R. 6400. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. O'NEILL]. 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, today our Nation is confronted 
with the problems of keeping our political 
process responsible to the people. In an 
age when bigness has become common
place in almost every aspect of human 
activity, it is easy to forget that it is the 
people, acting in their capacity as voters, 
who are the sovereigns of this Nation. 
Many Americans realize the problem of 
keeping the political channels open exists 
and are determined to see that no qual
ified person is prevented from fulfilling 
his civic duty. 

This is not a novel idea dreamed up by 
Americans of this century. The late Jus
tice Miller writing the opinion for · a 
unanimous court in the case Ex parte 

CXI--1013 

Yarborough decided in 1884 expressed 
similar sentiments when he wrote: 

It is essential to the successful working 
of this Government that the great organisms 
of its executive and legislative branches 
should be the free. · 

The Congress like Justice Miller wants 
our political institutions responsible to 
the people. This was one of the reasons 
the Civil Rights Acts of 1957, 1960, and 
1964 contained voting rights provisions. 
It is for this same reason that the Con
gress is considering the voting rights bill 
this year. 

During the month of March I had the 
opportunity, Mr. Chairman, of being 
present when a deposition took place in 
the State house in Boston concerning 
the voting abuses in Mississippi. The 
deposition was of a young Negro girl, 
talented and able, with the following 
background: She had been graduated 
from Jackson State Teachers' College, 
had attended the University of Texas, 
and was working for her doctorate at 
Harvard University. 

This girl, able, educated, and talented, 
when she went to register to vote in her 
town in Mississippi was confronted with 
the following: 

First. She had to go to the registrar 
and make application to register to vote. 

Second. Notice was placed in the 
weekly newspaper citing her intention 
to become a voter, and were there any 
reasons, moral, civic, or judicial, that 
anybody objected to her as a voter? 

Third. She ·came back the following 
week. And she was given an intelligence 
test. She was asked to read and inter
pret five of the amendments of the more 
than 250 amendments to the Mississippi 
constitution, of which Professor Suther
land, an outstanding constitutional pro
fessor at the Harvard Law School, said: 

There are amendments to the Mississippi 
constitution that no person on the face of 
the earth can interpret. 

Then a week later she eame back again 
and she was notified she failed-no rea
son why she failed-no explanation
just that she failed. Are these the 
States' rights that you people want to 
protect? I say to you, Mr. Chairman, 
now is the time for us to act. Certainly 
this is aimed at a handful of States, and 
rightly so, because of an incident just 
like what I have told you and that you 
can repeat, and repeat, and repeat simi
lar instances throughout these six 
States. 

The voting rights bill now before this 
body is based upon the provisions of the 
15th amendment. · The first section of 
that amendment states that it is uncon
stitutional for the Federal Government 
or the State Government to deny or 
abridge the right to vote of citizens of 
the United States "on account of race, 
color, or previous condition of servitude." 
The second section grants to the Con
gress authority to enforce the provision 
"by appropriate legislation." A reason
able interpretation of this provision of 
the Constitution holds that legislation 
designed to protect the voting rights of 
American citizens is within the scope of 
this body's authority. 

It is unfortunate that all Americans 
do not realize that by limiting some of 
their countrymen's rights they limit their 
own rights-unfortunate but true. Our 
history since ·the adoption of the 15th 
amendment substantiates the need for 
Congress to act to insure that persons 
who are qualified to possess the means to 
exercise their right to vote. 

We have but to recall the misdeeds 
of the Ku Klux Klan after the Civil War 
and the more subtle techniques adopted 
later such as the grandfather clause and 
the white primary to realize that the 
guarantees of the 15th amendment have 
at times been disregarded. Nor has this 
disregard for the rights of some Ameri
cans been relegated to the distant past 
as the recent activities of our Govern
ment attest. 

The Congress in the last 8 years has 
passed three Civil Rights Acts which 
dealt in part with voting rights. Acting 
in harmony, the Congress and the States 
proposed and adopted the 24th amend
ment which forbids the use of the poll 
tax in Federal elections. Within the 
executive branch the Attorney General 
of the United States acting under author
ity granted him by Congress in the Civil 
Rights Acts has brought suits before the 
courts to prevent State and local govern
ments from denying or abridging the 
rights of Americans to vote. 

The right to guarantee 15th amend
ment rights has not only been waged by 
agencies of the Federal Government; 
ordinary men and women who want to 
see its promise realized have also been 
active. An outstanding example of these 
efforts made by private citizens took 
place in Tuskegee, Ala. In 1957 the Ala
bama Legislature redrew the boundaries 
of the city of TUskegee so as to ex
clude all but a small number of the 
city's Negro residents. The U.S. Su
preme Court in 1960 in a unanimous 
decision held that this action violated 
the 15th amendment. Today repre
sentatives of all the citizens of Tuskegee 
are working to build a better community. 
With the passage of this bill we will 
realize the same benefits at the State 
and National level. 

All of these efforts, however, have not 
eradicated the problem of discriminating 
voting practices by some public officials 
as the reports of the President's Civil 
Rights Commission and newspaper ac
counts testify. The responsibility to see 
that every qualified American may ex
ercise his right to vote has been a part 
of the program of the Democratic Party 
for many years. The Democratic Party's 
national platforms in 1960 and again in 
1964 contained the promise that the 
rights of all of our citizens would be 
protected. Our late, great President, 
John F. Kennedy, during his successful 
campaign for our Nation's highest office 
in 1960, said: 

The Federal Government has a duty to see 
that the States exercise their authority over 
the process of voting in conformity with the 
Constitution of the United States. That 
Constitution provides that no American shall 
be denied the right to vote because of his 
color. 

President Johnson addressing a joint 
session of Congress on the need for a 
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voting rights law asked that the 15th 
amendment be enforced and said: 

There must be no delay or no hesitation 
or no comprc;>mise. 

Commenting on the President's address 
the Boston Globe contained the follow
ing appraisal: 

Few citizens will fail to agree with 
him • • • at last the official machinery of 
a representative democracy is in gear. 

The Senate heeded this call for action 
from the President and the Nation. To
day the House of Repre.sentatives is asked 
to answer with the same clear response 
our national conscience requires. 

Ninety-five years ago our forefathers 
agreed that no citizen of the United 
States should be denied the right to vote 
"on account of race, color, or previous 
condition of servitude." Today we are 
being called upon to enforce this com
mitment with appropriate legislation. 
We must not, we cannot, do less and be 
true to ourselves and our heritage. Let 
us support H.R. 6400. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. McCuLLOCH] has 2 
minutes remaining and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CELLER] has 1 min
ute remaining. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McCULLOCH] 
yield 2 minutes to me so that I may yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. PEPPER]? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
will yield to the gentleman from New 
York 1 minute, one-half of the time we 
have left. 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] is recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, for 
decades the American Negro wore the 
shackles of physical slavery. He was 
finally emancipated but he could not 
forget that formerly his body had been 
a chattel and that he had been bred like 
cattle for the profit of his proprietors. 
And for now more than a hundred years 
the struggle has been waged in this 
Congress and in this country to give a 
fuller emancipation to the American 
Negro so that he might enjoy, as of right 
he should, all the fruits of citizenship in 
this great Republic. Now we are en
gaged in another one of those battles 
in this long struggle for the most mean
ingful of his rights, indeed that right 
which is the criterion of participation in. 
effective citizenship in this country, the 
right to vote. 

Mr. Chairman, I speak not only as an 
American but as a southerner, and I am 
proud of it. Born in Alabama of a fa
ther of Alabama birth and of a saintly 
mother born in Georgia, I speak as a citi
zen of the South in hoping that this 
measure will help to lift from the con
science of my native and beloved land 
the burden that it has so long borne. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish in the warmest 
terms to commend the able chairman 
of the Committee on the Judiciary and 
his fellow members on that committee 
for bringing to this House a measure 
which so nobly advances the high ideal 
of full Americanism for every American. 
I commend you, Mr. Chairman, and I 

hope that our colleagues by this mean
ingful gesture will advance that noble 
struggle and I believe we are going to 
do so in a very short time. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. GERALD R. FORD]. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, we have just listened to a story 
told by the distinguished gentleman 
from Massachusetts--a dramatic story
but I suspect that there could be docu
mentation of comparable stories in many, 
many States, including the State of 
Texas. I see no reason whatsoever for 
a voting rights bill aimed at wiping out 
discrimination based on color or race 
being applicable in an effective manner 
only to a limited number of States. 

We in this body, on that side of the 
aisle or on this, do not want the story 
which the gentleman from Massachu
setts mentioned repeated in any State. 
We believe a bill which is comprehensive, 
which covers every State-including the 
State of Texas and including some of our 
large metropolitan areas-is the kind of 
legislation that ought to be approved by 
this body. 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 6400, the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965. This act is one more neces
sary milestone in the long road toward 
equality we all must trod in order to make 
the Constitution more meaningful for all 
American citizens-black, white, and 
Spanish speaking. 

I wish to point out that earlier this 
year-January 13, 1965-I introduced 
the legislative forerunner of this present 
bill. My bill, H.R. 2649, which called for 
the appointment of Federal registrars to 
protect the right to vote, was introduced 
as a direct result of a personal visit to 
me on January 10 by Dr. Aaron Henry, 
that distinguished freedom fighter from 
Mississippi. 

There are two serious shortcomings in 
H.R. 6400 which I am hopeful can be 
remedied. One is the omission of judicial 
r~lief for Spanish-speaking Americans 
who are de facto penalized for their in
ability to read and write English, even 
though they may be highly educated in 
their native tongue and are loyal, hard 
working and productive citizens in many 
American municipalities. 

The second imperfection of H.R. 6400 
is the absence of a provision which would 
require new elections in those States af
fected by this act. When I testified 
earlier this year before the House Judi
ciary Subcommittee hearings on H.R. 
6400, I was joined in the call for these 
changes by several of my distinguished 
colleagues including Representative JoHN 
CoNYERs, JR., of Michigan, a member of 
the Judiciary Committee. I do not think 
you have ever publicly called for new 
elections. · 

As chairman of the House Education 
and Labor Committee, which has the 
legislative responsibility for almost $5 
billion of aid to elementary and second
ary education, aid to higher education, 
juvenile delinquency control, manpower 
training and redevelopment, correctional 
rehabilitation, national vocational stu
dent insurance loans, and, of utmost im
portance, the war on poverty, I wish to 

emphasize that these giant steps by our 
Government are disastrously crippled 
when citizens are unable to vote now and 
participate in the election of officials who 
will administer the funds for these pro
grams at the local level. 

It does no good to pass a law striking 
at the hard cancer of poverty in this 
country when a black man and his fam
ily, barely surviving at the tattered edge 
of poverty, are unable to vote now for 
local officials who control these funds. 

And yet, this is the state of affairs as 
H.R. 6400 now stands. Federal protec
tion will be available for those seeking 
to vote in areas which have a history of 
racial discrimination. But when will 
they be able to vote? As I pointed out 
in my testimony before the House Judi
ciary Subcommittee hearings on March 
23, Alabama will not have an election 
until 1968; Arkansas, 1966; Florida, 1968; 
Georgia, county offices, 1968-general 
elections, 1966; Louisiana, 1968; Missis
sippi, for all offices except municipal, 
1969; North Carolina, 1968; South Caro
lina, county offices, 1968, and Virginia, 
mayoralty, 1968. 

Even though we pass this bill, we pro
vide no immediate remedies for those 
who have been persecuted and deprived 
of their right to vote for years. We make 
no provisions for the economically de
prived to enter the political mainstream 
immediately to redress their grievances. 
And I submit to you today that the nearly 
$5 billion worth of Federal assistance the 
Education and Labor Committee has 
authorized becomes meaningless in the 
face of our failure to provide for new 
elections in those areas affected by this 
act. 

I call upon my distinguished colleagues 
to seriously consider the void which the 
act presently contains if no provisions 
are made for present elections. 

Finally, I would ask that our Govern
ment take steps now through this act 
to enfranchise our hundreds of thou
sands of Spanish-speaking Americans 
who cannot read or write English and 
are denied the right to register as voters 
because they cannot pass an English lit
eracy test. 

In California, there is no literacy test 
for Mexican-Americans. In all States 
throughout the Union where large num
bers of Puerto Ricans live, the require
ments that they pass English literacy 
tests should be abolished. In my own 
State there are over 750,000 Puerto Ri
cans, of whom more than 480,000 are of 
voting age. Yet, there are only an esti
mated 150,000 Puerto Ricans registered 
·to vote, or less than one-third of those 
eligible. 

This does not stem from any lack of 
civic interest on the part of these fine cit
izens, but rather the barrier of English 
literacy test. They participate fully in 
our economic and social life. It is time 
to enable them to enjoy the full blessings 
of participation in our political life. 

I therefore urge that section 4 of H.R. 
6400 be amended to provide that, where 
any person has successfully completed 
the sixth grade in any State, territory or 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico where 
the language taught was other than Eng
lish, he shall not be denied the right to 
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vote in any local, State or Federal elec
tion. 

With the addition of these two changes 
in H.R. 6400, we shall bring before the 
American people a new day in electoral 
justice and political freedom for all of 
our citizens-black, white, and Spanish
speaking. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
In favor of H.R. 6400, the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965. · Passage of the Celler bill 
will prove the determination of this Con
gress to maintain the integrity both of 
the Federal Constitution and of the 
democratic process itself. 

The 15th amendment imposes on us 
the obligation to secure to every qualified 
citizen of the United States the right to 
vote. The principle of government by 
the consent of the governed compels us 
to restore political liberty to the dis
franchised Negro. Officials in some 
States have succeeded in denying toNe
gro citizens the right to vote and they 
must be held responsible for making it 
necessary that we enact this Celler bill. 
These officials have threatened the integ
rity of the Constitution and of the demo
cratic process. 

Mr. Chairman, last March 14 and 15 
I went to Montgomery and Selma, Ala., 
along with my colleague, Congressman 
SILVIO CONTE, and Bill Evans, Adminis
trative Assistant to Senator EDWARD M. 
KENNEDY. We went to Alabama repre
senting the Massachusetts congressional 
delegation during the historic march of 
civil rights representatives from Selma 
to the State capitol at Montgomery. 
Also, we investigated voter registration 
conditions in that State, and talked to 
representatives of both sides in the dis
pute. I can report to you that we found 
conditions exactly as our colleague, Con
gressman RESNICK, reported to you in his 
speech yesterday, conditions that he and 
other Members of the House discovered 
when they visited the Dallas County 
Courthouse in Alabama earlier this year. 

Mr. Chairman, State officials in some 
of the States have made use of such tests 
and devices as those enumerated in sec
tion 4 <c> of the act in order to fabricate 
the appearance of legality in Tejecting 
applicants for registration when, in real
ity, they rejected these applicants on ac
count of their race. All of these tests and 
devices-literacy and interpretation tests, 
evidence of good moral character, there
quirement that an applicant be vouched 
for by others already registered-all of 
these are tests and devices which the 

, Civil Rights Commission has reported 
have been used as techniques of discrim
ination. 

In the Civil Rights Acts of 1957, 1960, 
and 1964, we !eft it up .to the Federal 
courts to determine the instances in 
which such tests and devices have been 
used as means, not to determine the 
qualifications of registrants, but to dis
franchise the Negro. We left it up to 
the Federal courts to enjoin such dis
criminatory practices whenever they 
found them. 

Official resistance on the State level 
was too widespread and determined, and 
it was unrealistic to expect the courts 
swiftly to abolish all such practices when 
it came to a test of strength with State 
and local officials. 

Congress must now move swiftly to 
abolish the use of all such tests and 
devices wherever they have been used 
as techniques of discrimination. 

On June 19, 1963, President Kennedy 
asked Congress to enact a provision in 
title I of last year's Civil Rights Act 
authorizing the Federal courts to ap
point temporary voting referees under 
certain conditions before a final judg
ment is reached in voting rights cases. 
As do voting refefees appointed under 
the 1960 Civil Rights Act after final 
judgment, referees appointed while a 
case is pending would have heard com
plaints of discriminatory denials of the 
right to vote and would have reported 
their findings to the courts for the issu
ance of orders for the registration of 
those found qualified. Voting rights 
could have been safeguarded much more 
expeditiously by referees appointed be
fore final judgment. This provision was 
deleted. In his message of March 15, 
President Johnson, speaking of this 
provision, said: 

And when that b111 came to my desk from 
the Congress for my signature the heart of 
the voting provision had been eliminated. 

That provision had been meant to off
set the delay which is inevitable in pro
tecting voting rights through judicial 
process. Due process of law and the 
protection of voting rights case by case 
necessarily entail too great delay. 

Voting rights by their nature require 
to be determined without delay. Delay 
very often means disfranchisement. The 
Celler bill resolves the issue in the most 
effective way possible. It does so by pro
viding for appointment of Federal exam
iners either by court order before or after 
final judgment or on request of the At
torney General. And these examiners 
will not be officers of the courts but of 
the executive branch of the Federal Gov
ernment. Federal examiners will take 
over the registration prooess wherever 
necessary and will insure to all who ought 
to vote the right to do so. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the position 
of the junior Senator from Massachu
setts, the Honorable EDWARD M. KEN
NEDY, to ban State poll taxes in this vot
ing rights bill. The Kennedy amend
ment was defeated by a close margin in 
the Senate, but I sinc·erely hope it will 
remain in the Celler bill before us. Like 
the various tests I have previously men
tioned, the poll tax was adopted in some 
States neither as a means of revenue, 
primarily, nor as a genuine qualification 
for voters, but in order to disfranchise 
the Negro. Congress has the clear and 
certain right, therefore, under section 2 
of the 15th amendment, to abolish this 
means of discrimination by statute. As 
a deliberate hindrance to voting, we 
ought to eliminate the poll tax together 
with other techniques which have been 
used to deny political liberty to the Negro. 

Mr. Chairman, when we have secured 
the political liberty guaranteed by the 
15th amendment, and when we have 
safeguarded the principle of government 
by consent, we shall have done our duty 
as representatives of the American 
people. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of this legislation to in-

sure voting rights to all our citizens. 
This is one of the most important, most 
basic problems now facing our Nation. 
As the President put it, the problem in
volves "the dignity of man and the des
tiny of democracy." 

It is the destiny of democracy because 
the right to cast a meaningful vote is the 
essential right which distinguishes a 
democracy from other forms of govern
ment. It is the "dignity of man" be
cause any democracy which denies to one 
man an equal opportunity to vote with 
other men denies his essential human 
dignity. 

This legislation has my support be
cause it is designed to promote the des
tiny of democracy and the dignity of 
man. 

It has my support despite the fact that 
it does not include what I consider an 
important element-a provision for the 
enforcement of section 2 of the 14th 
amendment to reduce the proportion of 
congressional representation of those 
States which abridge the right of some 
of their citizens to vote. 

The framers of the 14th amendment 
anticipated the fact that there might be 
racial discrimination in voting rights in 
elections in which representatives in 
Congress were chosen. They provided 
in section 2, as the remedy for such a 
situation, that a States representation 
in Congress be reduced in the same pro
portion as such discrimination was 
practiced. Let me read that section of 
the 14th amendment: 

SEc. 2. Representatives shall be appor
tioned among the several States according 
to their respe<:tive numbers, counting the 
whole number of persons in each State, ex
cluding Indians not taxed. But when the 
right to vote at any election for the choice of 
electors for President and Vice President of 
the United States, Representatives in Con
gress, the Executive and Judicial omcers of a 
State, or the members of the Legislature 
thereof, is denied to any of the male inhabi
tants of such State, being twenty-one years 
of age, and citizens of the United States, or 
in any way abridged, except for participation 
in rebellion, or other crimes, the basis of 
representation therein shall be reduced in the 
proportion which the number of such male 
citizens shall bear to the whole number of 
male citizens twenty-one years of age in such 
State. 

We need legislation that will cause the 
white power structure to want to register 
as many Negro voters as possible-an ex
cuse, if you will, which will permit mod
erate leadership to come to the fore. 

Now, despite the absence of provision 
for enforcement of section 2 of the 14th 
amendment, the legislation before us to
day does provide the mechanics whereby 
the the right to vote can be obtained. It 
recognizes, too, that attempts may be 
made to prevent persons from making 
use of these new techniques and pro
vides criminal penalties for such action. 

Events this year in Selma, Montgom
ery, and elsewhere taught us a clear 
lesson-that the Civil Rights Acts of 
1957, 1960, and 1964 did not go far 
enough. 

It is no secret that the various types of 
"tests" given voters in some areas of 
our country have been applied unequally. 
On frequent occasions white citizens 
have not been subjected to these tests 
at all. On many occasions they have 
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been applied only to Negroes. I should 
like to quote from the excellent report of 
the Judiciary Committee on H.R. 6400: 

Even the most cursory examination of the 
content of many of these tests • • • for 
example, the constitutional interpretation 
tests, the "perfect form" requirements, and 
the citizenship-knowledge tests--reveals 
that they are vague, arbitrary, hypertechni
cal or unnecessarily difficult, and have little 
(if any> bearing upon the capacity to cast an 
intelligent ballot. The inescapable conclu
sion is that these tests were not conceived 
as and are not designed to be bona fide 

· qualifications in any sense, but are intended 
to deprive Negroes the right to register to 
vote. The only real function they serve is 
to foster racial discrimination. These facts 
are clear. In widespread areas of several 
States tests and devices, as defined in this 
bill, have been effectively and repeatedly 
used to deny or abridge the right of Negroes 
to vote. 

I should like to draw emphatic atten
tion also to the conclusion of your Judi
ciary Committee that this legislation is 
constitutional: The legislation "imple
ments the explicit command of the 15th 
amendment that the right to vote shall 
not be denied or abridged by any State 
on account of race or color." 

And the U.S. Supreme Court in more 
than one instance has specifically recog
nized the power of Congress to deal with 
racial discrimination in voting. 

The New York Times, in an editorial 
on Tuesday, pointed out what I regard 
as the major defect in the proposal to be 
offered as a substitute by the Republican 
minority. I quote from the Times 
editorial: 

The test is whether (the Congress) passes 
(a bill) that will do the job and not need 
amendments and revisions in a year or two. 

Under the able leadership of Representa
tive WILLIAM M. McCULLOCH, of Ohio, the 
Republican minority has prepared a sub
stitute that approaches the problem of vot
ing discrimination by a different route than 
that laid out in the administration bill. 
The Republican substitute provides for Fed
eral action whenever 25 or more citizens in 
a voting district complained that they had 
been denied the right to vote by local of
ficials. This is a reasonable approach, but 
it lacks one of the chief requirements for a 
good voting bill-namely, that it go into 
effect automatically. The exercise of Fed
eral authority in rural Mississippi and Loui
siana, for example, ought not to depend upon 
the fear or apathy of local Negroes who a:re 
subject to many kinds of coercion and intim
idation. On these grounds alone, the au
tomatic triggering provisions of the admin
istration bill make it preferable. 

An airtight bill would include a complete 
ban on the poll tax in local and State elec
tions. If the House votes such a ban, it 
would enable the Senate to reconsider its 
adverse decision on this issue. 

It is important that the b111 contain the 
provisions recommended by the Civil Rights 
Commission. These would make it pos
sible for Negroes to register with the Fed
eral examiners immediately without hav
ing to apply first to local registrars and also 
would empower the Federal Government to 
appoint poll watchers. 

The enemies of equal suffrage in the Deep 
South have repeatedly demonstrated remark
able ingenuity in devising regulations and 
legal stratagems to prevent Negroes from 
voting. Congress has a responsibility to 
write a voting law that will frustrate all 
such maneuvers in the future. 

That is surely our duty here this week: 
to write a voting law that will frustrate 

all future maneuvers designed to prevent 
Negroes from voting. We cannot call 
ourselves the land of the free, the home 
of the brave, until we do. 

Mr. HUOT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 6400. 

It is unnecessary at this time for me 
to belabor the arguments in favor of the 
constitutionality of this bill. The dis
tinguished chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee has carefully and compre
hensively outlined tne•constitutionality 
of H.R. 6400 so as to leave no vestige of 
doubt. In my opinion no one can excuse 
a vote against this legislation on consti
tutional grounds. There can be little 
doubt that the procedures provided in 
this bill constitute "appropriate legisla
tion" within the meaning of section 2 of 
the 15th amendment. As the Supreme 
Court stated in 1921: · 

"Appropriate legislation," as used in this 
section necessarily means such legislation 
as will tend to make this constitutional pro
vision completely operative and effective. 

Obviously this means the Congress 
cannot be unduly restricted in its choice 
of methods of enforcing the 15th amend
ment. The means adopted are a matter 
of policy resting with the Congress so 
long as these means are "reasonably 
adapted to the end permitted by the 
Constitution." In the past, Congress 
has adopted other means to enforce the 
right to vote. Unfortunately history has 
shown that to date these attempts have 
not accomplished the desired ends. 
Throughout the South we find shocking 
examples of the disparity between the 
percentages of registered whites and 
nonwhites. New and different steps 
must be taken. The bill we have under 
consideration, containing, as it does the 
less-than-50-percent "trigger mecha
nism" will be, I feel, an effective step 
toward ending discrimination at the polls. 
The elimination of the poll tax as a con
dition of voting in State and local elec
tions also represents a significant move 
toward ending such discrimination. 

But, we are told, the states and the 
States alone have the right to register 
voters. I submit that no State can raise 
the barrier of its St;ate boundary to jus
tify discrimination against its Negro 
citizens. The national interest will not 
so easily be deflected. Cer&ainly · the 
States have the right to register voters 
but only if these States will also as
sume their correlative responsibility of 
registering voters in an impartial, non
discriminatory manner in compliance 
with the 15th amendment. If the States 
will dilute their rights by discrimination, 
they cannot now be heard to complain 
against Federal action. 

In closing, I would like to raise a note 
of caution which has been heard before. 
Those who believe so firmly in the justice 
of the bill, those who find discrimination 
so alien to our principles, must be pre
pared for disappointments. In Febru
ary of this year the United States Com
mission on Civil Rights held hearings in 
Jackson, Miss. These hearings are re
plete with examples of the subtle forms 
of intimidation and harassment em
ployed against Negro citizens who would 
exercise their right to vote. Arrest on 
trumped-up charges, loss of employment, 
physical threats, even murder; all are 

used against the would -be voter. There 
are of course provisions against such 
tactics in H.R. 6400. Similar provisions 
were in previous acts but these unspeak
able practices go on. We in Congress 
must urge the Justice Department to 
take every appropriate step to insure the 
end of such harassment. It may how
ever result that present legislation will 
prove ineffective and further steps will 
be necessary to assure that all our citi
zens can exercise their inalienable right 

· to vote in safety and dignity. 
Mr. FARNUM. Mr. Chairman, as 

President Lincoln observed, this is ana
tion conceived in liberty and dedicated 
to the proposition that all men are 
created equal. 

Mr. Lincoln at Gettysburg in 1863 
spoke sadly of the fact that the founders' 
hopes were as yet unfulfilled. 

He called on the Americans of his day 
to be dedicated to the unfinished task of 
attaining government of the people, by 
the people and for the people. 

As the facts brought out in debate at
test, Mr. Lincoln's goal-and particularly 
his goal of government by all of the peo
ple-is still unrealized. It is our historic 
opportunity in the voting rights bill fi
nally to bring to fruition the aims and 
aspirations of those who formed our great 
Nation as well as those who, like Lincoln, 
guided it toward greatness. 

When we give all citizens the right to 
vote we will be attesting that the star 
of freedom-the actual belief in equal
ity expressed by the founders-lights the 
road we travel. 

Mr. Chairman, to recall again Mr. Lin
coln's words, I believe today is a time to 
take action that all the world will long 
remember. It is our proud opportunity
by making a reality of government of all 
the people by all of -the people-to give 
concrete form to the idealism that mo
tivated our founding. 

I ask an affirmative vote in the name 
of history and our heritage. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I first 
wish to commend the members of the 
Judiciary Committee, and particularly 
Chairman CELLER, for their enlightened 
and responsible work in drafting and 
refining H.R. 6400. I am pleased to rise 
in support of the committee's bill as 
reported. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no question of 
the need for strong and direct voting 
rights legislation. As was said Tuesday 
by the ranking Republican and gentle
man from Ohio: 

It is unnecessary, at this late date, to 
dwell on the particular examples of the 
denial of the right to vote on account of race 
or color. They are known to all who read 
or see or hear. 

There are a few people, Mr. Chairman, 
who say we already have adequate voting 
rights laws on the books. In response; I 
would again quote the gentleman from 
Ohio: 

The judicial remedy takes time; it some
times demands delay; and it calls for great 
resources of manpower to successfully prose
cute a case which may affect only a limited 
area. Those whose rights are denied, are 
justifiably impatient. • * • It is an empty 
legal victory, indeed, to have one's voting 
rights vindicated after the election has come 
and gone. 
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We have depended upon judicial proc.

esses to enforce the 15th amendment 
since the tum of the century. Yet, we 
have not secured this fundamental right 
to vote, the cornerstone of our demo
cratic Republic. I regret that we must 
use administrative remedies to guarantee 
this right, Mr. Chairman, but use them 
we must. The alternative is further 
delay at a time when any further delay 
is unconscionable and dangerous. 

WHY NOT THE FORD-M'CULLOCH BILL? 

A number of members of the minority, 
as well as some new and welcome sup
porters of civil rights legislation, are 
backing what has been named the Ford
McCulloch bill. I would like, Mr. Chair
man, to state my support for the com
mittee bill, H.R. 6400, by presenting what 
I consider to be the major weaknesses 
of the proposed minority substitute. 

Let me recall President Jolmson's 
words in his special message to Congress 
on March 15, nearly 4 months ago: 

Experience has clearly shown that the 
existing process of law cannot overcome 
systematic and ingenious discrimination. No 
law that we now have on the books • • • 
can insure the right to vote when local 
officials are determined to deny it. 

Mr. Chairman, the President's words 
summarize the central weakness of the 
minority substitute. In certain States 
and counties, local officials have demon
strated time and again that they will 
try to subvert the 15th amendment with 
clever, often cruel, ingenuity. The ad
ministration's triggering mechanism 
provides the means to avoid that sub
version; the minority substitute proposes 
to cut this heart from the bill by offering 
a delayed-action trigger. 

The proposed alternative trigger has 
two crucial weaknesses--it requires a la
borious county-by-county determination 
by the Attorney General-after 25 bona 
fide complaints of voter discrimination 
in each county have been received by 
him-and it requires that the com
plainants first subject themselves to the 
hazards and delays of attempting to reg
ister with local officials. 

Without direct access to Federal reg
istrars, the trigger of the bill will be 
almost frozen. I am pleased to note, Mr. 
Chairman, that the committee adopted 
the provision included in my companion 
bill which allows this direct access. I 
hope that the Senate will concur when 
H.R. 6400 goes to conference. 

The minority substitute is designed to 
follow Republican and States rights 
scruples against the dilution of local con
trol. I submit, Mr. Chairman, that we 
have waited too long for the officials of 
certain States and localities to follow the 
national intent embodied in the 15th 
amendment, buttressed by court de
cisions and subsequent Fed,eral laws. 

Allow me, Mr. Chairman, to point 
out still more ways by which the mi
nority bill would dilute the effect and 
intent of the voting rights bill by defer
ring, temporarily at least, to local con
trol. 

First. The minority substitute does 
not suspend literacy tests in the areas 
where its administrative remedy would 
apply. Instead, it proposes that a Fed-

eral examiner would administer a locally 
conceived literacy test "fairly." 

Mr. Chairman, this is an empty prom
ise. What guarantees do Negroes have 
that the white local registrar will re
quire that white registrants must pass 
the same stringent test given by a Fed
eral ex,aminer to Negroes? Similar pro..: 
cedures have been all too common in the 
very recent past, and such a situation 
would amount to dual registration. 

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, Negroes 
have been subject to economic and edu
cational discrimination for so long that 
even a fairly administered literacy test 
will tend to perpetuate the present reg
istration disparity between Negroes and 
whites. 

Second. The minority substitute re
quires that the federally appointed regis
trars be residents of the States where 
they are used. Again, Mr. Chairman, we 
face misguided localism and the effect 
of the bill is diluted. The Federal Gov
ernment must have the freedom to ap
point registrars from outside a given 
State. Otherwise, we allow people much 
more subject to local bias--and. more im
portantly, local pressure-to administer 
the registration of Negroes who would 
vote. 
· Third. The minority substitute pro

vides no Federal observers of elections. 
H.R. 6400 does so. Of what use is voter 
registration if the registrant is subject 
to intimidation or coercion around the 
polling place? 

Fourth. Finally, in the substitute are 
a number of other provisions which de
fer to local control, thus weakening the 
bill, and I point to only one more of 
these. The substitute requires compli
ance with State restrictions as to place 
of registration and time lapse between 
registration and voting. 

Mr. Chairman, have we not seen and 
read and heard enough examples of 
the evasion possible-and practiced
through the unnecessarily long delay I 
have mentioned? Have we not seen and 
read and heard enough to know that the 
local courthouse in too many places is the 
symbol of cruelty to and intimidation of 
Negroes? Is there not enough evidence 
already compiled to show that required 
courthouse registration is sufficient to 
deter many Negroes from voting? 

Mr. Chairman, we have seen and read 
and heard more than enough evidence. 
The answer to all three is "Yes." 

POLL TAX REPEAL 

One issue of central concern to me is 
the statutory elimination of the poll tax 
in local and State elections which was a 
part of my companion bill. The commit
tee acted wisely in adopting this amend
ment, Mr. Chairman. 

There have been reports that the other 
body did not choose to outlaw .the poll 
tax so as to broaden the support for a 
voting rights bill on the north side of 
the Capitol. There were, of course, se
rious constitutional questions raised. 

Mr. Chairman, the hearings of our own 
Judiciary Committee and the record of 
the Senate debate clearly show that the 
poll tax was a device conceived, used, and 
still used to reduce Negro registration 
and voting. 

Several committees of the Congress 
have expressly found that the poll tax 

has been used to discriminate against 
Negroes. 

This House has, on several occasions, 
passed anti-poll-tax bills. 

Several Republican members of the 
Judiciary Committee stated their sup
port for the poll tax ban. 
· The Senate bill, the Ford-McCulloch 
substitute, and the administration bill, 
H.R. 6400, all state the poll tax 1s dis
criminatory and should be eliminated. 

The fact that a previous Congress 
chose, whatever the reason, to use a con
stitutional amendment instead of a 
statute to rid Federal elections of the poll 
tax does not and should not prevent us 
from keeping the anti-poll-tax provision 
in this bill. 

I would note again, Mr. Chairman, that 
the Republican bill is long on principle 
and promise about the poll tax, but is 
short on action, thus perpetuating State 
restrictions on rights guaranteed by the 
15th amendment. 

THE PROMISE OF AMERICA 

Mr. Chairman, in passing H.R. 6400, we 
are seeking to effectively guarantee the 
broadened franchise promised 95 years 
by constitutional amendment. One of 
the main themes of American history is 
the progressive enlargement of the 
franchise-beginning with the elimina
tion of economic qualifications-finally 
to include all American citizens. · 

There is no one in this Chamber who 
would argue that the amount of money 
in a person's pocket qualifies his right 
to participate in choosing the men who 
shall operate his Government. 

Let us therefore, Mr. Chairman, pass 
the poll tax ban with the rest of H.R. 
6400 and demonstrate once again that 
the Congress of the United States and 
the people it represents do not believe 
that some people are more equal than 
others. Let us fulfill the promise of the 
15th amendment. 

A PERFECT BILL? 

We have heard many times, Mr. Chair
man, that no bill is perfec·t. I support 
the administration bill as amended by 
the committee although it is not yet a 
perfect bill. The bill was made better 
when our chairman accepted the amend
ment o! the gentleman from the West 
Side [Mr. RYAN], which amendment will 
effectively enfranchise thousands of 
Puerto Rican residents of New York City. 

I had hoped in addition, Mr. Chair
man, that a triggering mechanism sim
ilar to the single minority trigger would 
be used for the pocket areas which deny 
the right to vote. An administrative 
remedy is just as appropriate for these 
pockets as it is for the hard-core areas, 
and I will support an amendment which 
has this single intent. 

Moreover, although the minority's 
clean elections section is at least partly 
a political gesture, I will support a gen
uine attempt to strengthen that part of 
H.R. 6400. 

THE TIME IS NOW 

Mr. Chairman, we have under con
sideration in this Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
a good bill. Let us accept only amend
ments which will strengthen the bill. Let 
us waste no time while we discuss and 
debate thoroughly. The first slaves were 
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brought to this country in 1619-before 
the Pilgrims. We have not asked Negroes 
to wait only 10 years or even 95 or 100 
years. They have waited 346 years, and 
now is the time to end that wait. 

Our President summed up our present 
situation nearly 4 months ago: 

There is no constitutional issue here. The 
command of the Constitution is plain. 

There is no moral issue. It is wrong
deadly wrong-to deny any ·or your fellow 
Americans the right to vote in this country. 

There is no issue of States rights or Na
tional rights. There is only the struggle for 
human rights. 

Mr. Chairman, let us pass the strong
est possible bill, and let us waste no time. 
The time is now. 

Mr. MACHEN. Mr. Chairman, 100 
years ago Negro Americans were granted 
the freedom of the ballot box under the 
15th amendment to the Constitution. 
But within 25 years from the ratification 
of the 15th amendment in 1870, various 
States had-by subterfuge and intima
dation--Successfully resisted the en
forcement of this legislation and even
tually Congress itself repealed most of 
the enforcement legislation. 

