


COMMITTEE REPORT 
HOUSE

1 / 2 * *

Mr. S p eaker:

The C o m m i t t e e  on STATE AFFAIRS

F U RTHER: JUDICIARY

has had H J R  U

R e l a t i n g  to the r a t i f i c a t i o n  o f  an a m e n d m e n t  to the C o n s t i t u t i o n  o f  
t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  d e f i n i n g  C o n g r e s s i o n a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  a n d  v o t i n g  
r i g h t s  for r e s i d e n t s  of the D i s t r i c t  of  C o l u m b i a .

u n d e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  and (a m a j o r i t y  of the c o m m i t t e e )  (the c o m m i t t e e )  
r e p o r t s  1t b'ck with the f o l l o w i n g  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s :

IK) 

[ ] 

l

( 1 

( ] 

( ]

do pass [ ] do not pass

do pass w i t h  a t t a c h e d  a m e n d m e n t s (s ;

r e p l a c e  with CS for n. U  \_1______ M

and r e c o m m e n d s

{ “ ) same title 
j new title

A N D  a t t a c h e s  a " l e tter of Intent" I 1 New Fiscal Note 

re p orts 1t back w i t h o u t  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n

r e f e r r e d  to the C o m m i t t e e

M E M B E R S  S I G N I N G  
00 PASS

\l V

M E M B E R S  H A V I N G  
O T H E R  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

£
i i

v . Ur - J -
l Z l l l

/

f  ft

fl/ -r- / /
,9 / / . /

' 1 / 
/

I J /  /JJ /f

T hA irW

H 60 (Rev. 12/78)



. ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
Legislative Affairs Agency

Pouch Y - State Capitol 

Juneau, Alaska 99611

LAA 11

(Rev .  4 - 2 9 - 7 7  K )

/ R E G I O N A L  I N F O R M A T I O N  O F F I C E

f 1024 West 6th Avenue

A n chorage, Alaska 

99501 

(907) 278-3668



Alaska»

1 C CEREM
HEARINGS

SUBJECT: H ’R 4, SSHJR 2 - RATIFICATION, U. S. CONST. AMENDMENT - D. C. REPRESENTATION
IN CONGRESS

COMMITTEE: HOUSE STATE AFFAIRS (MILLER, Fuller, Gardiner, Parker, Eliason, Martin,
Mrccalfe)

DATE: Friday, February 9, 1979

TIME: 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. A.S.T.

SITES PARTICIPATING: Washington, D. C. and any sites which generate witnesses 

CONFERENCE MODE: audio .

LOCATIOi.:

MODERATOR

LIO UAA ADVISED, CONFIRMED 

Extra bills ordered 
Register prepared

no
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NOTES:

Committee will be making contacts.

Washington, D. C. witnesses may include 
a representative of Rep. Walter Fontroy's 
office (delegate from D. C.) and Tom 
Ascik, Heritage Foundation.

•V?

,.<A,

J -

* / ? )

I :

rM  'r “ n .

t A & y *

PUBLICITY:

INVITATIONAL

PSAs
Audio PSAs 
Video PSAs

News re4e af.es .

*
Direct mail 
Phone contacts

Date
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Other: */?Af
actuality, KYAK 2/7/79

Posted at LIO <?,«?

Copies to LTN Juneau
Copies to committee ^  _  
Copies to sponsor

NUMBER IN ATTFNDAflCE & / A
NUMBER TESTIFYING ^
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Legislative Information Office . 1024 West Sixth Avenue . Anchorage . phone 278-3668
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t 279-5622 

* 272-8561 

V 694-2719 

y/ 274-1052

277 -6397 

I  279-9437 

272-3456 

276-7070

\/ 272-9591 

/  344-2522 

1/ 344-9622 

• 243-1300 

272-3456 

272-/461 

276-3000 

2/7-2655 

2/8-4631

- ANCHORAGE

ANCHORAGE TIMES Clint Andrews, Mike Todd, Connie Godwin

ANCHORAGE DAILY NEWS Stan Abbott

Howard Weaver /  •

EAGLE RIVER STAR 

ALASKA ADVOCATE

KENI TV News 

KIMO TV News 

KTVA TV News 

KAKM

KHAR, KKLV News 

KYAK, KGOT News 

KFQD News 

KANC News 

KBYR News 

KENI Radio News 

KSKA News 

KJ77 News 

KHVN News

Patti Drewery, Andrew Holt 

John Valentine 

Steve Lamar 

Larry Makinson

Sherida Hughes

Dan Con1ter, Barbara

Don Byron c's-u

Peter Bie

Sarge McClintock

Lynn Roberts, Brad Parker

Jim Tiyhe

Bill Hampton

Clay Shelton

Actualities

272-7041

344-9915 Alaska Radio Network Gordon Parker, Hilary Hilscher



Alaska State Legifcoturc $
TELECONFERENCE 

HEARINGS
February 7, 1979

Contact: Judy Hopkins 
278-3668

PUBLIC SERVICE ANNOUNCEMENT

Run through 10:00 a.m. FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 9, i979

PUBLIC TESTIMONY ON M U f i m m  OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE U. S. CONSTITUTION 

DEFINING CONGRESSIONAL REPRESENTATION AND VOTING RIGHTS FOR THE RESIDENTS 

OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA IS INVITED Bi THE HOUSE STATE AFFAIRS 

COMMITTEE IN A TELECONFERENCE STARTING AT 11:00 a.m. FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 

9.

AREA RESIDENTS INTERESTED IN PRESENTING TESTIMONY OR OBSERVING THE HEARING 

CAN PARTICIPATE AT THE LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION OFFICE, 1024 WEST SIXTH 

AVENUE. WITNESSES SHOULD REGISTER IN ADVANCE BY CALI ING 278-3668.

XXXXX

Legislative Information Office . 1024 West Sixth Avenue . Anchorage , phone 278-3668



L O ^ 'Name

Representing _

Address __________________

Phone S )

0
M P M l

v  g t^y-T

9-0 . l l > ^

Here to TESTIFY

Here to OBSERVE

I
I

I
j

BROADCAST CONSENT: This proceeding may be broadcast live or recorded for later broadcast
by radio or television stations. Please indicate your consent bv sicininq below:. r r  ,*■**

[signature]

m

Have you participated in other legislative 
teleconferences? *-*> How m a n y ? ________

How did you learn about this hearing?

f t .  v W ' n ___________________

Would you have participated in this hearing 
if the network were not available?

If yes, did you use the network:
  instead of travel
  instead of phone conversations

instead of mailed testimony

■ft

1 Date: 2W ” SuDject: HJR 4 - HJR 2 * C - representation Location; Anchorilge

P L E A S E  P R I N T

Name

Representing 

Address

Phone s 2 H - - z ££3-___

Here to TESTIFY

Here to OBSERVE

BROADCAST CONSENT: This proceeding may be broadcast live or recorded for later broadcast
by radio or television stations. Please indicate youi>conserryby sinning below:

Have you participated in other legislative 

teleconferences? How many? ________

How did yon learn about this hearing?

Would you have participated in this hearing 

if the network were not available? _________

If yes, did you use the network:
  instead of travel

instead of phone conversations 
instead of mailed testimony

Date* W ? 9 Subject- HJR 4 * ,UR 2 " u * c - representation Location: Anchorage



6 *  f irRepresenting __  .______________________________________________

Address 4,£Zl G?o[Je~*.  Here to O B S E R V E ______

Phone M 3  T ^ S " ______________

BROADCAST CONSENT: This proceeding may be broadcast live or recorded for later broadcast
by radio or television stations. Please indicate y o u r  consent by signing below:

(signature)-

Have you participated in other legislative Would you have participated in this hearing 
teleconferences? kip How many? ' if the network were not available? fjp

How did you learn about this hearing? If yes, did you use the network:
.   instead of travel

f  rA<uj[^___________' " ' ‘ - 1 • ■   instead of phone conversations
instead of mailed testimony•  . • ■ ™ ■"

Date . 2/9/79 Subject: 2 - D. C. representation Location: Anchorage

P L E A S E  P R I N T CD■?
Name

Representing

\ J  A r C f ^  l l L ^ -  Here to TESTIFY S

Address l Here to OBSERVE ______

Phone q . 7 7 - 4  £ r y _____

BROADCAST CONSENT: This proceeding may be broadcast live or recorded for later broadcast
by radio or television stations. Please i n d i c | ^ ^ ^ r ^ n s e j » t ^ ^ ^ ^ g ^ b e l o w :

(sigrsture)

Have you participated in other legislative 

teleconferences? How m a n y ? ________

How did you learn about this hearing?

___________________________________________

Would you have participated 1n this hearing 

if the netv/ork were not available?

If yes, did you use the netv/ork:
✓ instead of travel

instead of phone conversations 
instead of mailed testimony

Date* 2/9/79 Subject: * ” il* rcPre*enf'ation Location: Anchorage

#
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Name

n
Representing — L.o^u-e tV  iO<j^eh  I/<?/os .

Address Tk)^ f V / r _________f e j L 2 _

’ ••

Here to TESTIFY ■ j £

u
* . . U **ir

Here to OBSERVE

Phone £ 2 1 :  £ D 2 2
BROADCAST CONSENT: This proceeding may be broadcast live or recorded for later broad­
cast b. radio or television stations. Please indicate your consent by signing below:

—  1 - A , ^  • '.'1
'signature;

Have you participated in other legislative 
teleconferences? Ho w  many?________

How did you learn about this hearing?
|*»'i

Would you have participated in this hearing 
if the network were not available? / /,

;
If yes, did you use the network:

  instead of travel
  instead of phone conversations
  instead of mailed testimony

. .  '■ '■m
■" r

Date: 2/9/79 Subject: HJR 4, HJR 2 - D. C. representaLion . Location: Anchorage

Name

Representing 

Address 

Phone J }  ?.7r c

*L-
CD <■
Here to TESTIFY l A

Z c / j y k ^  t a X c c ^
9 / /  <£/- SDveA-M-O 6 /  Here to OBSERVE

BROADCAST CONSENT: This proceeding may be broadcast live or recorded for later broadcast
by radio or television stations. Please indicate your consent by signing below:

Have you participated in other legislative 
teleconferences? How m a n y ? ________

Ho./ did you learn about this hearing?

_____________________________

Would you have participated in this hearing 
if the network were not available?

If yes, did you use the netv/ork: 
instead of travel 
instead of phone conversations 

,X instead of mailed testimony

Djtc: 2/9/79 Subject: 4 * HJR 2 - D. C. representation Location: Anchorage



dame . 0 / / V p . R o l l  i s o n

Representing S c   ̂ ______________________

Address 7 S ^  / 7 ^   ̂ A - r v  V i o  rAcj.-^

Phone ^33 " 3% 05 _

/L s l jC  ;*»

Here to TESTIFY

Here to OBSERVE

BROADCAST CONSENT: This proceeding may be broadcast live or recorded for later broad­
cast by radio or television stations. Please indicate your consent by signing below:

Q A it L
(signature) .... •

l!

Have you participated in other legislative 
teleconierences? n o  How many? •

How did you learn about this hearing? 

U V v :c  c f  \ / vN rs  p k  ov>c<i

Would you have participated in this hearing 
if the network were not available? rr,

If yes, did you use the network: 
instead of travel

  instead of phone conversations
  instead of mailed testimony

*• Mm.* •

[ .-/-V * iT*
* : . **

hPkSSb
Date: 2/9/79 Subject: HJR 4, HJR 2 - D. C. represer.tation Location: Anchorage

*

P L E A S E  P R I N T

Name d l l  t h e S i  C M P  • £ -

K I cla J -
Here to TESTIFY

Representing _____ _______________________

Address (/ J

Phone

Here to OBSERVE

BROADCAST CONSENT: This proceeding may be broadcast live or recorded for later broad­
cast by radio or television stations. PledseyTpdl^te y^ij/^hsent by signing below:,

/ t

Have you participated in other legislative 
teleconferences? How many? ______

Would you have p Jcipated in this hearing 
if the netv/ork were not available?

How did you learn about this hearing? If yes, did you use the network: 
instead of travel 
instead of phone conversations 
instead of mailed testimony

_________________________ 1 y i n ’y-  ->I h . i I i n  J  I  l i n .  > A»w



.‘W
L:?re to TESTIFY

Representing Iff *S>€y t/

Address

Phone Z 2 ~ ? 7 ~  ^(yT'G

BROADCAST CONSENT: This proceeding may be broadcast^Tive

cast by radio or television stations. Pleas^ndd££?e^y<54r^c
irded for later broad-

Have you participated in other legislative 
teleconferences?  How m a n y ? _______

' •v v iV : ,

Would you have participated in this hearing 
if the netv/ork were not available?

How did you learn about this hearing?
# 4 , * / . . ,  .• S t

If yes, did you use the netv/ork:
, ___  instead of travel

  instead of phone conversati* is
  instead of mailed testimony

*$■
• i t

H r1

Date: 2/9/79 Subject: HJR 4, HJR 2 - D. C. representation Location: Anchorage

P L E A S E  P R I N T

Name T D h i v i  Q D O L ^ r r e Here to TESTIFY

Representing K V f l K  

Address 

Phone

Here to OBSERVE

BROADCAST CONSENT: This proceeding may be broadcast live or recorded for later broad­
cast by radio or television stations. Please indicate your consent by signing below:

(signature)

Have you participated in other legislative 
teleconferences?  How many?

How did you learn about this hearing?

Wojld you have participated in this hearing 
if the netv/ork were not available? _

If yes, did you use the network:
  Instead of travel

instead of phone conversations
instead of mailed testimony

Date: 2/9/79 Subject: HJR 4, HJR 2 - D. C. represent .tion Location: Anchorage



P L E A S E  P R I N T

Name • _ H i A d £ r

Representing P f V A - ___________________

Address ____________________________

Here to TESTIFY

5

Phone

Here to OBSERVE

BROADCAST CONSENT: This proceeding may be broadcast live or recorded for later broadcast
by radio or television stations. Please indicate your consent by signing below:

S l L l  oy~ <  ^Xqq
(sng nature)

i  •« •».

#
j

Have you participated in other legislative 
teleconferences? ______ How many? __

How did you learn about this hearing?

Would you have participated in this hearing 
if the network were not available? _________

If yes, did you use the network: 
instead of travel 

~ instead of phone conversations 
instead of mailed testimony

Date: 2/9/79 Subject: HJR 4> HJR 2 * D ‘ C ' rePresentation location: Anchorage *'
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T E S T I M O N Y  O F  P R O F E S S O R  S T E P H E N  A. S A L T Z B U R G  

U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  V I R G I N I A  L A W  S C H O O L  

3 E F O R E  T H E  S U B C O M M I T T E E  O N  T H E  C O N S T I T U T I O N

o f  t h e  

U N I T E D  S T A T E S  S E N A T E  

F r i d a y ,  A p r i l  23, 19 7 3  

R E P R E S E N T A T I O N  CI C O N G R E S S  F O R  T H E  D I S T R I C T  O F  C O L U M B I A ;  S. J. Res. 65

T h a n k  y o u  f o r  i n v i t i n g  m e  to a p p e a r  b e f o r e  the S u b c o m m i t t e e  to 

p r o v i d e  m y  v i e w s  o n  the n e c e s s i t y  a n d  p r o p r i e t y  g e n e r a l l y  of p r o v i d i n g  

full v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  for c i t i z e n s  o f  the D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  

a n d  m o r e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  on  the w i s d o m  o f  a d o p t i n g  S. J. Res. 65 as the

m e a n s  o f  p r o v i d i n g  the r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .

I. S u m m a r y  o f  V i e w s

O n  O c t o b e r  6, 1977, I h a d  the o p p o r t u n i t y  to e x p r e s s  to a 

H o u s e  S u b c o m m i t t e e  o n  C i v i l  a n d  C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  R i g h t s  m y  v i e w  t h a t  

fu l l  v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in the C o n g r e s s  s h o u l d  be p r o v i d e d  c i t i z e n s  

o f  the D i s t r i c t .  A t  t h a t  t i m e  I a l s o  e x p r e s s e d  m y  v i e w s  o n  the b e s t  

w a y  to p r o v i d e  s u c h  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  M y  c o m m e n t s  t o d a y  w i l l  be v e r y  

s i m i l a r  to m y  p r e v i o u s  c o m m e n t s  in the H o u s e .

A l t h o u g h  t h e r e  h a s  b e e n  c o n t r o v e r s y  o v e r  the m e a n s  to be  u s e d  

to a c c o m p l i s h  the e n d ,  r e c e n t l y  this a u g u s t  b o d y  in its d e b a t e s  o v e r  

the P a n a m a  C a n a l  t r e a t i a s  has e x p r e s s e d  b r o a d  s u p p o r t  fcr the p r o p o s i­

t i o n  t h a t  e v e n  t h o u g h  the U n i t e d  s t a t e s  g o v e r n m e n t  a t  o n e  time h a d

l a g a l  c o n t r o l  o v e r  the l i v e s  o f  c i t i z e n s  o f  a U . S .  t e r r i t o r y ,  c o n t r o l  

o b t a i n e d  lo n g  a g o  a n d  e x e r c i s e d  c o n t i n u a l l y  m u s t  be r e v i e w e d  in the



l i g h t  o f  c u r r e n t  d e v e l o p m e n t s .  In th a t  l i g h t  t h e r e  c a n  be n o  q u e s t i o n  

t h a t  D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s — w h o  r a y  the s a m e  t a x e s  a s  o t h e r  A m e r i c a n s ;  w h o  

s h a r e  the s a m e  d e m o c r a t i c  v a l u e s  as o t h e r  A m e r i c a n s ;  w h o  a r e  a f f e c t e d  

b y  t h e  g r o w t h  of  the f e d e r a l  g o v e r n m e n t  in the s a m e  w a y  as a l l  A m e r i -  

cnasr a n d  w h o  k n o w  t h a t  the f e d e r a l  g o v e r n m e n t  e x e r t s  c o n t r o l  o v e r  

t h e i r  l i v e s  t h a t  it d o e s  n o t  e x e r c i s e  o v e r  the l i v e s  o f  o t h e r  A m e r i c a n s  

s h o u l d  b e  r e p r e s e n t e d  in t h e  C o n g r e s s  o f  the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  l i k e  t h o s e  

w h o ,  by c h a n c e ,  l i v e  w i t h i n  the b o r d e r s  o f  o n e  o f  the f i f t y  s t a t e s .

And, in c o n t r a s t  to the d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f  w o r k i n g  o u t  a t r e a t y  w i t h  

a n o t h e r  n a t i o n ,  t h e r e  a r e  no i n s u r m o u n t a b l e  p r o b l e m s  in p r o v i d i n g  v o t -

i n 7 r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  f o r  the D i s t r i c t .

• \

T h a t  t h e s e  a r e  v a l i d  a r g u m e n t s  w a s  r e c o g n i z e d  b y  the H o u s e  of 

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  on  M a r c h  2d o f  this y e a r  w h e n  it a p p r o v e d  b y  a v o t e  

of  2 8 7 - 1 2 7  H. J. Res. 354, a r e s o l u t i o n  p r o p o s i n g  an a m e n d m e n t  to the 

C o n s t i t u t i o n  t h a t  w o u l d  p r o v i d e  the D i s t r i c t  w i t h  f u l l  a n d  e f f e c t i v e  

v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in the C o n g r e s s .

H. J. Res. 554 is, in m y  v i e w ,  a b e t t e r  v e h i c l e  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  

the D i s t r i c t  w i t h  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  t h a n  ia S. J. Res. 65. T h e  ^ a s i c  

p r o b l e m  w i t h  the S e n a t e  r e s o l u t i o n  is th a t  I t  g r a s p s  the p r i n c i p l e  o f

o n e  p e r s o n ,  o n e  v o t e  a t  the s a m e  t i m e  t h a t  it a t t e m p t s  to d e p a r t
• •

f r o m  the p r i n c i p l e .  T h e r e  is no  n e e d  t o  o f f e r  D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s  a n y­

t h i n g  less t h a n  a f u l l  loaf. T h u s ,  t h e r e  is s o m e  r e a s o n  to f a v o r  the 

H o u s e ' s  r e s o l u t i o n .

It is i m p o r t a n t  to r e c o g n i z e ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h a t  S. J. Res. e a s i l y
i

c a n  be a m e n d e d  so t h a t  it is at  the l e a s t  the e q u a l  of, a n d  p e r h a p s  an 

e v e n  b e t t e r  r e s o l u t i o n  than, H. J. Res. 554. M o r e  i m p o r t a n t  a t  this 

p o i n t  t h a n  d i s p u t i n g  the r e s p e c t i v e  m e r i t s  o f  the two r e s o l u t i o n s  is 

r e c o g n i z i n g  t h a t  f a i r - m i n d e d  p e o p l e  w h o  c a r e f u l l y  e x a m i n e  the a r g u m e n t s



- J -

s u p p o r t i n g  f u l l  C o n g r e s s i o n a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  f o r  the D i s t r i c t  c a n  

a g r e e  o n  an  a p p r o a c h .  T h e r e  is no r e a s o n  to a l l o w  the m e c h a n i c s  to 

s t a n d  in the w a y  of  m a k i n g  the p r i n c i p l e  a r e a l i t y .

A n d  i t  s h o u l d  b e  a r e a l i t y .  D u r i n g  a l l  the c o n s i d e r a t i o n  

o f  H. J. Res. 554 b y  t h e  H o u s e ,  n o t  o n e  v a l i d  a r g u m e n t  e m e r g e d  a g a i n s t  

f u l l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  f o r  t h e  D i s t r i c t .  As I p r o c e e d ,  I h o p e  to d e m o n­

s t r a t e  the w e a k n e s s  o f  s o m e  o f  t h e  o p p o n e n t s '  p o s i t i o n s .

T h e r e  a r e  r e a s o n s  w h y  s o m e  p e o p l e  m a y  d i s f a v o r  D i s t r i c t  r e p r e s e n­

t a t i o n  t h a t  h a v e  n o t  y e t  a p p e a r e d ,  e x p l i c i t l y  t n a t  is, in t h e  d e b a t e s .  

T h e y  a r e  i n v a l i d  c o n c e r n s  a n d  I m e n t i o n  t h e m  n o w  o n l y  to p u t  t h e m  a s i d e ,  

h o p e f u l l y  f o r e v e r .  F i r s t ,  the s u g g e s t i o n  h a s  b e e n  m a d e  t h a t  w i t h  the 

a d d i t i o n  o f  two S e n a t o r s  f r o m  the< D i s t r i c t ,  the S e n a t e  ''club'’ w i l l  

s o m e n o w  be less a - e l u s i v e .  W h a t e v e r  the m e r i t s  o f  e x c l u s i v i t y ,  t h e y  

c a n  h a r d l y  be d e a l t  a b . o w  by  a d d i n g  two v o t e s  to a h u n d r e d .  Did

A m e r i c a n s  s e e  a d e c l i n e  o f  p r e s t i g e  a n d  p o w e r  in the S e n a t e  o r  its

, , , , .to W a s h i n c t o n ?
i n d i v i d u a l  m e m b e r s  w h e n  A l a s k a  a n d  H a w a i i  s e n t  S e n a t o r s /  No, o r  b o u r s e

not. Two. v o t e s  f r o m  D i s t r i c t  w i l l  m a k e  the S e n a t e  no l e s s  d e l i b e r a­

tive.!, no less p o w e r f u l ,  a n d  no l e s s  p r e s t i g i o u s .  S e c o n d ,  s o m e  m a y  

t h i n k  t h a t  c o n s e r v a t i v e  S e n a t o r s  a n d  t h o s e  f r o m  r u r a l  a r e a s  m i g h t  be
a

d i s i n c l i n e d  to f a v o r  a r e s o l u t i o n  t h a t  w e l l  m a y  a d d  two u r b a n  a n d  

l i b e r a l  v o t e s  to a • a l a n c e  t h a t  is n o t  in t h e i r  f a v o r  a t  the m o m e n t .

If t h e s e  S e n a t o r s  c o n c l u d e ,  as  £ b e l i e v e  t h e y  w i l l ,  t h a t  no v a l i d  a r g u­

m e n t  o v e r r i d e s  the p r i n c i p l e  o f  o n e  p e r s o n ,  o n e  v o t e  t h a t  u n d e r l i e s  

the r e s o l u t i o n  b e i n g  c o n s i d e r e d ,  t h e y  h a r d l y  c o u l d  j u s t i f y  d e n y i n g  

the f r a n c h i s e  to a c o n s i d e r a b l e  n u m b e r  o f  t h e i r  f e l l o w  A m e r i c a n s .  In 

the c o u r s e  of g i v i n g  y o u t h  the r i g h t  to vote, o u t l a w i n g  the p o l l  tax, 

a n d  e v e n  in p r o p o s i n g  the t w e n t y - t h i r d  a m e n d m e n t ,  m e m b e r s  o f  C o n g r e s s  

h a v e  d e m o n s t r a t e d  the C o n s t i t u t i o n  d e m a n d s  d e v o t i o n  to p r i n c i p l e ,  n o t



to s h o r t - r u n  p a r t i s a n  p o l i t i c s .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e r e  a r e  s o m e  m e m b e r s  of 

C o n g r e s s ,  a n d  s u r e l y  s o m e  o f  t h e i r  c o n s t i t u e n t s  as  w e l l ,  w h o  n e v e r  

h a v e  f e l t  c o m f o r t a b l e  in a D i s t r i c t  w h i c h  is p r e d o m i n a n t l y  b l a c k .  

B i a s e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  D i s t r i c t  s o m e t i m e s  e v i n c e  u n c o n s c i o u s  r a c i a l  p r e­

j u d i c e s  w h i c h  h a v e  no p l a c e  in A m e r i c a n  p o l i t i c s  in 1978. I n d e e d ,  

w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  s o m e  of t h e  o p p o s i t i o n  to v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t i t i o n  f o r  

t h e  D i s t r i c t  h a s  its r o o t s  in r a c i a l  p r e j u d i c e s ,  the p a u c i t y  o f  o t h e r ,  

v a l i d  r e a s o n s  to s u p p o r t  the o p p o s i t i o n  p r o d u c e s  f o r  t h o s e  w h o  r e a d

a n d  h e a r  the o p p o s i t i o n  a s e n s e  o' f e a r — f e a r  t h a t  r a c e  is a g a i n  a

i s s u e
b e h i n d  the s c e n e s / i n  a d e b a t e  o v e r  f u n d a m e n t a l  r i g h t s .

It m u s t  b e  s o m e w h a t  e m b a r r a s s i n g  for U n i t e d  S t a t e s  o f f i c i a l s  to 

c h a s t i s e  f o r e i g n  g o v e r n m e n t s  ovex? t h e i r  t r e a t m e n t  of  m i n o r i t i e s  a n d  

to c o m p l a i n  a b o u t  the d i s e n f r a n c h i s e m e n t  of  e n t i r e  g r o u p s  o f  v rs 

w h en, a t  h o me, the c i t i z e n s  o f  the D i s t r i c t  s t i l l  m u s t  s e e k  the f r a n­

c h i s e  t h e y  h a v e  t o o  l o n g  b e e n  d e n i e d .

It s h o u l d  c o m e  a s  no s u r p r i s e  t h a t  A m e r i c a n  P r e s i d e n t s  w i t h  

c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  as d i v e r s e  as t h o s e  of f o r m e r  P r e s i d e n t  R i . h a r d  N i x o n  

a n d  i n c u m b e n t  J i m m y  c a r t e r  h a v e  s u p p o r t e d  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  for the 

D i s t r i c t .  T h e  idea is so f i r m l y  g r o u n d e d  in A m e r i c a n  c o n c e p t s  o f  

e q u a l  j u s t i c e  u n d e r  l a w  a n d  e q u a l  a c c e s s  to p o l i t i c a l  c h a n g e  t h a t  it 

is d i f f i c u l t  to o p p o s e  o n  p r i n c i p l e .  And w h e n  A m e r i c a n s  d e b a t e  f u n d a -  

m e n t a l  r i g h t s ,  o p p o s i t i o n  w i t h o u t  p r i n c i p l e  is no o p p o s i t i o n  a t  a l l .

H a v i n g  c o m p l e t e d  th i s  s u m m a r y  o f  m y  p o s i t i o n ,  I turn n o w  to 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  m o r e  s p e c i f i c  i s s ues.



II. S. J. Pes. 65 a n d  Its C o u n t e r p a r t s  in the H o u s e

W h e n  I t e s t i f i e d  b e f o r e  the H o u s e  S u b c o m m i t t e e ,  I w a s  a s k e d  to 

c o m m e n t  o n  s e v e r a l  j o i n t  r e s o l u t i o n s  t h a t  h a d  beer, p r o p o s e d  in the 

H o u s e  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  A l l  p r o v i d e d  in o n e  f o r m  o r  a n o t h e r  f o r  an 

a m e n d m e n t  to t h e  C o n s t i t u t i o n  to p r o v i d e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  for t h e  D i s -  

t r i s t  o f  C o l u m b i a  i n  the C o n g r e s s  o f  the U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  It m a y  be 

u s e f u l  to r e v i e w  t h e m  h e r e  s o  t h a t  y o u  c a n  b e t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d  the 

d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  the r e s o l u t i o n  a p p r o v e d  by the H o u s e  a n d  that 

s e t  f o r t h  in S. J. Res. 65.

H. J. Res. 139 c o n t a i n e d  f o u r  s h o r t  s e c t i o n s  a l l o c a t i n g  two

S e n a t o r s  and a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  n u m b e r  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  to the D i s t r i c t ,

!
p r o v i d i n g  for a n  e l e c t i o n  to f i l l  v a c a n c i e s ,  d e f i n i n g  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  

o f  the p r o p o s e d  a m e n d m e n t  to the 23 r d  A m e n d m e n t ,  a n d  g i v i n g  C o n g r e s s  

t h o  p o w e r  to e n f o r c e  the p r o p o s e d  a m e n d m e n t .  It w a s  i d e n t i c a l  to 

S. J. Re s .  65. H. J. Res. 392 w a s  v e r y  s i m i l a r ,  e x c e p t  t h a t  it p r o­

v i d e d  t h a t  C o n g r e s s  m a y  a l l o c a t e  a p o w e r  o f  t e m p o r a r y  a p p o i n t m e n t  to 

o f f i c i a l s  in the D i s t r i c t  u n d e r  c e r t a i n  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  to f i l l  v a c a n c i e s

i n  the S e n a t e .  V e r y  d i f f e r e n t  in f o r m  w a s  H. J. Res. 554 w h i c h  u l t i -

no w
m a t e l y  w a s  a d o p t e d  b y  the H o u s e .  I t / c o n t a i n s  fo u r  s e c t i o n s . *  T h e y  

p r o v i d e  t h a t  t h e  2 3 r d  A m e n d m e n t  w o u l d  be r e p e a l e d ,  t h a t  the D i s t r i c t

w o u l d  h a v e  v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  in the C o n g r e s s  a n d  as m u c h  a u t h o r i t y

to e l e c t  a P r e s i d e n t  a n d  V i c e - P r e s i d e n t  o f  the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  a n d  to

r a t i f y  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a m e n d m e n t s  a s  a n y  S t a t e ,  g e n e r a l l y  t h a t  tlio

r i g h t s  a n d  p o w e r s  p r o v i d e d  s h o u l d  be e x e - c i s e d  b y  the p e o p l e  of the

D i s t r i c t  in a m a n n e r  to be  s e l e c t e d  b y  C o n g r e s s ,  a n d  t h a t  t h e  a m e n d m e n t

•As o r i g i n a l l y  p r o p o s e d ,  H. J. Res. 554 had o n l y  t h r e e  s e c t i o n s .  T h e  
f o u r t h  w a s  a d d e d  p r i o r  to its a d o p t i o n  b y  the Hou s e ,  b u t  a f t e r  the 
S u b c o m m i t t e e  h e a r i n g s  in the H o u s e .



w o u l d  t a k e  e f f e c t  if r a t i f i e d  b y  the r e q u i s i t e  n u m b e r  o f  s t a t e s  w i t h i n  

s e v e n  y e a r s .

In m y  H o u s e  t e s t i m o n y  I f o u n d  m y s e l f  f a v o r i n g  the b a s i c  a p p r o a c h  

o f  H. J. Res. 1 j 9, a l t h o u g h  I i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  s t a n d i n g  a l o n e  i t  w a s  

i n a d e q u a t e  to f u l l y  a c c o m p l i s h  the o b j e c t i v e s  o f  a c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  

a m e n d m e n t  p r o v i d i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  f o r  the D i s t r i c t .  T h u s ,  I s u g g e s t e d  tha 

w i t h  s e v e r a l  c h a n g e s  H. J. Res. 139 c o u l d  h a v e  b e e n  i m p r o v e d . *

T h e  i m p r o v e m e n t s  t h a t  I s u g g e s t e d  w o u l d  h a v e  p r o d u c e d  a R e s o l u­

ti o n  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  to H. J. Res. 534 in its e f f e c t ,  b u t  

w h i c h  m i g h t  h a . e  b e e n  s o m e w h a t  c l e a r e r  than H. J. Res. 554 a t  certa-'n 

p o i n t s . * *  B o t h  m y  p r o p o s e d  v e r s i o n  o f  H. J. Res. 139 a n d  H. J. Res.

554 , the r e s o l u t i o n  u l t i m a t e l y  a d’o p t e d  by the H o u s e s  w e r e  in a c c o r d  

o n  c e r t a i n  f u n d a m e n t a l s , i n c l u d i n g  the f o l l o w i n g :

A. T h e  v o t i n g  r i g h t s  o f  D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  fu l l  

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in the H o u s e  a n d  S e n a t e  a n d  full p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the 

e l e c t i o n  o f  a P r e s i d e n t .  He n c e ,  the T w e n t y - T h i r d  A m e n d m e n t  s h o u l d  be 

r e p e a l e d .

3. C o n g r e s s  s h o u l d  be g i v e n  a u t h o r i t y  to c a r r y  o u t  the p u r p o s e s  

of  the a m e n d m e n t .

C. S o m e  f l e x i b i l i t y  w i t h  r e s p e c t  to f i l l i n g  v a c a n c i e s  in the

*1 w i l l  be m a k i n g  s i m i l a r  s u g g e s t i o n s  for a m e n d i n g  S. J. Res. 65.

* O n e  o f  my r e s e r v a t i o n s  a b o u t  H . J. Res. 554 w o u l d  h a v e  b e e n  r e m o v e d  if 
a p r o p o s e d  a m e n d m e n t ,  s u g g e s t e d  b y  A s s i s t a n t  A t t o r n e y  G e n  r a l  P a t r i c i a  
M. W a l d  on  b e h a l f  o f  the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n , w e r e  a d o p t e d .  S e e  S t a t e m e n t  
of A t t o r n e y  G e n e r a l  W a l d ,  B e f o r e  the H o u s e  S u b c o m m i t t e e  o n  C i v i l  a n d  
C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  R i g h t s ,  O c t o b e r  6, 1977, a t  15. T h e  s u g g e s t e d  c h a n g e  
w o u l d  h a v e  the r e s o l u t i o n  read, in part, as f o l l o w s :  "The e x e r v i s e
of  the r i g h t s  a n d  p o w e r s  c o n f e r r e d  u n d e r  this a r t i c l e  s h a l l  be by  the 
p e o p l e  o f  the D i s t r i c t  c o n s t i t u t i n g  the s e a t  of g o v e r n m e n t ,  in s u c h  
m a n n e r  as s h a l l  be p r o v i d e d  by the C o n g r e s s . "



C o n g r e s s  s h o u l d  be r e t a i n e d .

T h e  s i n g l e  p o i n t  o f  d e p a r t u r e  f r o m  the g o a * *  o f  H. J. Res. 554

f o u n d  i n  m y  v e r s i o n  of  H. J. Res. 139 w a s  o v e r  the e x t e n t  > w h i c h  the

D i s t r i c t  s h o u l d  be a b l e  to p a r t i c i p a t e  in the r a t i f i c a t i o n  o f  f u t u r e

c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a m e n d m e n t s .  A s  I s h a l l  p o i n t  o u t  in  a f e w  m o m e n t s *

t h e r e  i s  a v e r y  p r a c t i c a l  r e a s o n  to d e n y  the D i s t r i c t  a n  o p p o r t u n i t y

to p a r t i c i p a t e  in t h e  r a t i f i c a t i o n  p r o c e s s .  3 u t  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  the

a r g u m e n t  is n o t  o v e r w h e l m i n g  a n d  e a s i l y  c o u l d  be r e j e c t e d .  C e r t a i n l y

it is n o t  as i m p o r t a n t  as the m o r e  b a s i c  q u e s t i o n  of f u l l  v o t i n g

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in he C o n g r e s s .  In m y  t e s t i m o n y  I s h a l l  s u g g e s t  a

f l e x i b l e ,  c o m p r o m i s e  p o s i t i o n .

W h e t h e r  H. J. Res. 554 o r  5 .  J. Res. 65 u l t i m a t e l y  is the

v e h i c l e  for a f f o r d i n g  v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in C o n g r e s s  to D i s t r i c t

c i t i z e n s ,  the f i n a l  r e s o l u t i o n  s h o u l d  e m b o d y  the f u n d a m e n t a l s  t h a t  

a b o v e
I h a v e  l i s t e d / a s  A, B, a n d  C. I s h a l l  e n d e a v o r  to e x p l a i n  why.

3ut, b e f o r e  d o i n g  so, I w o u l d  l i k e  to a d d r e s s  s o m e  b a s i c  c s- 

tion, the a n s w e r s  to w h i c h  I h a v e  thus f a r  o n l y  a s s u m e d .

III. Is T h e r e  a N e e d  f o r  the D i s t r i c t  to be R e p r e s e n t e d  in C o n g r e s s ?

In the R e p o r t  a c c o m p a n y i n g  H. J. Res. 280, w h i c h  d i e d  o n  the 

f l o o r  o f  C o n g r e s s  s e v e r a l  y e a r s  ago, R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  B u t t e r ,  K i n d n e s s ,  

A s h b r o o k ,  D a n i e l s o n ,  M o o r h e a d ,  a n d  H y d e  r a i s e  a t h r e s h o l d  q u e s t i o n  

t h a t  m u s t  be a n s w e r e d  b e f o r e  q n y  s p e c i f i c  a m e n d m e n t  to the c o n s t i t u­

ti o n  is c o n s i d e r e d :  i.e., is r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  for the D i s t r i c t  n e c e s s a r y ?

T h e  r i g h t  a n s w e r  m u s t  be " y e s . "

In r e a c h i n g  t h i s  a n s w e r ,  o n e  m u s t  r e c o g n i z e  t h a t  it is i m p o s s i b l e  

to d e r i v e  a n y t h i n g  u s e f u l  f r o m  the s t u d y  o f  the i n t e n t i o n  o f  the f r a m e r s



in t h e i r  t r e a t m e n t  o f  the D i s t r i c t  i n . A r t i c l e  1, S e c t i o n  8 o f  the 

C o n s t i t u t i o n .  It m u s t  be r e m e m b e r e d  t h a t  t h e r e  w a s  no D i s t r i c t  a t  

the ti m e  the C o n s t i t u t i o n  w a s  d r a f t e d  a n d  r a t i f i e d ,  W e  do  k n o w  t h a t  

a d i s r u p t i v e  i n c i d e n t  o c c u r r e d  i n  P h i l a d e l p h i a  in 17 8 3  i n v o l v i n g  

s o l d i e r s  w h o  h a d  b e e n  f i g h t i n g  a g a i n s t  the B r i t i s h  a n d  t h a t  the 

r e s p o n s e  o n  t*ie p a r t  o f  s t a t e  o f f i c i a l s  g a v e  r i s e  to a g e n e r a l  f e e l i n g  

t h a t  it w o u l d  b e  b e n e f i c i a l  to e s t a b l i s h  a s p e c i a l  D i s t r i c t  r u n  b y  

the f e d e r a l  g o v e r n m e n t  w h i c 1' w o u l d  n o t  bo d e p e n d e n t  u p o n  a n y  

S t a t e  for p r o t e c t i o n .  B e y o n d  this w e  k n o w  l i t tle. It h a s  

b e e n  u r g e d  t h a t  b e c a u s e  s o m e  13 y e a r s  a f t e r  r a t i f i c a t i o n  of 

tho C o n s t i t u t i o n  a m a j o r i t y  of  the C o n g r e s s  to o k  a w a y  the 

th e n  r e c o g n i z e d  r i g h t  o f  the D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s  to v o t e  in 

M a r y l a n d  and V i r g i n i a ,  the c o r r e c t  i n f e r e n c e  is t h a t  the 

f r a m e r s  b e l i e v e d  th a t  S t a t e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  w o u l d  a l s o  c o n­

s i d e r  a n d  take into a c c o u n t  the i n t e r e s t s  o f  D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s .

T h e  f a l l a c y  i n  this is t h a t  w h a t  h a p p e n e d  in 1 8 0 1  o f f e r s  s o m e  

s u p p o r t ,  but b y  no ueans c o n c l u s i v e  s u p p o r t ,  f o r  a r e a d i n g  of 

the i n t e n t  o f  the f r a m e r s  o f  the C o n s t i t u t i o n .  T h e  f a c t  t h a t  

D i s t r i c t  r e s i d e n t s  v o t e d  in. f e d e r a l  e l e c t i o n s  i m m e d i a t e l y  a f t e r  

r a t i f i c a t i o n  of  the C o n s t i t u t i o n  m i g h t  e v e n  be b e t t e r  e v i d e n c e  

o f  the f r a m e r ' s  i n t e n t .  B u t  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t l y ,  it m u s t  be  

r e c o g n i z e d  t h a t  e v e n  in 1 8 0 1  it w a s  i m p o s s i b l e  for t h o s e  

m e m b e r s  of C o n q r e s s  w h o  took a w a y  the v o t e  from D i s t r i c t  

c i t i z e n s  to a n t i c i p a t e  the p r e c i s a  f u t u r e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  the 

n a t i o n .  W h e n  it is r e c a l l e d  t h a t  e n t i r e  r a c e s  o f  p e o p l e ,  

w o m e n ,  n o n - p r o p e r t y  h o l d e r s  a n d  o t h e r s  w e r e  d e n i e d  the r i g h t  

to vote, it is not h a r d  to see w h y  a s s u m p t i o n s  as to the

a d e q u a c y  of r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  a l l  by a few m i g h t  h a v e  b e e n
«

a c c e p t a b l e  then, b u t  n o t  now.



T h e  a n s w e r  to the q u e s t i o n  o f  w h e t h e r  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of  

the D i s t r i c t  in the C o n g r e s s  is n e c e s s a r y  c a n n o t  t u r n  o n  h i s t o r y ,  

b e c a u s e  h i s t o r y  is t o o  p o o r  a g u i d e  to k n o w l e d g e  o f  h o w  t h e  

f r a m e r s  w o u l d  h a v e  i n t e n d e d  t h e  n e e d s  of the D i s t r i c t  to be 

h a n d l e d  t h r o u g h o u t  the l i f e  o f  a c h a n g i n g  n a t i o n .  R a t h e r ,

t

the a n s w e r  m u s t  be f o u n d  in c u r r e n t  a t t i t u d e s  a b o u t  the r i g h t  

to v o t e .  S i n c e  t h e  S u p r e m e  C o u r t  h a s  d e c l a r e d  o n e  p e r s o n ,  

o n e  v o t e  to be a f u n d a m e n t a l  p a r t  of o u r  d e m o c r a c y ,  a n d  s i n c e  

t h i s  u a s  c o m e  to be a c h e r i s h e d  i d e a  to m o s t  A m e r i c a n  c i t i z e n s ,

I f i n d  m y s e l f  e c h o i n g  the t e s t i m o n y  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  G i l b e r t  

G u d e ,  w h o  s a i d  in h e a r i n g s  b e f o r e  th i s  C o m m i t t e e :  T  s u p p o r t

the e x t e n s i o n  o f  v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  for the D i s t r i c t  r e c a u s e  

it is r i g h t ,  it is f a ir, a n d  it- is an e s s e n t i a l  e l e m e n t  of 

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  d e m o c r a c y . "  H e a r i n g s  b e f o r e  the S u b c o m m i t t e e  

o n  C i v i l  a n d  C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  R i g h t s  o f  the C o m m i t t e e  o n  the 

J u d i c i a r y  o f  the H o u s e  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  9 4 t h  C o n g . ,  1st 

S e s s . ,  1 5 -16 (1975) [ h e r e i n a f t e r  r e f e r r e d  to as " H e a r i n g s " ] .

It is e s p e c i a l l y  i m p o r t a n t  t h a t  r e s i d e n t s  o f  the D i s t r i c t  

be g i v e n  the o p p o r t u n i t y  to e l e c t  v o t i n g  m e m b e r s  off C o n g r e s s  

in v i e w  c f  the f a c t  t h a t  C o n g r e s s  r e t a i n s  r e s i d u a l  p o w e r  o v e r  

the govern.'ent o f  the D i s t r i c t .  C i t i z e n s  o f  the 50 s t a t s s  

k n o w  t h a t  if tne C o n g r e s s  f a i l s  to a c t  o n  a n  i m p o r t a n t  i s s u e  

t h ere is a l w a y s  the p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  S t a t e  o r  l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t s  

w i l l  a c t  to m e e t  the n e e d s  o f  the c i t i z e n s .  S t a t e  a n d  l o c a l  

p r e s s u r e  m i g h t  i n d e e d  be e a s i e r  to m o u n t  a n d  m o r e  s h a r p l y  

f o c u s e d  than is the n a t i o n a l  p r e s s u r e  o n  C o n g r e s s .  The 

r e s i d e n t s  o f  the D i s t r i c t  d a i l y  c o n f r o n t  the f a c t  t h a t  C o n g r e s s  

o f t e n  has a c t e d  a n d  c a n  c o n t i n u e  to s e t  to o v e r r i d e  d e c i s i o n s  

o f  a n y  l e g i s l a t i v e  b o d y  in the D i s t r i c t .  T h u s ,  it is m o re,



n o t  less, i m p o r t a n t  t h a t  the D i s t r i c t ,  an  e n t i t y  t h a t  is n o t  a 

S t a t e ,  h a v e  the s a m e  v o t e  in C o n g r e s s  as d o e s  a S t a t e  b e c a u s e  

C o n g r e s s  is in m a n y  i n s t a n c e s  the e q u i v a l e n t  o f  a S t a t e  a n d  

l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t ,  a s  w e l l  as a f e d e r a l  g o v e r n m e n t ,  for D i s t r i c t  

r e s i d e n t s .

