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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 16, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON

THRU: MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF % é
VERN LOEN L

FROM: CHARLES LEPPERT, JR

SUBJECT: Rep. Wiggins' Substitute to H.R. 6219,

to amend Voting Rights Act of 1965,

Attached for your information is the Amendment in the nature of a

substitute to be offered by Rep. Charles Wiggins (R-Calif, ) to H. R, 6219
during consideration by the House of Representatives,

This substitute amendment was introduced in the House of Representatives
by Rep. Wiggins as H, R, 6985, on Wednesday, May 14, 1975,

cc: Doug Bennett
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Offered by Mr. Wiggins

In H.&,/&%lg\iii%ke odt all after the enmacting

cla sgAaad insert im~lied thereof the-following:
That this Act may be cited as "The Voting Rights
Extension Act of 1975".

Sec. 2. Section 4(a) of the Voting Rights Act of 1965
4s amended by striking out "ten years” each time it aﬁbears
and igserting in lieu thereof "eleven-year-and-180-day period”.

Sec.-3. Effective Februarvy 6, 1977:

(a) Section 4 of the Voting Rights Act is amended
to read as follcws:

“Sec. 4. (a) To assure that the right of citizens.of
the United States to vwote is not denied or abridged on
account of race or color or n;tional oriein, the reauire-
ments Bf section 5 shall apply to any State with
respect to which the determinations havé

been made under subsection (b) or in any

political subdivision with respect to which such

determinations have been made as a separate unit, unless

the United States District Court for the Nistrict of Colum-
bia in an acéion for_a declaratory judgment brought hy suéﬁ
" State or subdivision against the United States hes deter- v
mined that no voting qualification, or prerequisite to
voting or standard, practice, or procedure with resnect

to voting is in effect during or nrcéeding the filing of
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the action where such qualification, nrcfequisite,’staﬁdatd.
'p:acéice,.or procedure does have or is likelv to have the
purpose or the effect of denving or akrideing the richt to
vote on account of race or color or national origin: Pro-
vided, That for purposes of‘thié gezEI;n no State or poli-
.tical subdivision shall be determined to have engaged in

the use of such qualifications, prefenuisites, standards,
practices, or procedures for the purpose or with the effect
‘'of denying or abridging the right to vote on account of race or color

or national origin if (1) incidents of such use have been few in

number and have been promptly and effectively corrected by

State or local action, (2) the continuing effect of such
incidents has been eliminated, and (3) there is no reasonable
probabilitv of their recurrence in the future.

"An action pursuant to this subsection shall be heard ;nd deter-
mined by a court of three judges in accordance with the provisions of
section 2284 of titlé 28 of the United States Code and any aopeal shall
lie to the Supreme Court. The Court shall retain jurisdiction of any
action pursuant to this subsection until determinations aré made by the
Director of the Census pursuant to'sﬁbsection_tb) following the next
general federal election after thg filing of the action and shall re-

. open the action upon motion of the Attorney General alleging that such

qualifications, prerequisites, standards, practices, or procedures have

been used for the purpose or with the effect of denvinz or abrideing

~ the right to vote on account of race or color, or national origin,

-
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"If the Attorney General determines that he has no reason
to believe that any such qualifications, pferequisites, standards,
pfactices, or procedures are in effect or are likely to be effective
with the purpose or with the effect of denving or abriding the right
to vote on account of race ot color or national origin, he shall
consent to the entry of such judgment.

"(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall apnly in any State
or in any political subdivision of a state for which the Director
of the Census determines that racial or language minority citizens
of voting age comprise more than 5 per centum of the voting ace non-—
ulation of such State or political subdivision and that less than 59
per centum of such racial or language minority citizens of voting
age voted in the most recent general federal election. The provisions
of suﬁsection-(a) shall continue in effect until the Director of the
Census makes determinations pursuant to this subsection following the
next general federal édlection after which time such provisions shall
only apply based upon determinations pertaining to the most recent
general federal election at that time. The Director of the Census
is directed to make determinations pursuant to this subsec:ion to
the greatest degree possible within 60 days after a general federal
election is held.

"A determination or certification of the Attorney General
or of the Director of the Census under this section or under
section 6 or section 13 shall not be reviewable in any court

and shall be effective upon publication in the Federal Register,
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(c) As used in this Act, the phrase 'genéral,federal
_ election' shall mean any general electioﬁ-held solelv or
in part for the purpose of selecting or elécting any can-—
didate for the office of President, Vice President, presi-
dential elector, Member of the United-States Senate, “emher
of the United States Fouse of Penresentatives, DNelepate
from the District of Columbia, Guam, or the Virgin Tslands,
or Resident Commissioner_of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.
"(d) As used in this section, the phrase 'racial or
language minority citizens! means citizens of the Unitgd
States.who are Negroes or persons of Spanish heritage as those

" terms are defined by the Bureau of the Census.”

(b) Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act is amended to read

as follows:

"Sec. 5. Whenever a State or political subdivision with

3

,respect to which the prohibitions set forth in section 4(a)
based upon determinations made under section 4(h) are in

effect shall enact or seek to administer any voting quali-

fication or prerequisite to voting; or standard, practice,
-’

or procedure with respect to voting such State or subdivision

may institute an action in the United States District Court

for the District of Columbia for a declaratorv fudgment :hat‘

: ¥
such qualification, prerequiste, standard, practice, or pro-

cedure does not have the purnose and will not have the effect

-

-
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of denying or abridzing the right to vote énlpccount of race or
~“color or national origin, and unless and until the court enters such
judgment no person shall be denied _the right to vote for
failure to co;ply with suéh qualification, nrerequisite,
standard, practice, or procedure: Provided, That such
qualification, prerequisite, standard, practice, or procedure
may be enforced without such proceeding if the quélification,
prerequisite, standard, practicé, or procedure has heen sub-
mitted by the chief legal officer or other anpronriate
official of such State or suhdivision to the Attormev General
and -the Attorney General has not interposed an objection within
sixty days after such submission, or unon good cause shown, to
fécilitate an expedited approval within sixty davs after such
submission, the Attqrney General has affirmatively indicated
- that such objectiéﬁ will not be made. MNeither an affirmative
indication by the Attorney General that no obﬂection will he
qmade; nor failure to object, nor a declaratorv judement
entered under this section shall bar.; subseq&éﬁt action to
enjoin enforcement of éuch qualification, prereauisite,
standard, practice, or procedure. ‘In the event the Attorney
General affirmativelv indicates that no objection will be
made within the sixty-day period following receipt-of such
a submission, the Attornev General mav reserve the rieht to
reexamine the submission 1f additional information comes to

his attention during the remainder of the sixtv-day neriod

-
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which would otherwise require objection in accordance with

-

. this section. Any acticn under this segtion 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 and any anpeal shall lie to the Supreme Court.n™

Sec. U. - Section 3 of the Voting Rights Act is
amended by--

(1) striking out "fifteenth amendment" each
time it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
"fourteenth amendment or fifteenth amendment";

(2) striking out "race or color" each time
.it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "race

or color or national origin";
(3) striking out "test or device” each t;Lme it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof "voting qualification or nre-
requisite to vo;ing, or standard, practice, or orocedure
with respect.to voting";
< ’éAj striking cut "tests or devices' each time it aonears
and inserting in lieu thereof "such voting qualification or
prerequisite to voting, or standard, praét{ce, or nrocedure .
with respect to vgfing"; - *
(5) striking out "except that neither" and insertine
in lieu thereof "o£-upon good cause shown to facilitate an

expedited approval within sixty davs after such suﬁhission,

the Attorney General has affirmatively indicated that such

objection will not be made. Yeither an affirmative indication
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- nor"';

g

by the Attorney General that no objection will be made,

-

(6) adding at the end thereof the following: "In the
evegt the Attorney General affirmatively indicates that no
objection will be made ;iéhigdzge sixty-dav period followine
receipt Bf such a submission, the Attorney General may re-
serve the right to reexamine the submission ig additional
information comes t; his attention during the remainder of
the sixty-day period which woula othervise require obiection

in accordance with this section.”:

(7) striking out "deem avpropriate” and inserting in

' lieu thereof "deem appropriate, but in no event after determinations

are made by the Director of the Census pursuant to Section & (b)

following the next general federal election from the date of

the order,"; *

(8) striking out "deems necessary." and inserting in lieu

R

thereof "deems necessary, but in no event after determinations
are made by the Director of the Census pursuant to Section 4 (b)

following the next general federal election from the date of

the order.”; &

'(9) striking out "different from that in force or effect
at the time the proceeding was commenced", effective Februarv
6, 1977; and . &

(10) étriking out "Attorney General” the first three

tincs it appears and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-

-

lowing "Attormey General or an aggrieved person’’.
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Sec, 5.  Section 201(a) of the Voting Rights Act of 1965
is amended by--
(1) striking out "P:iér'td'ﬂﬁgast 6, 1975, no" and
inserting "Yo" in lieu thereof; and
(2) striking out "as to whiéhﬂthe orovisions of section
4(a) of this Act are ndt in effect by reason oé determina-
tions made under section 4(b) of this Act.” and inserting
in lieu thereof a period.
Sec. 6. Section 14 of the Voting Rights Act of 1945 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection:
"(e) In any action or proceeding to enforce the voting
- guaranteeé of the fourteenth or fifteenth amendment, the
court, in its discretion, may allow the prevailing party,
other than the United States, a reasonable attorney's fee

L d

as part of the costs.".

