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a very tough business, and the low road 
is often taken by political adversaries 
in an effort to gain power. 

But the video released by the Demo-
cratic Campaign Committee hit a new 
low. This cynical attempt to raise cam-
paign cash actually uses photographs 
of those who made the ultimate sac-
rifice. It shows photos of coffins draped 
with the American flag. Those coffins, 
of course, are occupied by American 
soldiers. 

Mr. Speaker, our incredibly brave 
men and women in uniform did not 
make the ultimate sacrifice so that the 
DCCC could raise campaign cash. They 
made that sacrifice in defense of free-
dom and liberty and democracy. The 
Democratic leadership should be 
ashamed, and every Democratic Mem-
ber of this House should be ashamed 
and call upon their leadership to re-
move this video which is an affront to 
our fallen soldiers and to their fami-
lies. 

It is appalling that the Democrats 
have sunken to such a new low as to 
employ doctored photos and tasteless 
videos in their pursuit of power. The 
American people and our fallen heroes 
deserve more. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 2872. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to mint coins in commemo-
ration of Louis Braille. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed concurrent resolu-
tions of the following titles in which 
concurrence of the House is requested: 

S. Con. Res. 96. Concurrent resolution to 
commemorate, celebrate, and reaffirm the 
national motto of the United States on the 
50th anniversary of its formal adoption. 

S. Con. Res. 108. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of a revised edition of 
a pocket version of the United States Con-
stitution, and other publications. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 9, FANNIE LOU HAMER, 
ROSA PARKS, AND CORETTA 
SCOTT KING VOTING RIGHTS 
ACT REAUTHORIZATION AND 
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 2006 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, by direction of 
the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 910 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 910 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 9) to amend 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All 
points of order against consideration of the 

bill are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed 90 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by the 
Majority Leader and the Minority Leader or 
their designees. After general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. It shall be in order to con-
sider as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment under the five-minute rule the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on the Judici-
ary now printed in the bill. The committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be considered as read. Notwithstanding 
clause 11 of rule XVIII, no amendment to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute shall be in order except those 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules accompanying this resolution. Each 
such amendment may be offered only in the 
order printed in the report, may be offered 
only by a Member designated in the report, 
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the report 
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject 
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a 
demand for division of the question in the 
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All 
points of order against such amendments are 
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
Any Member may demand a separate vote in 
the House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART) is recog-
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, for the purpose 
of debate only, I yield the customary 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. HASTINGS), pending which I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

(Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida asked and was given permis-
sion to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, the rule provides 
90 minutes of general debate, evenly di-
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and the ranking minority member of 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and it 
also provides one motion to recommit 
with or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is appropriate 
to begin by quoting the 15th amend-
ment to the United States Constitu-
tion: ‘‘The rights of citizens of the 
United States to vote shall not be de-
nied or abridged by the United States 
or by any State on account of race, 
color or previous condition of ser-
vitude.’’ 

As enshrined by the 15th amendment, 
there really is no more fundamental 
right in our democratic system than 
the right to vote. However, the history 
of the United States is marked with oc-
casions where minorities were in mul-
tiple ways, and by multiple ways, 

blocked from having their voices heard 
at the ballot box. 

One of the great advancements in our 
American democracy was and is the 
Voting Rights Act. This historic legis-
lation was the first comprehensive Fed-
eral statute to enforce minorities’ con-
stitutional right to vote. The provi-
sions of the 1965 Voting Rights Act pro-
vided swift relief to those citizens who 
were victims of discriminatory voting 
tactics and provided them access in a 
concrete and effective way to the vot-
ing booth. 

Since it was enacted, the Voting 
Rights Act has enfranchised millions of 
racial, ethnic, and language minority 
citizens to have access to that sacred 
right that is voting by breaking down 
barriers and permitting increased mi-
nority participation in elections for 
candidates at all levels of government. 

After 41 years of breaking down 
walls, walls to participation in our 
democratic process, the Voting Rights 
Act would soon expire if not reauthor-
ized. With this in mind, the Committee 
on the Judiciary began hearings to de-
termine whether the legislation is still 
needed. The committee held 12 hear-
ings on the reauthorization of the Vot-
ing Rights Act, listening to testimony 
from State and local elected officials, 
scholars, lawyers, representatives from 
the voting and civil rights commu-
nities. The testimony and evidence pre-
sented before the committee brought 
to light the fact that even though we 
have made great strides to stop the dis-
criminatory practices of the past, there 
still is ample evidence that minorities 
today face discriminatory practices at 
the ballot box. 

Mr. Speaker, in my community for 
decades we saw the voting power of mi-
norities diluted to the point that they 
were for many years unable to elect 
the representatives of their preference. 
The Voting Rights Act helped correct 
that wrong, helped enfranchise count-
less citizens into our democratic polit-
ical system. The underlying legislation 
will reauthorize the expiring provisions 
of the Voting Rights Act for 25 years. 

I would like to point out one provi-
sion which I think is very important, 
especially to my community, as well as 
communities throughout the country. 
The bill extends section 203, the exist-
ing language assistance requirements 
that provide that election materials be 
provided in select languages in covered 
jurisdictions. These provisions of the 
Voting Rights Act require that non- 
English voting materials be made 
available in jurisdictions where 5 per-
cent of the citizen voting age popu-
lation consists of a single language, 
limited English proficient minority 
and in which there is a literacy rate 
below the national average, or more 
than 10,000 citizens who meet those cri-
teria reside. These provisions, brought 
out in the hearings, cover approxi-
mately 12 percent of the counties in 
the United States. It certainly has ben-
efited the counties that I am honored 
to represent. 
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The bilingual language assistance 

provisions play a critical role in assist-
ing both native-born and naturalized 
citizens to fully participate in our 
democratic form of government. Older 
residents, Mr. Speaker, who have been 
legal residents of the United States for 
many years when they apply for citi-
zenship, they are exempt when they 
take their citizenship exam to become 
United States citizens. They are ex-
empt under our law from the English 
requirements. In other words, they 
take those elderly legal residents of 
the United States who have been here 
for many, many years, they are al-
lowed to take, if they so wish, the nat-
uralization exam to become a United 
States citizen in the language of their 
origin. 

In addition, many native-born citi-
zens have limited English skills be-
cause they primarily speak other lan-
guages and they require assistance. 
These citizens should be given the op-
portunity to understand the ballot. 
Whether it is a simple, but critically 
important, choice between two or 
among candidates or a complicated 
ballot initiative, those citizens of the 
United States should have the oppor-
tunity to fully participate, fully under-
stand what they are voting on and that 
way be active participants in our 
democratic system. That is what the 
legislation does. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 9 was introduced 
by Chairman SENSENBRENNER, Speaker 
HASTERT, Minority Leader PELOSI, and 
reported out of the Committee on the 
Judiciary by an overwhelming vote of 
33–1. It is good legislation, and I am 
very proud to be bringing it to the 
floor today. 

I hope and expect that we are going 
to see a very significant bipartisan 
show of support for this legislation 
today. I think it is fair and appropriate 
to commend Chairman SENSENBRENNER 
for his determination and his leader-
ship and strength of character in mov-
ing forward this legislation. And also 
the ranking member, Mr. CONYERS, for 
his hard work, diligence, and leader-
ship as well on this legislation. I know 
they put long hours into this process 
with determination, perseverance, and 
extraordinary good faith. 

I urge my colleagues to support both 
the rule and the underlying legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 8 minutes, and 
I thank my friend from Florida for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, before going into the 
substance of what we are doing today, 
I would like to make note that a few 
weeks ago in the Rules Committee 
when we were originally contemplating 
this bill, I offered an amendment to the 
rule that would have extended general 
debate to 4 hours, ensuring that all 
Members, Republican and Democrat, 
were afforded the opportunity to have 
their voices heard on the House’s ac-
tions today. My amendment, however, 

was defeated along a straight party 
line, and I did not offer it again yester-
day. 

However, the majority provided 2 
hours of general debate in the last rule 
on their other circumstances, and they 
also provided 2 hours of general debate 
on their politically driven flag-burning 
amendment. 
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If the flag is the symbol of democ-
racy, then the Voting Rights Act is the 
very foundation on which that flag 
flies. It is both troubling and telling 
that the majority is unwilling to ex-
tend today’s debate beyond 90 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, as debate on this his-
toric bill commences, I am reminded of 
President Kennedy’s words delivered to 
Congress in 1962 with the first draft of 
what would later become both the Civil 
Rights and Voting Rights Acts. Presi-
dent Kennedy wrote, and I quote, ‘‘In 
this year of the emancipation centen-
nial, justice requires us to ensure the 
blessing of liberty for all Americans 
and their posterity, not merely for rea-
sons of economic efficiency, world di-
plomacy and domestic tranquility, but 
above all, because it is right.’’ 

For African Americans, there exists a 
no more seminal piece of law, other 
than the Civil Rights Act, than the 
Voting Rights Act. Today, more than 
40 years after its initial passage, Con-
gress is again faced with an historic de-
cision to reauthorize this mandate. 

Americans have come together over 
the years to denounce systematic seg-
regation and racism. Indeed, we have 
come a long way. But we cannot be-
come complacent and take for granted 
the liberties and rights which this law 
provides and affords. 

Today’s discussion cannot only be 
about preserving the right to vote for 
those of us who already enjoy it. It has 
to be about ensuring that Americans 
from all walks of life and countries of 
origin are provided with these very 
same rights. 

There are some in this body who may 
argue or imply that the Voting Rights 
Act is no longer needed. They may call 
for an end to the act’s preclearance and 
bilingual ballot requirements. Others 
may go so far as to suggest that 
English proficiency be a precondition 
to voting. 

For them, this is not a debate about 
fairness. It is about ideology. With all 
due respect, Mr. Speaker, ideology has 
no place in today’s debate. 