E v e n  if C o n g r e s s  w e r e  to r e l i n q u i s h  e n t i r e l y  the p o w e r  

i t  n o w  r e t a i n s  o v e r  D i s t r i c t  l a w m a k i n g ,  the e n o r m o u s  l e g i s l a t i v e  

p o w e r  of  the f e d e r a l  g o v e r n m e n t  t o d a y  w o u l d  r e q u i r e ,  in m y  

v iew, t h a t  D i s t r i c t  C i t i z e n s  h a v e  an o p p o r t u n i t y  to p a r t i c i p a t e  

in an e f f e c t i v e  w a y  in f e d e r a l  d e c i s i o n m a k i n g .  W h e n  s o m e o n e  

l i k e  m y 3 e l f  t r a v e l s  f r o m  C h a r l o t t i s v i l l e , V i r g i n i a  to P h i l a d e l p h i a ,  

P e n n s y l v a n i a  to v i s i t  m y  family,* I t r a v e l  by car, train, or 

pla n e .  A u t o m o b i l e  t r a v e l  t a k e s  m e  o v e r  the r o a d s  o f  V i r g i n i a ,  

the D i s t r i c t ,  M a r y l a n d ,  D e l a w a r e  a n d  P e n n s y l v a n i a .  I f i n d  no 

d i f f e r e n c e  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  b e t w e e n  d r i v i n g  in the D i s t r i c t  a n d  

d r i v i n g  in a n y  S t a t e .  T h e  r o a d s  are the same, the p r o b l e m s  

a r e  t h e  same, a n d  the i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  the S t a t e s  a n d  

the D i s t r i c t  is r e a l  a n d  a p p a r e n t .  T h e  s a m e  is tr u e  w h e n  I 

p a s s  t h r o u g h  U n i o n  S t a t i o n  o n  m y  w a y  to B a l t i m o r e ,  W i l m i n g t o n ,  

a n d  u l t i m a t e l y  P h i l a d e l p h i a .  Xn the r a r e  i n s t a n c e  th a t  X 

t r a v e l  b y  air, a l m o s t  a l w a y s  I m u s t  c h a n g e  p l a n e s  a t  N a t i o n a l  

A i r p o r t .  W h i l e  N a t i o n a l  A i r p o r t  t e c h n i c a l l y  is in V i r g i n i a ,  

the p r o x i m i t y  to a n d  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  W a s h i n g t o n ,  D.C. is 

r e a d i l y  a p p a r e n t ,  w h a t e v e r  d i f f e r e n c e s  t h o r e  a r e  b e t w e e n  the 

D i s t r i c t  a n d  the S t a t e s  p a l e  b e f o r e  t h e i r  s i m i l a r i t i e s .

N o  m a t t e r  w h a t  a n y o n e  t h o u g h t  in 1787, o r  in 1801, the 

D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a ,  w h i l e  n o t  a S t a t e ,  f a c e s  m o s t  of the same 

p r o b l e m s  as a l l  the S t a tes. It is a f f e c t e d  in the same w a y  

b y  g e n e r a l  c o n g r e s s i o n a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  aa  the S t a t e s .  As
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c o n g r e s s i o n a l  p o w e r  a n d  c o n g r e s s i o n a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  e x p a n d ,  it  is 

e v e r  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t  .that e v e r y  c i t i z e n  be a b l e  to i i r e c t l y  e x p r e s s  

h i m s e l f  o r  h e r s e l f  o n  n a t i o n a l  i s s u e s .  The. o n l y  e f f e c t i v e  w a y  is by  

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in C o n g r e s s .  T o  t h e  l i m i t e d  e x t e n t  t h a t  the D i s t r i c t  

is u n i q u e  b e c a u s e  it is a f e d e r a l  e n c l a v e  h e a v i l y  r e l i a n t  o n  the 

C o n g r e s s ,  t h e  D i s t r i c t  h a s  a g r e a t e r  n e e d  f o r  v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  

in t h a t  b o d y .

IV. Is a C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  / m e n d m e n t  N e c e s s a r y ?

T h e o r e t i c a l l y ,  the a n s w e r  to th i 3  q u e s t i o n  is "no." If 

C o n g r e s s  w e r e  w i l l i n g  to c e d e  the D i s t r i c t  b a c k  to M a r y l a n d ,  

a s  it c e d e d  l a n d  b a c k  to V i r g i n i a  m e r e  th a n  a c e n t u r y  ago,
t

a n d  if M a r y l a n d  w e r e  p r e p a r e d  to a c c e p t  the c e s s i o n ,  no a m e n d­

m e n t  w o u l d  be r e q u i r e d .  M y  r e a d i n g  o f  c o n g r e s s i o n a l  and n a t i o n a l  

s e n t i m e n t  is t h a t  p r a c t i c a l l y  s p e a k i n g  this s o l u t i o n  is u n a c c e p t a b l e  

to the p e o p l e  o f  the N a t i o n .  It m i g h t  e \ e n  be u n a c c e p t a b l e  

to the c i t i z e n s  o f  M a r y l a n d  a n d  o f  the D i s t r i c t  r e s c e c t i v e l y , 

if p u t  to a v o t e .  M y  p e r s o n a l  v i e w  is *':at r e t r o c e s s i o n  w o u l d

b e  a b a d  i d e a  f o r  t h e  s a m e  r e a s o n s  t h a t  s t a t e h o o d  w o u l d  be a
*

b a d  idea. T h e s e  r e a s o n s  w i l l  be s e t  f o r t h  s u b s e c u e n t l y .
9

In  the e a r l i e r  H e a r i n g s  a n d  in t h e  d i s c u s s i o n s  of the j o i n t  

r e s o l u t i o n s  n o w  u n d e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  a s u g g e s t i o n  h a s  b e e n  m a d e  

t h a t  p a r t i a l  r e t r o c e s s i o n — i . e . , r e t r o c e d i n g  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o v e r  

the O i s t r i c t  for v o t i n g  p u r p o s e s  to M a r y l a n d — w o u l d  be p r e f e r a b l e  

to a c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a m e n d m e n t .  I t  is s o m e w h a t  i r o n i c  t h a t  t h i s  

s o l u t i o n  s e e m s  to b e  p r e f e r r e d  b y  t h o s e  w h o s e  o p p o s i t i o n  to a

constitutional amendment is grounded in the argument that such
•

an amendment might engender too many problems of Interpretation. 

Article I, S 2 of the Constitution provides that the House of



R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  s h a l l  be c h o s e n  by the " P e o p l e  o f  t h e  s e v e r a l  

S t a t e s ,  a n d  the E l e c t o r s  in e a c h  S t a t e  s h a l l  h a v e  the q u a l i­

f i c a t i o n s  r e q u i s i t e  for E l e c t o r s  o f  the m o s t  n u m e r o u s  B r a n c h

of the S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e . "  A s s u m i n g  t h a t  M a r y l a n d  w e r e  w i l l i n g

♦
to a c c e p t  p a r t i a l  r e t r o c e s s i o n  a n d  t h a t  the C o n g r e s s  w e r e  

w i l l i n g  to take this a p p r o a c h  to the p r o b l e m  of r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  

the o b v i o u s  q u e s t i o n  t h a t  -would a r i s e  i w h e t h e r  r e s i d e n t s  of 

the D i s t r i c t  q u a l i f y  as " P e o p l e  of  the s e v e r a l  S t a t e s . "

L o g i c a l l y  t h e y  do not. D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s  a r e  n o t  r e s i d e n t s ,  

d o m i c i l i a r i e s ,  c i t i z e n s  o r  M a r y l a n d  " p e o p l e . "  T h e y  a r e  D i s t r i c t  

" p e o p l e . "  M o r e o v e r ,  s i n c e  a u s u a l  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  for v o t i n g  

for the S t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e  is r e s i d e n c y  in the S t a t e ,  a r g u a b l y  

r e s i d e n t s  of the D i s t r i c t  w o u l d  be b a r r e d  by  this S e c t i o n  d e s p i t e  

p a r t i a l  r e t r o c e s s i o n ,  e v e n  if r e t r o c e s s i o n  m a g i c a l l y  t r a n s f o r m e d  

D i s t r i c t  r e s i d e n t s  into M a r y l a n d  p e o p l e .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  A r t i c l e  

I, 5 2 a l s o  p r o v i d e s  t h a t  " R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  . . . s h a l l  be

a p p o r t i o n e d  a m o n g  the s e v e r a l  S t a t e s  . . . a c c o r d i n g  to t h e i r
►

r e s p e c t i v e  N u m b e r s  . . . ." T h i s  p o r t i o n  of the A r t i c l e  was 

n o t  c h a n g e d  b y  the F o u r t e e n t h  A m e n d m e n t ,  S e c t i o n  2. If p a r t i a l  

r e t r o c e s s i o n  w e r e  a t t e m p t e d  a n d  if D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s  w e r e  

p e r m i t t e d  to v o t e  in M a r y l a n d ,  w o u l d  t h e v  be c o u n t e d  a m o n g  the 

n u m b e r  o f  M a r y l a n d  p e r s o n s  to be u s e d  f o r  a p p o r t i o n m e n t  p u r p o s e s ?  

If not. then D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s  w o u l d  bo t r c n t c d  u n c a u a l l y .  If 

sc, a r g u a b l y  the a p p o r t i o n m e n t  w o u l d  be s u b j e c t  to c h a l l e n g e  

by c i t i z e n s  o f  o t h e r  states, b e c a u s e  the O i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s  a r e  

not a m o n g  the M a r y l a n d  " N u m b e r” in a n y  b u t  the m o s t  t h e o r e t i c a l  

w a y .

T h e  S e v e n t e e n t h  A m e n d m e n t  p r e s e n t s  a r e l a t e d  p r o b l e m ;  it 

p r o v i d e s  t h a t  the S e n a t e  s h a l l  be c o m p o s e d  o f  two S e n a t o r s  f r o m



e a c h  S t a t e  e l e c t e d  b y  the p e o p l e  t h e r e  W o u l d  D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s  

b e  c o n s i d e r e d  to be  a m o n g  the p e o p l e  o f  M a r y l a n d ?  P e r h a p s  p a r t i a l  

r e t r o c e s s i o n  c o u l d  i n s u r e  this, a l t h o u g h  I h a v e  d o u b t s .  But 

t h e  S e v e n t e e n t h  A m e n d m e n t  a l s o  s a y s  t h a t  the e l e c t o r s  in e a c h  

S t a t e  s h a l l  h a v e  the q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  r e q u i s i t e  for e l e c t o r s  of  

the m o s t  n u m e r o u s  b r a n c h  of the S t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  I f  r e s i d e n c e  

is a r e q u i r e m e n t ,  a s  i t  a l m o s t  a l w a y s  is, for v o t i n g  for m e m b e r s  

o f  the S t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  the S e v e n t e e n t h  A m e n d m e n t  s t a n d s  as  a 

bar, it s e e m s ,  to p a r t i a l  r e t r o c e s s i o n  b y  s t a t u t e  as a w a y  of 

g i v i n g  a f o r m a l  v o t e  in the S e n a t e  to D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s .’*

E v e n  a s s u m i n g  a r g u e n d o  th a t  p a r t i a l  r e t r o c e s s i o n  w o u l d  be

c o n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  p e r m i s s i b l e ,  p o l i t i c a l l y  it is a b a d  idea.
*

T h e  r e a s o n  w h y  D i s t r i c t  r e s i d e n t s  s h o u l d  h a v e  t h e i r  o w n  r e p r e s e n t a­

tiv e s  is that, a l t h o u g h  the D i s t r i c t  is s i m i l a r  to a S t a t e  like 

M a r y l a r i  in m a y  r e s p e c t s ,  i n c l u d i n g  the p r o b l e m s  b o t h  face, it 

c a n n o t  be d e n i e d  t h a t  the D i s t r i c t  is a s e p a r a t e  p l a c e  w i t h  

d e f i n i t e  b o u n d a r i e s  o f  g r e a t  p o l i t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  a n d  that 

it w o u l d  r e m a i n  s e p a r a t e  a f t e r  p a r t i a l  r e t r o c e s s i o n .  T h e  v e r y  

f a c t  t h a t  p a r t i a l  r e t r o c e s s i o n  w o u l d  t r a n s f e r  to M a r y l a n d  o n l y  

t he a u t h o r i t y  to c o n t r o l  the f e d e r a l  v o t i n g  r i g h t s  o f  D i s t r i c t  

c i t i z e n s  c l e a r l y  s i g n a l s  that the c/.tizens of the D i s t r i c t  w o u l d  

b e  u n a b l e  to l o o k  to M a r y l a n d  to r e p r e s e n t  t h e i r  d i s t i n c t  a n d
i

u n i q u e  i n t e r e s t s  in the C o n g r e s s .  J u s t  a s  v a r i o u s  S t a t e s  h a v e  

a s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  in s o l v i n g  p r o b l e m s  for a n d  e x t e n d i n g  a h e l p i n g  

h a n d  to t h o s e  p e r s o n s  r e s i d i n g  w i t h i n  t h e i r  b o r d e r s ,  the D i s t r i c t  

h a s  a s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  in s o l v i n g  its o w n  p r o b l e m s  and h e l p i n g  

its o w n  p e o p l e .  A s  n o t e d  above, in o n e  r e s p e c t  the D i s t r i c t

h a s  m o r e  n e e d  for i n d i v i d u a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  t h a n  a n y  p a r t i c u l a r

• A l t h o u g h  D i s t r i c t  r e s i d e n t s  v o t e d  in S t a t e  e l e c t i o n s  f r o m  1790 u n t i l  
1800, S t a t e  law w a s  in e f f e c t  in the D i s t r i c t  in th i s  p e r i o d ,  a n d  the 
s e a t  of G o v e r n m e n t  h a d  not y e t  b e e n  m o v e d  to the D i s t r i c t .

■ - I t -



St a t e .  B e c a u s e  it is the o n l y  f e d e r a l  e n c l a v e  o u t s i d e  o f  the S t a t e s  in 

the c o n t i n e n t a l  U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  it f i n d s  t h a t  m a n y  of its laws are d e r i v e d  

f r o m  the w i l l  o f  a C o n g r e s s  c o m p r i s e d  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  o f  the v a r i o u s

S t a t e s  r a t h e r  than f r o m  the w i l l  o f  D i s t r i c t  o e o o l e .  It is P l a i n  

to m e  t h a t  t h e s e  w h o  l i v e  in the D i s t r i c t  h a v e  a s t a k e  in the 

D i s t r i c t  t h a t  is c o n s i d e r a b l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  m e m b e r s  o f  C o n g r e s s  

w h o  p e r m a n e n t l y  r e s i d e  in s e p a r a t e  S t ' h a s  b u t  w h o  l o c a t e  in the 

D i s t r i c t  on  a p a r t - t i m e  b a s i 3  w h i l e  t h e y  s e r v e  t h e i r  t e r m s  in 

C o n g r e s s .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  t h o s e  w h o  p e r m a n e n t l y  r e s i d e  in the D i s t r i c t  

p r o b a b l y  h a v e  a f e e l i n g  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  t h a t  of m o s t  m e m b e r s  

of C o n g r e s s  a b o u t  the l a r g e  a m o u n t  o f  f e d e r a l l y  o w n e d  tax e x e m p t  

p r o p e r t y  in the D i s t r i c t .  C i t i z e n s  o f  the D i s t r i c t  s h o u l d  be

h e a r d  o n  this, as on a l l  s u b j e c t s ,  t h r o u g h  t h e i r  o w n  m e m b e r s  o f
«

C o n g r e s s .

S o m e  p r a c t i c a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  w i t h  p a r t i a l  r e t r o c e s s i o n  a r e  

m m e d l a t e l y  o b v i o u s .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  it is d i s t u r b i n g  to n o t e  

t h a t  if a v a c a n c y  in the o f f i c e  of S e n a t o r  w e r e  to a r i s e ,  the 

v a c a n c y  w o u l d  be t e m p o r a r i l y  f i l l e d  by a p p o i n t m e n t  by the G o v e r n o r .

But D i s t r i c t  - ^ a i d a n t s  w o u l d  n o t  p a r t i c i p a t e  in the e l e c t i o n  o f  

the G o v e r n o r .
•  •

I must admit that I view points such as this as small ones.

The fundamental point is chat those people who locate within

the b o u n d a r i e s  o f  the n a t i o n ' s  c a p i t a l  n e e d  a n d  d e s e r v e  full a n d

v i g o r o u s  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . *

•In R a / e n - H a n s e n 's , C o n g r e s s i o n a l  R e p r e s e n t a t i o n  for the D i s t r i c t  o f  
C o l u m b i a :  A  C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  A n a l y s i s ,  12 H arv. J. Leg. 167 (1975),
the i m a g i n a t i v e  s u g g e s t i o n  of " n o m i n a l  s t a t e h o o d "  is p u t  forth. In 
l i g h t  o f  the s p e c i f i c  l a n q u a g e  In A r t i c l e s  I and IV a n d  the l a n g u a g e  
of the S u p r e m e  C o u r t  o p i n i o n s  c i t e d  by the a u t h o r ,  I b e l i e v e  the 
s u g g e s t i o n  s h o u l d  be r e j e c t e d .



V. Is S t a t e h o o d  D e s i r a b l e ?

In m y  v i e w  t h e  a n s w e r  to th i s  q u e s t i o n  is " n o . "  K e e p i n g  

the c a p i t a l  a f e d e r a l  e n c l a v e  p r e s e r v e s  s o m e t h i n g  i m p o r t a n t  to 

o u r  g o v e  -nment. T h e  n u m b e r  off f e d e r a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  in th* D i s t r i c t ,  

the l o c a t i o n  o f  the C o n g r e s s  a n d  the W h i t e  H o u s e ,  a n d  the v e r y  

i d e a  o f  a " c e n t e r "  for the n a t i o n  s u g g e s t  t h a t  i t  w o u l d  be 

* w r o n g  to e n t r u s t  c o m p l e t e  c o w e r  o v e r  the D i s t r i c t  to a n y  S t a t e , - 

w h e t h e r  it be M a r y l a n d  b y  r e t r o c e s s i o n  o r  a n e w  S t a t e  c a l l e d  

" C o l u m b i a "  o r  s o m e t h i n g  l i k e  it b y  a m e n d m e n t  . N o  S t a t e  s h o u l d  

h a v e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for a n d  c o n t r o l  o v e r  the c r i t i c a l  p a r t s  of 

the f e d e r a l  p o w e r  s t r u c t u r e .  P r e s e r v i n g  a f e d e r a l  t r i a n g l e  o r  

f e d e r a l  t e r r i t o r i e s  s e p a r a t e  from, b u t  l o c a t e d  in, a S t a t e  

w o u l d  p o s e  e n o r m o u s  p r o b l e m s .  S e e  T e s t i m o n y  o f  M a y o r  W a l t e r  

W a s h i n g t o n  in H e a r i n g s ,  s u p r a , a t  29; T e s t i m o n y  o f  J o h n  H e c h i n g e r ,  

id. a* 49. R a t h e r  than S t a t e h o o d ,  the c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a m e n d m e n t  

to a l l o w  v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in the C o n g r e s s  s e e m s  to be a 

p e r f e c t  c o m p r o m i s e .  It r e c o g n i z e s  t h a t  c i t i z e n s  t h r o u g h o u t  

the c o u n t r y  s h o u l d  h a v e  a v o i c e  in w h a t  h a p p e n s  in the D i s t r i c t  

of C o l u m b i a  b u t  t h a t  c i t i z e n s  of the D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  s h o u l d  

a l s o  h a v e  a v o i c e  b o t h  in f e d e r a l  p r o g r a m s  t h a t  h a v e  as m u c h
t

i m p a c t  in the D i s t r i c t  as in a n y  S t a t e  and, o f  c o u r s e ,  in the 

u l t i m a t e  d e c i s i o n s  a f f e c t i n g  the D i s t r i c t  o n l y .
e

It m u s t  b e  e m p h a s i z e d  t h a t  it w o u l d  bo u n f a i r  to s a y  ehat 

the D i s t r i c t  is s e e k i n g  the b e n e f i t s  b u t  n o t  the b u r d e n s  of  

s t a t e h o o d .  T h e  D i s t r i c t  b e a r s  u n i q u e  b u r d e n s  a n d  r e c e i v e s  

s p e c i a l  b e n e f i t s .  It is d i f f e r e n t  f r p m  a S t a t e ,  ye s .  B u t  no 

d i f f e r e n c e  j u s t i f i e s  the d e n i a l  to D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s  of  the 

f u n d a m e n t a l  r i g h t  o. 'Oting r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in C o n g r e s s .



V I .  Is S. J. Res. 63 an A c c e p t a b l e  R e s o l u t i o n ?

W i t h  c e r t a i n  a d d i t i o n s  this r e s o l u t i o n  can, i n  m y  v i e w ,  p r o v i d e  

t h e  c i t i z e n s  of the D i s t r i c t  w i t h  a p p r o p r i a t e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  w i t h o u t  

c a u s i n g  u n n e c e s s a r y  p r o b l e m s  in c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  A l t e r­

n a t i v e l y ,  H. J. Res. 554 c a n  s e r v e  the s a m e  end.

T h e  p r i n c i p a l  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a r g u m e n t  a g a i n s t  a n y  c o n­

s t i t u t i o n a l  a m e n d m e n t  g i v i n g  v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in the 

C o n g r e s s  to D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s  is t h a t  s u c h  an a m e n d m e n t  w o u l d  

v i o l a t e  A r t i c l e  V  o f  the C o n s t i t u t i o n  w h i c h  p r o v i d e s  t h a t  in 

r e l e v a n t  p a r t  " t h a t  no S t a t e  w i t h o u t  its C o n s e n t ,  s h a l l  be 

d e p r i v e d  o f  i t s -e q u a l  S u f f r a g e  î i the S e n a t e . "  As I u n d e r s t a n d  

t h e  a r g u m e n t ,  it is as f o l l o w s :  * to a l l o w  the D i s t r i c t  to be 

r e p r e s e n t e d  in the S e n a t e  d e p r i v e s  S t a t e s  o f  t n e i r  e q u a l  S u f f r a g e .

T o  be  c a n d i d ,  I f i n d  th i s  a r g u m e n t  to be n o n s e n s e .  F r o m  r e a d i n g  

the r e c o r d s  o f  the C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  C o n v e n t i o n ,  I can fi n d  l i t t l e  

to e x p l a i n  the p r e c i s e  w o r d i n g  o f  the q u o t e d  p o r t i o n  o f  A r t i c l e  V.

I t  a p p o a r s  to be  an a t t e m p t  b y  the s m a l l e r  s t a t e s  w h o  f a v o r e d  

the N e w  J e r s e y  p l a n  to e n s u r e  that the l a rge st a t e s  w h o  f a v o r e d  

t h e  V i r g i n i a  p l a n  w o u l d  n o t  i m m e d i a t e l y  a m e n d  the C o n s t i t u t i o n  to 

d o  a w a y  w i t h  the p r o v i s i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  the S e n a t e  t h a t  w e r e  so 

i m p o r t a n t  to the s m a l l e r  S t a t e s .  N o  m a t t e r  h o w  o n e  v i e w s  th i s  

p r o v i s i o n  —  e .g., u n d e r  a " p l a i n  m e a n i n g "  a n a l y s i s ,  by f o c u s i n g  

o n  c o n n t i t u t i o n a l  h i s t o r y  and the i n t e n t  of  the fra m e r s ,  o r  by 

u t i l i s i n g  a s t r u . t u r a l  a n a l y s i s  —  l e t t i n g  the O i s t r i c t  v o t e  in 

the S e n a t e  c a n n o t  b e  s a i d  to v i o l a t e  the l e t t e r ,  the s p i r i t  or 

the l i k e l y  g o a l s  o f  the o r o v i s i o n .  N o t h i n g  in the l a n g u a g e  of 

th:s A r t i c l e  s t a t e s  t h a t  the C o n s t i t u t i o n  c a n n o t  be a m e n d e d  to 

g i v e  e n t i t i e s  o t h e r  than S t a t e s  v o t i n g  p o w e r  in the S e n a t e .  A i l



t h a t  is r e q u i r e d  is t h a t  a S t a t e  h a v e  a n  e q u a l  v o t e .  If the 

D i s t r i c t  is jiven two S e n a t o r s ,  no S t a t e  is in a n  u n e q u a l  p o s i t i o n  

w h e n  c o m p a r e d  to a n y  o t h e r  S t a t e  o r  to the D i s t r i c t .  T h o s e  w h o  

u s e  t h i s  l a n g u a g e  to a r g u e  a g a i n s t  the v a l i d i t y  of a c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  

a m e n d m e n t  p o i n t  to no h i n g  in the b a c k g r o u n d  of  the C o n s t i t u t i o n  to

s u p p o r t  a r e a d i n g  t h a t  no a m e n d m e n t s  c o n c e r n i n g  the S e n a t e  

w o u l d  e v e r  b e  p e r m i s s i b l e ,  w h i c h  I b e l i e v e  m u s t  be t h e  t h r u s t  

o f  t h e i r  a r g u m e n t ,  w h i l e  it is p o s s i b l e  t h a t  the C o n s t i t u t i o n  

c o n t a i n s  p a r t s  that a r e  ur.amendable, I w o u l d  t h i n k  that, w h e r e  

p o s s i b l e ,  a l i v i n g  d o c u m e n t ,  o n e  w r i t t e n  for the a g e s ,  w o u l d

be c o n s t r u e d  to a l l o w  a m e n d m e n t s  to m e e t  the f e l t  n e e d s  o f  the
•

t
ti n e s .  The n e e d  of o u r  t i m e  is r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  for the D i s t r i c t ' s  

m a n y  c i t i z e n s .

It h a s  b e e n  a r g u e d  in a p h i l o s o p h i c a l  v e i n  that tha 

C o n s t i t u t i o n  s h o u l d  n o t  be l i g h t l y  a m e n d e d .  W i t h  this I a g r e e .

B u t  I d o  n o t  v i e w  a f f o r d i n g  the c i t i z e n s  o f  the D i s t r i c t  v o t i n g  

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in the C o n g r e s s  as a g r e a t  d i s r u p t i o n  of the 

s t a t u s  q u o .  Yes, it is t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  t h a t  v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  

w o u l d  b e  g i v e n  to s o m e  e n t i t y  o t h e r  th a n  a S t a t e .  A s i d e  f r o m  

th i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  h i s t o r i c a l  fact, the m e c h a n i c s  are s i m p l y  n o t  

t h a t  d i f f i c u l t .  C o m p a r e d  to the d i s r u p t i o n  a t t r i b u t a b l e  to 

the S u p r e m e  C o u r t ' s  v o t i n q  r i g h t s  c a s e s ,  a n d  c o n c r e s s i o n a l  

l e g i s l a t i o n  like the V o t i n g  R i g h t s  Acts, this p r o p o s e d  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  

a m e n d m e n t  is a r a t h e r  s i m p l e  p r o p o s i t i o n :  it g i v e s  the O i s t r i c t

c i t i z e n s  a vote, it d o e s  it  as s i m p l y  as p o s s i b l e  w i t h  as l i t t l e  

c o n f u s i o n  as p o s s i b l e ,  a n d  it b r i n g s  the D i s t r i c t  i n t o  o u r  o n e  

p e r s o n ,  o n e  v o t e  T w e n t i e t h  C e n t u r y .



I t  is a s t r a n g e  a n d  v e r y  d i s t u r b i n g  a r g u m e n t  t h a t  the C o n s t i t u­

tio n  c a n  be a m e n d e d  to a f f e c t  the P r e s i d e n t ,  the H o u s e  of R e p r e s e n t a­

tiv e s ,  the S u p r e m e  C o u r t ,  the B i l l  of  R i g h t s ,  a n d  the b a l a n c e  b e t w e e n  

f e d e r a l  a n d  s t a t e  po w e r ,  b u t  t h a t  no  a m e n d m e n t  c a n  t o u c h  the c o m p o s i­

t i o n  o f  the S e n a t e — no m a t t e r  w h y ,  h e w  m u c h  n e e d e d  o r  w h a t  t h e  c i r c u m­

s t a n c e s .  If n e c e s s a r y ,  I w o u l d  r e j e c t  t h a t  a r g u m e n t .  B u t  I n e e d  not, 

s i n c e  n o  r e a d i n g  o f  the C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  l a n g u a g e  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  it w o u l d  

b e  v i o l a t e d  e i t h e r  by S. J. Res. 65 o r  H. J. Res. 554.

Is S. J. Res. 65 a s i m p l e ,  s t r a i g h t - f o r w a r d  p r o p o s a l ?  I t h i n k  

t h a t  i t  is. S e c t i o n  1 p r o v i d e s  t h a t  the p e o p l e  of t h e  D i s t r i c t  

3 h a l l  e l e c t  two S e n a t o r s  a n d  the n u m b e r  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  to 

w h i c h  t h e  D i s t r i c t  w o u l d  b e  e n t i t l e d  if it w e r e  a S t a t e .

A c c o r d i n g  to the l a s t  c e n s u s ,  the D i s t r i c t  w o u l d  be  l i k e l y  to 

h a v e  t w o  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  B e c a u s e  S e c t i o n  1 s t a t e s  t h a t  e a c h  

S e n a t o r  or R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  s h a l l  be an i n h a b i t a n t  o f  the D i s t r i c t  

a n d  s h a l l  p o s s e s s  the s a m e  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  as to a g e  a n d  c i t i z e n­

s h i p  a n d  h a v e  bhe s a m e  r i g h t s ,  p r i v i l e g e s  and o b l i g a t i o n s  as a 

S e n a t o r  o r  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  f r o m  the s t a t e s ,  p o s s i b l e  c o n f l i c t s  

w i t h  A r t i c l e  1. $ 2 and the S e v e n t e e n t h  A m e n d m e n t  a r e  a v o i d e d . •
9

T h e s e  t w o  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r o v i s i o n s  g e n e r a l l y  r e q u i r e  that 

e J a c t o r s  v o t i n g  f o r  S e n a t o r s  o r  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  h a v e  the s a m e  

q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  as e l e c t o r s  f o r  t h e  m o s t  n u m e r o u s  b r a n c h  o f  

the S t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  S e c t i o n  1 s i m p l y  p r o v i d e s  a d i f f e r e n t  

a p p r o a c h  for e l e c t i o n s  in w h i c h  D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s  v o t e  for 

m e m b e r s  o f  C o n g r e s s .  R e a d  in c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  S e c t i o n  4, it 

is e v i d e n t  t h a t  the p r o p o s e d  a m e n d m e n t  w o u l d  g i v e  to C o n g r e s s  

the a u t h o r i t y  to d e f i n e  w h o  c o u l d  v o t e  in the D i s t r i c t ' s
•  • • •  -  ■ ■■ •  ■ ■ m  ^

•If H. J. Res. 554 is a d o p t e d ,  p e r h a p s  s i m i l a r  l a n g u a g e  s h o u l d  be

i n c l u d e d .
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c o n g r e s s i o n a l  r a c e s .  M o  o n e  n e ^ d  f e a r  t h a t  C o n g r e s s  w o u l d  u s u r p  the 

p o w e r  i n t e n d e d  to be g i v e n  to t h e  p e o p l e  o f  the D i s t r i c t ,  s i n c e  the 

o n e  p e r s o n ,  o n e  v o t e  c o n c e p t ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  the k i n d  of l e g i s l a t i o n  

t h a t  is to be e x p e c t e d  f r o m  a C o n g r e s s  o n c e  the p r o p o s e d  a m e n d m e n t  is 

a p p r o v e d  b y  t h r e e - q u a r t e r s  o f  t h e  S t a t e s ,  w i l l  e n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  

D i s t r i c t  e l e c t i o n s  a r e  a s  f a i r  a n d  o p e n  a s  t h o s e  h e l d  in a n y  S t a t e .

S e c t i o n  2 s t a t e s  t h a t  w h e n  v a c a n c i e s  h a p p e n  i n  t h e  r e p r e s e n t a­

t i o n  o f  t h e  D i s t r i c t ,  in e i t h e r  t h e  S e n a t e  o r  t h e  H o u s e ,  the p e o p l e  

o f  t h e  D i s t r i c t  s h a l l  f i l l  3 u c h  v a c a n c i e s  b y  e l e c t i o n .  O n c e  a g a i n ,  

t h i s  S e c t i o n  s h o u l d  ta  r e a d  in c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  S e c t i o n  4, a n d  it is 

a p p a r e n t  t h a t  C o n g r e s s  is a u t h o r i z e d  to p r o v i d e  for s p e c i a l  e l e c t i o n s  

o r  to a l l o c a t e  the p o w e r  to p r o v i d e  f o r  s p e c i a l  e l e c t i o n s  to l o c a l  

g o v e r n m e n t .  W h i l e  t h i s  p r o v i s i o n  is 3 i m p l e  a n d  s t r a i g h t - f o r w a r d ,

I o p p o s e  it. A l t h o u g h  A r t i c l e  I, S e c t i o n  2 o f  the C o n s t i t u t i o n  

p r o v i d e s  t h a t  a v a c a n c y  in the H o u s e  s h a l l  be f i l l e d  by e l e c t i o n ,  

t h e  S e v e n t e e n t h  A m e n d m e n t  a u t h o r i z e s  t e m p o r a r y  a p p o i n t m e n t s  of 

S e n a t o r s  u n t i l  v a c a n c i e s  a r e  f i l l e d  b y  e l e c t i o n .  T h e r e  are two 

p o s s i b l e  r e a s o n s  for d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  the D i s t r i c t  f r o m  the S t a t e s  

w i t h  r e s p e c t  to the S e n a t e :  1) it is n o t  c l e a r  t h a t  C o n g r e s s

w o u l d  t r u s t  the e x e c u t i v e  a u t h o r i t y  in the D i s t r i c t  to m a k e  

a p p o i n t m e n t s ,  a n d  2) it is a l s o  u n c l e a r  w h e t h e r  the e x e c u t i v e  

authority. v*ould u l t i m a t e l y  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  to be the M a y o r  or 

the P r e s i d e n t  o f  the U n i t e d  S t a t e s .

I w o u l d  p r e f e r  l a n g u a g e  li k e  the f o l l o w i n g  in lieu of the
e

c u r r e n t  l a n g u a g e  of S e c t i o n  2: " W h e n  v a c a n c i e s  h a p p e n  in the

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  the D i s t r i c t  in e i t n e r  the S e n a t e  o r  the 

H o u s e  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  the p e o p l e  o f  the O i s t r i c t  s h a l l  

f i l l  s u c h  v a c a n c i e s  by e l e c t i o n  o r  t e m p o r a r y  a p p o i n t m e n t  in
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a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  c o n g r e s s i o n a l  l e g i s l a t i o n . " *  T h e  a d v a n t a g e s  

o f  this l a n g u a g e  a r e  two: F i r s t ,  it a v o i d s  the n e e d  f o r  c u r r e n t

d e b a t e  a b o u t  w h e t h e r  e l e c t i o n  is a p p r o p r i a t e  in a l l  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  

as a  w a y  o f  f i l l i n g  a S e n a t e  v a c a n c y  a n d  s e c o n d ,  it a s s u r e s . t 

the C o n g r e s s  that, if a n d  w h e n  the D i s t r i c t  g e t s  m o r e  p o w e r  

o v e r  its o w n  a f f a i r s  a n d  the C o n g r e s s  t r u s t s  the D i s t r i c t  to 

r u n  its a f f a i r s  w i t h o u t  c l o s e  c o n g r e s s i o n a l  s c r u t i n y ,  it w o u l d  

be  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  C o n g r e s s  to a l l o w  the D i s t r i c t ' s  e x e c u t i v e  

to f i l l  t e m p o r a r y  v a c a n c i e s .  T h e r e  is no r ed to c h i s e l  in 

g r a n i t e  f o r e v e r  o n e  a p p r o a c h  to f i l l i n g  v a c a n c i e s .  I t  m i g h t  be 

a r g u e d  in r e s p o n s e  t h a t  s u c h  a p r o p o s a l  w o u l d  r e p r e s e n t  the 

o n l y  p l a c e  in the C o n s t i t u t i o n  p h e r e  C o n g r e s s  is g i v e n  p o w e r  

to c h o o s e  o n e  o r  a n o t h e r  m e t h o d  o f  f i l l i n g  a v a c a n c y .  B u t  I 

t h i n k  that the a p p r o p r i a t e  r e s p o n s e  is t h a t  the a m o u n t  o f  l o c a l  

c o n t r o l  a l l o c a t e d  to the D i s t r i c t  g o v e r n m e n t  h a s  c h a n g e d  o v e r  

time, w h e r e a s  the S t a t e s  h a v e  a l w a y s  h a d  l a w m a k i n g  p o w e r  i n d e­

p e n d e n t  o f  the f e d e r a l  g o v e r n m e n t .  T h e r e  is no r e a s o n  w h y  the 

c h a n g i n g  n a t u r e  o f  D i s t r i c t  g o v e r n m e n t  c a n n o t  be r e c o g n i z e d  by 

a sui g e n e r i s  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r o v i s i o n .

T h e  t h i r d  S e c t i o n  l e a v e s  the 2 3 r d  A m e n d m e n t  to the C o n s t i t u t i o n  

u n t o u c h e d .  I w o u l d  r e p e a l  the 2 3 r d  A m e n d m e n t .  T h e  t h r u s t  o f  

S. J. Res. 65 i* to g i v e  e q u a l  v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  to D i s t r i c t  

r e s i d e n t s .  I c a n  see no g o o d  a r g u m e n t  for d o i n g  this in the 

C o n g r e s s  a n d  n o t  in the E l e c t o r a l  C o l l e g e .  I r e a l i z e  t h a t  

the C o n g r e n  is c o n s i d e r i n g  E l e c t o r a l  C o l l e g e  r e f o r m .  If it 

comes, it c a n  c o m e  for the D i s t r i c t  as w e l l  a s  for the S . a t e s .

If H. J. Res. 554 is a d o p t e d ,  tho l a n g u a g e  c o u l d  he c l a r i f i e d  to m a k e  
the s a m e  point.



U n t i l  s u c h  t ime, the 2 . r d  A m e n d m e n t  s h o u l d  be v i e w e d  as  a s t e p  

a l o n g  the w a y  to e q u a l  v o t i n g  r i g h t s  for D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s .

O n c e  the c o m m i t m e n t  to c o m p l e t e  e q u a l  r i g h t s  is m a d e ,  the 

A m e n d m e n t  is an a n o m a l y .  The b e s t  a r g u m e n t  for S e c t i o n  3 is

t h a t  to p r o p o s e  r e p e a l  of the 2 3 r d  A m e n d m e n t  is to a d d  to the
•  •

c o n t r o v e r s y  s u r r o u n d i n g  S. J. Res. 65. E v e n  so, o n e  w h o  s u p p o r t s  

a n  e q u a l  v o i c e  for the D i s t r i c t  in t h e  C o n g r e s s  s h o u l d  a p p r e c i a t e ,  

t h e  n e e d  for an e q u a l  v o i c e  in the s e l e c t i o n  o f  the- l e a d e r s  of 

a c o - e q u a l  b r a n c h  o f  g o v e r n m e n t .  If, f o r  o n e  r e a s o n  o r  a n o t h e r ,  

a j u d g m e n t  is m a d e  n o t  to d i s t u r b  the r e c e n t l y  e n a c t e d  2 3 r d  

A m e n d m e n t ,  so  be it. O t h e r w i s e , I w o u l d  p r e f e r  t h a t  the l a n g u a g e  

o f  S e c t i o n  3 of H.J. Res. 554 b e  s u b s t i t u t e d  for the f i r s t  s e n t e n c e
* t

o f  S e c t i o n  3 o f  S. J. Res. 65. . T h e  s e c o n d  a n d  la s t  s e n t e n c e  o f  

S e c t i o n  3 of  s .  J. Res. 65 s h o u l d  be k e p t  a s  it is to m a k e  c l e a r  

t h a t  if the H o u s e  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  h a s  to c h o o s e  a P r e s i d e n t ,  

the D i s t r i c t  w o u l d  be t r e a t e d  i n  the H o u s e  as if it w e r e  a S t a t e ,  

w h i c h  is i m p o r t a n t  in v i e w  of the fa c t  t h a t  the H o u s e  v o t e s  

by  S t a t e  u n d e r  t h e  12th A m e n d m e n t .

S e c t i o n  4 p r o v i d e s  t h a t  C o n g r e s s  s h a l l  h a v e  p o w e r  to e n f o r c e  

the a m e n d m e n t  by a p p r o p r i a t e  l e g i s l a t i o n .  T h i s  S e c t i o n  s h o u l d

r e m o v e  a n y  d i f f i c u l t y  p o s e d  b y  A r t i c l e  1, S 4 o f  the C o n s t i t u t i o n ,

•

w h i c h  p r o v i d e s ,  in p a r t ,  t h a t  C o n g r e s s  m a y  n o t  a l t e r  the p l a c e s  

o f  c h o o s i n q  S e n a t o r s  c h o s e n  b y  the S t a t e s .  S e c t i o n  4 s h o u l d  

m a k e  c l e a r  t h a t  C o n g r e s s  has a u t h o r i t y  to c o n t r o l  the D i s t r i c t ' s  

e l e c t i o n  of its C o n g r e s s i o n a l ,  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  W h i l e  this g i v e s  

C o n g r e s s  m o r e  p o w e r  o v e r  the D i s t r i c t  than o v e r  the S t a t e s ,  

t h e r e  is n o t h i n g  in the C o n s t i t u t i o n  to b a r  su c h  an a p p r o a c h  

by  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a m e n d m e n t .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  this a p p r o a c h  is 

c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the n o t i o n  t h a t  at the s a m e  time t h a t  C o n g r e s s



is creating the citizens of the District more equally than

ever before, the Congress is recognizing that the District is 

in some ways unique and that Congressional oversight in the 

name of the United States is desirable.

If I were drafting the proposed amen nent, I would probably 

add one more section. It would sound something like the following 

lines: "Congress shall have the power to provide that the-

District may be included in the ratification process for any 

future constitutional amendment." If District citizens are 

to be treated as equal in the halls of the Congress, it is 

somewhat ironic that s .  J. Res. 65 would deny them an opportunity 

to be heard during the ratification process fcr future consti­

tutional amendments. This is not to say tha~ District citizens 

would have no voice. They would be able to express a view in 

both Houses of Congress on whether an amendment should be sent 

to the States for ratification. 3ut the District would have 

no voice beyond this. Apparently, there is a good reason for 

this irony. It is not clear that the elected governing body

o f  rhc ni n r r j r t  i?i tho e q u i v a l e n t  of  n  S t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e .

Congress should trust 
Therefore, it is not cloar thatathe eloctcd governing uody of

the District to ratify in the name of the District a constitutional

amendment. Over time more responsibilities may be given to

the Oistrict government and confidence in its caoacitv to make

decisions may erow. Mv proposed fifth Section would

recognize that Congress should have the power to include the

District in the ratification process in a manner that it deems

desirable. There is little reason now to shut the door on the

possibility that the District can effectively participate in

the amendment process in the future. And there is scarcely

i



more reason to undertake a debate now the current s*- ate of local 

government in the District of Columbia. This is my compromise posi 

ticn between S. J. Res. 65 and H. J. Res. 554.

VII; Will the District be Over-Represented?

One final red herring needs to be disposed of before I 

conclude. The argument has been made that persons- who would * 

vote for members of Congress in the District have roots that 

do not run deep enough to warrant the same kind cf representa­

tion given to citizens o-f the States. In this mobile society 

it is questionable whether most oeople have roots that run 

very deep in the community in which they vote. Assuming,
t

however, that citizens in most States have drawn sustenance 

from the places in which they vote for a longer period than have 

District residents, the fact remains those who are in the 

District, even for a period of only a few years, have an interest 

in common with those who have been there for a longer period of 

time. One who resides in the District and can satisfy residency 

requirements has the same problems as any other District resident 

and the same stake in voting. What difference does it make 

whether someone is spending two, three or ten years in the 

District? Pederal legislation that extends beyond the States 

to reach the District affects people who are in the District even 

for a short period. And more importantly, the legislation that 

Congress may enact with specific reference to the District has 

a particular impact on those who reside there for any length 

of time. T: Supreme Court has made it quite clear that it

is impermissible for States to attempt to differentiate people 

who have been present for a short period from those who have



been present for a long period when it comes to voting. The , 

Congress paved the way for this view in its voting rights 

legislation. Those who have sufficient connection with the 

District qualify as voters and deserve a vote no matter how 

long or how short a period they have been present.

A carefully conducted census should assure that only . 

those who are permanent residents of the District are counted 

for apportionment purposes.