}"Sec. 7. Title II of the Voting Rights Act of 196. is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new séct;on:
"Sec. 207. (a) Congress hereby direc;s the Dir;ctor of the
Census forthwith to conduct a survey to compile registration and
voting statistics: (1) in everv State or political subdivision with

respect to which the prohibitions of section 4(a) of the Vdﬁing

Rights Act of 1965 are in effect, for every general federal election

PR SR RS e T | v - - . - o -— - ek
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after January 1, 1974; and (11i) in every State or noljtical sub-
division for any election designated by the UA;ted States Com-
mission on Civil Rights. Such surveys shall elicit citizenship, the
race or color, and national origin,_of each person of voting age and

the extent to which such persons are registered to vote and

have voted in the elections surveyed. )

"(b) In any survey under subsection (a) of this section no
person shall be compelled to disclose his political party affili-
ation, or how he voted (or the reasons therefor), nor shall any
penalty be-imposed for his failure or refusal to make such dis-
closures. Every person interrogated orally, by written survev
or questionnaire, or by any other means with respect to such in-
formation shalllbe fully advised of his right to féil or refuse
to furnish such information except with regard>to information
required'by subsection (a), with regard to which everv such per-
son shall be informed that such information is required solely
to enforce nondiscrimina;ion in voting.

"{c) The Director of the Census shall, at the earliest
practicable time, tegort to the Congressﬁthe res&lts of every
survey conducted pursuant to the provisi;ns of sugsection (a)
of this section. )

"(d) The provisions of section 9 and chanter 7 of title 13
of the United States Code shall avnlv to any survey, collection,
or compilation of registration and voting statistics carried out

under subsection (a) of this section.” /&
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Seé. 8. Section 11(c) of the Voting Richts Act of 1965
is agended b; inserting after "Columbia," the following words:
“Guam, or the Virgin Tslands,".

.

Sec. 8. Section 5 of the'Véting Rights Act of 1965 is

é

amended -~

(1) by striking out "excent that neither” And inserting
in lieu thereof the féilowing: "or upon good cause shown,
to facilitate an expedited approval within sixty davs after
such submission, the Attornev General has affirmativelv in-
dicated that such objection will not be made. PFeither an
affirmative indication b; the Attornev General that no

objection will be made, nor'; and

(2) by inserting immediately after the words

"failure to object" a comma; and
(3) by inserting irmediately before the final sentence

theTeof the foilowlng: "In the event the Attorney General
;%firmatively indicates that no objection will he made within
the sixty-day period following receipt of a spbmissicn, the
Attorney General may reserve the right to reexamine the sub-
mission if additional information comes to his attention
during the remainder of the sixty-day period which would
otherwise require objection in accordance with this section.”
Sec. 10. Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act of.1965, ;
is amended bv striking out "section 2282 of title 28" ané in-

-

serting "section 2284 of title 28" in lieu thereof,

— e
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Sec. 11. Title III of the Voting Riglits Act of 1965 is

amended to read as follows:

"PITLE III--EIGHTEEN-YEAR-OLD VOTING AGE

"Enforcement of Twenty-Sixth Amendment

YSec. 301. (a)(1) The-Attorney General is directed to in-
stitute, in the-name of the United States, such actions against
States or political subdivzsions, including actiong for injunctive
relief, as he may determine to be necéssary to imoplement the
twenty-sixth article of amendment to the Constitution of the
United States. »

"(2) The district courts of the United States shall have
jurisdiction of proceedings instituted under this title, which
shall be heard and determined by a court of three judges in
accordance with section 2284 of title 28 of the United States
Code, and any appeal shall lie to the Supreme Court. It shall
be the duty pf the judges designated to hear the case to assign
the case f;t hearing and determination thereof, and tc¢ cause the
case to be in every way expedited.-

"(b) Whoever shall deny or attempE_CO denf—aﬁy person of anv
right secured by the twenty-sixth article of amendment to the
Constitution of tﬁe United States shall be fined not more than
$5,000 or imprisoned not more than five years, or both.

"Definition
"Sec. 302. As used in this title, the term 'State' includes

the Distrlct of Columbia.” .
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Sec. 12. Section 10 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965
is améndedt-
(1) by striking out subhsection (d):
(2) in subsection (p), bv_inserting "and section 2
of the twenty-fourth amendment” immediately after "fif—
teenth am;ndment"; and .
(35 by striking out "and" the first time it appears
in subsection (b), aad inserting in lieu thereof a corma.
Sec. 13. Section 6 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 is
amended by striking out "fifteenth amendment' each time it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof "fourteenth or fifteenth
amendment". |

Sec, 14. Section 2, the second paragraph of section 4(a),
and sections 4(d), 5, 6, and 13 of the Voting Pights Act of
1965 are each amended by inserting immediately
after+"on account of race or color" each time it

appears "or national origin".



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 17, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR : JIM CAVANAUGH
DICK PARSONS
FROM : JIM CANNON
SUBJECT : Voting Rights Memorandum

Please incorporate the Pottinger memorandum on
Voting Rights with the one due on Wednesday on
the same subject.
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ASFJISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
PN

Bepartment of Justice
THashington
MAY 19 1975
MEMORANDUM FOR
Mr. James M. Cannon
Assistant to the President

for Domestic Affairs
The White House

Subject: Voting Rights Act

In the week of June 2, 1975 the House begins,
under an open rule (with three hours of debate) its
consideration of H.R. 6219 which the House Judiciary
Committee reported out on May 8, 1975. The Senate
Judiciary Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights has
scheduled mark-up for June 2, 1975. While the Act
is still in a state of flux, certain issues have
emerged, providing the following options.

I. Time Span of Extension.

The President proposed a five year extension of
both the special provisions 1/ of the Act and the national
ban on the use of tests or devices as a prerequisite to
registration and voting. H.R. 6219 provides for a ten
year extension of the special provisions and converts the
nationwide ban on tests or devices into a permanent ban.
While we should continue to endorse a five year extension,
I believe it would be appropriate to make clear that we

1/ As you recall, these consist of

(1) Attorney General power to dispatch examiners
to register voters; (2) same with regard to observers to
watch election day activities; and (3) the requirement
that all covered states and counties submit new election
laws to the Attorney General or the federal district
court in D.C. for approval.



regard the difference between a five year extension and a
ten year extension to be one of degree and that we would
not quarrel with a legislative judgment to go with a ten
year extension. However we should point out that by mak-
ing permanent the national ban on tests or devices Congress
is taking a course which presents more risks in terms of
constitutionality; and that it would make more sense to tie
the extension of the special coverage with the nationwide
ban on literacy tests, so that both are extended for the
same time period. Even the Civil Rights Commission, which
supports a ten year extension of the special coverage, has
asked for only a ten year extension of the ban on tests or
devices.

II. Expansion of the Act.

The main issue which has emerged is whether the Act
should be expanded to provide further protections for
Mexican-Americans and American Indians (and for other
national origin minorities such as Puerto Ricans and Asian
Americans). Title II of H.R. 6219 would expand the special
provisions of the Act to cover jurisdictions which (1) con-
ducted English-only elections in 1972; (2) had five percent
or more voting age population comprised on the above minority
groups; and (3) had less than 507 voter participation in the
1972 Presidential election. Such a provision would cover
the states of Texas and Alaska and about 40 counties in
Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, New Mexico and .
Oklahoma.