The Voting Rights Act was enacted 
to break down the walls built by Jim 
Crow, not build them back up. There is 
no difference between a poll tax, a lit-
eracy test or an English proficiency re-
quirement as a precondition to voting. 
All are draconian and targeted efforts 
to block a specific group of people from 
voting and, I might add, people who are 
registered voters and citizens of the 
United States. 

Each attempt by a Republican Mem-
ber to precondition minimum language 
requirements with the right to vote, in 

my judgment, breathes new life into a 
form of Jim Crow. Each attempt by a 
Republican Member to dilute the influ-
ence of minority voters mocks long-
standing legislative and judicial prece-
dent and mandates. When this happens, 
we are reminded why this law still 
today is so critically needed. 

We will hopefully extend the Voting 
Rights Act by 25 years today. We 
should extend it beyond 100 years be-
cause some of the problems will prob-
ably continue to exist that long. 

The harsh reality remains that the 
suppression and disenfranchisement of 
minority voters is still tolerated today. 
We saw it in Florida in 2000. We saw it 
in Ohio in 2004, and we will probably 
see it again in 2006 in November and in 
2008 in some other State where people 
require a victory regardless of the 
means to their end. 

We should fear those who dismiss 
concerns, deny such problems exist, 
and claim ignorance and naivete as 
reasons for the years of neglect. These 
are the answers given by those who 
have sat idly by throughout history 
when the rights and privileges of the 
weak and poor have been trampled on 
by the powerful. These were the very 
answers given by those who opposed 
the Civil Rights and Voting Rights 
Acts more than 40 years ago. We will 
hear from their 21st century ideolog-
ical soulmates later today when we de-
bate mean-spirited and morally dubi-
ous amendments. 

I stand before you as a victim of dec-
ades of injustice rooted in racial seg-
regation. Through these eyes, I bore 
witness to the absolute tyranny of 
those who stop at nothing to stop 
blacks from achieving statutory equal-
ity and the right to vote. Through 
these eyes, I have also seen hate and 
racism give way to tolerance and fair-
ness. 

When history judges our actions 
today, it will question whether or not 
we met the expectations levied by 
those who have come before us. Did we 
break down barriers or did we build up 
walls? 

Did we start a chapter in American 
history aimed at addressing the chal-
lenging of multiculturalism, preju-
dicial discrimination, and blatant xen-
ophobia, or permit the continued mani-
festation of these sad realities in our 
country? 

For years, Mr. Speaker, many of us 
have fought tirelessly to honor the 
memories of civil rights advocates who 
came before us. It is their shoulders on 
which I stand and my colleagues stand 
today, the shoulders of Fannie Lou 
Hamer and Rosa Parks and Coretta 
Scott King and Sojourner Truth and 
Frederick Douglass and Nat Turner 
and so many courageous others, white 
and black. It is their successes which 
we seek to emulate; their words 
through which we attempt to tie the 
past with the present and inspire for 
the future. 

Colleagues, do not use today as an 
opportunity to congratulate ourselves. 
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Today is not a day of jubilation. New 
faces have been added to the struggle, 
and that struggle continues. Any at-
tack on their right to vote is an attack 
on ours. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
underlying legislation and reject any 
attempt to amend it. We should do this 
not for the partisan benefit, but be-
cause, as John Kennedy said, ‘‘It is 
right.’’ Voting rights is right. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes 
to my colleague and good friend on the 
Rules Committee, Dr. GINGREY of Geor-
gia. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished vice chairman of 
Rules for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the rule, and I would ask my col-
leagues to join me in supporting it. 

I am pleased that our committee al-
lowed the opportunity to consider four 
very important amendments that will 
fine tune the underlying legislation, 
ensuring that it is equally applied to 
all States and addresses the world as it 
is in 2006, rather than 1964. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to express 
my support for the amendment offered 
by my colleagues from Georgia, Rep-
resentatives NORWOOD and WESTMORE-
LAND. These amendments would ensure 
the constitutionality of the underlying 
bill. And I would also like to encourage 
everyone to support two very good 
amendments offered by Representative 
KING of Iowa and Representative 
GOHMERT of Texas. 

The underlying bill, as drafted now, 
aims to address voting patterns and 
the world in 1964. Mr. Speaker, a lot 
has changed in 40-plus years. Every 
State has seen changes in population 
and voter participation, and we should 
have a law that fits the world of 2006. 

In 1964, my home State of Georgia 
not only was behind other States in 
voter participation, but also employed 
discriminatory tactics to suppress mi-
nority voting rights. And therefore, 
Georgia was justifiably subject to Vot-
ing Rights Act, section 5. However, in 
2006, the landscape of voter participa-
tion and the number of minority indi-
viduals holding elective office is dra-
matically different. 

In 1970, Mr. Speaker, there were 30 
black elected officials in Georgia. In 
2000, there were 582 black elected offi-
cials. With respect to types of elective 
office, African Americans have held 
and continue to hold some of the high-
est leadership positions in the Georgia 
legislature, county governments and 
municipal governments. 

Today, Georgia’s attorney general 
and labor commissioner, both State- 
wide elected offices, are currently held 
by African Americans. Georgia has four 
African Americans in our congressional 
delegation, tied with California, New 
York and, yes, Mr. Speaker, Illinois, 
for the highest number. Three of seven 
seats on the Georgia supreme court, in-

cluding the position of chief justice, 
are held by African Americans. 

In fact, in Georgia the percentage of 
registered voters and voter turnout are 
higher, let me repeat, higher among 
blacks than whites. So, Mr. Speaker, I 
would put Georgia’s record up against 
any, and I believe that Georgia, like 
every other State in this Union, must 
be treated equally with a Voting 
Rights Act that addresses the problems 
of 2006, not 1966. And the Voting Rights 
Act must apply the same standards to 
each and every State. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I want to en-
courage my colleagues to support this 
fair and equitable rule. I also ask my 
colleagues to keep an open mind as we 
debate four fair, commonsense amend-
ments after today’s general debate. I 
believe we need to support these 
amendments and send to the Senate a 
Voting Rights Act for the 21st century. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 23⁄4 
minutes to the distinguished minority 
whip from Maryland, my good friend, 
STENY HOYER. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this bill and in opposition to the 
four amendments which I perceive to 
be weakening. In particular, I want to 
commend Congressman WATT, Con-
gressman SENSENBRENNER, the chair-
man of the committee and, of course, 
the ranking member, Mr. CONYERS, for 
the extraordinary work that they have 
done to come together on a bipartisan 
piece of legislation, reauthorizing key 
provisions of the Voting Rights Act. 

Let me add, too, the Members of the 
Congressional Black Caucus and the 
Hispanic Caucus and the Pacific Cau-
cus deserve our thanks for their instru-
mental work on this bill and on these 
issues. 

This legislation is a recognition that 
our democratic system is not perfect. 
While our Nation has made tremendous 
strides in its ongoing quest to guar-
antee the ideals of our Constitution, 
the specter of discrimination still 
haunts us and our people. 

And thus, we, the Members of this 
Congress, have a special responsibility 
today to be vigilant in perfecting and 
protecting the most fundamental ex-
pression of equality in any democracy, 
the right to vote. 

We must never forget our rights, 
though God-given, have been hard won. 
Brave American citizens have been sub-
jected to intimidation, violence and, 
yes, even death, to secure the rights 
that are theirs under the Constitution. 

Our colleague, Congressman JOHN 
LEWIS, is a living testament to that 
bravery. Forty-one years ago, JOHN and 
his fellow marchers were brutally at-
tacked when they simply tried to cross 
the Edmund Pettus Bridge in Selma, 
Alabama, on their way to Montgomery 
to register to do what every American 
believes is a birthright, to vote. 

The Declaration of Independence says 
that ‘‘We hold these truths to be self- 

evident, that all men are created equal 
and endowed by their Creator with cer-
tain unalienable rights.’’ That is what 
it says. This legislation is about mak-
ing it so. 

The people who walked across the 
Edmund Pettus bridge and in millions 
of places and had the courage to chal-
lenge rank injustice in their peaceful 
actions still inspire us today. 

Our Nation did the right thing 41 
years ago. It is important for us to do 
the right thing today. 

I urge my colleagues, vote for the un-
derlying bipartisan bill and against 
those amendments which were offered, 
which will weaken our commitment. 

We must keep faith with the promise 
and requirements of our Constitution. 
We must reauthorize these key provi-
sions of the Voting Rights Act. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes 
to my good friend, the distinguished 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
FITZPATRICK). 

Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, the Voting Rights Act of 
1965 stands as one of the most impor-
tant pieces of legislation ever passed 
by this Chamber in its distinguished 
history. Today, the House has a dis-
tinctive opportunity to reauthorize the 
expiring portions of this landmark leg-
islation for another 25 years. 

The Voting Rights Act ensures that 
every American, regardless of race or 
ethnicity, has the franchise to take 
part in our democracy, and it is a di-
rect response to new allegations of dis-
crimination in our Nation. 

Over the course of this year the 
House Judiciary Committee conducted 
12 hearings on claims of discrimination 
in our democratic process. 

b 1045 

The committee compiled over 8,000 
pages of testimony and heard stories of 
disenfranchisement from across the 
Nation. Mr. Speaker, although our Na-
tion continues to stand as the beacon 
of freedom and democracy in the world, 
we can never lose sight of the need to 
protect the rights of our citizens to 
take part in the democratic process 
that has guided our Nation throughout 
our history. 

The provisions of H.R. 9 will reaffirm 
our Nation’s commitment to pro-
tecting the rights of all Americans to 
elect their candidates of choice so that 
every American is equally represented 
under the law. This is a good bill, Mr. 
Speaker. It is a bipartisan bill. And I 
call on all my colleagues to support 
this rule and final passage of the legis-
lation. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to my colleague on the Rules 
Committee and my good friend from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN). 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend, the gentleman from 
Florida, for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, the Voting Rights Act 
is a historic piece of legislation, one 
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that seeks to ensure that all our citi-
zens can participate in this democracy. 
And I want to commend Chairman SEN-
SENBRENNER and Ranking Member CON-
YERS for their work in crafting a bipar-
tisan agreement to reauthorize this 
act. 