VIII. Apportionment and the House of ReDresentatives

Since the Constitution provides that Representatives shall be 

apportioned by population as determined by an enumeration made every 

ten years, and since Congress has usually authorized an apportionment 

after each census, reapportionment to accommodate the District is 

nothing out of the ordinary for the House. The Congress can provide 

by legislation that the number of Representatives will be increased 

temporarily to accommodate the District and when Congress "ext under­

takes reapportionment it can confront the question whether to perma­

nently expand the size of the House.

•

IX. Conclusion
4  4

On the basis of the testimony that T have provided, I can see 

no reasonable basis for any longer denying District citizens full 

voting representation in the Congress of the United States. I hope 

that the Subcommittee notices that, without identifying the members 

of the House of Representatives by name, I have endeavored to respond



to all of the arguments raised in opposition to the House resolution,

H. J. Pis. 554, in the separate statements appearing in H. R. Rep. 95 

386 (February 16, 1973). At the moment, H. J. Res. 554 is superior
i

to S. J. Res. 65, but tha latter easily could be amended so that it 

would be equal to, and perhaps even a better resolution than, that 

passed Hy the House.
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W. C a r e y  P a r k e r ,  Esq.
Legislative Assistant to 
Senator Edward Kennedy 
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr Parker:

After I testified before both a House Subcommittee on Civil 
and Constitutional Rights and a Senate Subcommittee on the Consti­
tution in favor of a constitutional amendment giving full Congress­
ional representation to citizens residing in the District of Columbia, 
several Senators raised points that previously were mentioned only 
obliquely, if at all. None of these points withstands more than 
superficial analysis, but they have received press coverage and 
require a response if the record before the Senate is to be complete. 
You have* invited me to comment on the arguments. I do so now. P e r­
haps you would be so kind as to add this Letter to my testimony.

Senator Bartlett wrote to the Washington Post on June 1, 1978 
to explain a statement that he previously had made. His letter 
emphasized that the District gets unique benefits frc » the federal 
government and therefore is better represented tnan many states 
even without actual voting representation in the Congress. Matthew 
Watson, the District's auditor, responded in the Post with a "Taking 
exception" column published seventeen days later. He demonstrated 
quite convincingly that the District is worse off because of federal 
help* than is Oklahoma, Senator Bartlett's state.

There is mere that should be said in response to Senator 
Bartlatt. -he Senator argued that the Oistrict receives tourist, 
and convention business as a result of being the Nation's capital.
But the burdens of handling tourists, eany of whoa will pass through 
for a day or rent rooas in the neighboring states la real. For 
every "benefit" conferred upon the Oistrict because of its status 
as seat of the nat.onal government, there are corresponding burdens, 
whether a given stati of affairs is a benefit or burden is not even 
clear. What is cleaz’ is that in the United States citizens gener­
ally have a vote as to the way their government will be run. District 
citizens now have no such vote. Moreover, any "benefits" that can 
be Identified have been imposed on District residents who may or may 
not have desired them, and who may have preferred another state of
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affairs- Li fact, there is every reason to believe that District 
residents,, if they had exclusive control over their destiny, would 
make different choices than the Congress. This is the reason why 
people like me (and I believe the majority of the Congress and the 
American people) want to see the District remain a  federal enclave, 
not a separate state. Because the District is denied ultimate 
control over its own destiny, it is imperative that its residents 
have a full voice in^Congress that has the control.

Two more comments on the unique benefits the District receives 
from the federal government are in order. First, every state and 
even many cities and counties have from time to time vied for a 
piece of federal largess. They have sought unique forms of special 
help to satisfy their special needs. Mever has it been suggested 
that receipt of federal benefits requires a diminution of a juris­
diction's voting rights. Hence, the District is no different with 
respect to federal benefits tharf any state. Second, the residents 
of the District do not believe that the Congress is as generous i.i 
its treatment of the District that no independent representation is 
necessary. Tne District hardly would give up a bonanza, if it 
existed. It does not. The District, like the states, receives some 
help from the federal government, and, like the states, it should 
have a voice in how federal assistance is allocated.

Senator Bartlett also refers to the history aehind the 
formation of the District. As my full testimony before the Senate 
Subcommittee indicates, there is nothing in the background of the 
District that suggests that residents of today's Oistrict should 
not have full Congressional representation. The Constitution was 
drafted before a District existed. The framers apparently believed 
that people would not lose voting representation because the District 
was formed. Apparently, they viewed the District as a small unit 
which would remain so close in its interests to Maryland ana Virginia 
that District residents would continue to vote there.

But the framers did not work out the details. And it is not 
really surprising t h a t , t h e  seat of the government actually 
was transferred to the District, Congress enacted legislation con­
sistent with the view that District residents were not residents of 
any state (i.e., Maryland or Virginia) and could not vote there. 
Depriving a few citizens of the franchise was not a major concern 
at a time when only the votes of white males counted, ror a century 
and three quarters, the District has been separate from the surround­
ing states.

For tho last 100 years this Motion has undergone a voting 
revolution. The Fifteenth Amendment, the M m e t t e n t h  Amendment, the
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Twenty-Sixth Amendment, the one person, one-vote decisions of the 
Supreme Court have established voting as a basic right of Americans.
To suggest that the framers would have opposed full voting represen­
tation for the District is to ignore the history of the District and 
of. voting rights, not to rely on it. Moreover, it is to ignore the 
lessons of the Twenty-Third Amendment, giving the District participa­
tion in the elictoral college, which was so quickly ratified by the 
people of the Jnited States.

And to suggest, as did Senator McClure in his August .7, 1973 
lattar to the Washington Post, that ceding most District land back 
to Mary land or opt. legislation allowing District citizens to 
vote in Maryland is to totally ignore the history. The District 
has developed on its own; its interests- are not the same as those of 
Maryland. Since 1301, the District and Maryland have gene separate 
ways, developed separate identities, and separate governments. No 
shotgun wedding will easily bring these entities together. Even 
worse is the idea of giving voting rights m  Maryland to District 
citizens. I have previously testified that such a statute would 
present serious constitutional problems and is a practical nightmare.
I shell not repeat these arguments. It should suffice to say that 
the notion that District people should vote for Senators whose 
principal obligation will be to a state in which they do not live 
must be labeled as wrongheaded.

This brings me to one other argument made by Senator McClure: 
"(T]he Senate 'as designated to represent states, not cities. If 
Washington is singled out for this special status, what is to keep 
us from granting similar status to cities with populations as large 
or larger." The answer is clear: "What will keep you from doing this 
is ccmmcnsense and a regard for the Constitutional order." No city 
now part of a State can claim that for moat of the Nation's history 
it has been an independent entity. Only the District presents the 
case of people, now disenfranchised, who have been forced to develop 
their identity separate from any State. By comparing the District 
to cities, Senetor McClure should see that the history of the District 
is unlike that of any city and that those in the Oistrict who now 
have no voting representatives in Congress should have them.

Finally, there ia the concern of Senator Bartlett and Senator 
Scott (expressed August 15, 1973, and reported by wire service .n 
Virginia) that somehow the District would be overrepresented if it 
had full voting representation in Congress.

Because Conoress has control over certain local activities of 
the District that it does not have over the states, District residents 
have a greater need for representation ir. Congress than do residents 
of the states. By giving the District two Senators and proportional
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ipresentation in the House, the District would not even be equal 
.o the states, since the elected members of Congress from the fifty 
states- still would have control over the District's local affairs. 
To give the District an equal voice with any state is all that 
proponents of the constitutional amendment seek. To oppose that 

. is to fight against the trend toward full and equal suffrage that 
has made this nation a symbol of freedom to the world.

Sincerely,

Stephen A. Saltzburg 
Professor of Law

SAS/vpt
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J ISTR ICT  OF COLUMBIA REPRESENTATION: 
" 4 S  THOUGH IT  WERE A STATE "
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STATUS

On August 22, the Senate approved and s**nt to the ataces a con­
stitutional amendment that would give the t .trier of Columbia voting 
representation in the House and Senate and, in addition, would allow 
the District to_participate, Like the states, in the ratification of 
constitutional amendments. The vote was “67-32, one more than -he re­
quired two-thirds majority. The House of Representatives had p r e­
viously passed the amendment, 289-127, on March 2. As of the date 
of this Issue 3ulletin, two state legislatures have considered the 
amendment, but neither has ratified. In California, the House ap­
proved the amendment, but on August 30 the Senate refused, by a 20 to 
IT vote (30 votes being necessary), to suspend the rules in order to 
bring the measure to the floor. In Delaware, the House rejected rati* 
fication by a 21-16 vote on August 31 and, therefore, the Senate did 
not consider the amendment.

.’.71

- \ z : i * 1 . 7 .

THE PROPOSED AMENOMENT
• • • • •  ,

The text of the amendment is as follows:

Joint Resolution proposing an amendment to the Consti* 
tuticn to provide for representation of the District of 
Columbia in the Congress.

Section 1. For purpose o* representation in the Con­
gress, election of the President and Vice President, and 
Article V of thid Constitution, the Oistrict constituting 
the seat of government of the United States shall be 
treated as though it were a state. .

Horn: w n r r w n »r» i r o n  u  icciiwiv v n q  m# ,r«w* u  r t f Hwirao* f- m n a t u o t t v  t« m
«r»mof to**} Of I i n f f 0/«ry 0*« Ccnqrvu.



Section 2. The exercise of the rights-and- powers c o n - ------ * '* *
________ f erred under this article shall be by_ the people.o f  t h e  -

District constituting the seat of government, and as shall 
  be provided by the Congress.     __

Section 3. The twenty-third article of amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States is-hereby repealed.

.ii . *
Section 4. This article shall be inoperative, unless 

it shall have been ratified as an amendment to the C o n s t i­
tution by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
States within seven years from the date of its submission.

- -  - B A C K G R O U N D  ON THE D I S T R I C T  OF C O L U M B I A  - „

. The exceptional case of the area of land known as the District of 
Columbia is defined in Article I, Section 8, Clause 17, of the Consti­
tution.

The Congress shall have the power:

Tc exercise exclusive legislation in all cases vhar- 
. . soever, over such district (not exceeding ten miles square)

as may, by cession of particular States, and the'acceptance 
.. of. Congress, become the seat of the government of the United 
..States, and to exercise like authority over all places pur­

chased by the consent of the legislature of the State in. - 
[. „ which the same shall be, for the erection of forts,-maga­

zines, arsenals, dockyards, and other needful buildings....

In Federalist No. 43, James Madison explains the aUdd-qiXStSdr 
. clause in this way: "The indispensable necessity of complete authority

at the. seat of government, carries its own evidence with it. * It is ’ 
a power exercised by every legislature of the Union,'I might say o f  
the world, by virtue of its general supremacy. Without it, not only 
the public aut..ority might be insulted and its proceedings interrupted . 
with impunity; but a dependence of the memners of the general govern­
ment on the State comprehending the seat of the government, for pro­
tection in the exercise of their duty, might bring on the national 
councils an imputation of awe or influence, equally dishonorable to 
the government and dissatisfactory to the other members of the 
Confederacy.* -~T -* - i:

Congress assumed authority over the District of Columbia, an area 
of IOC square miles created from lands ceded by Virginia and. Maryland,. * 
by an act of February 27, 1801, that provided merely that the laws- of 
Virginia and Maryland should continue in force where they had pre­
viously applied* At first there were five units of local government 
in the District— the county of Washington, tne city of Washington, and 
the- city of Georgetown, all in the former Maryland territory; and the * 
county and city of Alexandria in the former V i r n n i a  territory. The 
last two left the District with the retrocession of' tbs' lands- o f  
Virginia back to the state in 1846. Since that data,* Washington- has - 
remained the same area: 62.7 square miles.
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The dramatic rise in population spurred by the events off the-Civil 
War led to the adoption of District-wide government in 1871. Ccntro-- 
v.ersy preceding the establishment off the new fora off government centered 
.on the issue of saffffrage and secondarily on the division off authority 
between Congress and local officials. A territorial -form off'government 
was agreed on as a compromise. This form provided for a governor ap- 
pointed by the President for a term off four years, an upper legislative- 
chamber composed off eleven members appointed by the President for tvo- 
_year "terms, and a house of delegates composed off twerrty-two-‘m e m b e r s - a- 
elected annually from twenty-two districts. The District'was entitled 
to elect a non-voting territorial delegate to the House off Representa­
tives. Broad powers to make regulations and disburse money on its own 
•warrant were vested in a ffive-man 3oard of Public works, headed by 
Alexander R. Shepherd. The Board energ ticaliy set about making public 
improvements but spent $20 million in so doing— nearly three tires 
what had been estimated by Congress. Having made Washington a-city - 
habitable but bankrupt, the territorial governmen»-died ignominiously. * 
In 137 4 Congress replaced the territorial form off government with a 
three-man Board off Commissioners appointed by the President. The office 
off non-voting delegate to the House off Representatives was abolished.

With the ratification off the Twenty-Third Amendment to the Consti­
tution. which gave the city three electoral votes, in 1961, Washing­
tonians were given the right to vote in presidential elections for the 
ffirst time. The Reorganization Plan No. 3 off 1967 instituted a mayor- 
council ffocm off government with appointed offices. In* 1963 Congress 
passed an act allowing residents off the city to elect members of_ their* 
school board. In 1968 President Nixon proposed that the nation's 
capital be granted both "meaningful self-government" and the' right to 
elect representatives to Congress. In 1970, Congress granted the 
.people off the Oistrict the right to elect a non-voting delegate to Con­
gress, a position that has be*n held by Walter S. Pauntroy ever'since. 
The delegate sits on House cotmnittees where he may vote, and partici­
pates in floor debates where he may not vote. In 1973, the Council re­
ceived power to legislate in local matters. Congress* retains power, 
.under Article I off the Constitution, to «.act legislation and to veto 
or supersede the Council's acts.
*... • • -4*: *. . ; u * . t  ::::: i:

. -1 "Since assuming his delegate seat, Pauntroy has: been diligently-'' 
championing full voter representation in Congress for the.District*.'
On February 13, 1976, the Bouse Rules Committee'agreed, for the first'3*' 
time in more than a century, to rale* se a constitutional amendment 
proposing Oistrict voting representation in the Senate and House. The 
'bill failed to receive the necessary two-thirds affirmative votes for**: 
passage.

r



. S E C T I O N  I —  R E P R E S E N T A T I O N  IN THE H O U S E .  -

A  constitutional amendment is required in order to give the Dis­
trict voting representatidh in Congress. The Constitution states 
•.(Article I* Section 2) that "the House of Representatives shall be ■ •- : - -

. -.composed .of members chosen every second year b y ;the people of t h e _ _. .
- ...everal .States." and (Article I, Section 3) "the Senate of -.the: U n i t e d .
■ -States.- shall be composed of two senators from each state." Because . -
'the-District-cf Columbia is not a state, the proposed amendment pro-

* vides'that "for purposes of representation in the Congress... the Di»-:a. 
trict...shall be treated as though it were a state." Since .the rati­
fication of the Constitution in 1789, no lands or territories have

- achieved voting representation in Congress without first becoming a 
state under Article IV, Section 3, Clause 1 of the Con *.4tution.

Because representation in the House of Representatives is based 
on the apportionment of population by state, it has become a fir* . 
tradition to regard the House as "the people's house." Proponents of .. 
the D.C. amendment argue that it is unjust to deny representation to 
nearly 700,000 citizens. Thus, the favorable report of the House 
Committee on the Judiciary maintains that "It seems indeed ironic that 
a nation which has, over the years, continued, through congressional 
and judicial action, to extend the franchise still denies representa­
tion in the National Legislature to American citizens residing in the 
Nation's Capital."

. ....e regular membership of the House of Representatives has remained 
unchanged ac 435 for 66 yc*rs. When Alaska and Hawaii became states, 
each was assigned one seat, temporarily increasing the size of the House 
to 437. However, the statehood enactments for both of these states 
provided that, the total of 43 5 would be restored in the apportionment 
t ised on t h e 'I960 census. If the proposed constitutional amendment • 
is ratified, one of the several unanswered questions confronting 
Congress would be whether to increase the size of the House of 
Representatives.

.  m •  J  *  *  »- ;  J

Article I, Section 2, Clause 3, of the Constitution provides that 
1 even though the number of representatives shall be apportianed_- accord-: „ 
. fcng.to the national population, "each state shall hava at least one. -§ 
representative." After one representative has been assigned to each 

: .state am required by the Constitution, the apportionment by population-, 
.takes place. -: •

•  * 1 . •  .  c  •  * ,  ;  4

Proponents of the constitutional amsndmsnt contend that ths Dis­
trict of Columbia has a larger population than seven of the states.
And sines the populations of these states art rsprasentsd by at least 
one United States representative, the residents of ths District should 
be at least equally represented. Further, they argue that land area 
is no qualification for voting representation in the House. (Rhode 
Island, the smallest state, haa an area of 1,214 square miles, as 
compared to the 62.7 square ailea of the District.)



The following table compares certain important charac' eristics 
of the District and those states with the smallest representation in 
Congress:

Z . —

* -Alaska *
t.  ■ •

* ' ■’Wyoming

Vermont

Nevada

Delaware
* •
•  •

North Dakota
* 4 £ * # ^

Sooth Dakota

Montana

New- rtamtJimre

Washington. Q.C.

Pop.
1970

302,173

332,416

444,732

488,738

548,104

617,761

666,257

594,409

737.681

756,510

Estimated 
Pop. 1977

407.000

406.000

483.000

633.000

582.000

553.000

689.000

761.000

349.000

690.000

No. of 
Peps.

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1

2 

2 

2 

1

Elec.
Votes

3

3
3
3

3

3

4 

4 

4 

3

'.70C*1=- 
Votas- for 
~ - Pres. *
-*197.6h -.

i- Vottng- 
1n 1976.

: 122,398
• N • *

155,671

182,136
195,271

234,673

2 9 2 J7 0

300,192

322*962

338,611

165,965

5-01 * 
Reg.- 

^Voters

• I  of 
- Yotl no 
iAge Pop 

ng
tlrt 1975

-595
* • ,

*32-

73

32

-78:

N/A

71
75*

*71-
59-

--475 .* 
» 6 0  i 

64 

» 49 

58 .

71 
: 54 

66 

- 5* -  

31

i i

* ti
f t *  1 * i

NOTES
!» *

* :

1. Population estimates for 1977 are by the Bureau of the Census.

-- * -3.4* The District's rsprssentative in Congress is non-voting. ...
;  : * * :  i : c : r : »  ♦ *

• ‘•fj. The number of electoral votes is the sum of a state’s United 
-States senators and representatives. .The Twenty-third Amend 
mant to the Constitution stipulates thee Washington, O.C. 
shall have the same number of electors a* the least populous 
state.

•  » •  •  •  •  I* •  ♦ »

f t • m m | 5  ̂ •

H I G H L I G H T S  - ’ : *T

1. Compared to the nine lesst populous states, the population 
of the Oistrict of Columbia is decreasing while the others 
are increasing. In fact, the District's population has been 
decreasing stssdliy since 1950, when it reached a high of 
302,178.

♦ f i



;* 2. If thft District of Columbia had been granted' congressional- 
voter representation in 1970, it would have received two 
members of the House. If the proposed amendment is ratified 
by three-fourths of the states, the District will probably

-----------receive one member of the House after the 1981 reapportion* -
ment based on the 1980 decennial census.

3. .Although the population of the District is 690,000, its 
‘registered voter turnout for the 1976 presidential elections
was lower in percentage than any of the least populous states 
(39 percent, the same as Alaska). • Its voter turnout f those 

“elTgible to vote, registered or r.on-registared C3T^p'ercairtT,T 
was substantially lower than the next lowest turnout (Alaska 
with 47 percent.) In addition, the percent of eligible voter 
turnout in the District for the 1976 elections was the lowest 
in the nation, auid the percent of the registered voters voting 
was the lowest in the nation.

4. Since the District turned out 59 percent of the registered 
voters and 31 percent of the voting age population for the 
presidential election of 1976, then the lack of voter repre­
sentation in Congress can be calculated to affect 291,355 
registered voters and 535,483 persons of voting age.

3y way of comparison, the residents of the following territories 
of the United States are United States citizens but do not vote for 
president or have voting representation in Congress.

POPULATION

 --------------- Puerto R1co 3,210,000 ------- ----------------------------
Virgin Islands 100,000
Auer lean Samoa 31,000

.  ^  3uam 100,000 . _
Most of the amendment's proponents have resurrected the .great 

imericao. battle cry: "No taxation without representation!*. 'They ;
argue- that since the residents of the District of Columbia have ;

t. *

•The problems la determin ing how sany citizens of the District are in 
feet affected by the lack of voting representation in Congress is com­
plicated by the sizable number of citizens who reside in ths District 
but maintain legal domiciles in ocher states, so records exist of ths 

number of District residents casting Absentee ballots in other states.
* la the court case of Car liner v. ioard of Sducation. It wes estimated 
that 200,000 residents of the District were eligible to '/oca m  other 
jurisdictions. Whether this number is a c curAte cannot b e  determined.
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no immunity from federal taxation, they should by right have voting 
representation in Congress. But, it must be remember3d that during 
the first several decades of the Republic, the converse of the battle- 
cry was also true, that is, most states allowed only tax-paying land - 
owners-to vote and thereby have a say in their re pre s e n t a t i o n  - And,-'. -. 
the notion of no taxation without representation (and its- converse Tr ' 
while still very much a part of the American spirit, has been seme- 
what attenuated by modern American history. In the federal and state 
legislatures, and in court rulings, the modern trend has been to- * 
separate- the issue of taxation from the issue of represaitatEeiFr - 
Numerous;classes of citizens, fully subject to and protected by t h e ■ 
lavra, pay no federal or state income tax whatever even though they :-i-“
regularly vote in federal elections in the state of their -residence.- 
These groups include, among others, retired persons living solely on * - 
social security, students attending colleges and universities, 'disabled 
Americans supported entirely by veteran's or other compensation, and 
individuals' living entirely on welfare.

As stated before, if the proposed amendment is ratified by the 
required three-fcurths of the states, the Congress will have to 
decide whether to increase the membership of the House of Represen­
tatives or Iceep it at 435. The population of the District of --- 
Columbia is not currently figured into the national population for -•* 
purposes of apportionment. The United States is facing a decennial 
census in 1980 which will be the basis of reapportionment of Con­
gressional districts in 1981. If the House decides to !<eep its 
membership at 435 and if the population trends, as estimated by the r 
Bureau of the Census, continue until 1981, then adding the population 
of the District to the apportionment population would result in the 
loss of one seat frcm Illinois and the assigning of thac seat tc the 
District.* In other words, Illinois, a state w «a population is 
increasing, will be deprived of representation in t.xe House by a non­
state whose population has been declining for 23 years. (This reappor­
tionment is in addition to the prognosticated .‘eapportlanment resulting 
frcm the 1980 census of national population migrationJ

S E C T I O N  I -- THE S E N A T E

’The case for representation in the Senate ia conceded by bothc~«* 
proponents and opponents to be more difficult^-.* Members at the House . ri:■ 
represent numbers of people. But senators represent their states :t J - 
at-large. The Senate ia the body of equal representation-of. thSL 
states while the House is the body of proportional representation 
of the people. This distinction is a result of the "Great Compro- “ * 
misa* of the Constitutional Convention of 1787 which resolved the 
competing interests of the large versus the small states. It is the 
foundation of the uniquely American ideas of governmental federalism -• 
und state "sovereignty." Thus, ia Federalist No. 6-2, the author

•This *as calculated using the Census Sureau's “method of equal proportions* 
which has bsen the official method aince 1910.



(either Hamilton or Madison) remarks: "In this spirit-it may be
remarked#.that the equal vote allowed to each state ia at once a . 
constitutional, recognition of the portion of sovereignty remaining 
in the individual states# and an instrument for preserving .than . 
re-dduaxy sovereignty."

* 5TAXE. SOV-£R£IG NT Y • .  - ,  I '

: * is:-.I The: proposed amendment would give the District.'IfederaX repreaeni - 
tation. "as though it were a state." But what is a ."ata-ti»" a n d  "-what 
matter-of-, sovereignty is there in the states? Chief. .Justice""Marshall,*~ 
: in, Cherokee-Nation v. Georgia (1831)# defined a state aa "a political.: i 
■ community of free citizens, occupying a territory c t  defined bound­
aries#-and: organized under a government sanctioned and limited by 
"written- Constitution# and established by the consent of .the governed.". 
James 3rown Scott in Sovereign States offered this definition: "The. -
State is an artificial person# representing And controlled by its 
members but not synonymous or identical with them. Created for a 
political purpose# it is a body politic. It is a distinct body# 
and artificial person; it has a will discinct frcm.its members# al- 
tough its exercise is controlled by them." . i. ..

In the. Constitution# ail the powers and authorities enumerated —  
in the several articles are derived frcm the "more p e n e c t  union" of 
the states. In Federalist Mo. 39# Madison establishes his important 
idea- that th* proposed Constitution is neither a confederacy of 
sovereign- states nor a consolidation of the states but a combination 
at. bcthi "It appears# on one hand# that the Constitution is to be 
founded on the assent and ratification of the people of America# 
given by deputies elected for the special purpose; .but# on the other#, 
that this assent and ratification is to be given by the people#.not. 
as individuals composing one entire nation# but as composing the dis­
tinct. and independent States to which they respectively belong." .Thus, 
Madison does not claim the type of state sovereignty enjoyed by the 
states under the Articles of Confederation but he does claim that the 
states are "distinct and independent."

State sovereignty# or the "portion" of state sovereignty envisaged 
by Madison# has been much reduced by events of American history. The 
d » U  Wes: destroyed the notion# as championed by John C . Calhoun# that.*«ii t l  

: ."the states were almost entirely sovereign. The Fourteenth and Fif-
teenth Amendments to the Constitution were squarely.aimed at limiting .
the independence of the states. The Sixteenth Amendment established -. _. .- 
~ar federal tax on everyone's income. But# the Seventeenth Amendment# 
which changed the selection of United States senators from appoint-, 
ment by th* state legislatures to the direct election of the people, 
was the most crippling blow. Appointment of senators by the states#

■ through the state Legislatures# was a continuing imposition of the 
reality of state sovereignty on the federal government*. And the 
Supreme Court of the twentieth century has consistently imposed 
federal mandates on the states# especially through its Interpreta- 

t r. cion: at - the Fourteenth Amendment.

• I 
M

l
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So what ia left of state sovereignty that by definition would - 
preclude the awarding of two Senate seats to the District of Columbia?
The. states are sovereign or "distinct and independent," to use Madison's 
definition, in that they are political beings that can tax, _spend,-.. 
create and execute law, punish crime and administer, justice.. . All of 
these authorities are carried out by the City Council of the District 
of Columbia but all are subject to congressional approval. So the 
District cannot be said to have "independence" in its city council's 
deliberations as the states do in the deliberations of their legisla­
tor* * ^ *  And the yearly budget, that exercise of the power: o f  .the- £V«?3ev. 
is- not-legislated at all by the District but is a  duty of- .'he a pp r o p r i a t e j  
committees of each House. And the police power in the D-i^rrict is not - * - 
the: exclusive jurisdiction of the city government since the city p o l i c e . 
exercises joint jurisdiction with several federaily-charterecTpolice - 
forces in seme areas and has no jurisdiction over certain, federal : 
properties at all. "•

. In addition, the states may enter into interstate treaties and 
compacts, permissible under the Constitution subject to the approval 
of Congress, with other states. The states have used this right to 
a.significant extent in the twentieth century, especially concerning 
matters of commerce, large public-wcrks, and transportation. No other 
power of the states seems to be more definitive of the states' con­
tinuing -distinctness and independence. The District of Columbia is 
currently party to several interstate compacts, but they have all been 
negotiated between the Congress and the interested states. Currently 
the procedures by which the District will become party to additional 
compacts, are ' ind ar going reexamination. Some interpret the home rule • 
charter to mean that the District can enter into; interstate compacts 
while others interpret it to mean the opposite. Legislation, has been 
introduced into Congress to grant unequivocally the right for the 

-District to enter into such compacts. 3ut until such legislation 
. passes,, the District, unlike the s u .a s , .as no such right. T *
• • • • • •  • '  • • - s • s '  ~ i * •
T H E - T W O  H O U S E S  .

In his famous work, Democracy in America, Alexis de Tacquaville, 
after- scrutinizing the make-up of the national legislature,- remarked:•. . . 

„}Yh* principle of the independence of the States prevailed, la. the - ... . 4__ 
;formation of t~- Senate, and that of the sovereignty^ of. ths- nation j*... * 
-predominated in the composition of the House of. R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s , " ir-.lr*. 
That.the.Senate balances the House in terms of. the-ise. of-* political

• power, is argued by the Federalists as one of the moat- fundamental. 4i* 
underpinnings of the Constitution. A representative, facing- reeiec^ , ’

-tion. every two years and representing only a locale of. a state, not 
.an entire state, can be subject to the demands of a narrow, conatit- 
-uency. . .His constituency might be the political opposite o f i  bor­
dering constituency of the same state. For instance, a congressman 
representing a district heavily populated by members of Labor uniona -.M 

-would necessarily represent this interest in his-voting record, or - .*• -
• face, eviction from office at the next election. But the. neighboring - 
district of the same state might be rural and-inclined, to- support-
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tho right-to-work laws, and such support would be reflected, in all 
likelihood, by its congressman. In the words of the Federalists, 
the. House is "the numerous body" and "the representative ought, to. 
be acquainted with the interests and circumstances of' his constit­
uents" (No. 56) because "...it is particularly essential that the 
branch of it under consideration (i.e. the House) should have an 
immediate dependence on, and an intimate sympathy with, the people"... 
'(No. 52} and because "the House of Representatives, isTso "constituted' 
as,to support in thee members an habitual recollection, of their der. " 
pendence o n :the people." (No. 57) I ' .Z '.

1 *_2 Because of this constitutional mandate to keep close ties to 
the people,, .it. has become customary for congressmen., to attend very 
closely, to the needs and complaints off constituents.' Thus, some 
.congressmen maintain as many as four constituent offices in. their- 
"ccngressicnal districts while it is unusual for. a senator to maintain 
more than two offices in his entire state.

While competing interests may be few in a congressional district, 
a senator, representing all the congressional districts in his state, 
must necessarily face a multitude of ccmpeting interests. As a result, 
he must have .a more general view of all political issues. Hy way of 
example, the senators from Illinois must represent, a state whose House 
delegation is evenly split between the two parties (twel/e Republicans, 
twelve Democrats), and likewise the senators from Arizona (two Republi­
cans, two Democrats). Today a senator faces from within his state 
what Madison saw as a national characteristic in 1737, namely, a 
"dissimilarity in the ingredients," and a "diversity in the state of 
property, in the genius, manners, and habits of the people of the 
different parts of the un.^n." (No. 60)

In addition, the framers of the Constitution gave certain other 
powers to the Senate that they regarded as non-political functions,’ 
namely the power to try impeachments, to ratify treaties, and to ap­
prove executive nominations. These tasks were assigned to the Senate 
because it is more likely to be free frcm the "demon of faction" than 
the House, that "numerous and changeable body." Thus, the Serate 
was contemplated by the Federalists to be "a select and stable body," 
.(No. :£11..an idea that Tocqueville later reemphasized by calling'it 
"the great executive council of the nation," a body that-will be 
"sufficiently independent” (No. 65) to wisely tend-to "national con­
cerns". (No. 64) and "the comprehensive interests of their country" ■

;v .  *.i*, h
• • •• j ♦ • • • i« • ♦•• • • •  1 • •• • •

f H E . l N O g P E N O E N C E  OF THE S T A T E S  * * . ' ! * '  ■* .[ ‘ -

The Constitution guarantees a "republican forn of government" 
to each.state (Article IV, Section 4). And all states have a republi­
can constitution that closely mirrors ths federal Constitution.—  but 
not the District of Columbia whose city council takes the place of 
the state legislature, but every action of which is conditional on 
the approval of Congress, and therefore, not independent. •



Ad Ignario Silone said in his School for Dictators; "The first test 
to he applied in judging an alleged democracy "is the degree of self- 
governing attained by its institutions." The District has self- 
government at the pleasure of Congress— not independent of it. * Indeed, - 
Congress could abolish the City Council or the District of Columbia 
at will. It retains such constitutional prerogatives. To give such ,:i. 
a. - unique area equal standing with the several states in .the S e a t s  

_ w o u l d .effect a fundamental change in the Senate indeed. . One must 
■vwonder if certain other cities, for instance. New YorJt .City, .should-*- 
make an equally justiable claim to representationria;the-Senate

- Proponents of the amendment have maintained that-the'clause off ' - --
Article .7: "no state, without its consent, shall be deprived off'its-
equal-suffrage in the Senate," is not at issue here because this : - .
clause merely insures that no state can receive -proportionally more * 
representation in the Senate than any other and because this clause 
has never been an impediment to the admission of new states under 
Article IV, Section 3. 3ut a strict reading of Article T f and 
Article 7 taJcen together might lead to the conclusion that a state 
can have its proportional suffrage in the Senate reduced by the ad­
mission of a state only but cannot be denied its proportional suf­
frage by the admission of any other entity.

THE S P E C I A L  CASE OF THE O I S T R I C T  OF C O L U M B I A

Washington, D.C. is the "federal enclave" and as'such can be
considered a company town. It is not possible to separate the land
ar-a o f the District of Columbia from its one and only activity, the 
daily business of the federal government. The federal government 
employs 18.3 percent (223,900 employees' cf those working in the 
D'strict while the service industry, which is closely aligned with 
t.ie federal govc nment, employs 25.5 percent (L49,20Q employees). 
Employment trends show an ever increasing domination by the federal 
government.

* The District re eives a direct grant frcm the fadei.il govern­
ment annually. This payment 1« provided in recognition of the Dis- ' - ! *
trfdffa r o l e  as the nation's capital and helps compensate the city 
JLQjf tax' Lasses due to the large amount of non-taxable .fsderal prop-. I 
erty in the city. It is based on Congress's jurisdiction over the' I 
‘city as provided in Article I, Section 8, Clause *18 of the Constitu- ' 
tion, already referred to above. Needl iss to say, none of the fifty 
states rsceives such an unrestricted annual grant from ttc federal 
government. Since 1950, when the population of the District began 
to decline, the amount of the federal payment has steadily Increased 
to the point that for 1973 the sum will be $300 mil.ion, uc 28.04 
percent of the District's budget. Total federal aid .to the Oistrict 
was Sl,oro per cap.ta in 1975, about four times more* on the average, 
than federal aid to any of the states, except Alaska which received 
$73? of federal money per capita. Compared to the forty-eight Lar­
gest cities in 197 4, Washington (the elsventh largest! received more 
aid from the federal government than any city except New York City.



Washington would have a recession-proof economy as long as 
federal spending stayed constant. Since federal spending ia ever  ̂_ 
increasing, the area of the District has an assured becm economy. .. . 
In Washington the federal government is omnipresent-and nearly . 
omnipotent. There are no competing factions or interests. Manu­
facturing employment in 1976 was only 16,100. • - -

Because of all this, it would seem that U.S. senators.from.the : 
District .of Columbia would be in the seemingly paradoxical, but at_- 
•least .unique, position of representing the interests- of the. federal.- i 
government to the federal government. In addition,* it would - seem that 
a -senator frcm the District would be under no compulsion to weigh the 
i n terestsof any competing interests since there *re not any other*• i 
interests that could have a significant influence in his election.- 
It is rather obvious to point out that the employees of the federal 
bureaucracy, the overwhelmingly dominant class in the District; will: 
elect representatives to the U.S. Congress who are sympathetic to 
the continued growth and prosperity of the federal working class.*
But bigger and more federal agencies and programs, something which 
favors the economy of the District, has the effect on the people of 
the several states of greater federal taxes, and more federal regu­
lations. While the senators frcm the several states must continually 
balance the claims of competing factions from within their own states 
and also balance the federalist distinction of state versus federal 
sovereignty, senators from the District would have no immediately 
practical reason for so doing.

Under the home rule charter, the City Council can be regarded as 
a kind of state legislature for the District of Columbia, but one of 
no sovereignty oecause of Congress' absolute veto aver any of the 
actions of the council and absolute legislative control ever the 
city's budget. Providing for election of senators frcm the District 
would give the OiJtrict the status of a state since it would have 
equal representation in the Senate, almost the definition of a state. 
With the Oistrict regarded as a state in the Senate, it would seem 
thJt the federal government has becane Incarnated in a new way in 
that in addition to federal law, regulation, and influence, m e r e  
•comee-into existence a physical manifestation of the federal govern­
ment— the land of the state of Oistrict of Columbia, and a human 
manifestation— the senators from the Oistrict.

* * * * * * *  •** *•* -
i: With this in mind, it would seem that, for the senators frcm the'

'District, none of the state restraints on the federal.government that 
Madison speaks of would be any longer applicable! "Thus each.of the' 
principal branches of the federal government will. owe. Its existence 
more or less to the favor of the State governments,, and must conse­
quently feel a dependence, which is much more likely to beget a dis­
position too obsequious than too overbearing towarda them.. On the 
other-side, the component parts of the State governments will in no 
* instance be indebted for their appointment to the direct agency of 
the- federal government, and very little, if at all, to the local 
influence on its members.” (No. 43)
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' S P E C I A L . P R I V I L E G E S  FOR THE O I S T R I C T  ; .

Another power granted to the District under Section 1 of the amend 
nent is the participation of the District in the ratification of con­
stitutional amendments under Article V of the Constitution. But 
Articlm-V states that proposed constitutional amendments shall be 
ratified by the state legislatures of the several states. Since it 

•is not-a state, the District has no state legislature.. . Congress would 
have to decide whether the City Council can function. In  this capacity. ;

' Several of the legislatures of the states that .have "hot* yet 'Rati­
fied the controversial Equal Rights Amendment have .donsidered putting*\ 
tne ratification to a referendum of the people. But the state a t t o r - 1 * 
neys general have all rightly pointed that such a referendum would 
be unconstitutional since the Constitution specifically provides that 
constitutional amendments shall be ratifiad b. the state legislatures. 
Since there are inherent contradictions m  declaring that the City 
Council of the District can function as a stat. legislature, Congress 
might decide that the people of the District may voce on the ratifi­
cation of constitutional amendments in which case the people of the 
District would en]oy a constitutional privilege not enjoyed by the 
people of the several states.

This problem leads directly to a discussion o f  Section 2 -of the 
proposed constitutional amendment, namely: "The exercise of the
rights and powers conferred under this article shall be by the people 
of the Oiscrict constituting the seat of government, and as shall be 
provided by the Congress." Neither a reading of the committee report 
of the House Committee on the Judiciary nor a reading of the record 
of the debates on the floor of the House or Senate gives a satisfac- - 
tory explanation of either the intent or the meaning of this section.*
In the dissenting committee views of Congressmen Henry Hyde. Carlos 
Moorhead, Jack Brooks, Charles Wiggins, and Jonn Ashbrcck, this 
section: ** . * . . ’

implies, that the exercise of these foregoing 'rights and 
powers" must be exercised jointly with the "people of the 
Oistrict” and the Congress, each holding veto power over 
the other. This might entail the Congress, for example, 
voting twice on the ratification of a conscxcutional .amend- » 
ment, first in discharging its constitutional role under 
Article V in proposing an amendment and a second time as .. - 
a sort of legislative endorser for the "people.of tne 9ist. 
crict" under this proposed Amendment. r.*<» i :

• * f

* it.

Of the sixteen amendments to the Constitution ratified since the 
Bill of Rights, seven stipulate that Congress shall have the power 
"tc enforce this article by appropriate legislation." The Prohibi­
tion Amendment, since repealed, gave concurrent enforccrne-e power 
to Congress and the several states. The proposed 01str* 'olumbia
Amendment would be the first to give enforcement powers --- . ..,tess 
and the people of vhae is in this case neither a  state nor a territory.



This "Congress and people" section of the amendment was probably 
included in order to taice into account the peculiar interlocking 
legislative relationship between Congress and the District's city 
council. In debate on the floor of the Senate, Senator Edward. Kennedy 
stated that any details about how the amendment should b e  implemented 
"can be worked out by the D.C. government and Congress."

• ’ • * ' » • • ? • * .  . •

•’* What authority should Congress grant the City Council to deter-, 
mine the. procedure to be employed concerning the_ three powers of 
Section 1? And ever, if the City Council is granted substantial 

- authority in these matters, it must be remembered that Congress always- - 
?maintains absolute veto over all actions of the City. Council.-. And. 
•since-the Congress, not the City Council, has legislative authority 
over‘the city's budget, Congress would be appropriating the funds 
•necessary to hold elections of its own members, in addition to is' g 
regulations on campaign contributions; expenditures, and campaign 
procedures.

In addition, if the District should ever have sufficient popula­
tion to be allotted two representatives in the House, then Congress 
would have some authority in determining the lines cf the two congres­
sional districts. In the states, the drawing of district lines 'used 
cn re-appcrtionment is done by the state legislatures, another example 
of the continuing viability of state sovereignty. And, finally, it 
would seem that the Hatch Act, which prohibits federal employees and 
the employees of the D.C. government from participating in political 
campaigns would necessarily have to be relaxed for the special case 
of the District of Columbia. Otherwise, a majority of the adult 
residents of the District would be unable to be active in campaign 
politics.

Because of this unique relationship between the District's city 
council and the U.S. Congress, other questions arise when the three 
powers provided by Section 1 are contemplated in light of Section 2.
It appears likely that the states are going to be unable to determine 
the precise nature of what they are considering ratifying. In the 
event of the required three-fourths ratifications of the states, it 
could happen that the District of Columbia, with its new constitutional 
position "as though it were a state" might end up with substantial .
constitutional privileges not enjoyed by the several states.

•  •  •  ■ •  •

Thomas Ascik 
Policy Analyst
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D e c e m b e r  21, 1978

The H o n o r a b l e  M i k e  M i l l e r  
S t a t e  C a p i t o l  
J u n e a u ,  A l a s k a  9 9 8 1 1

D e a r  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  M i l l e r :

T h a n k  y o u  for e x p r e s s i n g  y o u r  i n t e r e s t  in 
the DC A m e n d m e n t  a t  the m e e t i n g  a t  t h e  N a t i o n a l  
C o n f e r e n c e  o f  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t o r s  m e e t i n g  in 
W a s h i n g t o n  l a s t  w e e k .

We are v e r y  p l e a s e d  t h a t  y o u  w i ’l be fi l i n g  
a r e s o l u t i o n  for r a t i f i c a t i o n .  I a m  e n c l o s i n g  
the fo r m  u s e d  in the P e n n s y l v a n i a  A s s e m b l y .  I 
h o p e  it is of  use t o  you.

We p r e p a r e d  s t r a t e g y  g u i d e l i n e s  w h i c h  w e  
are s u g g e s t i n g  to o u r  f r i e n d s  in the states. I 
a m  a l s o  e n c l o s i n g  a copy.

We w i l l  be s e n d i n g  a s p e c i a l l y  p r e p a r e d  
g u i d e  to the a m e n d m e n t  a n d  t o  the D i s t r i c t  of  
C o l u m b i a  e a r l y  in J a n u a r y  bu t ,  m e a n w h i l e ,  e n­
c l o s e d  is some  b a c k g r o u n d  m a t e r i a l .

We thank y o u  for y o u r  h e l p  in s e c u r i n g  r a t i f i­
c a t i o n  in A l a s k a  a n d  w i s h  y o u  a v e r y  h a p p y  N e w  
Year.

S i n c e r e l y ,

< 3 2 — £ # o o _
E l e n a  S. Hess 
E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r

E n c l o s u r e s  (4)
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?ffr?ta?"Ti- v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in C o n g r e s s .  O u r  e x p e r i e n c e s  in

the few s t a t e s  w h i c h  h a v e  c o n s i d e r e d  r a t i f i c a t i o n  to d a t e  
h a v e  s u g g e s t e d  s e v e r a l  g u i d e l i n e s  for a s u c c e s s f u l

■iwiaJmi r a t i f i c a t i o n  c a m p a i g n .
(WUaamI *osi*»
* S w ‘  H « r *

T h e  f i r s t  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  is t h a t  all n a t i o n a l  a n d  s t a t e  
£££■;£»< level a c t i v i t y  p r e s e r v e  the two p r i m a r y  i n g r e d i e n t s

that b r o u g h t  v i c t o r y  at the C o n g r e s s i o n a l  level:

ft* v'04 W***
1) Broad, bi —  a r t i s a n ,  m u l t i - r a c i a l ,  m u l t i - i n t e r e s t

s u p p o r t  s h o u l d  be s e c u r e d  and p u b l i c i z e d .
Biasa >»• •
r Q A W T I O f t  U l U K M i  

A n n  toon at
Annrp.ui.mmu.ui. 2) D e t a i l e d  r e s e arch, p l a n n i n g  a n d  e x e c u t i o n  m u s t
A * . . * * . a»».w. typ i f y  all a c t i v i t i e s .
A " A « A A  I a M K a a i .  l A A r t n l

in a d d i t i o n ,  to e n s u r e  t h a t  the k i n d  o f  b r o a d  s u p p o r t  
a«*.*aa a n d  d e t a i l e d  p r e p a r a t i o n  n e e d e d  t o  s u c c e e d  iB g e n e r a t e d ,
^L*<Ar,MnZ.^vi.^^.a.we are a s k i n g  all o f  o u r  friends and s u p p o r t e r s  to ma k e
cmaiIm TL " e v e r v  e f f o r t  t o w a r d s  e s t a b l i s h i n g  the fol l o w i n g :

C**t*«tts» ♦«? Aid and I
* lad* 4**-« M l»w «e • 1) B i - p a r t i s a n  cc - s p o n s o r s h i p  and s u p p o r t  o f  the 

£-*«.TrCT*.q t t , r a t i f i c a t i o n  r e s o l u t i o n  by the l e a d e r s  o f  the l e g i s l a -  
DcSSSHtTiSrB^ir ture. A t  a m i n i m u m ,  the l e a d e r s  i n c l u d e  the P r e s i d e n t  
of^SSyVn.-- .-Hi v io f  the Sena t e ,  the S p e a k e r  o f  the House, t h e  M a j o r i t y  
£ '̂ ’• ^ -“'"•••■“■'"•■'■■•and M i n o r i t y  l e a d e r s  in the S e n a t e  a n d  H o u s e  a n d  the

C h a i r p e r s o n s  o f  the C o m m i t t e e s  to w h i c h  the r a t i f i c a t i o nF C A M * ”!!*, m  AM**** *
w i l l  be referred.