A related provision, Title III of H.R. 6219, would
ban English-only elections in jurisdictions in which 5%
or more of the voting age population belongs to one of the
above minority groups. (This provision does not trigger
the special provisions of the Act.) A ban on English-only
elections would merely codify existing case law, and we have
therefore taken the position that it would be unobjection-
able. We have said that the matter of expanding the special
provisions of the Act to Spanish-speaking and other national
origin minorities depends uniquely upon Congressional exami-
nation of its need, and have explicitly declined to take an



Administration position on the need for or appropriateness
of such legislation. In response to questioning, we have
advised the Congress that in our view such a provision
would be constitutional.

I1I. Other Provisions.

Three other related proposals have been made either
informally or formally. First, H.R. 6219 would amend Sec-
tion 3 of the Voting Rights Act to provide that a finding
of a violation of the Fourteenth or Fifteenth Amendment in
a private voting suit could trigger application of the
special provisions of the Act (at present such a finding
under the Fifteenth Amendment in a suit brought by the
Attorney General can trigger the special provisions).

Second, Congressman Wiggins has proposed to com-
pletely revamp the special coverage of the Act by providing
that after each federal election all states or political
subdivisions with under 507 voter participation would be
brought under the special provisions of the Act.

Finally, staff members of the Senate Constitutional
Rights Subcommittee have suggested that in the absence of
expansion of-the special provisions, Congress direct the
Attorney General to investigate those jurisdictions which
would have been specifically covered under the expansion
provision of H.R. 6219, and to bring suits where appro-
priate. Under this approach, if we won such a suit
the special provisions would then be triggered.

Should he respond to inquiries from the leader-
ship in both Houses on this matter, may I recommend

that the President consider the following positions:

1, Extension of 1970 Act

As the President has already indicated,
extension of existing provisions is
paramount, and no amendments should

be permitted to jeopardize seriously
this objective.
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Time span of extension

Prefer five year extension, but indicate
that eight or ten year extension is not
critical enough to invoke a veto.

Time svan of national ban on test
or devices

Indicate same here, but point out the
importance of trying to avoid legislating
a permanent ban (as opposed to five or
ten year ban) given that a permanent

ban raises more risk as to its consti-
tutionality.

Expansion of the special provisions to
non-English speaking minorities

Continue to maintain neutrality on the
matter, pointing to the unique importance
of congressional debate and judgment on
the issue. The President may wish to
indicate, if he believes it appropriate,
that if expansion passes both Houses, it
would not be the basis for a veto.

Authority to bring private voting law suits
to trigger special provisions; congressional
direction to Attorney General to investigate
national origin minority voting rights
violations

These two suggestions, coupled with two
others discussed here, constitute a,
comfortable position in the event that
the Congress balks at expansion of the
special provisions on its own motiom.
From a separation of powers viewpoint,



I question the wisdom of the President
openly inviting the Congress to direct
the Executive Branch to undertake
investigations. On the other hand,

the result is not unwieldy, and it
invokes federal attention on a case-
by-~-case basis without triggering
automatic and massive federal presence.

The President could, if he wishes, also state
publicly that he is directing the Justice Department
to undertake this same action independent of
congressional direction to do so. (The Justice
Department presently has authority to investigate
and sue jurisdictions not covered by the special
provisions of the Act and, if successful, thereby
trigger application of the special provisions.

This authority, known as ''Section 3,'" has almost

never been used to date.) Such a program, coupled
with endorsement of the ban on the English-only
elections in heavily non-English speaking voter
jurisdictions, would be a substantial step forward

on behalf of the Spanish-speaking community, and

a fairly effective compromise between those favoring
full expansion and those favoring no action whatsoever.

IV. Wiggins proposal.

Since we have just received it, we have not
yet had an opportunity to determine what its nationwide
impact would be. We are undertaking that analysis on
an expedited basis. It is worth noting here that it

appears to present some problems in terms of practicalities

(it may greatly increase the Justice Department's
present workload) and in terms of constitutionality
(because coverage is not dependent upon the existence
of any discriminatory practice).



As a political matter, the proposal appears to
be attractive to the South because it is likely to
be national in its impact rather than regional, as
the present Act is. Conversely, because 1t so
radically alters the present Act, it is likely to
be seen on the Hill as a threat to successful
extension of the present Act, and therefore as a
repeat of the alleged "southern strategy' attempt
to defeat the Act in 1970.

With regard to the question of the regionalism
of extending the present Act, the sense I get from
discussion with southern legislators and plitical
figures, including Clarke Reed, is that from the
viewpoint of actual federal impact, extension of
the Act 1is not as controversial or undesirable
now as it was five or ten years ago, / but
that from the viewpoint of singling out the South
for disparate treatment, extension is seen as
politically "unfair" in a general sense of the
word. There are two possible mitigating factors
which the President could consider in this regard:
(L)the President could privately and publicly
endorse the provision allowing private parties
to invoke Voting Rights Act coverage if they are
successful in showing Fifteenth Amendment violations
wherever they exist, including the North; and (2)
the President could, 'as indicated above, direct
the Attorney General to use previously dormant
Section 3 authority to investigate for discrimination
in the North, just as the Act presently does so
automatically in the South. Or if Congress directs

_/ On the contrary, because the Voting Rights Act
has led to the replacement of multi-member at-large
districts with single-member districts, minority
parties, including the Republican party, see the Act
as a definite boost to possible electorial gains.



-7 -

Executive Branch investigations on behalf of
Spanish-speaking minorities not presently covered
by the special provisions, the President could
use that occasion to go beyond such a directive
and direct similar investigations nationwide.

In talking to Clarke Reed about this today,
he was pleased with the prospect of Presidential
direction of this kind, and strongly urged that
a position of this kind be made public at some
point. I also tried this position on Clarence
Mitchell to see if he felt that civil rights
leaders and others favoring extension would regard
a direction by the President of this kind to be a
repeat of a 1970 southern strategy move. He did
not think so, and had no problem with it. Misinter-
pretation of this kind would be totally avoided, of
course, if the President's public direction to
investigate northern discrimination came at the
time of his signing a new extension bill, rather
then before its passage.

With regard to expansion of special provisions to
the Spanish-speaking, I talked to Senator Tower on
Friday and he has not yet made up his mind as to
what position he will take. From our discussion,
I would guess that he will be neutral or will vote
against expansion, but given his concern for Spanish-
speaking voters in his state, even if he votes against
expansion he appears likely not to be wholly unsympathetic
to such a provision.

I have not yet spoken with John Rhodes, but
will do so as promptly as possible, pursuant to our
earlier conversation.

Let me know what of the foregoing is unclear, or
how I can be of further help. .
\_;Z:\
J. Stanley Pottinger

Assistant Attorney General
Civil Rights Division
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 21, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: Jim Cannon
FROM: Dick Parsons \ >
e

SUBJECT: Voting Rights -- Status Report

You requested a couple of paragraphs on the status of the Voting Rights
Act extension.

As you know, in late January the President submitted to the Congress
legislation to extend for five years (1) the '"special'' provisions of the

Voting Rights Act of 1965, and (2) the national ban on literacy tests as
a prerequisite to registration for voting.

In the course of its deliberations, the Congress has shown an inclination
to modify this legislation in four significant ways:

1. To extend for 10 years the ""special" provisions of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965,

2, To make permanent the national ban on literacy tests as a
prerequisite to registration and voting.

3. To broaden the "special" provisions of the Voting Rights Act

' of 1965 to cover jurisdictions heavily populated by Mexican-
Americans or Native Americans (essentially the States of
Texas and Alaska) and about 40 counties in Arizona, California,
Colorado, Florida, New Mexico and Oklahoma.

4, To impose a ban on English-only elections in jurisdictions with
substantial language-minority voting age populations.

Both Houses of Congress are about to take up this issue. Several options
are available to the President if he should decide to make his views known
on any one or more of the above-noted Congressional modifications.