Once more we have come back to the 
purpose of the 15th amendment. And 
in so doing, we are not faced this time 
with the illiterate and inexperienced 
former slave or the embittered and de
feated former rebel. Instead, we have 
seen Negro leaders arise to focus the 
attention upon the voting inequities in 
certain States and we ha'Ve seen the 
enlightened descendants of Southern 
rebels respond with the recognition that 
the Civil war is over and the South 
did not win. 

We have now completed the full cycle. 
If we pass this voting rights bill we 
would demonstrate firmly that no at
tempt to deny the right to vote will 
again be tolerated no matter how care
fully disguised. It is my hope that the 
enactment of the voting rights bill 
would put an end to a century's sense
less w·aste of time, energy, strength and 
human Uves over this issue and free us 
to turn to the higher social and economic 
goals set forth in the President's Great 
Society program. 

It would be naive to suppose that the 
passage of this bill would mean that all 
would live happily ever after. But with
out the guarantee of the right to vote-
the minimum that a nation owes her 
citizens-we have no hope of achieving 
these goals. 

In the early days of our country we 
proved that sectional conflicts between 
North and South could be dwarfed in the 
common effort to establish a new nation. 

I know that we could do it again. 
The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex

pired. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That this Act 
shall be known as the "Voting Rights Act of 
1965." 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. M'CULLOCH 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McCULLOCH as 

a substitute for the committee amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: "That this Act shall be known as 
the 'Voting Rights Act of 1965'. 

"DEFINITIONS 

"SEc. 2. (a) The phrase 'literacy test' 
shall mean any requirement that a person 
as a prerequisite for voting or registration 
for voting ( 1) demonstrate the abil1ty to 
read, write, understand, or interpret any 
matter, or (2) demonstrate an educational 
achievement or knowledge of any particular 
subject. 

"(b) A person is 'denied or deprived of 
the right to register or to vote' if he is ( 1) 
not provided by persons acting under color 
of law with an opportunity to register to vote 
or to qualify to vote within two weekdays 
after making a good-faith attempt to do so, 
(2) found not qualified to vote by any person 
acting under color of law, or (3) not notified 
by any person acting under color of law of 
the results of his application, within seven 
days after making application therefor. 

"(c) The term 'election' shall mean any 
general, special, or primary election held in 
any voting district solely or in part for the 
purpose of electing or selecting any candi
date to public offi.ce or of deciding a proposi
tion or issue of public law. 

"(d) The term 'voting district' shall mean 
any county or parish, except that where 
registration for voting is not conducted under 
the supervision of a county or parish, the 
term shall include any other subdivision of 
a State which conducts registration for 
voting. 

"(e) The term 'vote' shall have the same 
meaning as in section 2004 of the Revised 
Statutes ( 42 U .S.C. 1971 (e) ) . 

"FINDINGS 

"SEc. 3. (a) Congress hereby finds that 
large numbers of United States citizens have 
been and are being denied the right to reg
ister or to vote in various States on account 
of race or color in violation of the fifteenth 
amendment. 

"(b) Congress further finds that literacy 
tests have been and are being used in various 
States and political subdivisions as a means 
of discrimination on account of race or color. 
Congress further finds that persons with a 
sixth-grade education possess reasonable lit
eracy, comprehension, and intelligence and 
that, in fact, persons possessing such educa
tional achievement have been and are being 
denied or deprived of the right to register 
or to vote for failure to satisfy literacy test 
requirements solely or primarily because of 
discrimination on account of race or color. 

"(c) Congre&; further finds that the pre
requisites for voting or registration for vot
ing ( 1) that a person possess good moral 
character unrelated to the commission of a 
felony, or (2) that a person prove qualifica
tions by the voucher of registered voters or 
members of any other class, have been and 
are being used as a means .of discrimination 
on account of race or color. 

"(d) Congress further finds that in any 
voting district where twenty-five or more 
persons have been denied or deprived of the 
right to register or to vote on account of 
race or color and who are qualified to register 
and vote, there exists in such a district a 
pattern or practice of denial of the right 
to register or to vote on account of race or 
color in violation of the fifteenth amend
ment. 
"APPOINTMENT OF EXAMINERS; PRESUMPTION 

OF PATTERN OR PRACTICE 

"SEc. 4. (a) Whenever the Attorney Gen
eral certifies to the Civil Service Commission 
(1) that he has received complaints in writ
ing from twenty-five or more residents of a 
voting district each alleging that (i) the 
complainant can satisfy the voting qualifica
tions of the voting district, and (11) the com
plainant has been denied or deprived of the 
right to register or to vote on account of race 
or color within ninety days prior to the filing 

of his complaint, aiJ.d (2) that the Attorney 
General believes such complaints to be meri
torious, the Civil Service Commission shall 
promptly appoint an examiner for such vot
ing district who shall be responsible to the 
Commission. 

"(b) A certification by the Attorney Gen
eral shall be final and effective upon publi
cation in the Federal Register. 

" (c) The examiner shall examine each 
person who has filed a complaint certified 
by the Attorney General to determine 
whether he was denied or deprived of the 
right to register or to vote within ninety 
days prior to the filing of such complaint, 
and whether he is qualified to vote under 
State law. A person's statement under oath 
shall be prima facie evidence as to his age, 
residence, and prior efforts to register or 
otherwise qualify to vote. In determining 
whether a person is qualified to vote under 
State law, the examiner shall disregard ( 1) . 
any literacy test if such person has not been 
adjudged an incompetent and has completed 
the sixth grade of education in a public 
school in, or a private school accredited by, 
any State or territory, the District of Colum
bia, or the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
or (2) any requirement that such person, 
as a prerequisite for voting or registration 
for voting (i) possess good moral character 
unrelated to the commission of a felony, or 
(ii) prove his qualifications by the voucher 
of registered voters or members of any other 
class. If applicable State law requires a 
literacy test, those persons possessing less 
than a sixth-grade education shall be admin
istered such test only in writing and the 
answers to such test shall be included in 
the examiner's report. 

"(d) If the examiner finds that twenty
five or more of those persons within the vot
ing district, who have filed complaints 
certified by the Attorney General have been 
denied the right to register or to vote and 
are qualified to vote under State law, he 
shall promptly place them on a list of eligi
ble voters, and shall certify and serve such 
list upon the offi.ces of the appropriate elec
tion offi.cials, the Attorney General, and the 
attorney general of the State, together with 
a report of his findings as to those persons 
whom he has found qualified to vote. Serv
ice shall be as prescribed by rule 5(b) of 
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. The 
provisions of section 8 (d) and 8 (e) shall 
then apply to persons placed on a list of 
eligible voters. 

" (e) A finding by the examiner under 
subsection (d) shall create a presumption 
of a pattern or practice of denial of the right 
to register or to vote on account of race or 
color. 

"CHALLENGES 

"SEc. 5. (a) A challenge to the factual 
findings of the examiner, contained in the 
examiner's report, may be made by the at
torney general of the State or by any other 
person upon whom has been served a certi
fied list and report of persons found quali
fied to vote, as provided in section 4(d). 
Such challenge shall be made by service 
upon the attorney general and upon the 
Civil Service Commission as prescribed by 
rule 5(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Pro
cedure. Such challenge shall be entertained 
only ( 1) if made within ten days after serv
ice of the list of eligible voters as provided 
in section 4(d), and (2) if supported by the 
affi.davit of at least two persons having per
sonal knowledge of the facts constituting 
grounds for the challenge. 

"(b) Upon service of a challenge the Civil 
Service Commission shall promptly appoint 
a hearing omcer who shall be responsible to 
the Commission, or promptly designate a 
hearing officer already appointed, to hear 
and determine such challenge. A challenge 
shall be determined within seven days after 
it has been made. A person's fulfillment of 
literacy test requirements, if not disregarded 
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by the examiner as provided for in section 
4(c), shall be reviewed solely on the basis of 
the written answers included in the· exam
iner's report required by sections 4 (c) and 
4(d). 
"ESTABLISHMENT OF A PATTERN OR PRACTIQE 

"SEc. 6. A pattern or practice of denial of 
the right to register or to vote on account 
.of race or color is established (a) if a chal
lenge to a finding under section 4 (d) has 
not been made within ten days after service 
of the list of eligible voters on the appro
priate State election officials and the attor
ney general of the State, or (b) upon a 
determination by a hearing officer that 
twenty-five or more of those persons within 
the voting district, who have been placed 
on the list of eligible voters by the exam
iners, have been denied or deprived of the 
right to register or to vote and are qualified 
to register and to vote. The listing of ad
ditional persons prescribed in section 8 shall 
not be stayed pending judicial review of the 
decision of a hearing officer. 

"JUDICIAL REVIEW 

"SEc. 7. A petition for review of the deci
sion of a hearing officer may be filed in the 
United States court of appeals for the cir
cuit in which the person challenged resides 
within fifteen days after service of such 
decision by mail on the person petitioning 
for review, but no decision of a hearing offi
cer shall be overturned unless clearly erro
neous. 

"LISTING OF PERSONS FOUND ELIGmLE 

"SEc. 8. (a) Upon esta,.blishment of a pat
tern or practice, as provided in section 6, 
the Civil Service Commission shall appoint 
such additional examiners for the voting 
district as may be necessary who shal~ deter
mine whether persons within the voting dis
trict are qualified to register and to vote. 
In determining whether such persons are 
so qualified the examiners shall apply the 
same procedures and be subject to the same 
conditions imposed upon the initial exam
iner under section 4 (c) , except that a person 
appearing before such examiner need not 
have first attempted to apply to a State or 
local registration official if he states, under 
oath, that in his belief to have done so would 
have been futile or would have jeopardized 
the personal safety, employment, or eco
nomic standing of himself, his family, or 
his property. Such examiner shall in the 
same manner as provided in section 4(d), 
certify and serve lists of eligible voters and 
any supplements as appropriate at the end 
of each month, upon the appropriate elec
tion officials, the Attorney General, and the 
attorney general of the State, together with 
reports of his findings as to those persons 
listed. 

"(b) Challenges to the findings of the 
examiners shall be made in the manner and 
under the same conditions as are provided 
in section 5. 

" (c) The Civil Service Commission shall 
appoint and make available additional hear
ing officers within the voting district as may 
be necessary to hear and determine the chal
lenges under this section. · 

" (d) Any person who has been placed on 
a list of eligible voters shall be entitled and 
allowed to vote in any election held within 
the voting district unless and until the 
appropriate election officials shall have been 
notified that such person has been removed 
from such list in accordance with section 
10. If challenged, such person shall be en
titled and allowed to vote provisionally with 
appropriate provision being made for the 
impounding of their ballots, .pending final 
determination of their status by the hearing 
officer and by the court. -

" (e) Examiners shall issue to each person 
placed on a list of eligible voters a certificate 
evidencing his eligibility to vote. 

"(f) No person shall be entitled to vote 
in any election by virtue of the provisions 

of this Act unless his name shall have been 
certified and transmitted on such list to 
the offices of the appropriate election officials 
at least forty-five days prior to such election. 

"APPLICATION AND PROCEDURE 

"SEc. 9. (a) Consistent with State law and 
the provisions of this Act, persons appearing 
before an examiner shall make application 
in such form as the Civil Service Commis
sion may require. Also consistent with 
State law and the provisions of this Act, 
the times, places, and procedures for ap
pli~ation and listing pursuant to this Act 
and removals from eligibility lists shall be 
prescribed by regulations promulgated by 
the Civil Service Commission. The Com
mission shall, after consultation with the 
Alttorney General: instruct examiners con
cerning the qualifications required for 
listing. 

"(b) Notwithstanding time limitations as 
may be established under State or local law, 
examiners shall make themselves available 
every weekday in order to determine whether 
persons are qualified to vote. 

"(c) Times, places, and procedures for 
hearing and determination of challenges 
under sections 5 and 8 (b) shall be pre
scribed by regulation promulgated by the 
Civil Service Commission, provided that 
hearing officers shall hear challenges in the 
voting district of the listed persons chal
lenged. 

"REMOVAL FROM VOTER LISTS 

"SEC. 10. Any person whose name a.ppears 
on a list, as provided in this Act, shall be en
titled and allowed to vote in the election 
district of his residence unless and until the 
appropriate election officials shall have been 
notified that such person has been removed 
from such list. A person whose name ap
pears on such a Hst shall be removed there
from by an examiner if ( 1) he has been suc
cessfully challenged in accordance with the 
procedure prescribed in sections 5 and 7, or 
(2) he has been determined by an examiner 
(a) not to have voted or attempted to vote 
at le81St once during four consecutive years 
while listed or during such longer period as 
is allowed by State law without requiring re
registration, or (b) to have otherwise lost his 
eligibility to vote: Provided, however, That tn 
a State which requires reregistration within 
a period of time shorter than four years, the 
person shall be required to reregister with an 
examiner who shall apply reregistration 
methods and procedures of ,State law not in-· 
consistent with the provisions of this Act. 

~"QUALIFICATIONS OF EXAMINERS AND HEARING 
OFFICERS 

"SEC. 11. Examiners and hearing officers 
appointed by the Civil Service Commission 
shall be existing Federal officers and em
ployees who are residents of the State in 
which the Attorney General has issued his 
certification. Examiners and hearing officers 
shall subscribe to the oo.th of office required 
by section 16 of title 5, United States Code. 
Examiners and hearing officers shall serve 
without compensation in addition to that 
received for such other service, but while en
gaged in the work as examiners and hea,ring 

·officers shall be paid actual travel expenses, 
and per diem in lieu of subsistence expenses 
when away from their usual place of resi
dence, in accordance with the provisions of 
sections 835 to 842 of tttle 5, United States 
Oode. Examiners and hearing officers shall 
have the power to administer oaths. 

"TERMINATION OF LISTING 

"SEC. 12. The listing provisions of this Act 
shall be applied in a voting district until, 
within any twelve-month period, less than 
twenty-five persons within the voting district 
have been placed on lists of eligible voters by 
examiners. 

''ENFORCEMENT 

"SEc. 13. (a) Whenever a person alleges to 
an examiner within twenty-four hours after 
the closing of the polls that notwithstanding 

his listing under the provisions of this Act 
he has not been permitted to vote or that 
his vote was not properly counted or not 
counted subject to the impounding provision, 
as provided in section 8 (d) , the examiner 
shall notify the United States attorney for 
the judicial district if such allegation, in his 
opinion, appears to be well founded. Upon 
receipt of such notification, the United States 
attorney may forthwith apply to the district 
court for a temporary or permanent injunc
tion, restraining order, or other order, and 
including orders directed to the State and 
State or local election officials to require them 
(1) to permit persons listed under this Act 
to vote, (2) to count such votes, or (3) for 
such other orders as the court may deem 
necessary and appropriate. 

"(b) No person, acting under color of law, 
shall-

" ( 1) fail or refuse to perm! t to vote any 
person who is entitled to vote under any 
provision of this Act; or 

"(2) williully fail or refuse to count, tabu
late, and report accurately such person's 
vote; or 

"(3) intimidate, threaten, or coerce, or at
tempt to intimidate, threaten, or coerce, any 
such person entitled to vote under any pro
vision of this Act for voting or attempting 
to vote; or 

"(4) intimidate, threaten, or coerce, or at
tempt to intimidate, threaten, or coerce, any 
person for urging or aiding voting or at
tempted voting by persons entitled to vote 
under any provision of this Act. 

"(c) No person, acting under color of law 
or otherwise, shall intimidate, threaten, or 
coerce, or attempt to intimidate, threaten, 
or coerce, any person for exercising any pow
ers or duties under section 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, or 
10 of this Act. 

"(d) No person shall in any matter within 
the jurisdiction of an examiner or a hearing 
officer, knowingly and willfully falsify or con
ceal a material fact, or make any false, fic
titious, or fraudulent statement or repre
sentation, or make or use any false writing 
or document knowing the same to contain 
any false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement 
or entry. 

" (e) Any person violating any of the pro
visions of subsection (b), (c), or (d) shall be 
fined not more than $5,000, or imprisoned 
not more than five years, or both. 

"(f) All cases of civil and criminal con
tempt arising under the provisions of this 
Act shall be governed by section 151 of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1995). 

"(g) The district courts of the United 
States shall have jurisdiction of proceedings 
instituted pursuant to this section and shall 
exercise the same without regard to whether 
an applicant for listing under this Act shall 
have exhausted any administrative or other 
remedies that may be provided by law. 

"INTERFERENCE WITH ELECTIONS 

"SEC. 14. (a) No person shall, for any rea
son-

"(1) fail or refuse to permit to vote in any 
State any person who is qualified to vote 
under the provisions of the law of such 
State which are not inconsistent with the 
provisions of Federal law; or 

"(2) Willfully fail or refuse to count, tab
ulate, and report accurately such person's 
vote; or 

"(3) intimidate, threaten, or coerce, or at
tempt to intimida,.te, threaten, or coerce, any 
such person for the purpose of preventing 
such person from voting or attempting to 
vote; or 

"(4) intimidate, threaten, or coerce, or at
tempt to intimidate, threaten, or coerce, any 
person for the purpose of preventing such 
person from urging or aiding voting or at
tempted voting. 

"(b) No person shall, within a year fol
lowing an election, (1) destroy, deface, mu
tilate, or otherwise alter the marking of a 
paper ballot cast in such election, or (2) alter 
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any record of voting in such election made 
by a voting machine or otherwise. 

"(c) No person shall knowingly or will
fully give false information as to his name, 
address, or period of residence in a voting 
district for the purpose of establishing his 
eligibi11ty to register or vote, or conspire with 
another individual for the purpose of en
couraging his false registration to vote or 
illegal voting, or pay or offer to pay or accept 
payment either for registration to vote or 
for voting. 

"(d) Any person violating any of the pro
visions of subsection (a), (b), or (c) shall be 
fined not more than $10,000, or imprisoned 
not more than five years, or both. 

" (e) The foregoing provisions of this sec
tion shall be applicable only to general, 
special, or primary elections held solely or in 
part for the purpose of selecting or electing 
presidential electors, Members of the United 
States Senate, Members of the United States 
House of Representatives, or Delegates or 
Commissioners from the territories or pos
sessions. 

"RELIEF FROM ENFORCEMENT OF POLL TAX 

"SEc. 15. (a) Congress hereby finds that the 
constitutional right to vote of large numbers 
of citizens of the United States is denied or 
abridged on account of race or color in some 
States by the requirement of the payment 
of a poll tax as a prerequisite to voting in 
State or local elections. To assure that the 
right to vote is not thus denied or abridged, 
the Attorney General shall forthwith insti
tute in the name of the United States actions 
for declaratory judgment or injunctive relief 
against the enforcement of any poll tax, or 
other tax or payment, which, as a condition 
precedent to voting in State or local elec
tions, has the purpose or effect of denying or 
abridging the right to vote on account of race 
or color. 

"(b) The district courts of the United 
States shall have jurisdiction of such actions 
which shall be heard and determined by a 
court of three judges in accordance with the 
provisions of section 2284 of title 28 of the 
United States Code. It shall be the duty of 
the judges designated to hear the case to 
assign the case for hearing at the earliest 
practicable date, to participate in the hear
ing and determination thereof, and to cause 
the case to be in every way expedited. 

" (c) Appeal from judgments rendered 
under thiS section shall be to the Supreme 
Court in accordance with section 1253, title 
28, United States Code. 

"APPROPRIATIONS 

"SEC. 16. There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as are necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

''SEPARABILITY 

"SEc. 17. If any provision of this Act or the 
application thereof to any person or circum
stances is held invalid, the remainder of the 
Act and the application of the provision to 
other persons not similarly situated or to 
other. circumstances shall not be affected 
thereby." 

Mr. McCULLOCH <interrupting the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with, and that 
the amendment be printed in the RECORD 
and be open for amendment at any point. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all debate on 
the so-called McCulloch substitute and 
all amendments thereto be limited to 2 
hours, and that such time be equally di
vided and controlled by myself and the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McCULLOCH]. 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. BOLLING, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H.R. 6400) to enforce the 15th amend
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States, had come to no resolution there
on. 

THE 75TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
. WYOMING'S STATEHOOD 

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wyoming? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, as this 

year marks the 75th anniversary of Wyo
ming's statehood, I wish to present the 
first of several profiles of outstanding 
Wyoming citizens who, through years of 
dedicated service, have helped to estab
lish Wyoming as the Equality State, a 
State with a progressive outlook on a 
bright future but with an acute aware
ness of the independence and integrity 
of its earlier leaders. 

JOSEPH M. CAREY 

Such a leader was Joseph Maull Carey, 
born in Milton, Del., January 19, 1845, 
died in Cheyenne, Wyo., February 5, 1924. 
He attended the common schools, Fort 
Edward Collegiate Institute, and Union 
College, New York; was graduated from 
the law department of the University of 
Pennsylvania at Philadelphia in 1864; 
and was admitted to the bar in 1867. He 
practiced law in Philadelphia for 2 years 
and then was appointed by President 
Grant as the first U.S. attorney in the 
newly created territory of Wyoming. He 
served on the Supreme Court from 1872 
to 1876 and, upon retirement from the 
bench, engaged in the cattle and ranch
ing business as the owner of the original 
CY ranch near Casper. 

EARLY STOCKMAN 

Judge Carey aided in the formation of 
the Stock Association of Laramie County, 
which later became the Wyoming Stock 
Growers Association. He brought to the 
organization the legal mind it needed in 
its formative days, helping to hold the 
group together in trying times, and was 
president of the association from 1883 to 
1887. Judge Carey served as a member 
of the U.S. Centennial Commission from 
1872 to 1876; a member of the Republican 
National Committee from 1876 to 1897; 
and mayor of Cheyenne 1881 to 1885. He 
was elected as a Republican to the 49th, 
50th, and 51st Congresses, serving from 
March 4, 1885, until July 10, 1890, when 
the territory became a State. 

FATHERED WYOMING 

Judge Carey introduced the bill pro
viding for the admission of Wyoming as 
a State, defending ardently and success-

fully the constitutional clause which con
ferred suffrage upon women. He was 
chosen as the first U.S. Senator from 
Wyoming. During his single term, he 
secured the passage of an act authoriz
ing the Secretary of the Interior to 
patent lands to States containing · desert 
areas, provided they would cause such 
lands to be reclaimed and irrigated. The 
terms of this act, commonly known as 
the Carey Act, were accepted by Wyo
ming in 189"5 and large areas were pat
ented to companies. 

Although most of his constituents 
favored the free coinage of silver, Carey 
supported President Cleveland in secur
ing the repeal of the Silver Purchase Act 
of 1878, sacrificing his chances of reelec
tion. He then resumed the practice of 
law in Cheyenne. During President 
Theodore Roosevelt's administration he 
became a Progressive Republican, and 
again paid dearly for his independence, 
failing to obtain the nomination of the 
Republicans for Governor in 1910. He 
was offered the nomination by the Dem
ocratic Party and was elected, serving as 
Governor of Wyoming from 1910 to 1912. 

A PROGRESSIVE 

He was one of the organizers of the 
Progressive Party in 1912. Thereafter, 
he was vice president of the Federal Land 
Bank and a member of the board of 
trustees of the University of Wyoming. 
Judge Carey became a promoter of a de
velopment company which by extensive 
irrigation projects at Wheatland threw 
open large areas to cultivation. In this 
undertaking he had in mind a great 
Wyoming with agriculture as its corner
stone. 

In 1877 he married Louise David. The 
elder of their two sons, Robert D. Carey, 
also served as Governor of Wyoming and 
as a U.S. Senator. Robert Carey was the 
father of the late Joseph Carey II and 
the late Sarah Carey. Judge Carey's 
younger son, the late Charles D. Carey, 
was the father of Elizabeth, now Mrs. 
Willits Brewster, with sons William and 
John, of Cheyenne; Louise, now Mrs. 
Francis J. Bon, with daughter Louise, of 
Washington D.C.; and Charles D. Carey, 
husband of the former Margaret Barnes, 
with children David, Louise, and Eliza
beth, of Cheyenne. 

Judge Carey never feared to venture 
into new areas of endeavor. His willing
ness to serve the common good, despite 
injury to himself, and his humanitarian 
ideals are qualities which made Joseph 
M. Carey one of America's outstanding 
citizens. His ruggedness, self-sufficiency, 
independence, and individuality are 
traits typical of the spirit shown by the 
people of Wyoming in building a great 
State over the last 75 years. 

Mr. Speaker, the second sketch in this 
75th anniversary series of outstanding 
Wyoming citizens will present Senator 
Francis E. Warren. 

LIST OF ALLIED-FLAG SHIPS TRAD
ING WITH THE VIETCONG 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
my remarks, and to include certain 
tables and figures with reference thereto. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 

stepped up efforts are needed to halt 
allied shippers trading with t.he Vietcong. 

sels of the allied fiag. This morning's 
reports of possible missile-bearing Red
flag ships being spotted in waters around 
North Vietnam underscores the need to 
curb free world ship trade with ~he Viet
cong. 

Latest estimates by the State Depart
ment assess allied ship trade with the 
Vietcong to account for approximately 
17 percent of all nonstrategic goods fiow
ing into North Vietnam. This :figure is 
based on the most recent information 
available to the Department, as I am ad
vised. Also, the State Department last 
Friday confirmed a 20-percent drop in 
the overall free world ship traffic to North 
Vietnam, however the indication was 
given that such trade is of little signifi
cance. 

it goes on now or in the future. From 
January to June 28 of this year the latest 
Pentagon :figures show 191 American 
troops killed in battle against the Viet
cong. Under these circumstances of ris
ing military action, one allied ship work
ing for the Vietcong is one too many. 

The construction of misslle sites pro
tecting the. port of Haiphong, where the 
bulk of allied merchant ships call, is 
proof that the Communists feel shipping 
is important. 

It will be necessary to watch shipping 
:figures into North Vietnam very closely 
in the near future. Recall that during 
the Soviet buildup of missiles in Cuba 
during the summer of 1962, those mis
siles were transported in Communist 
ships. However, the normal supply traf
fic was diverted for hauling aboard ves-

I am including in the REcoRD a list of 
those allied ships and shipowners who 
have engaged in Vietcong trade for the 
first 6 months of this year. An analysis 
of this list will show that many of the 
same ships or owners repeatedly haul 
Red goods. It should be easier to crack 
down on these repeat offenders, particu
larly when many of the cargos are be
ing shipped from the same ports in or · 
near Red China. 

Clearly, more diplomatic efforts must 
be made to discourage this trade, whether 

Mr. Speaker, I urge greater efforts to 
end this assistance being supplied the 
Vietcong by certain of our allies. · 

Free world shipping to Communist North Vietnam January to June, 1965 
JANUARY 

Ship Flag Ostensible owner Port of departure 

Cardross. ___ ------------------- British ___ __ ----- __ Jtnsan _____________________________ •. do ____________ _ 
Longford ___________________________ . do ___ __ _______ _ 
Santa Granda.----------------- _____ do __ ___ _______ _ 
Wakasa Bay-------------------- _____ do ____________ _ 
Elbow River--------------- ---- _____ do _______ _____ _ 
Golden Zeta ____________________ . ___ _ do ____________ _ 
Hakuyo Maru __________________ Japanese __ _____ __ _ 
Saronis ___ ---------------------- Greek ____________ _ Aiolos n _______________________ Lebanese _________ _ 
Panagos _____________________________ do ____________ _ 

Cronulla Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong _____________________________________ Hong Kong __________ _ 
Jin Hoe Co., Ltd., Kuching, Sarawak, Malaysia __________ ___ ______________________ _ do ________________ _ 
Peninsular Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong _________ _______________________________ do ________________ _ 
Verder & Co., Ltd., Hong Kong·---------------------------------------------- ____ _ do ________________ _ 
Viking Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong ___ _______ ___ __________________________ Kokura (Japan) ______ _ 
River Line, Ltd., Hamilton, Bermuda ___ ____ _________________________________ Hong Kong __________ _ 
The Keystone Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong ________________________________ ------------------------
Taiyo Gyogyo K.K., Tokyo ________________________________ ___ _______________ Hong Kong _____ ___ __ _ 
Morania Cia. Nav. S.A., Panama.-------------------------------------------- Tokuyama ___________ _ 
Poseidon Cia. Nav. S.A., Panama·------------------------------------------- Rangoon _____________ _ 
Patlem Cia. Nav. S.A., Panama·--------------------------------------------- Hong Kong __________ _ 

FEBRUARY 

Bidford ______ _ --------------- __ _ British ______ --- __ _ 
Cardross. ___ __ ----------------- •••.• do _______ --- --_ 
Dartford. _____ ----------------- .•••• do _______ -----_ 
Elbow River------------------- _____ do _______ ------

Hemisphere Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong __________________________________ Hong Kong __________ _ 
Cronulla Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong __________________________________ ________ do ________________ _ 
Peninsular Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong ________________________________________ do ________________ _ 
Rive~: Line, Ltd., Hamilton, Bermuda·--------------------------------------- _____ do ________________ _ Fortune Wind _______________________ do ____________ _ 