As Senator KENNEDY often says, civil 
rights remains the unfinished business 
of America. Today, Mr. Speaker, 
should be a day for us to come together 
to celebrate the accomplishments of 
the Voting Rights Act, to affirm the 
fact that it works, and to remind our-
selves that our work is not yet com-
plete. 

Instead, what the Republican leader-
ship has done is to guarantee that 
much of this debate will be divisive and 
ugly. They have decided that it is more 
important to placate a small faction of 
their base than to embrace a thought-
ful, bipartisan agreement. And that is 
shameful. This House should be doing 
everything possible to prevent dis-
crimination and to promote voting 
equality. 

At the end of the day, Mr. Speaker, I 
hope we will pass this bill without any 
of the poison pill amendments allowed 
by this rule. These amendments will 
only weaken the Voting Rights Act in 
spirit and in practice. 

It has been just a few decades since 
many States and localities had dis-
criminatory regulations on the books, 
things like poll taxes, literacy tests, 
and others. And, sadly, discrimination 
still exists in America. It is essential 
that today we not turn back the clock, 
that we not lose our focus, that we not 
declare ‘‘mission accomplished.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, it says a lot about the 
Republican leadership in this House 
and their priorities that a carefully 
considered, thoughtful bipartisan 
agreement was not good enough. It did 
not have to be this way, and I urge my 
colleagues to reject any attempt to 
weaken the basic civil rights of the 
American people. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes 
to my good friend, a champion for 
human rights wherever it is threatened 
in the world and here in the United 
States as well, Mr. CHABOT of Ohio. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his kind words. I ap-
preciate that. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this op-
portunity to talk about the importance 
of passing this rule today to consider 
H.R. 9, the renewal of the Voting 
Rights Act. 

I have the honor of serving as the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on the 
Constitution; and since October of 2005, 
our subcommittee has held 12 hearings, 
heard from 47 witnesses, and compiled 
over 12,000 pages on the Voting Rights 
Act. Obviously this is an important 
issue, and our committee has devoted 
more time to this legislation than on 
any other matter since I became the 
chairman of the Constitution Sub-
committee 6 years ago. 

The right to vote is one of the most 
fundamental and essential rights we 

have as citizens. And the passage and 
renewal of the Voting Rights Act, in 
my opinion, is absolutely vital. 

H.R. 9 is a good bill, and I commend 
Chairman SENSENBRENNER and the 
other members of the full Judiciary 
Committee, and especially the mem-
bers of the Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution, for their work on the draft-
ing of this legislation. I am also con-
fident that the bill will withstand con-
stitutional scrutiny. The Supreme 
Court always looks very closely at the 
record created by Congress when re-
viewing Voting Rights Act claims. 

Because of this analysis, we took the 
time to carefully review and draft the 
bill. In addition to reviewing the tem-
porary provisions of the Voting Rights 
Act for another 25 years, it will also 
address two detrimental Supreme 
Court cases that are inconsistent with 
the congressional intent and purpose of 
the Voting Rights Act: the Bossier Par-
ish and Georgia v. Ashcroft cases. The 
bill will prevent discriminatory voting 
laws from being passed and will ensure 
that minority voters continue to elect 
the preferred candidate of their choice. 
The bill will extend the Federal ob-
server program but retire the outdated 
Federal examiner program. 

I also wanted to talk about the bipar-
tisanship of H.R. 9. I have been a mem-
ber of the Judiciary Committee for 12 
years now, and I will be honest, there 
is not a lot that is agreed upon in that 
committee by Republicans and Demo-
crats, by conservatives and liberals. 
That is just the nature of most of the 
issues we take up in that committee. 
But we do agree on the importance of 
voting rights, and because of that com-
mitment, H.R. 9 passed the committee 
by a vote of 33–1. Thirty-three to one. 

I look forward to hearing from my 
fellow supporters of this legislation 
and would personally like to thank Mr. 
NADLER for his dedication and his com-
mitment and sitting through the ex-
tensive hearings that we had to create 
this particular bill. And I want to also 
thank Chairman SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 
WATT, and Mr. CONYERS and urge my 
colleagues to vote for passage of this 
rule and ultimately passage of the bill. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 3 
minutes to my colleague on the Rules 
Committee, the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Ms. MATSUI), 
my friend. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida for yield-
ing me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, the idea of one person, 
one vote, regardless of race, back-
ground, or gender, is a fundamental 
principle of this Nation. The practical 
application, however, is another mat-
ter. American history is a testament to 
this fact. Despite the 15th amendment 
to the Constitution, our history is 
filled with efforts to prevent people 
from voting. Literacy tests, poll taxes, 
threats, and even violence, as my col-
league and dear friend Congressman 
JOHN LEWIS can attest. 

The hundreds of thousands of men 
and women of the civil rights move-
ment also bear witness to the fact that 
through effort and sheer determina-
tion, we can close the gap between the 
principle as enshrined in the Constitu-
tion and the reality: the 1965 Voting 
Rights Act. 

As President Johnson once said: 
‘‘The vote is the most powerful instru-
ment ever devised by man for breaking 
down injustice and destroying the ter-
rible walls which imprison men be-
cause they are different from other 
men.’’ 

Now we are here for the renewal of 
the Voting Rights Act. Democrats and 
Republicans crafted a bipartisan bill. 
Supporters were prepared to pass it 
weeks ago. But the majority leadership 
was thwarted by opposition within 
their own party. Regrettably, the Vot-
ing Rights Act, despite its storied his-
tory, apparently remains controversial 
among a faction of the majority party. 

The members of my caucus support 
full consideration of issues and amend-
ments. But it is disheartening that to 
permit a floor debate on the Voting 
Rights Act reauthorization, a number 
of my Republican colleagues demanded 
consideration of extremely inflam-
matory amendments, ones which would 
essentially eviscerate the Voting 
Rights Act. 

Most Members of this Chamber, 
Democrats and Republicans alike, be-
lieve the Voting Rights Act long ago 
proved itself to be a force for good in 
this country. It is disappointing that 
some still need convincing. 

I am particularly troubled by the 
amendment on the need for bilingual 
ballots, especially on the heels of the 
divisive House and Senate debates over 
immigration. That is why it is impor-
tant to focus on one salient fact: three 
quarters of those who use the language 
assistance provision are native-born 
Americans and the rest are legally nat-
uralized citizens. So this amendment 
aims to restrict the rights of fully law- 
abiding citizens of the United States. 

Since being signed into law four dec-
ades ago, this landmark legislation has 
successfully been used to confront dis-
crimination at the voting booth. But 
we still need the tools and resources of 
the Voting Rights Act. It bridges the 
gap between the principle of one man, 
one vote and the reality and will rel-
egate that gap to the history books. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

The reauthorization of one of our 
country’s seminal laws, the Fannie Lou 
Hamer, Rosa Parks, and Coretta Scott 
King Voting Rights Act, ensures that 
we continue to protect the voice of our 
Nation’s minorities. 

The unprovoked attacked on March 
7, 1965, by State troopers on peaceful 
marchers crossing the Edmund Pettus 
Bridge in Selma, Alabama, en route to 
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the State capital in Montgomery, pro-
vided a vivid demonstration of the need 
for Federal legislation. Despite the ex-
istence of the 15th amendment, sadly, 
many Southern States simply ignored 
the amendment by passing egregious 
laws such as the poll tax, literacy 
tests, and blatantly discriminatory re-
districting. 

The Voting Rights Act passed due to 
the leadership of President Lyndon 
Johnson and Republicans and Demo-
crats in Congress who overcame these 
efforts to deny minorities the right to 
vote. 

My wife and I had the distinct privi-
lege of marching last year in the 40th 
anniversary march in Selma. It was an 
extraordinary experience for us and a 
reminder of how far our country has 
come in the last 40 years and how far 
we still have to go in our civil rights 
movement. The march even included 
many figures in the civil rights move-
ment, including Congressman JOHN 
LEWIS of Georgia, who was beaten and 
almost left for dead when he attempted 
to cross the bridge leading the original 
Selma march. 

Today, the party of Abraham Lincoln 
has a unique opportunity to contribute 
to the progress that has been made in 
advancing civil rights and narrowing 
the gap in minority voting rights. 

Before relinquishing the floor, I want 
to address one controversial provision 
in this legislation, section 203, which 
provides voting assistance in other lan-
guages. While I am a strong supporter 
of making English our country’s offi-
cial language, we need to recognize 
that when it comes to voting, particu-
larly for ballot initiatives, some citi-
zens can speak English but not read it. 
These are American citizens who own 
the right to vote, but may need the as-
sistance provided in section 203. 

I applaud the leadership of Chairman 
SENSENBRENNER and Congressman 
WATT, and all the Members on both 
sides of the aisle who have brought this 
landmark bill to the floor and urge 
support of this rule. 

We need to defeat all amendments 
and pass this historic legislation. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 1 
minute to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT). 

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, while 
young Americans die abroad in the 
name of democracy, some in this Con-
gress scheme to undermine democracy 
at home by not renewing key provi-
sions in the Voting Rights Act. They 
even seek a voter literacy test. 

Blind to abuses here, one Congress-
man recently declared that ‘‘I don’t 
think we have racial bias in Texas any-
more.’’ This shows not only insen-
sitivity and indifference, it shows why 
we need to renew completely, without 
weakening amendments, the Voting 
Rights Act. 

President Lyndon B. Johnson had the 
will and the courage to secure passage 

of this fundamental guarantee even 
though he understood the price that he 
and the Democratic Party would pay. 
Now it is not only the law but the Ad-
ministration’s will to enforce that law 
that is at stake. Overruling profes-
sionals at the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice, political appointees disregarded 
obvious Voting Rights Act violations 
in both the DeLay gerrymandering of 
Texas and the Georgia voter identifica-
tion law. The professional employees 
were vindicated by the courts, but a 
third of the lawyers in the Voting Sec-
tion of the Civil Rights Division have 
left. 