I will prepare a more detailed decision memorandum, covering the avail-
able options, if you desire.
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AZSISTANT ATTORNEY G ENERAL N -

Bepartment of Pustice
Washington
MAY 19 1975
MEMORANDUM FOR

Mr. James M. Cannon

Assistant to the President
for Domestic Affairs

The White House

Subject: Voting Rights Act

In the week of June 2, 1975 the House begins,
under an open rule (with three hours of debate) its
consideration of H.R. 6219 which the House Judiciary
Committee reported out on May 8, 1975. The Senate
Judiciary Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights has
scheduled mark-up for June 2, 1975. While the Act
is still in a state of flux, certain issues have
emerged, providing the following options.

I. Time Span of Extension.

The President proposed a five year extension of
both the special provisions 1/ of the Act and the national
ban on the use of tests or devices as a prerequisite to
registration and voting. H.R. 6219 provides for a ten
year extension of the special provisions and converts the
nationwide ban on tests or devices into a permanent ban.
While we should continue to endorse a five year extension,
I believe it would be appropriate to make clear that we

1/ As you recall, these consist of

(1) Attorney General power to dispatch examiners
to register voters; (2) same with regard to observers to
watch election day activities; and (3) the requirement
that all covered states and counties submit new election
laws to the Attorney General or the federal district
court in D.C. for approval.
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regard the difference between a five year extension and a
ten year extension to be one of degree and that we would
not quarrel with a legislative judgment to go with a ten
year extension. However we should point out that by mak-
ing permanent the national ban on tests or devices Congress
is taking a course which presents more risks in terms of
constitutionality; and that it would make more sense to tie
the extension of the special coverage with the nationwide
ban on literacy tests, so that both are extended for the
same time period. Even the Civil Rights Commission, which
supports a ten year extension of the special coverage, has
asked for only a ten year extension of the ban on tests or
devices.

II. Expansion of the Act.

The main issue which has emerged is whether the Act
should be expanded to provide further protections for
Mexican-Americans and American Indians (and for other
national origin minorities such as Puerto Ricans and Asian
Americans). Title II of H.R. 6219 would expand the special
provisions of the Act to cover jurisdictions which (1) con-
ducted English-only elections in 1972; (2) had five percent
or more voting age population comprised on the above minority
groups; and (3) had less than 507% voter participation in the
1972 Presidential election. Such a provision would cover
the states of Texas and Alaska and about 40 counties in
Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, New Mexico and
Oklahoma.

A related provision, Title III of H.R. 6219, would
ban English-only elections in jurisdictions in which 5%
or more of the voting age population belongs to one of the
above minority groups. (This provision does not trigger
the special provisions of the Act.) A ban on English-only
elections would merely codify existing case law, and we have
therefore taken the position that it would be unobjection-
able. We have said that the matter of expanding the special
provisions of the Act to Spanish-speaking and other national
origin minorities depends uniquely upon Congressional exami-
nation of its need, and have explicitly declined to take an
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Administration position on the need for or appropriateness
of such legislation. 1In response to questioning, we have
advised the Congress that in our view such a provision
would be constitutional.

III. Other Provisions.

Three other related proposals have been made either
informally or formally. First, H.R. 6219 would amend Sec-
tion 3 of the Voting Rights Act to provide that a finding
of a violation of the Fourteenth or Fifteenth Amendment in
a private voting suit could trigger application of the
special provisions of the Act (at present such a finding
under the Fifteenth Amendment in a suit brought by the
Attorney General can trigger the special provisions).

Second, Congressman Wiggins has proposed to com-
pletely revamp the special coverage of the Act by providing
that after each federal election all states or political
subdivisions with under 507 voter participation would be
brought under the special provisions of the Act.

Finally, staff members of the Senate Constitutional
Rights Subcommittee have suggested that in the absence of
expansion of-ithe special provisions, Congress direct the
Attorney General to investigate those jurisdictions which
would have been specifically covered under the expansion
provision of H.R. 6219, and to bring suits where appro-
priate. Under this approach, if we won such a suit
the special provisions would then be triggered.

Should he respond to inquiries from the leader-
ship in both Houses on this matter, may I recommend
that the President consider the following positions:

1. Extension of 1970 Act

As the President has already indicated,
extension of existing provisions is
paramount, and no amendments should

be permitted to jeopardize seriously
this objective.
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Time span of extension

Prefer five year extension, but indicate
that eight or ten year extension is not
critical enough to invoke a veto.

Time span of national ban on test
or devices

Indicate same here, but point out the
importance of trying to avoid legislating
a permanent ban (as opposed to five or
ten year ban) given that a permanent

ban raises more risk as to its consti-
tutionality.

Expansion of the special provisions to
non-English speaking minorities

Continue to maintain neutrality on the
matter, pointing to the unique importance
of congressional debate and judgment on
the issue. The President may wish to
indicate, if he believes it appropriate,
that if expansion passes both Houses, it
would not be the basis for a veto.

Authority to bring private voting law suits
to trigger special provisions; congressional
direction to Attorney General to investigate
national origin minority voting rights
violations

These two suggestions, coupled with two
others discussed here, constitute a,
comfortable position in the event that
the Congress balks at expansion of the
special provisions on its own motion,
From a separation of powers viewpoint,



I question the wisdom of the President
openly inviting the Congress to direct
the Executive Branch to undertake
investigations.. On the other hand,

the result is not unwieldy, and it
invokes federal attention on a case-
by-case basis without triggering
automatic and massive federal presence.

The President could, if he wishes, also state
publicly that he is directing the Justice Department
to undertake this same action independent of
congressional direction to do so. (The Justice
Department presently has authority to investigate
and sue jurisdictions not covered by the special
provisions of the Act and, if successful, thereby
trigger application of the special provisions.

This authority, known as ''Section 3," has almost

never been used to date.) Such a program, coupled
with endorsement of the ban on the English-only
elections in heavily non-English speaking voter
jurisdictions, would be a substantial step forward

on behalf of the Spanish-speaking community, and

a fairly effective compromise between those favoring
full expansion and those favoring no action whatsoever.

IV. Wiggins proposal.

Since we have just received it, we have not
yet had an opportunity to determine what its nationwide
impact would be. We are undertaking that analysis on
an expedited basis. It is worth noting here that it
appears to present some problems in terms of practicalities
(it may greatly increase the Justice Department's
present workload) and in terms of constitutionality
(because coverage is not dependent upon the existence
of any discriminatory practice).



As a political matter, the proposal appears to
be attractive to the South because it is likely to
be national in its impact rather than regional, as
the present Act is. Conversely, because it so
radically alters the present Act, it 1is likely to
be seen on the Hill as a threat to successful
extension of the present Act, and therefore as a
repeat of the alleged "southern strategy' attempt
to defeat the Act in 1970.

With regard to the question of the regionalism
of extending the present Act, the sense I get from
discussion with southern legislators and plitical
figures, including Clarke Reed, is that from the
viewpoint 'of actual federal impact, extension of
the Act is not as controversial or undesirable
now as it was five or ten years ago, / but
that from the viewpoint of singling out the South
for disparate treatment, extension is seen as
politically "unfair” in a general sense of the
word. There are two possible mitigating factors
which the President could consider in this regard:
(1)the President could privately and publicly
endorse the provision allowing private parties
to invoke Voting Rights Act coverage if they are
successful in showing Fifteenth Amendment violations
wherever they exist, including the North; and (2)
the President could, as indicated above, direct
the Attorney General to use previously dormant
Section 3 authority to investigate for discrimination
in the North, just as the Act presently does so
automatically in the South. Or if Congress directs

_/ On the contrary, because the Voting Rights Act
has led to the replacement of multi-member at-large
districts with single-member districts, minority
parties, including the Republican party, see the Act
as a definite boost to possible electorial gains.



Executive Branch investigations on behalf of
Spanish-speaking minorities not presently covered
by the special provisions, the President could
use that occasion to go beyond such a directive
and direct similar investigations nationwide.

In talking to Clarke Reed about this today,
he was pleased with the prospect of Presidential
direction of this kind, and strongly urged that
a position of this kind be made public at some
point. I also tried this position on Clarence
Mitchell to see if he felt that civil rights
leaders and others favoring extension would regard
a direction by the President of this kind to be a
repeat of a 1970 southern strategy move. He did
not think so, and had no problem with it. Misinter-
pretation of this kind would be totally avoided, of
course, if the President's public direction to
investigate northern discrimination came at the
time of his signing a new extension bill, rather
then before its passage.

