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Resolved further, That the Government of

+ne United States should declare its inten-

t'on to refrain from additional flight tests
nf multiple independently- targetable re-

entry vehicles so long as the Soviet Union

does so.
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HOUSE RESTAURANT WORKERS
DESERVE FAIR TREATMENT

(Mr. LOWENSTEIN asked and was
givenpermission to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I
want to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. Jacobs), and to indicate my great
concern about the dismissal of Wendell
Quinn. The inadequacy of the wage level
of those who work so hard in the restau-
rants of the Capitols buildings is an em-
barrassment to the Congress, and an un-
acceptable hardship to those who have
endured it for so long.

As the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.

Jacobs) pointed out, the people who work
in the restaurants must also be able to
eat. Itis time we face up to our respon-
sibilities for the conditions of employ-
ment of those who work in these build-
ings.

The sense that Mr. Quinn was dis-
missed because of his activities on behalf
of cafeteria workers hovers over this
episode and makes his abrupt dismissal
profoundly unacceptable to many of us
who are concerned about fairplay and
about the rights of working people.

Beyond the immediate question of Mr.
Quinn's employment it should be clear
by now that Congress ought not to pock-
mark its processes by condoning demean-
ing and inadequate wages and working

conditions for people who give dedicated
service here, at the same time that we
seek to legislate the end to such condi-
tions in the rest of the country.
Iam confident that the Speaker of

the House, whose record of concern for
the working conditions of his fellowmen
has made him one of the outstanding
figures in the enactment of progressive
legislation for more years than many of
us have been alive—Iam sure that the
Speaker willshare the concern of many
Members of both parties about this situ-
ation.
Ido not believe there is a public figure

in American life who cares more about
the right of American working people
or who wants more earnestly to see that
all Americans get paid a living wage. I
cannot believe that the Architect of the
Capitol willnot see to it that Mr. Quinn
is restored to his job. Icannot believe
that it willbe longbefore steps are taken
to assure that the cafeteria employees
are accorded treatment in the humane

and wise tradition personified by the
Speaker.

TERMINATION OP THE EMPLOY-
MENT OF WENDELL QUINN

(Mrs. MINKasked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MINK.Mr. Speaker, Ialso wish
to join withour distinguished colleagues
led by Congressman Jacobs of Indiana
in decrying the action of the Architect
in terminating the employment of Wen-
dell Quinn on the grounds that he was
leading the organization of an employees'
association over in the Senate. As a
member of the House Committee on
Education and Labor, we have been
charged with the responsibility of setting
forth minimum working conditions and
pay scales for working people throughout
this Nation, and yet we find that within
the very Halls of this Congress we are
unable to maintain those very basic
minimum standards for our own em-
ployees.
Iwould like to join my colleagues in

calling upon the leadership of this
House to make certain that these mini-
mum guarantees are made available to
all of our employees and, most appro-
priately, to the employees of our restau-
rants.

THE 1965 VOTING RIGHTS ACT
(Mr.CONYERS asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks,
and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, Itake
this time to insert in the Record the ex-
cellent testimony of Mr. Clarence
Mitchell, who heads up the Washington
bureau of the National Association for
the Advancement of Colored People, and
who is also legislative chairman of the
Leadership Conference onCivilRights.

Subcommittee No. 5 of the Judiciary
Committee has been hearing testimony
on the extension of the Voting Rights
Act of 1965. Iwant to congratulate the
many members of the Judiciary Com-
mittee on both sides of the aisle who
have joined in opposing the administra-
tion version, which would distract the
Nation from the central issue of extend-
ing the Voting Rights Act of 1965. I
think itis urgent that this Congress make
certain that this very simple, basic civil
rights billis continued for at least 5 more
years.
Iwould like to include the following

material: Clarence Mitchell's testimony
before the subcommittee and three news
articles relating to the current dialog
on the extension of the Voting Rights
Act.

The testimony of Clarence Mitchell
and the other material is as follows:

Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee, Iam Clarence Mitchell, director
of the Washington Bureau of the NAACP.I
appear here today on behalf of our orga-
nization and also as the legislative chairman
of the Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights. We urge that the 1965 Voting Rights
Act's ban against literacy tests be extended
for an additional five year period as pro-
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vided in bills introduced by Chairman
Emanuel Celler and ranking committee mem-
ber William M. McCulloch.

These bills would strike out the words
"fiveyears" in each place where they appear
in the first and third paragraphs of Section
4 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (42
U.S.C. 1973b(a)) and "inserting in lieu
thereof 'ten years.'

"

In order that there will be no mistake
about what we support, we cite 42 USC
1973b subsection (b) in full:

"(b) The provisions of subsection (a) of
this section shall apply in any State or in
any political subdivision of a state which
(1) the Attorney General determines main-
tained on November 1, 1964, any test or de-
vice, and with respect to which (2) the
Director of the Census determines that less
than 50 per centum of the persons of voting
age residing therein were registered on No-
vember 1, 1964, or that less than 50 per
centum of such persons voted in the presi-
dential election of November, 1964.