Jinsan __ ------------------------ ----_do ____ ----_----

~~~i~~~~~~~=================== =====~~============= Stan wear __ --------------------- ----.do ____________ _ 

:i~~~~:l~:..----~~~============== =====~~============= Cardamalitis. _ ----------------- Greek _______ ------

Continental Navigation & Enterprises, Ltd .. Hong Kong ______________ ____________ do _____ __ _________ _ 
Jin Hoe Co., Ltd., Kuching, Sarawak, Malaysia .. ----~---------- ------------- _____ do ____ __ __________ _ 
Peninsular Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong ___ _________________________ ____________ do ________________ _ 
Waterloo Shipping Co., Ltd., London ... -------------------------------------- _____ do __ __ ____________ _ Peninsular Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong ________________________________________ do __ ___ ___________ _ 
Stanhope Steamship Co., Ltd .• London_------------------------------------- - _____ - -----------~ ------
Viking Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong _______________ ·--------------------- --- Tokyo ___ -------------
Ocean Tramping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong ______________________________ _________ Hong Kong __________ _ 
Strovili Cia. Nav. S.A., Panama·--------------------------------------------- Yokohama ___________ _ 

~el~a-Maru:::::::::::::::::::: ·riii>~~cse~========= Hunter, M.C. Fred (London) __ ----------------------------------------------- Antwerp _____________ _ 
Nitto Shosen K. K., Tokyo·-------------------------------------------------- Kobe (Japan) ________ _ 

MARCH 

Bidford____ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ British ___ • _______ _ 
Car dross. ___ ------------------ ______ do ____________ _ 
Golden Alpha_--------- -------- _____ do ____________ _ 

~~f~ob~aD.'da::================ =====~~============= 

Hemisphere Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong__________________________________ Hong Kong_----------
Cronulla Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong __________________________________________ do __________ ______ _ 
Corithian Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong_----------------------------- ----- - ____ _ do ____ ____________ _ 
Peninsular Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong _______________________________________ ,do _____ ____ _______ _ 
Verder & Co., Ltd., Hong Kong ___ ------------------------------------------- Yokohama ______ _____ _ 

Elbow River_------------------ _____ do ____________ _ 
Dukat ____ _________ ------ ____ _ __ Norwegian _______ _ 

River Line, Ltd., Hamilton, Bermuda ________________________________________ Hong Kong __________ _ 
A/S Arne Sveen's RederL. _____ c- __ __________________ -------- ___ __ ______ __ ________ .do ________________ _ 

ii~~f~tfs~r_o~================ = === -~~~~~~---========== ~t~~r;~~Fc\~~·J~:·s~~~~riailla::============================================ - c<>~~~a~isa-_-::======== San Spryidon __ ---------------- Lebanese.-------- Olistim Nav. Co., Ltd., Monrovia, Liberia __________________________________ __ MojL_ ----------------
HSaomllbanasd_s_D __ ie_P __ -_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-__ --_ -__ D __ u __ tdch

0
_._-_-_-_--_-_-_-_-__ --_ Hollandse Vrachtvaard Maats., Amsterdam __ __ _______________________________ Whampoa ____________ _ Koninklijke Paketvaart Maats., Amsterdam __________________________________ Hong Kong __________ _ 

APRIL 

.. 

Arrival 

Haiphong. 
Do. 

Port Campha;. 
Haiphong. 
Port Campha. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Haiphong. 
Port Campha. 
Haiphong. 

Port Campha. 
Haiphong. 
Hongay. 
Port Campha. 
Haiphong. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Port Campha. 
Do. 

Haiphong. 
Do. 

Hanoi. 
Port Campha. 

Hongay. 
Haiphong. 
Port Campha. 

Do. 
Do. 

Haiphong. 
Port Campha 

andHongay. 
Port Campha. 
Haiphong. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Santa Granda __________________ British ____________ Verder & Co., Ltd., Hong Kong __ - ------------ --------------------------- ---- Yokohama ____________ Port Campha. 

tG1r~e~crkJ.0a~n~-Iis~le:s:_:_:_:_:: __ == __ ==_ =_-_-=_-_-_=-_-=_ -_- =_ =_ -~G-r~ee~~k;_~-~-~-~--==_ =_ -_- =_ =_=_ =_ Ii~ ~~e ~~!e:.~~d~~J!~~~ ~~~~~--~!~-~~~-~~~~~~-~~~~= = == = =~======: ==: ::::::: -~~~Jo ~~~~= ~= == = =: =: = Hai~~-ng. 

Antarctica.-------------------- British ___________ _ 
Carilross. _______ -------------- _____ do_-----------
Fortune Wind_----------------- _____ do •• __ --------
Kawana _____________________________ do ___ ---------

~hkl~ ~1ei!siiiie::::::========= =====~~=== ========= Hemisphere _________________________ do ___ ---------
Sletfjord________________________ Norwegian _______ _ 
Gisna. ------------------------- _____ do._----------

~E!~:::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~~~~-~-::::::::::: Irena ________________________________ do ___ --------_ 

Cia. Mar. Villa Nova S.A .• Panama.------------------------------------------ ShanghaL ____________ Port Campha. 

MAY 

Tat On Shipping & Enterprises, Ltd., Hong Kong ____________________________ Havana. Cuba ____ ___ _ 
Cronulla Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong _____________________________________ Hong Kong __________ _ 
Continental Navigation & Enterprises, Ltd., Hong Kong _________________ _________ do ___ -------------
Willow Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong.-------------------------------------- Nagoya ______________ _ 
Red Anchor Line, Ltd ____ ---------------------------------------------_______ Yawata ___ ------------
St. Merryn Shipping Co., Hong Kong·---------------------------------------- Hong Kong_----------
Hemisphere Shipping Co., Ltd., Hong Kong__________________________________ Oienfuegos, Cuba ____ _ 
Paulsen, Egil, Fredrikstad, Skibs-A/8 Karlander, Oslo ________________________ Hong Kong ___ _______ _ 
A/S Turid ___ ----------------------------------------------------------------- Shanghai._-----------

~~r~g~l~~$.i~1~~;l~~~;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~;;=]~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Haiphong. 
Do. 
Do. 

Port Campha. 
Haiphong. 
Port Campha, 
Haiphong. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
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BRIGHTER BUDGET 
Mr. KREBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 
- The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr.KREBS. Mr.Speaker,underleave 

to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I 
include an editorial entitled "Brighter 
Budget," from the Newark News of June 
21,1965. 

To those of us who look forward to the 
days when our Federal Government can 
boast of a balanced budget, the recent 
editorialfrom the Newark News was in
deed good news. I am sure my colleagues 
will find this editorial of interest. The 
Johnson administration not only has 
forecast a surprisingly low budget deficit 
of $3.8 billion, the lowest in 5 years, but 
actually is working toward a balanced · 
budget in the not too distant future. I 
agree with the Newark News that such a 
prospect is magnificent. 

Theeditorial follows: 
BRIGHTER BUDGET 

It is becoming increasingly evident that 
last year's $11.5 blllion income tax cut was 
not as great a risk as defenders of orthodox 
fiscal policy feared. With the reduction, 
which the administration designed to stimu
late the economy, it was felt the revenue loss 
would result in a still larger deficit unless 
Federal spending were substantially reduced. 

In April, President Johnson disclosed the 
budget deficit for the current fiscal year 
would be $5.3 blllion in the red, not $6.3 
blllion as he forecast in January. When he 
sent the excise tax reduction proposal to 
Congress the deficit was dropped to $4.4 bil
lion. 

And now, only a month later, Mr. John
son has come out with the comforting news 
the deficit may drop to $3.8 billion. If this 
becomes a fact, the deficit wm be at a 5-
year low. In the last fiscal year the deficit 
was $8.3 blllion. 

Mr. Johnson's figures, of course, are pro
jections. The actual financial statement will 
be issued after the books are closed the end 
of this month. Nevertheless, his Budget 
Bureau officials have a remarkable record for 
making predictions on the side of under
statement. 

The changed budget picture is the conse
quence, of course, of an unexpected flood of 
tax collections and the fact that Mr. John
son has restored some respectability to Gov
ernment economy. In the case of tax col
lections, the President estimated they will 
total $92.8 blllion, or $1.6 billion more than 
he estimated in January and $3.3 billion 
more than the Government collected last 
year. As for spending, it will be about $900 
mlllion under the $97.5 billion in the cur
rent budget and $1.1 billion less than last 
year's expenditures. 

From Mr. Johnson's figures, the Govern
ment would still be $3.8 billion from a 
balanced budget. But now at least we have 
a basis for looking forward to balance. 

Speaking of the budget's prospects, the 
President happily remarked, "We expect a 
very unique thing to hapen to us." 

Unique? The word is magnificent. 

SELECTIVE SERVICE DIRECTOR AN
SWERS STUDENTS WHO DESTROY 
DRAFT CARDS 
Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks 

at this point in the RECORD and include 
extraneous matter. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, on 

June 3, I wrote to the Director of the 
Selective Service to inquire as to what 
course of action has been taken with 
regard to registrants who have deliber
ately destroyed draft cards. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 3, 1965. 

Lt. Gen. LEWIS B. HERSH.EY, 
Director, Selective Service System, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR GENERAL HERsHEY: Reports that col
lege students are deliberately destroying 
their draft cards is highly disturbing. Would 
you please tell me what action has been 
taken against the guilty? 

If you feel that the selective service law 
needs revision to discourage such violations, 
you may be sure that I will be happy to 
cooperate with you in this matter. 

With every good wish, 
Sincerely, 

JoHN P. SAYLOR, 
Member of Congress-. 

I have received the following letter, 
dated June 23, from Lt. Gen. Lewis B. 
Hershey in reply: 

SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM, 
Washington, D.C., June 23, 1965. 

Hon. JoHN P. SAYLOR, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. SAYLOR: I have your · letter of 
June 3, 1965, concerning the destruction by 
some registrants of their selective service reg
istration certificates. 

Where it can be established that a regis
trant has deliberately destroyed his registra ... 
tion certificate he may be declared a delin
quent by the local board and his processing 
for induction accelerated. 

The determination of whether an indict
ment should be sought in any such instance 
rests with the appropriate U.S. attorney. 

In the cases of the reported destruction of 
registration certificates in California this 
Agency has suggested that the Federal Bu
reau of Investigation interview and obtain 
signed statements of the registrants allegedly 
involved for the use of local boards in deter
mining whether these registrants should be 
declared delinquent and their induction 
accelerated. 

I appreciate your offer of support for any 
legislation which may be necessary in this 
area. However, adequate authority exists to 
enforce compliance with the law either 
through accelerated induction or by crhninal 
prosecution. 

If I may be of further service, please call 
on me. 

Sincerely yours, 
. LEWIS B. HER~HEY, 

Director. 

Mr. Speaker, because of the serious 
nature of the actions of those defiant of 
the selective service law, particularly 
since the infractions have taken place at 
a time when loyal American servicemen 
are exposing their lives to enemy fire in 
Vietnam and to the guerrilla tactics of 
die-hard Dominican Republic factions, 
Congress will be insistent upon checking 
the progress of the actions of responsi
ble-officers and authorities against the 
guilty parties. For this reason I have 
today written to General Hershey asking 
for a full report on what has transpired 
since his letter of June 23 as well as on 

future plans and developments as they 
take place. 

I have informed General Hershey that 
Congress is interested not only in the 
California cases but in all related in
stances where violations have occurred. 
If the selective service system has no 
record of violations other than in Cali
fornia, then I have promised to cooper
ate in attempting to determine whether 
reports of profanations of the draft law 
elsewhere in the country can be sub
stantiated. I am also interested in 
learning whether the "appropriate" U.S. 
attorney automatically undertakes to 
determine whether an indictment should 
be sought or if the request for such 
course of, action must come from the 
selective service system or other ·appro
priate agency of the Government. 

Finally, does referral to local boards 
"in determining whether these''--Cali
fornia cases-"registrants should be de
clared delinquent and their induction 
accelerated" indicate that selective serv
ice is not considering criminal prosecu
tion as an alternative to accelerated 
induction? 

The answer to the latter question will 
be important to Congress because it is 
highly probable that some of the indi
viduals involved would not qualify phys
ically or morally-for military service. 
If any of the involved offenders resemble 
some of the degenerates that appear at 
many of the demonstrations where pa
triotism and the flag are scorned, a 
period of incarceration directed at re
habilitation could well be preferable to 
accelerated induction. 

REAFFIRMING SUPPORT OF THE 
lOTH AMENDMENT TO THE U.S. 
CONSTITUTION 
Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama~ 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I have 

introduced today a concurrent resolution 
which upon passage by the House of Rep
resentatives and the Senate will reaffirm 
our support of the lOth amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution, which in clear, 
simple, and precise words states: 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by 
it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people. · 

This amendment, 1 of the 10 amend
ments which comprise our bill of rights, 
is as important today to the fundamental 
structure of government upon which our 
Nation is founded a.s it was when first 
proposed by the Congress in 1789. 

The resolution which I have introduced 
is needed now because of the safeguard 
to individual freedom and the balance 
which the lOth amendment extends to 
our Nation and to our people in every 
part of our land, and the misunderstand
ing that has been generated in our time 
a.s to the purpose and intent· of this 
amendment in relation to the basic prin-
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dples of liberty which we as Americans 
hold so dear. 

There have been, from the outset, two 
opposing schools of thought in the United 
States as to the relative importance of 
.strong centralized Government at the 
Federal level as opposed to the rights of 
the States to self-government with the 
primary responsibility for the solution of 
local problems remaining in the State and 
local governments. 

The strength of our Nation has been 
forged through the interlocking author
ity of Federal and State Governments 
which, while establishing national guid
ance for our expanding country, at the 
same time gave to our individual States 
the means to develop in accordance with 
their diversified interests and require
ments. 

Our national characte1· became that 
of a people courageous, self-reliant, in
cependent, confident, progressive-a 
people that could not be intimidated nor 
persuaded to trade individual liberty for 
.security through dependence upon the 
Federal Government. 

In recent years since World Warn we 
have seen a continuing expansion of 
Federal power with attendant encroach
ment into the sphere of State authority 
as defined in our Constitution. 

We exist in an ever-changing universe 
and accept necessary expansion of Fed
eral functions to keep pace with our 
population growth and economic devel
opment within the limits of authorized 
constitutional power. But such expan
sion must not become an instrument to 
abrogate or nullify the rights of the in
dividual States as guaranteed by the lOth 
amendment. 

The reservation of certain rights to 
the States has permitted a continuous 
development of law through State legis
latures which in many instance has in
fluenced the direction of national policy. 
Upon several occasions State laws estab
lished a precedent which led to pro
posed and ratified amendments to the 
Constitution itself. 

The rights of the States as specified in 
the Constitution is of equal importance 
to every one of our 50 States. The lOth 
amendment has given to the American 
people a framework within which they 
can work at the local and State levels 
to create laws which meet the needs of 
the local community, and to make neces
sary changes in these laws as required 
at the local and State levels. 

However, as a result of the current 
trend to expand Federal power in all 
directions to supersede State authority 
and to place a limitation upon State 
jurisdiction through the distribution of 
Federal funds within the several States, 
it is obligatory upon the Congress as the 
representative body of the United States 
to reaffirm its positive position of dedica
tion to the constitutional provisions 
which define the scope of Federal au
thority as well as the powers reserved to 
the States and to the people. 

It is important that through this con
current a:ction by the House and the 
Senate, the Congress with a solid unity 
of purpose proclaims to the nations of 
the world that while we as a people may 
differ as to the means by which we bring 

about certain changes in our internal 
domestic affairs, we are unified in our 
faith in our national heritage of freedom 
and in our absolute support of all of 
the provisions of our Constitution, which 
is the foundation upon ,.;bich our Na
tion stands firm and strong. 

CRASH OF SOVIET TROOP TRANS
PORT DEMANDS AN EXPLANA
TION; RAISES QUESTIONS OF 
SOVIET INVOLVEMENT IN YEMEN 
WAR, STATE DEPARTMENT AP
PROVAL OF GRAIN SHIPMENTS TO 
NASSER 
Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey?. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, reports 

in the press this morning tell of what 
otherwise might be considered an ob
scure and relatively unimportant plane 
crash in Egypt. It involves a Soviet
built Antonov troop transport that 
crashed into the desert killing all but 2 
of the 29 persons aboard. 

Although the Nasser government has 
thrown a tight security lid on the story 
and has barred newsmen from the crash 
site, we do know that the aircraft mani
fest listed 22 Egyptian military person
nel and 7 Soviet crewmembers. It 
seems clear that the aircraft was headed 
for the Yemen, where at least 60,000 
Egyptian troops are deployed in a bloody 
war of aggression with significant Near 
Eastern military implications. 

Mr. Speaker, as far as I know, this 
crash represents the first clear proof that 
the Soviet Union has committed both 
arms and personnel in support of the 
war in Yemen. It raises the further 
question of just how many Soviet air
men and troops are actively involved in 
the Yemen. 

More important, however, is that this 
latest evidence of Soviet and Egyptian 
aggression in the Yemen comes less than 
2 weeks after the Johnson administra
tion announced that massive shipments 
of Public Law 480 grain to Nasser would 
be resumed, in direct conflict with the 
"anti-aggressor" clause to the 1963 For
eign Assistance Act. 

If yesterday's crash is not proof posi
tive of direct military aggression, I would 
like ow· State Department to prove oth
erwise. Moreover, it seems hard to be
lieve that the United States diplomati
cally recognizes, and helped to create the 
present Communist government of 
Yemen which is being militarily aided 
and assisted by both the Soviet Union 
and Nasser in its war of attrition against 
the Yemeni Royalists, whose gvvernment 
we helped to dissolve. 

Without the grain provided by the 
United States under Public Law 480, 
Nasser could not afford to prop up the 
Yemeni Communists with 60,000 troops, 
or finance research in military rocketry. 
Today's evidence clearly points up the 
futility of relying on discretionary Ian-

guage to express congressional intent 
where the State Department is con
cerned. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday's air crash de
mands a full explanation by our State 
Department. The American people de
serve, at long last, the facts concerning 
this war in the Yemen which could re
shape the entire balance of power in the 
Near East. 

AGGRESSION BY NASSER IN COLLU
SION WITH THE SOVIET UNION 
Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I want 

to commend the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL] for calling the at
tention of this House to this latest de
velopment which points to obvious overt 
aggression by Nasser in collusion with the 
Soviet Union. 

I have been pointing to Nasser's tyran
nical role in Yemen for a long time here 
on the tloor of the House. I have pointed 
to his illegal actions in that country
to his mammoth expenditures of arms 
from the Soviet Union to carry out his 
mass murders there, and subsidized, mind 
you, Mr. Speaker, by our economic assist
ance. 

What more blatant example do we need 
as to why we should cut off our aid in any 
form to the United Arab Republic? 

We have a nonaggression clause, as the 
gentleman from New Jersey pointed out, 
in our Foreign Assistance Act. What 
more proof do we need that Nasser is an 
aggressor? What more reason do we 
need to implement this provision in our 
law? 

CONTROVERSY BETWEEN AAU 
AND NCAA 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Dlinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, you will 

recall my recently having brought to the 
attention of the House the running con
troversy between the National AAU and 
the NCAA, and what a bad effect it was 
having upon our young athletes around 
the country. 

This past week I received a telegram 
from Mr. Don Boydston, chairman of 
the U.S. Gymnastic Federation, the sub
ject of which I feel compelled to bring 
to the attention of this House. 

It seems the defending AAU National 
Championship Women's Gymnastic 
Team from Southern Dlinois University 
was declared ineligible July 1 at the na
tional AAU meet, held last week in 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

The women's team had made the trip 
to defend their national title, when all 
but one member was declared eligible 
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for the national AAU competition in a 
special meeting called by the central 
AAU in Chicago on June 19. Heading 
the meeting for the AAU in Chicago and 
certifying their eligibility were Mr. Paul 
Fina, a vice president of the national 
AAU and gymnastic chairman of the 
central AAU, and Mr. Melvin Thomas, 
central AA U registration chairman. 

Mr. Herbert Vogel, coach of the South
ern Illinois girls, represented his team 
at the meeting. Miss Judy Wills, who 
had won the world title in tumbling and 
trampoline in London earlier in the year, 
had been competing in the same meets 
as other members of the Southern Illi
nois team, but the central AA U would 
not reinstate Miss Wills at the June 19 
meeting and an appeal was being taken 
to the national group on her eligibility 
when the ruling was made at Cleveland 
that none of the Southern Illinois wom
en could compete, although they had 
made the trip and were on hand for the 
start of the competition. 

Mr. Don Boydston stated in his tele
gram that he believes, "the circum
stances of this case indicates not only 
AAU inconsistency but a complete lack 
of regard for the individual and our 
international prestige in sports." 

I must subscribe to what he has said. 

SUGGESTED SUBJECT FOR 
TEACH-INS 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, the celebra

tion of the birth of our Nation recently 
was marred by a series of riots across 
the country, one of which occurred at 
Rockaway Beach in the Seventh Con
gressional District of Missouri. The 
chief perpetrators were not impoverished 
or poverty-stricken youngsters. They 
were, for the most part, young college 
men and women. They were living proof 
that a good education and economic 
prosperity do not, in themselves, insure 
morality or high moral character, or 
good citizens. 

Riots and demonstrations in defiance 
of law and order are always to be re
gretted. But they are even more shame
ful when they occur on the solemn occa
sion of the observance of American in
dependence. They demonstrate that too 
many young people have little or no con
ception of the heritage that has been 
given to them through the sacrifices and 
hardships endured by their forefathers 
in order that they might be free. 

And free for what purpose? we might 
ask. To riot? To destroy private prop
erty? To mock the law and those who 
are sworn to uphold it? Free to disre
gard every vestige of decency and every 
code of moral behavior? 

According to published reports of what 
happened, I take some consolation in the 
fact that most of the young men and 
women, who were involved in the riot 
at Rockaway Beach, were not residents 

of the area, or even of that part of the 
St~te, but were, instead, from some of 
the large urban areas, as fas as 200 or 
300 miles from there. I cannot help but 
reflect that it is these same urban areas 
that will grow in political power, as the 
result of recent Supreme Court rulings 
on reapportionment. Does this kind of 
behavior indicate that the urban masses 
are ready to assume the responsibility of 
total political control, which the Su
preme Court decision has thrust upon 
them? 

I do not suggest, Mr. Speaker, that 
Kansas City or St. Louis, or any other 
area from which some of these students 
came, are to be condemned, per se, for 
what happened. But surely this sick
ness, which evidenced itself on July 4 
must be attributed, in some degree, to the 
lack of parental supervision in the homes 
and the lack of exposure to principle, 
discipline, and civic responsibility on the 
campus. 

Nor should what happened be con
strued as a condemnation of all young 
people. Indeed, I believe those who ran 
wild in the streets represent but a small, 
albeit vocal, segment of our young peo
ple, but the very fact that six States ex
perienced these riots shows that they are 
symptoms of a serious ailment in our 
society. 

Not long ago, I met with representa
tives of the various high schools in sol,lth
west Missouri, and I was tremendously 
impressed with their knowledge, their 
alert interest in national affairs, their 
sense of patriotism. Most, if not all, of 
these youngsters came from homes where 
respect for law and for their elders was 
taught them from the time they were 
old enough to walk. I am sure that at 
~orne time in their young lives they were 
exposed to temptations to "join the 
mob," and to let their inhibitions run 
wild. But their upbringing, their school 
instruction, their church, their parents, 
all have helped shape their young lives 
so that the energy and zest of which 
youth is possessed are channeled toward 
constructive deeds. They possess a basic 
sense of right and wrong, an element of 
conscience that was sadly lacking in the 
thousands of young people who found it 
all too easy to conform to the mob in-. 
stinct and rule. What lessons did their 
parents and their teachers fail to teach 
them? 

Uppermost, quite obviously, among the 
untaught lessons was a basic respect for 
law and order. 

But, let no pious individuals, else
where, escape their own responsibilities 
by assuming that the entire blame rests 
with parents and teachers. 

Have the highest courts in our land 
contributed to respect for law and order 
when they summarily release and absolve 
from blame thousands of street demon
strators, on the basis that the cause they 
claim to espouse permits them to disre
gard the law? 

Have some of the leading political 
spokesmen of our Nation contributed to 
respect for law and order by praising and 
commending those who would defy exist
ing law, in the name of a good cause? 

Is respect for law and order increased 
by the tendency on the part of some 

judges to give only token sentences to 
people who,. though still juveniles by 
legal definition, commit adult crimes? 

One of the young men arrested was 
a 20-year-old-minor-college student 
from Des Moines, Iowa. According to 
Taney County Prosecuting Attorney 
Peter Rea, this young man, who was 
studying prelaw at a midwestern uni
versity, was driving while drunk, had 35 
6-packs of beer in his car that he 
planned to sell to others, and knocked 
down A rock wall on an elderly lady's 
property. 

This young man, who wants to become 
a participant in the Nation's legal proc
esses, was reminded by Prosecutor Rea 
that both he and the magistrate judge 
"studied prelaw one time, and we both 
put ourselves through law school. And 
neither one of us has ever been ar
rested." 

One of the law officers described the 
scene this way: 

Standing alongside the curb nearly 
shouder to shoulder with the "beat genera
tion," which has never been taught to comb 
its hair, to put in its shirttail, nor to wipe its 
nose. 

I cannot comment on these events 
without offering praise for the actions 
taken by public officials, those respon
sible for upholding ·the law. Every 
sheriff's office in the surrounding coun
ties responded to the call for help. But 
for their performance above and beyond 
the call of duty, the result might have 
been worse. 

Prosecutor Rea was in the crowd when 
a youth standing nearby picked up a 
rock and heaved it at a State highway 
patrol car. This young prosecutor, 
standing alone in the center of a swirling 
hostile group, grabbed the youth and 
arrested him. 

When one of the persons arrested com
plained to Magistrate Judge Crouch that 
he was a "college man," Prosecutor Rea 
snapped back: "You a college man? 
Then start acting like a college man. 
Stay away from that kind of situation. 
If you have to run across a mountain 
top, stay away from it." 

The cooperation among law-enforce
ment agencies was nothing short of mag
nificent. In spite of the violence and 
high tensions, there were no serious in
juries. As Prosecutor Rea stated: 

I was scared to death that, with all that 
pressure, something might happen. But the 
officers all restrained each other and kept 
each other from losing their heads. 

Already plans are being made to make 
certain that similar riots do not occur in 
the future. I am confident that the men 
responsible for enforcing and upholding 
the law are taking all necessary steps to 
insure that tourists can continue to visit 
the resort area and enjoy its facilities 
without fear of recurrence of what hap
pened last week. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not have the answer 
to all the problems I have described, but 
I have one very specific suggestion. 

Let all the college professors, ministers, 
parents, and college students who are 
currently engaging in "teach-ins," 
change the subject of these "teach-ins'' 
from U.S. policy in Vietnam to the 
proper behavior for young men and 
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women who take advantage of the op
portunities for higher learning in this 
country. Instead of telling the Congress 
and the administration to abandon free
dom and liberty in southeast Asia, let 
the "teach-in" go back to fundamentals 
and teach respeot for law and order, re
spect for the decent opinions of man
kind, respect for private property, re
spect for public officials appointed to 
uphold the law, respect for personal 
cleanliness and appearance, respect for 
young women, respect for the courts, re
spect for the country they are about to 
inherit, and ultimately, let them teach 
the meaning of self-respect. In the in
terim, let Congress refurbish and 
strengthen the judicial backing of law 
and order and of our enforcement agen
cies. 

I suggest that, if some of the college 
professors who are now barnstorming as 
self-appointed experts on foreign policy, 
would go back to teaching young men 
and women how to be good, decent, law
abiding citizens, our foreign policy will 
take care of itself. 

GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIDUTION OF 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
FUND 
Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
in the body Of the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, during re

cent weeks the House of Reoresentatives 
has authorized the 1~66 - fiscal year 
budgets for the Agriculture, Interior, 
State, Justice, Commerce, Post Office, 
and Treasury Departments as well as for 
the executive department and the Fed
eral judiciary system. 

The combined moneys represented in 
these budgets amounts to more than $15 
billion, more than 15 percent of the total 
Federal budget for the fiscal year which 
began a few days ago. 

These funds will be employed to carry 
on varied activities in all sections of our 
Nation. There can be no question of the 
economic impact of the expenditure of 
these funds. 

With these facts in niind let us con
sider another area of Government activ
ity. This area of Federal participation 
requires funds which equal those needed 
to operate the major governmental de
partments I mentioned just a moment 
ago. 

Here again we must acknowledge that 
the expenditure of more than $15 billion 
has a significant effect upon our entire 
national economy. This becomes more 
evident when we realize the great ma
jority of these funds are expended in 
only a few small areas of our country. 

This disparity in the geographical al
location of our Federal research and de
velopment funds is a matter of growing 
concern to the other sections of the Na
tion bypassed in this distribution. It is 
not only a matter of concern to the in
dividual sections but to the Nation as a 
whole. 

This matter of the geographical dis
tribution of research and development 
funds was the subject of a study carried 
on during 1964 by the Subcommittee on 
Science, Research, and Development of 
the House Science and Astronautics 
Committee. 

In his letter of transmittal accompany
ing the subcommittee's report, the chair
man, the distinguished gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. DADDARIO], had this to 
say: 

In conclusion, I should like to suggest that 
the major aim of this report is to help point 
the way toward the development of useful 
Federal policies in the support of research 
and development in the years ahead. We are 
here studying the past and present in ordel" 
to help determine what our course should be, 
not just next year or the year after, but for 
the decades stretching beyond that. The 
conclusions contained herein should thus be 
considered in the light of American society 
as it will exist in 1970 and beyond. How
ever, preparation should be made now in 
order to insure that all parts of the Nation 
possess the technological and scientific 
quality essential to the welfare of the people 
during that period. 

As the subcommittee chairman 
pointed out, the report does not repre
sent a complete investigation of the en
tire geographical distribution area. But 
the area encompassed in the subcommit
tee's investigation was more than suffi
cient to point up the glaring inequity of 
distribution upon the basis. The meth
ods of comparison included such bases of 
measurement as per capita dollar value of 
research and development contracts and 
grants per State; research and develop
ment per industrial employee, per scien
tist, per scientist employed in educa
tional institutions, per student enrolled . 
in such institutions, per advanced de
grees conferred, per Federal tax contri
butions and others. 

Our Nation is often described in terms 
of regional areas. Each area is defined 
by several factors such as geographic 
location, physical similarity and to a 
great degree by convenience and com
mon usage. These areas are often used 
to describe broadscale effects and trends. 
In a breakdown which results in nine 
regional areas we find only three of the 
nine regions substantially benefited by 
the present research and development 
distribution policies. My own area of 
the country ranks last. This is a five
State area which saw its manufacturing 
employment decrease by three-quarters 
of a million jobs in the 10 years from 
1953 to 1963. This shrinkage in indus
trial employment was close to 15 percent 
compared to a national average of 3 per
cent. Fortunately the long-range de
cline in manufacturing employment was 
matched by a similar rise in nonmanu
facturing employment. 

This same area produces more than 
one-third of all the scientists and engi
neers in our Nation. It has demon
strated its scientific competence and 
capability yet it has been bypassed in 
the distribution of the growing amount 
of Federal research and development 
funds. 

There is a tendency, a natural tend
ency for scientific activity to be drawn to 
and collect around established centers of 

scientific accomplishment. This effect 
is greatly magnified when huge sums of 
Federal research and development funds 
are concentrated in a relative few of 
such centers. The location of intensi
fied scientific research activity in a par
ticular city or region provides a focal 
point for the development of science-in
tensive industries in the surrounding 
area. 

In a report on "Basic Research and 
National Goals," prepared by the Na
tional Academy of Sciences for the 
House Science and Astronautic Commit
tee, it is noted that probably the most 
efficient way of conducting scientific re
search is to concentrate such activities 
in established centers of scientific ac
complishment. But the report goes fur
ther to state: 

From the economic and social point of 
view, however, and perhaps even from the 
_longer run scientific point of view, there is 
a strong case for encouraging the develop
ment of scientific research centers in the 
more depressed and lower income sections 
of the country, as a means of raising the eco
nomic and social level of the population in 
those sections. So long as public funds are 
allocated to the support of basic research, 
the geographic allocation of the funds 
should take account of the social effects of 
their expenditure. 

In the words of the subcommittee: 
We are forced to conclude that without 

some Federal stimulus, notwithstanding the 
requirement for local initiative and com
munity and State support, slow progress will 
be made in the development of new centers 
of excellence in research with the result that 
existing centers will tend to become larger at 
the expense of other regions of the country. 

We have reached a point in our his
tory, scientific, economic, and social, 
where the need for a reevaluation of our 
research and development fund distri
bution policies can no longer be ignored. 

It is, I believe, the appropriate time 
to place the recommendations of the 
Subcommittee on Science, Research, and 
Development in concrete form. It is for 
this reason I have introduced the resolu
tion which calls for the convening of a 
Government-industry conference by the 
President at the first feasible moment. 
The purpose of the conference will be 
to explore ways and means of distribut
ing Federal research and development 
funds on a more even geographical basis. 

VICTORY AGAINST ARAB BOYCOTT 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I 

take great personal satisfaction in noting 
that Arab harassment of American busi
ness has been dealt a severe blow by leg
islation which I, together with many of 
my colleagues in the Congress, spon-
sored. 

On June 30, 1965, President Johnson 
signed into law the Export Control Act 
Extension-Public Law 89-63-with an 
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antiboycott provision for which I have 
fought, and the enactment of which 
marks a singular victory in my efforts to 
protect American businessmen and 
women who seek freedom in their trade 
relations with foreign countries. 

The antiboycott provision of Public 
Law 89-63 is the climax of a determined 
legislative effort to protect American 
commerce from involvement in foreign 
boycotts and trade restrictions. Enact
ment of this antiboycott amendment 
was not easily accomplished. It was vig
orously opposed by the Departments of 
State and Commerce for reasons which 
I and its other sponsors still neither un
derstand nor accept. 

But despite the obstacles, I and the 
other sponsors and supporters of this 
significant legislation persisted in seek
ing its passage. On May 5, 1965, I ap
peared before the Banking and Currency 
Committe to plead for consideration of 
our antiboycott amendments. That was 
followed by my appearance on May 20, 
1965, before the full committee's Inter
national Trade Subcommittee to answer 
the opposition to our amendments. 
Later I presented a statement to the Sen
ate subcommittee reinforcing our Sen
ate colleagues' support for an antiboy
cott amendment in that body. 

As a result of our determination I am 
pleased to say that we prevented the 
shelving of our original antiboycott pro
posal, succeeded in obtaining public 
hearings on it, and finally were able 
to secure House passage of a much 
stronger and more effective version of the 
measure than was reported out of com
mittee. 

The legislation that emerged from the 
Senate was even further strengthened 
thanks to its supporters in that body. 
And Senate action was coupled with a 
letter from the Secretary of Commerce 
to the distinguished majority leader of 
the Senate in which Secretary Connor 
affirmed the administration's intent to 
administer the antiboycott law. The 
Secretary said: 

The Department of Commerce w111 have 
the obligation, and will, in fact, request 
American business firms not to cooperate in 
restrictive trade practices or boycotts imposed 
by a foreign country against another foreign 
country friendly to the United States. I am 
expressly authorized by the Secretary of 
State to say that the Department of State 
would, if H.R. 7105 is enacted into law, take 
all appropriate steps through diplomatic 
channels and other means that may be avail
able to the Department in opposing restric
tive trade practices or boycotts by foreign 
countries against a country friendly to the 
United States. 

It is clear that the language of H.R. 7105, 
with the suggested addition quoted above 
would require specfic action by the Execu
tive Departments and the Executive Depart
ments wlll, of course, follow through on those 
requirements if this bill is approved by 
Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, now the stage is set. 
The law is on the statute books. It is 
not a mere sense of Congress resolution. 
It is a law that requires the issuance of 
regulations and that calls for vigilance 
on the part of the administration in its 
execution. And the Secretary of Com
merce has announced his obligation to 
execute the law. Behind all this there is 

a comprehensive legislative history on 
the subject and the objective of the anti
boycott provision. 

I hope that a first target of this new 
law will be the Arab boycott, and its 
interference with American commerce. 
There are the questionnaires, the 
requests for affidavits, and the negative 
certificates of origin that the Arab boy
cott has spawned in American com
mercial life. Public Law 89-63 provides 
the tools to deal with these instruments 
of harassment, and to put an end to 
them. 

The pertinent sections of the bill, as 
enacted are: 

SEc. 2. (4) The Congress further declares 
that it is the policy of the United States (a) 
to oppose restrictive trade practices or boy
cotts fostered or imposed by foreign coun
tries against other countries friendly to the 
Unt.ted States and (b) to encourage and re
quest domestic concerns engaged in the ex
port of articles, materials, supplies, or infor
mation, to refuse to take any action, includ
ing the furnishing of information or the 
signing of agreements, which has the effect 
of furthering or supporting the restrictive 
trade practices or boycotts fostered or im
posed by any foreign country against an
other country friendly to the United States. 

SEc. 3. (a) Such rules and regulations 
(as the President may prescribe) shall im
plement the provisions of section 2(4) of 
this Act, and shall require that all domestic 
concerns receiving requests for the furnish
ing of information or the signing of agree
ments as specified in section 2(4) must 
report this fact to the Secretary of Com
merce for such action as he may deem ap
propriate to carry out the purposes of sec
tion 2(4). 

SEC. 3. (e) Rules and regulations re
quired to be promulgated pursuant to the 
amendment made by subsection (a) of this 
section shall be promulgated as expedi
tiously as practicable, and shall be published 
in the Federal Register within ninety days 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

Now the law requires that business 
firms and chambers of commerce receiv
ing requests for these boycott instru
ments must report such receipt to the 
Secretary of Commerce for such action 
as he deems appropriate. Further, thE; 
U.S. Government now will officially re
quest American companies to take no ac
tion which might foster third-country 
boycotts or restrictive trade practices, 
and rules and regulations implementing 
these requirements must be published in 
the Federal Register by September 30. 

The sponsors an_d supporters of the 
antiboycott legislation will observe with 
great interest as the executive action 
evolves. We trust it will be fully re
sponsive to the requirements, both letter 
and spirit of the law. Thus it will pro
vide the long overdue protection for 
American business concerns. 

AMENDMENTS TO THE FAffi LABOR 
STANDARDS ACT 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Administrator of the Wage and Hour 
and Public Contracts Divisions, Depart
ment of Labor, has submitted to the 
General Subcommittee on Labor a mem
orandum prepared by the Solicitor of 
Labor in response to specific queries dur
ing public hearings on amendments to 
the Fair Labor Standards Act. 

In conformity with previously an
nounced policy, I am making this infor
mation public because of the widespread 
interest and enormous importance of this 
legislation. 

The memorandum incorporates re
sponses to legal questions raised during 
the Secretary of Labor's appearances on 
May 25 and 26, 1965. 

Mr. Speaker, I include this material to 
be inserted at this point: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
WAGE AND HOUR AND PUBLIC 

CONTRACTS DIVISIONS, 
Washington, D.O., June 29, 1965. 

Hon. JAMES ROOSEVELT, 
Chairman, General Subcommittee on Labor, 

Committee on Education and Labor, 
U.S. House oj Representatives, Wash
ington, D.O. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ROOSEVELT: I am en
closing a memorandum to me from the so
licitor of Labor incorporating responses to 
legal questions raised in connection with 
the Fair Labor Standards Act amendments. 

These questions were raised when the Sec
retary of Labor appeared May 25 and 26, 
1965, before the subcommittee to testify in 
support of H.R. 8259 and related bills. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE T. LUNDQUIST, 

Administrator. 

MEMORANDUM OF U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF 'l'HE SOLICITOR, JUNE 8, 1965 

To: Clarence T. Lundquist, Administrator, 
Wage and Hour and Public Contracts Di
visions. 

From: Charles Donahue, Solicitor of Labor. 
Subject: Legal memorandums in connection 

with Fair Labor Standards Act amend
ments. 

I am attaching copies of memorandums 
prepared in this office on the following 
subjects: 

1. Authority of Congress to extend cover
age of the Fair Labor Standards Act to Amer
ican-owned foreign-flag vessels; 

2. Meaning of the terms "extraordinary 
emergency" and "unusually compelling 
need"; 

3. Application of the propos~d amendments 
to nonprofit hospitals. 

These memorandums are to be transmitted 
to the House General Subcommittee on La
bor, along with other materials which are to 
be prepared for the subcommittee. 

PossmLE EXTENSION OF FAm LABOR STANDARDS 
ACT TO AMERICAN-OWNED FOREIGN-FLAG 
VESSELS 

(U.S. Department of Labor, memorandum of 
law, Solicitor of Labor) 

I. BACKGROUND 
As requested by the House Labor Subcom

mittee during hearings on proposals to 
amend the Fair Labvr Standards Act, we have 
explored the scope of congressional authority 
to extend 'the act to seamen on foreign 
vessels owned by American citizens. 

II. CONCLUSION 
Neither the Constitution nor the laws of 

the United States proscribe the application of 
our laws to American-owned foreign-flag ves
sels. Therefore, in the absence of overriding 
restrictions as a matter of international law 
on our jurisdiction over foreign-flag vessels-
and a search indicates there are no such re-
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strictions--the Fair Labor Standards Act can 
be extended to seamen on those vessels. 

lli. DISCUSSION 

A. Minimum wage requirement as a condi
tion of use of American ports 

A vessel voluntarily entering U.S. territorial 
waters is not exempt from the application of 
our laws simply because it flies a foreign 
tlag.l 

While the Supreme Court has said that all 
merchant vessels have implied consent to en
ter our ports,2 this consent can be made sub
ject to conditions which place foreign ves
sels on notice prior to their entering Ameri
can waters.3 On at least four ocoasions Con
gress has imposed such conditions to reduce 
the competitive advantage of foreign ship
owners by indirectly requiring them to pay 
higher wages.' Thus, regardless of the na
tionality of ownership, Congress can impose 
a minimum wage requirement upon any ves
sel as a condition of the use of our ports. 

B. Extraterritorial application of FLSA to 
American-owned foreign-flag vessels which 
are part of an enterprise within the mean
ing of the act 

Under the present "enterprise" concept of 
the act, Congress also has authority to regu
late American-owned vessels operating en
tirely outside the United States. 

Section 3 ( s) of the FLSA extends the cov
erage of the act to various categories of en
terprises engaged 1n commerce or in the pro
duction of goods for commerce.' SectionS (r) 
defines enterprise in broad terms to include 
"the related activities performed (either 
through unified operation or common con
trol) by any person or persons for a common 
business purpose, and includes all such activ
ities whether performed in one or more estab
lishments or by one or more corporate or 
other organizational units." 

The minimum wage and overtime provi
sions in sections 6 and 7 of the act are di
rected to any employee in an enterprise en
gaged in commerce or production for com
merce. Thus, an enterprise which is so en
gaged would be subject to the act even with 
respect to its operations entirely outside the 
United States, as for example, a ship traveling 
between South America and Europe. Em
ployees of such vessels would be covered with
out amending the act's present definition of 
"commerce," 8 since all employees of an enter
prise engaged in commerce are covered, re-

3 Marine Cooks and Stewards, AFL v. Pan
ama Steamship Co., Ltd. (1960, 362 U.S. 365, 
372; Benz v. Campania Naviera Hidalgo S.A. 
(1957), 353 U.S. 138, 142; Cunard SS Co. v. 
Mellon (1923), 262 U.S. 100,124; Patterson v. 
Bark Eudora (1903), 190 U.S. 163, 179. 

2 See Patterson v. Bark Eudora, 190 U.S. 169, 
178 (1903); The Schooner Exchange, 11 U.S. 
(7 Cranch) 116 (1812). 

3 Id. at 136, 140. 
'46 U.S.C. 594 requires that a seaman dis

charged without fault must be paid one 
month's wages even if not yet earned; 46 
U.S.C. 596 provides for immediate payment of 
seamen after discharge of cargo or seamen. 
A seaman is entitled to 2 days extra pay for 
each day of delay; 46 U.S.C. 597 provides that 
seamen shall ·be entitled at every port to 
part of wages earned but unpaid; 40 U.S.C. 
599 makes it unlawful to pay wages to sea
men 1n advance. 

• 11 In the absence of an amendment to sec-