With regard to expansion of special provisions to
the Spanish-speaking, I talked to Senator Tower on
Friday and he has not yet made up his mind as to
"what position he will take. From our discussion,
I would guess that he will be neutral or will vote
against expansion, but given his concern for Spanish-
speaking voters in his state, even if he votes against
expansion he appears likely not to be wholly unsympathetic
to such a provision.

I have not yet spoken with John Rhodes, but
will do so as promptly as possible, pursuant to our
earlier conversation.

Let me know what of the foregoing is unclear, or
how I can be of further help.tii;izzi::;
J. Stanley Pottinger

Assistant Attorney General
Civil Rights Division
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To: Legislative Assistants

From: John Mercer
Legislative Assistant to Congressman Wiggins

Subject: Voting Rights Act Extension

The legislation to extend the 1965 Voting Rights Act
will be considered when the House returns in June.

Congressman Wiggins has introduced H.R. 6985 to extend
and expand the Voting Rights Act of 1965. His bill is intended
to be a substitute for H.R. 6219, Congressman Don Edwards'’
Voting Rights bhill and will bhe offered as such when Mr. Edwards'
proposal goes to the floor of the House.

Attached is a memorandum I have prepared explaining the
intent and purpose of the legislation.

Also, you will find a copy of the bill printed in the
Congressional Record of Monday, May 19, on page H4293, and a
section by section analysis of its effect in the Congressional

Record of Wednesday, HMay 21, page 1145G7.

If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate
to call me at X54111.



A Statement on H.R. 6985
A Proposal for an Extension of the
Voting Rights Act

Background

Control of the registration and voting procedures, pertaining to
both state and federal elections, is constitutionally delegated
to each state. However, the unfortunate history of this country
has been that in some areas of the nation certain citizens have
been wrongfully denied their right to vote, by state action, on
account of their race, color, or national origin. To remedy
that situation, the Voting Rights Act of 1965 was enacted by
Congress, for a five-year period, and then extended in 1970 for
another five-year period.

The idea behind the Voting Rights Act, and its extension,
was to apply "special remedies" to those jurisdictions which
evidenced discrimination in election procedures against that
segment of our citizenry which had experienced the most pervasive
denial of their voting rights, namely Black Americans. Because
control over all phases of registration and voting procedures was
then so completely within the grasp of the states, as it had
been for almost 200 years, and because there were seemingly
limitless ways in which states that so desired could discourage,
or even prevent, certain citizens from voting, very strong medicine
indeed was required in order to eradicate the evil of voting rights
discrimination. That medicine, in the form of federally imposed
"special remedies", was so strong and so contrary to our tradition
of exclusive state jurisdiction over all phases of election
procedures, that it was found desirable to target those remedies
toward only those jurisdictions which, by means of a federally
imposed test, demonstrated a high likelihood of discriminatory
activity against our Black minority.

This test became known as the "triggering mechanism". A
jurisdiction, such as a state or political subdivision, which
failed the test would "trigger" the "special remedies". 1In
1965, when the Voting Rights Act was first passed, the trigger
was set as follows: If, on November 1, 1964, a jurisdiction had
in effect a literacy test or similar "test or device" as a
prerequisite to registration or voting, and if less than 50%
of its total voting age population had voted in the November 1964
Presidential election, then the "special remedies" would be
applied to that jurisdiction. 1In other words, under the law it
was to be presumed that a "test or device" was being used
discriminatorily against Black citizens if less than 50% of the
entire voting age population voted.



Once triggered, the following "special remedies" went into
effect in the jurisdictions:

(1) The literacy test, or similar device, was
automatically suspended,

(2) All election procedures were frozen, with
preclearance by the United States Attorney General
required for any changes, and

(3) The Attorney General was authorized to send
in federal examiners (to list eligible voters)
and federal observers (to oversee elections)
whenever he deemed it appropriate.

There was an exception to all of this written into the Act,
known as the "Bail-out" Provision. That is, a covered jurisdiction
could remove itself from the "special remedies" imposition if it
could prove, in the United States District Court for the District
of Columbia, that the "test or device" had in fact not been used
in a discriminatory manner during the ten years preceeding the
exemption request.

In 1970, legislation was enacted extending the Voting Rights
Act (and its "special remedies") for five more years, temporarily
banning all literacy tests and similar devices nationally for
five years, and applying the original Act's same triggering
mechanism to 1968 (i.e., a "test or device" in effect on November 1,
1968, and less than a 50% turnout in the 1968 Presidential election).
That expanded trigger applied only to uncovered jurisdictions --
those covered by the 1964 trigger would automatically be covered
for still another five years, unless they could satisfy the
"Bail~-out" Provision.

In light of the recent case of Virginia v. United States,
that "Bail-out" Provision has become effectively meaningless for
those seven Southern states covered in 1965, and at which the
original Act was aimed: Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi,
North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia. The result of the
decision in that case is that Southern states which had separate
schools for Blacks in the early 1960's are now precluded from
showing that their literacy tests were not used discriminatorily,
thus locking in those states for the duration of the Act.

This, then, brings us to the year 1975, and the pending
expiration of the Voting Rights Act in August of this year.
Before analizing the two legislative alternatives most strongly
under consideration by the House of Representatives, both of which
would extend and expand in different manners voting rights
protection, it is perhaps appropriate to consider the progress
made under the present Act.



By any analysis, that progress has been substantial. As
the Judiciary Committee's Report points out, before 1965 only
6.7 percent of the Black voting age population of Mississippi
was registered, while 63.2 percent of such persons were registered
in 1971-72, with similar dramatic increases in Black registration
being noted in the other Southern states. Additionally, the
report observes that it was estimated that a mere 72 Blacks
served as elected officials in all eleven Southern states in 1965,
while by April 1974, the total of Black elected officials in
just the seven Southern states covered by the Act had increased
£0 963,

The point to be demonstrated by these statistics is not that
no further voting rights legislation is needed, nor is it even
that a weakening of the Act is justified. Rather, the proper
conclusion is that the "special remedies" feature of the Act is
truly effective in erradicating, or at least greatly reducing,
state voting rights discrimination in those jurisdictions whose
misconduct has been such that the triggering mechanism of the
Act was fired.

But even if one were to conceed that no voting rights
discrimination whatsoever presently exists in any of the covered
jurisdictions, that would not be sufficient justification for
weakening or eliminating federal voting rights legislation.

The sponsors of both pieces of legislation under consideration
agree that, in those jurisdictions where voting rights discrimination
may be presumed to exist, the "special remedies" provision is
sufficiently strong medicine to correct the situation. The point
of contention, then, concerns the question of which jurisdictions,
and upon what basis, shall we attach a presumption of voting rights
discrimination. (A peripheral issue is the question of which
specific minority groups should the Act be tailored to specially
protect.) Specifically, the central question is: Should we

change the triggering mechanism? Thus, follows an analysis and
comparison of the major differences between the two voting rights
bills under consideration by the House of Representatives.

Analzsis

H.R. 6219, the Edwards Bill, as passed by the House Judiciary
Committee, would extend the present triggering mechanism for
another ten years. In addition, it would apply that same type of
trigger (existence of a "test or device" and less than a 50%
voter turnout) to the November 1972 Presidential election =-- but
would further define "test or device" to include the use of
English-only voting or registration materials in those jurisdictions
where more than 5 percent of the voting age citizens are of a
single language minority (defined by the Edwards Bill to mean
"persons who are American Indians, Asian Americans, Alaskan
native, or of Spanish heritage").
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In other words, the Edwards approach is to find that voting
rights discrimination against certain minorities exists in those
jurisdictions which use a "test or device" and which have less
than a 50 percent overall voter turnout in a Presidential election.
Furthermore, once a Southern state is covered by the Act =--
whether that be on the basis of discrimination in the 1964, 1968,
or 1972 elections -- that state is, for all practical purposes,
locked into coverage by the "special remedies" provision through
the year 1984, The Edwards trigger is appropriate only if it
provides the most rational means for finding a presumption of
discrimination against the included minorities. And the end result
is appropriate only if it is fair to lock in a state well into the
future for transgressions which may have occurred well in the past.