"A determination or certification of the
Attorney General or of the Director of the
Census under this section or under section
1973 dor 1973k of this title shall not be
reviewable in any court and shall be effec-
tive upon publication in the Federal
Register."

The wording of this subsection would re-
main unchanged. We have heard of several
suggestions to change the date of November
1, 1964, in subsection (b) to a later date.
Such a change would be a travesty in that
it would reduce the coverage of the law

—
¦

especially in those areas where diligent ef-
fort by citizens has increased the voter regis-
tration in the face of great odds.

Perhaps the most dramatic example of the
effectiveness of the 1965 Voting Rights Act
is the recent victory of Charles Evers inhis
race for Mayor of Payette, Mississippi. For
many years the State ofMississippi has been
synonymous with terror, oppression and to-
tal deprivation of all of the Negro's consti-
tutional rights. Mr. Evers' own brother,
Medgar, was murdered by an assassin. There
is a long, tragic and bloody history of how
that state has tolerated and encouraged the
consignment of colored Americans to a sub-
human status.

Although the great and small cities of
Mississippi were notorious for their mistreat-
ment of colored people, the small towns
justly earned the reputation of being worse
than the large cities of that state. It is,
therefore, especially gratifying that Mr. Evers
won in a small community and that the en-
tire campaign was conducted in a spirit of
fairness.
Iwould like to state for the record that

immediately after he won, Mr. Evers an-
nounced that he would work to make his
community a place of fairness and prosper-
ity for all people without regard to race or
color. He has already embarked on a cam-
paign to attract business and money to his
town inorder that itmay be a credit to the
state and to the Nation.

Mr. Evers is one of approximately 400 men
and women who have been elected to public
office in the South. Most of these office hold-
ers won because of the 1965 Voting Rights
Act. In contrast to the turmoil and hostil-
ity that plagues some areas of the country,
many of the men and women, white and
black, who live in the states affected by the
act are making quiet but determined efforts
to move forward in a spirit of brotherhood
and good will.

These elections have provided high drama
in many communities. For example, while
the mayor of Leesvllle, Louisiana, was per-
sonally leading his police force in arresting
NAACP officials on May 17, a colored man,
Rufus Mayfield, was being elected as the first
of his race to serve in the city council of
Lake Charles, Louisiana. Itis important to
note that the NAACP officials were being ar-

rested because they had set up a tent for

the purpose of receiving complaints of Ne-
gro servicemen stationed at Fort Polk in
Louisiana.

The Evers victory and the action of the
Leesville mayor should serve to remind us
that while the 1965 Voting Rights Act open-
ed the door for progress, the battle is by no
means over. It is still possible to be jailed
for exercising even the most obvious con-
stitutional rights in many of the states of
the so-called Old South. Vernon Dahmer,

who died from injuries after his store was
burned to the ground and peppered with a
hail of bullets in Hattiesburg, Mississippi,

was a leader of a registration and vote drive.
Like many others before him he paid with
his life for the right to vote.

Mr. Dahmer had announced on January 9,
1966, that he would receive poll tax pay-
ments at his grocery store from persons
wishing to register to vote. On January 10
he was dead of wounds received in the fire-
bombing of his store, his home and his car.
Those who have been determined to deny
the right to vote have not spared victims
merely because they were white. Let us not
forget that on August 20, 1965, Jonathan
M.Daniels, a white man, was shot and killed
just after he had been freed from jail in
Lowndes County, Alabama. A Roman Cath-
olic priest with him was also severely

wounded but recovered. Mrs. Viola Liuzzo,
who was also white, was shot and killed on
the night of March 25, 1965, while ferrying
marchers in her car from Montgomery, Ala-
bama, to their homes in Selma, Alabama.

These crimes have been supplemented by
official state action designed to prevent
Negroes from voting. This subcommittee, and
especially the senior members, know the long
and shameful record of state sanctioned ob-
struction. Immediately after passage of the
1965 Voting Rights Act the Mississippi Leg-
islature, meeting in regular and special ses-
sions, passed twelve bills and resolutions
which substantially altered the state's elec-
tion laws. Alabama, Louisiana, Mississippi
and South Carolina have all resorted to
various devices to slow down or prevent reg-
istration, voting and election to public of-
fice. These devices include abolishing offices,
switching to so-called "at large elections,"
consolidation of counties, "fullslate voting,"
barring or intimidating poll watchers and
giving misleading information to would-be
voters.

The continuity of these attempts to defy
the law is illustrated by a recent happening
inFriar's Point, Mississippi. On May 17,1969,
the Department of Justice asked a federal
court to block a June 3 town election in
Friar's Point unless a slate of Negro candi-
dates is placed on the ballot.

The Department of Justice charges that
the Municipal Election Commission changed
the qualification procedure for candidates
and the city clerk failed to notify theNegroes of the change in time for them to
be placed on the ballot, in violation of the
Voting Rights Act of 1965 and the 15th
Amendment to the Constitution.