tion 13(f)-the provision restricting geo
graphical application of the act-the act 
would, of course, not apply to employment 
1n a foreign country, thus limiting coverage 
to those periods when ships were outside the 
territorial waters of the foreign country. 

8 The act presently defines "commerce" as 
"trade, commerce, transportation, transmis
sion. or communication among the several 
States or between any State and any place 
outside thereof." 

gardless of whether the specific employee is 
actually engaged in commerce. 

Since the foreign conduct of American 
citizens, including American corporations, 
may be regulated by Congress,7 there seems 
little doubt that Congress has the authority 
to require an enterprise owning a foreign
registered vessel operating entirely outside 
this country to comply with the Fair Labor 
Standards Act. 
C. International law does not prevent the 

United States from asserting jurisdiction 
over vessels flying a foreign flag 
A ship's registry determines its nationality, 

and the law of the flag usually governs all 
matters of discipline on a ship and all things 
done on board which affect only the ship and 
those belonging to her (Lauritzen v. Larsen, 
345 U.S. 57). It has been recognized, how
ever, that this rule of interna.tiona.l law does 
not foreclose Congress from enacting and ap
plying legislation of a contrary nature. 
There are numerous court decisions holding 
that if Congress chooses to exercise its power, 
the general maritime law, including flag 
law, must give way to the extent that it is 
in conflict with a statute.8 

As the court pointed out in Tag v. Rogers, 
267 F. 2d 664, 666 (19·59): . 

"There is no power in this court to declare 
null and void a statute adopted by Congress 
or a decl·aratdon included in a treaty merely 
on the g·round that such provision violates 
a principle 0\f international law." 

D. NLRB cases and the "points of contact" 
theory 

In a number of oases; the NLRB has at
tempted to exercise its jurisdiction over 
foreign flag vessels, on the theory that the 
NLRA by its terms applied to such vessels.9 

While the Supreme Court held that the Board 
lacked such jurisdiction, it did not rule that 
Congress was without authority to extend 
the act to foreign flag vessels. There should 
be a clear indication of congressional intent, 
in the view of the court, before a statute is 
applied in a manne:r inconsistent with the 
principles of international law. It found 
such evidence lacking with respect to the 
NLRA.10 

The Board has not attempted to apply the 
act to every foreign vessel which visits Amer
ican ports. Ra-ther, as illustrated in West 
Indies Fruit and Steamship Co.,u it has 
looked to the guidlines set out in the Laurit
zen case for determining whether a domestic 
statute has application to a foreign shipping 
transaction. The guidlines are for the pur
pose of "ascertaining and valuing points of 
contact between the transactions and the 
governments whose competing laws are in
volved" and for "weighing • • • the sig
nificance of one or more connecting factors 
between the shipping transaction regulaJted 
and the national interests served by the as
sertion of authority." 32 

The Lauritzen case involved tort law, and 
the question before the court was the ap
plicability of the Jones Act, a statute which 

7 United States v. Bowman, 260 U.S. 94; 
Steele v. Bulova Watch Company, 344 U.S. 
281; United States v. Timken Roller Bearing 
Co., 83 F. Supp. 284; aff., 341 U.S. 593; Branch 
v. Federal Trade Commission, 141 F. 2d 31. 

s see The Lottawana (1874), 88 U.S. 558, 
572-573; The Scotland (1881), 105 U.S. 25, 
29; Farrell v. United States (1949, 336 U.S. 
511, 517; Evangelinos v. Andreavapor C.I.A. 
Nav. S.A., 162 F. Supp. 520, 522. 

9 There is no theory under which it could 
be argued that the FLSA now applies to for
eign vessels since section 13(a) (14) provides 
an exemption from the act for seamen "on 
a vessel other than an American vessel." 

10 See McCulloch v. · Sociedad Nacional, 372 
u.s. 10 (1963). 

11130 NLRB 343. 
l2 345 u.s. Bit 582. 

provides a remedy for the injury or death 
of a seaman arising out of the course of 
his employment. The court listed seven 
factors, alone or in combination, which in
fluence the choice of law to govern a tort 
claim.11 

E. Conclusion 
It is clearly within the scope of congres

sional authority to require American-owned 
vessels flying a foreign flag to comply with 
the FLSA. Such regulation may be based 
on either or both of two legal theories: 

1. Congress has the authority to require 
all vessels using American ports to comply 
with American law; 

2. Congress has the authority to control 
the conduct of its citizens and corporations, 
including those which are part of an "enter- · 
prise engaged in commerce," outside the 
United States. 

Jurisdiction might be extended to 
American-owned vessels in a number of 
ways, provided that the act was amended 
to reflect a clear intent to do so. For ex
ample, section 9 of the Federal Criminal 
Code (18 U.S.C. 9) defines "vessel of the 
United States" as a "vessel belonging in 
whole or in part to the United States, any 
citizen thereof or any corporation created 
by or under the laws of the United States, 
or of any State, territory, district, or pos
session thereof." This definition could be 
adopted to replace the present definition in 
the FLSA of "American vessel," which is 
limited to those registered under American 
law. 

If the act was amended to apply to foreign
flag vessels, serious practical problems could 
arise in enforcing the act, particularly with 
respect to those American-owned vessels 
which limit their operations to foreign 
ports. Additional factors which the Con
gress would also undoubtedly wish to con
sider are those relating to the possible effect 
of such an extension on international rela
tions u and our national defense.u; 

(Opinion of the Solicitor of Labor, U.S. De
partment oj Labor) 

INTERPRETATION OF THE TERMS "EXTRAORDI
NARY EMERGENCY" AND "UNUSUALLY CoM
PELLING NEED" 

The administration's FLSA bill requires 
the payment of double time for hours worked 
in excess of 48 a week--decreasing to hours 
in excess of 45 over a 3-year period-to em
ployees who received overtime protection 
prior to the enactment of the 1965 FLSA 
amendments. However, this double time 
rate will not apply where overtime work is 
required "only by reason of a period of 
extraordinary emergency or unusually com
pelling need (as such terms are defined and 
delimited from time to time by regulations 
of the Secretary)." 

It is not possible to outline the precise 
limits of these terms at this time. The legis
lative history of the proposal, including not 

13 Place of the wrongful act; law of the 
flag; allegiance or domicile of the injured; 
allegiance of the defendant shipowner: 
place of contract; inaccessibility of foreign 
forum; and the law of the forum. It should 
be made clear that the guidelines in no way 
suggest that there are· limits to Congress' 
power to regulate foreign commerce. The 
guidelines are merely to assist the court 
when the congressional intent is not clear. 
However, they represent factors which the 
Congress itself would undoubtedly wish to 
consider in connection with any extension 
of the FLSA to foreign-flag vessels. 

14 Efforts to assert NLRB jurisdiction re
sulted in protests from Honduras, Liberia, 
Panama, Great Britain, and Northern 
Ireland. 

15 In the NLRB cases, the Department of 
Justice took the position that jurisdiction 
over foreign vessels by the NLRB would 
pose national defense problems. 
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only materials submitted by the Department, 
but also statements in the Committee reports 
and statements made during the course of 
congressional debate, will all be pertinent in 
determining the scope of this exemption. 
Interested parties would also be given full 
opportunity to make their views known dur
ing public proceedings. By drawing upon 
their background and experience, the De
partment should be in a position to define 
and apply these terms in a manner which 
is fair and reasonable to all concerned. 

As the Department views this language in 
the context of the provision on double time 
and the objectives sought to be achieved, it 
would generally preclude the application of 
a double time rate on overtime work which 
is outside the control of an employer. Under 
such circumstances, a double time rate would 
not further the underlying purpose of in
creasing job opportunities. 

The term "extraordinary emergency" con
notes a special occurrence as the phrase it
self emphasizes. It is not mererly a sudden 
and unforeseen happening, or unexpected 

. occurrence, or pressing necessity, which 
terms are ordinarily used to define emer
gency, but an extraordinary one, i.e., one 
exceeding the common degree. It goes with
out saying that the mere requirement of 
business convenience or pecuniary advan
tage is not an extraordinary emergency. Spe
cifically, the term "extraordinary emergency" 
could include broad military operations af
fecting our national security. It could also 
include local disaster, such as fioods, tor
nadoes, or earthquakes. 

"Unusually compelling need," on the other 
hand, will generally involve situations affect
ing only a particular employer or a few em
ployers. It could include situations requir
ing immediate action to prevent or remove 
imminent danger to person or property, such 
as might arise from fire, explosions, broken 
water mains, or other events of a similiar 
nature. In no event will it include matters 
involving simply "the best interests" of the 
employer, or matters of convenience or mere 
expediency, or situations that could reason
ably have been anticipated. 

The characteristics of an event of unusual
ly compelling need would seem to include 
(1) the unforeseeability of the event, (2) the 
lack of employer control over the happening 
of the event, and (3) the need for immediate 
action to prevent the event or minimize the 
losses resulting therefrom. Thus, seasonal 
fluctuations in employment--such as the 
Christmas holiday rush--do not come within 
the scope of the phrase since they may be 
foreseen. A large increase in orders is not 
an unusually compelling need, since accept
ing or rejecting orders is within the control 
of the employer. Routine maintenance, in
cluding minor repair work of an incidental 
nature, would not seem to constitute an un
usually compelling need since immediate 
action is not necessary. 

In no case would the exemption apply un
less the emergency condition were the only 
reason for the overtime work. Thus, if the 
overtime schedule were already effective prior 
to the arising of the emergency, the emer
gency would provide no relief because the 
emergency would not be the only reason for 
the overtime work. 

COMMON BUSINESS PuRPOSE OF NONPROFIT 
HosPrrALS WrrHIN THE MEANING OF THE 
FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT 

As discussed in the memorandum sub
mitted to the committee last year, we be
lieve that nonprofit hospitals can be consid
ered as engaged in "a common business pur
pose" under section 3(r) of the act, if the 
legislative intent to do so is made clear. 

As an indication of this intent, the follow
ing language might be inserted in the com
mittee report: 

"The amendments will provide wage and 
hour protection for hospital employees, in-

eluding employees of nonprofit hospitals. 
The activities of all hospitals, regardless of 
profit considerations, are sufficiently com
mercial to be characterized as having a 'com
mon business purpose' under section 3 (r) 
of the aot. This construction of section 3(r) 
ts consistent with the Supreme Court state
ment that the word 'business' is 'one of flex
ibility; and when used in a statute, its 
meaning depends upon the context or pur
pose of the legislation.' Karmuth v. United 
States, 279 U.S. 231." 

POOR EDUCATION IN THE NATION'S 
CAPITAL 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL] 
may extend his remarks at this point 
in the RECORD and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, it is 

widely recognized that education in 
public schools of the District of Colum
bia is in pretty poor shape, and a great 
deal of the criticism has been directed 
to Dr. Carl F. Hansen, superintendent of 
schools. Yet one of the major problems 
of the District of Columbia, that of pro
viding a sufficient supply of permanent 
teachers of high quality, is a direct result 
of the fact that the Board of Educa
tion-some of the members of which 
have been critical of Dr. Hansen-has 
failed to implement the suggestions and 
recommendations on hiring practices 
made by distinguished educators includ
ing Dr. Hansen, Dr. Rufus C. Browning 
assistant superintendent of schools i~ 
charge of personnel, and, most recently, 
Dr. Francis S. Chase, dean of the Grad
uate School of Education at the Uni
versity of Chicago. 

The question of hiring practices has 
come to a head as a result of the action 
taken by Dr. Chase who was hired as 
consultant on personnel practices. He 
needed only 3 days to determine that the 
present practices were deficient and that 
the means and ideas for correcting them 
and bringing them into line with modern 
personnel practices in other communi
ties, including the District's suburban 
communities, had been readily available 
since the 1940's. Dr. Hansen and Dr. 
Chase contend that personnel proce
dures which were drawn up in bygone 
days when teachers stood in line for jobs 
are unrealistic, and deprive the District 
of highly qualified teachers. Teachers 
may be hired in an hour for jobs in the 
fine school systems of suburban com
munities in Maryland ·and Virginia. 
One particularly .distressing result of the 
present system is that the number of 
permanent highly qualified teachers in 
the District's schools has steadily 
dwindled, and the number of temporary 
teachers has risen to 40 percent. 

The Evening Star declared editorially 
on July 6, that the Board of Education 
should "begin coming to grips with some 
of the obviously sensible procedural 
improvements which already have been 
placed before them." 

According to the Washington Post: 
The reason so little has been done is that 

some members of the school board have stood 
adamantly in the way of doing anything. 
With the best will in the world, no doubt, 
they have insisted on antiquated and un
reasonable tests for teachers, seeking there
by to raise the quality of teaching person
nel • • • They have turned hiring into an 
obstacle course so complicated and tortuouta 
that all the surrounding school districts get 
the pick of the teacher applicants before the 
District of Columbia gets around to pick
ing any. 

The Board of Education of the District 
of Columbia is made up of able and dedi
cated people, and they are faced with a 
herculean task. I am confident that if 
they try to improve hiring procedures 
the Congress, the administration, and the 
people of the District of Columbia will 
give them every support. But it is 
equally clear that the Congress, this 
administration, or any other administra
tion cannot support the Board of Educa
tion if it fails to measure up to the task 
which it is charged with. I would hope, 
now that one of the major problem areas 
has been pinpointed, that the Board of 
Education will deal with and adopt the 
needed reform immediately. The situa
tion demands this, and anything less is 
not acceptable. 

The present impasse is again the result 
of a lack of an effective voice of the peo
ple of the District of Columbia in their 
own affairs. Had the Republican pro
posal for an elected school board been in 
effect during the past two decades it is 
very doubtful that the Board of Educa
tion would have failed to respond to the 
need to adjust personnel practices which 
have saddled the District of Columbia 
with antiquated hiring procedures which 
have failed so miserably to provide the 
highly qualified teachers needed. 

While the teacher situation is only one 
aspect of the education problem facing 
the District of Columbia it is a vitally 
important one. The most modem build
ings, the largest libraries in the world will 
never substitute for the lack of skilled 
teachers who can supply the personal in
terest and motivation for learning to our 
children. 

I include here the editorials to which 
I have referred, and the excellent recom
mendations made by Dr. Francis S. 
Chase, and Dr. Rufus c. Browning: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 

July 6, 1965] 
SOUND ADVICE 

Dr. Francis S. Chase, the University of 
Chicago's professor of education, has per
formed a service for the Washington school 
system which is not only valuable, it is 
unique. 

Hired as a consultant on how best to re
vamp our school personnel policies and pro
cedures, Dr. Chase informed authorities 
that the defects "and appropriate remedies" 
are so well known to the school administra
tion that "I really do not feel that you have 
any need of my services." 

Among consultants, this sort of conduct 
must be viewed as something very close to 
heresy. And if he isn't careful Dr. Chase is 
apt to be drummed out of the consultant 
ranks. 

For our part, we applaud both his honesty 
and his forthrightness. His response, how
ever, was not at all what the school board 
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had anticipated, and some members, unfor
tunately, are crying already for other con
sultants. What they ought to do is to stop 
crying, to follow Dr. Chase's sound advice, 
and to begin coming to grips with some of 
the obviously sensible procedural improve
ments which already have been placed be
fore them by Superintendent Hansen. 

{From the Washington (D.C.) Post, July 
7, 1965] 

HmiNG TEACHERS 
For years the District school system has 

been handicapped in hiring qualified teach
ers because its qualifications for teachers 
have been excessively rigid. This has long 
been apparent to Superintendent Hansen 
who has pleaded with the Board of Educa
tion time and again to relax the rigidity. It 
became apparent at once to Dr. Rufus Brown
ing when he took charge of personnel prob
lems and studied the situation in 1964. And 
of course it was equally apparent to Dr. 
Francis Chase, dean of the Graduate School 
of Education at the University of Chicago, 
when he came here last month to make a 
quick exploratory study of the problem. 
"The amazing thing," said Dr. Chase, "is 
that so little has been done." 

The reason so little has been done· is that 
some members of the school board have stood 
adamantly in the way of doing anything. 
With the best will in the world, no doubt, 
they have insisted on antiquated and un
reasonable tests for teachers, seeking there
by to raise the quality of teaching personnel. 
But they have insisted with such obdurate 
infiexib111ty on specific subject requirements 
and particularly types of teacher training 
that they have ruled out of consideration 
the teachers best qualified by talent and en
thusiasm and professional attainment. They 
have turned hiring into an obstacle course 
so complicated and tortuous that all the sur
rounding school districts get the pick of the 
teacher applicants before the District of Co
lumbia gets around to picking any. Another 
unhappy consequence of the excessive qualifi
cations demanded of teachers here is that 
the school system is obliged to employ large 
numbers of underqualified teachers as sub
stitutes. 

Nearly every other school jurisdiction has 
already hired-its new teachers for next fall. 
Washington lags pathetically behind them, 
hamstrung by its own ridiculous red tape. 
Dr. Chase has rendered this community the 
best possible service by pointing this out 
forthrightly. We hope heartily that the 
Board of Education will at last have learned 
its lesson. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, July 2, 
1965] 

CONSULTANT ON ScHOOLS QUITS HERE-CHI
CAGO PROFESSOR CALLS WASHINGTON POLI
CIES DEFECTIVE 

(By Maurine Hoffman) 
A University of Chicago professor asked 

to study Washington's school personnel poli
cies has bowed out with the comment that 
the policies are defective and should have 
been corrected 15 years ago. 

He is Francis S. Chase, former dean of the 
Graduate School of Education at the Uni
versity of Chicago. 

Interviewed by telephone yesterday, Chase 
said .he had found during a 3-day ex
ploratory visit here in June that defective 
personnel procedures handicap Washington 
schools in their efforts to hire good teachers. 

AMAZED BY NO ACTION 
Personnel deficiencies were pointed out in 

the 1940's in the Strayer report, Chase added. 
"The amazing thing is that so little has 
been done in that period of time." 

A four-page memorandum to School Super
intendent Carl F. Hansen, giving Chase's 
impressions of personnel procedures gained 

from conversations with school officials, was 
discussed yesterday at a Board of Education 
meeting His main points: 

"The present organization and adminis
tration of personnel services are not condu
cive to effective operation." 

The defects and "appropriate remedies" 
are so well known to the school administra
tion that there is no reason to employ an 
outside consultant to suggest improvements. 

"* • • I really do not feel that you have 
any need of my services as a consultant on 
personnel organization and management," 
Chase said at the end of the four-page 
memorandums. 

PICKED BY HANSEN 
Chase was brought in after 2 years of 

wrangling by the school board over proposed 
changes in the complex requirements for 
teaching here. 

Hansen selected Chase, who gained famil
iarity with local schools as Chairman of the 
President's Committee on Public Higher 
Education in the District. 

Chase's memorandum backed changes in 
personnel policies recommended by Hansen 
but not acted on by the Board. 

Hansen contents that the personnel pro
cedures, drawn up in by bygone days when 
teachers stood in line for jobs, was unreal
istic. 

Teachers may be hired in an hour for jobs 
in top-ranked area suburban school systems. 
But the prospective Washington teacher 
must travel around to different buildings to 
be interviewed by various officials, assemble 
a volume of credentials and wait for months 
before learning if he will be offered a job. 

Meanwhile, the best applicants are snapped 
up by other school districts while Washing
ton schools are left with those who may have 
little but persistence to recommend them, 
a school administrator said. 

Also, to become .a permanent teacher in 
Washington, candidates must pass oral and 
written examinations, not required in sub
urban districts, and complete courses in 
educational methods. Since the number 
qualifying for permanent teaching positions 
has dwindled each year, the number of tem
porary teachers has risen to 40 percent. 

Hansen's effects to streamline application 
procedures and make requirements for per
manent teachers more flexible met with op
position from Mordecai Johnson, a Board 
member replaced last month, who charged 
the administration was not adequately en
forcing present regulations. 

The Chase memorandums noted that per
sonnel management was only one factor in 
securing better teachers for city schools. It 
called for a corps of mobile teachers who 
could travel from school to school and pro
vide special aid to teachers and pupils alike. 

Yesterday the Board directed Hansen again 
to submit recommendations for improving 
personnel procedures. As it met, about six 
pickets marched outside, protesting the ap
pointment of the Reverend E. A. Hewlett to 
the Board to replace Mr. Johnson. 

JUNE 14, 1965. 
Roe organization and administration of per

sonnel services. 
To: Dr. Carl F. Hansen, Superintendent of 

Schools, Washington, D.C. 
From: Francis S. Chase. 

The exploratory visit made at your request 
has produced three distinct impressions: 

1. The present organization and adminis
tration of personnel services are not con
ducive to effective operation. 

2. The defects of personnel administration 
are felt more keenly by those involved in 
personnel management than by the school 
principals interviewed. 

3. The defects in the present system and 
the appropriate remedies are so well known 
to you and other administrative officers that 
I am unable to see how an outside consultant 

could aid materially in formulating recom
mendations. 

Many of the shortcomings of the existing 
personnel system are either stated or implied 
in the report prepared by Dr. Rufus C. Brown
ing, Assistant Superintendent in Charge of 
Personnel, under the date of March 10, 1964; 
and the problems requiring solution are 
stated briefly in "The Superintendent's Rec
ommendations for Changes in Personnel Pol
icies and Procedures," dated October 15, 1964. 
Moreover, the strayer survey more than 15 
years ago documented weaknesses in Board 
of Education procedures and other aspects of 
personnel management and made recommen
dations for improvement, which apparently 
led to little or no correction. It would seem, 
therefore, that the three documents alluded 
to would be an excellent starting place for 
the Board of Education Committee on Per
sonnel. 

With regard to improvement of personnel 
management, I believe that the Superintend
ent of Schools, with the assistance of his 
staff, can make recommendations of greater 
relevance to the Washington schools than 
any outside consultant could make without 
an extensive study. It seems to me that the 
Superintendent's proposals of October 15, 
1964, which incorporate many of the sugges
tions made by the Assistant Superintendent 
in Charge of Personnel, deserve the most 
careful consideration by the Committee on 
Personnel and the Board of Education as a 
whole. 

The degree of centralization and the 
changes in procedures proposed by the Su
perintendent should speed up the process
ing of applications, produce greater uni
formity in procedures, and provide ready 
access to information needed for perform
ance of control and audit functions. There 
is reason to believe that they might also 
contribute to better selection of teachers for 
the District of Columbia schools. 

The principals with whom I conferred ap
peared to feel that their requests for teach
ing personnel are being dealt with sympa
thetically and promptly under the present 
arrangement, although they are aware that 
the procedures tend to be somewhat cumber
some. They were quite explicit in their de
sire to continue to be consulted about as
signments to their schools and, when the 
situation permits, to have interviews with 
candidates before assignment. 

Personnel management, howeve-r organized, 
is only one factor in attracting to our large 
cities a sufficient supply of teachers with the 
qualifications required to meet the needs for 
education in our society. There was a time 
when school systems in our large cities rep
resented unusually attractive careers for am
bitious teachers. Part of the lure lay in 
the cultural advantages of the great cities 
and the esc111pe from the provincialism of 
smaller districts; part in attractive salary 
schedules and working conditions; and part, 
perhaps, in the reputations fo-r excellence 
which some of our better city school sys
tems enjoyed. Today teaching in the city 
provides neither a nice comfortable berth 
for those who wish to revel in the feeling of 
having arrived or a clear challenge to the 
imaginative and venturesome. The cure 
most often offered is to improve working 
conditions and salaries. Frankly, I see no 
hope that within the next decade the great 
cities can compete successfully with the 
wealthier suburbs and smaller cities in terms 
of salaries and pleasantness of living and 
working conditions. I suggest further that 
the problems of education in our cities are 
not going to yield to a teaching staff re
cruited chiefly through the prospect of a 
dignified and pleasant professional life. On 
the contrary, I would argue that teaching in 
city school systems is for those with a taste 
for adventure, a deep commitment to social 
ideals, and a desire to pit their ingenuity 
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against the toughest problems confronting 
education today. 

To attract such people, it seems to me a 
school system must provide considerable 
freedom for experimentation and adapta
tion by the faculties of the several schools. 
This may require more control by the school 
over the filling of vacancies than is usual in 
many cities; and lt certainly wm call for 
measures which lead teachers to identify 
themselves with the programs and achieve
ments of _particular schools as well as with 
the system as a whole. However, if a major
tty of teachers are to develop a sense of iden
tification with particular schools, it may also 
be necessary to have a staff of "helping
teachers" (or teachers on special assign
ments) who can supplement school facul
ties for periods of weeks, months, or years as 
may be requlr~d. These helping-teachers 
would include speciallsts with proven com
petence in working with the socially disad
vantaged, providing diagnosis and remedia
tion in reading, teaching mathematics, sci
ence, and other subjects, parent education, 
work-study programs, etc. The helping
teachers would participate in teaching as 
required, but would also provide· demonstra
tions and in-service training for regular 
teachers in the schools. Because of the 
unusual assignments of the helping-teachers, 
more weight might be given to performance 
than to formal qualifications. Employment 
probably should be on a 12-month basis to 
allow time for the discharge of special re
sponsib1lities, including in-service education. 
Salaries above the regular schedule would 
be justified-based in each . case on the spe
cial qualifications and the responsibil1ties 
assigned. 

The paragraphs on pages 2 and 3 are in
tended not as recommendations but only as 
an indication of one of the kinds of ideas 
which at the moment seem to me to have 
some promise. 

In conclusion, I wish to tell you that I 
enjoyed my conversation with you, Mrs. 

·Steele, and members of your staff. While I 
would enjoy an opportunity to work with 
you and to become better acquainted with 
the promising programs being developed in 
the District, I really do not feel that you 
have any need of my services as a consultant 
on personnel organization and administra
tion. Moreover, my own major interests do 
not lle in that direction; but run more 
toward exploring imaginative approaches to 
new challenges to education in our urban 
centers. 

FRANCIS S. CHASE. 

SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
Washington, D.C., March 12, 1964. 

To the Committee on Per sonnel of the Board 
of Education: 

At a special meeting of the Committee on 
Personnel held on February 5, 1964, the 
Assistant Superintendent in charge of per
sonnel was requested to formulate his own 
evaluation of the existing personnel system 
with recommendations for consideration by 
the Committee and report to the Board, as a 
preliminary step toward a study of personnel 
procedures by consultants. · 

A "Report and Recommendations on Se
lected Aspects of the System of Personnel 
Administration, Public Schools of the Dis
trict of Columbia," prepared by the Assist
ant Superintendent in charge of personnel 
is transmitted herewith. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Attachment. 

CARL F. HANSEN, 
Superintendent of Schools. 

Standing on July 6, 1965, in re three major 
problems: 

1. Personnel staff increases: This has been 
improved. 

2. Rule and procedure changes: Little or no 
changes. 

3. Hiring standards (including licensing 
standards for teachers): Little or no change. 

R. C. BROWNING. 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON SELECTED 
ASPECTS OF THE SYSTEM OF PERSONNEL AD· 
MINISTRATION, PuBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DIS
TRICT OF COLUMBIA 

I. INTRODUCTION ' 

On January 15, 1964, the Board of Educa
tion approved a resolution to seek funds for 
a review of the personnel administration 
program of the public schools of the District 
of Columbia. Documents to seek funds and 
an outline of a proposed study of the per
sonnel system was presented to the Board 
by the Superintendent. Members of the 
Board were in general agreement on the end 
product desired but there were differences in 
opinion as to the approach to be used. 

On February 6, 1964, at a special meeting 
of the personnel committee a decision was 
made to have the Assistant Superintendent 
in charge of personnel prepare a set of pro
posals and recommendations. It was agreed 
by all present that the report was to be pre
pared independently of members of the 
Board, the Superintendent, and his staff. 

The document in hand is the report of the 
Assistant Superintendent. It was prepared 
completely independent of the other school 
system personnel-and therein m.ay lie some 
of its weaknesses. There are no brandnew 
ideas. The report actually represents a se
lection from among existing ideas and tech
niques. Hopefully there is cohesion in the 
package and practicability in the recommen
dations. 

n. NEW SOLUTIONS ARE NEEDED 

The educational program of the District of 
Columbia schools has achieved many notable 
results. However, there have been a variety 
of questions and criticisms raised about the 
system of personnel administration. No at
tempt will be made to list the various criti
cisms because the addressees of this report 
have discussed these matters many times and 
in many contexts. 

Many observers have voiced the opinion 
that a number of laws, Board rules, and ad
ministrative practices which are currently 
in effect are out of date. It seems apparent 
that many methods being followed today 
were designed to meet problems which no 
longer exist as they did in previous years. 
Gone are the days when several scores of 
qualified candidates sought a single vacancy. 
But still with us is the need for high stand
ards and for a system which generates mul
tiple applicants for every opening. As al
ways we need techniques which ·identify the 
persons most fit and of highest excellence. 

At least three criteria should be used to 
judge the proposals made in this report. 
Thes"l are: 

1. Does the proposal provide audit and 
control functions for the superintendent and 
the board of education? 

2. Does the proposal provide services to 
the staff of the school system, anct in par
ticular does it tend to free leaders of the 
instructional programs from performing un
necessary personnel processes? 

3. Does the proposal increase efficiency 
without sacrifice of standards or merit prin
ciples? 

m. PROPOSED SOLUTIONS 

The proposed solutions are discussed under 
19 different headings, ranging from "recruit
ment" to "records and files." Other topics 
might have been included, and these may 
well be added to oral discussions which are 
expected to follow. Under each heading are 
the recommendations. Unless otherwise 
noted the proposals are directed at teaching 
personnel because these are the key em
ployees as well as the most numerous in the 
school system. 

1. Recruitment: Recruitment consists of 
the various techniques used to get individ
uals to apply for jobs. In the District of 
Columbia schools there is relatively little 
positive recruitment carried on, except: ( 1) 
Every vacancy is announced in a superin
tendent's bulletin which is circulated among 
school employees; and (2) recruitment of 
graduating seniors in college and universities 
is conducted on about 25 campuses. 

Success in today's competition for gradu
ates requires annual visits to a larger num
ber of colleges. The small cost of recruiting 
is more than offset by the fact th:J.t non
experienced teachers employed by our school 
system receive smaller salaries than ex
perienced teachers who join us. 

We especially need to develop techniques 
to attract well-qualified, experienced teach
ers in greater numbers than ever before. 
Among the things we must do to achieve 
this is to raise the maximum starting salary, 
now limited to the sixth step. 

Recommendations: 
(a) Increase the annual recruiting budget 

from $1,200 to $2,400 and a consequent in
crease in actual recruitment by our profes
sional staff. 

(b) Annually raise the maximum years of 
creditable experience for salary purposes by 
at least 1 year until 9 years can be credited, 
thereby letting a highly experienced and 
highly qualified teacher come in as high as 
the lOth step. 

2. Teacher selection: Selection is the proc
ess of determining from the pool of appli
cants the ones who are to be offered employ
ment. Some regard this as the most impor
tant problem to be faced. High standards 
and selection based on merit is espoused by 
all. How to do this and at the same time 
avoid handicapping ourselves with inefficient 
procedures is the problem. 

With some exceptions, our problem is not 
the selection from among fully qualified ap
plicants. We do not have an adequate sup
ply of candidates who meet licensing stand
ards, pass the written test, etc. Currently, 
the most difficult selection problem is to de
termine the persons with the highest qualifi
cations from among the pool of nonfully 
qualified personnel. 

Until we are able to recruit more fully 
qualified candidates than there are jobs 
available we should seek selection methods 
which are in consonance with today's highly 
competitive situation. Slowness in process
ing and the inability to make job offers often 
means loss of better candidates to other 
school systems. 

The recommended procedure presented 
below stresses ( 1) selection as a joint ven
ture between department of personnel and 
the department to use the employee, (2) 
centering and controlling the processing in 
the department of personnel, and (3) in
creased use of trained speqialists to deter
mine the level of merit of applicants. 

Recommendation: The following procedure 
is recommended for the selection of 
teachers: 

(a) All work in the selection processes is 
to be coordinated by department of per
sonnel. 

(b) As applications are received a qualifi
cations clerk in the department of personnel 
will assemble credentials and make a pre
liminary determination of the level of qual
ification which is appropriate (e.g., candi
date for probationary appointment, not 
qualified for consideration, etc.) . 

(c) Applicants are interviewed by the ele
mentary or secondary personnel supervisor 
who is on the staff of the department of 
personnel. Consideration is given to all im
portant selection factors including the can
didate's level, kind, and quality of educa
tion and of experience, his knowledge area 
of education-curriculum-instruction, avail
able test scores such as national teacher 
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examinations and graduate record exam
ination, personal characteristics such as 
voice, diction, etc. An overall numerical 
rating and supporting comments will be 
given on a standard form, using the score 
of 70 as passing and 100 as top score. 

(d) Candidates obviously not qualified will 
be notified immediately and no further proc
essing conducted. 

(e) Persons receiving passing or border
line scores from department of personnel 
supervisor will then be interviewed by one or 
more instructional specialists designated by 
the appropriate Assistant Superintendent. 
The interviewers will have access to all cre
dentials. The emphasis of the interview will 
be on the educational-curricular-instruc
tional qualifications of the candidate. An 
overall numerical score on the 70 to 100 scale 
and supporting comments wm be given on· 
a separate rating form. If desired by the 
appropriate Assistant Superintendent addi
tional interviews may be conducted and the 
ratings for the department averaged. 

(f) Each candidate's overall score will be 
determined 50 percent by the department of 
personnel examiner and 50 percent by the 
operating agency interviewers. This is per
formed in Department of Personnel. 

(g) When recruiting takes place at out-of
town locations (campuses or professional 
meetings) only a single interview will be 
required. 

(h) Lists will be prepared ranking candi
dates in order of merit. There will be the 
priority list for those meeting all of the 
qualifications for probationary appointment. 
There will be the second list of ranking by 
merit for those who meet the qualifications 
for temporary appointments. Lists are kept 
open and new name11 inserted at the time 
scores are approved by the Chief Examiner. 

(i) Names of those on lists certified by the 
Chief Examiner will be forwarded by the As
sistant Superintendent in Charge of Per
sonnel to the Superintendent. Any nam.e 
where there is a waiver of the rules requested 
will be supported by a document detailing 
the nature of the request and the reason for 
making the request. The Superintendent 
will review the list of new eligibles and, if 
approved, will forward it to the Board of 
Education for final approval. 

3. Written tests: Written tests have value 
because of their intrinsic validity, the ob
jectivity of scoring, and the capability of 
ranking candidates based on scores. Their 
disadvantages stem mainly from three facts: 
( 1) the total profession does not use them; 
(2) administration poses many difficulties; 
and (3) the District of Columbia schools lose 
many good candidates solely because indi
viduals prefer to go elsewhere where a test 
is not required. 

In the section above entitled "Teacher 
Selection" there is no provision for manda
tory tests for classroom teachers. The po
tential value of tests should be recognized. 
However, we are handicapping ourselves in 
the market for teachers by making the test 
mandatory. I feel that a thorough review 
of the backgrounds of applicants and good 
interviews will provide the necessary tools 
to determine merit and fitness for teaching. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that 
for a period of 1 year no written test be made 
mandatory for original selection of teachers 
for the District of Columbia system. At the 
end of a year of trial an evaluation will be 
made and results presented to the Board of 
Education to determine whether tests will 
be restored to the program. 

4. Credentials: When assessment of appli
cants is largely based on an interview and 
review of credentials it is of great importance 
to have good background data on applicants. 
At present considerable stress is placed on 
transcripts of college credits. This is sound, 
particularly for teachers with less than 2 or 
S years of experience. Greater stress should 

be placed on getting qualitative information 
on previous job experience. This is especially 
true for teachers with several years of experi
ence. 

Recommendations: 
(a) Every experience of an applicant for 

the previous 10 years must be accounted for 
by a statement from the principal, super
visor, superintendent or other appropriate 
official. 

(b) Statements must be on forms pro
vided by Department of Personnel or on 
letterhead stationery. 

(c) Applicants will be provided the ref
erence forms and addressed envelopes and 
will be responsible for contacting previous 
employers and giving them the forms and 
envelopes. 

(d) Returns wlll be made directly to the 
Department of Personnel. 

(e) Acceptable reference forms will be 
used to verify previous experience for salary 
purposes and to verify the moral-ethical 
character of the applicant. 

5. Letters testifying about an applicant's 
character: To my knowledge there has never 
been a candidate in the history of our 
schools who has not been able to muster 
two friends to write favorable letters. The 
idea behind the letters is excellent--as a 
measure they are worthless. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that 
information from reference forms satisfy the 
requirement of a character check. If no ref
erence datum is available then other steps 
should be taken by Department of Person
nel (not by the applicant) to determine the 
moral background of the candidate. 

6. Board orders: The term "board orders" 
refers to a wide variety of administrative 
activities associated with the induction of 
new employees and with other personnel ac
tions (e.g., terminations). 

At present there are eight different offices 
where board orders are prepared. For years 
discussions have been held on the desir
ability of centralizing this function. The 
Superintendent and ais deputy strongly sup
port centralization in order to provide more 
controls and greater standardization. Ap
parently most if not all Assistant Superin
tendents also favor consolidation. The ques
tion is not whether to centralize or not, it 
is how to achieve it. 

(a) Transfer positions, salary dollars, and 
P,ersonnel from various offices now writing 
board orders to the Personnel Actions and 
Records Division (PARD) of the Department 
of Personnel. 

(b) The number of positions to be trans
ferred can be determined from job classifica
tion data and from statistics on number of 
board orders prepared annually. These data 
are already on hand. 

(c) Personnel transferred between de
partments should be given appropriate guar
antees concerning their status as employees. 

(d) Transfer of the function should be in 
increments. One important factor in con
sidering transfers of personnel concerns office 
space available in Webster Annex. 

(e) During the transfer period there 
should be concentrated efforts made to elim
inate superfluous orders and to explore labor
saving techniques. 

7. Temporary versus probationary ap
pointments: Increasing the percentage of 
probationary appointments and decreasing 
the percentage of temporary appointments is 
desired by all. It is known that many tem
porary teachers are top quality. But for the 
best all-around teaching corps it is desired 
that we select those who meet all of our re
quirements. The fact of having a temporary 
category (by this or any other name) is not 
bad in itself. The real problem which has 
developed is almost solely the steadily in
creasing percentage of teachers who fall into 
this category. 

In the context of the temporary-proba
tionary situation there is another problem. 

Clarification is needed concerning the fact 
that the probationary period is an on-trial 
period. There is a widely held notion that 
once appointed as a probationer an individ
ual automatically has a 2-year trial. In my 
opinion the probationer should serve only 
so long as he meets the standards of per
formance and shows promise of becoming a 
fully qualified teacher. 

On the other hand, in accepting a newly 
appointed teacher the school organization 
has an obligation to help the new person 
over the difficult hurdles which may arise in 
the first months on the job. Once we have 
fulfilled our moral obligation of helping, if 
the person remains below standard or does 
not respond to help he should be terminated 
at a reasonable time. This applies to both 
temporary and probationary teachers. 

Recommendations: 
(a) Aggressively search for those who will 

meet all requirements for a probationary ap
pointment. 

(b) Provide an additional incentive to at
tract and retain fully qualified teachers by 
giving greater salaries to those who are 
probationary or permanent and lower salaries 
to those who are classified as temporary. 

(c) Biennial review of licensing standards 
to make certain they reflect current think
ing. 

(d) Provide some flexibility so as to be 
able to appoint as probationers those teach
ers who may lack relatively minor qualifica
tions. Individuals lacking minor qualifica
tions may be required to meet all standards 
during the probationary period, or the re
quirement could be waived by action of the 
Board of Education at the time of original 
appointment. 

(e) Hold in abeyance for 1 year the re
quirement of a written test for original ap
pointment. 

(f) Explore the possibility of establishing 
a system of issuing teaching certificates and 
having reciprocity of certification with States 
having standards at least equal to ours. 

(g) Consider giving graduates of National 
Council for Accrediting Teacher Education 
(NCATE) approved schools a probationary 
appointment when the individual is certified 
by the school as being prepared to teach. 

8. The terms "temporary" and "perma
nent": The two terms "temporary" and "per
manent" have a~quired bad connotations. 
Although there are positions which are tem
porary and this term should be retained for 
such positions, a new terminology is needed 
for individuals who do not meet all require
ments or who are in a position which is classi
fied as "temporary." The terms "provi
sional" and "conditional" are often used by 
various States in a manner in which we use 
the term "temporary." . Our local term 
"permanent" is also objected to because it 
is often taken literally by school personnel. 
Most jurisdictions now use the word "tenure" 
to denote the status and rights accorded to 
the fully qualified individual who has demon
strated his competence on the job. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that 
for personnel the terms "provisional," "pro
bationary," and "tenure," instead of "tem
porary," "probationary," and "permanent" be 
adopted at such time that other legislation be 
prepared for approval by the Commissioners 
and Congress. 

9. Licensing: The license committee and 
its subcommittees have been meeting for 
over 2 years. Difficulties in finding dates to 
meet has hindered progress; only about 80 
percent of the various licenses have been re
viewed. In the meantime, the Conant book 
and TEPS position paper have stimulated a 
new round of thinking. 

Recommendations: 
(a) Continue the current license commit

tee work until the full package is ready for 
review and presentation. 

(b) Increase flexibility by encouraging the 
licensing of candidates who are otherwise 
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highly qualified when such candidates lack 
certain specific provisions (e.g., a particular 
methods course other than reading) . The 
Board of Education would retain the right 
of approval. The recommendation to the 
Board would stipulate whether the candidate 
was to meet the provisions during the proba
tionary period, or whether the requirement 
was to be waived. 

(c) Provide for easier additional licensing 
at another level (e.g., from junior to senior 
high) within a given academic area (e.g., 
history). A committee from the Board of 
of Examiners could review petitions and make 
recommendations based on the merits of each 
case. 

10. Condition of employment: In my opin
ion when we employ a person we do this for 
the Public Schools of the District of Colum
bia . and not for a specific school or office. 
The widely held concept that a person is per
m anent in a given school rather than in the 
school system has many weaknesses. This 
inhibits a transfer program in order to main
tain balanced strength among schools and 
to develop individuals. 

Recommendation : It is recommended that 
it be clarified that employees are hired by 
the school system and do not have any in
herent rights of remaining in the school or 
office where they have been assigned. 

11. Original assignments: When there are 
multiple positions of a given ca tegory to be 
filled (e.g., kindergarten at opening of 
schools) the assistant superintendent of the 
department should be given the predominant 
role in determining where the top listed can
didates are to be assigned. The Department 
of Personnel should participate (1) in an 
advisory capacity, (2) as the general per
sonnel auditor for the Superintendent, and 
(3) as the agent who communicates with the 
individual and who prepares the administra
tive papers. 

To fill positions under this concept a req
uisitioning system should be developed. A 
personnel requisition from a department 
(e.g., elementary) would indicate ( 1) a va
cancy exists or is anticipated at a given 
school, (2) the nature of the position (e.g., 
permanent), and (3) the fact that it is an 
approved position and salary dollars are 
available. Liaison between the operating de
partment and department of personnel 
would determine the individual or individ
uals to be assigned. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that 
departments having position vacancies use 
a requisition to the department of person
nel to obtain the person to fill the position. 

12. Role of the board of examiners. Even 
with changes in techniques there wm be 
need for a board of examiners. The proposed 