*M»— m A n k A V  *> •  A  * 
A a a a i  a w a h  

• M M  « ! » ■ ■ ■ » ■ >  aA Cm * < «

2) An e f f e c t i v e  e d u c a t i o n  p r o g r a m  to i n c l u d e  at a 
m i n i m u m ,  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  m a t e r i a l s  and t h e  o r g a n i­
z a t i o n  o f  small g r o u p  e d u c a t i o n  s e s s i o n s  for k e y  l e g i s­
la t o r s  i n c l u d i n g  the formal, as w e l l  as i n f o r m a l  a s s e m b l y  
leaders.



3. A  t i m e t a b l e  w h i c h  d o e s  n o t  r e q u i r e  the w a i v e r  o f  any 
r u l e s  a n d  t h a t  a l l o w s  for full d e l i b e r a t i o n  and c o n s i d e r a t i o n  

of  t h e  issue.

4. T h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  a n d  c o n v e n i n g  o f  l o c a l  c o a l i t i o n  
s u p p o r t  g r o u p s  and to the e x t e n t  p o s s i b l e ,  the c o o r d i n a t i o n  
o f  the s t a t e  h o u s e  l o b b y i n g  a c t i v i t y .

R a t i f i c a t i o n  C a m p a i g n  s t a f f  can be a r e s o u r c e  for y o u  in 
the d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  y o u r  s t a t e  p l a n s ,  b a s e d  
o n  the a b o v e  g u i d e l i n e s .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  w e  can p r o v i d e  b a c k­
g r o u n d  i n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  s p e c i a l i z e d  r e s e a r c h  for h e a r i n g  p r e­
p a r a t i o n  a n d  f o l l o w - u p .  In a d d i t i o n ,  w e  mayj b e  a b l e  to c a l l  
upon n a t i o n a l  o f f i c e s ,  such as the R e p u b l i c a n  N a t i o n a l  C o m m i t t e e ,  
the D e m o c r a t i c  N a t i o n a l  C o m m i t t e e ,  C o n g r e s s i o n a l  D e l e g a t i o n s  
and the W h i t e  H o u s e ,  to e n c o u r a g e  s u p p o r t  by  u n c o m m i t t e d  l e g i s­
lators. We c a n  a l s o  m a k e  p e r s o n s  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  the issue 
a v a i l a b l e  to b o o s t  y o u r  e d u c a t i o n  p r o g r a m s .  F i n a l l y ,  w e  c a n  
s u p p l y  the n a m e s  f r o m  s t a t e  a f f i l i a t e s  of  o u r  N a t i o n a l  C o a l i t i o n  
to p r o m o t e  l ocal c o n s t i t u e n t  s u p p o r t  and i n v o l v e m e n t .

R a t i f i c a t i o n  b y  38 s t a t e s  is a r e a c h a b l e  goal if the four- 
p o i n t  p l a n  of o p e r a t i o n  is p u t  in p l a c e  in e a c h  state. T h e  
D.C. R a t i f i c a t i o n  C a m p a i g n  l e a d e r s h i p  a n d  s t a f f  look f o r w a r d  
to w o r k i n g  w i t h  you.

S i n c e r e l y
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L O C K E D  O U T  O F  C O N G R E S S

The r e s i d e n t s  o f  the D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  are  

l o c k e d  o u t  o f  t h e i r  own g o v e r n m e n t — d e n i e d  v o t i n g  

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  C o n g r e s s  d e s p i t e  

t h e i r  p a y m e n t  o f  o v e r  a b i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  a y e a r  in 

f e d e r a l  taxes.

* * * * * T h e  a n n u a l  p e r  c a p i t a  f e d e r a l  t a x  b u r d e n  for the 
D i s t r i c t  of C o l u m b i a  is $ 2 1 1 6 — h i g h e r  than 49 of  the 
50 s t a tes. A n d  yet, this c o m m u n i t y  of  7 0 0 , 0 0 0  is r e l e­
g a t e d  to i n f e r i o r  s t a t u s — g r a n t e d  o n l y  o n e  " n o n - v o t i n g  

d e l e g a t e "  in the C o n g r e s s .

* * * * * 2 3 7  y o u n g  m e n  f r o m  the D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  v.ere 
k i l l e d  in the V i e t n a m  Wa r ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e i r  m o t h e r s  a n d  
f a t h e r s  h a d  a b s o l u t e l y  n o  v o i c e  in w h e t h e r  m o n e y  s h o u l d  
be a p p r o p r i a t e d  t o  w a g e  t h a t  war.

• • • • S e v e n  s t a t e s — S o u t h  D a k ota, N o r t h  D a k o t a ,  N e v a d a ,
D e l a w a r e ,  V e r m o n t ,  A l a s k a ,  a n d  W y o m i n g — h a v e  f e w e r  p e o p l e  
than the D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a .  A n d  yet, u n l i k e  D.C., 
e a c h  of t h o s e  s t a t e s  is r e p r e s e n t e d  b y  t w o  S e n a t o r s  
a n d  o n e  o r  two H o u s e  M e m b e r s .

• * ••Of \ .e 115 n a t i o n s  in the w o r l d  c o m m u n i t y  w i t h  n a t i o n a l  
l e g i s l a t u r e s ,  o n l y  the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  a n d  the m i l i t a r y  
d i c t a t o r s h i p  o f  B r a z i l  s h a r e  the d u b i o u s  d i s t i n c t i o n  of 
d e n y i n g  full r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  to c i t i z e n s  o f  the f e d e r a l  c a p i t a l

• ♦ • • T o  p u t  the p r e s e n t  p l i g h t  of D.C. r e s i d e n t s  i n  p e r­
s p e c t i v e ,  o n e  n e e d  o n l y  c o n s i d e r  the tax r e v o l t  s w e e p i n g  
a c r o s s  A m e r i c a .  T a x p a y e r s  w h o  live in W a s h i n g t o n ,  D.C. 
are u n i q u e l y  f r u s t r a t e d :  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to i n f l u e n c e  the
f e d eral tax r a t e  is b l o c k e d  by  a lack o f  v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n­
tation. A t  the s a m e  t i me, D.C. r e s i d e n t s  w h o  m i g h t  c o n­
te m p l a t e  a P r o p o s i t i o n  13, i n s t e a d ,  face a C a t c h  22:
L o cal t a x e s  in W a s h i n g t o n ,  D.C. are o b v i o u s l y  a f u n c t i o n  
o f  tho D i s t r i c t ' s  b u d g e t ,  w h i c h  is set, i n c r e d i b l y  e n o u g h ,  
b y  a C o n g r e s s  l a c k i n g  a s i n g l e  v o t i n g  m e m b e r  f r o m  o u r  

n a t i o n ' s  c a p i t a l .

The oaie for D. C. Doting rights ie an overwhelming one, linked 
to essential ooncepte of American democracy.



T H E  K E Y  T O  C H A N G E

R e c o g n i z i n g  t h a t  t h e  c o n t i n u e d  e x c l u s i o n  o f  the 7 0 0 , 0 0 0  D i s t r i c t  o f  
C o l u m b i a  r e s i d e n t s  f r o m  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  p r o c e s s  is a v i o l a t i o n  o f  b a s i c  
h u m a n  rights, t h e  H o u s e  a n d  S e n a t e  h a v e  p a s s e d  a c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a m e n d­
m e n t  p r o v i d i n g  full v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  f o r  D. C.

If r a t i f i e d  by 38 s t a t e s ,  t h i s  a m e n d m e n t  w i l l  i n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  c i t i z e n s  
o f  o u r  n a t i o n ' s  c a p i t a l  a r e  t r e a t e d  o n  a n  e q u a l  b a s i s  w i t h  t h e i r  2 0 0  
m i l l i o n  f e l l o w  A m e r i c a n s .  It w i l l  g i v e  t h e  D i s t r i c t :  t w o  S e n a t o r s ,  t h e
n u m b e r  of H o u s e  M e m b e r s  (one o r  two) w a r r a n t e d  b y  p o p u l a t i o n ,  a n d  p a r t i­
c i p a t i o n  in the r a t i f i c a t i o n  o f  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a m e n d m e n t s .

In short, t h e  a m e n d m e n t  a p p r o v e d  by the H o u s e  a n d  S e n a t e ,  w i t h  s t r o n g  
b i - p a r t i s a n  support, m e r e l y  e x t e n d s  t o  the m e n  a n d  w o m e n  o f  W a s h i n g t o n ,
D. C. the b e n e f i t s  o f  f i r s t - c l a s s  c i t i z e n s h i p  e x e r c i s e d  a n d  t a k e n  for 
g r a n t e d  by c i t i z e n s  o f  t h e  f i f t y  states.

U N D E R S T A N D I N G  T H E  I S S U E  

W H Y  S E N A T E  R E P R E S E N T A T I O N ?

1. Critics have asserted that the District's representation should be limited 
to the House. Yet, it is the Senate which is charged with confirming Presidential 
appointments and ratifying treaties. Under current law, the citizens of the District 
of COlunbia will have as much say on the critical question of ratifying the SALT 
Treaty or confirming a nominated Supreme Oourt Justice as will the citizens of Pago- 
Pago. It is sirtply unaceptable that we disenfranchise nearly three-quarters of a 
million Americans on an issue so vital to war and peace and government spending 
priorities as arms limitation.

W H Y  N O T  R E T R O C E S S I O N ?

2. Other critics contend the amendment should be rejected in favor of an allegedly 
more equitable solution: retrocession of the District to Maryland which in 1788 ceded
to the f e d e r a l  government the land that new comprises tne district of Columbia. Such 
a suggestion is impractical and unfair to the residents of the District. In the first 
place, Miry land would resist retrocession. Secondly, the District of Columbia has 
e w l v o d  as a distinct c a m u n i t y  which deserves its own representation in Congress, rather 
than an artificial linkage with a state with which it has no cormon history.

W H A T  A B O U T  A R T I C L E  V?

3. Finally, some opponents of full voting rights for D. C. have charged that the 
amendment now submitted for ratification violates Article V  of the Constitution, which 
declares, "no state, without its consent, shall be deprived of its equal suffrage in 
the Senate." However, this argiment has been invalidated by many scholars, including 
one of America's most learned constitutional law professors, Charles Alan Wright of
the University of Texas.

"It seems to me that the clear purpose of (the Equal Suffrage Clause) was to 
insure that the Great Ocnpromise (between large and orall states] would not be undone 
and that the representation in the Senate would not be put on the basis of population," 
Professor Wright has caid. " H a t  purpose is not oanpromised by allowing the District 
to have tvo Senators any more than it is when a new state is admitted."
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D E A T H  A N D  T A X E S

T he m e n  a n d  w o m e n  w h o  l i v e  in t h e  D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  a r e  n o t  
a b o u t  to d u m p  c h e s t s  o f  t e a  in the T i d a l  B a s i n .  N o r  d o  t h e y  p l a n  to 
s t o r m  the I n t e r n a l  R e v e n u e  S e r v i c e  b u i l d i n g .  R a t h e r  t h e y  a r e  r e l y i n g  
u p o n  the g o o d  f a i t h  o f  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s  f r o m  A l a s k a  t o  A l a b a m a ,  f r o m  
N e w  M e x i c o  t o  N e w  H a m p s h i r e ,  w h o  w i l l  be  c a l l e d  u p o n  t o  c o r r e c t  a p r o ­
fo u n d  i n j u s t i c e  w h i c h  u n d e r m i n e s  o u r  c o m m i t m e n t  to  e q u a l  r i g h t s  for 
all c i t i z e n s .

The m t u r e  o f  t h a t  i n j u s t i c e  w a s  p o i g n a n t l y  e x p r e s s e d  in a 1971 
l e t t e r  f r o m  a D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  G o l d  S t a r  m o t h e r  to M i s s o u r i  S e n a t o r  
T h o m a s  E a g l e t o n .

" I  h a v e  l o s t  c n e  s o n ,  n  e h e  w r o t e .  " I  may lo e e  a n o t h e r .  Y e t  I  h a v e  n o  v o i c e  
in  v o t i n g  o n  how f a r  t h i e  w a r  s h o u ld . g o ,  o r  how lo n g  i t  s h o u ld  g o  o n ,  o r  how  much 
expanded i t  w h o u ld  b e . . . . I  am h o p e le s s ,  a n d  i n  t h a t  s e n s e  I  am v o i c e l e s s . "

S e n a t o r  E a g l e t o n  l a t e r  said, "I t h i n k  t h a t  o n e  l e t t e r  d i d  m o r e  to 
s h a p e  m y  t h i n k i n g  th a n  a m i l l i o n  w o r d s  o r  a 2 u u - p a g e  m e m o r a n d u m .  T h e  
a p p e a l  is n o t  s i m p l i s t i c ;  it is j u s t  f a i r  a n d  e q u i t a b l e . "

A  h o p e l e s s ,  v o i c e l e s s  m o t h e r  w h o  f e e l s  t o t a l l y  e s t r a n g e d  f r o m  h e r  
g o v e r n m e n t  is a far c r y  from the d e m o c r a t i c  p r o c e s s  o u r  F o u n d i n g  F a t h e r s  
e n v i s i o n e d .  A n d  t h a t ' s  o n e  r e a s o n  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  r a n g i n g  f r o m  t h e  R e p u b­
lican N a t i o n a l  C o m m i t t e e ,  U n i t e d  P r e s b y t e r i a n  C h u r c h ,  to  t h e  L e a g u e  o f  
W o m e n  V o t e r s  h a v e  g i v e n  t h e i r  e n t h u s i a s t i c  s u p p o r t  o f  t h e  v o t i n g  r i g h t s  
a m e n d m e n t .

It's n o t  an i s s t »  d e f i n e d  by  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  o r  i d e o l o g y .  I t ’s an 
i s s u e  of s i m p l e  ju s t i c e .

F o r  m o r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  c o n t a c t :

E l e n a  H e s s  
M e l a n i e  W o o l s t o n

(202) 833 - 1232 
S e l f - D e t e r m i n a t i o n  for DC 
R o o m  300
2030 M  S t r e e t ,  N. W .  
W a s h i n g t o n ,  D.C. 2 0 0 3 6



E D W A R D  I . K E N N E D Y  
MASS# HUSLTTS

Q l C u U e f c  -2 >fa{es ,-Seuale

W A S H IN G T O N . D  C  ZOSIO

March , 1979

Dear State Legislator:

As you know, an important campaign is now undervav in 

the 50 states to secure ratification of a constitutional 

amendment to give representation in Congress to the District 

of Columbia. As a strong supporter of this amendment in the 

United States Senate. I am hopeful that vou will give vour support 

to the ratification effort, so that the amendment may become part 

of the Constitution.

For your interest, I am enclosing a lengthy statement 

dealing in detail with the manv different issues involved in the 

a m e n d m e n t .

At bottom, however, I believe the question is really a very 

simple one -- v.'hether the 700,000 citizens of the District of 

Columbia deserve the same basic right to representation in their 

government that all otner Americans enjoy.

I hope that, after reading these materials, and giving 

careful considers'ion to the issue, you will agree with the goal 

of the amendment and give your support to its ratification.

The proposed amendment was approved hy a two-thirds vote in 

both the United States Senate and the House of Representatives.

The vote was 67-32 In the Senate and 289-127 in the House. In 

each body, as you wiJI see from pages 41-42 oi the enclosed 

statement, it had strong bipartisan support -- Senate Rcpubliconr 

split 19-19 for and against the amend m e n t , and House Republicans 

split 61 for and 79 against the amendment.

With mv Lest regards, and 1 hope vou will let 

me know If I can provide anv additional assistance or material
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■from  -f/ie  o ffic e  o f

$  m a t  o r  E d w a r d  M  K e n n e d y

o f  / t fa is a  c/iuse’ffs

O P E N I N G  S T A T E M E N T  OF S E N A T O R  E D W A R D  M. K E N N E D Y  IN SE N A T E  D E b A T E  ON FULL 
V O T I N G  R E P R E S E N T A T I O N  IN C O N G R E S S  F O R  THE D I S T R I C T  OF C O L U M B I A

A U G U S T  16, 1978

We begin an his t o r i c  debate in the Senate today on  a s i g n i f i c a n t 
issue of civil rights and h uman rights -- an amendment to the C o n s t i t u t i o n  
to p r o v i d e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in C o n g r e s s  for the pe o p l e  of t a s h i n g t o n , D.C.

In m a t t e r s  of f u ndamental J u s t i c e  and human rights invol v i n g  the 
c i t i z e n s  oi our nation, there is no left or right, liberal nr conservative.  
Yet. u n d e r  the C o n s t i t u t i o n  and laws of the United S t a t e - . ihere is an 
a n a c h r o n i s m  that defies j u s t i c e  and denies one of the b a sic and most c h e r­
ished  rights of r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  g o v e r n m e n t  for the people of the n ation's 
capital -- the right to h a v e  a v o ice in the decisions o f  the S e n a t e  nnd the 
H o u s e  o f  Represent a t i v e s .

The issue is one of si m p l e  j u s t i c e  for the 6°0,000 c i t i z e n s  of the 
n a t i o n ' s  capital. For decades, g o i n g  back to tho b e g i n n i n g  of the 19th 
century, o r d i n a r y  District citizens, c o n c e r n e d  local leaders, and m a n y  
m e m b e r s  of C o n g r e s s  ha v e  sought this basic goal. Indeed, the goal is 
r e m a r k a b l e  and u n u s u a l  on l y  in the sense that it has been so fla g r a n t l y  
d e n i e d  for so long to so m a n y  citizens. In a n a t i o n  that was f o u n d e d  on 
the p r i n c i p l e  of r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  g o v e r n m e n t  and that has prided itself 
for two c e n t u r i e s  on the s t r e n g t h  and v i t a l i t y  of its democracy, it is a 
t r a v e s t y  of h i s t o r y  that the District of Columbia has no voice in Congress.

The ^yes of three c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  are upon us -- the hu n d r e d s  of thousanui 
of ci t i z e n s  of  the Dint riel of C o l u m b i a  who a-ik on l y  the s.iaie basic political 
right that all o t h e r  A m e r i c a n a  enjoy, the A m e r i c a n s  in states throughout 
the country, who have made this q u e s t i o n  a n a tional issue of  civil rights, 
and m i l l i o n s  more throughout the w o r l d  w h o  will see in our a c t i o n  a sign 
of A m e r i c a ' s  real c o m m i t m e n t  r.o h u man rights. No o t h e r  a c t i o n  C o n g r e s s  takes 
can so c l e a r l y  d e m o n s t r a t e  that our n a t i o n ' s  w o r l d w i d e  c o n c e r n  a n d  s e n s i t i v i t y 
for h u m a n  rights b egin at home, on the do o r s t e p  of the Capitol, in the 
c h a m b e r s  of the H o u s e  and Senate.

in recent weeks, the S e n a t e  has spoken out w i t h  a v i r t u a l l y  unanimous 
v o i c e  in c o n d e m n i n g  the v i o l a t i o n s  of human rights in the S o v i e t  Union 
Our n oble words, h o w e v e r  -- important as they are in g i v i n g  hope to so many 
in o t h e r  lands w h o  are denied their b a sic rights -- w o u l d  a c q u i r e  a ho l l o w 
r i n g  if the S e n a t e  n o w  turns its hack on the rights of the p e o p l e  of the 
D i s t r i c t  of C o l u m b i a  to share in o u r  democracy.

In the view of legal scholars, there is no c o n s t i t u t t o n a l  impediment 
to e n a c t m e n t  of this measure. Enfranchisement of the District was not an 
issue the f o unding fathers faced. They c o uld ha r d l y  foresee that the sparsely 
s e t t l e d  m a r s h y  ar e a  a l o n g  the P o t o m a c  R i ver -- the District (not e x c e e d i n g  
ten m i l e s  s quare)" about w h i c h  they w r o t e  in 1787 -- w o u l d  one day be not 
o n l y  the seat of government of the U n i t e d  States, but the capital of the 
free world, a c e l e b r a t e d  c i t y  of several h u n d r e d  tho u s a n d  residents.

The p o p u l a t i o n  of the District is n o w  Larger than seven states 
R e s i d e n t s  of the Di s t r i c t  pay large amounts of taxes to the Federal G o v ernment 
D istrict residents fought a n d  di e d  in V i e t n a m  and In all the nat i o n ' s  other 
wars. A n d  yet they c o n t i n u e  to e n d u r e  both t a xation without r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  
and c o n s c r i p t i o n  w i t h o u t  representation.

Last March, by an i m p ressive t w o -thirds vote, the H o u s e  of R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  
a p p r o v e d  the p e n d i n g  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  amendment. (H.J. Res. W O  to p r o vide 
full vo t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  for the District af C o lumbia in both the House 
and the S e n a t e  -- ’wo S e n a t o r s  a n d  two m e m b e r s  of the H ouse oi R e p r e s e n t  at 1 vea 
on the b a sis of recent p o p u l a t i o n  estimates. j
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Now, the spotlight is on the Senate. We have a r e a l istic o p p o r t u n i t y  
to a c h i e v e  the goal, and we s h o u l d  not let the o p p o r t u n i t y  slip away. One 
of  the most h o n o r e d  p r i nciples of o u r  d e m o c r a c y  is the concept of "one 
person, one vrce." In the Di s t r i c t  of Columbia, however, that p r i n c i p l e  
has no application. Instead, for D i s t r i c t  citizens, the rule is " 6 9 0 , 0 0 0 
persons, no *'u_es." N o w here in A m e r i c a  should the p r i n c i p l e s  of d e m o c r a c y  
be m o r e  firi’iy e s t a b l i s h e d  than in the n a t i o n ' s  capital. The time has come 
to re m o v e  the c l oud of A m e r i c a ' s  "Last Colo n y "  from the D i s t r i c t  of Columbia.

T h e  p r o p o s e d  a m e n d m e n t  has s t r o n g  b i p a r t i j a n  support. It has been 
e n d o r s e d  by the c h a i r m e n  o f  b o t h  the D e m o c r a t i c  N a t i o n a l  C o m m i t t e e  a n d  the 
R e p u b l i c a n  Nat i o n a l  Committee. Bo t h  the D e m o c r a t i c  a n d  R e p u b l i c a n  party 
p l a t f o r m s  in the 1976 e l e c t i o n  c o n t a i n e d  e x p l i c i t  planks s t / p o r t i n g  v o t i n g  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in the Senate a n d  H o u s e  for ci t i z e n s  o f  the District. In 
1970, t e s t i f y i n g  before a Senate c o m m i t t e e  on be h a l f  o f  the N i xon A d m i n i s t r a­
tion, A s s i s t a n t  A t t o r n e y  G e n eral W i l l i a m  H. Rehnquist, now a S u p r e m e  Court 
Justice, e n d o r s e d  a c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a m e n d m e n t  to a c h i e v e  this goal. His 
w ords e m p h a s i z e d  the l o n g - s t a n d i n g  injus t i c e  p e r p e t r a t e d  on ci t i z e n s  of the 
D i s t r i c t :

"T h e  ne e d  for an a m e n d m e n t  of that c h a r a c t e r  at this lat»
date in our h i s t o r y  is too s e l f - e v i d e n t  for further elaboration;
c o n t i n u e d  denial of v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  from the District of
C o l u m b i a  can no longer be j u s t i f i e d . "

But what was sel f - e v i d e n t  to Mr. Rehnq u i s t  and the p l a t f o r m  c o m m i t t t e e s  
has not be«.n o b v i o u s  to Congress. In recent /ears, the Senate has u s u a l l y  
been r e g a r d e d  as the g r n v e v a r d  for a s p i r a t i o n s  if District residents to 
p a r t i c i p a t e  in their national government. A b r e a k t h r o u g h  occurrc ! in 1961, 
w h e n  the 23rd A m e n d m e n t  to the C o n s t i t u t i o n  gave the District the vote in 
P r e s i d e n t i a l  elections; that a m e n d m e n t  was r a t i f i e d  by the states in nine 
months - - a  record at the time.

But s u c cess has not come as ...ily for Congre s s i o n a l  representation. 
O p p o s i t i o n  ro far has see m e d  to a r ise from four "toos" on the part of some 
m e m b e r s  of the Se n a t e  -- the fear that S e n a t o r s  e l e c t e d  from the District of 
C o l u m b i a  may be too liberal, too urban, too b lack or too Democratic. T h e r e  
is also the m y s t i q u e  of the Senate club, the r e l uctance to e x p a n d  the 
m e n u e r s h i p  b e y o n d  the current 100 Senators. But such a r g u m e n t s  cannot be a r  
the light of day. T h e y  deny b asic )ustice. They are u n w o r t h y  of the Se n a t e  
and the nation, and p r o v i d e  no j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for d e n y i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in 
C o n g r e s s  to the pe o p l e  of the D i s t r i c t  of  Columbia.

He r e  in the Senate, w e  o f t e n  d i f f e r  on the degree to w h i c h  the Federal 
Go v e r n m e n t  s h o u l d  be involved in the a f f airs of the ci t i z e n s  of this 
country. But we should all a g r e e  that in this age of big government, no 
A m e r i c a n s  are truly free unless they have a voice in the e l e c t i o n  of those 
w h o  w r i t e  the nat i o n ' s  laws. T w o  h u n d r e d  years and n i n e t y - f i v e  C o n g r e s s e s  
afte* n a t i o n  was founded, it is time to w e l c o m e  S e n i t o r s  a n d  R e p r e s e n t a­
tive m the District o f  Co l u m b i a  into our congressional d e l i b c r a t i o n s
.nd .sions -- and our cloakrooms.

W h e r e v e r  I travel, 1 find peo p l e  s u r p r i s e d  to learn that the 
c i t i z e n s  ol W a s h i n g t o n  cannot vote for m e m b e r s  of Congress. This mood, 
a n d  the precedent of swift approval for the 23rd Amendment , give c o n f i d e n c e  
that the g e n e r o u s  and de cent instincts of the A m e r i c a n  people will p r o d u c e  
pr o m p t  r a t i f i c a t i o n  of an amendment to give the District the vote in C o n­
gress, once we se n d  the amend m e n t  to the states.

THE CASE BASED ON P O P U L A T I O N

O n e  of the strongest a r g u m e n t s  in favor of H.J. Res. 554 Is 
the simple fact that the District of C o l u m b i a  Is not Just a m u s e u m  c o l l e c t i o n  
o f  Federal m o n u m e n t s  and g o v e r n m e n t  buildings. It is also the home of 
h u n d r e d s  of thousands of men, w o m e n  and c h i l d r e n  -- 690 000 pe o p l e  in all.

U n d e r  one of the most basic p r i n c i p l e s  of o u r  democracy, the c i t i z e n s  
ol each of the states are r e p r e s e n t e d  in the Senate and tne House.
Yet. the 6 9 0 . 0 0 0  c itizens of the District are de n i e d  this fundamental right



As Table 1 indicates, the District of Columbia has a population greater 
than, or equal to, that of six states, based on the most recent data 
available from the Bureau of the Census -- the population estimates for
1978.

District of Columbia 674,000

Nevada 660,000
North Dakota 652,000
Delaware 583,000
Vermont 487,000
Wyoming 424,000
Alaska 403,000

If, instead of the 1978 estimates, the official census figures for 
1970 are used, the District has a population greater than the population 
of 10 states -- including Idaho, Montana, and New Hampshire, in addition 
to the above seven states. Each of these states has its own representa­
tion in Congress -- two Senators, and either one or two Members of 
the House of Representatives, depending on the population of the state. 
Ycc, the people of the Nat i o n’s Capital have no such voice.

In this era of profound involvement by Congress in so many different 
aspects of American life, it is a denial of basic justice and human rights 
for the citizens of the District to have no voice in the decisions of 
Congress.

THE CASE BASED ON TAXES

Since the days of the Revolutionary War, a fundamental principle of 
our nation has been the rejection of taxation without representation.

Yet, today, two centuries after America was founded, the ci iztns of 
the District of Columbia are forced to endure the unfair burden of such 
taxation. As citizens of the United States, the residents of Washington, 
D.C. are obliged to pay large amounts in taxes each year to the Federal 
Government. Yet these citizens are denied representation in Congress, 
which writes the nation's tax laws.

The Library of Congress has prepared data summarizing Federal tax 
payments from each of the 50 H a t e s  and the District of Columbia. The 
data, based on concepts developed by the Tax Foundation, shows dramatically 
the degree t which the District of Columbia hears the burden of taxation 
without representation.

As shown by Table I, residents of the District paid out $1.4 billion 
in taxes to the Federal Government in fiscal year 1977. That amount is 
greater than the taxes paid by 1 1 states:

($ BILLION)

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA $1,470

Maine 1.400
New Hampshire 1.330
Alaska 1.225
Nevada 1.190
Idaho 1.155
Delaware 1.120
Montana 1.085
North Dakota 0.945
South Dakota 0.840
Wyoming 0.735
Vermont 0.630



Each of these states is represented in Congress by two Senators and 
by either one or two Members of the House of Representatives, depending on 
the population of the state. The citizens of these states, therefore, have 
a voice in the way they are taxed by the Federal Government. But the citizens
of  the District of Columbia have no such voice.

If t.ie Federal tax burden is calculated on a per capita basis, 
the comparison becomes even more stark. For District of Columbia
residents, the per capita tax burden is $2,116, or $491 above the national
•.verage of $1,625. Only one other state -- Alaska -- has a higher 
per capita tax burden; in 49 of the 50 states, the Federal tax burden 
is smaller thin in the District of Columbia.

These figures provide a compelling argument for granting r e p­
resentation in Congress to the District of Columbia. H.J. Res. 554 
would enable the District to elect members of both the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. It deserves to be enacted, so that at last 
we can end a serious blight on our contemporary democracy, the burden of 
taxation without representation that has existed so long and so unfairly 
for the citizens of the Nation's Capital.

THE CASE BASED ON CASUALTIES IN VIETNAM

One of the most important arguments in favor of H.J.Res. 554 is 
contained in the statistics of the Department of Defense on casualties 
in the Viet tarn War. The figures reveal that 237 citizens of the District 
lo 8 1 their lives in Vietnam. As Table 1 indicates, the casualty level 
for the District is higher than the levels for 10 states -- Alaska, 
Delaware, Idaho, Nevada, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Rhode Island,
South Dakota, Vermont and Wyoming.

The people of those 10 states, and of every other state, were rep­
resented in the House and Senate throughout the period of the Vietnam 
War. These people -- and the people in every other state -- had a voice in 
the decisions of Congress on the war, decisions that affected the lives of 
so many thousands of their citizens who were asked and compelled to 
serve their country in that war But the citizens of the District 
of Columbia had no such representation Lid no such voice.

We cannot remedy that injustice for the past. But we can do so for 
the future. At a time when Congress exerts such a profound and growing 
influence over so many different aspects of American life, the people 
of the District of Columbia have a right to be heard in our deliberations. 
H.J Res 554 would give them the voice they deserve

A DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOLD STAR MOTHER'S CASE

At the Senate hearings in 1978 on the pending amendment, one of 
the most dramatic and moving moments came in the testimony by our dis­
tinguished colleague from Missouri, Senator Ergleton.

In that testimony, he told of a letter he had received from a District 
of Columbia Gold Star mother, whose son had been killed in the Vietnam 
War. Yet, as she told Senator Eagleton, she had no one in Congress to 
represent her views in decisions on the war, As Senator Eagleton testi­
fied

"This letter was from a mother who had two sons in the 
army 1971, as the Chairman will recall, was still a very high 
point in the Vietnam War. Her elder son had been killed, and 
naturally that had had a traumatic impact on her, her thinking, ct 
cetera, and she wrote me a very moving but simple letter saying, 
in essence. 'I have Io s l  one son. I may well lose another. Yet
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I have no voice in voting on how far this war should go, or how long 
it should go on, or h o w  much expanded it should be -- into the Parrot's 
Beak, or how many bombs we should drop on the Ho Chi Minh Trail.
I am hopeless, and in that sense I am voiceless.'

" 1  think that one letter did more to shape my thinking than 
a million words or a 200-page memorandum. The appeal is not 
simplistic, it is just fair and equitable."

That letter sums up very well whal Lhis issue is all about. On basic 
issues of vital importance to the lives of all Americans -- issues like 
w a r  and peace, inflation and unemployment, and the countless other areas 
in which actions by Congress affect the daily lives and hopes of every 
citizen of this land -- the people of the District of Columbia are denied 
their rightful voice. That denial contradicts the most central principles 
on which our democracy rests. It is an anachronism of history that no 
American should tolerate.

THE NEXT GENERATION

(

Few things matter more to the long run future of the United States 
than the values we hand on to the next generaric of the nation's leaders.

One of the most impressive witnesses at the Senate hearings in 
1973 was Natasha Pearl, a 17 year old student who graduated this year
from Woodrow Wilson High School in the District of Columbia.

Ms. Pearl's testimony goes directly to the heart of the issue -- the 
fact that the 700,000 citizens of Washington. D C. are denied one of the 
basic rights that other American citizens enjoy, the right to participate 
in our democracy by sending their own elected representatives to Congress.

Recalling her experience as a delegate to the Senate Youth Program.
Ms. Pearl testified:

"The lack of voting representation for the District 
was an issue 1 often discussed with my follow delegates S' ck
and disbelief were expressed upon learning of the grossly * ~»ir
anJ undemocratic situation existing in our nation's capital Knowing 
that our forefathers fought and died so that taxation without r e pre­
sentation would never again occur in this country, many delegates 
could not understand why my parents and other District residents 
pay federal taxes, bearing all the burdens of citizenship, like their 
parents -- yet hr✓e no representation To the Senat Youth delegates, 
it was incomprehensible that in 1978, in the United Slates of 
America, nearly three quarters of a million American citizens are 
without the privilege that all the other Senate Youth delegates 
took for granted -- voting representation in the Senate and House 
of Representatives "

She also recalled her feelings on the day set aside for the delegates 
to visit the offices of their Senators:

"You may recall the one day of the Senate Youth Program 
that was set aside for the delegates to visit their Senators.
I have never before felt inferior to fellow Americans. That day I 
did All I could do was listen at dinner that evening when my 
friends told of how they had discussed important national issues, 
such as the Panama Canal Treaties, energy policy, and health care 
with their Senators. I, too, have opinions on these and other 
vital issues That day, 1 could share them with no one who ha<’ 
a voice or a vote in the lfni‘< i c :es Senate "

Finally, she spoke of an occasion last February when she represented the 
District of Columhl at "Convention II." a mock Constitut'onal Convention 
held in Washington



-6-

"It was a marvelous experience. Two hundred and 
seventy-five students from nine states and the District 
considered one hundred and fifty-five constitutional amendments.
These amendments dealt with a wide variety of issues, many of which 
are currently being considered by Congress Only two of the 
one hundred and fifty-five proposed amendments were passed. I 
sponsored one of them. It provided voting representation 
for the District of Columbia. The vote was 182 in favor and 16
opposed -- an overwhelming statement of support by youth for
this issue.”

Ms Pearl's testimony makes a compelling case for approval of H.J. 
Res. 554. The question is really a very simple one -- is it fair for
Congress to continue to deny to Ms. Pearl and the other residents of
the nation's capital the same full rights that 200 million other Americans 
enjoy? To a large extent, the way we answer questions like this one will 
be a signal to the next generation of the depth of our commitment to 
the democratic ideals on which the nation was founded

THE CASE BASED ON THE EXPERIENCE OF FOREIGN NATIONS

According to a study earlier this year by the Library of Congress, 
among 1 1 j nations in the world with elected national legislatures, the 
United States and Brazil stand alone in denying representation in the 
legislature for citizens of their capital cities

The analysis is an Important study in comparative government 
and a significant sou.ee of additional support for H J. Res. 554, which 
offers Congress the chance to end the serious Injustice perpetrated on 
the citizens of Washington. D. C. They deserve a voice in the Senate 
and the House like any other American citizen, and like citizens in 
other nations the world over.

The study provides dramatic documentation of the lonely and reactionary 
position of the United States in the internalional community with respect 
to one of the fundamental and moat widely recognized human rights in the 
world today -- the right to vote for elected representatives. The study 
makes clear that in this Important respect the United States, the emperor 
of human rights, has no clothos Aside from the authoritarian and r e­
pressive regime of Brazil, America stands alone among the nations of the 
w orld in imposing this flagrant restriction on the civil and political 
rights of the citizens of its caplt* t city.

As Table 2 reveals, the virtually universal practice in nations with 
elected legislatures -• whether democracies or totalitarian systems 
ia to accord representation to the capital city on a parity with other 
cities in the nation.

A key element of the study is its documentation that even in nations 
witn federal systems of government like the United States, this principle 
of parity is followed.

The study Included 16 federal nations, with the following findings

Nine federal nations (Austria. Canada, West Germany. India. 
Nigeria. Pakistan. Switzerland, the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia) have 
capital cities which are not special federal districts and which receive 
the same represent ion in the legislature afforded to other cities.

Seven federal nations (Argentina, Australia. Brazil. Malaysia, 
Mexico. Venezuela, and the Uni ted .States) have capital cities which are 
federal districts with a special Sts.us similar to that of the District 
of Col imbla. Only Brazil and the United States, however, deny voting 
representation in the legislature for residents of the capital cities.



It is clear from this study that opponents of representation in 
Congress for the District of Columbia cannot hide behind the Federal 
analogy. Theoretical arguments for denying representation, based on the 
view that the District of Columbia is not a state, are easily out-weighed 
by the demand of the citizens of the capital city to participate in the 
basic rights of democracy. With the exception of Brazil, other federal 
nations modeled on our own Federal Government have resolved this issue 
against discrimination and in favor of representation for the capital.
In this respect, the onrushing tide of world democracy and human rights 
has left the United States sadly in its wake.

THE BLEMISHED RECORD OF ADMISSION OF STATES TO THE UNION

The effort to end discrimination against D.C. residents is hardly 
a novel chapter in American history. One of the continuing currents in 
the nation's 2 0 0  year history has been the struggle of people., in the 
various territories of the Union to achieve the full rights of citizen­
ship. The pages of our history contain numerous examples of the frustra­
tions, failures, and eventual successes of the citizens of various regions 
of the nation in becoming full partners in the Union.

In these cases, jf course, the goal was statehood. But statehood
is a goal not readily available to the District of Columbia, because
of the unique chara*. ler of the District as the nation's capital within 
our federal svqtem. In a larger sense, however, the aspiration is the 
same and is ii.dependent of the statehood issue. That aspiration is the 
desire of America-) citizens to enjoy as nearly as possible the full 
benefits of American democracy.

Analysis of the issues involved in the admission of states to the 
Union provides a number of illuminating examples. In many cases, states 
were admitted without any great difficulty. In other cases, however, 
there were long dolays and serious controversies, Involving complex 
political, economic and social issues. The best known of these controversies 
was the 19th century issue over whether new states should be admitted as
slave states or free states.The Missouri Compromise and the Compromise
of 1850 were the landmark events of this period. Missouri, Maine,
Arkansas. Florida, Texas, Michigan. Iowa, Wisconsin and California were 
able to Join the Union as a result of these famous but fragile compromises.

In other cases, other issues were involved. Often, admission to .he 
Union was delayed by partisan or racial factors:

The admission of Oregon wan hindered by Republican fears that 
it would be a Democratic State. But Oregon was admitted in 1859 and 
voted for Lincoln in 1860.

Kansas endured severe civil violence and divided the Democratic 
Party before it became a state in 1861.

The admission of Idaho was delayed in part by religious
controversies over the Mormon minority.

The admission of Vh ,mlng was resisted in part because of its 
progressive attitude toward the political equality of women.

The admission of Utah was delayed more than 40 years, in 
large part because of the controversy ovor the Mormon religion.

The admission of Oklahoma was resisted because of the controversy 
over the status of the Indian territory

The admission of Montana was delayed for over 20 years
by Republican opponents, wno feared that the State would be a Democratic
stronghold, and who refused to agree to statehood unless the Dakota 
Territory was divided into two states likely to be Republican. In 1819, 
an omnibus statehood bill admitted Montana. North Dakota. South Dakota, 
and Washington to the Union.

Blatant racial discrimination against tho Spanish-speaking 
population was a key factor in the long d lay before admission of New 
Mexico to the Union.

In more rec«n, tines, before they f l m l l y  gained statehood in 
1959. the ndnlsalon of / 'asku and Hawaii became n political football, 
with Democrats fearing it Pep tbl lean Hawaii and Republicans f a r i n g  a 
Democratic Alaska.
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The lesson of these numerous examples is that partisan and 
discriminatory factors have no place in the decision to admit 
citizens anywhere in the nation to the blessings of full participa 
tion in our system of government. The people of the District of 
Columbia have already waited far longer than the citizens of any 
territory to obtain the basic right of representation in Congress. 
H.J. Res. 554 would end this long injustice.

ORIGIN OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The concept of a separate fedeial district under the exclusive 
control of Congress developed as the response of the founding fathers 
at the Constitutional Convention to the 'Philadelphia Mutiny of 
June 21. 1783. On that occasion, 80 to 250 disgruntled and angry 
Revolutionary Army soldiers demanding back pay disobeyed their 
officers and marched on Independence Hall in Philadelphia, where 
the Continental Congress was meeting. The Congress requested 
protection from the Pennsylvania militia, but the request was 
refused, and the Congress was forced to flee to Princeton, Mew Jersey, 
under cover of darkness.

The Philadelphia Mutiny was the central factor in the approval 
of Article I, Section 8 , Clause 17 of the Constitution by the Convention 
In 1787, which gave Congress the power to protect Itself at the site 
to be chosen fov the nation's capital:

"The Congress shall have Power ... To exercise exclusive 
Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over such District (not 
exceeding ten Miles square) as may, by Cession of particular 
States, and the acceptance of Congress, become the Seat of the 
Government of the United States ...,"

When the First Congress met in New York in 1789, a major question 
was the "residence" issue -- the selection of a site for the capital 
city. The primary concern of the legislators was the lssu< of economic 
advantage As the historian Constance Green hrs written, the assumption 
underlying the debate was that

"Wherever Congress chose to locate the federal city, 
there a great commercial center would arise. That conviction 
explains more fully m a n  any consideration of prestige or
legislators' 'onvenicnce why sectional controversy had run so
strong during the congressional debates on the 'residence' bill."

The debates narrowed the issue o a choice between a Southern 
site near the "gcographir center" of the nation (a site on the Potomac 
River) and a  Northern site near*the "population center" (a site on the 
Susquehanna River in Pennsylvania). In a compromise achieved by 
Secretary of State Thomas Jefferaon and Secretary of the Treasury 
Alexander Hamilton, the Southern site was accepted by the Northern 
faction in Congress, in return for Southern acceptance of a Northern 
proposal hy which the Federal Government would assume the debts of the
states from the Revolutionary War

In anticipation of the action by Congress, territory for the 
site had been ceded to the Federal Government hy Maryland in 178H 
and hy Virginia in 1784. The Residence Act of 1790 enacted by the 
H r s t  Congress specified in general terms a broad area on the Potomac 
Kiver from which the site could be chosen. But the Act fixed the southern­
most possible portion of the site at the Junction between the Potomac 
and the Anacost«a River. In addition, the Act authorized President 
Washington to appoint and supervise three conmisaioners to choose the 
actual site and survey and define the District. In effect, the selection 
of the precise site was left to President Washington

President C'sshington, however, because of his desire to Include 
the City of Alexandria in the capital area, chose a southern corner 
for the site a few miles farther south th.^n the 1790 Act of Congress 
permitted, with the result that approximately one third of the actual 
area selected by the President lay outside the authorization hv Congress 
Subsequently. Congress enacted additional legislation approving tho 
site ,
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On the first Monday in December 1800, in accord with the 
original legislation enacted by Congress in 1790, the national capital 
was officially transferred from its temporary location in Philadelphia 
to the new site.

The area originally included in the District of Columbia 
consisted of only two significant communities -- Georgetown in the 
Maryland portion with a population of about 3,000 and Alexandria 
in the Virginia portion with a population of about 5,000. In 
addition, there were two tiny trading post settlements in the 
territory -- Carrollsburgh on the present Anacostia River, and 
Hamburg on the site of the present Foggy Bottom.

During the period 1790-1800, the City of Washington came into 
being, covering the area east of Georgetown and north of the Potomac 
to the present Florida Avenue. The region north of the City of 
Washington became Washington County. According to the census of 
1800, the population of the entire District of Columbia was 14,000.

Until the official transfer of the federal government to the 
District of Columbia in 1800, Maryland and Virginia laws continued 
in operation in the territory and residents of the local communities 
voted in federal elections as citizens of their respective states.
This practice ended, however, in December 1800, when the exclusive 
Jurisdiction of Congress over the District took effect, and the 
residents lost their status as citizens of a state.

THE FEDERAL PAYMENT FALLACY

So far, opposition to H.J. Res. 554 has crystallized around 
a series o' arguments that are easily rebutted.