Renewing democracy abroad begins 
with renewing democracy at home. 

The Washington Post published a se-
ries of articles that document the 
politicization of the Civil Rights Divi-
sion of the Department of Justice 
under the Bush Administration: No-
vember 27, 2005, December 2, 2005, De-
cember 10, 2005, and January 23, 2006. 

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 2, 2005] 
JUSTICE STAFF SAW TEXAS DISTRICTING AS 

ILLEGAL 
(By Dan Eggen) 

Justice Department lawyers concluded 
that the landmark Texas congressional re-
districting plan spearheaded by Rep. Tom 
DeLay (R) violated the Voting Rights Act, 
according to a previously undisclosed memo 
obtained by The Washington Post. But sen-
ior officials overruled them and approved the 
plan. 

The memo, unanimously endorsed by six 
lawyers and two analysts in the depart-
ment’s voting section, said the redistricting 
plan illegally diluted black and Hispanic vot-
ing power in two congressional districts. It 
also said the plan eliminated several other 
districts in which minorities had a substan-
tial, though not necessarily decisive, influ-
ence in elections. 

‘‘The State of Texas has not met its burden 
in showing that the proposed congressional 
redistricting plan does not have a discrimi-
natory effect,’’ the memo concluded. The 
memo also found that Republican lawmakers 
and state officials who helped craft the pro-
posal were aware it posed a high risk of 
being ruled discriminatory compared with 
other options. 

But the Texas legislature proceeded with 
the new map anyway because it would maxi-
mize the number of Republican federal law-
makers in the state, the memo said. The re-
districting was approved in 2003, and Texas 
Republicans gained five seats in the U.S. 
House in the 2004 elections, solidifying GOP 
control of Congress. 

J. Gerald ‘‘Gerry’’ Hebert, one of the law-
yers representing Texas Democrats who are 
challenging the redistricting in court, said of 
the Justice Department’s action: ‘‘We always 
felt that the process . . . wouldn’t be cor-
rupt, but it was. . . . The staff didn’t see this 
as a close call or a mixed bag or anything 
like that. This should have been a very clear- 
cut case.’’ 

But Justice Department spokesman Eric 
W. Holland said the decision to approve the 
Texas plan was vindicated by a three-judge 
panel that rejected the Democratic chal-
lenge. The case is on appeal to the U.S. Su-
preme Court. 

‘‘The court ruled that, in fact, the new con-
gressional plan created a sufficient number 
of safe minority districts given the demo-
graphics of the state and the requirements of 
the law,’’ Holland said. He added that Texas 
now has three African Americans serving in 

Congress, up from two before the redis-
tricting. 

Texas Republicans also have maintained 
that the plan did not dilute minority votes 
and that the number of congressional dis-
tricts with a majority of racial minorities 
remained unchanged at 11. The total number 
of congressional districts, however, grew 
from 30 to 32. 

The 73-page memo, dated Dec. 12, 2003, has 
been kept under tight wraps for two years. 
Lawyers who worked on the case were sub-
jected to an unusual gag rule. The memo was 
provided to The Post by a person connected 
to the case who is critical of the adopted re-
districting map. Such recommendation 
memos, while not binding, historically carry 
great weight within the Justice Department. 

Under the Voting Rights Act of 1965, Texas 
and other states with a history of discrimi-
natory elections are required to submit 
changes in their voting systems or election 
maps for approval by the Justice Depart-
ment’s Civil Rights Division. 

The Texas case provides another example 
of conflict between political appointees and 
many of the division’s career employees. In a 
separate case, The Post reported last month 
that a team was overruled when it rec-
ommended rejecting a controversial Georgia 
voter-identification program that was later 
struck down as unconstitutional by a court. 

Mark Posner, a longtime Justice Depart-
ment lawyer who now teaches law at Amer-
ican University, said it was ‘‘highly un-
usual’’ for political appointees to overrule a 
unanimous finding such as the one in the 
Texas case. 

‘‘In this kind of situation, where everybody 
agrees at least on the staff level . . . that is 
a very, very strong case,’’ Posner said. ‘‘The 
fact that everybody agreed that there were 
reductions in minority voting strength, and 
that they were significant, raises a lot of 
questions as to why it was’’ approved, he 
said. 

The Texas memo also provides new insight 
into the highly politicized environment sur-
rounding that state’s redistricting fight, 
which prompted Democratic state law-
makers to flee the state in hopes of derailing 
the plan. DeLay and his allies participated 
intensively as they pushed to redraw Texas’s 
congressional boundaries and strengthen 
GOP control of the U.S. House. 

DeLay, the former House majority leader, 
is fighting state felony counts of money 
laundering and conspiracy—crimes he is 
charged with committing by unlawfully in-
jecting corporate money into state elections. 
His campaign efforts were made in prepara-
tion for the new congressional map that was 
the focus of the Justice Department memo. 

One of two DeLay aides also under indict-
ment in the case, James W. Ellis, is cited in 
the Justice Department memo as pushing for 
the plan despite the risk that it would not 
receive ‘‘preclearance,’’ or approval, from 
the department. Ellis and other DeLay aides 
successfully forced the adoption of their plan 
over two other versions passed by Texas leg-
islators that would not have raised as many 
concerns about voting rights discrimination, 
the memo said. 

‘‘We need our map, which has been re-
searched and vetted for months,’’ Ellis wrote 
in an October 2003 document, according to 
the Justice Department memo. ‘‘The pre- 
clearance and political risks are the delega-
tion’s and we are willing to assume those 
risks, but only with our map.’’ 

Hebert said the Justice Department’s ap-
proval of the redistricting plan, signed by 
Sheldon T. Bradshaw, principal deputy as-
sistant attorney general, was valuable to 
Texas officials when they defended it in 
court. He called the internal Justice Depart-
ment memo, which did not come out during 
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the court case, ‘‘yet another indictment of 
Tom DeLay, because this memo shows con-
clusively that the map he produced violated 
the law.’’ 

DeLay spokesman Kevin Madden called 
Hebert’s characterization ‘‘nonsensical polit-
ical babble’’ and echoed the Justice Depart-
ment in pointing to court rulings that have 
found no discriminatory impact on minority 
voters. 

‘‘Fair and reasonable arguments can be 
made in favor of the map’s merits that also 
refute any notion that the plan is unfair or 
doesn’t meet legal standards,’’ Madden said. 
‘‘Ultimately the court will decide whether 
the criticisms have any weight or validity.’’ 

Testimony in the civil lawsuit dem-
onstrated that DeLay and Ellis insisted on 
last-minute changes during the Texas legis-
lature’s final deliberations. Ellis said DeLay 
traveled to Texas to attend many of the 
meetings that produced the final map, and 
Ellis himself worked through the state’s 
lieutenant governor and a state senator to 
shape the outcome. 

In their analysis, the Justice Department 
lawyers emphasized that the last-minute 
changes—made in a legislative conference 
committee, out of public view—fundamen-
tally altered legally acceptable redistricting 
proposals approved separately by the Texas 
House and Senate. ‘‘It was not necessary’’ for 
these plans to be altered, except to advance 
partisan political goals, the department law-
yers concluded. 

Jerry Strickland, a spokesman for Texas 
Attorney General Greg Abbott, said he did 
not have any immediate comment. 

The Justice Department memo recom-
mending rejection of the Texas plan was 
written by two analysts and five lawyers. In 
addition, the head of the voting section at 
the time, Joseph Rich, wrote a concurring 
opinion. Rich has since left the department 
and declined to comment on the memo yes-
terday. 

The complexity of the arguments sur-
rounding the Voting Rights Act is evident in 
the Justice Department memo, which fo-
cused particular attention on seats held in 
2003 by a white Democrat, Martin Frost, and 
a Hispanic Republican, Henry Bonilla. 

Voting data showed that Frost commanded 
great support from minority constituents, 
while Bonilla had relatively little support 
from Hispanics. The question to be consid-
ered by Justice Department lawyers was 
whether the new map was ‘‘retrogressive,’’ 
because it diluted the power of minority vot-
ers to elect their candidate of choice. Under 
the adopted Texas plan, Frost’s congres-
sional district was dismantled, while the pro-
portion of Hispanics in Bonilla’s district 
dropped significantly. Those losses to black 
and Hispanic voters were not offset by other 
gains, the memo said. 

‘‘This result quite plainly indicates a re-
duction in minority voting strength,’’ Rich 
wrote in his concurring opinion. ‘‘The state’s 
argument that it has increased minority vot-
ing strength . . . simply does not stand up 
under careful analysis.’’ 

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 23, 2006] 
POLITICS ALLEGED IN VOTING CASES 

(By Dan Eggen) 
The Justice Department’s voting section, a 

small and usually obscure unit that enforces 
the Voting Rights Act and other federal elec-
tion laws, has been thrust into the center of 
a growing debate over recent departures and 
controversial decisions in the Civil Rights 
Division as a whole. 

Many current and former lawyers in the 
section charge that senior officials have ex-
erted undue political influence in many of 
the sensitive voting-rights cases the unit 

handles. Most of the department’s major vot-
ing-related actions over the past five years 
have been beneficial to the GOP, they say, 
including two in Georgia, one in Mississippi 
and a Texas redistricting plan orchestrated 
by Rep. Tom DeLay (R) in 2003. 

The section also has lost about a third of 
its three dozen lawyers over the past nine 
months. Those who remain have been barred 
from offering recommendations in major 
voting-rights cases and have little input in 
the section’s decisions on hiring and policy. 

‘‘If the Department of Justice and the Civil 
Rights Division is viewed as political, there 
is no doubt that credibility is lost,’’ former 
voting-section chief Joe Rich said at a recent 
panel discussion in Washington. He added: 
‘‘The voting section is always subject to po-
litical pressure and tension. But I never 
thought it would come to this.’’ 

Attorney General Alberto R. Gonzales and 
his aides dispute such criticism and defend 
the department’s actions in voting cases. 
‘‘We’re not going to politicize decisions with-
in the department,’’ he told reporters last 
month after The Washington Post had dis-
closed staff memoranda recommending ob-
jections to a Georgia voter-identification 
plan and to the Texas redistricting. 