major duties of the board as listed below. 

Recommendations: 
(a) Review requests and make recommen

dation for additional licenses among teach
ers (for example, a junior high license to a 
holder of a senior high license in the same 
academic area) . 

(b) Provide a panel to hear employee 
grievances and make recommendations to 
the superintendent for final decisions. A 
policy and procedure would have to be de
veloped on the method of handling employee 
grievances. By having a policy and an 
agency to hear bona fide grievances it wm 
reduce the tendency of individuals to go di
rectly to the superintendent or members of 
the board of education with problems that 
can be settled at a lower echelon of the 
school system. 

(c) Act as a special consultant panel on 
personnel situations referred to it by the ad
ministration. 

(d) Continue to assist in conducting reg
ular and special examinations. 

13. In-service training: There is a great 
deal of in-service training now being per
formed. It is each department's responsi
bility to conduct training with some special 

assignments given District of Columbia 
Teachers College. I favor a central coordi
nator of in-service training who serves in 
the department of personnel. 

Every educator today must keep up with 
a fast-changing world. In addition we must 
take special cognizance of the needs of new
ly appointed teachers for special assistance. 
The coordinator could help in such pro
grams. He would be responsible for new 
teacher orientation, for the conduct of new 
otficer seminars, for coordinating with local 
colleges in seeing that desired courses are 
offered when needed, for arranging intern 
programs, for closer liaison with student 
teacher and their sponsoring colleges, and 
for working out programs with individuals 
who are striving to achieve probationary or 
permanent status. 

Recommendation: It is recommended 
that an unused teacher position and salary 
dollars be transferred to department of 'per
sonnel for purposes of establishing an in
service training coordinator on a temporary 
basis. 

14. Men teachers: Practically everyone 
agrees with the idea that we need more men 
teachers. In order to attract and retain men 
we cannot give .them preferential salary 
treatment for this would undo decades of 
striving for a single salary schedule which 
reflects equal paY. for equal work. In keep
ing with this principle there are apparently 
only two ways of getting greater annual sal
aries for men: ( 1) Give salary credit for 
military service (with a 2-year limit) as is 
done in most of the nearby school systems; 
(2) give more men employment in the eve
ning and summer programs; that is, extend 
their paid working period to the equivalent 
of 11 or 12 months. 

Recommendation: 
(a) Salary credit up to a limit of 2 years 

be given for military service of teachers. 
(b) A means be developed for encourag

ing greater participation of men in the. eve
ning and summer programs. 

15. Officer appointments: In my estimate 
the most serious drawback in our system for 
officer appointments is the lack of a design 
for grooming future appointees. For the 
most part we leave it up to each individual 
to prepare himself and advance his o·wn can
didacy. Two often we get applicants with 
far more desire than talent. 

Probably the best training for regular 
officership are the temporary officerships in 
the evening and summer programs. Services 
in laboratory schools and in demonstration 
capacities are also recognized as good train
ing positions. There should be other ave
nues. 

Every September there are several vacan
cies for principals and assistant prinicpals. 
Interns who will later fill these positions 
should be selected at midyear. They could 
undergo a program consisting of (1) on-the
job training in one or more schools, (2) tak
ing one or two specified college courses as 
needed, and (3) orientation tours in various 
central offices. 

In the selection of officers and interns there 
are modifications which might improve our 
selection techniques. First, it is suggested 
that for each candidate a background rating 
be made by two or more independent raters. 
Stress would be on examining quality and 
quantity of training and experience. An 
averaged background . score would be deter
mined. When more than a certain number 
of candidates apply (say six) only a limited 
number would be admitted to the oral ex
amination; these would be the candidates 
with the highest scores on the background 
rating. This should allow the interviewing 
panel to spend more time with each can
didate. The final ranking would be derived 
from averaging the background and inter
view scores, each to count 50 percent of the 
final score. 

For certain positions (e.g., elementary prtn
cipalships) we repeat officer examinations 

several times each year. For the most part a 
large percentage of candidates appear time 
after time. I question if this is a good sys
tem of promotional examinations and feel 
it is damaging for candidates to reappear 
multiple times. 

Recommendations: 
(a) An intern system be developed with 

those selected remaining on the teacher sal
ary scale for a semester during which time 
they are given appropriate tralning. 

(b) Officer (and intern) examinations in
clude a rating of training and experience and 
a panel interview, each to count 50 percent 
of the final score. 

(c) Lists from officer examinations of 
multiple position jobs remain in force for a 
period not to exceed 6 months. 

16. General schedule and wage board em
ployees: Many of the things said about 
Teachers Salary Act personnel are equally 
true for our other employees. For example, 
we need positive recruitment, in-service 
training, and a recognition that probation
ary status is an on-trial period, not merely 
a waiting period. 

One step which should be taken would be 
to give tests (e.g., typing and shorthand) be
fore employment and not after a year of 
work in a temporary status. If we observe 
a person on the job this is a far, far better 
test than anything which merely samples 
a person's knowledges, skills, and abilities by 
means of performance or aptitude tests. 
The best test is a tryout on the job; this is 
the basic reason for probationary periods. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that 
steps be taken to test classified workers be
fore employment, rather than after a year 
of temporary service. 

17. Reporting to the Board of Education: 
Board members are entitled to have a wide 
variety of information on which to base their 
policies, audit adherence to rules, and make 
various decisions. 

In my opinion fundamental changes will 
occur in the type of personnel reports re
quested by the Board if there is centraliza
tion of personnel administration. I predict 
members will no longer feel compelled to 
audit in detail all appointments; they will 
only want to audit those where there is an 
exception being requested or an officer being 
recommended for appointment. 

Board members infrequently ask for over
views and analyses in management style for
mats. Perhaps the reasons for not asking for 
such reports are: ( 1) decentralized personnel 
administration makes systemwide reports 
difficult; and (2) preparation of reports on 
individuals already consumes a significant 
percentage of staff time. 

It is suggested that the Board require more 
reports on the forests rather than on the 
trees. Some examples are as follows: What 
is the status of recruiting and what kind of 
applicants are we receiving? What is the 
trend of our teacher turnover rate? What 
are the reasons given for leaving by teachers 
who voluntarily terminate? What are the 
results of the end of year performance eval
uations? What is the status of our sub
stitute teacher corps? 

Recommendations: 
(a) The Board of Education require prep

aration of summary sheets on two categories 
of appointments: (1) exceptions to rules and 
(2) officers. 

(b) The Board indicate the type of sum
mary reports they desire so that the De
partment of Personnel can devise a system 
for collecting data as transactions are made. 

18. Physical location and building: Having 
the personnel office separated from other 
organizational elements is a major handi
cap. For example, requesting a teacher 
applicant to commute between two or three 
locations, with no parking and poor public 
transportation facilities, is a bad situation. 

If functions are to be added to the De
partment of Personnel the additional staff 
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will have to be housed in Webster Annex. 
In Webster there is little extra room on the 
first floor. The second floor is occupied by 
the special school for girls. It would be diffi
cult and discouraging to have to utilize the 
third floor. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that 
in any consideration to change the func
tions of the Department of Personnel that 
decisions on physical facilities be made at 
the same time. 

19. Records and files: There is much work 
to be done in the personnel · records and files 
activities. Details concerning this cannot 
be presented in the present study. 

Recommendations: 
(a) The official papers on each employee 

should be maintained in one location only, 
the Department of Personnel. 

(b) One full-time employee should be as
signed the job of managing the files and 
providing locator service on individuals. 

(c) In developing new data processing 
systems for the public schools the data on 
employees should be integrated into the 
overall system. 
IV. ORGANIZATION NEEDED TO SUPPORT CENTRAL

IZED PERSONNEL FUNCTIONS 

Practically all of the functions which have 
been described (or proposed) in this report 
are now being performed somewhere in the 
central office. In each of several offices pro
fessional personnel are interviewing candi
dates and reviewing credentials, clerks are 
preparing board orders and keeping files 
current, etc. Consolidating and centralizing 
these activities should, in time, increase effi
ciency and improve public relations which 
are so vital to successful recruiting. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following organizational structure 
and staff is needed by Department of Per
sonnel in order to meet the requirements of 
centralization just described: 

(a) Office of the Assistant Superintendent 
in Charge of Personnel: One Assistant 
Superintendent, one clerk (stenography), 
and on a temporary basis, and in-service 
training coordina tOT. 

(b) Professional Personnel Division: One 
Chief Examiner (who is division chief), one 
elementary personnel exaininer, one second
ary personnel examiner and a staff of eight 
clerical workers. 

(c) Classified Personnel Division: One 
supervisor of classified personnel ( GS _ and 
wage board), and one classification special
ist, one personnel specialist (for recruiting 
and examining) and two clerks. 

(d) Personnel Actions and Records Di
vision: One supervisor of personnel services 
and nine clerical personnel for preparing 
board orders, administering employee rec
ords, handling general correspondence, pro
viding centralized files, etc. 

Comparison of the present and proposed 
staff is as follows: 

Present Proposed 

TSA GS TSA GS 
-----------1- --1---------
Office of Assistant Superin-t tendent __ ___ ______ ____ ____ _ 
Professional Personnel Di-vision __ ___ _____ _______ ___ .. _ 
Classified Personnel Divi-

sion ______ ___ _ -- ---- -- --_________ _ 
Personne.l .;\~tions and Rec-ords DIVIsion ________ __ ___ _ _____ _ 

( 

TotaL _____ ___ ----- -____ _ 2 

3 

14 

2 

5 

8 

5 

10 

24 

Comparison of rations of personnel sta1! to 
total employees (N=8,355): Present ratio, 
Department of Personnel only (16 to 8,355) 
1 to 522 employees; ratio of Department of 
Personnel, proposed (29 to 8,355) 1 to 288 
employees; ratio among District of Columbia 
agenci-es (including the public schools) 1 to 

154 employees; standard ratio among Federal 
agencies 1 to 100 employees. 
V. SOURCE OF ADDED STAFF TO DEPARTMENT OF 

PERSONNEL 

The proposed plan is based on the premise 
that almos~ all of the functions proposed 
for the Department of Personnel are now 
being performed elsewhere in the central 
office. Therefore, as functions are centralized 
the staff performing the functions are also 
centralized. 

Determination of recommendations for 
transfers of personnel are based on two 
sources of existing data: (1) job classifica
tion data in which employees and their 
supervisors have indicated the amount of 
time spent in performing various functions, 
and (2) number of board orders written in 
a full year in a given department, which 
gives an index of the relative amount of per
sonnel processing which occurs in the vari
ous offices. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that 
the following personnel be transferred to 
the Department of Personnel: 

TSA GS 
Office of superintendent or 

depUtY---------------·------- 1 
ElementarY------------- ·------- 1 3 
Junior-senior high schooL____ 1 2 
VocationaL ______________ ______ ---- 1 
Pupil services _______________ ,:. _ ____ 1 

Buildings and grounds________ 2 
Undetermined (unused teacher 

position)-------------·------- 1 

3 10 
VI. TIMING OF CHANGES 

Changes which are approved should be 
made in increments rather than all at one 
time. This phasing is necessary because of 
the following factors: 

1. Space adjustments will have to be made 
at Webster Annex or elsewhere. 

2. New employees will have to undergo 
a certain amount of individualized inservice 
training. 

3. Procedural statements will have to be 
developed and revised forms designed. 

4. Trial and error situations will consume 
extra time during the developmental stages. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that 
a three phase transfer plan be adopted, as 
follows: 

1. Phase 1. 
(a) A major area of operation (e.g., junior

senior high department) be selected by the 
Superintendent to be the first group to 
merge into a centralized personnel opera
tion. 

(b) Personnel from the selected major 
area to be transferred would be identified 
and the change made between offic-es. 

(c) One clerk from the Superintendent 
or Deputy's Office would be transferred so 
that an existing employee in Personnel Ac
tions and Records Division can devote full 
time to filing and locator se:-vices. 

(d) An unused teacher position would be 
temporarily assigned to establish the in
service training coordinator position. 

(e) Evaluation of the p1·ogress of the 
chang.eover wou_ld periodically be made to 
the Superintendent end Board of Education. 

2. Phase 2. 
(a) This phase would be initiated by the 

Superintendent at such tim1. that he judges 
the action to be appropriate. 

(b) Another major area would be selected 
by the Superintendent and action taken in 
a manner similar to phase 1. 

(c) Evaluations would be n1ade from time 
to time. 

3. Phase 3. 
(a) The balance of the transfers would be 

made. 
(b) Evaluations would be made, includ

ing an overall report on the project to the 
Board of Education. 

VII. OVERALL RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that this report be 
reviewed by the Board of Education and the 
following actions taken: 

1. The report be reviewed in detail by the 
Superintendent, Deputy Superintendent and 
Assistant Superintendents. Comments and 
recommendations would be ccnsolidated by 
a staff person selected by the Superintendent. 

2. The Superintendent would make his 
recommendations to the Board at a meeting 
of the Personnel Committee. 

3. The Board then to make decisions ap
propriate to the situation. 

NASSER-OUTSMARTS UNITED 
STATES AGAIN 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. LANGEN] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, Egypt's 

Nasser has outsmarted us again. This 
unfriendly dictator must be laughing up 
his sleeve as he dips one hand into the 
pockets of the American taxpayer and 
embraces the Soviet Union with the 
other. 

I refer to published reports that cheer
ing crowds greeted the first . Soviet-aid 
wheat shipment to Egypt last week just 
a day after silence greeted the unloading 
of 24,000 tons of U.S. wheat at the same 
port. The U.S. wheat was part of a $37 
million food gift to Egypt and was pre
sented to Nasser in spite of last year's 
action by Congress condemning such 
foolish practices. 

Now we find ourselves in the ridiculous 
position of competing with the Soviet 
Union for the dubious honor of seeing 
who can dole out the most for a nation 
that has consistently supported the Com
munists while kicking Uncle Sam in the 
shins at every opportunity. 

I note that the Russian gift of wheat 
was originally purchased from Australia 
while the U.S. gift comes directly from 
the taxpayers of America, which only 
proves again that sales of commodities to 
Russia cannot be depended upon to feed 
or benefit the Russian people, but might 
rather be used as competition for mar
kets and favors with other nations 
around the world. 

It is interesting to note that this latest 
aid to Egypt comes about because the 
President has decided that it is in the 
best "national interest." Does the na
tional interest call for us to give aid to a 
country that professes lasting friendship 
with Communist bloc nations? We have 
to draw the line somewhere in our seem
ingly perpetual willingness to dole out 
U.S. dollars and products to anyone who 
stretches out their hand, either friend 
or foe. 

JOHNSON'S HOUSING VICTORY 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Tennessee [Mr. BROCK] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, the House 

of Representatives had a most difficult 
battle last week over the housing bill 
and I feel the two following articles en
titled "Johnson's Housing Victory" and 
"Speaker Calls Rent Bill Hardest Task 
in Years" are an excellent summary of 
the debate. Under unanimous consent, 
I request that these be placed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD SO that my COl
leagues may have the benefit of reading 
these interesting articles. 
WASHINGTON: JOHNSON'S HOUSING VICTORY 

(By Tom Wicker) 
WASHINGTON, July !.-Congress is ap

proaching the 4th of July in the usual mid
summer mood and that spells trouble for any 
President. In the case of President Johnson, 
it spells a good deal less trouble than it has 
for others and there now is an undercurrent 
of confidence at the White House that there 
wm be no major setbacks at this session. 

RUMBLINGS OF REVOLT 
So many things happened that smacked 

ominously of revolt. The Senate sought 
openly to remove one of Sargent Shriver's 
two hats and almost refused to suspend the 
law to permit Mr. Johnson to name a retired 
general as administrator of the Federal Avi
ation Administration. Representative MEN
DEL RIVER, South Carolina's reply to Secretary 
McNamara, got his back up on military pay 
and military base closings. The veterans' 
lobby and some outraged Members of Con
gress forced the President to compromise on 
closing outmoded veterans• hospitals. Mr. 
Johnson was forced to veto, a minor flood
control bill as a gesture against what he con
sidered congressional incursions on Executive 
territory. 

Some other things might have happened, 
but didn't. There could have been full-scale 
Senate debate on Vietnam and the Dominican 
Republic, or a major setback in either crisis, 
unsettling the President's grip on his Demo
cratic majorities. The old religious and 
racial prejudices might have deadlocked the 
House on the aid to education bill. And the 
Republicans, finding their first really open 
target, might have shot down the contro
versial housing rental subsidy that squeaked 
through the House yesterday. 

CRUCIAL BATTLE 
That well may have been the crucial battle 

of 1965-and it was viewed with so much con
cern in the White House that Mr. Johnson 
himself got on the phone to an estimated 30 
Members of Congress yesterday. It was his 
most determined personal effort of the year. 

There were three reasons. The rental sub
sidy was one of the most important, though 
least publicized items, in the President's 
entire program. It was one of the most dif
ficult to pass. And it came to the floor of 
Congress at a time when a major setback 
might have sharply interrupted Mr. Johnson's 
legislative momentum. 

The subsidy was particularly important to 
the White House because it was the one gen
uinely new idea in the entire legislative 
program and the first major development in 
years in the housing field. 

It was also viewed as the least expensive 
way, in terms of the Federal budget, to lift 
low-income fam111es into adequate housing. 
But it was dimcuit to get through the House 
because conservatives in both parties can be 
mob111zed most easily against what appears 
to be a straight Federal "dole," because even 
the public housing lobby saw the plan as an 
invasion of its interests, and-most impor
tantly because it was a new idea, not long 

debated, long advocated, or well understood 
in the press or in Congress. 

Moreover, there was a troublesome racial 
. aspect. The rental subsidy should work to 
break down the "ghetto idea." Thus, lower 
income, all-white neighborhoods, from which 
Negroes have been excluded because of their 
economic inability, now may be opened to 
them through Federal rental subsidy. 

Mr. Johnson compromised on details of the 
plan, but he could not afford a defeat--any 
more than Representative JoHN LINDSAY, the 
Republican-Liberal candidate for mayor of 
New York, could afford to vote against a pro
gram with such an impact on urban areas. 
Not only was it a major White House legisla
tive goal; victory on such controversial issue, 
coming at this stage of the session, but also 
was a tactical necessity. 

Coming up soon, after all, will be the con
troversial repeal of section 14(b) of the Taft
Hartley Act; an immigration bill eliminating 
national origins restrictions; the always 
dimcult farm bill; a doubled authorization 
for a poverty program riven with political 
and administrative disputes; and a proposal 
for regional centers to treat heart, cancer, and 
stroke that will be far more open to charges 
of "socialized medicine" than was the medi
care bill. 

THE DOG DAYS 
Members of Congress already have accom

plished a great deal this year, enough for 
most sessions to quit on. Washington is 
getting hot and muggy, and somewhere the 
fish are biting and hometown fences await 
mending. Controversial issues are more un
welcome in the dog days than in the brave 
early weeks of a session. Mr. Johnson 
burned up the phone yesterday not just to 
save a major item of his program but to keep 
necessary pressure on Congress for the hard 
work ahead. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, July 4, 
1965) 

SPEAKER CALLS RENT Bn.L HARDEST TASK IN 
YEARS 

(By Jack Eisen) 
For House Speaker JoHN W. McCoRMACK, 

winning approval for President Johnson's 
rent supplement program was his toughest 
legislative task in nearly a quarter century. 

After the House turned back the crucial 
challenge to the proposal with a tense 208-to-
202 vote last Wednesday, the obviously weary 
McCoRMACK went into the lobby to receive 
congratulations. 

Responding, he called the 3 days of argu
ment and persuasion "the toughest one for 
me since the Selective Service Act was ex
tended by a single vote." 

That vote was 203 to 202. At the time-
August 12, 1941-McCoRMACK was top aid to 
Majority Leader Sam Rayburn, of Texas. 

On Monday, the first day of debate on the 
housing bill, one insider said the adminis
tration could expect to win by two or three 
votes. 

On Tuesday, the leadership obviously was 
sta111ng for time. One report had it that the 
proposal, as it then stood, would lose by some 
30 votes in a clear rebuff to the President, 
whose party has a 153-member edge in the 
House. 

That day the chief White House lobbyist, 
Lawrence F. O'Brien, was in McCoRMACK's 
omce talking to recalcitrant Democrats. 
Next day, one report had it, the President 
himself telephoned an estimated 30 Members. 

In recommending rent supplements to Con
gress last January, Mr. Johnson had called 
them "the most crucial new instrument" to 
fight slum conditions in American cities. 

As then proposed, they were intended to 
help provide modest new housing projects 
for families just above the income level that 
would qualify them for low-rent public hous
ing units, and for those in the upper levels 
of public housing. 

HIT BY GOP CRITICS 
The original recommendation called for 

subsidies for qualified families that are un
able to rent standard housing for 20 percent 
of their income. The House Banking Com
mittee's subcommittee on housing amended 
this to 25 percent. 

In the debate, Republican critics ham
mered at the theme that the whole idea was 
socialistic, that it centralized more power in 
Washington and that it would provide semi
luxury housing for some and kill the initia
tive of others. 

To help meet this criticism, the leadership 
drew back somewhat. Its amendment, of
fered Wednesday, would limit the subsidy to 
families qualified for public housing. 

How many, if any, votes this won over is 
uncertain. 

"To me," said Representative RoMAN 
PuciNSKI, Democrat of Dlinois, who rep
resents a middle-income Chicago area, "this 
was worse than the original proposal. It 
completely scuttled the President's great 
dream of helping the middle-income Ameri
can." 

One of about a dozen Northern Democrats 
who broke party ranks to vote against the 
proposal, PuciNSKI cited also the lack of local 
control over the subsidy-aided projects. 

One Democrat from an amuent suburban 
constituency found the vote a good reverse 
opportunity to help his voting record. In his 
view, he just "can't afford to go back home 
with a 100 percent Democratic voting 
record:" 

POLITICAL POISON 
An aid to another, Representative LIONEL 

VAN DEERLIN, Democrat of California, who 
has a liberal voting record, said shutdowns 
of defense plants in San Diego have raised 
housing vacancies there to a critical level, 
and any vote that might lead to more low
rent construction would be political poison. 

Representative THOMAS S. FOLEY, Demo
crat, of Washington, who comes from con
servative Spokane, said the concept of rent 
subsidies "needs further study." He volun
teered that there had been no armtwisting 
to get his vote. "There was," Foley said, 
"the mildest and most gentlemanly per
suasion." 

Even as the rollcall passed the halfway 
mark on Wednesday, the outcome remained 
uncertain. 

Hastily, the leadership arranged to "'pair" 
the votes of four opponents of the subsidy 
program with those of four absentee sup
porters-a move that had the effect of can
celing the four votes while still recording 
opposition. 

Three of the four were Democrats from the 
President's home State of Texas, Represent
atives OLIN E. TEAGUE, EARLE CABELL, and 
RICHARD C. WHITE. The other was Repre
sentative PAUL H. ToDD, Jr., Democrat, of 
Michigan. 

Had the four votes stood, rent supple
ments still would have passed-by a vote of 
208 to 206. 

In that case, the winning margin would 
have come from four Republicans from New 
York State, the only members of their party 
to endorse the program. 

These were Representatives JoHN V. 
LINDSAY, of Manhattan, who is running for 
mayor of New York City; Representative 
SEYMOUR HALPERN, of Queens County; Repre
sentative OGDEN R. REm, o! Westchester 
County; and Representative FRANK J. 
HORTON, Of Rochester. 

THE 175TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
U.S. COAST GUARD 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Maine [Mr. TUPPER] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TUPPER. Mr. Speaker, it is a 

pleasure to join my colleagues on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Commit
tee in presenting a resolution honoring 
the founding of the U.S. Coast Guard. 
The U.S. Coast Guard, founded August 
4, 1790, is the only organization of its 
kind in the world today; no other coun
try maintains a service in any way like 
it. A maritime policing organization in 
times of peace; a part of our Armed 
Forces in time of war, the Coast Guard 
has been a source of pride and benefit to 
each and every citizen of this Nation. 

The Coast Guard has served our Na
tion since the earliest days of the Repub
lic. When custom duties were imposed 
on imports to raise money to meet Fed
eral expenses, · smuggling started on a 
large scale. To protect this chief source 
of revenue, the Congress passed a bill in 
the year 1790 establishing the Revenue 
Cutter Service to enforce the customs 
laws. Ships were obtained for this pur
pose, and before long the coast was being 
patrolled successfully. As a matter of 
fact, this predecessor organization 
served as the only U.S. Armed Force 
afloat until the establishment of the 
Navy Department in 1798. 

Since the date of its birth under the 
Republic, the Coast Guard has moved 
forward keeping pace with the growth 
of this Nation and assuming ever increas
ing duties of humanitarian service to 
the people of this Nation. In 1915 it was 
combined with the Life Saving Service, 
and the name was changed to the U.S. 
Coast Guard. In 1939 the Lighthouse 
Service was transferred from the Depart
ment of Commerce and combined with 
the Coast Guard. Three years later the 
Coast Guard took over the duties of the 
Bureau of Marine Inspection and Navi
gation, thereby undertaking the super
vision of the discipline of crews and the 
construction and equipment of merchant 
ships, plus investigation of deaths and 
injuries on board ship. 

The Coast Guard protects the entire 
American seacoast, the Great Lakes and 
all the navigable waters. Past events in 
Cuba and surveillance of! our coastal 
areas by foreign fishing vessels have 
served to multiply the duties of this gal
lant force in connection with the protec
tion of our seacoast. The Coast Guard 
warns shipping of dangers to navigation; 
it enforces the laws against smuggling 
and other laws governing the operations 
of shipping. When a ship is in distress 
the Coast Guard sends a vessel or even 
a plane to its aid at once. The service 
saves thousands of lives and millions 
of dollars' worth of ships and cargo each 
year. It gives aid to the sick and in
jured on ships and fishing boats. Some
times it gives advice by radio or signals; 
at other times when necessary, it brings 
patients ashore by plane. It cares for and 
transports shipwrecked and destitute 
persons and carries on relief work during 
fiood, hurricanes, fire and similar dis
aster. All these functions and many 
more are performed daily by these un
sung heroes of the U.S. Coast Guard. 

But-this is not all. Since its incep
tion, the Coast Guard has performed a 
military function as well. It has taken 
part in all of our major wars, including 
the Civil War and both World Wars. 
And, even as I speak here today, the 
Coast Guard is preparing to write an
other chapter in its glorious history by 
joining with our naval units stationed in 
Vietnam. Here some 17 patrol craft, and 
crews, of the U.S. Coast Guard will 
shortly be assuming duties patrolling the 
waters of! the coast of South Vietnam. 

The Coast Guard has been fortunate in 
having men of considerable ability and 
competence directing it. Adm. E. J. Ro
land, Commandant of the U.S. Coast 
Guard since 1962, has dedicated his ex
ceptional talents to the improvement of 
this service. The high morale of Coast 
Guard personnel is an indication of the 
esteem held for Admiral Roland. 

The civilian responsible by law for di
rection of the U.S. Coast Guard is Assist
ant Secretary of the Treasury James A. 
Reed. Secretary Reed has brought to this 
service tremendous energy, zeal, and ca
pability. During his tenure of office the 
Coast Guard has made significant ad
vancements. On each occasion he has 
appeared to testify before the House 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, he has impressed committee 
members with his broad insight of the 
needs of the Coast Guard. 

At this time Secretary Reed and Ad
miral Roland are planning a trip to Viet
nam to view the Coast Guard operation 
there. 

The traditions of the U.S. Coast Guard 
are second to none; standing ready to 
serve in peace or war, the Coast Guard is 
a part of our American heritage and a 
service which is richly deserving of the 
recognition sought to be conferred by 
this resolution. 

Maine is steeped in the tradition of the 
sea; with this common bond-the people 
of Maine-salute the U.S. Coast Guard 
and its valiant men who have performed 
so dedicated a service for these 175 years. 

TWO FACES OF DISCRIMINATION 
Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, "Two 

Faces of Discrimination" is an editorial 
written by Guy L. Smith, editor of the 
Knoxville Journal, Knoxville, Tenn., 
which appeared in the Journal on July 6, 
1965, as the lead editorial. 

I would like to make this thought
provoking editorial available to my col
leagues and to all who read the 
RECORD: 

TWO FACES OF DISCRIMINATION 

On July 2 the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
became effective. Title VII of this legisla
tion deals with equal employment opportu
nity and over a 3-year period becomes ap
plicable to every employer in the land. 

Among the unlawful employment prac
tices set out under title VII 1s "to fall or 

refuse to hire or to discharge any individual, 
or otherwise to discriminate against any in
dividual with respect to his compensation, 
tenns, conditions, or privileges of employ
ment, because of such individual's race, color, 
religion, sex, and national origin." 

This was not only the law, as of 4 days 
ago, applicable to every employer, but the 
principle of nondiscrimination was made to 
apply in other titles of this same act to 
voting rights, public accommodations, 
awarding of Federal contracts, and in every 
other area in which the Central Govern
ment is empowered to extend its authority. 

The principle embodied in this legislation 
enacted last year _was supported not only 
by the liberals but by a majority of other 
Americans who were actually willing to see 
a law of doubtful constitutionality go on 
the books as a means to contributing to fair
play where all citizens of this Nation were 
concerned. The unlawful employment prac
tice quoted above was related, obviously, to 
the right of all Americans to seek and find 
employment, regardless of their color or na
tional origin. 

But wait a Ininute. Tennessee Code, sec
tion 50-209, also deals with this subject. 
Under the title, "Contracting for exclusion 
from employment because of affiliation or 
nona11lllation with labor union unlawful," 
the section reads as follows: 

"It shall be unlawful for any person, firm, 
corporation or association of any kind to 
enter into any contract, combination or 
agreement, written or oral, providing for ex
clusion from employment of any person be
cause of membership in, atfiliation with, 
resignation from, or refusal to join or affili
ate with any labor union or employee or
ganization of any kind." 

What we have quoted above is Tennessee's 
right-to-work statute, similar to such laws 
on the books of 19 States, making it un
lawful for a worker to be deprived of his 
employment either because he chooses to 
join a union or because he chooses to not 
join. These are the laws which the big 
unions expect to wipe from the books 
through a repeal of section 14b of the Taft
Hartley Act, as recommended by the Presi
dent. 

Examination of the Federa-l and State stat
utes quoted above reveal that the Nation's 
liberals (actually totalitarians) have sup
ported a statute which makes discrimination 
against a worker because of race or color un
lawful but now want to, through repeal of 
section 14.(b) of Taft-Hartley, make it lawful 
in all States for discrimination to be prac
ticed against workers who do not choose to 
join and pay dues to a union. Actually, If 
the person who did not choose to join a 
union belonged to an ethnic minority, the:n. 
the 14 (b) repealer would discriininate against 
him despite the provision in the civil rights 
legislation that bars discrimination . on 
grounds of race or color. 

Honestly, we do not see how a legislator 
can look the public in the eye while taking 
such contradictory positions on what is es
sentially the same question-the right of an 
American citizen to make a living. 

What they are saying, in effect, Is: "To 
bar a person from employment because of 
race or religion is wrong, but it's perfectly 
all right to bar a citizen, white or black, 
from employment if he doesn't choose to 
pay union dues for the privilege of holding 
his job." 

What kind of justice is this? 

BILL TO AMEND THE TRADE 
EXPANSION ACT 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from South Dakota [Mr. BERRY] 
may extend his remarks at this point 
in the REcoRD and include extraneous 
matter. 



16054 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 8, 1965 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, during the 

past 2 weeks a number of bills have been 
introduced to moderate the possibly ca
lamitous effects that would be produced 
by carrying out the 50-percent tariff cut 
under the Geneva negotiations. I in
troduced such a bill last year and am 
happy to associate myself with the legis
lation recently introduced which goes a 
little farther. 

It is just as well that the Kennedy 
round, so-called, has not yet been car
ried out. It iS an extreme proposal and 
goes too far in at least two respects. 
In calling for a 50-percent tariff cut on 
top of all the previous cuts, it would 
slash deeper than in the two previous au
thorizations combined, which were 15 
percent in the 1955 Trade Agreements 
Extension Act and 20 percent in the 4-
year Extension Act of 1958. 

In the second place, it sets up such 
harsh requirements for adjustment as
sistance that the act has been a dead let
ter so far. The law has been adequately 
tested in the almost 3 years it has been 
on the books. Seventeen cases have gone 
through the Tariff Commission asking for 
adjustment assistance and all 17 have 
been turned down, 16 of them by unani
mous vote. This, I say, is a harsh record. 

We may be grateful, I repeat, that the 
50-percent cuts have not yet been nego
tiated. It may be possible .to save some 
of the pieces. The legislation which I am 
joining in introducing would go far to 
moderate the extreme measures that 
could be taken under the present law. 
First, the hope of gaining adjustment as
sistance would be considerably enhanced 
by loosening the requirements of the law. 

Second. Criteria are laid down by 
which items can be removed from the 
President's list of products offered for 
tariff cuts. 

The present bill would go beyond that 
by providing for import quotas if cer
tain import levels are reached. This 
part of the bill is not unlike the pro vi
sian in the meat bill passed last year. 
It provided a ceiling over imports that 
if breached would trigger an import 
quota unless the President should find 
overriding reasons for not invoking the 
quota. Already the meat legislation has 
improved the situation in the cattle areas 
of this country. Had it not been passed 
the industry would by this time be on 
its knees and in great distress. 

It is only fair that similar provisions 
should be made available to other indus
tries that are under pressure from heavy 
imports. The cattle industry is fully 
aware that its own welfare depends on 
the good health of the economy as a 
whole. Unemployed workers do not 
provide a good market for red meat, and 
still less for steaks and rib roasts. 

In my district wool and lamb imports 
also are of great concern. Right now 
the imports of woolen goods are the sub
ject of intensive efforts to bring them 
under control. This is naturally a mat
ter also of great interest to woolgrow
ers. To date these efforts have borne 
no fruit. We are also concerned over 

imports of lamb, either on the hoof or 
slaughtered. 

Mr. Speaker, the alarm I have ex
pressed here over another 50 percent re
duction in our duties might cause sur
prise in some quarters. We are told by 
our official trade figures that our ex
ports in 1964 exceeded our imports by 
$6.9 billion. This heavy surplus is said 
to prove con~lusively that we can sell 
all over the world and are competitive in 
world markets generally. Surely we 
could stand another tariff reduction 
without any real fear of injury. 

If, however, we look behind the of
ftcial statistics, any further surprise will 
vanish. 

Let me quote from a recent bulletin 
of the Department of Agriculture:-

u.s. agricultural exports are one of the 
major bright spots in the unfavorable U.S. 
balance-of-payments picture. Farm product 
shipments * * • reached a peak in 1964. 

This appears on page 4 of the July 1965 
issue of Foreign Agricultural Trade, a 
monthly publication of the Department 
of Agriculture. -

Page 8 of the same publication con
tains a table in which our exports are 
classif.ed into agricultural and non
agricultural merchandise, as well as be
ing broken down into exports financed 
by the U.S. Government ~nd those not 
so financed. I wish also to call atten
tion to the same bulletin for May 1965, 
page 7. 

The statistics in the July 1965 bulletin 
show that of the total 1964 agricultural 
exports of $6.3 billion, $1.75 billion were 
government-financed under the various 
titles of Public Law 480. Over and above 
that there were commercial sales of 
wheat, wheat flour, cotton and dairy 
products that were exported under the 
subsidy or export payments; but these 
are not shown in the July issue of the 
bulletin but in the May number. These 
exports are shown for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1964, and amounted to 
$1.38 billion. If this sum is added to the 
$1.75 billion of sales under Public Law 
480 and related programs for the calen
dar year 1964, the total amounts to more 
than $3 billion. 

If it may be assumed that during the 
calendar year 1964 commercial sales un
der subsidy or export payments were of 
approximately the same magnitude as in 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1964, it fol
lows that the agricultural exports at
tributable to either governmental finance 
or export payments-wheat, cotton, dairy 
products, rice--amounted to approxi
mately $3 billion. This would bring our 
unsubsidized commercial agricultural 
exports to the world market down to $3.3 
billion or less than our imports of ap
proximately $4 billion a year. 

Mr. Speaker, when the export sta
tistics are analyzed in this fashion they 
lose much of their optimistic jingle. It 
can only mean that if our farm exports 
were left to compete in the world market 
without governmental support they 
would be cut in half and would be only 
about 75 percent of our agricultural im
ports. 

It is not surprising that this should be 
the case because of the higher costs of 
production in this country. We can 

hardly expect to have our cake and eat 
it too. If we demand high prices for 
our production we cannot expect to re
main competitive in low-wage countries. 
Therefore if we mean to export in large 
volume from our surplus we find it nec
essary to subsidize. I do not condemn 
this. I simply say we should not regard 
such sales as evidence of our ability to 
compete in world markets. There was a 
time when the efficiency of the lower
wage countries was far enough below our 
level of productivity to offset their lower 
wages to a considerable degree; but to
day foreign countries in many cases are 
coming up very rapidly in their produc
tion methods, particularly in industry. 
Their lower wages therefore give them a 
real competitive advantage today. 

This being the case we would be ill
advised to cut our tariffs another 50 per
cent, especially on products that we are 
now importing quite liberally. The fact 
that imports have already risen to the 
point of 7 Y2 percent of domestic produc
tion is proof enough that the existing 
tariff is not too high, especially if the 
imports have risen sharply in recent 
years. The bill that I am introducing 
provides that any item on which the im
ports have increased at least 75 percent 
since 1958 and have reached the 7Y2 per
cent of domestic production must be 
taken off the list offered for further tariff 
reduction. 

This is a reasonable and moderate re
quirement in view of the facts of our 
competitive standing. I wish I could 
agree with the optimistic official state
ments that continue to paint a rosy pic
ture about our trade. Unfortunately 
this is not possible in view of what I have 
already shown about our agricultural ex
ports. 

As for our industrial exports, par
ticularly our exports of manufactured 
goods, the situation is no better; and for 
the same reason. Our share of the world 
exports of m~nufactured good has been 
falling startlingly, and even these ex
ports contain AID goods as well as mer
chandise shipped to our Armed Forces 
overseas. The exports of some important 
products depend heavily on AID ship
ments. In 1964, for example, foreign 
aid shipments accounted for 45 percent 
of our exports of fertilizers, 37 percent 
of our exports of railway equipment, and 
30 percent of our steel exports. Un
doubtedly, Mr. Speaker, we couid run our 
exports up to much higher levels if we 
paid for them out of our tax money; but, 
I repeat, if we did so we would hardly 
be proving that we are competitive in 
world markets. Quite the contrary. 

The time is past when the United 
States was by far the world's leader in 
mass production and advanced tech
nology; but the time is not past when we 
adhere to the highest wage scales in the 
world-and by a wide margin. This is 
the fact that will not go away and it will 
bedevil our foreign trade and balance of 
payments for years to come. Until that 
gap is closed or at least very materially 
narrowed we will be in trouble in inter
national trade unless we take measures 
that will place us on a more even basis 
with the other countries. This can be 
accomplished throug!J. this legislation, a 
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measure that will not have to be financed 
by our Treasury, which is to say, the 
taxpayers. . 

The fact that we are not competitive 
is demonstratable as the trade statistics 
show. In order for us to maintain our 
export trade at present levels reqUires 
billions of dollars in subsidies of one kind 
or another. 

We should do two things. We should 
avoid aggravation of the situation 
through the 50 percent tariff cuts; and 
this is one of the purposes of my bill. 
It would perhaps not go as far as 1t 
should. I question the wisdom of any 
further tariff reduction; but the bill 
would help substantially by providing 
for withdrawal of products from the 
President's list. Second, we should 
regulate imports so that they cannot 
upset our industries and farming pur
suits by taking ever greater shares of 
our home market away from us. 

If we do not do this we will invite more 
trouble than we have faced so far. Our 
industries will then continue to expand 
abroad while cutting down their costs 
in this country by reducing their de
pendence on labor. This they are forced 
to do even now because of the competi
tive situation. By reducing their de
pendence on labor I mean introduction 
of labor-displacing machinery as fast 
as they can. If they did not have this 
recourse they would be in deep trouble 
already; but in having this recourse they 
add to our unemployment problems, in
crease the need for retraining, for area 
redevelopment, and for antipoverty 
measures. The public cost of these pro
grams can in good part also be charged 
to our national trade policy. 

. Mr. Speaker, if we do not act soon 
the necessary action will become more 
difficult and more drastic measures will 
be called for later. The recent so-called 
improvement in our balance·of-pay ... 
ments position is not basic. It is super
ficial, and until we meet the disparity in 
our competitive position in relation to 
the rest of the world all measures will be 
temporary and doomed to failure. 

I understand that there is little likeli
hood of a hearing during this session by 
the Ways and Means Committee. This 
is their responsibility, and it is not a 
light one. . I trust that the committee 
will take a second look at the urgency 
of the situation and call for early 
hearings. 

REAPPORTIONMENT-WILL CON
GRESS APPROVE MAJORITY RULE? 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. -Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVE
LAND] may extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and include extrane
ous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there . objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, as the 

question of legislative reapportionment 
moves nearer to a congressional decision, 
I want to take this opportunity of pre
senting my reasons for supporting a con
stitutional amendment modifying the 

CXI--1014 

stark, unrealistic, and potentially harsh 
ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court in 
Reynolds against Sims. 

Much has been said and written on this 
subject; some light and more heat has 
developed. It is something I think we 
should discuss dispassionately, because of 
its great importance. 

One of the most perceptive scholars 
currently studying the apportionment 
controversy, Prof. Robert G. Dixon, of 
the George Washington University Law 
School, wrote in the December 1964 
Michigan Law Review: 

Fair representation is the ultimate goal. 
• • • We are a democratic people and our 
institutions presuppose according population 
a dominant role in formulas of representa
tion. However, by its exclusive focus on bare 
numbers, the Court may have transformed 
one of the most intricate, fascinating, and 
elusive problems of democracy into a single 
exercise of applying elementary arithmetic to 
census data. 

FAIR REPRESENTATION THE REAL GOAL 
I believe, Mr. Speaker, that fair repre

sentation is and should be our goal. I 
also believe that we shall not achieve it 
by forcing all States, regardless of their 
individual characteristics and problems, 
into one rigid mold so that there is no 
discretion in the States. 

Our traditional system of representa
tion in our State legislature and our na
tional Congress did not spring full grown 
out of the brow of anyone, let alone the 
collective brow of a Supreme Court ma
jority. It developed, instead, over many 
years of trial and error, and modifica
tion. The system varied from State to 
State, but in very few of them did it take 
the form of sole reliance on population 
in both Houses . 

In the past several years, abuses turned 
up in a few States where extremely small 
numbers of people controlled the greater 
numbers of people of the State. In most 
instances, I am convinced that car:eful 
study would show, alternatives to judi
cial intervention were available, but in 
any event, Baker against Carr did prom
ise a curb to those abuses. 

MAJORITY OPPOSES SUPREME COURT'S RULING 

The promise, however, became an 
abuse itself on June 15, 1964 with the 
opinion in Reynolds against Sims and its 
companion cases. I do not think that by 
and large the people of this country, ur
ban and rural, approve of those deci
sions. Julius Duscha, one of the Wash
ington Post's perceptive political report
ers, recently wrote in the Reporter maga
zine: 

There is a widespread feeling throughout 
the country that the Supreme Court seriously 
damaged a desirable part of the checks and 
balances system of American Government. 
It is a feeling compounded of concern for 
minorities, of a rural nostalgia that still 
pervades the thinking of many city people, 
and of a genuine fear of all-powerful major
ity government. 

I have introduced a proposal, House 
Joint Resolution 362, for a constitutional 
amendment which provides: 

Nothing in the Constitution of the United 
States shall prohibit a State, having a bi
cameral legislature, from apportioning the 
membership of one house of its legisla.ture 
on faotors other than population, if the citi-

zens of the State shall have the opportunity 
to vote upon the apportionment. 

CLEVELAND BILL GIVES PEOPLE DmECT VOICE 

This, or a similar amendment, would 
prevent a recurrence of the occasional 
abuse of legislative apportionment and 
would afford each State the opportunity 
to provide for the recognition of its own 
needs. Most importantly, it projects 
the people of each State into the deter