Some opponents argue that if the District of Columbia is to 
receive the status of a State with respect to representation in 
Congress, then the District must give up the so-called "Federal 
Payment" by which, it is claimed, the District receives special 
financial treatment from Congress not available to the States.

But the argument misconstrues the nature of the Federal Payment, 
which is an annual appropriation intended to offset the overall 
negative fiscal Impact of the Federal Government on the District.
In effect, the appropriation -- $276 million In FY 1978 -- represents 
an effort by Congress to account for the difference between the 
special burdens imposed on the city (such as tax-exempt Federal 
land and buildings) and the special benefits (such as revenues 
from tourism and federal construction projects) accruing to the 
city as a result of the Federal presence.

Obviously, there is occasional fiscal tension between Congress, 
in its role as legislator for the District, and the municipal 
government of the District, as shown by the continuing controversies 
over D. C. Appropriations Bills. But these controversies have little 
to do with the right of the citizens of the District to be rep­
resented in Congress and to have a voice in the many actions of tho 
House and Senate on issues of foreign and domestic policy. Whatever 
the view of Individual Senators as to the excessive or Inadequate 
nature of the Federal Payment, 1 hope we can agree that the issue 
is separate from the question of iepresentation in Congress and 
should be cons.dered accordingly.

In fact, the Federal Payment for FY 1979 is likely to be 
significantly lower than t.ie figure for 1978, Over the years, 
the amount of t’ e Federal 1 lyment hat ranged from a high of 437. 
of total Congrct .lonal appropriations in 1921, to a low of 97* in 1953. 
In the 1970’s, the figure has fluctuated between 277, in 1975 and 
207., where *t is today.



In addition, there are a number of specific factors 
that help to explain the purpose and size of the current Federal 
Payment:

The Federal Government owns 257. of the land area in the 
District, and this land is exempt from the local tax rolls. For 
many states, the figure is in the range of 47.. If this low figure 
applied to the District, it is estimated that local property 
tax revenues would be increased by $60 million, and that local 
sales and income taxes would go up by even larger amounts.

The District must provide extensive fire and police 
protection for the federal facilities, as well as sidewalks, streets, 
and other services not required in States with a smaller federal 
presence.

So far, Congress has forbidden the District to enact 
a connuutcr tax, which would spread the special costs imposed 
by the federal presence more equitably among the federal emDloyoes 
who work in the District but live in the suburbs. Other states 
make reasonable use of such taxes in such situations. But Congress 
ttenies this source of revenue to the District -- estimated at $200 
million a year in the tvpical versions used by various states.

Congress re uses to permit thr District to issue tax- 
exempt bonds. States nave this option, and use it extensively to 
borrow funds at Interest rates significantly below the market rate 
for tax-fi e bonds. Currently, the federal tax subsidy for tax- 
exempt bonds in the various states totals $ 6 billion, or an average 
of $120 million per state. Yet the District is denied access to 
this source of revenue.

Congress Imposes a  height limit on buildings in the District. 
These limits restrict business development, and reduce the access 
of the District to property nnd other taxes.

Finally, District residents pay 11.7Z of their principal 
Income in the form of local taxes to tne District. That figure 
exceeds the per*entagc for 23 states. Clearly, the Federal Pay­
ment is not a c vice that allows District rcbldents to avoid their 
fair share of local taxes.

As the above examples indicate, there are substantial areas 
in which Congress restricts the revenue sources available to the 
District. In effect, the Federal Payment ia a lump sum appropriated 
by Congress in lieu of these alternative revenues. It ia hardly a 
symbol of an undeserved financial windfall for the District that 
impairs the case for representation of District citizens in the 
Senate and House of Representatives.

THE FEDERAL EMPLOYEE FALLACY

One of the major sources of misunderstanding in the States 
about the pending constitutional amendment to ^lve representation 
In Congress to the District of Columbia is the widespread confusion 
over the actual nature of the District.

Opponents of the D. C. Voting Rights Amendment have seized 
on the confusion and misunderstanding to spread the myth that the 
District of Columbia is nothing more than a "Company Town" of 
federal bureaucrats and aovernment employees which has essentially 
no Independent economic life and which is therefore n**t entitleo 
to representation in Congress.

But the myth is false. Less than one-third of the employee* 
in the District arc federal workers. The remaining two-thirds 
a r e  engaged in a variety of non-governmental Jobs that reflect 
the truly heterogeneous character of the District's econorlc Ilf**.
Those who take tne myopic view of the District of Columbia as a 
sheltered federal sanctuary are in the position of those who ,c»* 
a glass twn-thlrds full and call it one-third empty. Unfair .*» 
this myth is to federal worV*rs, It is even more unfair to th' 
hundreds of thousands of otnei rltizens of the District whom ft** 
myth ignores altogether,



The myth was not a serious source of opposition in the debate 
on the D. C. amendment last year in either the Senate or the House 
of Representatives, each of which approved the amendment by an 
overwhelming margin. Members of Congress serve in the District and 
are thoroughly familiar with the reality of the modern District 
of Columbia. I am hopeful that, as the ratification effort proceeds, 
the debate will dispel the myth in the various states and enhance 
the prospects of ratification.

During the consideration of the amendment by Congress last 
year, the three most widely cited facts about the District of 
Col unbia were that (1) the District has a population greater than 
in six states; (2) its citizens pay more federal taxes than in 
eleven states; and (3) more D. C. sons lost their lives in the 
Vietnam War than did those of ten states. These facts symbolized 
the reality of the District as an independent economic entity with 
a substantial private sector life of its own, and demonstrated 
that the District easily holds its own in various comparisons 
with the states.

B u t  t h e r e  a r e  m a n y  o t h e r  f a c t s  a b o u t  the D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  
t h a t  a l s o  d e m o n s t r a t e  the v i t a l i t y  o f  the D i s t r i c t  a n d  the s u b­
s t a n t i a l  d e g r e e  to w h i c h  its e c o n o m i c  a n d  p o l i t i c a l  l i f e  is 
i n d e p e n d e n t  of  i n v o l v e m e n t  w i t h  the f e d e r a l  g o v e r n m e n t .  P u b l i c a t i o n s  
o f  the D e p a r t m e n t  of  Cotnnerce a n d  a v a i l a b l e  i n f o r m a t i o n  f r o m  the 
D. C. l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t  a n d  o t h e r  s o u r c e s  r e v e a l  th a t  the D i s t r i c t  
o f  C o l u m b i a  a l s o  r i v a l s  the s t a t e s  in the f o l l o w i n g  a d d i t i o n a l  w a y s :

It p r o d u c e s  m o r e  e l e c t r i c  p o w e r  th a n  R h o d e  i s l a n d .

It s p e n d s  m o r e  o n  n e w  p l a n t s  a n d  e q u i p m e n t  than N e v a d a  
a n d  W y o m i n g .

It h a s  m o r e  n o n - g o v e r n m e n t a l  e m p l o y e e s  th a n  14 s t a t e s .

It has m o r e  m a n u f a c t u r i n g  e m p l o y m e n t  ttan t hree States; 
m o r e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  e m p l o y m e n t  t h a n  e l e v e n  stat e s ,  m o r e  
n o n - f a r m  e m p l o y m e n t  t h a n  17 s t a t e s ;  a n d  m o r e  n o n - f a r m -  
n ^ n - m a n u f a c t u r i n g  employment, than 19 s t A t e s ,

T h e  v a l u e  a d d e d  b y  m a n u f a c t u r i n g  in D. C. is g r e a t e r  
than in f o u r  s t a t e s .

T h e  w a g e s  o f  D. C. p r o d u c t i o n  w o r k e r s  are g r e a t e r  than 
in five s t a t e s .

R e t a i l  s a l e s  in D. C. a r e  g r e a t e r  th a n  in n i n e  s t a t e s .

Its c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o n t r a c t s  a r e  w o r t h  m o r e  than in ten 
s t a t e s .

A n d  ics c o r m e r c i a l  b a n k  d e p o s i t s  total m o  e than in 
f i f t e e n  s t a t e s

As t h ese facts r e v e a l ,  t h e r e  is a g r e a t  deal m o r e  to the 
D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  t h a n  the m y t h  o f  the s h e l t e r e d  f e d e r a l  s a n c t u a r v  
s u g g e s t s .

It is u n f a i r  to h o l d  the c i t i z e n s  o f  the D i s t r i c t  h o s t a g e  
to this m y c h  and to the p r e v a i l i n g  a n t i - g o v e r n m e n t  mood. W e  m u s t  
f i n d  e f f e c t i v e  w a y s  to deal w i t h  the l e g - t i m a t e  n a t i o n a l  c o n c e r n s  
a b o u t  the si z e  o f  g o v e r n m e n t ,  the level of g o v e r n m e n t  spend i n g , 
a n d  the d e g r e e  o f  g o v e r n m e n t  r e g u l a t i o n  In o u r  lives But t h ere 
a r e  b e t t e r  w a y s  to r e a c h  t h e s e  g o a l s  than b y  d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  a g a i n s t  
the h u n d r e d s  o f  t h o u s a n d s  o f  o r d i n a r y  p r i v a t e  A m e r i c a n  c i t i z e n s  
w h o  live and w o r k  and m a k e  t h e i r  h o m e s  in the n a t i o n ' s  cap i t a l .
T h e y  d e s e r v e  the same r i g h t s  that all o t h e r  c i t i z e n s  e n j o y  -- the 
r i g h t  to r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in t h e i r  g o v e r n m e n t .

M e m b e r s  o f  the H o u s e  a n d  S e n a t e  e l e c t e d  f r o m  the D i s t r i c t  
w o u l d  r e p r e s e n t  the i n t e r e s t s  o f  b u s i n e s s ,  the c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n d u s t r > , 
banks, v e t e r a n s ,  t e a c h e r s ,  the e l d e r l y . t h e  poor, m d  v i r t u a l l y  
all the I n t e r e s t  g r o u p s  f o u n d  jr. the v a r i o u s  s t a t e s
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It is true that a significant number of District workers are 
federal employees. As shown by Table 1, there e r e  211,000 federal 
jobs in the District, reflecting the following pattern according 
to residence:

D.C. residents: 112,000
Maryland residents: 63,000
Virginia residents: & 6 , 0 0 0

TOTAL 221,000

If the number of federal Jobs in the Maryland and Virginia 
suburban counties is also taken into account, the result is that 
each of the two suburban areas has more federal employees than the 
District of Columbia. In fact, the District accounts for less 
than one-third of all federal employees in the Washington area.

District of Columbia: 110,000
Maryland suburbs: 140,000
Virginia suburbs: 143.000

TOTAL 393,000

In addition, is Tabic 1 also shows, three other states -- 
California, Texas and Virginia -- provide more federal Jobs than 
the District of Columbia.

Table 3 provides detailed comparisons between the District 
of Columbia and the states with respect to fifteen economic 
indicators. Table 4 provides a detailed breakdown of non-govern­
ment employment in the District. The figures in these tables d e­
monstrate the great variety of life in the modern District of 
Columbia and clearly refute the federal employee fallacy.

It is a gross distortion of the issue for opponents of 
the D. C. amendment to argue that D. C. representatives in 
Congress would be special pleaders only for federal employees. 
Members of the House and Senate elected from the District would 
also represent the interests of small business, the construction 
industry, banks, veterans, teochers, the elderly, the poor, and 
virtually all the other interest groups found in the various 
states. It would be Just as unreasonable to denv representation 
to the District because of its federal employees’ bloc, as to 
deny representation to a state because of its farm bloc.

The work of Congress impinges Increasingly heavily on all 
Americans, whether they are residents of the District or the 
States, and the citizens of the District deserve to participate 
in the decisions of Congress on a parity with all other American 
citizens.

The challenge facing ratification of the D. C. amendment is 
a difficult one, and it is being made even more difficult by 
the distortions of those who oppose the amendment. But the 
challenge can be met. I am confident that, as the American 
people and their representatives in the State legislatures 
understand the true reality of the District of Columbia, they 
will accept the elementary justice and fairness of the D. C. 
Voting Rights Amendment and make it a port of our Constitution.
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THE STATEHOOD FALLACY

Opposition to the proposed amendment has usually crystallized around 
a series of fallacious arguments that are easily rebutted.

Some opponents of full representation claim that the District is a city, 
not a state, and that only states are entitled to representation in the House 
and Senate. They argue that there is no greater reason for this city to 
be represented in Congress than there is for other large cities which are 
also denied this right.

But this argument ignores the obvious fact that other American cities 
are political subdivisions of states. They already have representation in 
both the Senate and the House, while the citizens of the District have no 
representation at all.

In other ways, Congress has been willing to treat the District of 
Columbia as a state. For example, the District has long been treated as 
a state in virtually every major federal grant legislation. In program 
after program, in statute after statute, all of us in Congress are familiar 
with the well-known clause in legislation, "For the purposes of this legis­
lation, the term 'state' shall include the District of Columbia."

The statehood argument is no more than a thinly veiled excuse to 
perpetuate the denial of Congressional representation to the people of 
the District. The District is neither a city not ^ state. In fact, 
statehood may well be an impossible a l t e n  stive, given the practical and 
constitutional questions involved in changing the historical status of 
the nation's capital But such debate should not be allowed to mask the 
basic fact that, two hundred years after the nation was founded, the 
people of Washington are second class citizens, deprived of the right to 
participate in the making of the laws by which they nre governed.

THE ARTICLE V CONS TI TIT* I ON AL FALLACY

Another occasional objection to representation In Congress for the 
District of Columbia rests on the proviso in Article V of the Constitution, 
which declares that "no State, without its Consent, shall be deprived of 
its equal Suffrage in the Senate."

To state the obvious, however, what H.J. Res. 554 proposes is a 
constitutional amendment. Since, by definition, a constitutional amend­
ment cannot be unconstitutional, the suggestion that H.J. Res. 554 is 
un.-onst itutional is a contradiction in terms and a fatal flaw in the logic 
of those who raise this curious objection

In any event, it is far too late In our history to argue that granting 
representation in Congress to the District of Columbia would deprive any 
state of its "equal Suffrage in the Senate." Since the ratification of the 
Constitution by tl.e original thirteen states. 37 additional states have 
been admitted to the union. As a result, the suffrage of the original 
thirteen states in the Senate has been "diluted" nearly fourfold, from 
2/20 to 2/100. Yet, no one seriously argues that any of the older states 
has been deprived of its equal suffrage in the Senate by the admission 
of new states.

The principle is clear. So long as the District of Columbia is rep­
resented in the Senate equally with every other state, representation for 
the District of Columbia will not offend the provisions of Article V.
Each state will still have two votes in the Senate, and each state will 
still have the same proportionate vote as every other state

i



During extensive hearings by both the Senate and House Judiciary 
Subcommittees on this issue, leading constitutional scholars strongly 
endorsed full voting representation for the Dist/ict, including rep­
resentation in the Senate as well as in the House. Among those testi­
fying on H.J. Res. 554. for example, was Professor Charles Alan Wright 
of the University of Texas School of Law, who dealt bluntly with the 
Article V objection:

"It seems to me that the clear purpose of (the 'Equal Suffrage 
Claise') was to insure that the Great Compromise would not be undone 
and that the representation in the Senate would not be put on the 
basis of population. That prupose is not compromised by allowing 
the District to have two Senators any more than it is when a new 
state is admitted."

THE RETROCESSION FALLACY

It is sometimes argued that voting representation for the people 
of the District should not be achieved by independent representation 
in Congress, but by alternative methods linking the District in 
vari j u s  ways to the State of Ma.yland. But there are serious objec­
tions to these alternatives, which go by the names of "full retrocession" 
(ceding the District's territory back to Maryland) or "partial 
retrocession" (allowing District citizens to vote in Mtivyland elections).

Firsf, as a matter of principle, it would be unwise policy 
and unfair to the citizens of both Maryland and the b i s f ' c t .  The 
geographical area comprising the original District was I anally 
ceded to the Federal Government in the 18th century, &nortly after 
the ratification of the Constitution and consisted of Maryland and 
Virginia portions. The Virginia portion of the District was retroceded 
to Virginia in ! ’ <6 , but the Maryland portion has continued to the 
present tine as the District of Columbia.

Thus, the District has not ocen a part of Maryland since 1788, 
when the territory that now comprises the District was ceded by 
Maryland to the Federal Government. Two centuries after the original 
Act ^f Cession by Maryland, there are simply no cultural, community, or 
similar ties that would warrant attempting to re-link the District 
to Maryland, and the ancient historical tie is far too slender 
and obsolete to Justify that step today. The District has developed 
its own community and its own interests, separate and apart from 
Maryland, and it deserves representation in Congress in its own 
right, and not merely as an artificial adjunct to a state with which 
it has no common history.

We might Just as well try to link the District to Virginia -- 
or even to Oklahoma or Idaho -- as fry to fit it back into Maryland.

Those who favor retrocession draw on the fact that under the 
different circumstances of an earlier era, the territory ceded by 
the State of Virginia to the Federal Government in 1789, which 
formed roughly one-third of the original District, was ceded back 
to Virginia by Congress in 1846.

But historical analysis indicates that the circumstances surrounding 
the Virginia retrocession are in no way comparable to the situation 
that exists today. In fact, at the time of the Virginia retrocession, 
there was nothing "federal" to retrocede. To allay criticism of 
his role in selecting a site for the new federal district so close 
to his Mount Vernon estate. President Washington had insisted that 
no federal buildings should ue constructed in the Virginia portion 
of the District.

The preamble to the retrocession Act of 1846 recites the view 
thst the Federal Government had not used the v irginin portion of rhe 
District and would probably never need it. The preamble also refers 
to the fact that a few months <arlier. the Virginia legislature had 
enacted legislation accepting the retrocession.
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The historical analysis also indicates that the Virginia retro­
cession was directly affected by the political, social and economic 
factors of the time, particularly the resentment of the citizens of 
the town of Alexandria over their inclusion in the District. A major 
additional factor was the struggle between the slave-holding eastern 
regions i Virginia and the western portions of the state for control 
of the Virginia legislature. Neither retrocession nor any other 
measure could resolve the enormous pressures that were building in 
this period. As the Civil War began, the State of West Virginia was 
created from the western counties of Virginia and was admitted to 
the Union in 1863.

Seen in historical perspective, the retrocession of the Virginia 
portion of the District in 1846 is not a precedent for action today 
on the issue of voting representation in Congress for the District 
of Columbia.

Se c o n d , there is a much more obvious and recent precedent which 
argues strongly in favor of independent representation in Congress 
for the District of Columbia, rather chan in corbination with 
Maryland or any other state. That precedent is the 23rd amendment, 
w' ♦''h was ratified in 1961 and which gave citizens of the District 

independent voice in Presidential elections through the electoral 
college. It does not, obviously, route District voters through 
Maryland elections to achieve its goal.

Recently, I asked the Library of Congress whether the concept 
of retrocession -- allowing District residents to vote in Maryland 
Presidential elections, instead of giving the District independent 
representation in the electoral college -- was considered as a 
possible alternative during the debates on the 23rd amendment. The 
Library of Congress has informed me:

To our knowledge, there was no mention of retrocession
to Maryland or any related alternative arrangement during
discussion of the 23rd amendment in Congress —  either in the
hearing records or during floor debate.

Thus, Congress overwhelmingly recognized in 1960 that there was 
no Justification for tying the District to Maryland for purposes 
of voting ir Presidential elections. There is no Justification today 
for tying the District to Maryland for purposes of vrting in Senate 
and House elections.

Our action on the 23rd amendment is, therefore, a strong pre­
cedent against any current effort by Congress to tic the District 
to Maryland for voting purposes. The District now has its own voice 
in Presidential elections, and it is entitled to its own v><lcc In 
Congressional elections.

T hi r d , as a practical matter, I know of nothing to indicate 
that Maryland would be at all receptive to the idea. Retrocession 
proposals surfaced briefly in the course of the House Subcommittee's 
consideration of H.J. Res. 554. But they were quickly discarded, 
in large part because of the obvious resistance of the Maryland 
Congressional delegation. The proposals were not raised again, 
oitncr in the full House Judiciary Committee proceedings or as a 
floor amendment in the House.

Fo u r t h , there are » number of legal, even constitutional, 
questions that would have to be resolved tj make retrocession a 
serious possibility. Full retrocession w o u l d  subject the Federal 
Government 'o the powers of the State of Maryland and fly in the 
face of the settled constitutional provision creating the District 
as a Federal entity. Partial retrocession -- simply turning District 
citizens into Maryland residents for the purp> ae of voting in Senate 
and House elections -- would raise such questions as whether District 
residents should then be entitled to send representatives to 
Ann/«polia to participate 'n drawing new Congressional District 
boundaries to vote for the Governor of Maryland who would have 
the power to fill vacancies i.i the Congressional delegation, and 
other similar issues.
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For these reasons, retrocession is a blind alley we ought not 
to go down in seeking Congressional representation for the people 
of the District.

In sum, the arguments against full voting representation in 
Congress for the District of Columbia are shallow at best and pernicious 
at worst. It is a sad commentary on American democracy that such 
flimsy arguments have consistently been used to deny representation 
in Congress for the citizens of our nation's capital. At a ti-e 
when the role of Congress has an incteasingly profound influence 
on the lives of each American, it is also time to honor the promise 
of America for every citizen, without exception.
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QUOTATIONS ON REPRESENTATION IN CONGRESS 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Republican Party P l atform 1 9 7 6 :

"We ... support giving the District of Columbia voting 
representation in the United States Senate and House of 
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ."

Democratic Party Platform 1 9 7 6 :

"We support ... full v o ting representation in
the Congress /Tor the District of Columbia^? "

James Madison (The Federalist No. A 3 ) :

"Tie extent of this federal district is sufficiently 
circumscribed to satisfy every jealousy of an opposite 
nature. And it is to be appropriated to this use with
the consent of the State ceding it; as the State will
no doubt provide in the compact for the rights and the 
consent of the citizens inhabiting it; as the inhabitants 
will find sufficient inducements of interest to become 
wi lling parties to the cession; as they will have had their 
voice in the election of the government which is to exercise 
authority over them; as a municipal legislature for local 
purposes, derived from their own suffrages, will of course 
be allowed them; and as the authority of the legislature 
of the State, and of the inhabitants of the ceded part of 
it, to concur in the cession, will be derived from the whole 
people of the State, in their adoption of the Constitution, 
every imaginable objection seems to be obviated."

President A n drew Jackson 1 8 3 1 :

"It was doubtless wise in the framers of our Constitution 
to place the people of this District under the jurisdiction 
of the General Government. But to accomplish the objects 
they had in view. It is not necessary that this people 
should be deprived of all the privileges of self-government...
I earnestly reconmend the extension to them of every political 
right which their interests require and which may be 
compatible with the Constitution."

President Richard Nixon; Message to Congress; April 28, 1969;

"It should offend the democratic sense of this nation 
that the 850,000 citizens of its Capital, comprising a 
population larger than 11 of its States, have no voice in 
the Congress."

Assistant Attorney General W i l l i a m  H. Rehnquist; Senate Hearings, 197°

"The need for an intendment of that character at this late 
date in our history is too self-evident for further e l a b o r a­
tion; continued denial of voting representation from the 
District of Columbia can no longer be Justified."

V ice President Walter F. Mondale, September 1977:

"We believe there is no justification for denying citizens 
equal representation at the federal level because they 
happen to reside in the District of Columbia."
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President Jimmy Carter, State of the Union Message 1 9 7 8 :

We p r oposed last year a series of reforms, including 
full voti n g  representation in Congress, designed to give 
the residents of the District significantly greater control 
over their local affairs. My administration will continue 
to wo r k  for the passage of those reforms this year.

Professor Charles A l a n  Wright; University of Texas Law School; 
Senate Hearings 1978:

"It seems to me that the clear purpose of /the Equal Suffrage 
Clause, Article V of the Constitution"? was to ensure 
that the Great Compromise v > u l d  not be undone and that 
representation in the Senate w o u l d  not be put on the basis 
of population. That purpose is not compromised by allowing 
the District to have two Senators any more than it is when 
a new state is admitted."

Senator Thomas F. Eagleton; Senate Hearings 1 9 7 8 :

"This letter was from a m o t h e r  who had two sons in the army. 
1971, as the Chairman will recall, was still a very high 
point in the V i e t n a m  War. Her elder son had been killed, 
and naturally that had had a traumatic impact on her, 
her thinking, et cetera, and she wrote me a very moving 
but simple letter saying, in essence, 'I have lost one son.
I may well lose another. Yet I have no voice in voting on 
how far this war should go, or how long it should go on, 
or how m u c h  e xpanded it should be -- into the Parrot's Beak, 
or how many bombs we should drop on the Ho Chi Mlnh Trail.
I am hopeless,and in that sense I nm voiceless.'

"I think that one letLer did more to shape my thinking 
than a m i llion words or a 200-page memorandum. The appeal 
18 not simplistic, it is just fair and equitable."

Natasha Pearl; Senior, W o o d r o w  W i lson High School. D.C.;
Senate Hearings 1978':----------------------------------

"You may recall the one day of the Senate Youth Program 
that was sat aside for th delegates to visit their 
Senators. I have never before felt Inferior to fellow 
Americans. That day I did. All I could do war listen at 
dinner that evening when my friends told of how they had 
discussed important national issues, such as the Panama 
Canal Treaties, energy policy, and health care wi t h  their 
Sonators. l.too, have opinions on these and other vital 
issues. That day, I could share them with no one who had 
a voice or a vote in the United States Senate."
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TABLE 1 -- STATISTICAL COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AND THE 50 STATES

TAXATION (FY 1977)

STATE

POPULATION TOTAL
FEDERAL
TAXES

(BILLION)

PER
CAPITA
FEDERAL
TAXES

STATE 
AND 

LOCAL 
TAXES 

(7. PERSONAL 
INCOME)

KILLED
IN

VIETNAM
WAR
1961-
1977

EMPLOYMENT
PERCENT 

LAND 
AREA 

HELD BY 
FEDERAL 
GOV'T.

NO.
FEDERAL
JOBS

PERCENT
FEDERAL
JOBS

1970
CENSUS

1978
ESTIMATE

Alabama 3,444,000 3,742,000 $4,482 $1 , 2 2 1 9.9 1,187 79,173 1.9 3.4
Alaska 303,000 403,000 1.225 3,011 2 1 . 8 55 36,873 .9 96.4
Arizona 1,775.000 2.354,000 3.211 1,418 13.9 604 57,756 1.4 42.8
Arkansas 1,923,000 2,186.000 2.381 1,117 9.8 580 28,050 .7 9.7
California 19,971,000 2 2 ,2‘4,000 39.186 1,805 14.9 5,472 497,438 1 2 . 1 45.1

Colorado 2 ,2 1 0 , 0 0 0 2,670,000 4.167 1.604 12.3 609 91,72t 2 . 2 36.1
Connecticut 3,032,000 3,099,000 6.478 2,086 1 1 . 2 590 25,469 . 6 .3
D e’ ware 548,000 583,000 1 . 1 2 0 1.925 11.4 1 2 0 10,380 . 2 3.2
D.C. 757,000 674,000 1.470 2,116 11.7 237 221,156 5.4 25.6
Florida 6,791,000 8,594,000 12,957 1,542 1 0 . \ 1,905 146,615 3.6 1 0 . 1

Georgia 4.588.000 5.084.000 6.513 1,298 10.9 1,550 129,237 3.1 6 . 0
Hawaii 770,000 897,000 1.575 1,770 14.6 274 67,414 l.C 9.9
Idaho 713,000 878,000 1.155 1,367 1 1 . 6 2 1 0 15,598 .4 63.7
Illinois 11,113,000 11,243,000 21.536 1,919 11.4 2,883 150,511 3.7 1.5
Indiana 5,195,000 5,374,000 8.334 1,566 10.4 1,513 48,229 1 . 2 2 . 1

Iowa 2,825.000 2,896,000 4.517 1,570 11.5 820 19,396 .5 . 6
Kansas 2,249,000 2,348,000 3.922 1,695 1 1 . 0 614 47,705 1 . 2 1.3
Kentucky 3,221,^90 3,498,000 4.447 1,290 11.4 1,039 82,243 . 2 5.3
Louisiana 3.64c ,000 3,966,000 5.217 1,338 1 2 6 b72 50,323 1 . 2 3.7
Maine 9C4,000 1.091,000 1.400 1,299 14.2 332 17,491 .4 .7

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

3.924.000
5.689.000
8.882.000
3.806.000
2.217.000

4.143.000
5.774.000
9.189.000
4.008.000
2.404.000

7.669
9.875

15.618
6.198
2.416

1.856
1,706
1.712
1,563
1.016

12.7
14.7 
12.1 
14.3 
12.0

996
1,303
2.603
1.053

630

168,116
67.590
66,274
32,231
40,870

4.1
1.6
1.6. 81.0

3.2 
1.7
9.3 
6.6
5.4

I
NJ
0
1



TABLE I (Cont.)
TAXATION (FY 1977)

POPULATION

STATE
1970

CENSUS
1978

ESTIMATE

TOTAL PER 
FEDERAL CAPITA 
TAXES FEDERAL 

(BILLION) TAXES

STATE
AND

LOCAL
TAXES

(7. PERSONAL 
INCOME)

KILLED PERCENT
IN EMPLOYMENT LAND

VIETNAM -------------------  AREA
WAR NO. PERCENT HELD BY
1961- FEDERAL FEDERAL FEDERAL
1977 JOBS JOBS GOV'T.

Missouri 4.o78,000 4,860,000 $7,213 $:.,504 10.37. 1,384 91,265 2.27. 4.87.
Montana 694,000 785,000 1.085 1,432 13.2 260 17,639 .4 29.7
Nebraska 1,485,000 1,565.000 2.416 1,552 10.9 386 28,148 .7 1.4
Nevada 489,000 660,000 1.190 1,911 12.7 144 17,880 .4 8 6 . 6
New Hampshire 738,000 871,000 1.330 1,587 1 0 . 8 218 14,030 .3 12.3

New Jersey 7,171,000 7,327,000 14,708 2,005 1 1 . 8 1,438 95,581 2.3 2.7
New Mexico 1,017,000 1 , 2 1 2  0 0 0 1.505 1,275 1 2 . 8 392 42,241 1 . 0 33.6
New York 18,241,000 17.748,000 32.497 1,806 17.3 4,043 196,017 4.8 . 8
North Carolina 5,084,000 5,577,000 7.038 1,281 10.7 1,580 120,166 3.0 6.3
North Dakota 618,000 652,000 0.945 1,456 11.7 194 20,820 .5 5.2

Ohio 10,657,000 ’0,749,000 17.474 1,633 1 0 . 0 3,028 106,973 2 . 6 1.3
Oklahoma 2,559,000 2,880,000 3.852 1,380 1 0 . 2 975 81,819 2 . 0 3.5
Oregon 2,092.000 2,444,000 3.747 1,593 12.4 692 26,308 . 6 52.6
Pennsylvania 11,801,000 11,750,000 19.400 1,644 11.5 3,073 142,354 3 5 2.3
Rhode Island 950,000 935.000 1.610 1,722 1 2 . 1 2 0 0 13,877 .3 1 . 1

South Carolina 2,519.000 2,918,000 3.396 1,187 10.7 883 80,441 2 . 0 5.9
South Dakota 6 6 6 , 0 0 0 690,000 0.840 1 , 2 2 1 1 2 . 2 187 16,756 .4 6 7
Tennessee 3,926,000 4,357.000 5.638 1,321 1 0 . 1 1,277 62,930 1.5 6.7
Texas 11,199.000 13,014,000 2 0 . 1 0 0 1,581 1J.5 3,332 295.746 7.2 1.9
Utah 1,059,000 1,307,000 1.575 1,260 1 2 . 2 353 40,756 1 . 0 6 6 . 1

Vermont 445.000 487,000 0.630 1,313 15.1 1 0 0 . 4.161 . 1 4.7
Virginia 4,651,000 5,148,000 7.984 1,567 10.7 1,273 226,864 6 . 0 9.4
War.hincton 3,<*13,000 3.774,000 6.723 1.849 11.9 1,019 98,386 2.4 29.5
West Virginia 1,744,000 1.860.000 2.451 1,328 1 2 . 0 715 15,410 .4 6.9
Wisconsin '♦,413,000 4.679,000 7.003 1,512 14.0 1,133 27,950 .7 5.2
Wyoming 332,000 424.000 0.735 1,843 14.4 117 10,004 . 2 47.8

UNITED STATES 203,305,000 216,332,000 $350,191 $1,625 11.8 T 56,44 7 4,092,386 100.07. 5.47.



REPUBLICAN PARTY 
PLATFORM 1976

'We . . . support giving the District 
of Columbia voting representation in 
the United States Senate and House 
of Representatives."

DEMOCRATIC PARTY 
PLATFORM 1976

"We support. . . full voting 
representation in the Congress [for the 
District of Columbia.]"



FULL VOTING REPRESENTATION 
IN CONGRESS FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
•  D.C. HAS A LARGER POPULATION THAN 

ALASKA, DELAWARE, NEVADA, NORTH DAKOTA, 
VERMONT, WYOMING

•  D.C. PAYS MORE TOTAL FEDERAL TAXES THAN 
ELEVEN STATES, AND PAYS MORE ON A PER 
CAPITA BASIS THAN EVERY STATE EXCEPT ALASKA

•  D.C. HAD MORE PERSONS KILLED IN VIETNAM THAN 
10 STATES, AND MORE KILLED ON A PER CAPITA 
BASIS THAN 47 STATES.

•  OF 115 FOREIGN NATIONS WITH ELECTED NATIONAL 
LEGISLATURES, ONLY THE UNITED STATES AND 
BRAZIL DENY REPRESENTATION IN THE LEGISLATURE 
TO CITIZENS OF THE CAPITAL CITY.



FULL VOTING REPRESENTATION 
IN CONGRESS FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
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Employment by State (n o n -g o v e r n m e n t a l )

M illion !

U S  D epartm ent o l  C om m arca /eunEA U  O f THE CENSUS
County Business Patterns 19/4 (April 1977)



EXPERIENCE OF FOREIGN NATIONS WITH ELECTED NATIONAL LEGISLATURES
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EXPERIENCE OF FOREIGN NATIONS 
WITH ELECTED NATIONAL LEGISLATURES

NATIONS THAT EXCLUDE THEIR  CAP ITAL  C IT Y  FROM REPRESENTATION 
IN  THE LEG ISLATURE

1. UNITED STATES (W ash ing ton . D. C .)
2. BRAZIL ( B r a s i l i a )

NATIONS THAT GRANT REPRESENTATION TO THfelR C AP ITAL  C IT Y  IN  
THE LEGISLATURE
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ALB AN IA  (T ir a n a )
ALGER IA  ( A lg ie r s )
ANDORRA (Ando rra  la  v e i l a )  
ANTIGUA ( S t .  Johns) 
ARGENTINA (Buenos A ir e s )  
AUSTRALIA  (C anberra ) 
AUSTR IA  (V ie n n a )
THE BAHAMAS (Nassau) 
BARBADOS (B r id g e to w n ) 
BELGUIM (B ru s s e ls )
B ELIZE  (Belmopan)
BOTSWANA (Gaborone)
BULGARIA r o f i a )
BURMA (Rangoon)
CAMBODIA (Phnom -Penh) 
CAMEROON (Yaounde)
CANADA (O ttaw a )
CAPE VERDE ISLANDS (P ra ia )  
CH INA. REPUBLIC OF ( T a ip e i )  
COLOMBIA (B ogo ta )
COOK ISLANDS (R a ro ton ga ) 
COSTA R ICA (San Jo s e )
CYPRUS (N icos ia .*
CZECHOS -O VAK IA  (Prague) 
DENMARK (Copenhagen) 
D JIB O UTI ( D j ib o u t i )
DoMINICA (Roseau)
DC NICAN REPUBLIC 

.^a n to  Domingo)
EGYPT (C a iro )
EL SALVADOR (San S a lv a d o r )  
EQUATORIAL GUINEA (M i-la lo )  
F I J I  (Suva )
FINLAND ( H e ls in k i )
FRANCE (P a r is )
GABON ( L i b r e v i l l e )
THE GAMBIA (B a n ju l)
GERMANY, EAST ( B e r l in )  
GERMANY. WEST (Bonn)
GREECE (A th en a )
GRENADA ( S t .  G e o r g e 's )  
CUATEMALA (Guatem ala  C i t y )  
GUINEA (Conakry)
GUYANA (G eorgetow n)
H A IT I  ( P o r t -a u -P r in c e )  
HUNGARY (Budapoat)
ICELAND (R e y k ja v ik )
IN D IA  (New D e lh i)
INDONESIA ( J a k a r ta ) ’
IRAN (Teheran )
IRELAND (D u b lin )
I fR A E L  (Je ru sa lem )
IT A LY  (Rome)
IVORY COAST (A b id ja n )  
JAM AICA (K in g s to n )
JAPAN (Tokyo )
KENYA ( N a ir o b i)

57. KOREA, NORTH (Pyongyang)
58. KOREA, S O U T H  (Seoul)
59. L I B E R I A  (Monrovia)
60. L I E C H T E N S T E I N  (Vaduz)
61. L U X E M B O U R G  ( L u x e m b o u r g - v i l l e )
62. M A C A O  (Macao)
63. M A D A G A S C A R  ( A n t a n a n a r i v o )
64. M A L A W I  (Lilongwe)
65. M A L A Y S I A  (Kuala Lumpur)
66. M A I D I V r b  CMale)
67. M a l t a  (Valletta)
68. M A U R I T A N I A  ( N o uakchott)
69. M A U R I T I U S  (Port Louis)
70. M E X I C O  ( M e x i c o  City)
71. M O N A C O  ( M o n a c o - V i lie)
72. M O N G O L I A  (Ulan Bator)
73. M O R O C C O  (Rabat)
74. N A U R U  ( Y e r a n : A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  D i s t r i c t )
75. N E T H E R L A N D S  ( Amsterdam)
76. N E W  Z E A L A N D  ( W ellington)
77. N I C A R A G U A  (Managua)
78. N I G E R I A  (Lagos)
79. N O R W A Y  (Oslo)
80. P A K I S T A N  (Islamabad)
81. P A N A M A  (Panama City)
82. P A P U A  N E W  G U I N E A  (Port Mr - ;sby)
83. P A R A G U A Y  (Asuncion)
84. P H I L I P P I N E S  (Manila)
85. P O L A N D  (Warsaw)
86. P O R T U G A L  (Lisbon)
87. R H O D E S I A  (Salisbury)
88. R O M A N I A  ( Bucharest)
89. S A N  M A R I N O  (San Marino)
90. S E N E G A L  (Dakar)
91. S I E R R A  L E O N E  (Freetown)
92. S I N G A P O R E  ( S i n g a p o r e  City)
93. S O U T H  A F R I C A  (Pretoria)
94. S O V I E T  U N I O N  (Moscow)
95. S P A I N  (Madrid)
96. SRI L A N K A  (Colomho)
97. S U D A N  (Khartoum)
98. S U R I N A M  ( P a ramaribo)
99 S W E D E N  (Stockholm)
100. S W I T Z E R L A N D  (Bern)
101. S Y R I A  (Damascus)
102. T A N Z A N I A  (Dar es Salaam)
103. T O N G A  ( Nukualofa)
104. T R I N I D A D  A N D  T O B A G O  (Port o f  Spain)
105. T U N I S I A  (Tunis)
106. T U R K E Y  (Ankara)
107. U N I T E D  K I N G D O M  (London)
108. V E N E Z U E L A  (Caracas)
109. V I E T N A M  (Hanoi)
110. W E S T E R N  S A M O A  (Apia)
111. Y U G O S L A V I A  (Belgrade)
112. Z A I R E  (Kinshasa)
113. Z A M B I A  (Lusaka)
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TABLE 3

F IFTE E N  INDICATORS —  COMPARISONS BETWEEN 

CERTAIN  STATES AND THE D ISTR IC T  OF COLUMBIA

P O P U L A T I O N  
(19 7 8)

F E D E R A L  T A X E S  
($ M I L L I O N )  
(1977)

K I L L E D  IN 
V I E T N A M

D. C. 6 7 4 , 0 0 0 D.C. 1 , 4 7 0 D. C. 237
A l a s k a 4 0 3 , 0 0 0 A l a s k a 1 ,225 A l a s k a 55
D e l a w a r e 5 8 3 , 0 0 0 D e l a w a r e 1,120 D e l a w a r e 120
N e v a d a 6 6 0 , 0 0 0 Idaho 1,155 Idaho 210
N o r t h  D a k o t a 6 5 2 , 0 0 0 M a i n e 1,400 N e v a d a 14 '♦
V e r m o n t 4 8 7 , 0 0 0 M o n t a n a 1 , 0 8 5 N e w  H a m p s h i r e 218
W y o m i n g 4 2 4 , 0 0 0 N e v a d a 1 , 1 9 0 N o r t h  D a k o t a 194

N e w  H a m p s h i r e 1,330 R h o d e  I s l a n d 200
N o r t h  D a k o t a 94 5 S o u t h  D a k o t a 187
S o u t h  D a k o t a 840 V e r m o n t 100
V e r m o n t 630 W y o m i n g 117
W y o m i n g 735

E L E C T R I C  PO W E R  
P R O D U C T I O N  
( M I L L I O N  KWH)

D.C. 1,226
R h o d e  Island 820

"ALl'E A D D E D  BY 
M A N U F A C T U R I N G  
($ M I L L I O N )  
0 9 7 3 )

b . C. 4 0 7
A l a s k a 245
N e v a d a 224
N i r t h  D a k o t a 330
Wyi mi ig 171

C T N S T R U C T I O N  C O N T R A C T S  
($ M I L L I O N )
(1975)

D.C. 499
D e l a w a r e 226
Idaho 399
M a i n e 400
M o n t a n a 332
N e v a d a 4 66
N e w  H a m p s h i r e 311
R h o d e  Island 24 7
S o u t h  D a k o t a 273
V er *nt 143
W y o m i n g 232

E X P E N D I T U R E S  
F OR N E W  P L A N T S  A N D  
E Q U I P M E N T  
($ M I L L I O N )
(1973)

D C . 23
N e v a d a 13
W y o m i n g 16

W A G E S  OF
P R O D U C T I O N  W O R K E R S
($ M I L L I O N )
(1973)

D. C. 107
A l a s k a 69
N e v a d a 63
N o r t h  D a k o t a 63
S o u t h  D a k o t a 106
W y o m i n g 42

C O N S T R U C T I O N
E M P L O Y M E N T
(1975)

D.C. 2 0 , 0 0 0
D e l a w a r e 15,000
Idaho 1 6,000
M a i n e 1 7,000
M o n t a n a 1 2 , 0 0 0
N e v a d a 1 2,000
N e w  H a m p s h i r e 1 3 , 0 0 0
N o r t h  D a k o t a 14,000
R h o d e  I sland 1 0,000
S o u t h  D a k o t a 9 , 0 0 0
V e r m o n t 7,000
W y o m i n g 14,000

MANU. A C T U R I N G  
E M P L O Y M E N T

D.C. 1 5 , 0 0 0
A l a s k a 9 , 0 0 0
N e v a d a 1 2 , 0 0 0
W y o m i n g 8 , 0 0 0

R E T A I L  S A L E S
($ M I L L I O N )
(1972)

D.C. 1,797
A l a s k a 772
D e l a w a r e 1,480
Idaho 1, 6 6 0
M o n t a n a 1,614
N e v a d a 1,600
N o r t h  D a k o t a 1,275
S o u t h  D a k o t a 1,316
V e r m o n t 1,103
W y o m i n g 816

BAN K  D E P O S I T S
($ M I L L I O N )
(1975)

D.C. 3,511
A l a s k a 1,165
D e l a w a r e 1,843
H a w n  Ii 2, 5 2 9
I da hj 2 . 4 4 7
Ma it e 1,917
M o n  ana 2,721
N e v  ida 1,853
N e w  H a m p s h i r e 1,561
N e w  .ii x l c o 2,798
N o r t h  D a k o t a 2,759
R h o d e  I sland 3,267
S o u t h  D a k o t a 2,711
U t a h 2,885
V e r m o n t 1,275
W y o m i n g 1,485
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N O N - F A R M
N O N - F A R M N O N - M A N U F A C T U R I N G N O N - G O V E R N M E N T A L
E M P L O Y M E N T E M P L O Y M E N T E M P L O Y M E N T
(197*) (1975) (1974)

D.C. 5 7 8 , 0 0 0 D. C. 5 6 3 , 0 0 0 D.C. 3 0 9 , 0 0 0
A l a s k a 1 6 2 , 0 0 0 A l a s k a 1 5 3 , 0 0 0 A l a s k a 6 5 , 0 0 0
D e l a w a r e 2 2 7 , 0 0 0 A r k a n s a s 4 4 4 , 0 0 0 D e l a w a r e 1 9 2 , 0 0 0
H a w a i i 3 3 9 , 0 0 0 D e l a w a r e 1 6 0 , 0 0 0 H a w a i i 2 4 9 , 0 0 0
I d a h o 2 6 8 , 0 0 0 h a w a i i 3 1 5 , 0 0 0 Idaho 1 8 9 , 0 0 0
M a i n e 3 5 6 , 0 0 0 Idaho 2 2 1 , 0 0 0 M a i n e 2 7 0 , 0 0 0
M o n t a n a 2 4 0 , 0 0 0 M a i n e 2 6 0 , 0 0 0 M o n t a n a 1 5 3 , 0 0 0
N e b r a s k a 5 5 4 , 0 0 0 M i s s i s s i p p i 4 6 9 , 0 0 0 N e v a d a 1 9 9 , 0 0 0
N e v a d a 2 6 4 , 0 0 0 iiontana 2 1 8 , 0 0 0 N e w  H a m p s h i r e 2 4 2 , 0 0 0
" e w  H a m p s h i r e 2 9 3 , 0 0 0 N e b r a s k a 4 6 9 , 0 0 0 N e w  M e x i c o 2 4 1 , 0 0 0
N e *  M e x i c o 3 5 5 , 0 0 0 N e v a d a 2 5 2 , 0 0 0 N o r t h  D a k o t a 1 2 4 , 0 0 0
N>>rth D a k o t a 2 0 3 , 0 0 0 N e w  H a m p s h i r e 2 0 8 , 0 0 0 R h o d e  I s l a n d 3 0 4 , 0 0 0
Rl o dt I s land 3 4 3 , 0 0 0 N e w  M e x i c o 3 3 8 , 0 0 0 S o u t h  D a k o t a 1 3 6 , 0 0 0
S o u t h  D a k o t a 2 0 9 , 0 0 0 N o r t h  D a k o t a 1 8 7 , 0 0 0 V e r m o n t 1 3 1 , 0 0 0

U t a h 4 4 1 , 0 0 0 R h o d e  I s l a n d 2 3 4 , 0 0 0 W y o m i n g 8 5 , 0 0 0
V e r m o n t 1 5 9 ,000 S o u t h  D a k o t a 1 8 9 , 0 0 0
W e s t  V i r g i n i a 5 6 1 , 0 0 0 U t a h 3 7 4 ,000
W y o m i n g 143,000 V e r m o n t 1 2 0 ,000

W e s t  V i r g i n i a  
W y o m i n g

4 4 1 . 0 0 0
1 3 5 .000

S O L K C K S :

1. " S e l e c t e d  S t r t i s t i c s  o n  the D e v e l o p i n g  U S A , "  O f f i c e  of 
E c o n o m i c  Research, E c o n o m i c  D e v e l o p m e n t  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,
D e p a r t m e n t  of C o n m e r c e  (May 1977)

2. C u r r e n t  P o p u l a t i o n  R e p o r t s  B u r e a u  o f  the Census, D e p a r t m e n t  
o f  C o m m e r c e  (De c e m b e r  1978).