The very basis of the Wiggins Bill, however, had its genesis
in the conviction that no matter how well intended was the
Edwards trigger, and regardless of how well the trigger of the
original Voting Rights Act had served our nation during the
initial ten years of coverage, a more rationale method of finding
a presumption of voting rights discrimination must exist. The
sincere belief that the Edwards trigger was deficient arose from
a number of observations:

(1) A Southern state which was brought under the
"special remedies" provisions of the Act in 1964,
would -- despite any lack of discrimination today
and in the future -- be continually covered through 1984,

(2) In a Southern jurisdiction, if 100 percent

of the covered minorities voted in every election,
but so few Whites voted that the overall voter
participation was less than 50 percent, a presumption
of discrimination against the minorities would

exist, and thus the trigger would be tripped.

(3) On the other hand, in a non-Southern state,

none of its minorities might register or vote,

and yet if White turnout was sufficient to put

the overall average above 50 percent, no discrimination
would be presumed. s

(4) Since the covered Southern states are locked

into the "special remedies" provision, no matter

what they do, there is no incentive whatsoever

for them to make any improvements in their registration
or voting procedures or to encourage minority voter
participation. (The Attorney General can only

prevent improper changes, but he cannot impose
beneficial ones.)

The Wiggins Bill, H.R. 6985, is an effort to eliminate the
Reconstruction-type features of H.R. 6219, and to provide for a
much more rational triggering mechanism. The Wiggins trigger
finds a presumption of voting rights discrimination against
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covered minorities where, in the previous general federal election,
less than 50 percent of those minorities voted. This simplified
mechanism has a number of advantages:

(1) The test applies nationally, to all
jurisdictions equally, thus recognizing that the
"special remedies" feature of the Act should be
imposed wherever the relevant discrimination exists.

(2) It looks solely to the voting participation
of those groups that the "special remedies”
provision was designed to protect -- the covered
minorities.

(3) It looks to the current, as opposed to
historical, registration and voting procedures
of each jurisdiction.

(4) If a jurisdiction triggers the "special
remedies" provision, and if it is not able to
"bail-out" by proving to the U.S. District Court
for the District of Columbia that the low minority
turnout was not a result of discrimination, then
that jurisdiction has great incentive not only

to eliminate discrimination, but also to make
positive efforts to turn out minority voters in
the next election. Because a jurisdiction can
remove itself from such coverage two years hence,
if such actions are taken.

Elaborating on this last point, the Edwards Bill would
also require bi-lingual election materials in those districts with
less than a 50 percent overall turnout in 1972 and a voting age
population of more than 5 percent American Indian, Asian Americans,
Alaskan natives, or persons of Spanish heritage. The Edwards
Bill further provides that if more than 5 percent of the citizens
of voting age in the jurisdiction are members of one of those
"language minorities", and if the illiteracy rate of that minority
group is higher than the national illiteracy rate for all persons
of voting age, then for ten years the jurisdiction may not provide
English-only registration and election materials. (A jurisdiction
may bail-out from this last provision when the illiteracy rate
of the voting age language minority drops to less than the
national average.)

The Wiggins Bill, on the other hand, makes no reference to
illiteracy rates. Minorities either vote or they do not, and
if they do not it is up to the covered jurisdiction to take the
most effective steps possible to see that they do, else coverage
under the Act continues. That is the proper purpose of a Voting
Rights Act. To the extent that English-only elections confuse
and discourage the covered language minority, that minority
group will not vote and the trigger will be tripped.
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The Wiggins Bill confers special protection only on Blacks
and persons of Spanish heritage (a specific designation used by
the Bureau of the Census). Those are the two groups which the
great volume of evidence indicates have experienced the sort
of massive discrimination that the tough "special remedies"
provision of the Voting Rights Act is designed to cure. The
other minorities of the Edwards Bill -- American Indians, Asian
Americans, and Alaskan natives == can make no such conclusive
case. However, it must be emphasized that they, like any other
American citizens, are not omitted from individual coverage under
the Voting Rights Act. ~As that legislation would be extended,
by both the Wiggins and the Edwards Bills, either the Attorney
General "or an aggrieved person" may bring suit to prevent a
jurisdiction from any practice which has the purpose or effect
of denying any individual the right to vote on account of race
or color. In other words, any minority group or individual could
bring suit to enforce the protections of the Fourteenth and
Fifteenth Amendments. (It should be pointed out that without
sufficient evidence of widespread voting rights discrimination =--
as in the case of Blacks and persons of Spanish heritage =-- the
Voting Rights Act itself would be open to challenge as being
unconstitutionally discriminatory for arbitrarily giving special
protection to some minority groups but not to others, especially
when general, individual protection is already provided for in
the Act.)

Other features of the Wiggins Bill should be noted. For
one, it is permanent legislation and would not expire in 1985.
Also, a state could become covered by the "special remedies"
provision as a result of one federal election, remove itself

from such coverage after the next (by turning out a large minority

vote) , and then come under coverage again two years later. In
other words, once removed from coverage, a state must nonetheless
continue to refrain from discriminatory voting procedures.
Futhermore, the Wiggins Bill, as in H.R. 6219, provides for a
permanent, nationwide ban on literacy tests.



QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
REGARDING THE VOTING RIGHTS ACT EXTENSION

h 8 Isn't the Wiggins Bill just a desperate, last minute
attempt to "gut" the Voting Rights Act? 1Isn't the Edwards
Bill more progressive?

No, but that's an understandable initial reaction.
However, careful and objective analysis will reveal
the Wiggins Voting Rights Bill to be the more progressive.
It is permanent legislation, unlike the Edwards Bill
which offers minorities protection only until 1985.
It applies nationally, while the Edwards Bill, with
few exceptions, is tailored to cover the South.
Futhermore, it actually encourages covered states
to take positive steps to increase minority voter
participation. And additionally, it precludes the
opportunity for a large White voter turnout off-
setting a suspiciously low minority voter turnout.

2. If the Voting Rights Act has been so successful, why
make such a substantial change?

The Wiggins change is largely in the triggering
mechanism., At one time it was relevant to look to
election practices in 1964 and 1968, but no longer.
Such historical discriminatory practices are of little
relevance today, just as lack of such voting rights
discrimination ten years ago should not serve to
excuse such practices in the 1974 elections.

D' The triggering mechanism isn't the only significant
part of the Edwards Bill. H.R. 6219 also contains provisions
permanently banning all literacy tests, or similar "tests

or devices", nationally; it allows an "aggrieved person" or
the Attorney General to bring suit in Federal Court to uphold
a specific individual's voting rights; it retains the very
effective "special remedies" provisions of the original 1965
Act; it puts the burden on a state which triggers coverage

to prove lack of significant discrimination; and it requires
the collecting of minority voting statistics for purposes

of detecting voting rights discrimination.

So does H.R. 6985, the Wiggins substitute.

4, Under the Wiggins Bill, couldn't a covered jurisdiction
simply enact the necessary remedial legislation, sufficient
to turn out a high number of minority voters in one federal
election -- thereby removing itself from the Acts "special
remedies" -- and then turn around and discriminate again? /=

\ @
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No, because special coverage could be
reimposed pursuant to sec. 3 in an action by either
the Attorney General or an aggrieved person. Also,
to the extent a voting change actually does result
in a low minority voter turnout, then the jurisdiction
will find itself covered once again by the Act's
"special remedies" provision.

S5 Isn't there already provision in the present law
(and in the Edwards extention) for removing a state from
under coverage of the Act when it proves that the low voter
turnout was not a result of discrimination?

Yes, but the decision in the recent case of
Virginia v. United States precludes that "bail-out"
provision from applying to states which historically
had separate schools for Blacks -- i.,e., the
Southern states.

6. Isn't there incentive now for a covered state to change
its voting laws and procedures?

No, because those states =-- the Southern
states -- are, by virtue of Virginia v. United
States, locked in, no matter what they do. The
Wiggins substitute would give them incentive to
conduct effective voter registration and "get-out-
the-vote" drives among the minorities.

T Isn't the Edwards Bill better, because it covers more
minority groups?