minitive voice on the type of apportion
ment they are to have. One would 
think that the proponents of one-man, 
one-vote would be heartily in favor of 
this. 

I believe that the guarantee of popular 
expression upon any apportionment plan 
deviating from the population principle 
is our surest guide to fair representation. 
It is not something to be determined by 
courts, or philosophers, or people in 
Washington. It is something that the 
citizens of each State are best able to 
determine for themselves. 

As for me, I fully agree with Lincoln's 
expression in his first inaugural address: 

Why should there not be a paJtient con
fidence in t;he ultimate justice of the people? 
Is there any better or equal hope in the 
world? 

VOTING RIGHTS BILL-WASHING
TON NEWS BACKS GOP, PUTS 
ISSUE IN CLEAR, CONCISE PER-
SPECTIVE . 
Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVE
LAND] may extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and include extrane
ous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 

. California? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, this 

evening's edition of the Washington 
News, in the lead editorial, flatly en
dorses the Ford-McCUlloch bill as the 
superior answer to the problem of guar
anteeing the right to vote. In concise, 

- clear terms, the editorial sets forth the 
major differences between this bill and 
the administration-backed legislation 
sometimes known as the Celler bill. 

While there are additional reasons for 
supporting the Ford-McCulloch bill not 
mentioned in the editorial-notably its 
important addition of a "clean elec
tions" section to guarantee that votes 
will be honestly cast and honestly 
counted, I offer the editorial at this 
point in the RECORD as an excellent 
statement which may help Members 
who are still weighing the issue: 

IMPROVING THE VOTE BILL 
The House has an opportunity this week to 

make a major improvement in the voting 
rights legislation now before it. 

If we can do so by accepting a substitute . 
offered by Represe-ntative WILLIAM M. Mc
CuLLOCH, Republican, of Ohio, in place of 
the Senate-passed bill backed by President 
Johnson. 

Representative McCULLOCH's measure is 
better than the administration plan. - It 
aims at the same objective-ending all dis
crimination at the ballot box~but goes about 
it in a superior fashion. 

The administration bill, for instance, as
sumes arbitrarily that a State or locality is 



16056 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 8, 1965 
guilty of discrimination if it has a literacy 
test and fewer than 50 percent of persons of 
voting age registered or voted last Novembe-r. 

This may or may not be true. But it is 
bad legislation-if not unconstitutional
for Congress to declare it so in the absence 
of concrete evidence. 

Representative McCuLLOCH would replace 
the "automatic triggering" of the adminis
tration bill by permitting the Attorney Gen
eral to order Federal voting examiners sent 
into any area from which 25 or more valid 
complaints of discrimination had been re
ceived. Voting statistics would be disre
garded, as would literacy tests if the com
plainant has received a sixth-grade educa
tion. 

Representative McCuLLOCH also would 
eliminate the fiat ban on poll taxes written 
into the House version. He believes such 
taxes can be abolished only by court test 
or constitutional amendment. In this, he 
agrees with the Senate, though not with the 
majority of the House Judiciary Commitee 
on which he is ranking minority member. 

Congress seems certain :t;o pass some form 
of voting rights legislation in this session. 
By adopting Representative McCULLOCH's 
substitute, it can be sure it will not have to 
do the job over again later-as might be the 
case if the courts declared the administra
tion version unconstitutional. 

COTTON BILL DISGRACEFUL 
Mr. DEL CLAWSON. ·Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Dlinois [Mr. FINDLEY] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. · 
Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the cot

ton bill approved today by the House 
agriculture committee is disgraceful. 

The cost may surpass the all-time rec
ord established by the present program. 
One provision would legalize Billie Sol 
Estes-type allotment manipulations, and 
another sly gimmick is intended to 
thwart the will of Congress in case an 
amendment is adopted placing a limita
tion on gross payments any single farm
er can receive. 

The bill contains authority for sale 
or lease of allotments, and therefore 
would legalize the cotton-allotment 
monkey business which got Estes into 
trouble 3 years ago. 

Estes schemed with cotton allotment 
owners to shift to his own Texas land 
the valuable right to grow cotton. 

The new bill legalizes this procedure 
and opens a big door for abuse and waste 
of tax dollars. Under one provision of 
the bill unlimited cotton production is 
permitted, and nothing in the bill would 
keep farmers from collaborating to beat 
the taxpayers. 

Here's how: One farmer could sell his 
allotment to a neighbor, then plant all 
his land to cotton, later selling it at the 
market price--expected to be about 23 
cents a pound. His confederate would 
pool his own cotton allotment with the 
allotment just purchased, sign up under 
the Government program, and get the 
full advantage of lavish price support 
and diversion payments provided in the 
bill. They could have a prearranged 
deal for divvying up a;t harvest time. 

The snapback is one of the least at
tractive innovations in the bill. It would 
go into effect if Congress should put a 
ceiling on the gross amount any single 
farmer could get under the program. 
Under the proposal, some large-scale 
farmers would qualify for annual pay
ments totaling hundreds of thousands of 
dollars. Because of this, an amendment 
to limit payments is expected when the 
bill reaches the House floor. 

The bill is certainly bad· news for the 
taxpayer. It offers no hope for a cut 
from the present astronomical program 
cost. 

The cost of the program has risen 
steadily in recent years. In 1962 it was 
$385.8 million; in 1963 it was $485.1 mil
lion; and last year, including the in
terim payments, it came to $860 million. 

If such a limitation is accepted, the 
snapback provision would take effect. 
Under it, the Secretary would be au
thorized to buy cotton at a high price 
from the farmer and then sell it at a 
loss on the market. This device would 

According to statistics put togethe.!..2f 
USDA, the cost to taxpayers of last year's 
program amounted to 38 percent of the 
value of the crop. The year before the 
percentage was 20, up from 16 in 1962. 

get around a payments limitation. · 

The shocking rise· in farm program 
costs in recent years is apparent in this 
tabulation: 

CCC cost relationship for specified commodities, 1961-64- crops 

Govern-
Realized 
loss and Number of Cost per Harvested Cost per Value of 

ment 
costs as 
percent 
of value 

Commodity and crop years CCC allotment allotment acres, harvested produc-
costs t farms farm S RS acre tion 2 

Millions 
1964 crop: 

Rice. __ ---- ------ - - - ------- - --- - $170. 0 14, 108 $12,050 Wheat _______ ___________ __ ___ ____ 1, 470.0 1, 730, 085 850 
Feed grains. __ ------ --- - - - -- ---- 1, 510. 0 3, 190,653 473 
Cotton, upland. __ ------- -- ----- 860.0 605,000 1, 421 
Tobacco ____ _ - - ------- --------- - 28. 0 565,692 49 
Peanuts __ ___ ___ _____ _ -------- - - - 32.0 95,000 337 

1963 crop: 
Rice ___ ____ - - ------------------- 179.7 14,484 12,407 Wheat ___ ____ ________ ___ __ __ _____ 1,835. 5 1, 721,000 1,066 
Feed grains __ ----------- -- -- ---- 1, 395.2 3, 199,856 436 
Cotton, upland._- - ------ - - - -- -- 485.1 639,000 759 Tobacco ____ ___ ____________ ___ ___ 38.8 570,156 68 Peanuts __ __ _____________________ 28. 3 98,000 289 

1962 crop: 
Rice. -------- ---- --------------- 159. 9 14,853 10,766 
Wheat_-------- - -- -- -------- ---- 1,832. 2 1, 772,076 1,034 
Feed grains ____ -- ---- - -- -------- 1,149.1 3, 258,729 353 
Cotton, upland ________ _________ 385. 8 760,000 508 
Tobacco __ --------- - ------------ 41.0 572,462 72 
Peanuts ___ _____ ___ __ ___ ____ ----_ 21.2 106,000 200 

1961 crop: 
Rice __ --------- ------- -- --- -- - -- 134.7 15,016 8,970 
Wheat. ---- -------- - -- - --------- 1,568. 2 1, 651,918 949 
Feed grains __ --- - - ----- ----- ---- 1, 697.5 2,861,000 593 
Cotton, upland_------------- --- 388.7 800,000 486 
Tobacco ___ ------ ----- ---- - - -- -- 29.2 573,070 51 
Peanuts ___ ____ __ ___ _ - - --- - --- - -- 12.1 114,000 106 

1960 crop: 
Rice. ____ -- - - ----- -- --- ----- - -- - 157.6 15,394 10,238 
Wheat.-- ---------- - ----------- - 1,421.9 1,643, 237 864 
Feed grains ___ --- - - ------ ---- --- 955.7 (I) (8) 
Cotton, upland _________ __ ______ 555. 6 925,000 601 
Tobacco. __ ---- - - ----- ------ ---- 31.6 577,288 55 
Peanuts ___ ____ ________ ----_----- 16.7 116,000 144 

Thousands 

1, 786 $95 
49,170 30 

100,161 15 
13,951 62 
1,080 26 
1,397 23 

1, 771 101 
45,209 41 

107,380 13 
14,072 34 
1,176 33 
1,409 20 

1, 773 00 
43,541 42 

103,250 11 
15,475 25 

1, 225 33 
1, 412 15 

1,589 85 
51,551 30 

106,346 16 
15,575 25 
1,174 25 
1,410 9 

1,595 99 
51,896 27 

127,826 7 
15,249 36 
1,142 28 
1, 410 12 

Millions 

$359. 7 
2, 214. 1 
6, 740.0 
2, 264.8 
1, 307.4 

246.9 

352.1 
2, 357.8 
6,879.1 
2, 428.3 
1, 351.8 

226.7 

332.6 
2,513. 2 
6,400. 5 
2,341. 4 
1,363.8 

199.3 

278.6 
2,258. 4 
6,206. 5 
2,338. 2 
1,315. 0 

190.9 

248.4 
2,365. 2 
5,469. 1 
2,136. 4 
1,183. 8 

178.7 

of pro
duction 

47 
66 
22 
38 

2 
13 

51 
78 
20 
20 
3 

12 

48 
73 
18 
16 
3 

11 

48 
69 
27 
17 
2 
6 

63 
60 
17 
26 
3 
9 

1 Fiscal year most closely comparable to crop year listed; e.g.; 1iscal1965 costs relate most closely to 1964 crop year. 
Includes loss on sales, donations, carrying charges, commodity export payments, gross costs of Public Law 480 pro
grams, and other related costs. For wheat also includes IWA, land diversion, and price-support payments; feed 
grains also include price-support and land-diversion payments; cotton includes equalization payments. Public 
Law 480 costs do not include (a) dollar proceeds from sales of foreign currencies under title I and (b) dollar repayments 
under long-term credit and supply contracts (title IV). Interest and administrative costs are excluded (except for 
IWA). 

2 Includes Government payments where applicable. 
a No diversion program in effect-no farm bases established. 

MOSHE SHARETT, EJJ:-PREMIER OF 
ISRAEL 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous ·consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RoONEY] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the . gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. 

Speaker, I was saddened last night to 
learn of the passing of Moshe Sharett, 
one of the Zionist leaders who helped 
found the state of Israel in 1948. 

Moshe Sharett was Prime Minister of 
the State of Israel from 1953 to 1955 and 
was Foreign Minister from 1948 until 
1956, holding both posts for a time. He 
was a respected leader of the labor move-
ment in Israel. 

Mrs. Rooney and I had the privilege of 
first becoming acquainted with Moshe 
Sharett and his lovely wife in a visit to 
Jerusalem almost a dozen years ago. 
Subsequently, Mrs. Rooney and I were 
in the official party in the port of Haifa 
when Madam Sharett christened the 
SS Israel of the Zim Lines before her 
initial voyage to New York. 

The following editorial published in 
this morning's New York Times pays 
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fitting tribute to the memory of Moshe 
Sharett: 

MOSHE SHARETT 

When an independent Israel was only a 
beckoning vision, Moshe Sharett was its firm, 
persuasive, resourceful advocate before audi
ences large and small, official and unofficial. 
He spent 15 years as head of the political de
partment of the Zionist Executive, "nursing 
the unconquerable hope "' "' "' clutching the 
inviolable shade." When his vision was real
ized in 1948 he naturally became his coun
try's first Foreign Minister and later its 
Premier. He died yesterday, his Biblical 
threescore years and ten fulfilled and the goal 
he set himself in his earlier years accom
plished. Few dreamers are so fortunate. 

Throughout his long struggle Sharett never 
lost sight of the intimate relationship, en
joined by history and geographic circum
stances, between Israel and its Arab neigh
bors. Fluent in Arable and proud of his 
friendships with Arab leaders of an earlier 
generation, he never gave way to bitterness 
nor lost his hope of an eventual reconcilia
tion. This affirmative spirit is part of the 
heritage that this extraordinary man-writer, 
linguist, and diplomat--bequeaths to the na
tion he helped to found. 

Madam Sharett and her family, as 
well as the people of the State of Israel 
have our deepest sympathy in their great 
loss. 

THE RIGHT TO EQUAL 
REPRESENTATION 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. VIVIAN] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York?· 

There was no objection. 
Mr. VIVIAN. Mr. Speaker, one of the 

most basic tenets of democratic govern
ment, that of equal and fair legislative 
representation at all levels of govern
ment, is now under strong attack from 
those who would return our States to 
minority control. 

I was pleased to note that delegates to 
the recent Midwest Democratic Confer
ence, many of them from rural areas, 
unanimously endorsed a resolution op
posing any attempt to dilute or overturn 
the effect of the Supreme Court decisions 
requiring equal representation in both 
houses of State legislatures. 

The district I have the honor to repre
sent contains both urban and rural citi
zens, and I firmly believe that each one 
of them should have an equal vote, no 
more or no less, than another. To give 
any minority a disproportionate voice in 
State government will contribute to the 
atrophy and decline of responsible State 
government. This, I think, would in
evitably result if the Congress were to 
amend the Constitution to nullify the 
reapportionment decisions. 

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to insert into 
the REcORD the text of the resolution on 
reapportionment adopted by the Midwest 
Democratic Conference on June 26, 1965. 
The delegates at this conference repre
sented 14 Midwest States, and I commend 
this resolution to the attention of all my 
colleagues. 

RESOLUTION OF THE DEMOCRATIC MmWD>T 
. CONFERENCE 

Whereas the democratic principle of equal 
representation in State legislative bodies has 
been eloquently affirmed by the Supreme 
Court in the case of Reynolds v. Sims, in 
which it said that "to the extent that a 
citizen's right to vote is debased, he is that 
much less a citizen"; and 

Whereas the vast migration of our popu
lation has transformed our Nation from a 
predominantly rural to a largely suburban 
and urban character, which has brought with 
it new and different kinds of challenges to 
our legislative process; and 

Whereas the adamant refusal of many 
State legislatures to reapportion themselves 
in the face of constitutional mandates has 
created an indifference to the problems of 
urban areas and the atrophy of strong State 
government and State initiative in solving 
urban problems; and 

Whereas the effort to overturn the Su
preme Court decision through the dual 
method of Senate Joint Resolution 2 and 
State petitions for a Constitutional Conven
tion has imperiled the Supreme Court re-
apportionment decisions; and . 

Whereas the provision of Senate Joint 
Resolution 2 that "factors other than popu
lation" may be used to apportion one house 
of a State legislature is vague and opens 
the door to discrimination against groups 
of voters such as Negroes and the poor, and 
consequently endangers the gains promised 
by the Voting Rights Act of 1965: Therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Midwest Democratic Con
ference (meeting in Chicago on June 26, 
1965), That we oppose any effort to negate 
the Supreme Court decision on State legis
lative apportionment and urge all Midwest 
Congressmen and Senators to oppose and 
vote against any measure designed to dilute 
or overturn this historic affirmation of the 
democratic principle of fair representation. 

AUSTIN T. WALDEN 
Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. WELTNER] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York?· 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WELTNER. Mr. Speaker, Austin 

T. Walden, laden with years and hon
ors, died last week. The child of former 
slaves, his life is an exciting chapter in 
the history of his people. It was Austin 
T. Walden, an officer in World War I, 
and a graduate of Michigan Law School, 
who came home, because, as he said he 
was needed. It was he who stood for 
many years a lone figure of courage and 
determination for fair play for his race. 
He was a great gentleman, a great south
erner, and a great American. All of us 
are in his debt for the life he lived. I 
wish to insert two editorials of the At
lanta Constitution and an editorial of 
the Atlanta Journal: 

[From the Atlanta Journal) 
A. T. WALDEN 

A. T. Walden was an infantry captain 1n 
World War I, when Negroes among the offi
cer corps were as rare as whites among the 
valets. 

He held higher rank again shortly after
ward. In Georgia courtrooms, he became 
"Colonel Walden." 

A lot of people just didn't know what else 
to call a Negro lawy.er, because hardly anyone 
had ever seen one. Out of some respect for 
his abllities, some called him COlonel to avoid 
taking the dread step of calling him Mr. 
Walden. 

In the end, he was given a largely honorary 
appointment as an Atlanta municipal court 
judge and although, in his old age, he did 
not spend time on the bench or draw a reg
ular salary for it, he could be called Judge 
Walden. 

Mr. Walden did not seem disturbed by the 
fact that many white people could call him 
Colonel but not Mister, and he really didn't 
seem very bothered later when some young 
Negro people called him an Uncle Tom. 

By that time he had won so many battles 
for Negroes (and for Georgia itself) that his 
determination and courage were beyond rea
sonable doubt. His life had been on the line 
before most of his critics' lives had begun. 

That it was time for him to yield leader
ship was clear; but also it was clear that for 
decades he had provided a kind of leadership 
for Negroes in Georgia which could move the 
State when no other kind would have done so. 

He worked with the better part of the es
tablished leadership of the city and State. 
It may not have always suited him perfectly. 
But he was a realist and so could be an effec
tive mover. Years from now, when many 
Georgians who seem prominent today have 
been forgotten, he will be remembered be
cause he changed history. 

We are saddened by his death but glad that 
he lived to be honored beyond the Negro com
munity for what he had done for Georgia. 

[From the Atlanta (Ga.) Constitution, 
July 5, 1965] 

A. T. WALDEN: A GREAT SoUTHERNER 

(By Eugene Patterson) 
In the hot August sunshine of 1963 a frail 

old man climbed slowly up the grassy slope 
to the Lincoln Memorial in Washington and 
turned, leaning on his cane, to look out upon 
one of the most profoundly meaningful 
sights in American history. 

Tears stood in his dim old eyes as he ob
served the ultimate glory of his lifetime, the 
Washington march. His people, his race of 
Americans, had come up from the slave 
cabins to their national destiny and there 
they stood, a quarter of a mllllon of them, 
prowl at last and moving on. 

The old man was A. T. Walden. He was not 
even asked to speak that day. He understood 
that. The younger men up there at the 
microphones had to take over sometime. 

Mr. Walden was perhaps the southern 
Negro's greatest single soldier manning the 
gap of history between Booker T. Washing
ton and Martin Luther King. Yet he under
stood his day was over, his battles won, his 
sword passed on. He was content to stand 
there, leaning on his cane, and weep quietly 
at the great glory of what he saw. 

Now the old man, my friend, is dead. There 
will be no other like him because the days of 
his battles are dead. But his valor, his com
mitment, his loyalty and his labors will not 
die. Mr. Walden was a brave man, a gentle
man, and one of the great shapers and serv
ers of the modern South. 

He was the son of slaves. His father was 
poor, bl81Ck and proud. The father found 
the industrious boy shining shoes one day 
on a street in Fort Valley, Ga., and took him 
home. He told the boy not ever to shine 
any man's shoes, not ever to get on his knees 
again except to pray. 

The father also told the boy to work hard 
for the man whose wages he took because if 
he did not work hard, and still took the 
wages, tha.t was stealing. The father's pride 
and strength got into the boy; white men 
sensed that and gave him respect;, not 
trouble. He was bright and wanted to study 
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law. Nobody encouraged him. "I asked my 
unlettered parents about it," he recalled. 

"Austin," his mother answered, "if you 
think you oan do it, then you do it." 

He took his law degree up North, served 
as an officer in World War I, then came home 
to Georgia, whioh lacked Negro lawyers, be
cause, as he said simply, "I was needed." 

His client swiftly became the Negro race. 
In the 1940's it was A. T. Walden more than 
any other one man who fought through the 
courts for the Negro's right to vote, fought 
in the meeting places to get him registered, 
fought at the polling places to make that 
vote count. 

He was the first great modern organizer of 
the Negro vote in Atlanta, Georgia and the 
Deep South, and M"med with th.ait we.apon 
he had forged, he fought in the fore of the 
Negro's march upward toward a more decent 
life. Often alone, he commanded the forma
tive years, the hard and very dangerous years, 
·or an historic revolution. 

He lived to see the day when Negroes did 
not have to come to him alone any longer. 
They found many other, younger leaders 
rising to the breakthroughs. But most im
portant to A. T. Walden-and one of the 
reasons he wept in Washington-they found 
themselves. At last the s~ave's son could 
fold his steadying hands and go to his rest 
in peooe knowing, in the words of the hymn 
he loved, Great God, they're moving on. 

A. T. WALDEN: His LIFE A MoNUMENT 

Like the rings on a great oak tree, the 
life of Austin T. Walden was both a history 
and a monument. 

The child of former slaves, reared in ma
terial poverty but spiritual richness near 
Fort Valley, he trOd ground never before 
touched by his race, heard himself denounced 
as an agent of radicalism, and lived to see 
the struggles he had begun so succesful that 
younger Negroes thought him soft and slow. 

There was indeed great patience in A. T. 
Walden; there had to be for him to master 
the long struggle to work his way through 
Atlanta University and on to a law degree 
from the University of Michigan in 1911 and 
then head back home to Georgia where every
one told him there was no place for a Negro 
lawyer. 

He practiced for a time in Macon, but 
moved in 1919 to Atlanta. His firm pros
pered, and his work in the courts was varied; 
but it was civil rights that drew the head
lines and the displeasure of the might. Here 
he showed the other side of his nature: the 
unflinching, steel-nerved devotion to equal 
justice. 

Mr. Walden led the fight to open the 
Democratic primary in Georgia to Negroes, 
then pushed a registration drive that placed 
some 50,000 of his race on the books. 

He won equal pay for Negro teachers after 
a 6-year-long fight. He was the first Negro 
in Georgia to aid in prosecution of white 
men: two members of the "Blackshirts" hate 
group who drew prison terms for killing a 
student near Clark College. And he took 
part in prosecuting the Columbians on in
.citement-to-riot charges. 

One of his unsuccessful efforts was trying 
to win admission of Horace Ward to the Uni
-versity of Georgia Law School, but he had the 
;satisfaction of Mr. Ward's later winning a 
.seat in the Georgia senate. 

When the students who were beginning to 
-think of him as an "Uncle Tom" were deeply 
<embroiled in demonstrations for open accom
:modations in Atlanta, it was the steadying 
:hand of Mr. Walden and his respect among 
·the white leadership that won victory at the 
•conference table in 1961. 

Nearly 30 years ago, University of Michi
·gan Law School alumni chose Mr. Walden 
:as the man who had achieved the greatest 
<distinction in his profession in the face of 
~the obstacles of his race. But it was not 

until the shackles of racism began to fall that 
he received honors at home: membership on 
city executive committee, one of the first 
Negro delegates to a Democratic National 
Convention, a municipal judgeship. 

The honors came late, but they were really 
not all that important. Austin T. Walden 
was already his own monument. 

Atlanta and Georgia are better today for 
the gentleness and the steel of Austin T. 
Walden. He will be deeply missed. 

DISCRIMINATION IN SOUTH 
AFRICA 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. WOLFF] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York?' 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, in the 

past 2 months the South Africa Govern
ment has attempted to restrict the land
ing of U.S. naval personnel to "white 
only," has refused to attend our Fourth 
of July receptions in South Africa be
cause they are integ~ated, and has an
nounced that no Negro American per
sonnel would be permitted to man 
American tracking stations in South 
Africa. We cannot permit this blatant 
disregard of the rights of Americans to 
go unchallenged. 

Here at home we are actively engaged 
in rooting out discrimination. We af
firm that all Americans are equal-that 
they have equal opportunities and re
sponsibilities under the law. Those men 
serving in our Armed Forces are fulfill
ing their responsibilities as American 
citizens. We will not countenance the 
singling out of any of these men for 
subservience. Discrimination, of what
ever type, by whatever means, wherever 
it occurs, against fellow Americans is 
unpalatable and repulsive. 

This· Congress has already gone on 
record as rejecting the attempts of the 
Arab States to circumvent the rights of 
certain Americans. These actions by 
the South African state smack of the 
same foul purpose. 

We have gone on record, but the next 
step must be even stronger. Our repre
sentatives abroad must inform the South 
African regime, and any other govern
ments involved in similar actions, in un
equivocal and clear language that such 
acts will not be tolerated. 

WORLD CHAMPION PIPE-SMOKING 
CONTEST 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. HUNGATE] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, Wash

ington, Mo., the corncob pipe capital of 
the world, will be host to pipe smokers 
from many sections of the United States 
and Canada at the world champion pipe-

smoking contest to be held August 14, 
1965. 

The contest will be held in conjunc
tion with the 17th Annual Convention 
of the International Association of Pipe 
Smokers Club, Inc. Prizes are awarded 
with a first prize of $100. · 

This world contest is open to anybody 
who wishes to participate. The contest 
is not limited to men. Ladies have en
tered the contest before and there are 
sure to be some again this year. 

The rules are as follows: 
First. Each contestant must· furnish 

his own pipe. 
Second. Each contestant shall be sup

plied 3.3 grams of cube cut burley tobacco 
with two wooden matches; no more than 
two matches shall be used by any con
testant. 

Third. One minute shall be given con
testants to ligbt their pipes. 

Fourth. Judges will ask contestants 
from time to time to emit smoke out of 
their mouths, upon failing to do so they 
are eliminated. · 

Among the pipe experts who will be 1n 
Washington for the convention and con
test will be C. A. "Skip" Piercy, of 
Schenectady, N ;y. Mr. Piercy is chair
man of the board of the International 
Association of Pipe Smokers Clubs, Inc. 
He will call the convention to order 
Thursday morning, August 12, at the 
Washington Elks Club. 

Mr. Piercy was named Pipe Smoker of 
the Year in 1964 by the directors of the 
IAPSC. 

Mr. Piercy has officiated at every pipe
smoking contest sponsored by the asso
ciation. 

Well known for his pipe collection, Mr. 
Piercy has over 2,000 pipes, including 
one Czar Nicholas of Russia used. He 
also has a pipe used by Jesse James. 
His favorite pipe in an Algerian briar 
he made himself. 

I invite my pipe-smoking colleagues to 
enter this contest and enjoy some real 
Missouri pipe-smoking hospitality. 

LOGIC DICTATES RIDGE FOR 
NATCHEZ TRACE PARKWAY 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. FuLTON] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. 

Speaker, for some time now there has 
been a great controversy over the loca
tion of the final link of the Natchez 
Trace Parkway which will run through 
Williamson and Davidson Counties in 
Tennessee. 

We have entered into numerous and 
lengthy discussions with the National 
Park Service in an effort to prevent the 

· location of a roadway which we feel 
would be too costly. historically errone
ous, a departure from the expressed will 
of the Congress, and generally inap-

'propriate. 
Last Tuesday we met with the Director 

of the National Park Service, Mr. George 
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Hartzog, and officials from his ·office, 
along with my colleague, Representative 
WILLIAM ANDERSON, and representatives 
from the offices of Senator ·Ross BAss 
and Senator ALBERT GORE. 

The meeting was very satisfactory. 
The Park Service agreed to give our pro
posals further study and consideration 
before any new determination is made. 

On Wednesday, June 23, 1965, an edi
torial, entitled "Logic Dictates Ridge for 
Trace Parkway," appeared in the Nash
ville Banner. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend this editorial 
to the attention of my colleagues: 
LoGIC DICTATES RIDGE FOR TRACE PARKWAY 

After the Washington Conference on 
Natchez Trace between Tennessee Congress
men, officials of the city of Belle Meade and 
representatives of the National Park Service, 
there appears to be hope for location of the 
parkway on Backbone Ridge. 

The patience of Representatives and Sena
tors seems about to separate the forest from 
the trees, or vice versa. He didn't put it 
quite this simply, but a park landscaper 
said the ridge wouldn't be scenic because the 
terrain was too much like a wilderness. 

Representative ANDERSON, who grew up in 
the big timber along the Tennessee River, 
came up with a pretty apt question: "When 
did trees stop being scenic?" 

If there is too much arboreal density, sug
gested Messrs. FuLTON and ANDERSON, then 
spurs and lookouts could be developed. This 
would cost much less than cuts and fill& in 
the foothills or river bridges, road overpasses 
and $1,000-an-acre land for a 900-foot right
of-way, in the lowlands. 

Speaking of vistas, from the ridge the trav
eler could look out over two valleys, that orf 
the Big Harpeth, with Nashville in the dis
tance, and the green, rustic South Harpeth 
Valley to the west. 

The Banner suggests that the Park Service 
men get out of Washington al}.d, cruise some 
of their parkways. If they inspect the re
stored trace in Mississippi, they'll see a lot 
of trees; but there will be clearings, with 
occasional views of the valleys on either side. 
The same conditions apply on the Blue Ridge 
Parkway. 

Let's not become impatient. Let's try to 
overcome the Federal obsession for problems 
and complications. We must convince the 
Park Service people they never had it so 
good. 

Up on the ridge the old trail beckons. It's 
been there hundreds of years. Congressional 
legislation demands that the parkway be on 
the uplands. History dictates such a choice. 
The Congressmen are for it. 

And for once the people and the news
p apers in this fair segment of middle Ten
nessee are all in agreement. The Park Serv
ice may not know it, but that's a miracle in 
itself. 

It calls for a celebration, a big ground
breaking on Backbone Ridge. Bring on the 
bulldozers. 

CIVIL SERVICE CHIEF WIELDS 
POWER AS JOHNSON'S TALENT 
SCOUT 
Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. FuLTON] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
REcORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. 

Speaker, I would like to bring to your 

attention an article which appeared in 
the June 28, 1965, edition of the New 
York Times, entitled "Civil Service Chief 
Wields Power as Johnson's Talent 
Scout." 

Mr. Macy's task is one of the most de
manding and difficult in Washington and 
I believe, based on his record to date, 
he deserves very high marks for his per
formance in carrying out his task. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend this article 
to my colleagues for their consideration: 

CIVIL SERVICE CHIEF WIELDS POWER AS 
JOHNSON'S TALENT SCOUT 

(By Charles Mohr) 
WASHINGTON, June 27.-Historically, the 

Chairman of the Civil Service Commission 
has not been notably important in the Wash
ington power structure. 

But under Lyndon B. Johnson the current 
Chairman, John W. Macy, Jr., has become a 
major power at the White House. He has 
the large responsibility of helping Mr. John
son fill such sensitive posts as the chairman
ship of the Federal Power Commission, from 
which Joseph C. Swidler has announced he 
is resigning. 

Since last ·November Mr. Macy has served 
as President Johnson's chief talent scout for 
major appointments. The President has also 
given him increasing responsib111ty for exam
ining . and improving the whole structure of 
Federal employment and administration. 

It seems ironic to some that Mr. Johnson, 
a consummate politician, has caused a de
cline in the patronage power of the Demo
cratic National Committee, and of politicians 
in general, and has turned increasingly to 
the apolitical sort of men Mr. Macy favors. 

Together the two men have given the ad
ministration a distinctive coloration. It is 
one of primarily merit appointments, almost 
half of them promotions from the ranks of 
civil servants. There has been a conscious 
effort to exalt Government service as a life
time profession and to look first among career 
men when a m a jor job is open. 

THE BLUE NOTEBOOK 
Mr. Johnson is acutely aware that he will 

be judged as a President partly by the ap
pointments he makes. 

The President has Mr. Macy keep up to 
date a blue-covered notebook detailing all of 
the major appointments Mr. Johnson has 
m ade since November 23, 1963, the first full 
day of his Presidency. 

It shows that Mr. Johnson has made more 
than 280 "major" appointments, including 
34 to the Federal bench. A total of 183 of 
these were to full-time, nonjudicial jobs. 
Some of the others went to posts on impor
tant but not full-time commissions and 
committees. 

If judges are excluded, 48 percent of the 
appointees were chosen from the ranks of 
Government service. The other appoint
ments were shared almost equally a;mong 
three groups-lawyers, la:bor and industry, 
and universities. 

Mr.. Macy has helped the President make 
most of these appointments. In most cases, 
he has, in the end, given the President thTee 
or four suggested n ames for a job, along 
with an evaluation of each man. Mr. John
son does the choosing, but he is the first to 
say that Mr. Macy has considerable influence. 

"I am fond of him. as a person," says Mr. 
Johnson. 

The Macy-Johnson friendship began when 
Mr. Johnson, as Vice President, was chair
man of the Committee on Equal Opportunity 
in Federal Hiring. It is apparent that, at a 
time when Mr. Johnson often felt slighted 
by some officials of the Kennedy administra
tion, he got courteous and friendly help from 
Mr. Macy. 

"Nobody gives a damn about the Vice 
President," Mr. Johnson says wryly, "but 

John Macy worked very conscientiously with 
me on the equal opportunity committee. 
He even worked at night." 

Mr. Macy, 48 years old, has an almost boy
ishly youthful air despite a head of gray hair 
clipped into a crew cut. In Government 
since 1938, he served as a personnel expert 
for both the Atomic Energy Commission and 
the Department of the Army before becom
ing Executive Director-the top career pos.t-
in the Civil Service Commisson in 1953. 

Mr. Macy has a precise and highly orga
nized mind and applies himself to his extra
curricular White House duties in a precise 
way. He has put together a file of about 
20,000 names of persons who have expressed 
interest in Government service or have been 
recommended by a wide range of figures in 
private life. 

The file often puts Mr. Macy on tlhe track 
of men to fill a job vacancy. But the search 
really begins with a studious examination of 
the vacant job itself. 

Mr. Macy usually writes a "job profile," 
outlining the qualities and experience needed 
or most desirable in the job. · This profile, 
which is also studied by Mr. Johnson in many 
cases, makes the search easier by making 
clear what it is they are looking for. Finally, 
as the search naTrows, Mr. Macy handles all 
details. 

If warranted, he checks with the Demo
cratic National Committee on political as
pects of the appointment (but the impor
tance of this has clearly waned) , gathers 
opinion on candidates and finally gives the 
President concise evaluations of the reputa
tions of the contenders. 

A job like this never ends. Mr. Macy be
lieves there will always be a minimum of 
about a half-dozen vacancies. At present 
there are no more than that. 

The Treasury Department needs a general 
counsel, the Community Relations Service 
needs a director, and one assistant secretary 
slot is open at the Department of Health, 
Edumtion, and Welfare. Several appoint
ments to Government agencies expire this 
month, giving Mr. Johnson the option of re
appointing men or looking for new ones. 

The most important of these cases was that 
of Mr. Swidler, whose term officially ended 
last Tuesday. 

STANDARDS OF CONDUCT 
In addition to screening and suggesting ap

pointees, Mr. Macy is engaged in even more 
fundamental tasks. He has already codified 
and clarified directives on standards of ethi
cal conduct for Government employees and 
will be the depositor for financial statements 
by top policymakers and a sort of court of ap
peals on ethics and conflict-of-interest cases. 

He is making the first full-scale study and 
inventory of some 500 to 600 middle-level 
policymaking jobs in Government. He is 
perhaps the most important administration 
adviser on such questions as Federal pay 
scales, personnel use, and like matters. 

President Johnson recently remarked that 
he had accepted about 90 percent of Mr. 
Macy's suggestions in the job field and sent 
about 10 percent back for further study· and 
reexamination, ultimately accepting some of 
them. 

In the game of advising Presidents that's 
an impress·ive batting average indeed. 

RIGHT TO VOTE 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. HELSTOSKI] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous. matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the belief that the right of 
any citizen to vote should not be abridged 
under any circumstance in this Nation 
because of race or color. 

It is regrettable that Congress must 
enact almost annually new legislation to 
bolster those guarantees which were to 
be given to all Americans under the 
Constitution. 

I am sorry that this Congress once 
more is obliged to take legislative action 
to provide the guarantees ·of the 15th 
amendment to the Constitution. 
Adopted as the aftermath of a bloody 
war, this amendment states the funda
mental principle that the right to vote 
shall not be denied or abridged by the 
States or the Federal Government on 
account of race or color. 

But today, fully 95 years later, we are 
considering still another Voting Rights 
Act because Negroes have been excluded 
from the polls systematically in certain 
parts of our Nation, in defiance of the 
15th amendment. 

Evidence of the violations of human 
rights committed against Negroes fills 
many volumes, and I do not intend to 
restate a case that has been proved 
many times. 

But the injustice that prevails can be 
told with one simple statistic: the per
centage of Negroes of voting age who 
have been permitted to register as voters 
in certain of our States. 

In 1964 in all of Mississippi, only 6.4 
percent of the eligible Negro voters were 
registered. In Alabama this figure was 
19.4 percent and in Louisiana 31.8 per
cent. In the latter State, I must point 
out, more than 80 percent of voting age 
whites are registered. 

Thus, thousands of Americans have 
been disenfranchised in these States by 
antagonistic local and county govern
ments interested only in their own per
petuation in office. Their methods have 
been intimidation, reprisal, interference, 
violence, and the failure to carry out 
the responsibilities of public office. 

This situa.tion cannot be allowed to 
continue in these States or anywhere else, 
for we know there are pockets of preju
dice to be found in all areas of this 
Nation. · 

The current Voting Rights Act, which 
we have before us, provides the strongest 
guarantee yet for the assurance of vot
ing rights for all Americans. It pro
vides the means to empower Federal au
thorities to register voters where local 
registrars have averted this responsi
bility. It also provides penalties · for 
those who would circumvent the voting 
laws. 

The right to vote means more than a 
chance to cast a ballot for many native 
Americans. It will also become a strong 
force in the attempt by minorities to win 
equality of opportunity in all areas of 
daily living. 

The Voting Rights Act of 1965 may 
not be the last step--lawmakers on past 
occasions have thought they had a final 
solution-but it is a positive step and a 
necessary one. I support this law and 
urge all of my colleagues to do the same. 
We must give a large percentage of 

Americans the right to vote--something 
which should have been theirs by birth 
not by legislative procedure. 

OUR LATE COLLEAGUE, T. ASHTON 
THOMPSON OF LOUISIANA 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RooNEY] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
NewXork? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. 

Speaker, I was indeed shocked when I 
learned on last Thursday evening of the 
sudden loss of our colleague, the late 
T. Ashton Thompson, the distinguished 
Member from the Seventh District of 
Louisiana. It was only. late on the previ
ous afternoon that I had a short chat 
with "Tommy" Thompson. He was a 
fine and dedicated gentleman who was 
admired by all of us on both sides of the 
aisle. It was my pleasure to have known 
"Tommy" Thompson since he first came 
to this House and I found him to be a 
wonderful friend and a splendid gentle
man. 

Mrs. Thompson and the children have 
our deepest sympathy and condolence in 
their great loss. Not only was his un
expected passing in the prime of life a 
great loss to them but to the people of 
the Seventh Congressional District of 
Louisiana and of the entire State of 
Louisiana. He was a credit to all of 
them. 

HOUR MEETING ON JULY 9 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 11 
o'clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlemen from Okla-
homa? · 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to ex
tend their remarks in the RECORD on the 
bill H.R. 6400. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

EXCISE TAX CUTS OF 1965 
The SPEAKER. Under previous 

order of the House, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. V ANIK] is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. V ANIK. Mr. Speaker, durlng the 
past 60 days my staff and I have been 
making constant studies of retail prices 
of items affected by the excise tax reduc
tions whi·ch were recently enacted into 
law. 

In the course of these studies we made 
a comprehensive check of retail prices in 

three categories of stores in Cleveland 
and washington, including discount 
houses, department stores, and small 
retail outlets. In addition, we have been 
checking retail prices of various makes 
of automobiles and automobile acces
sories. 

On June 2, I placed in the CoNGREs
SIONAL RECORD a complete breakdown for 
every automobile model, showing the 
dollar amount of price reductions which 
should flow from the excise tax cuts. 
On June 21, I placed into the RECORD a 
complete table of retail prices on auto
mobile accessories for the shopper to 
use in connection with automobile acces
sories purchased. At that time I also 
pointed out that factory-installed acces
sories would enjoy an immediate 3-per
cent tax cut which automobile dealers 
could not provide. However, after Jan
uary 1, dealer-installed accessories will 
benefit by a full 8-percent tax cut. 

I also pointed out that because of the 
operation of the law it should be cheaper 
to acquire factory-installed accessories 
until January 1. After that date, it 
would become 4 percent cheaper to ac
quire .dealer-installed accessories if the 
full benefit of the tax cut were passed 
on to the consumer. In hearings before 
the Ways and Means Committee, the 
automobile manufacturers made assur
ances that the full excise tax cut would 
be passed on to the consumer. 

It appears at this time that full benefit 
of the tax cut is being made available to 
automobile purchasers on ticketed items, 
those which appear on the automobile in 
compliance with the law. However, it 
must be borne in mind that automobile 
factory prices to the dealer must be dis
counted during the progress of the model 
year. Certainly an automobile cannot 
cost the dealer the same amount in July 
near the end of a model year as it does 
in September when it first appears on the · 
maritet. Obviously there is a discount 
procedure which makes it possible for a 
dealer to either provide a late model year 
discount which he can reflect in either 
a lower price or higher allowance for the 
trade-in. The buyer must be a skillful 
bargainer to obtain the benefit of the 
model year discount and excise tax re
duction. 

In our review of some 60 categories 
of items subject to excise tax reductions 
in Cleveland and Washington stores, we 
found that the excise tax reduction bene
fit lessened with the smaller sizes and the 
lesser cost of the item. We found that 
practically no benefit of tax reduction 
was passed on to the consumer with re
spect to phonographs, phonograph rec
ords, radios, clocks, sporting goods, and 
small home appliances. For all practi
cal purposes prices for these items re
main substantially unchanged after the 
tax cut. On inquiry, many merchants 
stated that they had not yet received 
new-price lists or that they did not know 
what the tax reduction should be. It 
was difficult to reconcile these statements 
with the promises and assurances which 
were made in long days of hearings be
fore the Ways and Means Committee 
that all of the benefits of the excise tax 
reduction would be passed on to the con-
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sumer. It 1s still iny hope that these 
promises will be kept and that the faith 
of the consumer will not be broken. 

which the 10-percent tax was separately 
listed, the sales price was reduced by the 
proper amount. 

the $1,750 million tax cut for this year, 
$750 million will be retained by either 
the manufacturer or the retailer, more 
likely the retailer who will seize upon the 
tax reduction as an· area for profit 
bonanzas. 

One outstanding exception was the air
conditioning industry in which all manu
facturers made provision for the refund 
of the excise tax benefit retroactive to 
the effective date of the law, May 14, 
1965. However, at least one air-condi
tioning manufacturer has moved in to 
"wash out the excise tax benefit" by fit
ting the 1966 model with a new plastic 
grill which cannot cost more than 75 
cents and which carries a new price tag 
which completely absorbs the tax cut. 

My staff shoppers found· that toiletries, 
cosmetics, jewelry, and other items on 

My grave concern is that new model 
change~ and prettier packages will come 
along which will make the benefits of 
excise tax reduction impossible to identi
fy within the next 90 to 120 days. 
The excise tax cut bargains are there
fore only temporarily available to the 
prudent shopper who seeks out their 
identification. For the greater part, the 
imprudent shopper is at the mercy of 
the marketplace. 

From projections which I made from 
price studies in Washington and Cleve
land, I am distressed to predict that of 

Price stability has become part of the 
creed of the Johnson administration. 
With stable prices, the American people 
can meet every challenge of these times 
both at home and abroad. While I must 
join with those who oppose regimenta
tion and price control, I must speak out 
fervently for "truth in pricing." 

Following are price schedules in the 
Washington and Cleveland areas before 
and after tax reduction: 

THE MAY CO. (CLEVELAND, OHIO) THE HALLE BROS. CO. (CLEVELAND, OHIO) 

Brand name 

Washers: 
Frigidaire._ ------- ______ _ 
General Electric.--------Do __________________ _ 
Maytag _ ---------- ---- ---Do ____________ -------
Frigidaire. __________ • ___ _ 
RCA WhirlpooL _______ _ 

riers: 

Style or number 

W1--{)5 __________ ----------- __ 
W 850-A. ------- ~-- ---··----W 853-Y ___ _ _: __________ ____ _ 

D&-500 .•. __ --- _ ---- ---- ----
A 502 .. ---------------------
WDA-65. _ -----------------
LMB-46 D------------------

D Whirlpool gas drier___ __ __ LMG-462-L ---------- -- --- 
General Electric.--- -- -__ DA 1220-X .. _ ------------- 
RCA WhirlpooL_________ LMG 992-0 •• --- ------------
Frigidaire ______ -----_____ D1--{)5. ___ ---~ _ ---- - ~ - __ • ___ _ 

States: 

Tap£~========= ========= Do __________________ _ 
Magic Chef ______________ _ 
Frigidaire. ______________ _ 
General Electric ________ _ 

Do ______ -------- ____ _ 
Do _________ ___ -------

Refrigerators: 

2DCV- _- -------------------
GSC-2L-------------------
2CK-B4 ••• -----------------
3142-35W -------------- ----- -
RD-35S •••• _________ --------
J761-A •.•. ------------------
1332-A. _ -------- ____ --------
5761-A •• --- -----------------

General Electric _________ TA-12SA __________________ _ 
WhirlpooL ___ _ ---------__ ELV -11C. _____ -------- __ -- -
General Electric _________ TA-10DA __________________ _ 

Refrigerator-freezer combina-
tions: 

RCA WhirlpooL _______ _ 
Do _____ _____________ _ 
Do .. ________________ _ 

Frigidaire. ______________ _ 
Do •.. __ _____________ _ 

General Electric ___ _____ _ 
Do __________________ _ 

Clock radios: 

EL T14N ------------------
EMT 14-J .. ·--------------- -ELT-ML ___ ______________ _ 

FD12-TJ ------------------
FD14-BJ _ ••• --------------
TC 434-X. - ----------------
TC 3244·- ------------------

Magnavox _______________ FM «-- ------------- ~ ------

General Electric._------- C 480~ ___ ----- --------------
RCA Victor __ ----------- RFD 15V ------------------ -
Zenith._------ --------- - - T 315 W ------------- -------

AM-FM radios: 
General Electric _________ T 280 A ___________________ _ 
Zenith_--------------- --- 723 ______________ ___________ _ 
RCA Victor __ ----------- 3 RC 4L __ ---- -------------
Zenith ___ ---------------- T 350 W --------------------
Magnavox _______________ FM 48.- ----- --------- ------

Do__________ ___ ______ FM 42---- ------ ------------Do •. _____________________ • ________________________ _ 
Portable TV's, 19-inch · 

screen: 
Zenith.------------------General Electric ________ _ 
Magna vox.------------ __ 

Do •. _-- ------- ______ _ 
General Electric ________ _ 

Do __________________ _ 
Do .•• _______________ _ 

TV's, console, 21-inch screen: 

M-2007-LU4 _______________ _ 
With stand. ___ -------------
IT-127. --------------------
T -122. _ --------------------
TR-805.-- _- ----------------
M-111-ASD. _ -------------
PAN 09 ABG·----- --- ~-----

Zenith ___________________ M 5335 WU4 _______________ _ 

Col:¥~~~~t and24~i:Ocii-- 2T305-- ------- --------------
screen: 

Zenith._--_______ ________ P-Clr-3 .. ______________ ---- _ 
Do_____ ______ ________ 5317 ___ ____ ------------------
Do__ ____ ______ _______ 5317-WD ____ - --------------