3. " S t a t i s t i c s  on E s t i m a t e d  F e d e r a l  T a x  P a y m e n t s  b y  I n d i v i d u a l  
States, F i s c a l  Y e a r  E n d i n g  S e p t e m b e r  30, 1 9 77," E c o n o m i c s  
Division, C o n g r e s s i o n a l  R e s e a r c h  S e r v i c e ,  L i b r a r y  of C o n g r e s s  (1978).

4. " N u m b e r  of C a s u a l t i e s  I n c u r r e d  b y  U.S. M i l i t a r y  P e r s o n n e l  in 
C o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  the C o n f l i c t  in V i e t n a m . "  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  D e f e n s e  (1978).
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TA.BLE 4

NON-GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT IN  THE D IS TR IC T  

OF COLUMBIA BY INDUSTRY (1976)
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THEDISTRICT OF COLUMBIA IN 1791

A SPARSELY POPULATED WILDERNESS

(les than 10,000 people)



V i e w  o f  tho C a p i t o l  (1884)

V l r v  o f  W l s c o n i l n  A venu e  ( c  1 7 9 0 - 1 8 1 4 )
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'HCrtUcb dialer* ̂ Seuaic

W A S H IN G T O N . O C . t o l l#

M a r c h  2, 1978

D e a r  C o l l e a g u e :

T h i s  m o r n i n g ,  b y  a n  i m p r e s s i v e  t w o - t h i r d s  vote, the H o u s e  of 
I R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  a p p r o v e d  a c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a m e n d m e n t  (H.

j. Res. 554) to p r o v i d e  full v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  for 
| the D i s t r i c t  of C o l u m b i a  in b o t h  the H o u s e  a nd the Senate.

A s  s u p p o r t e r s  o r  c o s p o n s o r s  o f  the c o m p a n i o n  S e n a t e  measure, 
w e  a r e  w r i t i n g  to u r g e  your s u p p o r t  for t he a m e n d m e n t  a n d  
f or an e nd to the l o n g - s t a n d i n g  a n d  u n j u s t  s e c o n d  cl a s s  
s t a t u s  of D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s  in o u r  g o v e r n m e n t .

O n e  o f  the mos t  h o n o r e d  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  o u r  d e m o c r a c y  
is the c o n c e p t  o f  " o n e  p e r son, o n e  v o t e . "  In the D i s t r i c t  
o f  C o l u m b i a ,  h o w e v e r ,  that p r i n c i p l e  h as n o  a p p l i c a t i o n .
Instead, f o r  D i s t r i c t  c i t i z e n s ,  the rul e  is " 7 0 0 , 0 0 0  persons, 
n o  v o t e s . "  For too long, the D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  has b e e n  
c a l l e d  " A m e r i c a’s Las t  C o l o n y . "

Now, for t he first time in m a n y  > e a r s ,  w e  h a v e  the 
c h a n c e  to c h a r g e  all that. T h e  H o u s e  of R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  has 
v o t e d  to e n d  the i n j u s t i c e  by w h i c h  c i t i z e n s  o f  the D i s t r i c t  
a r e  d e n i e d  t h e i r  p r o p e r  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in C o n g r e s s ,  a n d  we 
b e l i e v e  the S e n a t e  s h o u l d  a ct as well.

D u r i n g  e x t e n s i v e  h e a r i n g s  b y  the H o u s e  J u d i c i a r y  S u b c o m m i t t e e  
o n  C i v i l  a n d  C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  Rights, l e a d i n g  C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  
s c h o l a r s  s t r o n g l y  e n d o r s e d  full v o t i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  for the 
D i s t r i c t ,  i n c l u d i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in the S e n a t e  as wel l  as 
in the House. A m o n g  those t e s t i f y i n g  in s u p p o r t  of H.J. Res. 554, 
for e x a m p l e ,  w a s  P r o f e s s o r  C h a r l e s  A l a n  W r i g h t  o f  t he U n i v e r s i t y  
o f  T e x a s  S c h o o l  o f  law, w h o  t e s t i f i e d :

It s e e m s  to me that the c l e a r  p u r p o s e  o f  /The 
" E q u a l  S u f f r a g e  C l a u s e "  o f  the C o n s t i t u t i o n ;  A r t i c l e  V 7 
w a s  to i..sure that the Great C o m p r o m i s e  w o u l d  not be 
u n d o n e  a n d  that r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in the S e n a t e  w o u l d  not 
be put on t h e  b a s i s  of p o p u l a t i o n .  T h a t  p u r p o s e  is not 
c o m p r o m i s e d  by a l l o w i n g  the D i s t r i c t  to h a v e  two S e n a t o r s  
a n y  m o r e  t h a n  it is w h e n  a n e w  st a t e  is a d m i t t e d .

*r  1 ... no State, w i t h o u t  its C o n s e n t ,  shall b e  d e p r i v e d  of 

its equal S u f f r a g e  in the S e n a t e . "



f o r  y o u r  I n t e r e s t ,  we / i r e  a t t a c h  I n f ,  a s t a f f  b r i e f i n g  p a p e r  
p r e p a r e d  I n  t h e  H ou s e  I n  s u p p o r t  o f  H . J .  R e s .  5 5 4 .  I t  d e a l s  
w i t h  a l l  o f  t h e  m a j o r  i s s u e s  and  makes  a s o l i d  c a s e  f o r  a p p r o v a l  
o f  t h e  R e s o l u t i o n .

We urge .  y o u r  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h i s  f u n d a m e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  
j u s t i c e  f o r  t h e  c i t i z e n s  o f  t h e  n a t i o n ' s  c a p i t a l ,  and  we l o o k  
f o r w a r d  t o  f a v o r a b l e  S e n a t e  a c t i o n  on  t h i s  R e s o l u t i o n .

S i n c e r e l y

Charles WcC. M a t K l a s

Edwa rd  hf. fCennp<hf ( D - M a s s . )

L o w e l l  P .  W e i c k e r  ( R - C o n n . )Paul S. S a r b a n e s  (J-Md.)

Thomas F .  E a g l e t o n  ( D - M o . )

R - P e n n a . )
I c n r y '  I f .  J . t / s o n  ( D - W a s h . )

B a r r y  T y b l d t f j i t e r  ( R - A r i z . )

D aniel P a t r i c k  M o y n i h a n  (D-N.Y.)



D ear Senator:

F u l l  v o t in g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in  C o n g r e s s  f o r  th e  D i s t r i c t  o f  
C o lu m b .o  a s  e m b o d ie d  in  H o u s e  J o in t  R e s o lu t i o n  5 5 4  i s  a  le g i s ­
la t i v e  m a t t e r  w h ic h  i s  a  to p  p r i o r i t y  f o r  a l l  o f  u s .  W e  u rg e  y o u  
t o  s u p p o r t  th e  m e a s u r e  w h en  it c o m e s  t o  a  v o te  in  th e  S e n a t e .

A s  y o u  k n o w , th e  H o u s e  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  on  M a r c h  2 n d , 
p a s s e d  H . J .  R e s .  5 3 4  b y  a  tw o - t h i r d s  v o t e ,  2 8 9 - 1 2 7 .  T h i s  
h i s t o r i c  v o te  m a r k e d  th e  f i r s t  t r u l y  s ig n i f ic a n t  s te p  f o rw a r d  in  a n  
e f f o r t  w h ic h  b e g a n  in  D e c e m b e r ,  I t  0 8 .  S in c e  that b e g in n in g  t h e r e  
ha  ê b e e n  m o r e  th a n  150  J o in t r e s o lu t i o n s  In t r o d u c e d  to  p r o v id e  
s o m e  f o r m  o f  v o t in g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  t o  th e  c i t i z e n s  o f  W a s h in g to n , 
D . C .  H e a r in g s  t o t a l in g  a b o u t 2 5  h a v e  b e e n  h e ld  in  S e n a te  an d  
H o u s e  C o m m it t e e s  th ro u g h o u t  th e  y e a r s .  T h e  S e n a te  n o w , h o w e v e r ,  
h a s  a c h a n c e  t o  b r in g  t h i s  is s u e  t o  f i n a l  r e s o lu t i o n .

A  tw o - t h i r d s  v o te  in  th e  S e n a te  w i l l  s e n d  t h i s  m e a s u r e  o n  t o  
th e  s t a t e s  f o r  a  f i n a l  d e c i s i o n .  W e  b e l ie v e  th e  s ta te  le g i s la t u r e s  
s h o u ld  h a v e  th e  o p p o r tu n i t y  t o  v o te  o n  H . J .  R e s .  5 5 4 .  T h e  a r g u ­
m e n ts  in  f a v o r  o f  t h i s  fu n d a m e n ta l p r in c ip le  n e e d  not o e  r e p e a te d  
h e r e .  W e  a s k  o n ly  th a t y o u  v o ic e  y o u r  s u p p o r t  now  nnd  v o te  f o r  
H . J .  R e s .  5 3 4  w hen  it c o m e s  t o  th e  S e n a te  f l o o r .  T h a n k  y o u .
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G P O W T H  O F  A M E R I C A N  D E M O C R A C Y

T H R O U G H  A M E N D M E N T S  T O  T H E  C O N S T I T U T I O N

S I X  O F  T H E  P A S T  T W E L V E  A M E N D M E N T S  T O  
T H E  U N I T E D  S T A T E S  C O N S T I T U T I O N  H A V E  

I N V O L V E D  T H E  R I G H T  T O  VOTE:

A M E N D M E N T  X V  ( R A T I F I E D  F E B R U A R Y  3. 1 8 7 0 ) :

"The r i g h t  of c i t i z e n s  o f  the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  to vot e  sh a l l  n ot 
be d e n i e d  o r  a b r i d g e d  by the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  o r  b y  a n y  S t a t e  on 
a c c o u n t  of race, color, o r  p r e v i o u s  c o n d i t i o n  o f  s e r v i t u d e . . . . "

A M E N D M E N T  XVII ( R A T I F I E D  A P R I L  8, 1 9 1 3 ):

"The S e n a t e  o f  the l u i t e d  S t a t e s  sh a l l  be c o m p o s e d  o f  two 
S e n a t o r s  f r o m  e a c h  State, e l e c t e d  b y  the p e o p l e  t h e r e o f

A M E N D M E N T  X I X  ( R A T I F I E D  A P R I L  18, 1 9 2 0 ):

"The ri g h t  o f  c i t i z e n s  o f  the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  to vo t e  sh a l l  not 
be d e n i e d  o r  a b r i d g e d  by the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  or b y  any S t a t e  on a c c o u n t  
o f  sex ...."

A M E N D M E N T  X X I I I  ( R A T I F I E D  M A R C H  29. 1 9 6 1 ):

"The D i s t r i c t  c o n s t i t u t i n g  the seat o f  G o v e r n m e n t  o f  the U n i t e d  
S t a t e s  shall a p p o i n t  in s u c h  m a n n e r  as the C o n g r e s s  m a y  direct:

" A  n u m b e r  o f  e l e c t o r s  o f  P r e s i d e n t  a n d  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  e q u a l  to 
the w h o l e  n u m b e r  o f  S e n a t o r s  a n d  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  in C o n g r e s s  to w h i c h  
the D i s t r i c t  w o u l d  be e n t i t l e d  if it w e r e  a State, but in no ev e n t  
m o r e  than the least p o p u l o u s  S t a t e

AM E N D M E N T  X X I V  ( R A T I F I E D  J A N U A R Y  23, 1 9 6 4 ):

"The right o f  c i t i z e n s  o f  the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  to vote in a ny 
/F e d e r a l  e l e c t i o n ?  shall not be d e n i e d  or .bridged b y  the U n i t e d  
S t a t e s  or a n y  S t a t e  b y  r e a s o n  o f  f a i l u r e  to p ay a ny poll tax o r  
o t h e r  tax."

AM E N D M E N T  XXVI ( R A T I F I E D  J U L Y  1. 1 9 7 1 ):

"The right o f  c i t i z e n s  o f  the U n i t e d  States, w h o  a r e  e i g h t e e n  
y e a r s  of a g e  or o l d e r ,  to v o t e  shall not be d e n i e d  o r  a b r i d g e d  by 
the U n i t e d  States, o r  b y  a n y  S t a t e  o n  a c c o u n t  o f  a g e  ...."

H.J. RES. 554 (NOW B E F O R E  T H E  S E N A T E ^ :

"For p u r p o s e s  of r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in the C o n g r e s s ,  e l e c t i o n  of 
the P r e s i d e n t  a n d  V i c e  President, a n d  A r t i c l e  V o f  this C o n s t i t u t i o n  
the D i s t r i c t  c o n s t i t u t i n g  the seat o f  g o v e r n m e n t  o f  the U n i t e d  
S t a t e s  shall be t r e a t e d  as t h o u g h  it w e r e  n S t a t e
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VOTE IN THE UNITED STATES SENATE 
D . C .  VOTING R IGHTS AMENDMENT 

APPROVED, 6 7 - 3 2  
AUGUST 2 2 ,  1 9 7 8
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VOTE IN  THE UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
D . C .  VOTING R IGHTS AMENDMENT 

APPROVED, 2 8 9 - 1 2 7  
MARCH 2 ,  1 9 7 8
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f a n  © if  m m i h
POUCH  <f STATE CAPITC t

IF Cfl 1  I L I i O g l L ^ T O I  “ STST "
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

M E M O R A N D U M  Decenber 4, 1978

SUBJECT: Work Order #5890: Requesting a House Joint Resolution
Ratifying the Amendment to the U.r Constitution 
Granting District of Colinbia Residents Congressional 
Representatation and Voting Rights.

TO: Representative Mike Miller

FROM: John B. Chenfl^ti
I^egislati

This is to advise you that ancJier mcaiber of the House of Representatives 
had earlier requested an identical resolution and has already aoproved 
its prefile.
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District of Columbia
He Who Decides a Case Without Hearing the Other Side . . . Tho lie Decide Justly, Cannot Be Considered Just— se n e c a

Controversy Over House 
& Senate Seats For The

F o r e w o r d =

O N AUGUST 22, 1978, the Senate approved a joint reso­
lution earlier adopted by the House, and sent to the 
States for consideration by their legislatures a proposed 

Constitutional amendment that would grant voting rep­
resentation in Congress for the first time to the District 
of Columbia. The proposal would provide that the Dis­
trict could elect two U.S. Senators and t ic number of 
Representatives that its population would warrant if it 
were a State. It would provide also that the District be 
treated as a State for purposes of ratifying future Con­
stitutional amendments and in th. Electoral College.
To date, the amendment has been taken up by the 

California legislature, which declined to bypuss its nor­
mal procedures to consider it on a priority basis; by the 
Delaware legislature, where a similar position was 
taken; and by the legislature of New Jersey which, fol­
lowing acc ■•rated procedures in a special session, 
passed the proposed amendment on September 11 by 
substantial margins, thus becoming the first State to 
ratify. Efforts are expected in the near future in the 
legislatures of Michigan and Pennsylvania, and before 
the end of 1978 in several other States.
The main thrust of efforts to secure ratification, how­

ever. is expected to be mounted hy the amendment's 
backers during 1979, in which ycur every State legisla­
ture hut one will meet (see page 231). Approval by 38 
States is required within seven years if the proposal is to 
become a part of the Constitution.
Present uccclcrutcd efforts to secure early ratification 

by a few States before the end of 1978 are seen likely to 
give way to a slower pace as the amendment is ennsid 
ercd in legislative committee in a number of the 49 
States whose legislatures will be in session in 1979. It is 
expected that State legislators will bring to the debate in 
their respective houses many of the arguments which 
have characterized debate over the question in recent 
years ut the Federal level.

Essentially, proponents argue that the approximately
700.000 residents of the District suffer “taxation without 

representation.” that they are subject to many Federal 
laws and actions afTecting their lives without having a 
voice in the making of such laws, and that they are de­
nied other prerogatives of ihc franchise which are ac 
corded the residents of the 50 States.
Opposition to the amendment, ranging over a wide 

variety of arguments, point’ out that the existence of 
House and Senate committee and subcommittee struc­
ture concerned solely with District of Columbia affairs 
provides the District with what is. if anything, over- 
representation. Most severely criticized is the proposed 
amendment's (>-eatmcnt of the District “as if i* were a 
State.’ and the unclear and contradictory political 
status which it is claimed would result from such lan­
guage. Opponents point out that residents of U. S, ter­
ritories do not possess the franchise, although possess­
ing more of the attributes of statehood than the District, 
and that, accordingly, the District is not unique in that 
respect.
Still further opposition argues that the District, with a 

population consisting largely of Federal employees, with 

private employment in the main largely tied econom­
ically to the Federal Government, and with a racial bal­
ance and urban character greatly atypical of (he Nation 
as a whole or of uny State, lacks any of ihc varied eco­
nomic or social characteristics which would warrant 
treatment “as if it were a Stale." Such arguments stress 
that (he reasons originally underlying the creation of a 
neutral Federal district remain valid today and should 
not be changed.
A> these, and other relevant arguments both for and 

against the amendment, receive consideration in the 
Stutes. the complexity of the subject and its implications 
for the republican forms and Constitutional traditions of 
almost two centuries are expected to receive nuqur pub­
lic attention as the proposal works its wuy through the 
process which will lead cither to ultimate ratification or 

rejection by the States.



Political Evolution 
O f The Seat O f 
Federal Government

Congress 
Seats 

For D.C.

Political evolution of the District of Columbia from 
the Constilu.ional Convention in 1787 to its present 
"home rule" status under authority of an Act of Con­
gress signed in December 1973. is described in part as 
follows in an April 1975 study prepared by the Congres­
sional Research Service of the U.S. Library of Con­
gress: " The Political Evolution of the District of Colum­
bia: Current Status and Proposed Alternatives."

it'T'hi-rf IS f.vidf.ncf that the Founding Fathers.

A during the Constitutional Convention of 1787. 
moved to create a site in which to locale the national 
capital, completely removed from the control of any 
State, because of an incident which occurred i.i 178.1. 
j'imcs Madison and other delegates to the Convention 
were apparently convinced that a capital city under the 
exclusive jurisdiction of Congress was necessary and 
desirable because of certain humiliations and potenliul 

physical danger endured by the Continental Congress on 
June 21. 178.1. Madison and numerous other Convention 
delegates were members of the Continental Congress 
and present on that day in 1783 when 80 to 250 (ac­
counts vary on the number) mutinous Revolutionary 
Army troops not yet deactivated, marched on and sur­
rounded Independence Hall in Philadelphia where ‘I * 
Continental Congress was in session These troops, dis­
obeying orders of their officers, had come to Philadel­
phia to petition the Congress for many months of pay 
due them. The troops were armed, intoxicated, leader- 
less. and threatening to the assembled members of Con­
gress who hud burred the doors und shutters of the legis­
lative chamber. Congress requested police or militia pro­
tection from the Pennsylvania authorities, but such pro­
tection was denied. The troops dispersed by evening and 
the Congress voted to move immediately to Princeton. 
New Jersey where local authorities promised protection.
"While the Constitutional Convention of 1787 pro­

vided for the establishment of a separate, federally con­
trolled scut for the national government, the perceived 
or presumed political rights of the residents of this lo­

be-established city arc not mentioned in the recorded 
debates of the Convention of 1787 or the recorded de­

bates of the conventions called by the States to ratify 

the Constitution.
[The text of the Constitutional provision involved. Ar­

ticle I. section 8, clause 7, is given in the article begin­

ning on page 229.]

Evolution of Ijoca/ (iovernrnent to 1871
"At the time the Constitution was drafted in 1787, the 

location of the District hud not been determined. Within 
the next two years, however, the States of Maryland 
and Virginia, in 1788 and 1789 respectively, ceded sec­
tions of their own lands on either side of the Potomac 

River at the head of navigation.
"By an uct of July lf>, 1790. Congress accepted the 

newly acquired territory ‘for the permanent seat of the 
government of the United States . . .’ This law further 
authorized commissioners appointed by the President to 

survey and define precisely the boundaries of the Dis­
trict und to provide suitable building for the housing of 
the National Government by the year 1800.
"In June of 1800 President John Adams look up resi­

dence in Georgetown (The White House, under con­
struction. w:*s not read" for occupancy until later in the 
year). At about ihe s. ne time. Government personnel 
and records were moved from Philadelphia to the Dis­
trict. and in November Congress met »or the first time in 

the Capitol, the north wing being the only part then 

completed.
"The first legislation dealing with the governing of the 

District of Columbia wus enacted on February 27. 1801. 
This law und another passed a few days latci designated 

ihc District territory on the Virginia side of the Potomac 
as the County of Alexandria and that on the Maryland 
side as the County of Washington.
"These laws did not provide for anything even ap­

proaching a complete form of local government, but 
they did establish u circuit court and cull for the ap­
pointment of judicial and law enforcement officers and 
certain other public officials. The February act provided 
thul the State laws already in effect in the ceded areas 

should continue to prevail
"The frst real government for the new city was
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created by the act of May 3, 1802. This government 
applied only to the city of Washington, and it should be 
made clear that other units of government were func­
tioning in ihc District of Columbia at this time. For ex­
ample. Georgetown and Alexandria continued to operate 
as independent cities with their own charters; and there 
were also Counties of Washington and Alexandria.
"Under the terms of incorporation as set forth in the 

1802 statute. Washington was governed by a City Coun­
cil and a Mayor. The Council consisted of twelve mem­
bers elected by the eligible voters. The twelve council- 
men then chose from their own ranks five persons to 
serve in the second chamber while the remaining seven 
made up the first chamber. The Mayor was appointed on 
an annual basis by the President.
"Fundamental changes were effected in the city gov­

ernment by an act of May 4. 1812. An eight-member 

Board of Aldermen, elected for two years, and a Board 
of Common Council, consisting of twelve members 
elected for one year, replaced the original two-chumbcr 
council. The President no longer appointed the Mayor, 
who was, instead, elected annually by a majority vote of 

the Aldermen and Council Members.
‘The next significant change in the governing of 

Washington was made by the law of May 15. 1820 
Under its terms the Mayor was elected directly for a 
two-year term by the vote of the people, who continued 
to elect the Board of Aldermen and members of the 

Common Council.
"This basic form of government remained in effect 

without important change for more than half a century, 
until the great shake-up in the IH70V Ihc intervening 
years, however, were not wholly uneventful in lh»* polit­
ical history of the District of Columbia For example, 
when the Whigs elected u Mayor in 1844). it touched off 
a political quarrel with the Democratic Congress that 

placed the city tharter in jeopardy The corporate 
privileges of District lunks actually were suspended
"There were sounds of dissension, too. in the 1 8 4 0  s 

♦*» Georgetown and in the Virginia areas of the District 
these jursidictions were annoyed hy theri inability to 
get funds from Congress for improvements ami by the 

suspension of the hank charters Georgetown sought to 
he re-ceded to Maryland, hut the Stale legislature was 

not interested in taking on further financial burdens.

"In Virginir the outcome was different. The Federal 
Government had never used any of the land across the 
Potomac which Virginia had ceded to the District The 
people in this area felt that Congress had never modern 

i/rd the laws governing them and that thev were at a 
political disadvantage in being disfranchised except for 
local elections

"In 1846 they sought retrocession of this area to Vir­
ginia. Petitions to this effect were sent to Congress and 
to the State Legislature. Approval was given in Rich­

mond even before Congress acted. On July 9 Congress 
agreed to retrocession subject to a vote of approval by 
citizens in the affected area. This vote was strongly in 
lavor of the contemplated action, and the retrocession 
was made effective on September 7 by Presidential proc­
lamation.
"With this action the geographical area of the District 

was reduced from its original one hundred square miles 
to the sixty-nine square miles (approximately) w..»ch it 
today occupies.

Congress &  the District in the 1870’s

"The I870's witnessed the abolition by Congress of 
locally elected government (home rule) in the District of 
Columbia Congress would not again charier an elected 
government in the District of Columbia until 1973. Die 

question is often asked: Why did Congress revoke home 
rale in the I87()'s? The answer to this query involves 

several factors, according to historians of the pcm>d. 
such as the rapid population growth of the city after the 
Civil War. the desire to transform Washington into a 
city of the beauty and attractiveness befitting the Na­

tion's Capital, a serious, genuine, nnd immcdiutc need 
for greatly improved and expanded public works and 
services, racial problems, political differences, and per­
sonality conflicts and disagreements.
"When the charter of the City of Washington was up 

for renev at by Congress in 1868. it was extende' fo* 

two one-year periods. The charier had been extended 
for twenty-year periods by Congress prior to the 1860's. 
And. beginning in 1866. bills were introduced providing 
for ihc complete abolition of elected municipal govern­
ment in the District of Columbia In 1870. Senator Han­
nibal Hamlin. Republican of Maine and then chairman of 
the District Committee, introduced u bill providing for 
the abolition of the locally elected governments in 
Wahvtnglon and Georgetown and Ihc establishment of a 
"TemlOfial Government" comprised of a two-chamber 

legislative body, one elected and one appointed, and an 
appointed governor The bill bccumc law on February 
21. IK? I. I he act ulvo provided for a nonvoting delegate 
to the House of Representatives from the District of Co­
lumbia
"In 1870 there were three congrcssionallv chartered 

governments in the District of Columbia--the cities of 
Washington und Georgetown and the ounlv of Wash­
ington Congress, however, had some years before im­
itating a legislative process of ending the autonomy of 

these local governments This process, essentially <ne
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of municipal service consolidation, began in 1861 with 
the creation of the Metropolitan Police Department for 

the entire District of Columbia.
"Thi? new government also contained a five-member, 

appointed Board of Public Works for the purpose of ex­
pediting the call of President U.S. Grant 'to lift the Na­
tion's Capital out of the mud.' The Board, under the 
direction of Alexander Shepherd, launched ambitious 
water, sewer, street paving, and park improvement pro­
grams. The heavy costs of these improvements resulted 

in substantially increasing the indebtedness of the local 
government. Steeply higher property assessment:, and 
real estate taxes resulted. Many taxpayers and Members 
of Congress began to question the authority and wisdom 

of the Board of Public Works.
"In January. 1872, the Committee on the District of 

Columbia of the House of Representatives, in response 
to various petitions from residents of the District of Co­
lumbia charging the Board of Public Works and munici­
pal officials with malfeasance, began extensive hearings 
and investigations into the operations of the recently es­
tablished government of the District of Columbia. I hc 
Committee issued a report to both the House and Senate 

on May 13. 1872.
"District taxpayers continued to petition Congress in 

protest of Ihc higher propctl> assessments and taxes 
being raised in the District of Columbia to finance the 
projects of the Board of Public Works und attendunt 
municipal indebtedness Responding to these n.tilions. 
Congress in February. 1874. created the 'uint Select 
Committee to Inquire into the Allairs of the Government 

of the District of Columbia. Ihe Com..iitlce was com­
posed of two Senators and five House Members, none 
of whom were members of the Senutc or House District 
i>f Columbia Committees. The Committee on June 16. 

1874. issued a report und a journul of investigative pro- 
ccc> ings running to over three thousand printed pages.
"Congress acted with dispatch in implementing the 

recommendations of its Joint Select Committee. First. 
Congress abolished, by un act of June 20. 1874. the 
partly elected territorial District of Columbiu Govern­
ment established in 1871 and created in its place un 
inicnm government of three prcsidcnnully appointed 
commissioners with final approvul of the District budget 
being specifically reserved to Congress.
"Secondly, on August 14, 1876, hy resolution. Con­

gress created the Joint Select Committee to Frame a 
Government for Ihe District of Columbia It was Ihc 
4'lh Congress in 1878 that established a permanent form 

of government for the District of Columbia. Congress 
modified and made permanent ihe temporar) commis­

sion form of government established in 1874. t his action

marked the beginning of a 100-year period of presi­
dential̂  appointed local government in 'he District of 
Columbia. In many cases these appointees were not 
residents of the District of Columbia but rather political 
operatives of the President.

Commission Government: 1878— 1967
"In the 45th Congress the District of Columbia Com­

mittee in the House reported a bill providing for a per­
manent government for the District of Columbia. As 
passed by the House on May 7. 1878, this bill provided 

for a municipal government of three commissirr-rs. one 
to be appointed by the President, and one each elcticd 
by the Senate and House, and a twenty-four member 
city council to be elected by the eligible voters of the 
District. There was no provision for the election of a 
nonvoting delegate to the House from the District.
"On May 8. 1878, H.R. 3259 was referred to the Sen­

ate District of Columbia Committee. As reported in the 

Senate. H.R. 3259 provided for a municipal government 
of three presidcntiully appoin -d commissioners, but no 
city council. The Committee did amend the bill, how­
ever. to provide for he election of a nonvi ng delegate 
to the House of Representatives. The bill passed the 
Senate on May 27. 1878 in essentially the form reported 

by its Committee on the District of Columbiu. The 
House would not concur with this version of the bill 
and. at the request of the Senate, the impasse was taken 
up in conference The conference report was a com­
promise of the Semite and House passed bills und pro­
vided for a government of three providentially appointed 
commissioners, but no elected city council us provided 
in the House passed bill, and no nonvolmg delegate to 
the House as provided in the Senate passed bill Alter 
House concurrence with the conference report, the Sen- 
ule concurred on June It). 1878 and the passed legisla­
tion became law on June 11. 1878

Keor^,mi:rJ Commission Government

"The act of Jui. II. 1878 remained the basic organic 
act of the government of the District of Columbia until 
1967 when that act was modified by Reorganization Han 
No. 3 of 1967 Thi* Reorganization Han replaced Ihe 

three-commissioner form of government with one presi- 
den'Mlly appointed commissioner, popularly called ‘the 

mayor,' and a nine-member presidcnlially appointed city 
council All appointments were subject to the advice und 
consent of the Senate A maximum of six council mem­
bers could be appointed from any single political party, 
thus ussuring minority party representation. Probab', 
for Ihe first lime, all appointees were bona fide long-time 
residents of the District of Columbia

( f  itnnnued in i  page 2561
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Constitutional Provisions
___ For D.C.Involved In The Debate

I N TH E CONGRESSIONAL DEBATE over the question of 
approving a proposed Constitutional amendment to 
give voting representation in Congress to the District of 

Columbia, several provisions of the U.S. Constitution 
have received particular attention. These include the 

following:

Provision f o r  n F e d e r a l  l ) i * l r i r t
That provision which 

vests authority over the ufTuirs of the District of Colum­
bia in the Congress and conveys to Congress exclusive 
legislative jurisdiction appears in Article I. section X, 

clause 17. as follows:

“The Congress shall have Power To . . . exercise ex­
clusive Legislation in all Cases whats*»evcr. over such 
District (not exceeding ten Miles square), as may. by 
Cession of particulai States, and the Acceptance of 

Congress, become the Scat of the Government of the 
United Slates . . ."

in (longri'M
Article I of Ihe Con­

stitution treats with the composition and powers of the 
Douse and Senate Section 2 slates.
“The Mouse of Representatives shall be composed of 

Members chosen every second Year by the People of 
ihe several Stales, and the I lectors in each State shall 
have the (Qualifications a juisite for I-lectors of the most 
numerous Branch of the State I egislalure."
Clause 3 of the same section, in lungti.tgc added by 

section 2 of the I4lh Amendment, stales that “Repre­
sentatives and direct Tuxes shall be appoiiioncJ among 
ihe several States which may be included within this 
Union, according to their rcxpeclive Numbers . ."
Section J of Article I provides that "Ihe Senate of the 

United Stales shall be composed of two Senators from 

each Stale, [chosen by the I egislalure thereof.) for six 
Years; and each Senator shall have one Vole." (Clause 
in brackets was added by section I of ihe 17th Amend­
ment.)

V o le  in PrenirlentiHl E lection*

On March 29. 1961. 

the 23rd Amendment to the Constitution, approved by 
the Congress and sent to the States in June I960, was 
declared ratified by the requisite number of States. Pro­
viding the vote for residents of the District of Columbia 
in elections for President and Vice President, the 

amendment states;
“The District constituting the scat of Govemmc it of 

the United States shall appoint in such manner as the 
Congress may direct: A number of electors of President 

and Vice President equal to the whole number of 
Senators and Representatives in Congress to which the 

District would be entitled if it were a State, but in no 
event more than the least populous State; they shall be 
in addition to those appointed by the Stales, but they 
shall be considered, for the purposes of the election of 
President and Vice President, to be electors appointed 
by a State; and they shall meet in Ihe District and per­
form such duties as provided by the twelfth article of 
amendment."

\ l l l t * i l i l l i l« ‘ i lt o f  tilt* C n i i - t i ln t in i i
Provision for the

amendment of the U.S Constitution is made in Article 
V. as follows:
“The Congress, whenever two thirds of both Mouses 

shall deem it necessary, shall propose Amendments to 
this Constitution, or. on Ihe Application of thr Legisla­
tures of two thirds of the several States, shall call a 
Convention for proposing Amendments, which, in cither 
Case, shall be valid to all Intents and Purposes, us Purl 
•«f this Constitution, when ratified by the l egislatures of 

three fourths of the several States, or bv Conventions in 
three fourths thereof, as the one or the other Mode of 
Ratification may be pr< d hy the Congress “
A further provision of Anicle V frequently cited in the 

current debute states that, in connection with the Con­
stitutional umendatory process, 'no Stale, without its 

Consent, shill be deprived of its equal SufTiogc |n I to? 
Senate '

October l*7H «



Action In The 95th Congress Con*^
For D.C.On The Proposed Amendment

O VER THH YEARS a number of unsuccessful attempts 
have been made to extend statehood to the District 
of Columbia, to retrocede its territory to the State of 

Maryland, or to extend voting representation in one or 
both houses of the Congress to its residents. In the pres* 
ent decade, such efforts have been reflected in hearings 
held in July 1971 before a subcommittee of the House 
Judiciarv Committee and in hearings before a Senate 

Judiciary subcommittee in June 1970 and July 1973.
More recently, in the 94th Congress, the House voted 

on H.J. Res. 280. a joint resolution which would amend 
the Constitution by granting voting representation in 

Congress to the District of Columbia. The vote— 229 in 
favor. 181 opposed— was 45 votes short of the two- 
thirds majority required for approval.

I I o iihc  A r t i o n  in 9 5 t l i  CongreNN
In the first session

of the current 95lh Congress, several joint resolutions 
were introduced in the House calling for similar Con­
stitutional amendatory action. Among these was H.J. 
Res. 554. introduced by Rep Don Kdwards. Calif.. D.. 
Chairman of the Judiciary Committee's Subcommittee 
on Civil and Constitutional R.̂ hts.
Five days of Subcommittee hearings opened on Au­

gust 3. 1977. on II J Res. 554 und related proposals. On 

October 30 the Subcommittee unanimously approved 
H J. Res. 554. clearing the measure for full Committee 
consideration
Meanwhile. President Carter, who had earlier an­

nounced his support iff full voting representation in the 
Congress for the District, reaffirmed his position in his 
Stale of the Union Message delivered io the Congress 
on January 19. 1978 Twelve days later, on January 31. 
the House Judkiurv Committee approved H.J Res. 554, 
us amended, by a vote of 27-6. The resolution was fa­
vorably reported to ihe House of Representatives on 
February 16.
Having cleared the House Rules Committee on Feb­

ruary 24. the resolution reached the House floor for de­
bate on March I, 1978 After two days of debate. H.J. 
Res 554 was approved on March 2 hy a vote of 289-127, 

eleven votes more than the required two-thirds majority. 
(For the text of the resolution, set ,'ugt 231.)

Ac tion  in the Senate
Four days after

House passage of the D.C. voting representation resolu­
tion. an attempt was made in the Senate to secure 
unanimous consent for placing the resolution directly on 

the Senate eulendar. bypassing Senate committee ac­
tion. Objection was raised to the request, however, and 

on April 17, 1978. the Senate Judiciary Committee's 
Subcommittee on the Constitution, chaired by Sen. 
Birch Bayh. Ind.. D., began three days of hearings on
S.J. Res. 65, a counterpart to H.J. Res. 554.
With the Senate calendar jammed with "must" legis­

lation. including Carter Administration energy propo­
sals. tax and labor reform bills, and other high-priority 
proposals which hud been delayed by the protracted 

Panama Cunal Treaty debate earlier in the yeur. it was 
not until August 16 that the oposed D.C. voting repre­

sentation resolution reached the Senate fli*or for consid­
eration.

Following four days of debute. H.J. Res. 554 was ap­
proved by the Senate on August 22. 1978. by a vote of 
67 to 32. one vote more than the required two-thirds 
majority. KfTorts to amend the resolution in various re­
spects had been defeated in the course oi the floor de- 
b -'e. and the version approved was identical to that ear­
lier passed by the House of Representatives.
Since a proposed Constitutional amendment does not 

require signature or other action by the President. Sen­
ate passage cleared the way for transmittul of the resolu­

tion to the 5(1 Stales for consideration by their legisla­
tures. If 38 Slates— a three-fourths majority— vole to 

ratify within seven years of the dute of submission. H.J. 
Res. 554 will become a part of the Constitution.

Meanwhile, opponents of (he proposed amendment in 
laic August in .oduced measures to provide for retro­
cession of the populous parts of Ihe District of Columbiu 
to Maryland, lo make the District u Stale, and to treat 
the District as a State for purposes of representation in 
the House but as part of Ihe State of Marylund for pur­
poses of representation in the Senate. Since Ihe pro­
posed amendment hus ulreudy cleared both bodies of 
Congress, however, and has already been taken up by 
the legislatures of several States, it is not considered 
likely that further Congressional action will ensue on the 
subject of D.C. voting representation in the near future.
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The States & 
Ratification Action

Congress 
Seats 

For D C.

Ap p ro v a l by the s e n a te  on August 22. 1978. of H.J. 
Res. 554. the proposed District of Columbia Con­

gressional voting representation amendment, cleared the 
proposal f< r submission to the States and the beginning 
of the process which will lead to its ultimate ratification 

o r rejection. The House had acted earlier, on March 2.
1978. to approve the resolution.

T e x t  o f  the Am endm ent

As submitted to the 

States, the resolution approved by the 95th Congress 

reads as follows:
“Resolved by the Senate und House of Representa­

tives of the United Slates of America in Congress as­
sembled (two-thirds of each House concurring therein). 
That the following article is proposed as an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States, which shall be 

vulid to all intents and purposes us part of the C .itu- 
tion when ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of 

the several States within seven years from the date of its 

submission by the Congress:
“Section I. For purposes of representation in the 

Congress, election of the President and Vice President, 

und article V of this Constitution, the District constitut­
ing the scat of government of the United Stales shall be 

treated as though it were a State.
“Sec. 2. The exercise of the rights and powers con­

ferred under this article shall be by the people of the 
District constituting the scat of government, and as shall 

be provided hy the Congress 
“Sec. 3. The twenty-third article of amendment to the 

Constitution of the United Slates is hereby repealed 
"See 4 This arliclc shall be >pcrative. unless it 

shall have been ratified a an amendment to the Con­
stitution by the legislatures of three-fourths of the sev­

eral Slates within seven yeurs from the date of its sub­
mission. *

Slule lA 'g in ln t iv r Procetlurfti

Although limited

uctivity is anticipated in u few State 'egislatures during 
the remainder of 1978. the muin cfTor! by supporters of 
the proposed amendment is expected to take place in
1979. In that year, every State legislature but one—

Kentucky— is scheduled to meet in regular session, ail 
but a few convening in January. The exceptions are 
California which will continue throughout 1979 the ses­

sion convened in December 1978; Alabama, which con­
venes in February; and Florida and Louisiana, both 

convening in April.
Different voting procedures will obtain from State to 

State. In six States, passage of a resolution of ratifica­
tion must be accomplished bv extraordinary (more than 
simple) minorities of both legislative houses. Five of 
these States— Arkansas, Colorado. Georgia. Idaho, and 

Kansas require approval to be by two-thirds vole, while 
Illinois requires a three-fifths vote. Additionally, Ala­
bama's House of Representatives requires a three-fifths 
vote for approval, although that State's Senate requires 
only a simple mqjority of those present and voting.
In 22 States, a minority of the entire membership 

(sometimes referred to as a “constitutional majority") is 
required in one or both houses. Twenty of these States 
(Arizonu, California. Delaware. Indiana. Iowa, 
Louisib'a. Maryland, Missouri. Montana. Nevada. New 

Jersey. New York. North Dakota, Ohio. Oklahoma. 
Oregon. South Dakota. Tennessee. Utah, and Washing­

ton) have such a requirement applicable to both legisla­
tive houses. Nebraska, with a one-house legislature, 
also requires a majority of the total membership. In Vir­
ginia. such a majority is required in the Senate, but only 
a simple majority (of a quorum) is required in the 

House.
In 23 States, a simple majority (a migorily of those 

present and voting— i.c . a minority of a quorum) is re­
quired in one or both houses for approval of a Constitu­
tional amendment. Such a majority is required in both 

houses in Alaska. Connecticut. Florida. Hawaii. Ken­
tucky, Maine. Massachusetts. Michigan. Minnesota, 
Mississippi. New Hampshire. New Mexico. North 
Carolina. Pennsylvania. Rhode Islund. South Carolina. 
Texas. Vermont. West Virginia. Wisconsin, and Wyo­
ming Additionally, as noted above. Virginia’s House 
requires only a simple majority for adoption, as docs 

Alubamu's Senate.
Further vanulions occur in some Slates by the adop­

tion of special quorum requirements (two-fifths in Ken­

tucky. for instance, and two-thirds in Oregon) rather 
than the more commonly used simple-mqjonty quorum
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. . more than 700,000 
American citizens Jo not 
have the tight to elect rep­
resentatives to Congress."

"History tells us that the 
fa ilure to provide the Dis­
trict o f Columbia w ith  
representation was an  
ottrsighl . . . "

Should The Constitution 
House & Senate Seats For

by Hon. Strom Thurmond
United States Senator, South Carolina, Republican

From the debate of August 16. 1978, on the floor of the U.S. Senate during 
consideration of H.J. Res. 554, a proposed Constitutional amendment to grant 
voting representation in the U.S. Congress ,u the District of Columbia.

I T IS JUST NOT FA IR , that in the year 1978, more th i 700.000 American citizens 
do not have the right to elect representatives t Congress. No one in 1790. 
when the District was created, could have imagined the rapid growth and 

changes that were to take place in the District of Columbia.
We should not allow this transformation of the District to be ignored any 

longer. Because of the fact there were only 14,000 people in the District when it 
was created, it has now resulted in the denial to more than 700,000 citizens of the 
right that all Americans cherish— the right to vote for their Representatives to 
Congress.

History tells us that the failure to provide the District of Columbia with rep­
resentation was an oversight and not because of any specific intent by the 
Founding Fathers. As early as 1783. the Continental Congress was meeting in 
various places throughout the East. This so-called gypsy Congress was outraged 
with its situation and thus, in 1787. resolved that:

“The Congress shall have power ... to exercise exclusive legislation in all 
cases whatsoever over such District (not exceeding ten miles square as may by 

the cession of particular states, and the acceptance of Congress, become the scat 
of government of the United States) . .

Finally, in 1790. the Congress approved legislation establishing a permanent 
seat of government.

Unfortunately, there were many problems that overshadowed ihe creation of 
the District of Columbiu. There wus an intense public debate over where exactly 
this seat of Government should be located. In addition, there were other pressing 
problems that needed attention by the youthful Government, and thus the mutter 
of representation for a yet-to-be identified group of citizens fell by •' • way. even 
though there were occasional expressions of concern over who would look after 
the interests of the citizens of the District.