Prior to this year, candidates for city of-fices have qualified to be placed on the
ballot by notifying the clerk and filing a
statement that they were not subversives.

After a slate of six Negroes complied withthis procedure to be placed on the ballotsas candidates for mayor, town marshal and
four alderman posts, the defendants "with-
out general notice to the public, altered the
procedure for qualifying."

The new procedure required petitions to
be filed by candidates and the clerk failed
to notify the slate of Negro candidates and
did not furnish them forms for the petitions
as she did for the other candidates.

The change inprocedure was made without
the approval of the Attorney General, as re-
quired by the Voting Rights Act of 1965, and
will"deny and abridge the right of Negroes

to vote on account of their race by denying
them the right to vote for the candidates of
their choice."

Even without the sanction of law, slo wdowns, indifference and hostility have been
used to keep down registration. Barnweli
County, South Carolina, is a good illustra-
tion of how unofficial efforts to intimidate
have been used to back up official action. in1965, large numbers of would be colored reg-
istrants were kept waiting in a line ana
finally not permitted to register. Some of
those who were not permitted to register
began picketing and were arrested on a charge
of parading without a permit. The Negroes
then staged a register and vote rally in an
open field. At the same time the Ku Klux
Klan held a rally beside the main road that
the Negroes had to use going to and coming
from the rally.

The Virginia State Conference of NAACP
branches made a statewide check on registra-
tion conditions in 1967, two years after the
Voting Rights Act became law. Insufficient
time to register and inconvenience of the
place of registration were the most common
complaints. InLancaster County it was nec-
essary to make an appointment in order
to register. In Southampton County regis-
tration was on Thursdays only. In Halifax
County the registration dates were set at the
"convenience of the registrars." Inone county
a "registrar stopped registering to go play
golf."

With so many risks of losing the progress
that has been made since the 1965 Voting
Rights Act became law, it is imperative that
the ban against literacy tests be extended be-
fore the end of this session of the Congress.
There are those who suggest that the law
can be improved. This may be so, but let us
extend the law that we know can and does
work before seeking a change that may not
get through Congress until after the present
ban against literacy tests has expired.

Just to illustrate one of the pitfalls that
may lie ahead if we consider new legislation
without first extending the present law, let
us consider one proposal which is said to be
under consideration. Itprovides that a sixth
grade education would establish proof of
literacy.
Iinvite the subcommittee's attention to

the cover photograph on the Washington
Post Magazine Potomac, for Sunday, May 25,

1969. Itis the picture of a fine looking white
man and his two children. Inside the story

relates that "Ten years ago Brother Leonard
Barton came out of the hills with a fifth
grade education and a hungry family ...
he rose to a full time job as the $9,000 a year
shop foreman for an engineering firm in
College Park, Maryland." Mr. Barton is a
relatively young man. There are thousands
of Americans like him and many of them
live in areas where they would be lucky if
they could get a third grade education. What
a travesty it would be to say to these people
that although the Internal Revenue Service
does not care whether you finished kinder-
garten

—
you must pay your taxes. But when

it comes to electing the officials who impose
the taxes on your property, on your necessi-
ties of life and on your income you have got

to prove that you have finished the sixth
grade.
Itwould serve no useful purpose to take

up this subcommittee's time withother illus-
trations. However, Iwould like to close witn
a reference to a story that appeared in Jet
Magazine on page 14 of the March 20, 1969»
issue.

When President Johnson left office a num-
ber of persons decided to pay a tribute w
him by presenting a replica ofthe first voting
certificate issued under the provisions oft&J
1965 Voting Rights Act. Itturned out th^the certificate was issued to Mrs. Arate
Mauldin of Selma, Alabama. Mrs. Mauldin »
a practical nurse in a Selma hospital and tjj
mother of seven children. Ioffer her w°ras
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a plea for prompt action inextending the
nresent law. She said:
P «It is hard for people in the North to know

w we feel about voting. It's changed every-
one in the South and well not forget it.
«te in Selma have seen a lot of hard times

tmt alot of S ood nas come from the struggle

nt our young people."

The voice and words of Mrs. Mauldin can-
t always be heard above the cries of racistsn
á demagogues who say that laws are worth-

less Yet, she is one of an overwhelming

rnaíority of Americans who still rely upon
me law for redress of wrongs. Letus vindicate
í,er faith by extending the statute which

made itpossible for her to vote.

[From the New York Times, July 2, 1969]

Nixon Rights Bill Appears Doomed by a

GOP Attack
—

Mitchell Defense op Plan

To Revise Voting Law Meets House Panel
Hostility

—
Both Parties Critical

—
Mc-

Culloch Urges Fight for Compliance

With Present Act and Not Repeal

Washington, July 1.
—

The Nixon Admin-
istration's five-day-old voting rights proposal

ran into such uniform and intense opposi-

tion on Capitol Hill today that it was re-
garded as allbut dead.

Completing the testimony he began last
week before a House Judiciary subcommittee,

Attorney General John N. Mitchell won a
response that ranged from criticism through
outright hostility to near abuse, with mem-
bers of both parties chiming in.