The 2005 Georgia case has been particularly 
controversial within the section. Staff mem-
bers complain that higher-ranking Justice 
officials ignored serious problems with data 
supplied by the state in approving the plan, 
which would have required voters to carry 
photo identification. 

Georgia provided Justice with information 
on Aug. 26 suggesting that tens of thousands 
of voters may not have driver’s licenses or 
other identification required to vote, accord-
ing to officials and records. That added to 
the concerns of a team of voting-section em-
ployees who had concluded that the Georgia 
plan would hurt black voters. 

But higher-ranking officials disagreed, and 
approved the plan later that day. They said 
that as many as 200,000 of those without ID 
cards were felons and illegal immigrants and 
that they would not be eligible to vote any-
way. 

One of the officials involved in the decision 
was Hans von Spakovsky, a former head of 
the Fulton County GOP in Atlanta, who had 
long advocated a voter-identification law for 
the state and oversaw many voting issues at 
Justice. Justice spokesman Eric W. Holland 
said von Spakovsky’s previous activities did 
not require a recusal and had no impact on 
his actions in the Georgia case. 

Holland denied a request to interview van 
Spakovsky, saying that department policy 
‘‘does not authorize the media to conduct 
interviews with staff attorneys.’’ Von 
Spakovsky has since been named to the Fed-
eral Election Commission in a recess ap-
pointment by President Bush. 

In written answers to questions from The 
Post, Holland called allegations of partisan-
ship in the voting section ‘‘categorically un-
true.’’ He said the Bush administration has 
approved the vast majority of the approxi-
mately 3,000 redistricting plans it has re-
viewed, including many drawn up by Demo-
crats. 

Holland and other Justice officials also 
emphasize the Bush administration’s aggres-
sive enforcement of laws requiring foreign- 
language ballot information in districts 
where minorities make up a significant por-
tion of the population. Since 2001, the divi-
sion has filed 14 lawsuits to provide com-
prehensive language programs for minori-
ties, including the first aimed at Filipino 
and Vietnamese voters, he said. 

‘‘We have undertaken the most vigorous 
enforcement of the language minority provi-
sions of the Voting Rights Act in its his-
tory,’’ Holland said. 

Some lawyers who have recently left the 
Civil Rights Division, such as Rich at the 
Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under 
Law and William Yeomans at the American 
Constitution Society, have taken the un-
usual step of publicly criticizing the way 
voting matters have been handled. Other 
former and current employees have discussed 
the controversy on the condition of anonym-
ity for fear of retribution. 

These critics say that the total number of 
redistricting cases approved under Bush 
means little because the section has always 
cleared the vast majority of the hundreds of 
plans it reviews every year. 

The Bush administration has also initiated 
relatively few cases under Section 2, the 
main anti-discrimination provision of the 
Voting Rights Act, filing seven lawsuits over 
the past five years—including the depart-
ment’s first reverse-discrimination com-
plaint on behalf of white voters. The only 
case involving black voters was begun under 
the previous administration and formally 
filed by transitional leadership in early 2001. 

By comparison, department records show, 
14 Section 2 lawsuits were filed during the 
last two years of Bill Clinton’s presidency 
alone. 

Conflicts in the voting-rights arena at Jus-
tice are not new, particularly during Repub-
lican administrations, when liberal-leaning 
career lawyers often clash with more con-
servative political appointees, experts say. 
The conflicts have been further exacerbated 
by recent court rulings that have made it 
more difficult for Justice to challenge redis-
tricting plans. 

William Bradford Reynolds, the civil rights 
chief during the Reagan administration, op-
posed affirmative-action remedies and court- 
ordered busing—and regularly battled with 
career lawyers in the division as a result. 
During the administration of George H.W. 
Bush, the division aggressively pushed for 
the creation of districts that were more than 
60 percent black in a strategy designed to 
produce more solidly white and Republican 
districts in the South. 

These districts were widely credited with 
boosting the GOP in the region during the 
1994 elections. 

Rich, who worked in the Civil Rights Divi-
sion for 37 years, said the conflicts in the 
current administration are more severe than 
in earlier years. ‘‘I was there in the Reagan 
years, and this is worse,’’ he said. 

But Michael A. Carvin, a civil rights dep-
uty under Reagan, said such allegations 
amount to ‘‘revisionist history.’’ He con-
tended that the voting section has long tilt-
ed to the left politically. 

Carvin and other conservatives also say 
the opinions of career lawyers in the section 
frequently have been at odds with the courts, 
including a special panel in Texas that re-
jected challenges to the Republican-spon-
sored redistricting plan there. The Supreme 
Court has since agreed to hear the case. 

‘‘The notion that they are somehow neu-
tral or somehow ideologically impartial is 
simply not supported by the evidence,’’ 
Carvin said. ‘‘It hasn’t been the politicos 
that were departing from the law or normal 
practice, but the voting-rights section.’’ 

In Mississippi in 2002, Justice political ap-
pointees rejected a recommendation from ca-
reer lawyers to approve a redistricting plan 
favorable to Democrats. While Justice de-
layed issuing a final decision, a panel of 
three GOP federal judges approved a plan fa-
vorable to a Republican congressman. 

The division has also issued unusually de-
tailed legal opinions favoring Republicans in 
at least two states, contrary to what former 
staff members describe as a dictum to avoid 
unnecessary involvement in partisan dis-
putes. The practice ended up embarrassing 
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the department in Arizona in 2005, when Jus-
tice officials had to rescind a letter that 
wrongly endorsed the legality of a GOP bill 
limiting provisional ballots. 

In Georgia, a federal judge eventually 
ruled against the voter identification plan on 
constitutional grounds, likening it to a poll 
tax from the Jim Crow era. The measure 
would have required voters to pay $20 for a 
special card if they did not have photo iden-
tification; Georgia Republicans are pushing 
ahead this year with a bill that does not 
charge a fee for the card. 

Holland called the data in the case ‘‘very 
straightforward,’’ and said it showed statis-
tically that 100 percent of Georgians had 
identification and that no racial disparities 
were evident. 

But an Aug. 25 staff memo that rec-
ommended opposing the plan disparaged the 
quality of the state’s information and said 
that only limited conclusions could be drawn 
from it. 

‘‘They took all that data and willfully mis-
read it,’’ one source familiar with the case 
said. ‘‘They were only looking for statistics 
that would back their view.’’ 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes 
to my good friend and distinguished 
leader from Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY). 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to express my 
support for reauthorizing the Voting 
Rights Act. 

Before the passage of the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965, thousands of citi-
zens were denied their constitutional 
right to vote on the basis of race. While 
the system has vastly improved, the 
need for the Voting Rights Act re-
mains. 

A sacred right possessed by Ameri-
cans is the right to choose their gov-
ernment. That is why it is so impor-
tant to pass the bill today, to preserve 
the rights for all citizens. We have a 
moral obligation to ensure that no cit-
izen is ever denied their right to vote 
based on race, creed, or color. 

I am grateful for the strong leader-
ship of Chairman SENSENBRENNER, who 
has never wavered in his commitment 
to the Voting Rights Act over his en-
tire career. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me this time. 

b 1100 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 

Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 11⁄4 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. OWENS), who will be leaving 
us, but will leave us with wonderful 
words, my friend. 

(Mr. OWENS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, the Voting 
Rights Act is just one great step for-
ward toward the movement of our Na-
tion toward a more perfect Union. This 
is a creation of Lyndon Johnson, a pol-
itician, a President of unparalleled 
practical genius, who fashioned this to 
bring to the table those people who had 
serious grievances. 

We gave the world constitutional de-
mocracy. It is a great leap forward for 
civilization. We can continue to lead 
civilization by improving on this 
model. 

Half the democracies of the world, by 
the way, right now, do have provisions 
in their constitutions for representa-
tion of minorities. We have spent $9 
billion, at least $9 billion, some of you 
can correct me if it is more, $9 billion 
in Kosovo, and Kosovo is still strug-
gling under a mandate to provide a 
constitution which guarantees rep-
resentation to the minority Serbs. Al-
banians are the majority there now, 
and the Serbs need to be represented. 

In Iran, they have a provision which 
allows for the representation of Arme-
nians and Jews. In Burundi, the Tutsi 
minority is guaranteed 40 percent of 
the seats in parliament. Across the 
world, these provisions are made be-
cause they are practical provisions. 
They bring people to the table and in-
volve them in the process. 

The only way we are going to solve 
the problem in Iraq is to make certain 
we have something similar to a Voting 
Rights Act to guarantee representation 
for all the minorities in Iraq. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from south Florida 
(Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART), someone 
whom I love like a brother. 

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, I am excited to be 
here supporting the reimplementation 
of the Voting Rights Act. 

Let me give a little bit of recent his-
tory. You have heard a lot about past 
history. In the State where I am from, 
in Florida, redistricting was always a 
way that was used to discriminate 
against minorities and to stop minori-
ties from the opportunity to elect can-
didates of their choice. 

We all know that there is a substan-
tial African American population in 
Florida and a substantial Hispanic 
American population in Florida, and 
yet, and I do not want to sound par-
tisan, but the reality is that one party 
controlled the State legislature for 122 
years. During that entire time, not 
once did they deem it necessary or im-
portant to create one African Amer-
ican congressional district, one district 
for African Americans so they could 
elect a candidate of their choice. 

Finally, in redistricting before the 
1992 elections, after a lot of haggling, 
and I was involved in that redistricting 
and other Members who were then in 
the State legislature who are now in 
Congress were also involved, finally the 
then-majority party, the Democratic 
Party, finally saw the wisdom to create 
one district where African Americans 
could elect a candidate of their choice 
for Congress and one district only 
where Hispanic Americans could elect 
a candidate of their choice. 