No, because massive voting rights discrimination
has been proved to exist only against Blacks and
persons of Spanish heritage, so as to justify
their special recognition in the law. A law with
more expanded "special protection" might be ruled
unconstitutional for denying recognition to Jews,
German-Americans, Italian-Americans, etc. And
remember, any "aggrieved person" can himself bring
suit (or ask the Attorney General to do so) to
prevent voting rights discrimination,

8. The Edwards Bill looks to illiteracy rates and
bi-lingual ballots. Why doesn't the Wiggins Bill?

The purpose of the Voting Rights Act is not
to cure illiteracy in this country; rather, it
should look to instances of unconstitutional
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denial of voting rights. A state should encourage
all its eligible citizens to vote, and the Wiggins
Bill gives states the incentive to take all such
necessary steps, including the use of bi-lingual
ballots where truly appropriate.

One problem of the Edwards Bill is that it
lumps together, as one "language minority" group
persons who speak many different languages and
dialects. For instance, it requires bi-lingual
ballots when 5 percent or more of a jurisdiction
is " Asian American" =-- but that group will likely
include Japanese-Americans, Chinese-Americans,
Filipino=-Americans, etc. In which language (and
indeed, which dialect) would the ballot and related
materials be printed? Also, regarding the
requirement of bi-lingual ballots for Alaskan
natives and American Indians, many languages are
here again involved =- most of which don't even
have any written form! That is why it is best
left to each jurisdiction to determine the most
effective means of encouraging minority voter
participation.

. I8 Couldn't a minority group vote in excess of 50 percent
and still be experiencing voting rights discrimination?

Yes, but as under the current law too, such
"exotic" discrimination may be remedied by the
case~-by=-case approach of sec. 3. A presumption
of discrimination simply cannot be justified in
that instance in light of the past record concerning
voting rights.

10, Under the Wiggins Bill, wouldn't presently covered
states be immediately "bailed out"?

No, they would still be covered, at least
through the 1976 Presidential election.

il. Under the Wiggins Bill, what happens if the low
minority voter turnout is not due to discrimination? 1Is
the trigger still "pulled"?

Yes, but then the burden of proof is merely
shifted to the state (or political subdivision),
which may then go before the United States District
Court for the District of Columbia. There, if
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lack of significant discrimination can be shown
(with all interested parties being able to participate),
"special remedies" coverage is not imposed.

Doesn't the Wiggins Bill require the Bureau of the

Census to keep extensive minority voter participation statistics,
something it does not now do to a significant degree?

13.

Yes, but so does section 403 of the Edwards Bill.

If the Wiggins Bill, H.R. 6985, is so clearly superior,

why is there opposition to it?

Largely because of emotional ties to a triggering
mechanism which proved very effective in the past.
Such resistence to change is normal, and to be expected,
but should not prevent us from taking a dispassionate,
non-partisan look at the Bill, and judge it strictly
on its merits.

Furthermore, hearings were never heard on the
Wiggins proposal, as finally evolved, but that
was because the Congressman did not serve on the
appropriate Subcommittee, and had little time or
opportunity to fully develop his approach prior to
going before the Rules Committee. In any event, the
lateness of the presentation of his substitute
is sufficient reason to justify suspicion and
intense scrutiny -- but not for rejecting it out of
hand. As clearly superior legislation, it should
be passed.



Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute to H.R, 6219, as Renorted

Offered by Mr. VWiggins

-

In H.R. 6219 strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert in lieu thereof the following:
That this Act may be cited as "The Voting Rights
Extension Act of 1975".

Sec. 2. Section 4(a) of the Voting Rights Act of 1965
is amended by striking out ''ten years" each time it aﬁbears
and iﬁserting in lieu thereof "eleven-vear-and-180-day Petiod".

Sec. 3. Effective Februarv 6, 1977:

(a) Section 4 of the Voting Rights Act is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 4. (a) To assure that the right of elttizens oF
the United States to vote is not denied or abridged on
account of race or color or national oriein, the reauire-
ments ;f section 5 shall apply to any State with
respect to which the determinations have

. been made under subsection (b) or in any

political subdivision with respect to which such

determinations have been made as a sevarate unit, unless
the United States District Court for the Nistrict of Colum-
bia in an acéion for_a declaratory judgment brought hy suéh
State or subdivision against the United States hecs aeter;
mined that no voting qualification, or prerequisite to
voting or siandard, practice, or procedure with resnect:

to voting is in effect during or oreceding the filing of
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the action where such qualification, nrerequisite,‘staﬁdard.
'practice,'or procedure does have or is likely to have the
purpose ornthe effect of denging or abrideing the richt to
vote on account of race or‘color or national origin: Pro-
vided, That for purposes of this éeZEI;n no State or poli-
tical subdivision shall be deterﬁined to have'engaged in
the use of such qualifications, prefenuisites, standards,
practices, or procedurés Tor therpurpose or with the éffect
‘of denying or abridging the right to vote on account of race or color
or national origin if (1) incidents of such use have been few in
number and have been promptly and effectively corrected by

State or local action, (2) the continuing effect of such

incident; has been eliminated, and (3) there is no reasonable
probabilitv of their recurrence in the future.

"An action pursuant to this subsection shall be heard énd deter-
‘mined by a court of three judges in accordance with the provisions of
section 2284 of titlé 28 of the United States Code and: anvy appeal shall
lie to the Suﬁreme Court, The Court shall retain jurisdiction of any
‘action pursuant to this subsection until determinations are made by the
Director of the Census pﬁrsuant to sﬁbsection_(b) following the next
general federal election aftef thg filing of the action and shall re-

© open the action upon motion of the Attorney General alleging that such

_ qualifications, prerequisites, standards, practices, or procedures have

been used for the purpose or with the effect of denvinz or abrideine

~ the right to vote on account of race or color, or national origin,
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"If the Attorney General determines that he has no reason
to believe that any such qualifications, pferequisites, standards,
practices, or procedures are in effect or are likely to be effective
with the purpose or with the effect of denving or abriding the right
to vote on account of race or color or national origin, he shall
consent to the entry of such judgment. |

"(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall apnly in any State
or in any poiitical subdivision of a staﬁe for which the Director
of the Census determineé that racial or languape minority citizens
of voting age comprise more than 5 per centum of the voting ase non-
ulation of such State or political subdivision and that less than 59
per centum of such racial of language minoritv citizens of voting
age voted in the most recent general federal election. The provisions
of subsection (a) shall continue in effect until thé Director of the
Census makes determinations pursuant to this subsection followine the
next general federal election  after which time such provisions shall
only apply based upon determinations pertaining to the most recent
general federal election at that time. The Director of the Census
is directed to make determinations pursuant to this subsection to
the greatest degree possible within 60 days. after a general federal
election is held.

YA determination or certification of the Attorney General
or of the Director of the Census under this section or under
section 6 or section 13 shall not be reviewable in any court .

and shall be effective upon publication in the Federal Register.
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"(c) As used in this Act, the phrase 'peneral federal

. election' shall mean any general election_held solelv or

in part for the purpose of selecting or electing anv can-

didate for the office of Preéident, Vice President, presi-

dential elector, Member of the United-States Senate, “emher

of the United,Sfates Pouse of Renresentatives, Nelepate

from the District of Columbia, Guam, or the Virgin Tslands,

or Resident Commissioner_of the Commonwealth ;f Puerto Rico.
"(d) As used in this section, the phrase 'racial or

language minority citizens'! means citizens of the Unitgd

States who are Negroes or persons of Spanish heritage as those

-terms are defined by the Bureau of the Census."

(b) Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act is amended to read

as follows:

"Sec. 5. Whenever a State or political subdivision with
respebt to which the prohibitions set forth in cection 4(a)
based upon determinations made under section 4(h) are in
effect shall enact or seek to administer any voting quali-
fication or preregrisite to voting; 6f standa;d; practice,
or procedure with respeét to voting such State or suhdivision
may institute an ac£ion in the United States Distriet Court
for the District of Columbia for a declaratorv judgment that'

such qualification, prerequiste, standard, practice, or pro-

cedure does not have the purnose and will not have the effect

.