As a result, any prospect that the Admin-
istration bill would be substituted for the
extension of the present voting rights act
favored by many Congressmen appeared to
have dwindled to the vanishing point.

Asked after the hearing whether the Ad-
ministration would fight an extension of the
1965 law on the House floor ifits own bill
lost in committee, Mr.Mitchell replied with
his customary tartness: "I've made my pitch
here."

When the Administration voting rights
package was sent to Congress, there was
speculation that President Nixon's strategists
were aware that substantial numbers of
Republicans would oppose it. This led some
Capitol Hill observers to conclude that its
purpose was largely political, aimed at in-
creasing Republican popularity in the South.

m'culloch leads attack

Leading the attack on the Nixon proposal
was the ranking Republican on the Judi-
ciary Committee, Representative William M.
McCulloch of Ohio, a courtly conservative
with strong views on the importance of civil
rights legislation.

The Administration proposal, Mr. McCul-
loch declared, "creates a remedy for which
there is no wrong and leaves grievous
wrongs without adequate remedy." "I askyou, What kind of civilrights bill is that?"
he said.

Mr. Mitchell had recommended radically
revising the section in the present law un-

r which the Justice Department or a
Washington-based Federal court must clear
state or local changes in Southern election
laws.

CALLS FOR HARDER FIGHT
"The bad jurisdictions have not obeyed it,

ue says," Mr. McCulloch continued. "ButI
ZÍ+ have noPed that the party of civil
th + the part y of human rights, the party
wiat voted 82 per cent in the Senate and 94
woi

ent in the House for the 1965 act,

rende haVe tnrown up its hands in sur"

that'*1^6 is an alternative to surrender, and
not • fight narde r. Noncompliance does

Prom + fy rePeal -
That's not the way to

land» law and order throughout the

tioVíter of Prote st against the Administra-
te^

proPosal from tne Rev - Theodore M.vr§n, who was named chairman of

the Civil Rights Commission by President
Nixon three months ago, was put in the rec-
ord by Representative Emanuel Celler,
Brooklyn Democrat who is chairman of the
Judiciary Committee.

Father Hesburgh, who is also president of
the University of Notre Dame, called the
Nixon proposal "a distinct retreat" that
would "turn back the clock to 1957" in
providing protection for the registration and
voting rights of Southern Negroes.

"Itis an open invitation to those states
which denied the vote to minority citizens
in the past to resume doing so in the future
through insertion of disingenuous tech-
nicalities and changes in their election
laws," he wrote.

In a letter to Chairman Celler, John W.
Gardner, chairman of the Urban Coalition
Action Council, strongly urged extending the
present voting rights law before dealing with
any of the "complicated issues" raised by
the Administration proposal.

One of the sharpest rejoinders to Mr.
Mitchell came from Representative John J.
Conyers Jr., Democrat of Michigan who is
the unofficial leader of the House Negro
delegation.

In supplementary testimony today. Mr.
Mitchellhad maintained that a major bene-
ficiary of the Administration bill would be
the "under-educated ghetto Negro" in the
North, whose voting rights, he said, are ob-
structed by literacy tests that the Nixon
program would ban.

"Isuggest to this committee," the Attor-
ney General said, "that it is the psychologi-
cal barrier of the literacy test, long asso-
ciated with the poll tax is a discriminatory
tool to keep the Negro from the ballot box,

that may be responsible for much of the low
Negro voter registration insome of our ma-
jor cities."

Mr. Conyers charged that "for this Ad-
ministration to discuss psychological barriers
to the Negro is the most presumptious act
I've ever heard."

"Black people in the North are not being
prevented from voting because of their edu-
cation," Mr. Conyers continued. "ButIcan

tell you that black people are losing faith
in large numbers every day that this system

had the promise of being what is says it is."
Following Representative McCulloch 's

lead, the Republicans on the subcommittee
one by one registered their preference for a
five-year extension of the present law or
their objections to various aspects of the
Administration bill, orboth.

Representative Clark MacGregor of Minne-
sota spoke favorably of a national ban on
literacy tests but made it clear he would
vote for a renewal of the present law first.

Even Representative Edward Hutchinson
ofMichigan, who had been regarded as likely
to back the Administration bill, objected

because it included what he regarded an un-
related material on residency requirements
for voting.

[From the Washington Post, June 29, 1969]

Monkey Wrench
The operative, conspicuous and altogether

damning fact about the Attorney General's
statement on Thursday before a House Judi-
ciary subcommittee is that it opposes the
extension of the Voting Rights Act of 1965.
That act expires in August, 1970. There is no

doubt whatever that, with Administration
support, the act could be extended for five

years. With Administration opposition, a

simple extension bill may well be defeated.
The extended hearings and bitter contro-
versy to which Attorney General Mitchell's
proposals will surely give rise may end by

leaving the country without any Federal vot-
ingrights legislation at all.

There is much to be said for some of Mr.