James Madison, in the Federalist No. 43, recognized the future needs of the 
inhabitants of the District and thut they should have a voice in th<* election of the 
Government which was to exercise authority over them. Once again, however, 
the expressions of concern about the residents of the District never became real­
ity. When the Congress accepted the cession of the District of Columbia hy 
Maryland und Virginia in 1790, the voting rights of its residents were governed 
by the respective laws of Virginia and Maryland. Thus, until 1800. District resi­
dents voted n either Virginia or Muryland.

Soon after, in December 18(8), Congress passed legislation to freeze Ihc laws 

of the two States which effectively disenfranchised the residents of the District 
of Columbia.

ICtmlmued on page 2541
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Be Amended To Provide 
The District of Columbia?

by Hon. Dewey F. Bartlett
United Slates Senator. Oklahoma. Republican

From the debate of August 16, 1978, on the floor of the U.S. Senate during 
consideration of H.J. Res. 554. a proposed Constitutional amendment to grant 
voting representation in the U.S. Congress to the District of Columbia.

T h f .  m a t t e r  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  for the District of Columbia is very impor­
tant. There are some people who say that the District presently is not repre­
sented. I daresay others will say and do say that it is over-represented. But 

certainly it is represented by the entire Congrr'-s.
The District has the distinction of having special committees in both the Sen­

ate and the House of Representatives, that is. the District Committees, to repre­
sent its interests and to bring those interests directly to the iioor of the Senate 
and the floor of the House of Representatives for the enlightenment and (he 

consideration of all Members.
In addition, the national media serve perhaps a more m*aningful purpose as 

far as local issues arc concerned with the District of Columbia than is the case 
with most States and with most communities within those States.

In the main, the members of the national media, the newspapers. TV and 
radio from around the country, live in or near the Distiict, and most of them 
work here. So they arc very familiar personally and intimately with what they 

feel to be the needs of the District.
It also gets its fair share, and I think rightfully so. of attention from the local 

media, newspapers. TV, and radio, and I believe that the media is as rightfully 
parochial in advancing the needs of the District, as the media sees it. as is the 
media of the States and of other communities and cities of a similar si/.c to the 
District. But one of the differences is that the output of the media comes directly 
to the ears. eyes, and attention of the Representatives in Congress who have the 

responsibility of the District itself.
This proposal which would provide two Sen • >rs to represent the District is 

completely contrary to the intention of the framers of the Constitution, which 
was to have a neutral district in which the Capital City would be loculed.

I do not believe '* can be very well demonstrated that the rights of the citi­
zens who live in the District are not being protected and that their interests are 
not being considered or represented. Because of th** special relationship to Con­
gress as Ihc seat of government and the Nation's Capital, the District of Colum­
bia is of great concern and responsibility o both Houses of Congress.

Grunting full representation to the District, as I said, would be contrary to the 
intent of the framers of the Constitution They wanted to set uside. and did set 
aside, un area unique in character and free from any kind of entangling intercuts. 
Ihey did not want to put the l*'cdcrul Government in the position of being influ­
enced by a Stale and become involved in that State's matters because of its 

locution in that State.
The framers gave Congress exclusive control over the District, with full rc-

fContinued on page 2J5)
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T H U R M O N D ,  com. from page 232

44 If was not fa ir  in 1776 to 
tax and not allow repre­
sentation, and it is not 
fa ir  today. ”

“H um an rights begin at 
home, here in the Nation's 
Capital. . . . We need to 
prat lice what we preach. 44

When Congress finally moved to the District of Columbia, there were only
14.000 residents in the city. This was far less than the 50.000 residents required 
for statehood, and less than the 30.000 required for the establishment of a con­
gressional district. Clearly, the small population of the District was instrumental 
in the lack of attention paid to it by the Congress. Moreover, the growth of the 
District was unforeseen by Congress. Certainly Congress did not envision the 
eventual disenfranchisement of nearly 750.000 persons— 15 times the minimum 
number of persons originally required for statehood.

The residents of the District of Columbia deserve the right to representation 
in Congress if for no other reason than simple fairness. According to a 1975 
Congressional Research Service report, it was estimated that the citizens of the 
District of Columbia paid more than SI billion in Federal income taxes. Yet they 

have no representation.
Taxation without reprrsruiauo' That was ur axiom that was rejected early 

in American history. It v as not fait in 1776 to tas and not allow ̂ presentation, 
und it is not fair today.

District of Columbia residents pay their fair share of the support of the Fed­
eral Government. District residents paid S.>64 per capita in Federal taxes in 1976. 

This amount was $77 above the national average. There are only seven States 
with a higher per capita of Federal taxes paid. The residents of the District of 

Columbia are not getting a free ride. They are paying a substantial share of Fed­
eral taxes, but receive no opportunity to have a say in how those tax dollars 

should be spent. As a matter of fuirncss. they should.
Recently much hus been made of the issue of human rights. The President 

has predicated u portion of his foreign policy on this issue. So has the Congress 
on various occasions. I say we cannot talk about human rights to others in the 

world until we here at home can show we are recognizing basic human rights. 
One of America's fundamental rights is the right to participate in a democracy. 
Residents of the District arc being denied that right.

Iliroughout the world community. only two other Federal districts deny their 
residents full voting representation in their national legislatures— Brazil and 
Nigcnu Citizens of Loodon, Paris, and Bonn are represented in their national 

legislatures. Are we to be considered less demociatic than England. France, or 
West Germany? I would hope not.

Human rights begin at home, here in the Nation s Capital. The fact that more 
than 700.000 people do not have a voice in the election of those who write the 
Nation's laws is not a very good position from which to preach human rights. 
We need to practice what we preach. That means, at the least, giving the resi­
dents of the District of Columbia the right to elect their own Representatives and 
Senators to Congress.

Finally, there are many urgumcnls being made that the Constitution prohibits 
the District from having voting representation by adoption of House Joint Reso­
lution 554. I have studied all of Ihc arguments in this regard ami have concluded 
that nothing in the Constitution prevents House Joint Resolution 554. or any 
similar measure, if adopted, from giving the District full voting representation. It 
can be done if Congress, by two-thirds vote of both bodies, votes for it. und if 
three-fourths of the States ratify it within 7 years. I believe this procedure is

(Caniinued on page 2J6)
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BARTLETT, cont. from page 233

sponsibility for local concerns. So failure to give the District two Senator* was 
not an oversight, it was not an accident, it was a recognition that this District 

was different. It was given representation, but in a different way. Wc must re­
member that representation by two Senators was a privilege exclusively reserved 

to the States.
The District certainly has fared well with the present arrangement. I oo not 

think it is possible to say that it has been mistreated by the Congress. The Dis­
trict ranks as one of the highest cities in terms of per capita income in the United 
States. It also has cultural and educational advantages that many parts of the 
country do not have, and much of this not provided at the expense of the tax­

payers of the District.
It would be unfair to the States to provide two Senators to the District of 

Columbia because the States are sovereign and still have some of the sovereignty 
they had at the time they bestowed limited sovereignty on the U.S. Governmcn' 
Ihey did this to form a more perfect union. They provided sovereignty for thc 
Federal Government, not the reverse. And they retain their individual 
sovereignty to a greater extent than the Federal Government and the courts wish 

to recognize.
Ihe point is that the State* created the Federal Government and 'hey also 

created the District. Ihey did not confer sovereignty on the District. If this pro­
posal is accepted we are saying that the Federal Government can bestow or 
confer sovereignty on an area.

If this proposal were submitted to the States and passed hy the States, be­
coming part of our Constitution, wc would be creating a new hybnd State, dif 

fcrent from all the rest. Some might call it a superstate. It would have the bene­
fits of statehood but not all of the responsibilities of statehood. It would have the 

appearance of sovereignty, yet would be totally dependent upon the Federal 
Government. It would still have, in addition to its representation of two 

Senators, representation by the entire Senate and from the Senate Committee on 

the District of Columbiu.
Ihe Slates agreed to a more perfect union, and in the process created the 

District. Ihey did so with the understanding that all of the States would be 

treated equally.
It is unlikely that they would have agreed to this union if they knew a non- 

sovereign entity would enjoy ; n equal or uclually more than equal status than 

they were to enjoy.
Granting the District representation as if it were a State would violute histori­

cal us well us constitutional mandates, und work a qualitative change upon our 

federal system of government.
Article I of the 17th amendment uses the word *'stule'‘ with reference to 

membership in Ihe Senutc und the House
For purposes of Federal representation, the District cannot be considered us 

u State since it lucks powers common to the Slates
Congress possesses the power of exclusive legislation over the affairs or the 

District. Congress hus all police und regululor> powers over the District Con­
gress has final authority over the District budget and appropriations Congress 

can veto the decisions of the City Council of Washington. D.C. The defeat, re-

(Continued on pane 237)
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T H U R M O N D ,  com. from page 234

"There is more to Wash­
ington D.C. than ju st 
tourist attractions. Thre> 
quarters o f a million 
people live and u ork in the 
District."

. . it is a travesty o f his­
tory that the District o f Co­
lumbia has no voice in 
Congress.”

consistent with broad constitutional principles, and gives the District of Colum­
bia the opportunity it so well deserves— to be treated as a State with respect to 
the right to have voting representation in Congress.

There is more to Washington, D.C., than just tourist attractions. Three- 
quarters of a million people live and work in the District. These are people who 
are affected by high taxes, inflation, foreign policy, farm prices, educational 
issues— issues that affect each and every American. Yet, no one represents their 

views with a vote in Congress. This is unfair, and I strongly urge my colleagues 
in the Senate to join me in taking steps to eM this injustice. The people of each 
Slate will have the opportunity to express their views on this matter before any 
change is made to our Constitution.

The procedure to amend the Constitution is long and tedious to make sure 
that careful consideration is given by the Congress and the States to each pro­
posed amendment thereto. This insures that whatever decision is reached will 

truly represent the wishes of the people of the Nation.

by Hon. Edward M. Kennedy
United States Senator, Massachusetts, Democrat

Prom the debate of August 16. 197H. on the floor of the U.S. Senate during 
consideration of H.J. Res. 554. a proposed Constitutional amendment to grant 
voting representation in the U.S. Congress to the District of Columbia.

I N MATTERS OH fundamental justice and human rights involving (he citizens of 

our Nation, there is no left or right, liberal or conservative. Yet. under the 
Constitution und laws of the United States, there is un anachronism that defies 
justice and denies one of the basic and most cherished rights of representative 
government for the people of the Nation's capital— the right to have a voice in 
the decisions of the Senate and the House of Representatives.

The issue is one of simple justice for the 690,000 citizens of the Nation's 
capital, for decades, going back to the beginning of the 19th century, ordinury 
District citizens, concerned local leaders, and many Members of Congress have 
sought this basic goal. Indeed, the goal is remarkable und unusual only in the 
sense that it has been so flagrantly denied for so long to so many citizens. In a 
nation that was founded on the principle of icpresentutive government and (hat 
hus prided itself for two centuries on the strength und vitality of its democracy, it 
is a travesty of history that the District of Columbia has no v 'ice in Congress.

In the view of legal scholars, there is no constitutional impediment to enact­
ment of this measure. Enfranchisement of the District was not an issue the 
founding fathers faced. They could hardly foresee that the sparsely settled mar- 
shy urea along the Potomac River— the "District (not exceeding 10 miles 

square)" about which they wrote in I7K7— would one day be not only the seat of 
government of the United States, but the capital of the free world, a celebrated 
city of sevcrul hundred thousand residents.

Ihe population of the District is now larger than seven Stales Residents of

(Continued on page 2Jft)
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BARTLETT, cunt, from page 235

centl', of the commuter tax is just such an exan nle. And Congress couid abolish 

the city government altogether if it wished.
Article 5 of the Constitution provides. “No State, without its consent, shall 

be deprived of its equal suffrage in the Senate."
This was a compromise to insure that large States would not, in the future, 

change the method of representation in the Senate. States have two Senators 
because they are sovereign. Federal representation is a measure of that 
sovereignty. To accord two Senators to an entity other than a State— a District 
purposely set apart from the States— would diminish and deprive States of their 

equal suffrage.
The District, as a hybrid State, would have its own special kind of represen­

tation through the entire Congress and the congressional committees and would 
have special considerations that arc not given to the other States. As long as 

every State is treated the same way as every other State, the equality of suffrage 
is not destroyed by admitting a new State to the Union. But this statement that 

the equality of suffrage would not be destroyed by admitting a new State to the 
Union would not hold true if a hybrid State, such as is proposed by this amend­

ment. were created.
Inasmuch as the District enjoys particular advantages— that is. financial—  

that arc not accorded to the other States, to extend Federal representation to the 
District would dilute and diminish sovereignty and would dilute the equal suf­
frage of the States. In my opinion, the States would never have agreed to such 
an agreement at the time they gathered to form this more perfect Union.

Some might say that if we did give the District full voting representation and 

include two Senators to represent them in addition to the present representation, 
wc could no longer call ourselves the United States of America, but rather would 
be referred to as the “United States and Other Assorted Things of America."

The District is no more than a city. The framers did not intend that cities per 
se should be given representation directly in Congress. Again, Stwtcs with 
sovereignty were to have Ihc voice to represent the States in the FederJ Gov- 
crnment.

The fact that other cities already have elected Federal representation is ir­
relevant. They share their Senators with the entire State. Hut this would not be 
so if the District received two Senators. It would be patently unfuir to 
enfranchise District residents to a greater extent than the people of other cities, 
cities much larger than Washington. D.C.— cities like New York. Philadelphia, 
and Chicugo.

The District is not subject to taxation without representation. Ihe Federal 
benefits exceed what the city contributes by way of Federal taxes. In 197ft, the 
District paid into the Fedcnd Treasury $645 million. It received, however, an an­
nual direct payment, in I9'?7. of $276 million and Federal grants of $340 million. 

In Federal loans from the U.S. Treasury the District received $101 million in 
fiscal year 1979. This does not even include outlays for the hospitals, univer­
sities, the Smithsonian, the National Zoo. the Kennedy Center, police protec­
tion. upkeep of Federal monuments, the ( A O .  Canal, and the national parks 

within the District. Also, the Federal Government, just recently, helped puv off 
the bonds for construction of RFK Stadium

(Continued on pane 239)
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“The tim e has tome to re­
move the cloud o f America's 
'Last Colony' from the Dis­
trict o f Columbia."

“residents o f the District 
paid  out $1.4 billion in 
taxes to the Federal Clot - 
ernment in fiscal year 
1977."

the District pay large amounts of taxes to the Federal Government. District resi­
dents fought and died in Vietnam and in all the Nation's other wars. And yet 
they continue to endure both taxation without representation and conscription 

without representation.
One of the most honored principles of our democracy is the concept of "one 

person one vote.’’ In the District of Columbia, however, that principle has no 
application. Instead, for District citizens, the rule is “690,(XX) persons no votes.” 
Nowhere in America should the principles of democracy be more firmly estab­
lished than in the Nation's capital. The time has come to remove the cloud of 
America's "Last Colony" from the District of Columbia.

Opposition so far has seemed to arise from four “toos"— the fear that 
Senators elected from the District of Columbia may be too liberal, too urban, too 
black or too Democratic. There is also the mystique of the Senate club, the 
reluctance to expand the membership beyond the current 100 Senators. But such 

arguments cannot bear the light of day. They deny basic justice. They are un­
worthy und provide no justification for denying representation in Congress to the 

people of the District of Columbia.
We should all agree that in this age of big government, no Americans are 

truly free unless they have a voice in the election of those who write the Na­
tion's laws. Two hundred years and 95 Congresses after the Nation wai founded, 

it is time to welcome Senators and Representatives from the District of Columbia 
into our congressional deliberations and decisions— and our cloakrooms.

Wherever I travel. I find people surprised to learn that the citizens of Wash­
ington cannot vote for Members of Congress. This mood, and the precedent of 
swift approval for the 23d amendment, give confidence that the generous and 
decent instincts of the American people will produce prompt ratification of un 

amendment to give the District the vote in Congress.
One of the strongest arguments in favor of House Joint Resolution 554 is the 

simple fact that the District of Columbia is not just a museum collection of Fed­
eral monuments and Government builJings. It is also the home of hundreds or 
thousands of men. women, and children— 690.000 people in all.

Under one of the most basic principles of our democracy, the citizens of each 
of the Stales arc represented in the Senate and the House. Yet. the 690.000 

citizens of the District arc denied this fundamental right.
Residents of the District paid out $1.4 billion in taxes to ihe Federal Govern­

ment in fiscal year 1977. Itiul amount is greater than the taxes paid by 11 Stales.
Kach of these States is represented in Congress by two Senators and by 

cithei one or two Members of the House of Representatives, depending on the 
population of the State The citizens of these Stutev therefore, have a voice in 
the way they are taxed by the Federal Government. But the citizens of the Dis­

trict of Columbiu have no such voice.
If the Federal tax burden is calculated on a per capita basis, the comparison 

becomes even more stark. For District of Columbia residents, the per capita lax 
burden is $2,116. or $491 above the national average of $1,625. Only one other 
State— Alaska— has a higher per capita tax burden; in 49 of the 50 Slates, the 

Federal tax burden is smaller than in the District of Columbiu.
fhese figures provide a compelling argument for granting representation in

(Continued on pane 240}
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The District reports on loss of revenue because of the Federal presence do 
not include revenues from the tourist business, convention business, construc­
tion of Federul buildings, and jobs created by such construction. Moreover the 
District Committee of the Senate recently saw fit to agree on a loan program for 

a convention center to be built in the District.
Granting the District Federal representation would create a situation in which 

the Federal interest would be promoted to the Federal Government for a Federal 
city. The District really is a company town and totally dependent, or nearly so, 

on the Federal Government for its livelihood, indeed, for its existence.
In 1976, the Federal Government directly employed almost 40 per cent of 

those working in the District. Those business and industries servicing the G 'V- 

ernmcnt employed another 25.5 per cent.
There is hardly any manufacturing and no agriculture. Senators from the L.s- 

trict thus would be under no compulsion to consider the needs of any competing 
interests other than the Federal Government because no other interests would 
rival that of the Federal Government. Such representation could inevitably lead 

to the kind of pressures that Madison spoke against and wanted to avoid when 
they created this unique Federal District.

I think wc should, at the very least, if wc saw fit to grant the District Federal 
representation, cut the District's umbilical cord to the Federal Treasury and to 

the entire Congress.
District representation is ultimately a constitutional issue. It is not, in my 

opinion, a race issue, as was alleged in the local press recently. I do not think it 
necessarily bespeaks of racism to disagree with this particular legislation that 
would submit this important question to the people of this country. And it is 
interesting to note that as far as racism is concerned, the population trends vug- 

gesl that by 1983 the whites will constitute u majority of ihe people in the Dis­

trict.
This is also not a liberal-conservative issue. No one knows what future 

course American politics will take.
Further, I do not think it is a matter of Mmple democracy, because we arc a 

Republic, not a democracy. vVe have a uniqie setup as far as the District and us 
far us ihe cou.itry as a whole is ct ncerned and I do not think it is in the best 
interests of this Nation to create a hybrid State that would have rights and 

privileges that the other 50 States would not have.
It should be noted that opposition to this proposal stems not from a callous 

disregard for human rights, but rather from genuine concerns about the mandates 
of the Constitution, about this union of States, indeed about the entire notion of 

federal. • i. Our scheme of Government would be altered dramatically and fun­
damentally if this particular proposal was passed by three-fourths of the States 

and became a part of our Constitution.
The proposal says that the District should be treated us if it were a State, but 

I do not believe it can, constitutionally. What wc really do by this amendment is 
create a hybrid State, with rights that go beyond the other States.

I do not think this would be in the best interests of the entire country. There­
fore. I am in opposition to submitting this question to the people of the various 

States for their consideration.

(Continued on page 241)
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44. . . s.atehood is a goal 
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citizens o f any territory to 
obtain the basic right o f 
representation in Con­
gress

Congress to the District of Columbia so that at last we ĉ l end a serious blight 
on our contemporary democracy, the burden of taxation without representation 
that has existed so long and so unfairly for the citizens of the Nation's Capital.

One of the most important arguments in favor of House Joint Resolution 554 
is contained in the statistics of the Department of Defense on casualties in the 
Vietnam war. The figures reveal that 237 citizens of the District lost their lives in 
Vietnam. The casualty level for the District was highc than the levels for 10 
States— Alaska. Delaware, Idaho, Nevada, New Hampshire, North Dakota, 
Rhode Island, South Dakota. Vermont and Wyoming.

The people of those 10 States, and of every other State, were represented in 
the House and Senate throughout the period of the Vietnam war. These 
people— and the people in every other State— had a voice in the decisions of 
Congress on the war, decisions that affected the lives of so many thousands of 
their citizens who were asked and compelled to serve their country in (hat war. 
But the citizens of the District of Columbia had no such representation and no 
such voice.

Wc cannot remedy that injustice for the past. But we can do so for the future.
Opponents of representation in Congress for the District of Columbiu cannot 

hide behind the Federal analogy. Theoretical arguments for denying representa­
tion. based on the view that the District of Columbia is not a State, are e. sily 

outweighed by the demand of the citizens of the Capital City to participate in .’tc 
basic rights of democracy. With the exception of Brazil, other federal nations 
modeled on our own Federal Government have resolved this issue against dis­
crimination and in favor of representation for the capital. In this respect, the 
onrushing tide of world democracy and human rights has left the United States 
sadly in its wake.

The effort to end discrimination against D.C. residents is hardly a novel chap­
ter in American history. One of the continuing currents ir. ,ic Nation’s 200-ycar 
history has been the si..'itgle of peoples in the various territories »f the Union to 

achieve the full rights of citizenship. The pages of our history contain numerous 
examples of the frustrations, failures, and eventual successes of the citizens of 

various regions of the Nation in becoming full partners in the Union.
In these cases, of course, the goal was statehood. But statehood is a goal not 

readily availublc to the District of Columbia, because of the unique chuiacter of 
the District us the Nation's Capital within our federal system. In a lurger sense, 
however, the uspinition is the same and is independent of (he statehood issue. 
That aspiration is Ihe desire of American citizens to enjoy as nearly as possible 
ihe full benefits of American democracy.

Partisan and discriminatory factors have no pluce in the decision to admit 
citizens anywhere in the Nc*ion to the blessings of full participation in our sys­
tem of government. The people of the District of Columbia have alreudv waited 
fir longer than the citizens of any territory to obtain the basic right of rcptc'cn- 
tation in Congress.

Some opponents argue that if the District of Columbiu is to receive the status 
of a State with respect o representation in Congress, then the District must give 
up the so-called “Federal payment" hy which, it is claimed, the District receives 
special finunciul treatment from Congress not available to the Stales.

(Continued on page 2421
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! believe that the Founding Fathers, when they created this more perfect 
Union and the opportunity for other areas to become States, created the District 
as a special entity with special representation. They knew what they were doing 

and reached a decision that was beneficial then to the welfare of this Nation and 
that is still beneficial today.

by Hon. Jesse Helms
United States Senator. North Carolina. Republican

From ihe debate of August 21, I97H. on the floor of the U.S. Senate during 
consideration of H.J. Res. 554, a proposed Constitutional amendment to grant 
voting representation in the U.S. Congress to the District of Columbia.

T HERE IS n o t  a  Senator in or out of this Chamber who rcallv believes that this 
constitutional amendment will be ratified by the requisite number of Slates. 
So what arc we doing? The Senate is conducting a charade. There is no way any 

Senator can cast a completely intellectually honest vote on this proposition. If he 
voles for it. he is voting for something that is not wise. If he votes against it. he 
risks fulling prey to the false predicate that if wc do not support this proposition 
we arc against blacks, we arc against liberals, wc are against Democrats, and 
probably against apple pic.

Let me say again, this is a charade. If it were not a ch. adc. this proposal 
would have gone through the normal processes of the Senate Bui instead of 
going through the committees, it was virtually bludgeoned onto the Calendar. 
This maneuver ought to be regarded for what it is. The black citizens of the 
District of Columbia and the black citizens across America should not be de­
li. Jed by this bit of gamesmanship. Everyone knows that this amendment is not 

going to be ratified by Ihe requisite number of States.
Of course whether I will be proved right or whc her I will Ire proved wrong 

will occur r-<r in the distant future— seven years from now. Hui I say ugain. I do 
not believe that one Member of the U.S. Senate today, deep in his heurt, teds 
that this proposed uitierdmeni will, indeed, be ratified by the requisite number of 
Stutcs.

If we cxamir<«. House Joint Revolution 534. wc can sec that it is dec,,!, - 
deeply— flawed in both concept a <• execution. House Joint Resolution 554. as it 
stands, distorts the meaning and purpose of Senate representation. In fact, it 
dilutes the j uarunlec of article V to the Constitution, which is supposed to pro­
tect the equal sufl. igc of each Stale in the Senate.

It is obvious that if the 3(1 Slates have equal representation, the adding of two 
more Senators who do not represent u State cheapens the representation and 
dignity of the Suites themselves. We all know the inflation that results for the 
dollar when we expend the money supply to pay the Federal deficit, lias propo­
sal in inflation if the vote in the Senate.

Indeed, ailhlc V says specifically that "no Slate without its consent shall be 
deprived of its r-jual suffrage in Ihe Senate’* as a result of the amendment pro­
cess.

(Continued on page 2451
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But the argument misconstrues the nature of the Federal payment, which is 
an annual appropnation intended to offset the overall negative fiscal impact of 
the Federal Government on the District. In effect, the appropriation— $276 mil­
lion in fiscal year 1978— represents an efTort by Congress to account for the 
difference between the special burdens imposed on the city (such as tax-exempt 
Federal land and buildings) and the special benefits (such as revenues from 
tourism and Federal construction projects) accruing to the city as a result of the 
Federal presence.

Opposition to the proposed amendment has usually crystallized around a 
series of fallacious arguments that arc easily rebutted.

Some opponents of full representation claim that the District is a city, not a 
State, and that only States arc entitled to representation in the House and Sen­
ate. Ihey argue that there is no greater reason for this city to be represented in 
Congress than there is for other large cities which arc also denied this right.

But this argument ignores the obvious fact that other American cities are 
political subdivisions of States. They already have representation in both the 
Senate and the House, while the citizens of the District have no cprcscntation at 
all

In other ways. Congress has been willing to treat the District of Columbiu as 
u State. For example, the District has long been treated as a State in virtually 
cvcr> maior Federal grant legislation. In program after program, in statute after 
statute, all of us in Congress arc familiar with the well-known clause in legisla­

tion, "For the purpose of this legislation, the term ’State’ shall include the Dis­
trict of Columbia. '

Another occasional objection to representation in Congress for the District of 
Columbia rests on the proviso in article V of the Constitution, which declares 
that "no State, without its Consent, shall he deprived of its equal Suffrage in the 

Senate. **
To stale the obvious I* never, what House Joint Resolution 554 proposes is 

a constitutional amendment Since, by definition, a constitutional amendment 
cannot be unconstitutional, the suggestion th. t House Joint Resolution 554 is 
unconstitutional is u contradiction in terms und a fatal flaw in the logic of those 

who raise their curious objection.
In any event, it is far too late in our history to argue that granting representa­

tion in Congress to ihc District of Columbiu would deprive any Slate of its 
"equal suffrugc in the Senate." Since the ratification of the Constitution by the 
Originul Thirteen Slates, 37 additional Slates have been admitted to the Union. 
As a result, Ihc suffrage of the originul 13 States in the Senate has been 
"diluted" nearly fourfold, from 2 to 26 to 2 to 100. Yet, no one seriously argues 

that any of the older Slules has been deprived of its equal suffrage in the Senate 
by the admission of new Slates.

Ihe principle is clear So long as the District of Columbia is represented in 
the Senate equally with every other State, representation for the District of Co­
lumbia will not offend the provisions of article V I ach State will still have two 
votes in the Senate, and each State will still have the same proportionate vole as 
every other State

In sum, the arguments against full voting representation in Congress for the

(Continued on page 244}
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Now. this being the case, the prospects of this proposed amendment, as it 
stands, of ever being approved by ratification by the requisite 38 States is re* 
mote, to say the least.

In the first place. I reiterate that three-fourths of the States will never ap­

prove the dilution of their constitutional rights. We could well end up with 
another ERA situation. As a matter of fact, if anybody thinks that the battle­
ground across this country today in connection with the equal rights amendment 
has been heated, just wait until this amendment comes up in (he State legisla­
tures around Ihe country. The ERA battle will have been a cakewalk compared 

to this one. and I think every Senator knows that.
We ought to level with the citizens of the District of Columbia and those 

citizens across the country who view’ this as a vote against or for their race. We 
ought to be intellectually honest enough to tell them. "This is not going to do it 

because this proposed amendment will not be ratified by the requisite number of 
States."

I am hearing from people all over this country who resent this proposition's 
having been converted into a racial issue. It is not * racial issue.

I have heard enough of the pious pretense that proponents are doing some­
thing to protect the "human rights" of the residents of the District of Columbia. 
It is time to identify this political charade for what it is.

I mentioned the ERA a moment ago. There is an issue looming in the Senate 

to extend the period of ratification for the equal rights amendment
At the end of the seven-year pcnod designated for this amendment. House 

Joint Resolution $34. we can bet our boots there will be an effort to extend that 
pcnod for ratification, also, because nobody believes that this constitutional 
amendment will be ratified by the States

The proponents of Ihe amendment will be back here in six or seven years, 

asking for an extension; and this process is going to drag on. in agony. It is going 
to deny the hope to the black citizens who have been assured that. yes. we are 

going to do this for you.
This resolution furs so many defects of a constitutional nature that its enact­

ment und ratification will invite unending litigation because of the serious omis­
sions in this legislation— omissions that show clearly thut it was drafted without 

thought as to all the constitutional implications.
Then. too. the proponents of this meusure talk about the 7(K).tMiO population 

of the District of Columbia Hut I do not recall thut anybody has been uhlc to 
identify the untold thousands of residents of the District who maintain their legal 
residences und vole in vurious States. Are we really talking about two Senators 
from 700.(100 population, or arc we talking about two Senators for MW.OtXI popu­
lation, or are we talking about two Senators for $00,000 population? What are we 
really talking about? The answer to that is that nobody seems to know or care 
whut wc are talking about There is just a mad scramble for political advantage. 
That is what it boils down to.

If this amendment were approved, any Slate could challenge— und I jolly 
well expect that many will challenge— the constitutionality of the process in Ihc 
Supreme Court of the United States Article V says that no State, without its 

consent, shall be deprived of equal suffrage If one Slate withhold, i*

(Continued on csO
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District of Columbia are shallow at best and pernicious at worst. It is a sad 

commentary on American democracy that such flimsy arguments have consis­
tently been used to deny representation in Congress for the citizens of our Na­

tion's Capital. At a time when the role of Congress has an increasingly profound 
influence on the lives of each American, it is also time to honor the pro .use of 
America for every citizen, without exception.

by Hon. Edward W. Brooke
United States Senator, Massachusetts. Republican

From the dehate of August 16. 1978, on the floor of the U.S. Senate during 
consideration of H.J. Res. 554, a proposed Cor ulional amendment to grant 
voting representation in the U.S Congress to istrict of Columbia.

I am DEEPLY pi EASED to reaffirm .ny deep commitment to the achievement of 
full voting representation in the Congress for the citizens of our Nation’s Cap­

ital, the District of Columbia.

My enthusiastic endorsement of House Joint Resolution 554 is based primar­
ily on fundamental concepts of liberty and justice Hut my support and interest 
arc also intensely personal. For my roots are in Washington. D.C. I was bom 
and raised here. I attended and graduated from Dunbar High School and Howard 
University. And for as long as I can rcmcmbcr I have fought, along with family, 
friends, and colleagues, to attain the goal ol' providing for the citizens of the 
District of Columbia the sumc rights and privileges that other citizens throughout 
the Nation have enjoyed.

The proposal would enable D.C. voters to elect two Senators and the number 
of Representatives in the House (probably two), to which the District would be 
entitled on Ihe basis of population Each Senator or Representative would he an 
inhabitant of the District, und would possess the same qualifications as to age 
and citizenship and have the same rights, privileges, and obligations as other 
Members of Congress. ITie amendment would provide for Ihe full participation 
of the District of Columbia in the constitutional amendment process und in the 
Electoral College. And finally, the Congress would have the power to implement 
this amendment by appropriate legislation.

Nearly 200 years after its udoption. Ihe U S. Constitution has been amended 
but 26 times. Cleurly, any proposal for amending the Constitution deserves care­
ful und serious study and debute. However, proposals for griming D C voting 
representation in the Congress have been very thoroughly discussed and re­
searched over the years It seems useful to review briefly at this point the long 
history of efforts to achieve full voting representation in the Congress for the 
Dist* .. Thus wc can rebut the contention, all too frequently raised as un excuse 
for inaction by opponents, thui somehow we need time "for further study of 
legal ramifications" or whatever, of granting D.C. voting representation in the 
Congress

From the beginning of the 19th century then were advocates of nationul rep­
resentation in Congress for D.C. residents. One of the first was Augusts H.

(Continued im page 246)
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that State will have grounds to challenge the adoption of the amendment in the 
court. And we might as well count on it.

So the constitutional ramifications of this amendment are so complicated and 
so unjust and so improper that surely we have to realize the fact that this 

amendment has little chance of r itification by the required 38 States.
I do not like to be in the position of having to come here to say these things. I 

would much have preferred to stay out of it. But I have read and I have listened 
to specious arguments to the point that I have had my fill. Somebody needs to 
speak out. This amendment is not going to be ratified by the requisite number ot 
States, and the proponents of this amendment know it.

by Hon. Orrin G. Hatch
United States Senator. Utah. Republican

From ihe debate of August 21. 1978, on the floor of the U.S. Senate during 
consideration of H.J. Res. 554, a proposed Constitutional amendment to grant 
voting representation in the U.S. Congress to the District of Colu nhia.

Many OF thk proponents of what is. in my view, a poorly drafted amend­
ment. employ the phrase “taxation without representation'* to illustrate the 

injustice which residents of the District supposedly endure. This phrase is obvi­
ously intended to cuusc Americans today to draw a parallel between the condi­
tions in the Colonies at the time of the Revolutionary War and the present situa­

tion in Washington Although a noble battle cry in the struggle for our national 
independence, for the purpose of this debate it serves to lay yet another blanket 
of rhetoric upon an issue already obfuscated by emotionul slogans

To compare the status of the American colonies in British Parliament in the 
IXth century to the status of the District of Columbia today is to sidestep the 
constitutional problems created by the proposed amendment, the problems 
which stem from the fact thut the District of Columbia simply does not possess 
the attributes of stutehood required by our federal system. Moreover, such an 
analogy ignores the special provisions which have been made to attend the needs 
of the people of the District oi Columbiu The District is the only city in the 
United States with a committee of the House of Representatives and a subcom­

mittee of the Senate wholly devoted to its needs. Far from a neglected and op­
pressed distant land, it is rather Ihc seat of un ever expanding and prospcung 
National Government.

I do not know whether "prospering’* is the correct word because we cer­
tainly have a (iovemmcnl that is tremendously in debt right now Ry September 
of 1979. we will be in debt $869 billion The interest against that Jebt is more 
than Ihe whole Federal budget wus back around 1945. just the interest against 
that debt which today it about $56 billion a year. People think we owe that 
interest only to oursclses. but of course we owe it to banking institutions and to 
other lenders all over the world, including many American citizens

Far from a neglected and oppressed distant land, the District of Columbia is 
rather the seal of un cvcr-cxpunding and. if not prospering, at least money-

IContinued on page 247)
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Woodward, who wrote a series of articles, published in the National Intelli­
gencer between 1801 and 180"*, in which he decried Ihe pitiable state of those 
citizens residing in the District of Columbia who were subject to taxation without 
representation. Another ardent supporter of D.C. representation over the years 
was Theodore W. Noyes, a native Washingtonian long associated with the Wash­
ington Star, serving as its editor from 1908 to 1946. In the fourth of a series of 
articles, appearing early in 1888 and focusing on “some of Washington's griev- 
: ccs,” Noyes outlined the political plight of the citizens of the District and 

proposed thut a constitutional amendment be adopted to grant them voting rep­
resentation in the Congress. On May 15. 1888. Senator Henry W. Blair intro­
duced a joint resolution incorporating Noyes' vision, and this has been generally 
designated as the first amendment proposal introduced to provide D.C. voting 
representation. Literally hundreds of joint resolutions have been introduced In 
the subsequent years since the 50th Congress back in 1888.

And there have been dozens of hearings on the issue of D.C. representation 
in Congress. The first such hearings date back to 1916. The prophetic testimony 

of Theodore Noyes at that time still rings true. At one point Noyes was arguing 
that election of local officials in Washington, or of a nonvoting delegate to Con­

gress, would not be sufficient. Rather, according to Noyes, full representation in 
the National Government constituted the ’‘genuine American political birth­

right."
And there have been many more hearings since 1916. 'Hie Senate held hear­

ings m April, the sixth such endeavor just since 1970. The House Judiciary 
Committee of course held hearings this year and in 1975. the Senate Judiciary 
Subcommittee in 1974. the House gain in 1971, und the Senate in 1970.

While sse are all familiur with the successful effort in the House this year, we 

may be less familiar with the episode in the Senate during the 86th Congress 
when D.C. representation was debated and endorsed. During floor debate on 
unother constitutional amendment proposul. Senator Kenneth Keating ofifcred a 
floor amendment, establishing a framework for ultimate D.C. voting representa­
tion in the Congress and also providing for Presidential electors from the District 
of Columbia, the Keating amendment was approved by vote of 63 to 25. The 
vote on the tripartite resolution (which included segments authorizing Governors 
to fill temporary vacancies in the House and another abolishing lax and property 
requirements for voting as well) was 70 to 18. more than the necessary two- 
thirds. However, the House Judiciary Committee reponcd a much amended ver­
sion of the resolution, containing ’he language ultimately incorporated into the 
23rd amendment. The sections relating to abolition of Ihc poll tax and Ihe filling 
of House vacancies wcrc entirely deleted, and the remaining section addressing 
DC. suffrage was watered down by elimination of any provision regarding con­
gressional representation.

Without a doubt, there has been a very lengthy history of efforts to grant 

D.C. voting representation in the Congress. I would submit that what we need is 
not more study and talk, but speedy congressional action.

A fundamental concept of democratic political thought is that of consent. 
Thus the obligations of citizenship can be imposed legitimately only via "the 
consent of the governed " In the American context this exercise of consent often

(Continued on page 24k) 
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manufacturing National Government and reaps millions upon millions of dollars 
in benefits as a result. Many of our Senators and Representa ives reside here as 
well and are thus as acutely aware of the problems of the District as they are of 
the areas they were elected in.

In terms of per capita spending by the Federal Government, the District re­
ceived nearly four times that of any other State except Alaska. New York City is 
the only city to receive more in Federal aid. Clearly, this is a city whose resi­

dents have not been ignored by the Government which resides within its bound­
aries. Thus, the situation which gave rise to the phrase "Taxation without repre­
sentation” is in no way comparable to the one we are now discussing.

I might also add that, when the early colonists complained ibout taxation 

without representation, they were governed by a distant land, governed by 
people who did not really care for them, governed by an imperialist parliament 
which literally did not take into consideration their needs and taxec without any 
representation in that parliament.

In fact, this city is one of the best kept and most well financed cities in the 
world today as a result of the taxes from people all over this counlrv, certainly 
not here, because only about 29 cents of the taxe' here on every dollar pay for 
the needs of the District of Columbia.

Tho*; who favor House Joint Resolution 554 have accused opponents of 
being motivated by fear of the "four toos” that the Senators in the District might 
be "too liberal, too urban, loo black, and loo Democratic.” Such rhetoric com­
pletely ignores the serious constitutional flaws which this amendment contains 

There is no question that this is a Federal enclave and a large percentage of 
residents within the District of Columbia do receive their income and *uppori 

either directly or indirectly from the Federal Government and indirect).'' from 
taxpayers throughout this country.

I am in favor of giving even' American citizen the right to vote. There has 
been no sentiment expressed on my part or on those of my distinguishes col­
leagues who huve risen in opposition to this amendment to the effect that (nose 
Americans who live within Ihe Federal enclave should not be allowed to partici­
pate in our electoral process. As you know. they do except in the area of electing 
Senators and a Congressman who can vote. The problem, however, lies in ihe 

nature of the amendment that is before us. rather than in the intent. My ob­
jections stem entirely trom Ihc poorly-drafted provisions of House Joint Resolu­
tion 554 and the new problems these poorly drafted provisions would create 

In addition. I have lots of problems with the fact thut this amendment attacks 
Ihc very basic foundation of our Federal Republic.

When our Founding Fathers established this country, (hey were concerned 

about the strength of a central form of government. They were concerned about 
putting too much power in u monarch or too much power in a select few people 
who might govern us. and so they wanted to diffuse this power by establishing 
various States, 15 at the beginning of this country, and these various geo­

graphical entities would determine, through representatives sent to Washington, 
Ihe limits of that power in Washington. And if Ihe representatives did not deter­

mine and circumscribe the limits of the ccr.trul form of government, then two 
other ways we have provided fot doing it.

(Continued on page 249)
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occurs through elected representatives in the Congress. The American Revolu­
tion was fought so that basic rights would be accorded the citizens of the Ameri­
can colonies. Participation in and control of the political process of the country 
by its citizens is a fundamental precept of democ'acy.

It seems almost inconceivable that in 1978, v ith memories of our Nation's 
Bicentennial fresh in mind, we find democracy flaunted with respect to the citi­
zens of Washington. D.C. The plight of the citizens in the District, sadly, is more 
akin to that of a subjugated, colonial people. The si uation with respect to voting 

representation for the District, instead of serving i s an example of democracy 
for the rest of the country and indeed of the world provides an outrage of in­

equity.
The U.S. citizens residing in the District of Columbia have all the obligations 

of American citizenship. They must pay taxes, dcfcid the country in time of 
war, and obey the law. However, this sizable group of citizens, exceeding the 

population of seven States, do not have representative, in the House or Senate 
who can meaningfully express the consent or dissent cf the D.C. residents by 
vote on the floor of Congress. This condition has app'ied to residents of the 
District since 1800, when Federal jurisdiction over the sc it of the National Gov­
ernment was officially effected. Prior to that time, the Ji {iblc male residents of 

the Virginia ai.J Maryland portions of Ihc District of Col imhia voted for U.S. 
Senators and Representatives in their respective States. But in 1978. the District 
of Columbia has no one exclusively advocating its interest in the Senate. Al­
though several of my colleagues and I are concerned with the District, our pri­
mary interests and responsibilities, necessarily, lie elsewhere. Likewise, the Dis­

trict is relatively powerless in the House as well since its interests can not be 
directly defended in critical floor votes.

It is my conclusion that lack of provision in the Constitution for D.C. repre­
sentation is something of an historical accident. In the larger context of setting 
up a whole new Government for the Union, the stutus of the District of Colum­
bia was not one of the major problems facing the delegates to the Constitutional 

Convention. Hence it is not surprising that the issue of D.C. representation is 
nowhere mentioned in the records of those debates Moreover, the area ceded 
by Maryland und Virginia to become the Nation's Capital had few residents, and 
from 1789 when the Constitution was adopted, to December of 1800, when the 

"exclusive legislation" authority of the Congress took effect, those who lived 
within the portions of Muiylund und Virginia that were to become the District of 
Columbia retained their politicul rights as citizens of those two Stales. It was 
only after 1848) that the disenfranchisement of citizens living in the District be­
came u reality, and the efforts to reverse the situation began.

In recent years wc have made substantial progress in broadening the base of 
representative government and extending the franchise in the United States But 
ihis glaring piece of unfinished business rcmuins Fundamental concerns of jus­

tice and equity demand that the residents of the District of Columbia at last be 
grunted the right to elect their own voting representatives in the Congress.
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H A T C H ,  corn, from page 247

No. I, ihe Executive, who himself could circumscribe the central form of 
government, and a number of Presidents of the United States have done just that 
by not allowing the Federal Government to expand to such unprecedented di­
mensions as we have today. A number of them have done just the opposite, and 

we have had, in essence. 42 of the last 46 years of one-philosophy rule, and that 
is building bigger and bigger and greater and greater government in Washington. 
D.C.

That was contrary to the ideals of the early Founding Fathers who were 
afraid of too central a government, and were reacting against too much mon- 
archiul control, and so in addition to the President and Congress, they estab­

lished the Supreme Court of the United States which itself has been continually 
expanding the power of the Federal Government but on occasion curtailing that 
power as it should.

Ihe proposed amendment treats three different kinds of voting pro­
cedures— electing Members of Congress, electing the President and Vice Presi­
dent of the United States, and ratifying amendments— as one and the same al­

lowing residents of the District to participate in direct election of the latter two 
items, privileges which no Americans now possess, including the residents of the 

District of Columbia. In other words, the District, unlike the States, has no legis­
lature. and the resolution now before us would seem to give District residents 
the right to ratify or reject constitutional amendments by direct election or direct 
ratification.

No other citizen in this country has that right. Although section 2 of this 
amendment vaguely speaks of " Ihc exercise of the rights and powers by the 

people of the District and as shall be provided by the Congress," it is not at all 
clear which political body would exercise those powers

If ratification is determined "by the Congress" the Congress suddenly has 
new power to ratify the amendments it proposes in direct contradiction to the 
explicit language of article IV of the Constitution.