We had to sue the State of Florida. 
We had to go to Federal court to get 
more districts where Hispanics and Af-
rican Americans could elect candidates 
of their choice, and because of the Vot-
ing Rights Act and because some of us 
sued the majority party in those days, 
which was the Democrats, the courts 
agreed and created districts where 

three African American Members of 
Congress were elected, serving in this 
wonderful body. One of them is leading 
the effort on that side of the aisle for 
the implementation of this Voting 
Rights Act again, and two districts 
where Hispanic Americans could elect 
candidates of their choice. 

We are not talking ancient history. 
We are talking the need is still there 
today. It is there. The need is still 
there today in Florida, as a matter of 
fact. 

We saw recently a group, mostly 
from outside of Florida, spending mil-
lions of dollars, hundreds of thousands 
of dollars in Florida trying to get 
something on the ballot. A group that 
supports multimember districts for the 
State of Florida, which have been prov-
en to be discriminatory. The threat is 
still there. The need is still there. 

That is why I am so grateful to 
Chairman SENSENBRENNER for his lead-
ership on this issue not only now, but 
also in the past. I thank Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER. 

It is a privilege to be here. I think it 
is an historic day because we have the 
opportunity to extend this important 
act for many, many years. It is right 
for the country, not only for minori-
ties, but for democracy and for the en-
tire country. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very pleased that my 
colleague took cognizance of the fact 
that Florida still needs help; and I 
would remind him that it is a Repub-
lican majority there now. 

Mr. Speaker, how much time remains 
for each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) 
has 121⁄4 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN 
DIAZ-BALART) has 8 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD), a former voting rights 
attorney. 

(Mr. BUTTERFIELD asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, let 
me first thank the leadership on both 
sides of the aisle for their bipartisan 
work on this great, historic legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation was en-
acted weeks after I finished high school 
in eastern North Carolina. At that 
time, there were no black elected offi-
cials and no prospect of electing mi-
norities to office. 

There was the literacy test and at- 
large elections and staggered terms 
and numbered seats. These were all de-
vices that were used to disenfranchise 
the African American community. The 
Voting Rights Act has made a dif-
ference. 

Section 2 has enabled minority com-
munities to require significant changes 
in election procedure through legal ac-
tion. 

Section 5 has been the safety valve 
that has prevented jurisdictions from 
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changing their procedures to further 
dilute the minority vote. 

In my congressional district, in 1965, 
there were no black elected officials. 
Today, Mr. Speaker, I count 302. It was 
the Voting Rights Act that made it 
happen. 

I support the rule, Mr. Speaker, and I 
support the underlying legislation. I 
urge my colleagues to defeat the 
amendments and pass this legislation 
into law. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes 
to my good friend from Georgia (Mr. 
NORWOOD). 

(Mr. NORWOOD asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I certainly thank Chair-
man DREIER for making my amend-
ment in order under this rule. I rise 
today in support of this rule, in support 
of the VRA, and against H.R. 9 as it 
presently is written. 

We should all understand that in 1965, 
40 years ago, when the VRA was writ-
ten, part of it was intended to be per-
manent law and part of that bill was 
meant to be temporary. 

The Voting Rights Act was needed in 
1965, and it was a good bill. It enabled 
all citizens to be able to vote 
unencumbered. I strongly believe in 
that. 

Now, 40 years later, we are not trying 
to remove the temporary part of this 
bill, meaning 4, 5 and on, but later this 
morning we are going to try to amend 
section 4 of the Voting Rights Act so 
that it may be updated, modernized 
and actually brought into the 21st cen-
tury. 

Only section 4 of the temporary part 
of the Voting Rights Act are we trying 
to amend. Section 4 of the VRA is the 
formula or the trigger mechanism that 
determines which jurisdiction, whether 
it be city, county or State, that has 
broken the rules and, therefore, is to be 
put in the penalty box of section 5. 
This is the section that puts jurisdic-
tions under the heavy hand of the Jus-
tice Department, the preclearance sec-
tion of the bill. 

The trigger section occurs when less 
than 50 percent of citizens of voting 
age do not vote in Presidential elec-
tions. To determine if you will be 
under section 5 of the VRA, the elec-
tions used are 1964, 1968 and 1972, elec-
tions 40 years ago, presidential elec-
tions between Goldwater and Johnson. 
Only those who violated section 4 dur-
ing those 8 years are under 
preclearance today. H.R. 9 wants to ex-
tend that 25 more years, using 40-year- 
old data, applied to the same jurisdic-
tions, no matter how good their voting 
record is today. 

H.R. 9, it does not seem to matter 
that many other jurisdictions around 
the country have also violated section 
4 of the Voting Rights Act, even in this 
century. Those violations are not 
looked at generally by anyone. 

My amendment, that we will have 
later today, changes that and updates 
section 4 to use the election years of 

1996, 2000 and 2004. It will be incumbent 
upon the Attorney General, and he is 
so instructed, or she, to look at all ju-
risdictions in all States, and this infor-
mation is to be reviewed after each 
Presidential election, using the latest 
three Presidential elections. 

If you violate section 4, you are and 
you should go to the penalty box, 
which is the preclearance section. If 
you are in the penalty box and have 
not violated section 4 in the last three 
Presidential elections, you get to come 
out of the penalty box. It is that fair, 
it is that just, and it is just that sim-
ple. 

Listen carefully now. The authors of 
H.R. 9 are going to give you many rea-
sons why my lovely State of Georgia 
should stay in the penalty box, even 
though we have one of the absolute 
best voting records in the country of 
electing black Georgians and black 
voting and black registration, but I bet 
we do not hear them talk about that. 

The truth is that under my amend-
ment all Georgia jurisdictions stay 
under preclearance. Under my amend-
ment all Georgia jurisdictions, mean-
ing counties, stay under preclearance, 
except 10 counties out of 159, even 
though all of Georgia will be treated as 
if we are still under section 5. 

They are not going to mention that 
837 jurisdictions today in 16 States are 
under preclearance, but if my amend-
ment were to pass, over 1,000 jurisdic-
tions in this country will be under 
preclearance in at least 39 States. 

I think that black Georgians who 
have protections under the law should 
give those same protections to black 
Tennesseeans. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to talk 
about this all day. I appreciate the 
time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Michigan (Ms. KIL-
PATRICK), my good friend. 

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank Chairman 
SENSENBRENNER and Ranking Member 
CONYERS, from my great State of 
Michigan, for your leadership, sir, 
thank you very much, and to thank the 
Speaker and NANCY PELOSI for bringing 
this legislation to the floor. 

The Voting Rights Act of 1965, 41 
years ago, has made America a strong-
er nation. Today, I rise in support of 
the rule that brings it to the floor and 
allows us to have this debate. 

The preclearance portion of the 
amendments that we will be debating 
today allows the courts to go into ju-
risdictions that have a history of dis-
crimination of voter irregularity, of 
violations. We must preserve that 
preclearance portion of the Voting 
Rights Act. 

It is important today, it was impor-
tant 41 years ago, and it allows our vot-
ing systems and all Americans to have 
access to clean, fair voting procedures 
so that the process and America’s 
greatness can continue. 

So I rise in support of the Voting 
Rights Act itself. It must be renewed, 
the provisions that we will be talking 

about today; and I ask that all Amer-
ica call your congressman or congress-
woman and tell them today to vote 
‘‘yes’’ in reauthorizing the Voting 
Rights Act. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 1 
minute to my good friend the distin-
guished gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. SOLIS). 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, today, I rise 
in strong support of H.R. 9, the Voting 
Rights Act, as passed by the Judiciary 
Committee, and in strong opposition to 
any amendments which would attack 
Americans’ right to vote. 

The right to vote is the foundation of 
our democracy. The Voting Rights Act 
has advanced the rights of all Ameri-
cans. Latinos and other minority vot-
ers have greater voice today because of 
the Voting Rights Act. 

In 2004, a record number of 7.5 million 
Latinos cast a ballot for President, 
compared to 2 million in 1976. 

We must continue protecting the 
rights, including section 203, which 
provides tax-paying U.S. citizens with 
limited English proficiency with need-
ed language assistance. Section 203 en-
sures that all citizens have a right to 
cast an informed ballot and integrates 
non-English-proficient citizens into a 
system of democracy. It protects vot-
ers from discrimination and ensures a 
fair and equal voting process for all 
voters. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
the reauthorization of the Voting 
Rights Act, as passed by the Judiciary 
Committee, and I oppose any amend-
ments. 
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Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I would inquire 
as to the remaining time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 3 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. How much 
time do I have, Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 91⁄4 minutes. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATSON). 

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, the pass-
ing of the 1965 Voting Rights Act is a 
crowning achievement of Congress and 
the civil rights movement. Some say 
that we no longer need a Voting Rights 
Act, that 41 years is enough. 

Others want to water down key expir-
ing provisions in order to weaken the 
act. Yes, we have made considerable 
progress in the last 41 years. However, 
much work needs to be done. The sad 
fact is that in every national election 
since Reconstruction, in every election 
since the Voting Rights Act passed in 
1965, American voters have faced cal-
culated and determined efforts by per-
sons and groups whose goal is to deny 
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them the most fundamental right, and 
that is the right to vote. 

Gone are the days of poll taxes and 
literacy tests. Today, however, intimi-
dation, threats, innuendo and decep-
tion are still used to discourage voter 
turnout. The list of strategies used to 
deny Americans their right to vote is 
long and varied. Please vote for this 
bill, attack and reject the amend-
ments. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. 
RUPPERSBERGER). 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I stand in support of H.R. 9, the 
Voting Rights Act. August 7, 2006, will 
mark the 41st anniversary of the Vot-
ing Rights Act of 1965. The Voting 
Rights Act has been one of the most ef-
fective civil rights laws in granting ac-
cess to the ballot boxes for all Ameri-
cans. 

Congress enacted the Voting Rights 
Act in response to persistent and pur-
poseful discrimination through lit-
eracy tests, poll taxes, intimidation, 
threats and violence. 

The Voting Rights Act has enfran-
chised millions of racial, ethnic, and 
language minority citizens by elimi-
nating discriminatory practices and re-
moving other barriers to their political 
participation. 