Mitchell's proposals. Unfortunately, there is
also much to be said against them. For our
part, we heartily agree with the Attorney

General that "all adult citizens who are of
sound mind and who have not been convicted
of a felony should be free to and encouraged
to participate in the electoral process." We
would, therefore, support Federal legislation
toban literacy tests everywhere inthe United
States. But some states are going to resist
such legislation.

We are no less heartily infavor of tlae ban
suggested by Mr. Mitchell on state residency
requirements for national elections. In this
mobile Nation, such parochial and artificial
restraints on the basic right of national citi-
zenship should long ago have been aban-
doned. But the reform is likely to engender a
lot of opposition. Similarly, there are sub-
stantial arguments to support the change
recommended by the Attorney General in the
mode of attacking state legislation which
may operate to deprive minorities of voting
opportunities. But the change is an extremely
complex one calling for the most careful
analysis and debate. Let Congress take up
these proposed improvements at leisure and
on their individual merits

—
and not when

they can be used as devices for preventing
the enactment of any voting rights legisla-
tion whatever.

The most cogent argument for continuance
of the 1965 act was stated by Mr. Mitchell
himself. "Since 1965," he testified, "more than
800,000 Negro voters have been registered in
the seven states covered by the Act." And a
few of them, he might have added, have been
elected to public office. The Voting Rights
Act of 1965 has given to black Americans
the means to make themselves felt and
heeded politically where they were previously
ignored. And that, of course, is precisely why
there is such bitter opposition to it among
so many white Southerners.

The Attorney General can dress his pro-
posals up as much as he likes inhigh-sound-
ing phrases about putting voting rights on a
national rather than a regional basis; but he
is not going to fool any of the poeple who
have fought the long hard battle to make
voting a reality for Negroes in the South. He
is not going to fool Clarence Mitchell of the
NAACP who said with characteristic straight-
forwardness that the Justice Department bill
is "a sophisticated but nonetheless deadly
way of thwarting the progress we have made."
He is not going to fool Joseph L.Rauh, the
seasoned counsel of the CivilRights Leader-
ship Conference, who called the Administra-
tion measure "a monkey wrench." He is not
going to fool Rep. William M. McCullough,
ranking Republican on the House Judiciary
Committee and a stalwart champion of civil
rights who said he favors a simple extension
of the present law.

These men have implored the Attorney
General not to open the way now for pro-
longed, divisive debate and the ugly possibil-
ity of a Southern filibuster if the voting
rights issue carries over into next year. The
country is not going to be fooled, either. It
knows that the Southern stratagem now
embraced by the Administration poses two
tragic dangers. One is the danger that if
Negroes are deprived of a chance to advance
their welfare through orderly political action,
they will be pushed toward disorder and
violence. The other is the danger that the
country will find itself indefault on a moral
commitment ithas undertaken in the name
of democracy and justice.

[From the New York Times, July 2, 1969]
Excerpts From Statements byMitchell and

McCulloch on the Voting Rights Bill
Attorney General Mitchell. The proposal

for a simple five-year extension of the 1965
Voting Rights Act leaves the undereducated
ghetto Negro as today's forgotten man in
voting rights legislation.

He would be forgotten both in the 13
States outside the South which have literacy
tests now and in the 30 other states which
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have the ability, at any time, to impose
them.
It is not enough to continue to protect

Negro voters in seven states. That considera-
tion may have been the justification for the

1965 act. But it is unrealistic today to ig-
nore the ghettos of Harlem, Watts, Roxbury.
Seattle, Hartford and Portland, Ore.

—
all of

which are located in states which have lit-
eracy tests.
Ibelieve the literacy test is an unreason-

able physical obstruction to voting even ifit
is administered in an even-handed manner.
It unrealistically denies the franchise to
those who have no schooling. Itunfairly de-
nies the franchise to those who have been
denied an equal educational opportunity be-
cause of inferior schooling in the North and
the South.

PSYCHOLOGICAL BARRIER
But perhaps most importantly, it is a

psychological obstruction in the minds of
many of our minority citizens. Idon't have
all the answers. ButIsuggest to this com-
mittee that it is the psychological barrier of
the literacy test

—
long associated with the

poll tax as a discriminatory tool to keep the
Negro from the ballot box

—
that may be re-

sponsible for much of the low Negro voter
registration insome of our major cities.

A higher percentage of Negroes voted in
South Carolina and Mississippi, where liter-
acy tests are suspended, than in Watts or
Harlem, where literacy tests are enforced. A
higher percentage of Negroes vote in Phila-
delphia and Chicago where there are no lit-
eracy tests, than inmajority Negro neighbor-
hoods in New York City and Los Angeles.
Iwant to encourage black people to vote.
Iwant to encourage Mexican-American and
Puerto Rican citizens to vote.Iespecially be-
lieve that minority citizens, who may feel
alienated from our society, should be given
every opportunity to participate inour elec-
toral processes.

