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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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KILLED IN VIETNAM WAR

BO Dist. of New Idaho Rhode North 
Columbia Hampshire Island Dakota
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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

Cvwt

ELECTED NATIONAL LEGISLATURES
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OF 115 NATIONS ONLY THE UNITED STATES AND BRAZIL DEIJY REPRESENTATION TO RESIDENTS OF THE CAPITALS.
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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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TABLE 2

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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SOURCE: "County 
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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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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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John  H e c h in g e h  
D . C .  D e m o c r a t i c  N a t io n a l 

C o m m it t e e

L in o w e s ,  P r e s id e n t  
M e t r o p o l i t a n  W a s h in g to n  B o a r d  

o f  T  r a d e

E l l y n  ^ w a n s o n , P r e s id e n t  
D . C .  L e a g u e  o f  W o m e n  V o t e r s

 ----

P .  A m e s s ,  P r e s id e n t  
B a r  A s s o c ia t i o n  o f  th e  
D i s t r i c t  o f  C o lu m b ia

i
S a m u e l Jacl 
D . C .  R e  put

n ,  M e n  t<er 
P a r t y

/ e r c t t  S c o t t ,  P r e s id e n t  
D . C .  F e d e r a t i o n  o f  C iv i c  

A s s o c ia t i o n

M o o r e  *
R e p u b lic a n  M e m b e r  

D i s t r j ^ n f  C o lu m b ia  C oun c il

S o l  M . L i n o w l t z ,  P r e s i d e d  
F e d  n a l C i t y  C o u n c i l

tTs^jJuA 
L a r r y  C l, W i l t  a m s ,  S r . , ' P r e s id e n t  
D . C .  C n a m b e r  o f  C o m m e r c e

M e lv in  J .  
W a s h in g to

In g to n , P  
r  A t,- o c ia t i

t-f-A. X-<■ y ^ r _______
S h a r o n  D ix o n  
D . C .  D e m o c r a t i c  N a t io n a l 

C o m m it t e e w o m a n

Q J l a d L
C h u c k  C l i n t o n ,  C h a i rm a n  
W A C C  (W is c o n s in  A v e n u e  

C o r r i d o r  C o m m it t e e )



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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FROM: John B. Chenfl^ti
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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

• 22ft • • Congressional IMgcst



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

Congressional Digest



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 '
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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.

230 ( 'ongresslonal Digest



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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"The District has the dis­
tinction of having special 
, nun it tees in hath the 
Senate and the House of 
Representatives ...”

"'I bis proposal. . .  is com­
pletely contrary to the in ­
tention of the framers of 
the Constitution ..."
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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-
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"There is more to Wash­
ington D.C. than ju st 
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. . it is a travesty o f his­
tory that the District o f Co­
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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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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)

" . . .  I do not think it is 
in  the best interests o f this 
Nation to create a hybrid 
State that would have 
rights and privileges that 
the other 50 States would 
not have."

" What we really do hy this 
amendment is create a hy­
brid Stale, w ith rights 
that go beyond the other 
States."

October 1978 • 239



PRO K E N N E D Y ,  cont.
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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.
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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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"The plight o f the citizens 
in the District, sadly, is 
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jugated, colonial people. ”
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interest in  lire Senate."

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.

• 248
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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
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"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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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 )
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“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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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 
Federal gosemmental 
functions."
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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

2M  • (  ongrtvsional Digest



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.
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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' • 
‘-•vrv-.- f.V•a w • -a*?,Or J V

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





COMMITTEE REPORT

HOUSE

FURTHER:

Mr. Speaker :

The Committee on
STATE AFFAIRS

D a te :

has had

• 7 - 0  S O

HJR 71

"Relating to the Begich Boggs Visitor Center."