-
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of denying or abridging the right to vote 6n(account of race or
:.color or national origin,'and unless and until the court enters such
Judgment no person shall be denied _the right to vote for
failure to comply with such qualification, prerequisite,
standard, practice, or procedure: Provided, That such
qualification, prerequiséte, standard,-practice, or procedure
may be enforced withoﬁt such proceeding if the qualification,
prerequisite, standard, practicé, or procedure has heen sub-
mitted by the chief legalvofficer or other appronriate
official of such State or suhdivision to the Attornev General
and.the Attorney General has not interposed an objection within
sixty days after such submission, or unon good cause shown, to
facilitate an expedited approval within sixty davs after such
éubmiSsion, the Attorney General has affirmatively indicated
~ that 5uch‘objectioﬂ will not be made. Neither an affirmative
indication by the Attorney General that no obiection will bhe
qmade; nor failure to object, nor a declaratory judement
entered under this section shall bar-é subseq;ént action to
enjoin enforcement of suéb qualification, prerequisite,
standard, practice, or procedure. In the event the Attorney
General affirmatively indicates that no objection will he
made withiﬁ the sixty-day period followings receint of such
a submission, the Attornev General mav reserve the rieht to
reexamine éhe submission 1f additional information comes to

his attention during the remainder of the sixtv-day neriod

. ed
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which would otherwise require objection in accordance with

. this section. Any action under this qection‘ehall 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 and any anpeal shall lie to the Supreme Court."

Sec. U, : Section 3 of the Voting Rights Act is

amended by--

(1) striking out "fifteenth amendment" each
time 1t appears and inserting in lieu thereof
"fourteenth amendment or fifteenth amendment";

(2) striking out "race or color" each time
»it appears and inserting in lieu theredf "race

or color or national origin"

(3) striking out "test or device" each time it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof '"voting qualification or nre-
fequisite to voting, or standard, practice, or procedure
with respect to voting";

. ’<4§ striking cut "tests or devices'" each time it apnears
and inserting in lieu thereof "such votine qualification or
prerequisite to voting, or standard, praetiee, or nrocedure .
with respect to vetipg"; -

(5) striking out "except that neither" and insertine
in lieu thereof "or.upon good cause shown to facilitate an
expeﬂited approval within sixty davs after such suﬁhission,

the Attorney General has affirmatively indicated that such

objection will not be made. Neither an affirmative indication
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~ by the Attorney General that no objection will be made,

: 'nor"_; -
kG) adding at the end thereof the following: "In the
event the Attorney Geﬁeral affirmatively indicates that no
objection will be made ;iéhi;~;£e sixty-dav period following
receipt éf such a submissioﬁ,‘the Attorney General may re-~
serve the right to reexamine the submission if additional
information comes t; his attention during the remainder of
the sixty-day period which woula otherwise require ohiection
in accordance with this section.';

(7) striking out "deem aopropriate" and inserting in
lieu thereof 'deem appropriate, but in no event after determinations
are made by the Director of the Census pursuant to Section 4 (b)

'following the next general federal election from the date of -

the order,";

(8) striking out "deems necessary." and inserting in lieu
Iﬁhere;f "deems necessary, but in no event after determinations
are made by the-Difector of the Census pursuant to Section 4 (b)
following the next general federal election from the date of
the order."; j

'(9) striking out "different from that in force or effect
at the time the proceeding was commenced”, effective Februarv
6, 1977; and

(10) étriking out "Attorney General" the first three

times it appears and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-

lowing "Attorney General or an aggrieved person'.



Sec. 5. Section 201(a) of the Voting Rights Act of 1965
i{s amended by--

(1) striking out "Priér to August 6, 1975, no" and
inserting "No" in lieu thereof; and
(2) striking out "as to whiéh the provisions of section

4(a) of this Act are n&t in effect by reason o; determina-

tions made under section 4(b) of this Act."”" and inserting

in lieu thereof a period.

Sec. 6. Section 14 of the Voting Rights Act of 1945 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection:

"(e) In any action or proceeding to enforce the voting
guarantees of the fourteenth or fifteenth amendment, the
court, in its discretion, may allow the prevailing party,
other than the United Staées, a reasonable attorney's fee

as ;art of the costs.".

_Sec. 7. Title II of the Voting Rights Act of 196. is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new section:

"Sec. 207. (a? Congress hereby direc;s the Dir;ctor of the
Census forthwith to conduct a survey to compile registration and
voting statistics: (1) in everv State or political subdivision gl
w for every general federal election
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after January 1, 1974; and (11) in every Staté or politicai sub-
division for any election designated by the Uﬂlted States Com-
mission on Civil Rights. Such surveys shall elicit citizenship, the
race or color, and national origin,_of each person of voting age and

the, extent to which such persons are registered to vote and

have voted in the elections surveyed.

(b) In any survey under subsection (a) of this section no
person shall be compelled to disclose his political party affili-
ation, or how he voted (or the reasons therefor), nor shall any
penalty be-imposed for his failure or refusal to make such dis-
closures. Every person interrogated orally, by written survev
or questionnaire, or by any other means with respect to such in-
formation shall be fully advised of his right to fail or refuse
to furnish such information except with regard-to information
required by subsection (a), with regard to which everv such per-
son shalf;be informed that such informatibn is required -olely
to enforce nondiscrimina;ion in voting.

"(c) The Director of the Census shall, at the earliest
practicable time, report to the Congress'the resdlts of every
survey conducted pursuart to the provisi;ns of sugsection (a)
of this section. :

"(d) The provisions of section 9 and chapter 7 of title 13
of the United States Code shall aoplv to any survey, collection,
or compilation of registration and voting statistics carried out

under subsection (a) of this section."” .
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Se¢. 8. Section 11(c) of the Voting Rfshts Act of 1965
is amended b& inserting after 'Columbia,” the following words:
“Guam, or the Virgin Tslands,".

e

Sec. 9. Section 5 of the'béting Rights Act of 1965 is
amended-—

(1) by striking out "excent that neither" and inserting
in lieu thereof the fgiloving: "or upon good cause shown,
to facilitate an expedited approvél within sixty days after
such submission, the Attornev General has affirmativelv in-
dicated that such objection will noL be made. VNeither an
affirmative indication b; the Attorney General.that no

objection will be made, nor"; and

(2) by inserting immediately after the words

"failure to object" a comma; and
(3) by inserting immediately before the final sentence

theTreof the following: "In the event the Attorney General
affirmatively indicates that no objection will be made within
the sixty-day period following receipt of a submission, the

. Attorney General may reserve the riéht to r;examine the sub-
mission if additional information comes to his attentioﬁ

‘lduring the remainder of the sixty-dav period which would
otherwise require objection in accordance with this section."”
Sec. 10. Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965,

is amended bv striking out "section 2282 of title 28" ané_in—

.

serting "section 2284 of title 28" in lieu thereof.
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Sec. 11. Title III of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 is

amended to read as follows:

"PTITLE III--EIGHTEEN-YEAR-OLD VOTING AGE

"Enforcement of Twenty-Sixth Amendment

“Sec., 301. (a)(l) The Attorney General is directed to in-
stitute, in the'name of the United States, such actions against
States or political subdivisions; including actiong for injunctive
reliéf, as he may deterﬁine to be necéssary to implement the
twenty-sixth article of amendment to the Constitution of the
United States. |

"(2) The district courts of the United States shall have
jurisdiction of proceedings instituted under this title, which
shall be heard and determined by a court of three j&dzes in
accordance with section 2284 of title 28 of the United States
Code, and any appeal shall lie to the Supreme Court. It shall
be the dpty pf the judges designated to hear the case to assign.
the case f;r hearing and determination thereof, and tc cause the
case to be 1in every way expedited. -

"(b) Whoever shall deny or attempf-to deny’aﬁy person of anv
right secured by the twenty-sixth articlé of amendment to the
Constitution of tﬁe United States shall be fined not more‘than
$5,000 or imprisoned not more than five years, or both.

‘ "Definition ' v

“Sec. 302. As used in this title, the term 'State' includes

the Distrlict of Columbia." -
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Sec. 12. Section 10 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965
is améndedj—
(1) by striking out suhsection (d):
(2) in subsection (b), by inserting "and section 2
of the twenty-fourth amendment' immediately aftér "Fif-
teenth amendment'; and
(3)'by striking out "and" the first time it appears
in subsection (b), and inserting in lieu thereof a comma.
Sec. 13. Section 6 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 is
amended by striking out "fifteenth amendment' each time it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof "fourteenth or fifteenth
amendment", |

Sec. 14, Section 2, the second paragraph éf section 4(a),
and sections 4(d), 5, 6, and 13 of the Voting Pights Act of
1965 are each amended by inserting immediately
after+"on account of race or color" each time it

appears "or national origin".