CALLS VOTE IMPORTANT

Iwant to encourage ouir Negro citizens to
take out their alienations at the ballot box,
and not elsewhere. Iwant them to know that
their ballot is important and willbe signifi-
cant in determining the policies of the offi-
cials who govern.
Ithas also been suggested before this com-

mittee that our proposal to extend the cov-
erage of the Voting Rights Act would result
in weakening some of its provisions.

This criticism is untrue. Our proposal
would broaden the act but would, in many
ways, considerably strengthen it.

Our bill would maintain the authority of
the 1965 Voting Rights Act for the Attorney
General to send examiners and observers into
the seven Southern states. But it would ex-
tend this authority to all states and counties
where the Attorney General had received any
complaints of possible violations of 15th
Amendment rights.

Under the 1965 act, the Attorney General is
required to go to court to request voting ex-
aminers and observers in non-Southern
states. Under our bill, he has the authority
to send the observers and examiners any
place without first applying to the court.
Our proposed billwould authorize the courts,
On the application of the Attorney General,
to temporarily enjoin discriminatory voting
laws and to freeze any new voting laws passed
by the state or county against whom the
lawsuit is filed.

Representative McCullough.Iregret the
necessity of opposing the Administration
proposal as a substitute for the Voting Rights
Act of 1965. As a Republican, Iwould like
nothing more than to embrace and support
a program sponsored by the present Admin-
istration. But in good conscience, Icannot
support the one outlined last Thursday for
two reasons :

The Administration billis actually a weak-
er bill.Italso jeopardizes the chances of pas-
sage of voting rights legislation.

As Iunderstand the provisions of the Ad-

ministration bill which pertain to the heart
of this controversy, they sweep broadly into
those areas where the need is the least and
retreat from those areas where the need is

greatest.
We are asked to extend the Section 4 ban

on literacy tests or devices outside the South
into 14 other states from which the Justice
Department and the N.A.A.C.P. have never
to this day received a complaint alleging the
discriminatory use of literacy tests or
devices.

We are asked to repeal the Section 5 re-
quirement that the covered states must clear
their new voting laws and practices with the
Attorney General or the District Court of
Columbia in the face of spellbinding evi-
dence of unflagging Southern dedication to
the cause of creating an ever more sophisti-
cated legal machinery for discriminating
against the black voter.

GRIEVOUS WRONGS

In short, the Administration creates a
remedy for which there is no wrong and
leaves grievous wrongs without adequate
remedy. Iask you, what kind of civilrights
bill is that?

That is not the kind of civilrights legis-
lation that gives hope to black America. Itis
the kind of civil rights legislation that is
favored by Attorney General Summer of
Mississippi. Itis the kind of civilrights legis-
lation that is opposed by the Leadership
Conference on CivilRights and by the Civil
Rights Commission. Irepeat, what kind of
civlirights legislation is that?

The Attorney General of Mississippi came
all the way to Washington for only one rea-
son. He wellunderstood that Section 5 finally
had to be obeyed. He wanted itscuttled. Dis-
crimination willfindithard tosurvive under
Section 5 ifit is retained. But it will thrive
again under the Administraton proposal.

The Attorney General testified that Sec-
tion 5 cannot work. The bad jurisdictions
have not obeyed it,he says. ButIwould have
hoped that the party of civil rights

—
the

party that voted 82 per cent in the House
and 94 per cent in the Senate for the 1965
act

—
would not have thrown up its hands

in surrender.
URGES FIGHTING HARDER

There is an alternative to surrender, and
that's to fightharder.

Noncompliance does not justify repeal.
That's not the way to promote law and or-
der throughout the land.
In considering the Administration pro-

posal, it is equally important to note how its
various provisions increase the number of
"no" votes. No matter how many protests are
voiced, the issue under the Administration
bill is whether literacy tests as a philosophi-
cal question are desirable, whereas under the
Voting Rights Act of 1965 the issue is
whether discrimination invoting is desirable.
The broad philosophical question would be
far more divisive than a simple extension of
the act would be.

Therefore, those who believe that only in-
telligent people should be allowed to vote,
those who believe ineither a strict or a mod-
erate construction of the Constitution, and
those who believe ineconomy inGovernment
may

—
even if they favor civil rights

—
vote

against the Administration package.
Ido not know what others may think, but

as for me,Ifind the cause of civilrights too
dear to jeopardize the chances of success.
Andif the risk were taken, what is the prize?
Aweaker civilrights law.

What kind of civil rights legislation is
that?

HEARINGS ON BILL TO INCREASE
THE SIZE AND WEIGHT op
TRUCKS ON INTERSTATE HIGH.
WAYS
(Mr. SCHWENGEL asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his
remarks and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, on
July 8 the House Public Works Commit-
tee willbegin hearings on H.R. 11870, a
bill to increase the size and weight of
trucks on Interstate Highways.

As was the case last year,Iam strong-
ly opposed to the enactment of this leg-
islation. Since Iwillbe going into more
detail on this legislation during the hear-
ings, Iwillbriefly outline the reasons
for my opposition.