under c o n s i d e r a t i o n  and (a m a j o r i t y  o f  the commi ttee)  ( the commi ttee)  
re po r ts  1t back w i t h  the f o l l o w i n g  recommendat ions :

do pass [ ] do not pass

do pass w i t h  a t tached  amendments( s )

re p l a ce  w i t h  CS f o r  __________________________________________________

and recommends

) same t i t l e  
[ j new t i t l e

AND a t taches  a "Le t te r  o f  I n t e n t "  [ ] New F i s c a l  Note

r e po r t s  i t  back w i t h o u t  recommendat ion

r e f e r r e d  to the Committee

MEMBERS SIGNING 
DO PASS

iU l

MEMBERS HAVING 
OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:r

]L
/

jZZ L l

I

IA U S '
-------------- ChA i r mAn
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Client: United States Department of Agriculture - Forest Service
P ro jec t: Begich, Boggs Visitor Center at portage G lacier
Location: Portage Lake, Alaska
Description:
The Begich, Boggs Visitor Center at Portage G lacier ir, Alaska is expected to 
serve 300,000 visitors annually and will contain a theater and approximately 5,000 
square feet o f display area. Kramer, Chin & Mayo, Inc. (KCM) has dune the 
conceptual design, preliminary engineering, and preliminary design for the center. 
KCM also evaluated the existing wastewater faci'ities at the visitor center site to 
determine their capability to handle additional waste loads. Final design and 
construction documents will also be prepaied.
The building will be situated on the lake shore on a terminal moraine (the mound 
o f earth and stones deposited by a glacier as it begins to recede). From an obser­
vation p latform  constructed in the lake and reached by pedestrian bridges, visitors 
w ill have an exceptional view of icebergs and o f the glacier.
During the preliminary design, KCM considered architecture, landscape, me­
chanical and e lectrica l systems, and site utilities. KCM's design includes a large 
exhibit area, a 200-person-capacity theater, and an orientation area with a re frig ­
erated display space to contain a piece o f Portage Glacier ice for visitors to see 
and touch. Because the visitor center will be on a very prominent site, careful 
consideration was given to the relationship between the physical structure ar.d its 
surrounding environment. The te, ninal moraine le f t  by the glacier will be 
extended and sculp.ured to surrount the uuilding and parking areas and to help 
them blond into the physical s'te. I arth mounds wit! soften the transition from 
nature to manmaJe objects. The building's architectural design continues this 
harmonious feeling. Walls will be rough-textured concrete, colored to be com­
patible with the surrounding landscape. Rounded corners will further soften the 
building forms.
KCM recommended that landscape plantings be of seedlings grown from cones 
gathered at t h j  site and of root cuttings from indigenous plants so as to blend with 
the stark natural landscape and to adapt * o the site's poor soil and severe wind and 
temperature conditions. In addition, nursery-grown Sitka spruce will be planted 
fo r  immediate e f fec t in the area of the building and parking median.
KCM founu that, in order to treat the visitor center wastewater, a new pump 
sts ion, force main, aeration system, and subsurface drainfield will have to be 
built. A polishing pond/seepage pit also will have to be built to handle maximum 
monthly summertime flow.
Cxhibit-reliited design work for this project will be done by Gideon Kramer, a 
iu, consult mt to KCM.

Preliminary Design Completed: January 1979



The |uneau M arin e  Park is the
first glimpse tourists arriving by tour 
ship have ot the city Ihc park is seen 
locally as an important project that sets 
the pace lor diversification of Juneau’s 
economic base. Ihc marine park, de­
signed b y  Kramer, Chin & Mayo. Inc. 
(KCM) to attract tourists and serve 
local community groups, has become 
the focal point of Juneau's waterfront 
business district
KCM, which provided design develop­

ment. schematic designs, and construc­
tion sost estimates, began with a com­
plete study ot the topography, existing 
utilities, drainage, and environmental 
and visual considerations. Zoning, build­
ing codes, and ordinances affecting the 
project were researched Planning also 
included gathering information on com­
munity and tourist needs.
Central to the park design is an out­

door amphitheater which supports and 
stimulates the activities of the diverse 
Juneau community groups Ihc partly 
covered facility is the scene ol art fairs, 
con crts, and dramatic productions 
Ihe surrounding two-thtrds-acre park 
site is extensively filled and elevated to 
allow a better view ol (lastcneau ( ban 
ncl Much ol the park consists of Ijwn 
area landscaped with natural building 
materials, such as heavy' timbers I our

colorful banners suspended from tim­
bers depict symbols of Alaskan heritage 
an eagle, a native design, a Kussian 
church, and an Alaskan crab.
Despite Juneau's location in the midst 

ol the Alaskan wilderness, the city has 
few parks. This piece of city-owned 
property is adjacent to the city hall, the 
Sealaska native corporation building, 
and new tour-ship-docking facilities. 
The park has become a lunchtime 
attraction for ccntral-busincss-district 
office workers who often enjoy noon­
time musical entertainment performed 
in the amphitheater.
The city of Juneau and the federal 