~~~~loi_·:=========== aif665=-w::======== === ===== 
Zenith.------------------ 5346 VR------------- --------

Golf clubs: 
Wilson._-----------------

Do .•.•• __ -------- ___ _ 
Do __________________ _ 

Do __________________ _ 

Spalding.---------------. Burke ••• _____ ._. ________ _ 

K-28 (8 irons), right handed 
only. 

D-1694 (8 irons). right 
handed and left handed. 

1964 model. imperial (8 
irons). 

Casper-------------------- •• 
Worthington ••• -------------Lady Cameo _______________ _ 

See footnotes at end of table. 

Pre-tax- Post-tax-
cut prices cut prices 

I $328.00 I $288.00 
I 228.88 1208.00 
I 219.88 I 219.88 
I 229.95 I 229.95 
I 269.00 I 269.00 
I 218.00 1198.00 
I 189.00 I 189.00 

I 188.00 I 174.00 
I 214.00 I 179.00 
I 238. 00 I 218.00 
I 229.00 1199.00 

1199.00 1187.00 
I 179.00 1179.00 
1269. 95 1254.00 
1 198.00 1198.00 
I 268.00 1268.00 
1289.95 1262.68 
I 299.95 1291.98 
1249.95 1219.88 

1 178. 88 1177.83 
1 169.00 1 168.00 
1159.00 1159.00 

1299.95 1277.00 
1309. 95 1269.00 
1288.00 I 268.00 
1248.00 I 228.00 
I 338.00 1318.00 
I 329.00 1329. 00 
1289.88 1271.57 

159.95 154.95 
I 29.95 124.95 
I 27. 95 127.95 
I 29.95 129.95 

149.95 149.95 
I 49.95 I 49.95 
164.95 164.95 
189.95 189.95 
I 49.95 145.95 
149.95 I 45.95 
I 69. 95 I 64.95 

1179.95 1 179.95 
1144.98 I 144.98 
1179.90 1169.90 
1159.90 1149.90 
1159.95 1149.95 
199.88 189.88 
189.88 179.88 

I 287.95 1266.00 
1199.90 1179.90 

1774.95 I 670.00 
I 529.95 1469.00 
1549. 95 1479.00 
1479.50 1449.50 
1540.00 1540.00 
1 649.95 1545.00 

1160.00 1160.00 

125.00 1125.00 

I 119.99 1119.99 

189.99 189.99 
1188.00 1188.00 
1 144.00 1 144.00 

Brand name Style or number 

Washers: 
General Electric. ___ ----- WA834Y ---------------------Do _____________ ------ WA830A __________________ ---

Do___________________ W A850A __________________ ---
Do___________________ WA1255Y .•••• ---------------

Westinghouse._.--------- LAF200. - -------------------
Do___________________ DTF700. ___ -----------------
Do ___________ -------- D G F570 ••.• _ ----------------

Norge_------------------- A WF1010 ___________________ _ 
Do .• ----------------- 0 G F1510 ___________________ _ 
Do _________ ---------- D EE150·--------------------

Driers: 
Westinghouse____________ DTF750 ____________________ _ 
General Electric__________ DA516Y _ -------------------

Do. ____ -------------- DE420A •. ••••• --------------
Refrigerator-freezer combina-

tions: 
Norge _______ ------.------ RE E2342 _________ -----------

Do _____________ ------ REF2442-3 ••• _________ __ ___ _ 

Westinghouse--- ---------General Electric _________ _ RNE35LW _ ----------------TCF16DA _________________ _ 
Do _______ ---------- __ TB4034. --------------------Amana __________________ _ 

B FF105 ..• ------------------Do ______________ ----- B R146A _____ ----------------
Shampoo polishers (floor): 

Hoover------ ____ --------- 5460. _________ ---------------
Do _______ ---· ___ ----- 2940 ___________ --------------

Electric fans: 
General Electric (floor 

circulating). 
Atkins: 

F14F3 •••. -- __ ---------------

Breeze-AIL. ____ __ ---- E200. ____ -------------------
Window_------------ E800. _ ----------------------
Large floor----------- F40L-----------------------

Air conditioners: 
Westinghouse, 3 speeds ••• 

1\If~r~l:e=========== ===== gJW>~·:~~================== 
A12MJ ----------------------Westinghouse ________ ___ _ 

Do ___ ____ ___________ _ 
5,700 B.t.u ______ ___________ _ 
8,700 B.t.u. __ -- -------------

Do ___________ -------- MDE061C _________________ _ 
Do ___ _____ ----------- MDE091C _________________ _ 

Fedders .• ---------------- SM12F2 ______ ----- __ --------
Do .. ____________ ----- SM105F2 _______ --- __ --------
Do . . ________ --------- SM10DFL ________________ _ 

General Electric _________ _ REL303A __________________ _ 
Norge •• _____ ------------- 1C70-C __ --- ----------------

Upright stoves: 
Westinghouse____________ KFF3BXT - ----------------
Frigidaire.----- ---- ------ RCH-639. __ ___ -------------

Do___________________ RCD-39-J _ ------- ----------
Do •. --------_________ 5&-J ______ ------ ____ ---------
Do____ _______________ RD-207 ---------------------

Freezers: Westinghouse. __ ___ ------- __ -------- __ -----------
Clothes driers: 

Westinghouse._---------- DTF700 _____ ___ ____________ _ 
Frigidaire. _______ ----____ Dl65 _______________ ---- ____ _ 

Do ____ --------------- DCI-65. _ -------------------
Golf clubs: 

Wilson (8 irons) _________ _ 
Do ___ ---------------_ Do __________________ _ 

Spalding (8 irons)-------
MacGregor (8 irons)------

Do ____ ---------------Wilson (8 irons) ____ ___ __ _ 
Do __ ____ ____ ---------

Spalding (8 irons) _______ _ 
MacGregor ___ ------- ----
MacGregor (9 irons) _____ _ 

Heaters: 

K -28. __ - ___ -----------------Snead Champs _____________ _ 
Snead Bl. Ridge ___________ _ 
3123-18.---------------------
570-30.---------------------. 
Souchak. ____ ---------------8 irons _____________________ _ 

~~foiies::================== M. Souchak ________________ _ 
Nicklaus. _____ -------- __ ----

Sunbeam ______ ----------- 8660 ... ____ ---- --------------
Arvin. ___ ___ ___ ___ ------- 13-H-31 ___ ------------------

Color TV's: 
Zenith. __ ---------------~ Do. ___________ __ -----

Do ______ ________ __ __ _ 

Do __ ----------------
Do __ -----------------

5311-RU-- ---------- ----- ---
5315-R U _. ------------------
5319-RU _ -------------------
6028-R. ---------------------6331-wo __ _________________ _ 

• I 

Pre-tax- Post-tax-
cut prices cut prices 

1$199.88 
1209.95 
l 228.88 
1248.88 
1278.00 
1158.00 
1218.00 
1149.00 
1 144.00 
1188.00 

1138.00 
I 119.88 

197.08 

1 247.00 
1259.00 
1222.00 
1 449.95 
1229.00 
1509.00 
1249.00 

144.88 
124. 88 

159.90 

I 24.00 
128.00 
125.88 

1149.95 
1189.95 
1299.00 
1168.00 
1209.00 
1197.88 
1219.88 
1169.88 
1119.88 
1129.88 
1169.88 
1259.88 

1549. 00 
1588. 00 
1289.00 
1309.95 
1269.95 
1279.00 

1158.00 
1218.00 
1258.00 

1 131.00 
184.00 
I 55.00 

1130.00 
1108.00 

I 84.00 
1108.00 
1 64.00 
189.00 
I 56.00 

1120.00 

113.99 
134.95 

1445. 00 
1474. 00 
1489.00 
1 478.00 
I 829.95 

. 1$199.88 
1199.95 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
1158.00 
1218.00 
1147.00 

-----iiss:oo 

1116.58 
(2) 

1247.00 
1259.00 
1219.00 
1437.25 
1229.00 
1509.00 
1249.00 

144.88 
1 21.88 

154.90 

124. 00 
128.00 
125.88 

1149.95 
1189.95 
1299.00 

(2~ (2 
(2 
(2) 

(1 ~! 
(2 
(2) 

1549.00 
1588.00 

m 
(1. 1) 

(l) 
(6~ 
(6 

(•) 
(•) 
(•) 

~!~ 
(• 
1108.00 
164.00 
189.00 
156.00 

1120.00 

113.99 
134.95 

1412.00 
1439.00 
1459.00 
1469.00 
1599.95 
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Brand name Style or number 

Clock radios (AM-FM): 
General Electric__________ C503 __ ------ ---- ------------

Do_____ ________ ____ __ C535 __ ----------------------
Zenith_------ ------------ 727-W ------------ ---- --------

Do___________________ 727-L ___ ----- ---------------
Do________________ __ _ 729 ___________________ -------

Radios (AM-FM): 
General Electric__________ T280 __ ----------------------

Do____________ _______ T260 __ ----------------------
Zenith ___________________ M723W ---------------------

Do___________________ K731 W ----------------- - ----
Stoves: 

General Electric__________ J-344-A----- ----------------
Do _____ ------_ --_ __ _ _ ·J 464-A __________ ------- ____ _ 

Westinghouse____________ KFF3A ____________________ _ 
DO------------------- KFF3BXT -----------------Magic CheL ------------- GS210303WH ______________ _ 

Norge _______ ------------- G R1605_ --------------------
Do__ _________________ G R1626 __ -------------------

Magic CheL ------------- 2050-3W ---------------------
Portable TV, 17-inch screen: 

Westinghouse____________ P3009 ___ --------------------
Zenith __ ----------------- M2004JU L-----------------General Electric __________ M403BEB _________________ _ 

Do ______ ------------- PM 2144G2------------------
TV, 11-inch screen: 

General Electric__________ M 113A VY ------------------
Do _________ ---------- M 111-ABC _ ----------------

Westinghouse____________ P8000 __ ---------------------
Zenith __ ----------------- M1250JU -------------------

Do ••• ---------------- 1260XU ---------------------
Ironer: Irqnrite. _ ------------ 95----- - ---------------------

Pre-tax- Post-tax-
cut prices cut prices 

1$39. 95 ------------
159.95 ------------
159.95 1$49.95 
159.95 149.95 
169.95 ------------
144. 95 144.95 
179.95 .179.95 
149. 95 139.95 
189.95 189.95 

1228.77 (2) 
12e8.64 (2) 
1349.00 (2) 
1289.00 (2) 
1187.00 (2) 
1149.00 (2~ 
1177.00 (2 
1179.00 (2) 

1138.00 1116.00 
1194.95 1184.95 
1149.88 1139.95 . 
1144.00 1124.00 

1109. 88 199.88 
199.88 189.88 
"199.90 1 94.90 
1128.88 1114.95 
1128.88 ------------1279.95 ------------

THE HIGBEE CO. (CLEVELAND, OHIO) 

Washers: 
Westinghouse ____________ _ 15-pound capacity __________ _ 
WhirlpooL--------------- 4 cycle __ --------------------

Fri£~ire================ 
3 cycle _______________ .! _____ _ 

W1--65 ___ --------------------RCA WhirlpooL _______ _ LMA--670-0 _____________ ~----
Driers:. . . 

Fngtdarre________________ DCA ___ --------------------
Do __ ____ ---__________ D 1-65 _____________ ---- _____ _ 

Westinghouse. ___ ------__ DTF -700--------------------
Do ____ ------------ ___ DTF -600--------------------

Portable TV's, 17-inch screen: 
· Westinghouse ___________ _ 

Emerson ________________ _ 
Do ______________ -----

Westinghouse ____ --------RCA Victor ____________ _ 
Magnavox _______________ _ 

Do __________________ _ 

Do ___ ------------ ___ _ 
Color TV, 24-inch screen: 

Westinghouse ___________ _ 
RCA Victor_------------Do __________________ _ 

Do __________________ _ 
Magnovox ___ ------------

Do ____ ------ ________ _ 
Electric fans: 

AMC: 

NP-3062-------------------
T 1800-----------------------
19 PD 3---------------------
307-2_-- ---------------------AF 125E ___________________ _ 

2MV 146D-------------------
2W 144_. -------------------
ICT 123---------------------

CK 6110 __ ------------------
14 G 908_ -------------------FF 565 _____________________ _ 

GF 621---------------------
IV 535_ ---------------------
IT 509_ - -- ------------------

Floor circulator__ __ __ 10-13-5------------ ---- ------
0scillating __ --------- 10-9-5 ______________________ _ 
Upright, floor______ __ 10-4--5 ______________________ _ 

To:~~~e?:oscillatiilg== -~~-~-~~~============= ===== 
Ironer: Ironrite ___ --------- __ ----------------------- -------
Sewing machines: 

White, portable_ ___ _____ _ 7013 ______________ ___ _______ _ 
Do___________________ 763 _________________________ _ 

Clock radios (AM-FM): 
RCA Victor_----- --- ---- IRC-3L _ -------------------
Zenith ___ ------------ ---- G 516_ ----------------- -----

Do_ ________ __ ___ ___ __ L 516 ___ --------------------
Radios, AM only: RCA _____ ------------------------------

1$198.00 
1148.00 
1198.00 
1289.00 
1228.00 

1198.00 
1218.00 
1158.00 
1178.00 

1178.00 
1149.95 
1169.95 
1155.00 
1188.00 
1149.90 
1179.90 
1159.90 

1555.00 
1795.00 
1448.00 
1528.00 
1525.00 
1399. 00 

139.88 
1 21.88 
116.88 
142.88 
119.88 

1299.95 

156.00 
186.00 

169.95 
144.95 
144.95 
129.95 

SEARS, ROEBUCK & CO. CATALOG 

Fans and air conditioners: 
Central air conditioning __ 

Air conditioner __ --------
Attic fan ________________ _ 
Sash window fans _______ _ 
Hassock fan _____________ _ 
Rollabout fan ___________ _ 

Tools and lawn equipment: 

20,000 B.t.u., 2 horsepower; 
42J81960N3. 

Coldspot, 6,500 B.t.u., 110-
120 volts; W4756513N. 

24 inch; W4256391N _ --------Twin 10-.inch fans __________ _ 
34J8022L: 12-inch ___________ _ 
34J8195; ~-horsepower, 

27-inch. 

Craftsman saw----------- 10-lnch radial arm; 
99Jl309N2Y. 

Hedge trimmer_ _________ 16-tooth, double-edge, 100-
foot cord; 9Jl7059. 

Edger trimmer ___________ 3~ horsepower; 99J85642L __ 
Lawnmower _ ------------ 18#9~~srg~~~sepower; 
Economy mower_________ 18-lnch, 2 horsepower; 

W99J81101W. 
Rotary mower ___________ 22-inch, 3~ horsepower; 

W99591292N. 
Do ___________________ 20-$~i

9
1~~~rsepower; 

lee footnotes at end of table. 

$249.00 

164.95 

49.95 
22.88 
34.88 
62.88 

197.99 

32.99 

87.50 
102.50 

67.50 

77.95 

92.99 

~:~ 
ce) 
~:~ 
(6) 
(G) 
(6) 

1$498.00 
(&) 
1448.00 
I 528.00 
1 525.00 
1399.00 

(&) 
(&) 
116. 88 
142.88 
119.88 

1299.95 

156.00 
186.00 

149.95 
135.95 
135.95 
123.00 

(7) 

(8) 

(8) 
$21.88 
33.77 
60.88 

------------
31.39 

(8) 
(8) 

(8) 

(8) 

(8) 

SEARS, ROEBUCK & CO. CATALOG-Continued 

Brand name Style or number Pre-tax- Post-tax-
cut prices cut prices 

Tools and lawn equipment
Continued 

Tiller __ ------------------
Tractor-mower __________ _ 

Do _____________ ------

Sport goods: 
Pool table _______________ _ 

Golf clubs _______ ---------

Tennis racket_ ____ ______ _ 

Radios and televisions: 

2-speed, 4 horsepower~ 
32J5152N. 

10-horsepower, electrie 
starter; 32J9905N. 

36-inch cut; 6 horsepower; 
3ZJ9988NZ. 

7-foot, 2 cues, triangle; 
612780. 

11 clubs, without bag; 
618158. 

Lightweight, 45/8 grip; 
611240. 

I 

Television, black and 19-inch portable; 57J6116 _____ · 
white. 

Radio______ ______ ______ __ Portable, 13-transistor AM
FM; 57J6228. 

Do___________________ P%1j6~. 10-transistor AM; 

Appliances and sewing 
machines: 

Stove __ ------------------ Electric; 22193750 ___________ _ 
Washer __ ---------------- Electric; 2613470 ____________ _ 
Drier--------------------- Electric; 2613874 ____________ _ 

Do___________________ Gas; W26J3774NH _________ _ 
Freezer----- --- ----------- 15.7-cubic-foot electric; 

47J2521. 
Sewing machine with Electric; 20J25892L2 ________ _ 

case. 

WOODWARD & LOTHROP 

1eweiry and Silver: 
Monet charms___________ Sterling silver religious 

charms (cross and star of 

Men's 10 carat square 
signet ring. 