I want to make one point. I have 
been to Iraq and Afghanistan on many 
occasions in my capacity on the intel-
ligence committee. U.S. soldiers of all 
races, religions are fighting every day 
in harsh climates to risk their own 
lives to bring basic freedoms to other 
people, and they are being told that 
they are doing what is right: fighting 
for freedom, justice, and liberty. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to my class-
mate and good friend, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. BECERRA). 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, we 
should be proud, because in this coun-
try we look back at our history so that 
we may move forward wisely into the 
future. The Voting Rights Act is proof 
positive that America learns from its 
history. 

Today, more Americans from every 
corner of our Nation, whatever their 
race, creed, or color may exercise their 
right to vote. But, Mr. Speaker, I said 
more, not all, Americans can exercise 
that right. Just 2 weeks ago, the 
United States Supreme Court con-
firmed that fact when it rejected 
Texas’s redistricting map because it 
disenfranchised thousands of Latino 
voters. 

Mr. Speaker, we know why we have 
the Voting Rights Act. We know what 
history has taught us. We believe that 
we must look to the future, and we 
must not only reaffirm our belief in the 
Voting Rights Act, but reaffirm it com-
pletely and absolutely. We must reject 
the amendments which would under-
mine what has been a tremendous ac-
complishment in America’s history of 
moving all people in America forward 
to exercise their right to vote. 

Support this bill. Defeat the amend-
ments. Let’s move forward with the 
Voting Rights Act. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs. 
JONES), a former judge. 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
the death of my oldest sister a week 
ago Sunday took me back to Clanton, 
Alabama, the roots of my family. 
Clanton is about 40 miles from Selma, 
Alabama, and it made me remember all 
of the things that my family had been 
through not having the opportunity to 
vote. 

I stand here today saying to you that 
the Voting Rights Act must be reau-
thorized. And I will say to those of you 
who want to use 2000 and 2004 as cites 
for why we should do reclearance on 
voting, should not use those years, be-
cause we all know what happened in 
2000 and 2004. 

Mr. Speaker, I bring to the attention 
of my colleague from Georgia that only 
recently a Federal court and a State 
court found that the identification re-
quirements set forth by the State of 
Georgia are just like having a poll tax, 
and that we cannot let Georgia out of 
preclearance. 

Vote in support of the Voting Rights 
Act. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
it is very important that we under-
stand, and I want to direct my remarks 
to the remarks of my distinguished col-
league from Georgia, Congressman 
NORWOOD, who is a very good friend. 

But, unfortunately, Congressman 
NORWOOD is dead wrong in his amend-
ment and his approach. When he talks 
about Georgia’s record, he is dead 
wrong with that record. 

While, yes, we have made some 
progress in Georgia, I am a living testi-
mony to that, the fundamental ques-
tion of the Voting Rights Act is not if 
there has been progress made. The 
question is will that progress be in risk 
of being undone if we do not have the 
Voting Rights Act? 

And no State gives clearer evidence 
that progress will be undone than my 
own State of Georgia. Georgia leads 
this Nation in the violations of the 
Voting Rights Act in the last 25 years. 
No more glaring example than what is 
currently now whistling through the 
newspapers and whistling through this 
Nation, and that is the voter ID bill 
that has been passed in Georgia. Twice 
it has come up and twice it has been 
ruled as discriminatory. 

Yes, we have made progress. But my 
dear friend from Georgia, we have a 
much longer progress to go, and we 
desperately need to keep section 5 cov-
ered. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS) 
who has been a leader in this fight for 
a substantial number of years. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers, today this country will witness a 
debate on the floor of Congress that 
will remind America of the continuing 
struggle of African Americans and mi-
norities to seek justice in our country. 

I have a hard time explaining to my 
constituents and African Americans all 
over this country why we must reau-
thorize the Voting Rights Act. They 
say to me, well, we thought we had 
done away with poll taxes; we thought 
we had done away with intimidation. 
Well, let me just say, we have all kinds 
of obstacles being placed in our way. It 
is the same game with a different 
name. 

So we stand here today to protect the 
fight and the struggle of our ancestors 
who insisted that we take part in this 
democracy and we have the right to 
vote. And despite the new tricks and 
the new laws and the new procedures, 
we must say to those who continue to 
try, you must go before the Justice De-
partment and get preclearance before 
you can initiate laws and practices 
that would place obstacles in our way. 

This is a good debate for America 
today. I stand in the struggle to pro-
tect our right to vote. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, how much time do I have re-
maining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 31⁄4 min-
utes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 11⁄4 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. CORRINE 
BROWN), who is also my classmate and 
one of the three African Americans 
that was elected as a result of the Vot-
ing Rights Act, the first in 129 years in 
our State of Florida. 

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of 
a clean voting rights bill. Let me say 
that those people that question wheth-
er we need a voting rights bill or not, 
I have to remind you of Florida 2000, 
where in my district 27,000 votes in my 
precinct were thrown out. 27,000. And 
you know they say the President won 
by 535. 

But we have a long list of voting 
rights violations, and it goes on and 
on. But there is one that stands out in 
my mind. Florida Governor Jeb Bush 
spent $4 million of taxpayer money to 
purge a list of 40,000 suspect felons 
from the rolls across the State, with 
zero consideration of accuracy. Later 
we found out that these people were el-
igible to vote; but when they went to 
vote, they were turned away. 

Another reason, as my colleague 
said, I was one of the first African 
Americans elected to Congress in 129 
years. Let us pass the Voting Rights 
Act and not have another Supreme 
Court coup d’etat in America. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself the remaining 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said earlier today, 
this is not a period for jubilation. We 
do not have to come here and congratu-
late ourselves for the reason that sug-
gests that history is our best judge. 
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I also said that through these eyes I 

have seen the tyranny of racism. And 
through these eyes I have seen this 
great Nation change and become more 
tolerant. But to suggest that we have 
arrived at a point where we no longer 
would need the Voting Rights Act and 
measures that protect minorities 
would be foolhardy. 

The harsh reality remains that the 
suppression and disenfranchisement of 
minority voters is still tolerated. We 
saw it, as Ms. BROWN just said, in 2000. 
We saw it, as Ms. TUBBS JONES just 
said, in 2004 in Ohio. And the likelihood 
is that we will see it in 2006 and 2008 in 
some other State where it seems that 
those in the majority require a victory 
regardless of the means to their end. 

We should fear those who dismiss 
concerns, deny such problems exist, 
and claim ignorance and naivete as to 
the reasons for years of neglect. These 
are the answers given by those who sat 
idly by throughout history when the 
rights and privileges of the weak and 
poor have been trampled on by the 
power. 

When history judges our actions 
today, it will question whether or not 
we met the expectations levied by 
those who have come before us: Did we 
break down barriers or build up walls? 
Did we adhere to the Biblical admoni-
tion that we are our brother’s keeper? 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that all Members may have 5 
legislative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks on H. Res. 910 
and insert extraneous material there-
on. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 
the balance of our time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very proud to have 
brought forth this legislation today. It 
is historic legislation. The Voting 
Rights Act was one of the great ad-
vancements of American democracy, 
something that we all should, and I 
think we do, feel very proud about. And 
we are bringing it forth today, we are 
extending it for 25 more years, because 
more work needs to be done, even 
though there has been extraordinary 
progress in the last 40 years in this 
country. 

I want to thank again Chairman SEN-
SENBRENNER. I admire him. I think he 
has done an extraordinary job facing 
great pressures. Of course he is such a 
man of character, the pressure does not 
even get to him. 

b 1130 
I admire him for that and many 

other qualities. Again, I thank Rank-
ing Member CONYERS and all those who 
have worked hard to bring this legisla-
tion forward. I think we are all cog-
nizant of the historic nature of what 
we as the House of Representatives are 
doing today. 

And so I would urge support for this 
rule, which is fair. It makes in order 
some amendments that I oppose, but I 
think it is appropriate that the House 
be able to debate even items that many 
of us in the Rules Committee don’t 
agree with. But we are going to have a 
fair debate today. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, last week, we 
celebrated the 230th anniversary of the revolu-
tionary declaration that gave birth to our coun-
try. All of us here, and Americans from coast 
to coast, fan recite the first ‘‘self-evident truth’’ 
proclaimed in that historic document. That ‘‘all 
men are created equal.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, given this truth, it is one of our 
Nation’s great tragedies that a struggle for 
equality had to take place at all. And more 
tragic still that it led to so much suffering and 
bloodshed. 

The United States fought a civil war to abol-
ish the heinous system of slavery. The United 
States ratified the 15th Amendment in 1870 to 
prohibit denying the right to vote on the basis 
of race or color. Yet, inequality persisted. Jim 
Crow laws perpetuated the most unequal 
treatment of blacks, and disenfranchisement of 
blacks at the voting booth was commonplace. 
Without mercy, subjugation by race continued 
in many parts of the country. 

Out of tremendous hardship and unjustness 
rose a powerful and peaceful force for civil 
rights in the 1960s. These American heroes 
included Martin Luther King Jr. and our col-
league from Georgia, JOHN LEWIS. Their 
cause—forcing our Nation to live up to its 
founding ideals—moved millions and gained 
strength despite racism, threats and murder. 

Mr. Speaker, on March 7, 1965, Mr. LEWIS 
led 600 people in a peaceful protest in Selma, 
Alabama. Their plan was to march to Mont-
gomery. As many of us can recall with disgust 
and shame, they didn’t make it. And in their 
blood and courage was borne the national call 
for the 1965 Voting Rights Act—to once and 
for all correct 95 years of failure to uphold the 
15th Amendment. 

Today, we will honor the civil rights move-
ment, we will honor our God-given right to be 
treated equally and we will protect the most 
basic exercise of our democracy by extending 
the Voting Rights Act. 

This is a bipartisan, bicameral piece of leg-
islation that received nearly unanimous sup-
port at the Committee level. I want to thank 
the leadership, both Republican and Demo-
crat, and Chairman SENSENBRENNER for their 
work to ring this to the floor. 

