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TITLE & NUMBER OF BILL: VOTING RIGHTS ACT - HR 64ü0

ACTION IN HOUSE: 1. ADOPTION OF RULE, July 6, 1965 - YEAS - 308 NAYS -
(Roll Call #167)

DEBATE July 7, 8, 9

VOTE-FRAUD AMENDMENT, Adopted July 9, 1965
YEAS - 253 NAYS - 165 (Roll Call #175)

14. JUDICIAL REVIEW AMENDMENT, Rejected July 9, 1965
YEAS 155 NAYS - 262 (Roll Call #176)

SPANISH-SPEAKING CITIZENS. AMEND,, Rejected July 9, 1965
YEAS - 202 NAYS - 216 )Roll Call #177)

MOTION TO RECOMMIT, Rejected July 9, 1965
YEAS - 171 NAYS - 2/18 (Roll Call #178)

FINAL PASSAGE, July 9, 1965
YEAS 333 NAYS - 85 (Roll Call #179)

DR VOTE: 1. YEA

3. YEA
I-f. NAY

NAY
YEA
YEA

PURPOSE OF BILL: See attached excerpt from Committee Report

DR STATEMENT: I
supported the Lindsay amendment to guarantee First Amend-

ment rights that are related to voting rights. We lostby a very narrow

margin. The fact that ¡t failed, I
think, was most unfortunate.

The vote-fraud amendment involved criminal penalties for giving false informa-

tion on voting el igibility status.

The Boggs amendment would have de-triggered the bill at that point where 50%
of the eligible Negro voters ¡n a political subdivision are registered.

The Gilbert amendment proposed to allow people illiterate in English to vote
if they have completed the sixth grade ¡n Spanish-language schools. The

constitutional basis for this bill was the 15th Amendment guaranteeing the
right to vote and prohibiting discrimination ¡n connection with the right

to vote. The Gilbert amendment, which I
opposed, had nothing to do with

discrimination in connection with the right to vote. No discrimination was

alleged, demonstrated, or even hinted at with respect to non-English-speaking
'ndividuals. This is purely a matter where the State of New York decided
that their literacy tests would be in English, and the issue was whether or
not the Constitution gave Congress the power to say they could not so esta-

bl ish a literacy test--and the Constitution does not give the Congress such

power. Regrettably, the issue that was debated by some political opportun-

¡sts was whether or not an individual who is literate in a foreign language
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and an American citizen should or should not have the right to vote. But this

question had nothing to do, in reality, with the issue that was before the

Congress with the offering of the Gilbert amendment, because the authority

for the voting rights bill comes from the 15th Amendment and is based on dis-

crimination on account of race, color, creed.

It can be argued that the Gilbert amendment and the anti-poiltax amendment

are similar--and indeed they are--but the difference is that lt can be

demonstrated that the po11 tax has been used over decades for the purpose

fo discrimination, but it was neither alleged nor demonstrated that the

literacy test with respect to Spanish-speaking Americans has been used

for discrimination.

I
believe that I

would favor American citizens who are literate but do

not speak English having the right to vote, but without a constitutional

amendment I

think that any constitutional lawyer would agree it cannot be

done except by the States in the exercise of their responsibilities in

this area.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT encompassed the Ford-McCulloch bill, which I supported.

Earl ier, i

supported an amendment to add to the Ford-McCul loch bill a Poll

tax ban on State and local elections, which carried, and was therefore en-

compassed in the Motion to Recommit with instructions to substitute the

Ford-McCul loch bill as amended.

In reviewing this whole question, it should be recalled that I introduced

a voting rights bill on February 8, 1965; that the proud record of the

Republican Party is laid out in some detail in the attached Goodell in-

sertion in the Record; that the Republican bill was a good bill, as pointed

out in the Ford-McCulloch statement which is attached. I supported con-

structive, improving amendments and opposed the Southern-sponsored amend-

ments to emasculate the bill. Further, I
worked with various individuals

both in and out of the Congress during the 3-day period to work out an

arrangement whereby the Ford-McCulloch trigger would be added, i.e., super-

imposed on the Celler bill so that we could have the best of both worlds

by having the desirable universal application of the Ford-McCulloch trigger

applied to all the States of the Union which do not fall within the juris-

diction of the Celler trigger.

Certainly the Minority Views in the back portion of the Committee report

are in the highest tradition of an opposition party offering a constructive

choic in approach.

Excellent speeches and remarks were made during the course of debate by

H. Allen Smith, during the debate on the rule, and by MacGregory, Anderson,

and McCulloch during consideration of the bill.

It is interesting to note that when one analyzes the Motion to Recommit and

final passage votes that the Southern coal it ion spi it on the Motion to Re-

commit with instructions to substitute the Ford-McCuiloch bili, some voting

for the Motion and others opposing it. This, I
think, takes the teeth out

of President Johnsons statèment suggesting that the Ford-McCulloch bill was

not as strong a bill simply because such people as Howard Smith and Tuck

indicated they would support it as the lesser of two evils. Specifically,
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for example, Willis of Louisiana opposed it because he thought it was the
greater of two evils.

SEE ATTACHED PAGES FROH CONG. RECORD:

P. 15825-33 - Historical Record of Republican Party and Democratic Party
on Civil Rights

p. l5833-Unjustifiedand Politically nspired Criticismof President
Johnson of Republicans on Voting Rights Bill

MINORITY VIEWS ATTACHED

CONFERENCE REPORT - Adopted August 3, 1965

VOTE OF HOUSE: YEAS - 328 NAYS 7k (Rol] Ca]] #219)

DR. VOTE: YEA

MOTION TO RECOMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS TO DELETE BOGGS-LONG AMENDMENT

Rejected August 3, 1965

VOTE OF HOUSE: YEAS - 118 NAYS - 28k (Ro]] Call #218)

DR VOTE: YEA

DR STATEMENT: The Boggs-Long Amendment was a weakening amendment that was
adopted by the Northern Democrats as a concession to Hale Boggs and Senator
Long for their support of the voting rights bill. This amendment permits
a political subdivision to seek, through court action in the District Court
for the District of Columbia, the termination of listing procedures when more
than 50% of the nonwhite voting age population is registered, and all persons
listed have been placed on the appropriate voting list, and there is no reason-
able cause to be] ieve that there will be denials of the right to vote.

The coal it ion which opposed the Motion to Recommit were the Southern segrega-
tionists and the Northern libera] Democrats. This vote represents an excellent
example of the true coalition which works day in and day out in the House of
Representatives, Anyone who opposed the Motion to Recommit was clearly voting
against civil rights.