David). 
5560-48042_ - -----------------

Swank cuffiinks __________ Indianhead pennies ________ _ 
Sterling silver knife_ ___ __ Reed & Barton, Cell.ini 

Watches: Longines "all
proof." 

engraved. 
Metal band, silver plate ____ _ 

$159.88 

609.95 

449. 90 

78.88 

83.95 

11.44 

144.95 

46.95 

28.95 

189.00 
179.95 
129.95 
169.95 
179.88 

209.95 

IJ$3.39 

14 45.20 

14 6. 60 
u 10.45 

lf87.45 

THE MAY CO. (CLEVELAND, OHIO) 

Toilet accessories: 
My Sin (spray) by 

Lanvin. 
Mascara_----------------Arden for men _____ ___ __ _ 

English Leather--------- -
Leather goods: 

Ladies' pnrses ___________ _ 

Do __ ________ ----- - -- -
Men's wallet ____________ _ 

Ladies' luggage __________ _ 

Do.--------- ----- ----

Furs: White mink __ ___________ _ 
Gray fox _____ _____ ___ ___ _ 

~!~~ ~~g\~oo':W>:n __ _ 
Camera __ __ --------------
Binoculars_--------------

Pen: Fountain pen __________ _ 
Phonograph records: Stereo 

LP record. 
Television: RCA color TV __ _ 
Appliances and air condi-

tioners: 
Air conditioner-----------
Dryer (gas), Premier ____ _ 
Refrigerator, Kelvinator _ 

------------------------------ 11$5.65 

Revlon "Fabulash" --------- 16 2.50 
Traveling kit (deodorant, 6.02 

soap, after shave). 
Travel-type kit_ ____________ 145.50 

Dolfan Co., black, 
mode leather. 

french 18 23.00 

Garay, black plastic _________ 14 6.60 
Lord buxton "Statesman" 13 5.65 

(leather). 
Lark Custon, palamino tan 30.25 

tote bag; sytle 540. 
American Tonrister, "Little 24.00 

Miss Everything," blue 
tote bag. 

Galle original __ - ----- ------- 214.00 
Le Mademoiselle __ _____ ____ _ 108.90 
Spaulding, No. 61739 ________ If 7.00 

260 Argus Instamatic _______ u 55.00 
TASCO 20 x 60 mm., No. u 55. 00 

T-630866. 
Parker "75" ----------------- u 27.50 
Patti Page "Hush, Hush 

Sweet Charlotte." 
2.99 

HF853(m) ------------------- 769.95 

AMC, 8,300 B.t.u.; C837585_ 229. 00 
D G4820 __ ___ ---------------- 219.00 
KS4N --- -------------------- 700.00 

KANN'S DEPARTMENT STORE 

Lawn equipment: 
Sit down lawnmower ___ _ 

Electric trimmer--------
Fans: Roll about fan_-------
Sewing machines ____________ _ 

Cameras: 

24 inches BSB Pinehurst 
Turfinder. 

Black and Decker V-278 ___ _ 
Emerson RA18L __ --------
Precision Deluxe (Belgium 

import). 

u $199.95 

14 34. 88 
1417 44.95 

H 59.95 

Movie projector, Revere __ 8 millimeter ________________ _ u 100.50 
H 74.50 Movie camera, Kodak ____ Instomatic M4_ -------------

Jewelry: 
Diamond pendant_ _____ _ 
Silver dollar key ring ___ _ 

Lighter: Cigarette lighter __ _ _ 
Toilet accessories: 

Lipstick _____ ---------- __ _ 
Foundation makeup ____ _ 

LANSBURGH'S 

1 K _________________________ IU6 $275.00 
"Lucky Buck" by Swank__ u 5.17 
Zippo 250 __ ----------------- u 4. 75 

Cover GirL-----------------Revlon Moondrop _________ _ 
lf1.65 
U3.30 

(8) 

(8) 

(8) 

$73.88 

79.90 

10. 75 

134.95 

41.95 

26.95 

184.00 
(10) 

126.25 
11174.95 

149.9li 

(12) 

11$3.09 

1439.00 

14 6.00 
149.50 

1479.50 

II $5.15 

2.50 
5.50 

U5.00 

"23.00 

116.00 
13 5.15 

27.50 

21.95 

195.00 
99.00 

If 7.00 

u 55.00 
u 49.95 

u 25. 00 
2.99 

719.95 

215.00 
211.00 
700.00 

H $199.95 

34.88 
44.95 
59.95 

109.50 
14 74.50 

$275.00 
115.13 
U4.75 

u 1.50 
U3.00 
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HECHT CO. 

Brand name Style or DUitlber Pre-tax- Post-tax-
cut prices cut prices 

Sporting goods: 
Golf clubs •• -------------
Pool tables ______________ _ 

Rifle __ • _____ . ___________ _ 
Tennis racket ___________ _ 

Watches: Ladies watch_. ___ _ 

Small appliances: 
Rotisserie oven ____ __ ____ _ 
Dehumidifier •• --------- 

Large appliances: 
Dishwasher, Kelvinator •• 
Washer-drier set, Norge._ 

Range-oven _____________ _ 
Lawn equipment: Electric 

mower. 
Radios and televisions: 

Color TV, stereo and 
radio. 

M~~~~gor, putt~r, 9, 7, 5, 3 

Sportcrest 81-inch Deluxe 
Champion. 

Winchester No. 300 Magnum_ 
Spaulding "Pancho 

Gonzalez." 
Longines white goid, oval 

face. ' 
RE RT30 _________________ ~ -

Duracrest D-17 - ------------

UP9_ -- - --------------------
AWF 1536-- -- -------------- -DCF 1536__ ____ ____ ____ ____ _ 
Kelvinator RP9_ ----------
Sunbeam PRE1500 16-inch, 

}i horsepower. 

If $31.95 

If 169.00 

a 154.95 
u 18.99 

u 110. 0? 

u 69.99 
u 89.95 

a 300.00 
a 239.95 
14 162.99 
14 600.00 

14 49.99 

Magnavox 2RT562. -- - --- - -- 14171,195.00 

Color TV------------- -- - Magnavox 21 inch IT550 ____ 1411498.50 
Stereo console ________ ·--- Magnavox hi-fi, stereo and 14 11 475. 00 

radio 1ST682. 
AM-FM transistor table GE1025_____________________ 14139.95 

radio. 
AM-FMradio ____________ Zenith K73L _ ---~----------
Clock radio, AM-FM_____ Magna vox FM44 __ ----------

S. KLEIN CO. (ROUTE 236) 

Radios and televisions: 
Television: 

Motorola _____ ___ __ __ _ 23BS171A, black and white, 
23-inch console. 

RCA __________ ____ ___ 6F637W, color, 21-inch con-
sole. 

Motorola ______ _______ 23-inch,color, Y23CK38W __ _ 
Radio, Zenith____________ FM-AM transistor, 3QOOL __ 

Do _______ ___ ________ _ Clock and table, model516 __ 
Fans: 

Window fan ______________ Marvin, 10-inch, No. UQ ___ _ 
Do _______ ___ _________ Hunter 22-inch, W-22 ______ _ 

Floor fan_________________ G.E. 20-inch, W-13 _________ _ 
Table fan ________________ Westinghouse 12-inch, 

12L5A. 
Air conditioners: 

Philco window condi- 7AC53_ --- ------ --- ----- ----
tioner. 

RCA Whirlpool window AMMC~--- -- -----------
conditioner. 

Large appliances: 
Stoves: 

Norge electric stove ERE 1606 ___ _______________ _ 
and range. 

Norge gas stove and G RE 1306.-----------------
range. 

Freezers: 
Kelvinator ___________ V707-N,13.13 cubic feet. ___ _ 
RCA WhirlpooL ____ EMV13SWR, 12.76 cubic 

feet. 
Refrigerator: 

Kelvinator_ ______ ____ 777-N. 16.3 cubic feet _______ _ 
Washers and driers: 

Kelvinator electric 
washer. W -527. __ -------------------

Norge electric washer___ _ A WF12'20_ -----------------
Norge gas drier__________ DGF 1536.----------------
RCA Whirlpool electric ------------------------------

drier. 
Norge electric drier_______ DEF 1220.-----------------

14 79.00 
14 54.95 

1! $229.88 

18 549.88 

18 619.00 
18199.88 
1833.88 

1810.88 
18 56.88 
IS 25.88 
1!19.99 

18199.88 

18174.88 

18 189.88 

18149.88 

18 299.88 
18 219.88 

18 429.88 

II 209.88 
n 189.88 
IS 179.88 
18149.88 

11139.88 

14$31.95 

a 169.00 

14154.95 
1418.99 

14 100.00 

14 69.99 
u 85.88 

14 300.00 
a 239.95 
u 162.99 
u 600.00 
u 49.99 

141,195.00 

14 498.50 
!4 475.00 

14139.95 

u 79.00 
14 54.95 

18$229.88 

(1811) 

(1111) 
18199.98 

18 33.88 

1810.88 
1856.88 
1825.88 
1119.99 

18199.88 

18169.88 

11184.18 

18145.38 

11291.38 
18 213.28 

11399. 88 

18 209.88 
(21) 

18174.48 
18145.38 

18135.68 

KORVETTE'S (LEESBURG PIKE, BAILEYS CROSS ROADS, VA.) 

Television: 
Zenith ••••••••••••••••••• 21-incb, color, UHF-VHF, 

model5758. 
Do___________________ 19-incb, portable, remote 

control, black and white, 
No. 2231. 

AdmiraL --- ------------- 15-inch portable, black and 
white, UHF-VHF, No. 
1539 or 1530. 

RCA.------------------- 21-inch color, UHF-VHF, 
GF 703. 

Radio: 
General Electric._------- AM-FM stereo, T102QA ___ _ 
Zenith_.------·---------- Clock, M507 __ -------------

Stoves: 
Roper, gas, 4-burner _ __ __ 1324..-----------------------
Hotpoint, electric, 4- RB375. ----------·---------; 

burner. 
Kelvinator, electric, 4- RF392 MC. _ --------------

burner. 
Clothes washer: 

Norge~lectric __ __ _______ Family size, AWF1020 ••••.• 
RCA whirlpool, electric, LKA99Z-5 •• ----------------

12-pound. 
Clothes dryer: 

Norge, electric, 15 DEE152D. -----------------
pounds. 

RCA Whirlpool, electric. IKE89<H>. ---- -------------
CXI--1015 

II $568.89 

18 249.89 

11109.89 

18 529.00 

18 82.89 
1819.89 

11159.89 
18 319.89 

18 299.89 

11164.89 
11 274.89 

11159.89 

11199.89 

11$568.89 

II 221.89 

11103.89 

18 529.00 

n 79.89 
1119.29 

11154.89 
(10) 

11294.89 

18 164.89 
18 274.89 

~~ 152.89 

11192.89 

KORVETTE'S (LEESBURG PIKE, BAILEYS CROSS ROADS, VA.)-Con. 

Brand name 

Refr1gerator: 
RCA Whirlpool, 15.4 

cubic feet, no freezer. 
Refrigerator, Philco, 

electric, 15.7 cubic feet. 
Freezer: 

Norge, electric, 15.7 
cubic feet. 

Freezer, Kelvinator, 
13.13 cubic feet. 

Sewing machines ____________ _ 
Do •••• ------ ____________ _ 

Lawnmowers: 
Craft King: 

3-horsepower, 22-inch. Do ______________ _ 
Sporting goods: 

Tennis racket.------ - ---
Golf clubs: 

Wilson . -------------
Spalding_ --- --------

Fans and air conditioners: 
Air conditioners: 

Philco ___ ------------
AdmiraL •• --------- -

Fans: 
Capri_.--------------
G E .• ----------------
Westinghouse •• ------

Style or number 

ELR158S •• -----------------
ELR15S •• ----- ______ ----- --
16RM46 _________ ------------

UFE1640 ••• ----------------

V706. ----------------------· 
BROTHER, 211-A ________ _ 
BROTHER, 151. •• --------

524/464- ------.--------------
523/264.---------------------

Lee "Dreadnaught" ___ -----

4 woods, D8342 _____________ _ 
Jones Registration _________ _ 

5AC51 __ -------------·------
455A8_. --- -- ----------------

Portable, 20-inch; CP20B __ _ 
Desk, 12-inch; PG12 _______ _ 
Desk, 10-inch; 10LA4 __ ---- -

Pre-tax- Post-tax-
cut prices cut prices 

18$279.89 

1~ 299.89 

18 249.89 

18 229.89 

18154.89 
I~ 118.89 

18 68.89 
18 56.89 

u 14.89 

18 39.89 
18 74.89 

18 144.89 
18 99.89 

18 20. 89 
1819.89 
1813.89 

18 .$271.89 

n 291.89 

u 242.89 

18 222.89 

18154.89 
18118.89 

(21) 
(21) 

II 14.89 

18 39.89 
18 74.89 

11134.40 
18 92.60 

18 20.49 
(21) 
1813.69 

ZA YRE DEPARTMENT STORE, SEVEN CORNERS, VA. 

Golf clubs ________ ------------Lawn mowers _______________ _ 
Do ..• ~--________________ _ 
Do _____ ------------------Radios ________ • _______ • ___ ---
Do ______________________ _ 
Do _____________ -------- •• 
Do __________ ------------_ 
Do __ ---------------------

Oven-ranges._---------------
Do ________ ------ ___ ------
Do .. ___ _ ---.---- __ -------

Do~. _____ •• _._ ••• ____ __ •• 
Dishwasher------------------Clothes washers _____________ _ 

Do __ ________ --------- ___ _ 
Clothes dryers ______________ _ 

Do._.-----______________ _ 

Freezers •••. _________ -------- -
Do _________ -------- _____ _ Do __ __ __________________ _ 

Refrigerators. ___ ------- __ ----
Do _____________ ------- __ _ 
Do •. ------ ___________ __ _ • 

Do •. ___________ ----------
Phonograph ____ ____ _________ _ 
Tape recorder----------- ----
Television: 

Wilson D685Q ______________ _ 
Mow-N-Kleen 153--------·--
Mow-N-Kleen L-951. ______ _ 
Mow-N-Kleen M-1254L ___ _ 
Grundig 2440 (4 channels) __ _ 
Zenith T325 (AM-FM) ____ _ 
Zenith H845 (AM-FM) ____ _ 
GE T285 (AM-FM) ________ _ 
GE T295 (AM)--------------GRE 1305 Norge (gas) ______ _ 
Norge-Gre 7306 (gas) _______ _ 
Magic-Chef 214(}-A7W 

(Gas). 
GE J325Y (electric) ________ _ 
G E SM200Y (portable) -----Norge, A WF-1010 ______ ____ _ 
Norge, A WF-1536 __________ _ 
Norge, DEF-1536 (electric) __ 
RCA Whirlpool, LME-340 

(electric). 
Norge, UFE-1150. ___ -------

~~~c'X~W¥~~1:.~~-~~~~~= 
GE, TB303Y --- ------------GE TB12MA _____________ _ 
RCA Whirlpool, ELT-

12-C. 
RCA Whirlpool, ELL-11-C. 
GE, RP-2219 (portable) ____ _ 
Wollensak, T524. _ ----------

Black and white _________ Emerson, 19P08 (portable) •• 
Do.----------- ---~- -- GE, M205A VY (portable)-
Do__________ __ _______ Motorola, 23K138W ---------

Color---- ---------------- Motorola, 23CK303AD _____ _ 
Do___________________ Motorola, 23CS307BW -----
Do_______ ___ _________ Zenith, 5317WV ------------

Air conditioner--------------- GE, RF506. _ ---------------

Fan>~~~~~=~===::::~:~:~~~~:~ iff~~~~~~~=~~===~~~ 
1 Not including 3-pereent 0 hio sales tax. 
' Special price. 
a Not convenient to get prices. 
4 Prices did not change. 

18$35.88 
18 59.88 
18 39.88 
18 74.89 
18 89. 99 
IS 52.95 
18 85.88 
n 45.88 
18 22.88 

18149.95 
18 149.88 
18 159.88 

18 218.88 
18178.88 
18158.88 
18 224.88 
18163.88 
18124.88 

11189.88 
18169.88 
11299.88 
11222.88 
18189.88 
18198.88 

18159.88 
18 66.88 
18 99.00 

18123.00 
18139.88 
18198.88 
18 578.88 
18 539.88 
18 498.88 
18 239.88 

18 28.88 
1818.88 
1817.88 
1117.88 

18$35.99 
18 59.88 
18 39.88 
18 74.89 
18 87.18 
I~ 51.39 

(22) 
18 44.50 
II 22.17 

18149.95 
18 149.88 
18158.88 

18183.38 
18 23144.00 

11158.88 
18 224.88 
18163.88 
18121.88 

u 189.88 
21·156. 00 
18292.08 
18 216.58 
28185.00 
II 192.41 

11153.96 
1166.88 
II 99.00 

18123.00 
18132.10 
11185.48 
18 578.88 
18 539.88 
18 471.52 
18 227.79 

18 23 26.74 
18 2317.69 

17.34 
17.34 

6 Could not get prices. 
e Higher prices on electric fans, portable TV's, stoves, washers, etc., not marked down 

as yet (June 24, 1965). Prices unchanged. 
7 No tax on central air conditioning. 
8 No listing. 
9 The exact excise tax reduction will be determined by the store upon receiving the 

purchaser's order. 
to No tax on automatic washer. 
u Due to change in model and/or cost. 
12 No tax on sewing machinP.S. 
ta Including Di~trirt of Columbia tax. 
u Plus District of Columbia tax. 
u Plus 10-percent Federal tax. 
te Plus $2.30 and District of Columbia tax. 
17 Already lowered before act signed. 
t8 Not including sales tax. 
19 Small reduction. 
20 No price found. 
21 Sold out. 
22 Not in stock. 
u Put on sale. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to Mr. MILLS, for 
Friday and Saturday of this week, on 
account of personal business in the Dis
trict. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to Mr. 
VANIK, to address the House for 15 min
utes, today, and revise and extend his 
remarks. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

tional copies of its hearings on economic 
concentration; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

S. Con. Res. 88. Concurrent resolution to 
authorize the printing of additional copies 
of a committee print of the Committee on 
the Judiciary entitled "The Soviet Empire: 
A Study in Discrimination and Abuse of 
Power"; to the Committee on House Ad
ministration. 

. ' 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 1236. An act for the relief of Salvador 
Munoz-Tostado; 

By unanimous consent, permission to H.R. 1306. An act for the relief of Loretta 
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL Negrin; · 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks H.R. 3634. An act for the relief of CWO 
was granted to: Edward E. Kreiss; 

Mr. ROOSEVELT and to include ma- H.R. 8638. An act for the relief of Robert 
terial provided by the AdministratOr of ~ite~~erton, Marjorie C. Overton, and Sally 

the Wage-Hour Public Contract Division . H.R. 3708. An act to provide assistance in 
of the Department of Labor, in the body the development of new or improved pro
of the RECORD. grams to help older persons through grants 

Mr. WILLIAMS to revise and extend ,his to the States for community planning and 
remarks made in Committee of the services and for training, through research, 
Whole today and include extraneous development, or training project grants, and 
matt to establish within the Department of 

M 
erDo. Health, Education, and Welfare an operat-

r. RN. ing agency to be designated as the "Ad-
(The following Member (at the re- ministration on Aging"; 

quest of Mr. DEL CLAWSON) and to in- H.R. 5184. An act for the relief of the 
elude extraneous matter:) port of Portland, Oreg.; 

·Mr. TuPPER. . H.R. 5306. An act to continue the author-
(The following Members <at the re- tty .of domestic banks to pay interest on 

quest of Mr TENZER) and to include ex- time deposits of foreign governments at 
t 

"tt ) rates differing from those applicable to 
raneous ma er: domestic depositors; 

Mr. IRWIN. H.R. 5874. An act to amend Public Law 
Mr. MURPHY of New York. 815, 81st Congress, with respect to the con-
Mr. GATHINGS. struction of school facUlties for children 

in Puerto Rico, Wake Island, Guam, or the 
Virgin Islands for whom local educational 

SENATE BILLS AND CONCURRENT agencies are unable to provide education, 
RESOLUTIONS REFERRED to amend section 6(a) of Public Law 874, 

Bills and concurrent resolutions of the 
Senate of the following titles were taken 
from the Speaker's table and, under the 
rule, referred as follows: 

S. 611. An act for the relief of certain em
ployees of the Mount Edgecumbe Boarding 
School, Alaska; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. · 

S. 621. An act for the relief of Marija Mal
nar; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 861. An act for the relief of Alva Arling
ton Garnes; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

8. 869. An act for the relief of Yom Tov 
Yeshayahu Briszk; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 971. An act for the relief of Mrs. Elna B. 
Guira; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S.1111. An act for the relief of Pola Boden
stein; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1113. An act for the relief of Emilio 
Maiorano, Lucia Maiorano, and Cosimo Maio
rano; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1120. An act for the relief of Dr. Ortelio 
Rodriguez Perez; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 1164. An act for the relief of Cristina· 
Franco; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1975. An act to amend the Northern 
Pacific Halibut Act in order to provide cer
tain faclllties for the International Pacific 
Halibut Commission; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

s. Con. Res. 37. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing for the use of the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary of addi-

81st Congress, relating to conditions of 
employment of teachers in dependep.ts' 
schools, and for other purposes; and 

H.R. 7847, An act to amend the Small 
Business Act. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly <at 5 o'clock and 19 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until tomorrow, Friday, July 9, 
1965, at 11 o'clock a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1316. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a let.ter from the Chief 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated 
May 14, 1965, submitting a report, together 
with accompanying papers and illustrations, 
on an interim report on the Eel River, Oalif., 
in partial response to resolutions of the Com
mittee on Flood Control, House of Repre
sentatives, adopted August 5", 1939, and Com
mittee on Public Works, House of Repre
sentatives, adopted June 13, 1956. It -is also 
in partial response to the Flood Control Act 
approved June 22, 1936 (H. Doc. No. 284); 

to the Committee on Public Works a.nd 
ordered to pe printed with four illustrations. 

1317. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed. leg
islation to amend section 2 of the Inter
national Wheat Agreement Act of 1949, as 
amended; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

1318. A letter from the Assistant secre·tary 
of the Air Force, transmitting a draft of pro
posed legislation for the relief of Lt. 001. 
Lawrence F. Bachman, U.S. Air Force; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

1319. A letter from the Cha.lrman, Rall
road Retirement Board, transmitting a re
port of one claim received in fiscal year 1965, 
pursuant to title 28, section 2673, United 
States Code; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

REPORTS OF. COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule xm, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. ASPINALL: Committee of conference. 
S. 21. An act to provide for the optimum de
velopment of the Nation's natural resources 
through the coordinated planning of water 
and related land resources, through the es
tablishment of a water resources council and 
river basin commissions, and by providing 
financial assistance to the States in order to 
increase State 1 participation in such· plan
ning (Rept. No. 603). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska: Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 8111. A bill 
to establish the Herbert Hoover Birthplace 
National Historic Site in the State of Iowa; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 604). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. MADDEN: Joint Committee on the 
Organization of the Congress. Report on the 
organization of the Congress (interim) 
(Rept. No. 605) . Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. POWELL: Committee on Education and 
Labor. H.R. 8989. A bill to promote health 
and safety in metal and nonmetallic mineral 
industries, and for other purposes; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 606). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H.R. 9681. A blll to establish a Federal 

sabbatical program to improve the quality.. 
of teaching in the Nation's elementary or 
secondary schools; to the Committee on Ed
ucation and Labor. 

By Mr. DANIELS: 
H.R. 9682. A bill to provide fellowships for 

graduate study leading to a master's or doc
tor's degree for elementary and secondary 
school teachers and those who train, guide, 

· or supervise such teachers; to the Commit
tee on Education and Labor. 

H.R. 9683. A bill to provide for the estab
lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote prog
ress and scholarship in the humanities and 
the arts in the United States, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

H.R. 9684. A bill to amend the act entitled 
"An act to promote the safety C1f employees 
and travelers upon railroads by llmltlng the 
hours of service of employees thereon," ap.; 
proved March 4, 1907; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign C9mmerce. · 
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By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee: 

H.R. 9685. A bill to · provide for the es
tablishment ' of the National Foundation on 
the .~Uta and the Humanities to promote 
progress and scholarship in the humanities 
and the arts in the United States, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

H.R. 9686. A bill to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide a 7-per
cent increase in all annuities and pensions 
payable thereunder; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. KEOGH: 
H.R. 9687. A bill to amend section 673(b) 

of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to in
crease the class of organizations which may 
be designated as beneficiaries of short-term 
charitable trusts; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. ~ 

By Mr. MOELLER: 
H.R. 9688. A bill to amend the Railroad 

Retirement Act of 1937 to provide a 7-per
cent increase in all annuities and pensions 
payable thereunder; to the Committee on 
Intersta·te and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts: 
H .R. 9689. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the .National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote prog-. 
ress and scholarship in the humanities and 
the arts in the United States, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and La!bor. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.R. 9690. A b111 to strengthen the educa

tional resources of our colleges and unived"
aities and to provide financial assistance for 
students in postsecondary and higher edu
cation; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina: 
H.R. 9691. A bill to authorize the disposal 

of the Government-awned long-lines com
municatipn facilities in the State of Alaska, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: 
H .R. 9692. A bill granting the consent and 

approval of Congress to the Illlnois-Indiana 
air pollution control compact; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.R. 9693. A bill to establish a F'edeml 

sabbatical program to improve the quality 
of teaching "in the Nation's elementary or 
secondary schools; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. SICKLES: 
H.R. 9694. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote progress 
and scholarship In the humanities and the 
arts in the United States, and for other 
purposes; t·o the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. WATSON: 
H.R. 9695. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction 
for Income tax purposes of expenses incurred 
by an individual for transportation to and 
from work; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BERRY: 
H .R. 9696. A bill to amend the Trade Ex

pansion Act of 1962; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: 
H.R. 9697. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to provide education and 
training for veterans who served overseas 
for 90 days or more after January 31, 1955, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. DENT: 
H.R. 9698. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to. promote prog
ress and scholarship in the humanities and 
the arts in the United States, and for other 

purposes; to the Committee on. Education 
and Labor. 

H.R. 9699. A blll to establish a Federal sab
batical program to Improve the quality of 
teachlng in the Nation's elementary or sec
ondary schools; to the Committee on Edu
oa tion and labor. 

By Mr. FEIGHAN: 
H.R. ·9700. A b111 to amend the act en

titled "An act to promote the safety of em
ployees and travelers upon railroads by lim
iting the hours of service of employees there
on," approved March 4, 1907; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr .. ~ONAGAN: 
H.R. 9701. A bil! to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Huma.n1ties to promote progress 
and scholarship ln the humanltl!'!s and the 
arts ln the United States, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. MORRISON: 
H.R. 9702. A bill to amend title 39, United 

States Code, to provide a new system of over
time compensation for postal field service 
employees, to eliminate compensatory time 
in the postal field service, and for othe:J," pur
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. OLSON of Minnesota: 
H.R. 9703. A bill to authorize the Admin

istrator, of Veterans' Affairs to convey certain 
lands situated in the State of Minnesota to 
the city of St. Cloud, Minn.; to the Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.R. 9704. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote progress 
and scholarship in the humanities and the 
arts in the United States, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. · 

, By Mr. WHALLEY: 
H.R. 9705. A bill to amend section 1461 of 

title 18 of the United States Code with re
spect to the mailing of obscene matter, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WYATT: 
H.R. 9706. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a deduction 
for amounts expended by firemen for meals 
which they are required to eat at their post 
of duty; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. A~NUNZIO: 
H.R. 9707. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote progress 
and scholarship in the humanities and the 
arts in the United States, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. BATES: 
H.R. 9708. A bill to curb monopolistic con

trol of professional boxing, to establish with
in the Department of Justice the Office of 
the National Boxing Commissioner, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DYAL: 
H.R. 9709. A bill to establish a Federal 

sabbatical program to improve the quality of 
teaching in the Nation's elementary or sec
ondary schools; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. ROSENTHAL: 
H.R. 9710. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities to promote prog
ress and scholarship in the humanities and 
the arts in the United States, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. ST. ONGE: 
H.R. 9711. A bill to amend the act en

titled "An act tc;> promote the safety of em
ployees and travelers upon railroads by lim
iting the hours of service of employees 

thereon," approved March 4, 1907; to the 
Cotnmittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. BOW: 
H.R. 9712. A bill to authorize the Attorney 

General to transfer to the Smithsonian In
stitution title to certain objects of art; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. I CHORD: 
H.R. 9713. A bill to create the Freedom 

Commission and the Freedom Academy, to 
conduct research to develop an Integrated 
body of operational knowledge ln the politi
cal, psychological, economic, technological, 
and organizational areas to Increase the non
m111tary capab111ties of the United States and 
other nations in the global struggle between 
freedom and communism, to educate and 
train Government personnel and private 
citizens to understand and implement this 
body of knowledge, and also to provide edu
cation and training for foreign students ln 
these areas of knowledge Un.der appropriate 
conditions; to the Committee on Un-Amerl
can Activities. 

By Mr. MORSE: 
H.R. 9714. A oill to provide certain free 

mailing privileges for members of the U.S. 
Armed Forces in Vietnam; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. COOLEY: 
H.R. 9715. A b111 to amend and extend the 

cotton provisions of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act of 1938, as amended, and related 
legislation, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculure. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.J. Res. 571. Joint resolution to authorize 

the President to proclailn the week begin
ning October 25 in each year as National 
Parkinson Week; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
- . By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: 

H.J. Res. 572. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BUCHANAN: 
H. Con. Res. 447. Concurrent resolution re

affirming amendment 10 of the U.S. Consti
tution as i.t reserves to the States those 
powers not delegated to the United States 
by the Constitution; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DEVINE: 
H. Res. 448. Resolution amending the rules 

of the House to prohibit a single appropri
ation bill from carrying appropriations for 
more than one executive department; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. CAREY: 
H. Res. 449. Resolution to authorize the 

Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs to 
conduct an investigation and study with 
respect to changes, improvements, and ad
ditions in and to Arlington National Ceme
tery; to the Committee on Rules. 
, By Mr. FINO: 

H. Res. 450. Resolution that it is the sense 
of the House of Representatives that oppres
sion of minorities in Rumania through a 
systematic plan launched by the Commu
nist regime in control of Rumania be con
demned and the President of the United 
States is requested to take appropriate steps 
in our relations with the Rumanian Gov
ernment as are likely to bring relief to the 
persecuted minorities in the uncontroversial 
Transylvania region of that country; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII: 
339. Mr. DADDARIO presented a memorial 

from the State of Connecticut, relative to a 
charter for the Italian-American War Vet
erans of the United States, which was re
ferred to ,the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BELL: 
H.R. 9716. A bill for the relief of Fran

cisco Balint and Elena Kassay de Balint; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COHELAN: 
H .R. 9717. A bill for the relief of Elwyn 

C. Hale; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. FARBSTEIN: 
H.R. 9718. A b111 for the relief of Mrs. Esme 

Tenn Fatt; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. HANLEY: 
H.R. 9719. A b111 for the relief of Stama

tios Stelatos; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.R. 9720. A b111 for the relief of Alberto 

Rey Moran; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. POWELL: . 
H.R. 9721. A bill for the relief of Joan 

Royer; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 

H.R. 9722. A bill for the relief of Ha.k 
Kyung Kim; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. ROSENTHAL: 

H.R. 9723. A bill for the relief of Antonio 
Laucella; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITION~. ETC. 
Under clau.Se 1 of rule XXII: 
242. The SPEAKER presented a petition 

of Department of Connecticut, Veterans of 
Foreign Wars of the United States, Hart
ford, Conn., relative to proposed closing of 
certain VA fac111ties, which was referred to 
the Committee on Veterans' At!airs. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Making Cities Fit for People 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS · 
OF 

HON. DONALD J. IRWIN 
OF CONNECTIC'O"l' 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 8, 1965 

Mr. IRWIN. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
most significant steps taken by this Con
gress occurred when the House approved 
a bill creating a Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. 

The need for such a Cabinet-level de
partment is obvious. More than 70 per
cent of our population live in urban 
areas. By 1970 the figure will rise to 75 
percent. And it will not stop there. 
In Connecticut, for example, it is esti
mated that 98 percent of our citizens 
will be living in urban centers of 10,000 
or more by the year 2000. As one per- · 
ceptive critic said, the growth of urban 
areas may qualify the State by the end 
of the century to be known as "the city 
of Connecticut." 

And just think of what this means in 
terms of problems for our suburbs, ex
ploding all over the American landscape, 
and our cities, groping with the prob
lems of decay. 

.We have programs to deal with many 
of these problems: Urban renewal, pub
lic works, open spaces, public housing, 
and transportation, to name a few. But 
when the President meets with his Cabi
net and wants to know how the Federal 
Government is doing overall in assisting 
areas where 7 of 10 Americans live the 
agency most concerned, Housing and 
Home Finance, is not there. 

Perhaps the most cogent explanation 
of why a Cabinet department was of
fered by Vice President HUMPHREY in the 
July 3 issue of the Saturday Review. 
And I know my colleagues, as concerned 
about the problems of urban areas as 
I am, will be interested in the editorial. 
Under leave to extend my remarks, I 
hereby include the editorial : 

MAKING CITIES FIT FOR PEOPLE 

(By HUBERT H. HUMPHREY) 

Robert Herrick said in the 17th century 
that great cities seldom rest: if there be none 
to invade from afar, they will find worse foes 
at home. We know those foes today. They 
are slums, crime, a lack of playgrounds and 

parks, overburdened schools, inadequate 
transportation, crowding, lack of clean air, 
and inequality of opportunity. 

It was only 45 years ago that people in 
American cities first began to outnumber 
people on our farms. By 1960 only 11 States 
had more rural than urban population. 

But most of these States wm not remain 
that way very long. The urban population 
of North Dakota, our "most rural" State in 
1960, jumped 35 percent in the 1950's. Alas
ka's urban population increased 150 pm-cent; 
and three other States-Arizona, Florida, and 
Nevada-more than doubled their urban pop
ulation during this period. 

By 1970 we can expect that three-fourths 
of our people will be living in toW'JlS, cities, 
and suburbs, compared to 70 percent in 1960. 
Most of our people will be concentrated In 
metropolitan areas. At the end of 1964, two
thirds of our population lived in 219 such 
areas, an increase from 59 percent in 1950. 
By 1980 that proportion will increase to 
three-fourths and by the year 2000 to four
fifths. 

There have been several patterns of metro
politan growth. One has been mass migr~
tion from farm to city. One has been mass 
migration of Negroes out of the South-vir
tually all of it to central cities. Another has 
been mass migration of middle and upper 
income people from the core city to the 
suburb. And great growth has come from 
a higher birthrate and from longer life ex
pectancy. 

This growth has imposed new and unprec
edented burdens on local government for 
schools, housing, streets and highways, com
mercial expansion, transit, and welfare pro
grams. 

In the past 10 years, State and local debt 
has more than doubled, while Federal debt 
has risen only 15 percent. 

State and local government employment 
jumped from 4,600,000 in 1953 to more than 
7 million employees in 1963. During the 
same decade, State and local public expendi
tures more than doubl~d. increasing by 132 
percent to $65 billion in 1963. Major among 
these were expenditures on transportation, 
education, highways, sanitation, and parks 
and recreation, with increases from 140 per
cent to 165 percent during the 10 years. In
terest on State and local public debt jumped 
by 258 percent. 

Along with these sharp rises in costs of 
public services and facilities, the growth of 
these urban areas has also created explosive 
racial and economic pressures. 

I remember during my two terms as mayor 
of Minneapolis, at the close of World War II, 
the strains placed on our city by changing 
population patterns. Those strains were 
small compared to those today. Example: 
In the Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan 
area, nearly three-fourths of the people lived 
in 1950 within the city limits. Today those 

cities' populations remain constant, whlle 
population in their suburbs has more tha.n 
doubled. The same pattern is common to 
nearly all our major metropolitan areas. 

The picture is clear: There has been a 
shift of middle and higher income groups 
into the suburbs, out of the taxing jurisdic
tions of the inner city, while too many of the 
poor and disadvantaged have remained be
hind or moved in from the poorer rural areas. 

Although the suburbs have provided 
cheaper land and lower-cost housing for 
many middle-income families, as well as for 
the more prospe·rous, they have been popu
lated largely by those able to afford better 
housing. Those at or near the poverty level 
have remained concentrated in the slums 
and poorer sections of the central city. Faced 
with deterioration and decay, the inner city 
has found itself with greater tasks to under
take and with fewer ready sources of money. 
At the same time, the subur'banltes have had 
their hands full creating public fac111ties 
and services in _pommunitles that were open 
grass fields a few years ago. 

Behind the statistics and population pat
terns have been thousands of personal and 
community tragedies, many of them created 
by those of good intention. There are the 
impersonal housing projects that in many 
cases have displaced families and aestroyed 
the traditional fabric of neighborhOOd life. 
There are the freeways that have torn 
through people's homes and businesses, cut 
through parkland, and done no more than 
add to the noise in our streets and polson in 
our air. There are the shortsighted zoning 
decisions that have blighted neighborhoods 
and reduced property values. 

Because of these discouraging experiences, 
it would be easy to say that many of our 
metropolitan problems stem from apathetic 
or inept looal government. In a few places 
this is true. But in most it is not. 

I have been working, at President Johnson's 
request, with the Nation's mayors, county 
officials, and city managers. Almost without 
exception I have found these men and women 
to be dedicated, competent, and deeply con
cerned with the problems pressing on their 
constituencies. Most of them have long since 
initiated constructive programs of their own 
in an attempt to keep pace with the urgencies 
facing their cities. But they have been fight
ing massive problems with dwindling re
sources. And they have not had any single 
place to turn for counsel and assistance. 

One of their major difficulties, they tell me, 
is that no one Federal department or agency 
has had either authority or responsibility to 
work with mayors and county officials in areas 
where they need most help. Our mayors 
and county officials have not, in many in
stances, been able to get advice or a rapid 
answer in Washington-much less Federal 
funds. 
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