While there would be every reason to hope 
and expect that this extension would not be 
required 41 years after the original, the Judici-
ary Committee, in their hours of hearings, 
found that the bill was needed—and needed 
to be updated. 

To protect minority voters, H.R. 9 upholds 
and strengthens the ‘‘pre-clearance’’ provi-
sions for districts to change their voting rules. 
And it allows jurisdictions that have dem-
onstrated lawful and fair voting practices to 
become ‘‘uncovered’’ by the VRA. 

Today we will also have the opportunity to 
vote on an amendment that would support our 
common language by printing ballots in 
English. This is a worthwhile debate to have. 
It is in no way contradictory to the intent of the 
bill. 

Basic comprehension of English is a re-
quirement of citizenship for immigrants and 

essential to reach for and achieve the Amer-
ican dream—whether someone was born here 
or not. 

I am proud to represent Americans of many, 
many national origins in my home state of 
California. But we are all united by our free-
doms, our government and our language. It 
only serves to reinforce our unity and our 
common bonds to have our ballots printed in 
our national language. 

I want to make very clear that for anyone 
who might need help in the voting booth, it is 
lawful and encouraged to have someone as-
sist you. 

Mr. Speaker, I am hopeful that today’s pro-
ceedings on the floor will not devolve into 
members casting aspersions on the motives of 
one party or the other. 

The progress we have made on civil rights 
over the last four decades has been signifi-
cant. If we are to confront inequalities that lie 
before us—and if we are to confront the in-
equalities that lie ahead of us—we must re-
main united and we must remain bipartisan. 

I can assure members who might harbor 
any doubts, there is nothing less than a total 
commitment on behalf of the leadership on 
this side of the House to pass H.R. 9—to en-
sure voting rights for every single American, 
from Maine to California. To suggest otherwise 
is offensive and divisive. 

While we labor to share the right of voting 
with millions around the globe so they can 
know a life of liberty and equality, it is our duty 
to protect the voting rights of our own citizens. 

President Lyndon Johnson, in his moving 
and powerful address to Congress just 8-days 
after the brutality at Selma, said: ‘‘Every Amer-
ican citizen must have an equal right to vote. 
There is no reason which can excuse the de-
nial of that right. There is no duty which 
weighs more heavily on us than the duty we 
have to ensure that right.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, we will uphold that duty today. 
I urge support of the rule and the underlying 
legislation. 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in op-
position to H. Res. 910, the rule for the Voting 
Rights Reauthorization. 

I rise in opposition to this rule because it al-
lows the Voting Rights Act to be weakened by 
amendments that would strip important provi-
sions from the bill. 

Democrats and Republicans passed a Vot-
ing Rights Act Reauthorization that strength-
ens and extends the Act’s legacy for our fu-
ture generations out of the Judiciary com-
mittee. 

Democrats and Republicans recognize that 
this Act is relevant to the situations of millions 
of Americans. 

In my district, the Inland Empire, a third of 
the residents don’t speak English as their pri-
mary language. 

In my personal experience, my father, who 
was born, raised, worked and raised a family 
in America, did not speak English well—yet he 
deserved, as all Americans do, the right to 
vote. 

We must renew the Voting Rights Act—we 
must not allow these provisions to expire and 
thus disenfranchise hard-working Americans 
who want to do their civic duty. 

If America is to remain the democracy that 
has made it strong, all voters must have the 
opportunity to cast a ballot they can under-
stand. 

But the King amendment allowed under this 
rule strikes the sections re-authorizing the 
Section 203 bilingual ballot requirements. 
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Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act has 

made our Nation’s democratic ideals a reality 
by ensuring that eligible voters, regardless of 
language ability, may participate on a fair and 
equal basis in elections. 

Three-quarters of those who are covered by 
the language assistance provision are native- 
born United States citizens. The rest are natu-
ralized U.S. citizens. 

It is well documented that language assist-
ance is needed and used by voters. 

For instance, the U.S. Department of Justice 
has reported that in one year, registration 
rates among Spanish- and Filipino-speaking 
American citizens grew by 21 percent and reg-
istration among Vietnamese-speaking Amer-
ican citizens increased over 37 percent after 
San Diego County started providing language 
assistance. 

In Apache County, Arizona, the Depart-
ment’s enforcement activities have resulted in 
a 26-percent increase in Native American turn-
out in 4 years, allowing Navajo Code talkers, 
veterans, and the elderly to participate in elec-
tions for the first time. 

This amendment would effectively disenfran-
chise language minority voters through the ap-
propriation process. 

Section 203 has always received bipartisan 
support from both Democrats and Republicans 
in Congress and the White House. 

Section 203 of the VRA requires that U.S. 
minority citizens who have been subjected to 
a history of discrimination be provided lan-
guage assistance to ensure that they can 
make informed choices at the polls. 

It does not offer voting assistance to illegal 
or non-naturalized immigrants. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this rule 
and pass the strong and relevant Voting 
Rights Act that America needs. 

Mr. Speaker, cognizant of the his-
toric nature of what we are doing and 
strongly supportive of the legislation 
that we are bringing to the floor today, 
I yield back the balance of my time 
and move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on the bill (H.R. 9) to be considered 
shortly. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. LIN-
COLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida). Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
f 

FANNIE LOU HAMER, ROSA 
PARKS, AND CORETTA SCOTT 
KING VOTING RIGHTS ACT REAU-
THORIZATION AND AMENDMENTS 
ACT OF 2006 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 910 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 

the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 9. 

b 1132 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 9) to 
amend the Voting Rights Act of 1965, 
with Mr. LAHOOD in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered read the 
first time. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER) and the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) each will 
control 45 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 9, the Fannie Lou Hamer, 
Rosa Parks, and Coretta Scott King 
Voting Rights Act Reauthorization and 
Amendments Act of 2006. 

H.R. 9 amends and reauthorizes the 
Voting Rights Act for an additional 25 
years, several provisions of which will 
expire on August 6, 2007, unless Con-
gress acts to renew them. 

I was proud to lead Republican ef-
forts to renew expiring provisions of 
the Voting Rights Act in 1982, and I am 
pleased to have authored this impor-
tant legislation to do the same thing a 
quarter century later. 

The Voting Rights Act was enacted 
in 1965 to address our country’s ignoble 
history of racial discrimination and to 
ensure that the rights enunciated in 
our Constitution become a practical re-
ality for all. 

Since its 1965 enactment, the VRA 
has been reauthorized in 1970, 1975, 1982, 
and 1992, each time with strong bipar-
tisan support. The right to vote is fun-
damental in our system of government, 
and the importance of voting rights is 
reflected by the fact that they are pro-
tected by five separate amendments to 
the Constitution, including the 14th, 
15th, 19th, 24th, and 26th amendment. 

However, history reveals that certain 
States and localities have not always 
been faithful to the rights and protec-
tions guaranteed by the Constitution, 
and some have tried to disenfranchise 
African American and other minority 
voters through means ranging from vi-
olence and intimidation to subtle 
changes in voting rules. As a result, 
many minorities were unable to fully 
participate in the political process for 
nearly a century after the end of the 
Civil War. 

The VRA has dramatically reduced 
these discriminatory practices and 
transformed our Nation’s electoral 
process and makeup of our Federal, 
State, and local governments. Since its 
enactment, the VRA has been instru-
mental in remedying past injustices by 
ensuring that States and jurisdictions 
with a history of discrimination ad-

dress and correct those abuses, and, in 
some instances, stopping them from 
happening in the first place. 

Section 5 prohibits States with docu-
mented histories of racial discrimina-
tion in voting from changing election 
practices and processes without first 
submitting the changes to the Depart-
ment of Justice or the District Court 
for the District of Columbia. Section 5 
has helped ensure minority citizens in 
these covered jurisdictions to have an 
equal opportunity to participate in the 
political process. 

As a result of section 5 and other pro-
visions of the Voting Rights Act, mi-
nority participation and elections as 
well as the number of minorities serv-
ing in elected positions has increased 
significantly, and many of our col-
leagues who are here today are per-
sonal embodiments of those changes. 

Last summer, I along with Judiciary 
Committee Ranking Member CONYERS 
and Congressional Black Caucus Chair-
man WATT pledged to have the VRA’s 
temporary provisions reauthorized for 
an additional 25 years. Over the last 7 
months, the Judiciary Committee on 
the Constitution examined the VRA in 
great detail, focusing on those provi-
sions set to expire in 2007. 

In addition to gathering evidence of 
ongoing discriminatory conduct, the 
subcommittee examined the impact 
that two Supreme Court decisions, the 
Bossier II and Georgia v. Ashcroft deci-
sions, have had on section 5’s ability to 
protect minorities from discriminatory 
voting changes particularly in State 
and congressional redistricting initia-
tives. 

Based upon the committee’s record, 
and let me put the books of the hear-
ings of this committee’s record on the 
table, it is one of the most extensive 
considerations of any piece of legisla-
tion that the United States Congress 
has dealt with in the 271⁄2 years that I 
have been honored to serve as a Mem-
ber of this body. All of this is a part of 
the record that the Committee on the 
Constitution headed by Mr. CHABOT of 
Ohio has assembled to show the need 
for the reauthorization of the Voting 
Rights Act. 

H.R. 9 includes language that makes 
it clear that a voting change motivated 
by any discriminatory purpose cannot 
be precleared, and clarifies that the 
purpose of the preclearance require-
ments is to protect the ability of mi-
nority citizens to elect their preferred 
candidates of choice. These changes re-
store section 5 to its original purpose, 
enabling it to better protect minority 
voters. 

In addition, H.R. 9 reauthorizes sec-
tion 203 for an additional 25 years, en-
suring that legal, taxpaying, language- 
impaired citizens are assisted in exer-
cising their right to vote. And, in my 
opinion, this is particularly important 
in elections where ballot questions are 
submitted to the voters. The com-
mittee record that formed the basis for 
this legislation demonstrates that, 
while the VRA has been successful in 
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