Historic Conservation and Recreation 
Service are jointly funding ’be project 
which was dedicated in the summer of 
1979

The Heyich, Boggs V isitor
(.enter at Portage (ilacier m Alaska 
is expected to serve 300,1X10 visitors 
annually ami will contain a theater and 
approximately 5,000 square feet of dis­
play are. KCM has done the conceptual 
design, preliminary engineering, and 
preliminary design for the center KCM 
also evaluated the existing wastewater 
facilities at the visitor center site to



de te rm in e  th e ir c ap ab ility  to  h and le  
ad d it io n a l w aste loads . F in a l design and 
c on s tru c tio n  d ocum en ts  w ill be p re ­
pared .

T he  bu ild in g  w ill be s itu a ted  on  the 
lake  sh o re  on  a te rm in a l m o ra in e  (th e  
m ound  o f  ea rth  and s tones d eposited  
b y  a g lac ie r as it beg ins to  recede ). 
F rom  an ob se rv a tion  p la t fo rm  c on ­
s truc ted  in the  ke and lc a ch cd  by  
pedestrian  b ridges, v is ito rs  w ill have an 
e x c ep tio n a l view  o f  icebergs and o f  the  
g lac ie r.

D u rin g  the p re lim in a ry  design , KCM  
cons ide red  a rch itec tu re , landscape , m e ­
chan ica l and e le c tric a l system s, and site 
u tilitie s . K C M ’s design inc ludes a large 
e xh ib it a rea , a 2 0 0 -p e rson -c ap ac ity  
th ea te r , and an o r ie n ta t io n  area w ith  a 
re fr ig e ra ted  d isp la y  spa te  t o  c on ta in  a 
piece o f  P o rtage  G la c ie r ice f o r  v is ito rs  
to  sec and tou ch .

Because the  v b i t o r  cen te r w ill be on  
a ve ry  p ro n ,.n c n t »itc, c a re fu l c on s id e ra ­
t io n  was given to  the re la t io n sh ip  b e ­
tw een the  ph ys ica l s tru c tu re  and its 
su rroun d ing  en v ironm en t. Ih e  te rm in a l 
m o ra in e  le ft  b y  th e  g lac ie r w ill be e x ­
tended and scu lp tu red  to  su rro u n d  the  
b u ild ing  and  pa rk ing  areas and to  he lp

th em  b lend  in to  the ph ys ica l s ite . E a rth  
m ou nd s  w ill s o fte n  the  tra n s it io n  f ro m  
na tu re  t o  m anm adc ob je c ts . T he  b u ild ­
ing's a rc h ite c tu ra l design c on tin u es  th is 
h a rm on iou s  fee lin g . W a lls  w ill be rough- 
te x tu red  c on c re te , c o lo re d  to  be c om ­
pa tib le  w ith  th e  su rro u n d in g  landscape . 
R ou n d ed  c o rn e rs  w ill fu r th e r  s o fte n  the  
b u ild in g  fo rm s .

KCM  recom m ended  tha t landscape 
p lan ting s be o f  seed lings g row n  from  
cones ga th e red  at the site and o f  ro o t  
cu ttings f ro m  ind igenous p lan ts  so  as to  
b lend  w ith  the  s ta rk  n a tu ra l landscape 
and to  ad ap t to  the  s ite ’s p o o r  so il and 
severe w ind and tem p e ra tu re  c on d itio n s . 
In  a d d it io n , n u rse ry -g row n  S itk a  sp ruce 
w ill be p lan ted  f o r  im m ed ia te  e f fe c t  in 
the  area o f  the  b u ild in g  and pa rk ing  
m ed ian .

KC M  fo u n d  th a t, in o rd e r to  treat 
the  v is ito r c en te r w astew ate r, a new  
pum p s ta t io n , fo rc e  m a in , a e ra tion  sys­
tem . and subsu rface  d ra in  fie ld  w ill have 
to  be b u ilt . A p o lish ing  pond /seepage 
pit a lso  w ill have to  he bu ilt to  hand le  
m ax im um  m o n th ly  sum m e rtim e  How .

E xh ib it- re la te d  design w o rk  f o r  th is 
p ro je c t w ill he d on e  b y  G id e o n  K ram e r , 
a sub con su ltan t to  K C M .

r * N  ROOM
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