Similur problems urise with th" question of electoral votes which arc always 
cast in the form of electors chost »y State legislatures Again the District has 
no State legislature. Congress does not possess the . Jthority to appoint electors, 
so wc must assume that this proposed amendment would endow District voters 
with the tight to choose the President and Vice President hy direct popular vote, 
which no other State can now do.

fhere are those in Congress today and in the Senate today who would like to 
have direct election of the President, in spite of the fact that our electoral college 
system, our system of electing the President, has worked well ever since the 
beginning of this country, and there are urguments thut can be made for direct 
election of the President

Hut Ihc fact of the matter is that us of right now we do not have thut. and I 
think there are very good reasons why we do not huve it. I. for one. hope we 
never have it. because I do believe that our Founding Fathers, in their infinite 
wisdom, and I believe they were inspired in formulating the Constitution, but in 
their infinite wisdom, decided to have the t xtorul college.

All I can say is that as the Federal Government is the single largest interest 
gioup in Ihc District, the Senators representing this city would be little more

October IV7H •
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the States, has no legisla­
ture . .

", . . problems arise w ith  
the question o f electoral 
rotes u hich are always cast 
in tin  form o f electors cho­
sen hy State legislatures. 
Again, the District has no 
State legislature."

• 24V •



Continued from page 248

", . . a t various times 
since 1888, the Houses o f  
Congress have bad before 
them resolutions similar ‘o
the ones being considered

— **
HOW.

"Til District o f Columbia 
is indeed a 'colony' w ithin  
the Continental United 
States . . .”

by Hon. John Buchanan
United States Representative, Alabama. Republican

From the Jeha'e of March 2, 1978. on the floor of the U.S. House of Repre­
sentatives during consideration of H.J. Res. 554, proposing a Constitutional 
amendment to grant Congressional voting representation for the Distri. l of Co­
lumbia.

T h e  r e s o l u t i o n  u n d e r  consideration would give substance to a doctrine 
long advocated by Members dating back to the formal establishment of the 

District of Columbia. Speaking of the District, in 1803. Representative Hugcr of 
South Carolina said the following:

"I look forward to the period when the inhabitants, from their numbers and 
riches, will be entitled to a representative on this floor."

It was not until the 1880's, however, that resolutions to give District citizens 
voting representation were introduced with any passion or frequency. On April 
4, 1888. there was introduced in the U.S. Senate a resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution providir j for voting representation in Congress 
for the District of Columbia The Senate Judiciary Committee allowed the reso­
lution to die with the adjournment of Congress. Subsequent Congresses saw 
similar resolutions introduced.

In 1922. 1925. and 1949, the Senate Judiciary Committee approved such reso­

lutions only to have them fail in cither the full House or Senate. In 1940, the 
House Judiciary Committee reported out legislation providing for District of Co­

lumbia representation, but the measure was not voted on the floor of the House 
before the adjournment of Congress. So. at various times since 1888, the Houses 
of Congress have had before them resolutions similar to the ones being consid­
ered now.

Since the 1880 s the population of the District of Columbia has increased 
from about 225.000 to 750.000 and ihe District of Columbia now has a population 

larger than that of 10 of the States. Nevertheless, the District remains without 
voting representation in Congress. District citizens nre subject to taxation and 

the entire body of Federal law without the privilege, through elects J representa­
tives. of influencing the enactment or alteration of those laws.

'Die United States, the p 'amount leader of the Western democracies, finds it 
is the exception nnd not ihe rule regarding the representation status of the citi­

zens living in its Capitul City. Various countries of l-atin America have Fedenil 
districts similar to the District of Columbia, but all provide for some voting rep­
resentation in the national legislature. The District of Columbiu is indeed a "col­
ony" within the Continental United Slules almost 200 yeurs after our people 
dissolved its ties with Great Britain over the cry of "taxution without repiesenta- 
tion."

While the Congress moved in the right direction in 1970 m providing for a 
nonvoting District delegate to the House, this act was only a down payment 

toward correcting a grave inequity to the citizens of the Nation's Capital. We 
took a second step in 1974 by grunting home rule to the District of Columbia. 
The home rule grant is u recognition of the right of Ihe people of the District of

(Continued on page 252)
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H A T C H ,  com. from page 24‘)

than spokesmen for that interest. They would not face the competing interests 
which are found in the States themselves, which must be balanced against the 
national interest.

My objection simply focuses on the fact that this amendment ignores the 
intent and, I think, the intent was a wise one. of the framers to have the seat of 
the National Government in a neutral enclave, and it would obviously lead to 
further overrepresentation of an expanding Federal bureaucracy.

When the Founding Fathers decided we would have a representative form of 
government rather than a monarchical form of government or a super strong 
central form of government, which, it seems to me. we are now evolving into, 
and to which this proposal would give even more impetus, they did so because 

Ihey realized that the States themselves arc geographical entities with diverse 
populations, many cities with differing intents and viewpoints, residing i*. coun­
ties with diverse interests such as agricultural, mining, manufacturing, and so 
forth, and that there would be a diversity of representation from each State 
rather than a solidarity of representation.

The District lacks the necessary indicia of sovereignty which would make it a 

“State" within the meaning of the Constitution. To give it full representation in 
the Congress and treat it "as though it were a State" would not make it so. The 
proposed amendment would merely introduce a new political entity within the 
federal system, a unique creature having rights heretofore accorded only to a 
State, and. in fact, rights in addition to those thut citizens of Stutes have.

To allow the District to elect u U.S. Representative and two Senators without 
also elevating its status to that of a State is to treat as a Stute an area which lucks 
the essential elements of a sovereign State. To create a "pseudo-State" or 
"quasi-State" und grant it full representation would do violence to the Constitu­
tion und undermine the nature of the federal syst m in our Republic.

by Hon. Charles E. Wiggins
United Stales Representative, California. Republican

From  the debait o f  March I . I97H, on the f lo o r  o f  th * U .S . House o f  Repre­
sentatives during consideration o f  H .J . Res. 554. a proposed Constitutional 
umendment to grunt voting representation in the U .S . Congress to the D istrict o f  
Columbia.

W ltHoUT q u e s t io n  IH E  amendment before us works a u.idamcntul change 
in the structure of the legislative branch. As originally conceived, represen­
tation in the Congress was confined to States, and the people residing in Stales. 

Although the mode of electing Senators has been changed by amendment, there 
is and cun be no doubt that Senators represent Stutes of the Union. Similarly, 
the language of urlicle I. section 2 leaves no room for doubt that only the people 
of Slates ure now represented in this body. The amendment creates a new cate­

gory of persons entitled to representation: The inhabitants of the Federal City, 
indubitably a non-State and an area lucking ihc essentials of a State, namely, the 
independent ability to discharge essential governmental functions.

(Continued on page 25J )

44. . . this amendment ig­
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"The proposed amendment 
would merely introduce a 
new political entity w ithin  
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B U C H A N A N ,  cont. from page 250

“The basir justice to the 
citizens of the District of 
Columbia is almost 200 
years late in coming."

''History and justice cry 
out together •hat this in­
equity must h corrected 
now."

Columbia to govern their own affairs and exercise the same rights as the people 
of the 50 States. The principle of universal franchise is so fundamental to our 
democratic government that it amazes and frustrates me that so many of my 
colleagues still do not recognize the injustice imposed upon the residents of the 

District of Columbia.
In my position as a member of the Committee on International Relations, I 

have actively purse i human rights for all people throughout the world. I would 
consider it a grave oversight on my part if I did not speak out about the denial of 

rights to the people of the District of Columbia.
Taxation without representation is as wrong in the I970’s as it was in the 

I770's. The basic justice to the citizens of the District of Columbia is almost 200 
years late in coming. It should surely come now.

There is nothing wrong with the great American dream— the challenge of our 
lime is to fulfill that dream for all this Nation’s people. There is nothing wrong 
with the American system of government. It is the responsibility, however, of 
the Congress to make certain that the system furnishes equity for the good of all 

the people of this Republic.
Two years ago. uuring the Bicentennial Year, many of our colleagues spoke 

eloquently of the virtues of the Founding Fathers and the principles they es­
poused. Yet many of these same Members voted to deny 750,000 citizens voting 
representation in the legislative branch of our Federal Government. This con­

tinued denial is nothing less than a scandal.
History and justice cry out together that this inequity must be corrected now. 

Such action will mean basic justice for the American citizens who live in this 
city, and will be at least one step toward creation in Washington. D C., of an 

alabaster c' , undimmed by human tears.

by Hon. Parren J. Mitchell
United States Representative. Maryland. Democrat

From the debate of March I, IV7H, on the floor of the U.S. House of Repre­
sentatives during consideration of H.J. Res. 554. proposing a Constitutional 
amendment to grant Congressional voting representation for the District of Co­
lumbia.

I HAVK I IA D  llth PLEASURE of serving in this House during one of the most 
dramatic periods in American history. I recall standing in this well alongside 
of other Members of Ihc House calling for the impeachment of a President. I 

remcm!>er a dramatic moment when we learned that u former Vice President was 
out in the corridor because he wus in difficulty. I reinember being on the steps of 
tne Capitol when there were literally hundreds of thousands of people out there 
protesting the war in Vietnam. And through that remarkable and dramatic period 
where crisis after crisis confronted this Nation, where from time to lime we 
thought we would be almost pulled apart, the remarkable capacity of the Ameri­
can people and the American system to endure demonstrated itself— above and

IContinued on page 254i
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CON WIGGINS, tunt. from page 251

Our present system is bottomed upon our faith in federalism— independent 
States joining together as a union. That system, which has served us well, should 
only be altered for the most persuasive of reasons.

Proponents of the amendment argue that inequality is such a reason. I most 
certainly agree that the people of the District do not possess those political rights 
enjoyed by others. But the amendment does not solve the problem of inequality; 
it perpetuates it in another form.

If the amendment is ratified, millions of citizens, not residents of any State 
nor of the District of Columbia, will remain unrepresented in this body. Inequal­
ity continues as to them. Moreover, a new inequality will be imposed upon the 
citizens of States. No city of theirs will enjoy the privileged status of two 
Senators serving their exclusive interests in the Nation's Capital.

If the object of the amendment is political equality, it falls woefully short of 
the mark.

I am sensitive to the political inequality which exists in the District. I want to 
solve that problem I am satisfied that a solution is possible without doing vio­
lence to our existing governmental structure.

I prefer retrocession to the State of Maryland of the populated areas of the 
District which arc not essential to the discharge of Federal governmental func­
tions. It would accord to the inhabitants of the District perfect equality with the 
inhabitants of the States of the Union.

Although such a proposal is. in my view, far superior to the pending amend­
ment. I will not olTer such u substitute today. Even if such a substitute were 
germane, which I doubt. I do not believe constitutional amendments should be 
written on the floor.

A retrocession proposal would require that the Constitution be amended. The 
adoption of the 23d article of amendment, relating to Presidential Elf tors for the 
District of Columbia, precludes a legislative remedy. I would hope that if the 
pending amendment is defeated, the House Judiciary Committee would under­
take hearings on this constructive alternative promptly.

Ihc problems which command our attention today exist because there is a 
District of Columbia. As we ponder solutions, we should not reject out of hand a 
reconsideration of the modern necessity for the District at all. Surely the 
Philadelphia "incident" of 1783 is no longer an adequate justification, especially 
in light of the political burden imposed upon the inhabitants of the Federal City 
Wc now know that extensive Federal facilities, subject to Federal jurisdiction, 
can exist within (he territory of Stales. Important Federal activities are routinely 
conducted within Stales without disruption dilTercnt in kind thun we experience 
here in the District of Columbia.

The continued existence of a District of Columbia requires a better justifica­
tion than national pride it - national capital, especially in view of Ihc unique 
problems it creates. My pride in our Capital would in no way be diminished if 
retrocession were to occur It is not where it is that counts. I am proud of what 
is done here.

We huvc the opportunity to do something important. Reject un ill conceived 
proposal to amend our Constitution

fCotu, continued on pane 2J5j

. . the amendment does 
not solve the problem of in ­
equality; it perpetuates it 
in another form. ”

"/ prefer retrocession to the 
Stale of Mary land of the 
populated areas of the Dis­
trict u bich are not essen­
tial to the discharge of 
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MITCHELL, com. from page 252

", . . every slogan that 
stands for patriotism, 
right, and justice, is at 
test in this vote ..."

"It does not mattes 
whether the District of Co­
lumbia is a Slate or 
whether it is a district. It 
does not matter. A State is 
people."

beyond enduring, the remarkable capacity ol ibis system to adapt itself to change 
demonstrated itself.

And that is what is a» test today— whether that system which performed so 
very nobly in the last 10 years ir Ihe face of constant crises can survive and then 

make a necessary and positive change: whether that system is willing to make 
the next positive change.

I speak not only for myself but I speak for the 16 men and women who serve 
in this Congress and who make up the Congressio. a' Blac Caucus. We are 

acutely aware of what it means to have been treated ii* '•*»s than a full citizen.
So. in the name of the caucus we want your suppon.
It is cu ious, but every slogan that stands for patriotism, right, and justice, is 

at test in this vote: Taxation without representation, all of them. They are all 
being tested under the actions this House will take.

Abe .c and beyond that, something else is being tested: Whether you like it or 
not. America has now taken the quantum step of placing itself out in front of the 
entire world as being a moral leader for the world. Whether you like it or not, it 
does not matter, it is being done and. having taken that step, the world will 
watch for internal manifestations of that morality that we demand of others. It 

will watch. The world will watch t’-c vote on representation for the District of 
Columbia.

As my colleagues have indicated, there will be all kinds of specious argu­
ments raised, diminution of political power, the matter of whether (he District of 

Columbiu is a State or a district.
It docs not matter whether the District of Columbia is a State or whether it is 

a district. It does not mattct. A State is people. That is all that a State is. If we 
took all of the people out of the State of Arizona, or the State of Virginia, is it 
still a State0 The artificial boundaries, the natural resources, do not make a 
State. I he people who -?side in it make the State. So that is a specious atgumcnt 
in rny book. also.

I have touched on the human rights issue. I have touched on the specious, 
phony issues that will be raised. I .ct me conclude hy commenting on the one 
thing that I .hmk this House has an obligation to do— take it to the people. That 
is all that they have an obligation to do. If they do not trust the American people, 
then go ahead and vote against this. But wc arc saying— 1 am saying— that time 

after time after lime I have seen the American people demonstrate that they have 
the sagacity and the wisdom and (he will to do that which is right. I think they 

will, if wc would have the sugucily. the wisdom, und the will to ,<* r it to them 
and let them demonstrate those uhilities.

Bussing— passing this becomes the acid test for this House. It becomes an 
acid test for the will and the decency of the American people, and it becomes an 

acid test, a crucible, if you will, in which the morality of America will be tested 
in terms of international relationships
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Continued from page 253

by Hon. Carlos J. Moorhead
United States Representative. California. Republican

From the debate of March I, 1978, an the floor of the U.S. House of Repre- 
st ituiives during consideration of H.J. Res. 554. proposing a Constitutional 
i ■nendment to grant Congressional voting representation for the District of Co­
lumbia.

E
S S EN T IA LLY , t h i s  amendment would grant the District of Columbia the 
status of a State in both the Senate and the House of Representatives. Arti­
cle IV section 3 of the Constitution clearly sets forth the procedures for the 

admission of new States. Admission can be effected by a simple minority vote of 
the Congress through legislation. But this straightforward approach is not 
utilized here. Instead wc are asked to elevate a city to the status of a pseudo 
State, in the name of achieving full voting rights for the residents of the District. 

An admirable aim. perhaps, but this is an ill-advised manner in which to 
complish this aim.

To give the District Senators and Representatives without elevating its status 
to that of a State is to treat as a Stute a locality which lacks the essential ele­
ments of a sovcieign State. The Constitution speaks of Senators “from each 
State" and Representatives chosen by the people of the several "States.” Inven­
tively. House Joint Resolution 534 introduces a new political entity into our fed­
eral system. Not a new "Slate.” but a unique being with all the representative 
rights and privileges heretofore belonging only to Stu’es. This proposal works a 
change upon our federal system and fashions a "back oor“ Stale. I his is not 
fair to the residents of the District, nor to any citizen of this country.

This proposal also runs fully counter to the perception of the Federal City 

held by the framers of our Constitution. The District of Columbia was not 
created to be a Stute. Rather, it was established as a Federal enclave, fully under 
the control of Ihc Congress. Art! I* section X. clause 17. The intent was to 

create a politically neutral Fcdci it city. Washington is that Federal city today 
and its unique character reflects the special relationship this locality has to the 
Federal Government What does House Joint Resolution 554 do to the relation­
ship between the District of Columbia and the Federal Government? That, no 
one can answer. If we arc to change the basic character of the District of Colum­
bia. u more thoughtful and comprehensive approach should he studied.

Also, what of the impact of House Joint Resolution 554 on the 23d amend­
ment? Under its provisions the District is limited to three electoral votes. Are 

we, in essence, repealing that umendmenl if 'he terms of House Joint Resolution 
554 arc cvcntuully adopted?

Finally, a practical comment Wc all know that it is unlikely that the requisite 
number of Stales would approve this constitutional umendmenl in its present 
form. Why. then, are wc required to make a decision on this ill-considered ap­
proach to u complicated constitutional question? Is the House or Kepicsenlalives 
being asked to strike a pose simplv for Ihe sake of it?

We should reject House Joint Resolution 554 on the grounds of both policy 
and law

“This proposal uorks a 
change upon o tr federal 
system and fashions a 
'back-door' State. This is 
not fair to the residents of 
the District, nor to any 
citizen of this country."

“If u e are to change the 
basic character of the Dis­
trict of Columbia, a more 
thoughtful and comprehen­
sive approach thou Id he 
studied."
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Political Evolution
From page 228

“Many observers contended that this new govern­
ment had the form, but not the substance, of a locally 
elected government with broad legislative powers. All of 

the basic District-Federal relationships remained the 
same— congressional authorization was necessary for 

the raising of local revenue and the entire budget of the 
District of Columbia had to go through the congressional 
appropriations process. Both procedures had been in 

legal force since 1874.

The Present Government
“On December 24. 1973. President Nixon signed S. 

1433 into law (P.L. 93-138). S. 1435 had been substan­
tially amended ii the House by provisions of H.R. 9682. 
Two months of Housc-Scnatc conferee meetings re­

sulted in the legislation presented 'or the President's 
signature— legislation formally designated as the District 
of Columbia Self-Government and Governmental Reor­
ganization Act of 1973.
“Essentially, the charter contained in P.L. 93-I9H 

provides for the election of a mayor and 13-mcmber 
legislative council. The chairman of the council is 
elected in a District-wide balloting for a four-year term 

concurrent with that of the mayor. Four of the council 
members arc elected 'at large' and only two of these 
four members can be of the same political party, assur­

ing minority party representation on the council. The 
other eight members of the council arc elected from Ihe 
eight wurd election districts in the District of Columbiu. 
All terms are four yeurs. with half of the council re­
quired to stand for election every two years.
“The mayor has broad reorganization and appointive 

authorits under the charter. In addition, the charter spe- 
cificallv provides for ihe appointment by the mayor of 
an 'administrate, to assist the mayor in opciating the 

government.
“The legislative council is given broud authority to 

legislatively establish and set the rates of all locul tuxes 
and fees. All corporate law • under the jurisdiction of 
the council as well as local ordinance-making authority. 
Ihe c uncil cun inukc changes in the budget, as well us 
reorganize, establish, or abolis'i any executive agency of 
the government of the District of Columbia All of these 
legislative uctions arc subject to upprovul or veto by ihe 
mayor Ihe council cun override a veto by ii vote of 
two-lhiids of ihe members present.
"The new , elected District of Columbiu government 

provided by ihe charter became operational on January 
■*. 1975 following elections on November 5. I *74, ihc 

first such elections since IK70 "

Powers Reserved to Federal Government
The Library of Congress study enumerates the major 

areas in which the Federal Government cither must or 
may exercise continued authority over the affairs of the 

District of Columbia. The 1973 home rule legislation 
provided for a veto by Congress of any legislative act of 
the District of Columbia Council through the approval 
within thirty days ol a resolution of disapproval by both 

houses of Congress. Additionally, the President has the 
authority to sustain the veto of the locally elected 

mayor, should the President determine that the overrid­
ing of the mayor’s veto by the council was detrimental 

to the Federal interest on a particular issue.
In addition to lacking authority to legislate on judicial 

organization and jurisdiction matters, tne local council 
under its charter is not authorized to legislate in regnrd 

to the Office of the U.S. Attorney foi the District.
Under the 1973 charter legislation, the locally elected 

council in the District cannot enact legislation authoriz­

ing (I) a tax on the incomes of non-residents working in 
the District of Columbia (a commuter tax). (2) any 
change in the building height limitations in the District. 
(3) any change in Ihe organization or authority of the 

National Capital Planning Commission. (4) any change 
in the organization or jurisdiction of the courts of the 

District of Columbia, und (5) a tax on any property of 
the United States or the Stales.

Continuing the statutory requirement and practice in 
force since 1874. the present home rule charter reserves 
to Congress the final approval of the District of Colum­
biu budget and the determination of (he Federal payment 
to the District in the form of an appropriations act. Ad­
ditionally, Congress retains the prerogative of enacting 

legislation for the District on any subject, whether 
within or without the scope of legislative power dele­
gated to the local council by the home rule charter act, 
und Congress can enact legislation to amend, repeal, or 
alter any law in force in the District. Ukcwisc. Congress 
cun legislatively amend, alter, or revoke the Charier Act 
at any time. Any amendment to the home rule charter 
initiated by the local council must be approved in u local 
referendum and to become effective must be approved 
hy House and Senate resolutions

Among authority of the President cither continued or 

newly conveyed by the home rule legislation is thut of 
uppointmg all locul judges (53) in the District, with the 
advice and consent of the Scnute: the prerogative of 
recommending legislation fin the District on uny subject 
concerning organization and operation of the local gov­
ernment; and authority to take commund of the Met­

ropolitan Police during un emergency.



O rg a n isa tio n  or tlie  C u rre n t 9 5 t l i  C ongress
Duration: January  3, 1977—January 3, 1979 

f i r s t  Session convened Jan . 4, 1977; adjourned Dec. 15, 1977. 
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When ihc framers of the Constitution set 
the District aside as a federal enclave, 
didn't they specifically intend that its 

residents not be allowed representation in Con­
gress?

No. The purpose of Article I. Section 8. 
Clause 1? of the Constitution, which gave 

Congress the authorin' for “exclusive legisla­
tion” c vr the federal district, was not to disen­
franchise DC residents but to avoid the necessity 
of the national governments reiving on a state 
government for protection.James Madison, in 
The Federalist Papers #43 described their in­
tent this way.

The inhabitants of tht District trill find sujU- 
eient inducements of interest to becoming will­
ing partit\s tn the cession; as the}' will hare had 
their voire in the election of the goirrnnurnt 
which i.s tn ejrercise authority met them; as a 
municipal U'gisla lure far local purposes, de- 
riied from their suffrages, will, of course, be 
allotted them ... nv/y imaginable objection 
seems to t>e obviated.

The framers obviously assumed that the resi­
dents oi the national capital would enjov full 
(Kilitic.d rights.

The Constitution soy* “The Senate of die 
t 'mfed States shall l<e (oni|iosi d of two 
Senators from each stale." So how can an 

area tl«it i> not a stale 1h- represented in lae
Semite?

‘Hie framers did not use the word “state” 
in Ai ticle I. Section 3. Clause 1 of tlu Con­

stitution for the »}>cclflr pm pov* of rxrluding 
representation from areas that urrr mil ..tales. 
Kather. it was Just the simplest way lo explain 
the b.isis of representation in the upper house.
Since the District did not exist at die time the 

Constitution was written, it is not suqirising 
that delegates tn (he Constitutional Com ration 
did not lorrsee the possibility tluit DC would 
eventually Ik* tlie home of 690.000 Americans, 
many thousands of w hom would tie barml 
fnirn lull exercise of dirir |»ilirieal rights.

Congress and the courts treat DC as a state in 
many other matters. For example:

• A Supreme Court decision in 1820 
(Loughborough v.Blake) gave the federal gov­
ernment the right to collect taxes from DC resi­
dents, even though the Constitution (Article I. 
Section 2) says direct taxes may be apportioned 
among the states.
• In 1889, the Supreme Court ruled that Con­
gress could regulate business that crossed Dis­
trict boundaries despite constimtional language 
that permitted Congress to regulate “Commerce 
... among the several states.” (Stouten burgh v. 
Hennick.)
• In another decision the Supreme Court af­
firmed DC residents’ civil rights by guarantee­
ing them the right to a jury trial, although the 
Sixth Amendment speaks only of “An imimrtial 
jury of the State and (judicial ] district wherein 
the crime shall have been committed." (Cailan 
v. Wilson, 1887.)

• Although the Constitution specifies that elec­
tors for the President and Vice-President arc lo 
Ik* appointed bv the states, the 23rd Amend­
ment gave these privileges lo DC.

• DC. is ti rated as a stale in almost every fed­
eral statute, most of w hich include the phrase, 
“For the purfiusr of this legislation, the term 
‘Mate* shall include the District of Columbia.”
The proposed amendment is consistent with 

the idea of a living, growing Constitution. Arti­
cle I grants the people the right to elect repre­
sentatives. The Seventeenth Amendment, 
ratified in 1913. gave the }>eitple of each stale 
(rather than the stale legislatures) the right to 
elect senators. The pro|«iM*d amendment, 
would give the /tropic of DC a full voice In 
Con grew.

Article V of thr Constitution prohibits 
amendments that would deprive -.talcs of 

‘ their rqunl vutrs in thr Senate. If the IX! 
amendment is adopted, w ill states no longer Ik* 
equal in live Senate?

Since tlu* Constitution was adopted. 37 
states have liecn added to the ori Chad 13. 

ret no one seriously argues that the old i stairs



hnve been deprived of their equality because of 
the admission of die new states. The framers 
used this language to ensure that the Great 
Compromise between large and small states 
would not he annulled through un amendment 
basing representation in the Senate on popula­
tion. The DC amendment would in no way 
upset this compromise. As explained above, DC 
can be considered equal to a state for repre­
sentation in Congress. It will not receive more 
or less representation than a state. If DC is al­
lowed two senators, no state becomes more 
powerful than any other state.

Does giving full voting rights to the Dis- 
trict set a dangerous precedent? Won't 
other U.S. cities and Puerto Rico, tiic Vir­

gin Islands and Guam start clamoring for sepa­
rate and full representation?

N'o precedent is set for either cities or ter- 
rhotics. Residents of other U.S. cities al­

ready have lull voting rights: they are con­
stituents of congressional districts and they vote 
lor senators. The territories already have a con­
stitutional route for getting full voting repre­
sentation: like other territories— most recently 
Alaska and Hawaii— they may |*etinon Con­
gress to in* a d m itte d  to the Union as states. Un- 
li- r cities and territories, it is onlv tin* people of 
DC who are forced to seek a constitutional 
amendment in order to get full representation 
in Congress.

How will full toting representation for DC 
wtnk. since there is no state legislature or
governor to fill senatorial vacancies, draw 

congressional district lines or appiove rottxtitu-
n u t  a l a m e n d m e n ts ?

Section 2 of the proposed amendment 
gtvr* Gwgtrss the mttiuirirv to drlrrmiite 

how tlie rights and | toners conferred hy the 
amendment will ia* exercised, lor example, 
Congtr- > tan decide to call a special content ion 
in ti:c DIm . id to draw congressional district 
l in es  and approve constitutional amendments. 
Gmpru could also direct IK?s elected minor 
to name a replacement in the case of a senato­
rial \aca my.

V/r.at are the alternatives?
/**' If there is some question about letting u
• nonstatc be represented in the Senate, 

wouldn’t an amendment giving DC voting
representation only in tiie House of Representa­
tives be preferable?

> No. Such an amendment would not fully
-■ j enfranchise DC voters. It would only per­
petuate second-class citizenship for residents of 
the District. Certain rights, privileges nnd rc- 
s]>on.sil)iliries are unique to cuch house. Fur­
thermore, since both houses review legislation 
enacted by the DC city council and have the 
final say on the DC city budget, DC citizens 
have an even greater interest than do citizeas of 
the 50 states in living represented in liotii 
houses.

Why not retrocede DC entirely lo Mary­
land? The return of the citv of Alexandria 
to Virginia in 1B4G set a precedent for 

sucl. a retrocession.

"his alternative is a less equitable and 
realistic alternative titan the hill voting 

rights amendment for several reasons.
• According to Article IV of the Constitution. 
DC could not lie retroceded without the consent 
of the Maryland state legislature. It is highly un­
likely that Maryland would i»c willing lo accept 
the retrocession.
*» Full retrocession defeats thr idea of a sepa­
rate federal enclave.
• DC has lieen politically separate front Mary­
land for over ITS years, it is u distinct entity 
whose residents have their own identity and 
nerd tot representation.

What aliout partial rrtrocession? Couldn't 
IK; nsitletds lie treated as citizens of 
Maryland for tlie pur|K»e of voting in 

congressional elections?

F' . is an alternative that creates num.* 
tangled problems than it solves, f.u'tt it 

the obstacles of congressional approval and 
Maryland acceptance lould lie overcome, these 
qur .turns lemain:
• It Maryland congressional districts ate re­
drawn to include DC. how will tin* absence of



I)(! representatives in the Maryland legislature 
a fleet other considerations of fair representa­
tion?
«■ Would it be constitutional to treat DC citizens 
as people of a state in which they do not reside?
• Would Maryland's members of Congress re­
flect the separate interests of DC residents?

Why not just admit DC to the Union as tlie 
51st state?

Although Congress has the power to make 
all or part of DC a state, the pro{H>sed 

amendment does not seek to do so. It recog­
nize* the unique history of the District anti its 
s{K*cial status us the seat of the national gov­
ernment. Because the amendment will not 
upset die relationship between Congress and 
the DC government, tlie national government 
\\ ill not haw to be icliant on a state for se rv ice s 
and protection.

Why don't DC! residents vote in their home 
states or in other states of their choosing? 
This would avoid the need to amend tlie

Constitution.

There were 249.524 registered voters in 
DC on November 7. 1975. The DC! Ik ard of 

f lections and billies estimates that anothei 
100.090 lo 150.000 (X'rsons of voting age con­
sider DC their |x-rmunent tv.idetu e. Whether 
these people can be treated as citizens of states 
in which they do m t reside in order to vote is a 
constitutional question. Also, a majority of these 
resident* were either born in DC or haw been 
i •stdents long enough to lutve more ol a com- 
i.iotadity oi intern*! with other IK' resident* 
than w ith residents ol slate* from which they or 
theit jiurrnt* emigrated, further, the sejxtraie 
I’ltrreMs of IX‘ cannot lie voiced by a represen­
tative or a sen nor from another stale.

Sena tors an d  representable* from •tale* 
represent n ran ;e ot interests. but 
wouldn't mem tiers of «!ongrr** cletted

* itm DC merely ivpinent the interests ot fed­

eral workers?
^ There Ls a buried assumption in this ques- 

.'Ti. tion. It implies that federal government 
employees siiould not be allowed full re pre­
sentation in Congress. But the most reliable fig­
ures available (April 1970) show that only 
about 4 peieent (109.G15 of 2.575.000) of all 
federal civilian employees were DC residents. 
The other 96 |>crcent of federal employees are 
fully represented in Congress.
DC residents who do not work for the federal 

go erumcnt have a wade diversity of interests 
and work at all sorts of jobs. To deny DC resi­
dents their full civil rights bccuuse some work 
for the federal government is abhorrent to 
American political traditions.

Why should DC be given the privileges of 
a state when it docs not pay all us own 
hills?

Some people argue that DC does not pull 
its own weight because it receives a fed­

eral payment from Congress. This argument ig­
nores the nature of the payment: it is intended 
to cover the difference between the costs and 
benefits of being the site of the nation's capital. 
Congress, in making the appropriation, takes 
into account three (acts:
• .'Wi |HTcent of IX!** land is lax exempt liccause 
it is owned by the federal government and by 
foreign embassies;
• DC incurs the costs of providing service* re­
quired by the federal government (jmlidng 
demonstrations i* one example):
• Congtcss limits many options that could pro­
duce municipal revenue. For example, Congm* 
has banned the enactment of a commuter tax 
ant! it has limited building height.

Balanced against these costs .ire the benefits D C  

gains from tourism anti fcdcial construction. 
The payment i» the net ditferrnce and it ac­
counted for only 15 percent of IK!'* btdgei in 
fiscal vrur 1979.
IK! resident* assume their share of the fetlv.al 

lax burden. The 1977 terleral tax lor each IK . 
resident was $2.110— $491 altovr the national 
average «•! $1,025. Only one suite— A!. *Li— had 
a higher fxT-caplta tax burden. Chat i-atnc year

a
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Ohio House of Representatives to Reconsider Approval
By Diane Brockett ’

Sur Sufi Wf.’.r

The D.C. Voting Rights Amend­
ment took a big half-step back­
wards Friday night whei the Ohio 
House of Representatives voted to 
reconsider its earlie r action approv­
ing ratification.

Ohio had become the second state 
to ratify the proposed constitutional 
amendment when its House voted 
51-37 fo r ratification Thursday — 
only one vote more than was needed 
fo r passage in the 99-member body. 
The Ohio Senate had favorably 
acted on the measure the week be­
fore la s t . .

Now New Jersey, which voted to 
ra tify in September, is once again 
the only state (o have approved the 
amendment, which would give D.C. 
residents full Congressional voting 
re p re sen ta tio n . The proposed 
amendment, given final approval 
by Congress in August, must be 
ratified by 39 states within seven 
years to go into effect.

The earlie r Ohio victory had been 
especially important to supporters 
of the measure since the legisla­
tures in three states — California. 
Delaware and Pennsylvania — had 
failed to ratify the amendment 
since the New Jersey success.

The Ohio House will reconsider 
the ratificatior. resolution when it 
meets again Dec. 21.

The motion lo reconsider, which 
was made by Rep. Michael G. 
Oxley. one of two Republicans to 
vote for ratification on Thursday, 
will give opponents an opportunity 
to attempt to change the close mar­
gin. < .v » *The outcome of another vote does 
not appear certain because of the. 
two-vote margin o f Thursday and 
the opportunity that now exists for 
more lobbying. There is no guaran­
tee that a ll tne legislators will re­
turn for the Dec. 21 session. The 
dote is close to Christmas and cur­
rently the House is. meeting in once- 
■-week "skeleton day sessions" 
which are not always well attended.

. l i' • 
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Ohio supporters of the ratification 
measure had at one time planned to 
have the approval vote on F riday , 
but i t ’ ad bee. moved up to Thurs 
day Because many o f their yea 
votes would be absent.

The Ohio reconsideration move 
came as a surprise to supporters 
here who had not learned of it until 

• yesterday when Ohio State Senator 
But Lukens announced it at a con­
ference. The conference was held 
on the amendment and took place in 
Crystal City by the American Legis­
lative Exchange Council.

. Lukens said the move was made 
late Friday night a fte r a number of 
Ohio House members who had 
voted fo r ratification had le ft early 
and the yea votes no longer had a 
majority present. Under Ohio legis­
lative ru les, a motion to reconsider 
can only be made by a member who 
voted in the m ajority and the mo* 

' lion must be m Je within three 
1 days of the orig inal action.

See OHIO, C-J ■ ■ »■! *■ « '■ , i „ . ---   . -  -

Ohio From  C l

Lukens said that there are two 
possible motives behind Oxley's 
reconsideration move. E ither the 
Republican House member dPtfbar* 
ately had voted fo r ratification 
when he taw his vote wouldn't' 
make any difference — giving him ­
self the right to ask fo r the reconsid­
eration m anuever. The second 
possibility was that heavy Republi­
can pressure had been put on him 
since the Thursday vote. He eaid 
that the firs t possibility is a fre ­
quent tactic in tne Ohio legislature.

The other Republican yea vote 
was cast by Rep. Charles R. Sisxbe. 
son o f fo rm er Attorney General W il­
liam Saxbe Saxhe had been active 
on behalf o f the amendment during 
the floor debate.

The Ohio House has 12 Demo­
cratic and 37 Republican members.

Another delegate to Die ALEC 
conference Rep. Edward Fredricks 
of Michigan, reported to Ihe ,.ieet- 
tng that the Michigan Senate is ex­
pected to approve ratifies .on of the 
amendment this year. The state 
House approved it last Wednesday.



Conservatives Deal With Racial Issue
By Diane Brockett
V tife iD ftM S u rS u H W n U f

The D.C. Voting Rights Amend­
ment is a measure " fo r carpetbag­
gers to get a seat in the U.S. Sen­
a te ." form er Nixon speech writer 
Patrick J.'Buchanan told a group of 
conservative state legislators.

"Ju lian  Bond has been saying the 
joke among blacks when they meet 
each other is to ask if they have 
moved to Washington yet." Bu­
chanan told the 98 legislators at­
tending an American Legislative 
Exchange Council meeting here 
yesterday.

"Why do you have to bring car­
petbaggers into th is?" an Arkansas 
legislator asked.

Buchanan responded that it has 
been the amendment's supporters 
— not the opponents — who have 
made the race issue prominent be­
cause they have described it as the 
m ajor "c iv il rights" measure of
i m.

The exchange demonstrated a t 
m a jo^  them e th a t p e rs is te d  
throughout the day-long conference 
and the group's concern over how to 
deal with the race issue in the 
amendment fight.

Many proponents o f the amend­
ment have charged that, while it is 
usually unspoken, the m a jo r opposi­
tion to the measure is based on ra ­
cial prejudice.

Sen. Edward M. Kennedy. D .- 
Mass.. leader o f the fight foe. ra ti­
f ic a tion  in the S ena te , sa id  
opposition to the amendment has 
been based on the "fou r too's: the 
District is too urban, too libera l, too 
Democratic and too b lack."

The council, a non-profit organ­
isation which serves as an educa­
tional clearing house fo r conserv­
atives among the nation's 7.400 
state legislators, is quickly becom­
ing the national leader of opposition 
to thr D.C. amendment, th is  was 
'.he first m ajor national meeting o f

See CONSER VA T l VES, C-J

Conservatives
From C i

opponents to ratification and was 
allended by members of 40 state 
legislatures as well as a number of 
conservative organizations. ,

Hugh C. Newton, publicist for the 
council, said Ihe organisation was
taking the unusual step o f paying 
many o f the expenses of the legisla­
tors who attended the conference.

"The reason why the amendment
Eassed Congress was that it was 
ring ca llfd  the Civil Rights Act of 

1978. ' James iilnish, counsel to the 
Senate Republican Policy Commit­
tee, told them " I f  you were against 
this, you wete against blacks. It 
passed because this was used very 
effectively by the proponents."

The Republican counsel termed 
Republican National Chairman Bill 
Brock's support of the amendment 
as a way to "open up the Republi­
can party "hogwash. . . . There is 
very little likelihood the Republican 
party will benefit from this."

The legislative council had onq 
black speaker listed on its agenda. 
Clay Smothers, a member of the 
Texas House of Representatives, 
but he did not appear because of a 
death in his fam ily. Smothers, a 
member qf the council, it well- 
known among conservative groups 
jn d  has said most elected black 
leaders do not speak for the major­
ity of blacks, according to a council 
staff member.

A couple o f legislators attending 
said they would nave liked a more 
balanced presentation, but most of 
those questioned said they hod 
come to learn how to fight the ra ti­fication.

r~  Dn* o f the speakers. Professor 
Jules B Gerard  of the Washington 
University School of Law in Mis­
souri, told them he will have a book 
out In January on the issue and sug­
gested that, if possible, they should
Eirevent serious consideration of the 
ssue in their own legislatures until 
they nre arm ed with his work.

.F o rty  state legislatures open their 
1979 sessions in January and most 

I  are expected to take up the amend- l-raent —

Hmish said there was a "lack of 
effective opposition" on Capitol Hill 
while "a  number of black organita- 
lions contacted their state represen­
tatives, who were black . . and
they called their senators on the 
phone and pleaded with them.*

"Thie is not a civil rights issue. 
It's a constitutional issue." Ilinish 
continued, advising the legislators 
to turn their agumrnts toward Ihe 
legal soundness of the measure.

The audience yesterday was a ll 
white, but staff members said there 
are other black members in the 
group besides Smothers.

D.C. Delegate Walter E. Faun- 
troy, learning about thr conference 
from reporters late last week, 
asked to be added to the agenda. He 
also wanted a booth outside Ihe 
meeting hall to present the other 
side of the issue. Both requests 
were denied 

All o f the speakers, except colum­
nist Tom Braden who debated Hu- 
ckanan on the issue as part of the
firogram, were opponents of ra il- 
icatioir.

Fnuntro/, asked about the charga 
that it actually has been the propo­
nents who have interjected race 
into the battle, aaid the opposition 
has "conveniently inferred civil 
rights, basic human rights fo r a ll 
people, to mean black rights."

The other m a jo r them# o f the 
speakers was that the opponents 
should force a fu ll airing o f the 
issues surrounding the amendment.

[ They said attempts to obtain quick 
votes fo r ratification this year in six 
states has been prompted by its 
supporters fears that tne measure 
would lose if the issues are thor­
oughly examined.

J
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S t a t e  o f  A l a s k a

o r r i c c  o r  t h e  o o v e b n o r

W A S H IN G T O N , D .C .

February 5, 1979

Seir-Detonnlimtlon For D. C 
Rood 3 0 0  

2 0 3 0  Id S t r e e t ,  N.  w. 
Washington, j>, c . 2003Q

Mr. Christine Harter 

State Affairs Carmittee 

Alaska State Legislature 

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear M t . Harter:

You w i l l  note frcm the attached correspondence that I have

contacted proponents of both views chi the D. C. amendment and ha v e  asked 

them to appear here on Friday, February 9, 1979 at 4:00 P.M. for the 

teleconference w i t h  the Carmittee o n  the subject.

This m atter w a s  delayed until today because No.. Callahan of

the National Conference o f  St a t e  Legislatures had suggested Steve Saltzberg 

of  the University o f  Virginia L a w  School to participate. However, he was 

in California, not returning until today. W h e n  I talked w i t h  him, he 

indicated that h e  was unable to travel for such a  purpose without being 

reimbursed, and suggested that I contact Delegate Faun t r o y ' s office. I 

di d  so, but, as of this writing, 1 have not heard frcm Mr. Barnes.

I hope to pass along this information via the teleconference 

network later today, but I also w a n t e d  to put it in w r i tten form for 
your ready reference.

HAIL ol th* ST A T R  —  444 Norm Q ftO l S’ fWI N W   <2X>

Sincerely,

Peggy Hackett



A t t n . : M r . B a r n e s :

D e a r  M r . F a u n t r o y :

The House s t a t e  A f f a i r s  C o m m itte e  o f  t h e  A la s k a  L e g i s l a t u r e  
h a s  been considering t h e  D . C . a n e n d n e n t i n  i t s  J o i n t  R e s o lu t i o n  4.

T h i s  o f f i c e  h a s  b e e n  a s k e d  t o  s e t  u p  a  teleconference m e e t in g  
w i t h  t h e  C c r i r d t t e e  f a r  F r i d a y ,  F e b r u a r y  9 , 1979 a t  4:00 P .M . ,  l a s t i n g  
a b o u t  a n  h o u r ,  w i t h  e a c h  s i d e  p r e s e n t in g  i t s  viewB f o r  a b o u t  15 r a in u t e e , 
a n d  a b o u t  20 m in u t e s  f o r  q u e s t io n s  a n d  a n s w e r s .  'Th rough t h i s  h o o k- u p , 
t h e  S t a t e  A f f a i r s  C a rm i t t e e  w i l l  b e  a b l e  t o  t a l k  d i r e c t l y  w i t h  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  
o f  b o t! ' v ie w p o in t s .

P le a s e  c o n t a c t  me a t  624-5858 r e g a r d in g  t h i s  m a t t e r .
I  - • -•

S i n c e r e l y ,

P e g g y  H a c k e t t



You w e re  c o n t a c t e d  l a s t  w eek b y  J o h n  C a l la h a n ,  D i r e c t o r ,  
N a t i o n a l  C o n fe r e n c e  o f  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e s ,  r e g a r d in g  a  p la n n e d  t e l e ­
c o n f e r e n c e  !lo o kup  f r c r i  o u r  o f f i c e  t o  o u r  s t a t e  c a p i t o l  o n  F r i d a y ,  
F e b r u a r y  9 , 1979, a t . 4:00 P .M . A t  t h a t  t im e ,  i t  i s  h op ed  t h a t  y o u  o o u ld  
p r e s e n t  y o u r  v ie w s  o n  t h e  D . C . amenchuer' f o r  a p p r o x im a t e ly  15 m in u t e s ,  
w i t h  15 m in u te e  b e .'n g  d e v o t e d  t o  t h e  o p p o s i t e  v i e w ,  a n d  a p p r o x im a t e ly  20 
m in u t e s  b e in g  s e t  a i* * '*  ' " ,T‘ q u e s t io n s  a n d  a n sw e r s  f ro m  o u r  H ouse  S t a t e  
A f f a i r s  C a r m i t t e e ,  v h ic h  h a s  b e e n  c o n s i d e r i n g  H ouse  J o i n t  R e s o lu t i o n  4 
( t h e  D . C . am endknen i) .

Y ou w i l l  n o t e  o u r  a d d r e s s  a n d  t e le p h o n e  lu m b e r  o n  t h i s  l e t t e r h e a d .  
P le a s e  c o n t a c t  t h e  u n d e r s ig n e d  i f  y o u  h a v e  a n y  q u e s t io n s  a b o u t  t h e s e  
a r r a n g e m e n t s .

I look forward to meeting you this Fritay.

S i n c e r e l y ,

o c :  M s . C h r i s t i n e  H a r t e r

P e g g y  H a c k e t t
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