During the election campaign last fall
President Nixon said about the truck
bill:

This proposal raises serious issues, includ-
ing the safety and convenience of the motor-
ing public.

There is no doubt that this is true, and
is the key issue. In addition, President
Nixonstated during the campaign:

Iwould direct the Secretary of Transpor-
tation to take a hard look to make certain
that the interest of the traveling public and
also the life of our highways are fully pro-
tected as we facilitate the vital movement
of goods in the Nation's commerce.

Up to now Ihave not been able to
find any evidence that the "hard look"
called for by the President has taken
place. There have been no new studies
or research projects undertaken. Ihave
talked to officials in the Federal Highway
Administration, the Bureau of Public
Roads, the Bureau of Motor Carrier
Safety, and the National Highway
Safety Bureau at great length. None of
those to whom Ihave talked has any
knowledge of any restudy or review of
the situation. They have not been able
to produce any reliable data.

In fact, Dr. Robert Brenner, Acting

Director of the National Highway Safety

Bureau, stated before the Public Works
Committee recently that

—
As to the specific of what extra width

does or does not do in the safety picture, I
am unaware of any work specifically in that
area.

Therefore, it is incredible to me that
there have been published reports re-
cently indicating that the Department of
Transportation is going to support the
big truck bill. This is an irresponsible
position to take for two obvious and com-
pelling reasons. First, President Nixon's
own directive for a complete restudy of
the billand its effects has not been un-
dertaken, and second, the administra-
tion's own top safety people say there is
no credible research on what effect this
willhave on highway safety.
It seems to me the Department oi

Transportation has given absolutely no
consideration to the important issue oi
the "safety and convenience of the
traveling public" to use President Nixons
own words.

Mr. Speaker, in spite of this unreason-
able position of the Department ol
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rrransportation, Iwillcontinue to fight

this special interest legislation, Ifind it

difficult to understand how this legisla-

ron can be considered at all until we
know what effect a wider and heavier
fruck willhave on safety.

It is my hope that the rumors and
ess reports are in error and that the

Department of Transportation willin-

ctead callfor PostP°nement of considera-

tion until the studies ordered by the
President are started and completed. To

do anything else would violate President
Nixon's campaign statement and pledge.

Now Mr. Speaker the House should
know that at 6:30 p.m. last night, after
Ihad prepared the statement Ijust

ma de and after Ihad notified the De-
partment of Transportation as a matter
of courtesy indicating the contents of the
statement, Ireceived a phone call from

the Department of Transportation that
the study mandated by President Nixon
supposedly began on Monday.

It is my understanding that the De-
partment of Transportation has re-
quested a 30 -day extension from the
House Public Works Committee on its
date for testifying on the bill.

Mr. Speaker, it is utterly unrealistic
to think that the kind of credible research
data, needed to be reliable, can be
gathered in 30 days and be used as a
basis for making a recommendation on
this big truck bill.

At this point Mr. Speaker, Iinclude
a letter iwrote to Secretary John
Volpe last February 5 in the Record,
along with a newspaper article which
appeared in the Washington Daily News
on June 21:

February 5,1969.
Hon. John Volpe,
Secretary, Department of Transportation,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Secretary: As you may recall,
a rather substantial effort was made last
year in the Congress to pass a billto increase
the size and weight of trucks.

Dubious about the merits of the billand
completely at odds with the tactics used by
its supporters, Iled the opposition to the
legislation. Standing alone at first, my ef-
forts gained support and the bill never
reached the floor of the House.

During the campaign, President Nixon was
asked about his position on the legislation.
His response was heartening. In ithe called
for a thorough review by the Department of
Transportation of the entire matter of truck
size and weight and related issues such as
user tax and safety.
Itseems to me that itwould be appropriate

to begin the re-evaluation and review called
iQrby the President in the very near future.

Undoubtedly, efforts will be made again
Wing this Congress on behalf of the truck
¡II' The Position and attitude taken by the
«tet Administration was less than friendly.
*fcey exhibited a closed mind attitude. There-re, a fresh study and evaluation would be01 great value.

The opportunity to discuss the entire mat-
er with you or one of your staff certainlyw°uid be appreciated.

with warmest regards,
Sincerely yours,

Fred Schwengel,

Member ofCongress.

HINT White House May Back Big Truck
Bill

(By William Steif)

Turtderal Hi§hway Administrator Francis C.ner Urongly hinted today that the Nixon

Administration willendorse a new bill per-
mitting larger, heavier trucks on the Inter-
state Highway System.

In an interview, Mr. Turner said "we
haven't endorsed any billyet," but noted that
the revised measure introduced two weeks
ago by Rep. John C. Kluczynski, D-111., was
"close" to what he recommended last year.

"That's a pretty good tipoff," he said.
Rep. Kluczynski's billwould permit states

to increase truck width limits on the inter-
state system from 96 to 102 inches, increase
maximum single-axle weight from 18,000 to
20,000 pounds, and increase maximum
tandem-axle weight from 32,000 to 34,000
pounds.
It would eliminate the Federal weight

limit of 73,280 pounds, substituting in its
place a formula based on axle spacing.

The new feature, which last year's defeated
bill did not have, is a 70-foot length limit on
trucks, thus limiting a vehicle's greatest
possible weight to about 92,000 pounds. Pre-
viously, there was no Federal length limit.

The proposed new bill would permit double
trailers to be operated in tandem on the in-
terstate system instates which go along with
the 70-foot length limit. But it would bar
triple-trailer truck trains such as would have
been possible under last year's bill.

The effect probably would be to permit
double trailer trucks to continue to operate
in Western states, but leave it to the state
legislatures to determine whether they would
be permitted in most Eastern states which
now ban them except on a few tollroads.

Mr. Turner pointed out that his agency
last year recommended a 65-foot length limit
under the axle-spacing formula. The formula
is designed to spread weight safely.

Mr. Turner also had recommended horse-
power, braking and linkage standards, but
now feels his National Highway Safety
Bureau has sufficient power to set there
standards without legislative authority.
There are indications the bureau will set
such standards soon, just as it recently set
new fitness standards for truck and bus
drivers.

Mr. Speaker, itseems to me that the
unreasonable and undue delay of DOT
in beginning the study ordered by the
President and the newspaper article in-
dicating support by DOT of the present
truck billindicates some hesitancy, to say
the least, by DOT to seriously attack
thisproblem.
Iam apprehensive about the sincerity

of the Department of Transportation in
dealing with this whole issue, especially
in light of the 30-day wonder or quickie
study evidently underway. It does not
appear to me that this kind of procedure
carries out either the spirit or the letter
ofPresident Nixon's directive.

COMPUTERS FOR CONGRESS
(Mr. SCHWENGEL asked and was

given permission to extend his remarks
at thispoint in the Record and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, the
importance of modernizing the Congress

is a matter of continuing concern to all
of us. We must avail ourselves of every
possible tool and technique if we are
to function effectively. One powerful

asset which has not been adapted to any
appreciable extent in the congressional
struggle for survival is the computer. In
my chapter of the book "We Propose: A
Modern Congress," Istressed the fact
that "knowledge is power." Every Mem-

ber of both Chambers is aware of this, but

all too often we fail to take those steps

which willlead to an upgrading of our
inadequate resources. Knowledge is based
on information

—
information that is

timely, accurate, and relevant
—

and the
computer can be instrumental in provid-
ing the information which we need in our
decisionmaking, committee work, and
constituent support.

The House Subcommittee on Elec-
trical and Mechanical Office Equipment,
chaired by the gentleman fromLouisiana,
Hon. Joe D. Waggonner, has been as-
signed the responsibility for charting a
course which willallow the Congress to
utilize fully the power of the computer.
As a member of that group, Ibelieve it
is imperative that all Members of the
Congress be cognizant of the legislative
applications where automatic data pro-
cessing can help. To this end, Ishould
like to call to the attention of my
colleagues a recent study prepared by
Robert L. Chartrand, the specialist in
information sciences of the Legislative
Reference Service. This report, entitled
"Computers for Congress," is a succinct,
factual discussion of the information
needs of the Congress, legislation which
has been introduced to create a computer
support for the Federal Legislature, pri-
vate sector studies of the information
problems facing us, and commentary on
those legislative tasks which might be
carried out better with computer support
and those already being implemented
through the efforts of the Clerk of the
House, the Senate Sergeant at Arms Of-
fice, and the Legislative Reference
Service of the Library of Congress. I
include this excellent study in the
Record:

Computers for Congress

(By Robert L.Chartrand)
INTRODUCTION

The United States Congress, as itprepares
to enter the 19705, is confronted with gov-
erning problems of unprecedented severity
and complexity. Each of its Members must
function effectively in three roles : as a legis-
lator rendering decisions on national and
international issues, as the prime representa-
tive of his State or district, and as an unoffi-
cial ombudsman accessible to every constitu-
ent. The ability of the Congressmen and
their committees to perform responsively

often is impeded by the sheer volume of rou-
tine tasks to be performed, the almost infi-
nite variety of information to be acquired,
and the diverse issues to be considered.

The stresses upon the Members and their
staffs have been augmented by the effects of
the "information explosion." The profusion
of books, articles, analytical reports, and
miscellany threatens to overwhelm even the
most sophisticated information handling
centers. The Federal legislator, indischarging
his many duties, must be able to obtain in-
formation relevant to a variety of topics in a
timely fashion. Alltoo often, traditional pro-
cedures for acquiring, indexing, abstracting,
storing, processing, retrieving, and dissemi-
nating priority information do not suffice.
This condition is causing the Congressman
to seek out new techniques and tools which
can assist him in the performance of his leg-
islative and administrative tasks. Computer
technology, developed only during the past
quarter- century, now possesses the proven
potential to support the Congress in a num-
ber of application areas.

Not only is Congress considering the ways
in which automatic data processing (ADP)
can enhance chamber, committee, and mdi
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