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THE MISSISSIPPI FREEDOM DEMOCRATIC PARTY: 
BACKGROUND AND RECENT DEVELOPMENTS 

by STEVE IvlAX 

The Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party was founded April 26, 1964 
in order to create an opportunity for meaningful political expres
sion for the 438,000 adult Negro Mississippians ~ho traditionally 
have been denied this right. In -addition to being a political 
instrument, the FDP provides a focus for the coordination of civil 
rights activity in the state and around the country. Although its 
memters do not necessarily· think in the se -terms, the MFDP is the 
organization above all others whose work is most directly forcing a 
realignment within the Democratic Party. All individuals and 
organizations who understand that ' when the Negro is not free, then 
all are in chains; who realize that the present system of discrimi
nation precludes the abolition of poverty, and who have an interest 
in t he destruction of the Dixiecrat-Republican alliance and the 
purging of the racists from the Democratic Party are poteptial 
allies of the MFDP. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION -
The Mississippi Democratic Party runs the state of Mississippi _wit h 
an iron hand·. It controls the legislative, executive and judicial 
be nches of the state government. Prior to the November, 1964 elec
tion all 49 state Senators and all but one of the 122 Representa
tives were Democrats. Mississippi sent four Democrats and one 
Goldwater Republican to Congress last November. 

The Mississippi Democratic Party uses its power to exclude Negroes 
from the electoral process. Though Negroes represent over 40% of 
the state population, all voter ·regist.rars are white. Today only 
28,500 ·Negroes are registered in IVJississippi as compared with 
500,000 Whites. This figure represents only 6.7% of the 435,000 
Negroes in Misstssippi who are of voting age. While the civil rights 
mov.ement has made some improvement in Negro registration in many 
Southern states, in Mississippi, registra tiqn dropped by .several 
hundred between 1962 an·d 1964. 

The methods used to p~event Negro voting are well known and do not 
need t o he gone into at length. Suffice it to say in the words of 
Professor Russell H. Barrett of the University of Mississippi : 

The whole pattern of voting requirements and· of the regis
tration form is calculated to make the process appear a 
hopele3sly fo:::"midable "one. The pattern is supposed to 
bristle wj th complexities which culmi nate · ·1n the publ ica- · 
tion of the would-be voterts name in the l ocal newspaper 
for two weeks. A major purpose of all this is to so over
whelm the voter that he will not have the audacity e ven t o 
attempt registration. 

(Mississippi Free Press, 4/18/ 64) 



-2-.. ' ; . 
. .. 

For those who do have the -audacity~ there is a systematic policy of 
reprisal, for which n o white man nas ever been brought to justice-
and little wonder, since sheriffs and judges are elected in the Dem
oc~atic primary and . there ha.s not been a Negro office holder in Miss-
issi~pi since 1892; · · · · · · 

The Student· Nonvio~erit · Coordinating Committee (S~CC) has documented 
140 cases of viol~nce and intimidation in Mississippi f rom 1961 to 
February .1964, and has published _this material iri a pamphlet entitled 
Mississip.pi_ . . That f~gure, however, is representative of a much larger 
pattern of incidents, m~stly unreported. ·Furthermore; ·it does not in
clude the . violence of .the 1964 summer months, which at least, equalled 
that of the three previous years .· We cannot, of course, forget · · . 

.. · Schwerner, Chaney and Goodman, and inust remember that their names 
are kn;:>wn beaause. two of them 'were white and from the north, and not 
because they were ·murdered · in Mississippi . . Documentation of. violence 
up to the spr'i.p.g of 1963 can be found in the April 4, 1963 issue of 
the Congressional Record. · · · 

THE ORGANIZATION OF THE MISSISSIPPI FREEDOM DEMOCRATIC PARTY 

The Missisf:lippi Freedom Democratic Party was officially established at 
a · meeting in Jackson, Mississippi . on April 26; . 1964 ·. Two hundred t o 
three hundf'ed delegat_es · attended the meeting and elected a state ex
ecutive _committee of · 12. Bec·ause they were barred from the "regular11 

organization, the ·Freedom Democrats set up a parallel structure at a ll 
levels~ including t·h~ir own system of voter registration. · Simpl~fied 
registration forms and procedures based on those · used in several · nor
thern. states were adopted. 

Over .the 'surnme.r o.f 1964, the MFDP, working with the Council of Feder
ate·d Organiza:tions (COFO) sta.'ff and tocal volunteers, "registered"· 
over. 50,000 Negroes .of voting age . MFDP candidates ran and were de
f eated in tt'le Democratic primary of June 2, 1964·· . . Mr_s. Vic toria Gray, 
Mrs. Fannie Lou ~ame~., Rev. John Cameron and· Mr . Jaines Houston ran in 
opposition to· Sena~or J ohn Stennis, . Rep. Jamie Whitten, Rep. Will iam 
M. Colmer and Rep ·. John Bell ·Willia'ms. Following the primary,- these 
candidates filed the necessary number of signatures to be place on 
the .ballot as _independents. This was., however, rejected by the Miss -
issippi State Board of Election. · · · · 

It was at thiS point· that t 'he MFDP reorganized . itself "tO conduct: a 
mock elect.ion and to challenge. the credentials of the Mississippi 
Del ega tioh. to· . the Democ:ra tic Na tfona1 ·· C onventiort. buring the weeks 
of July, 1964, preqin_ct· meetings were held in 26 Nississippi counties 
as alternatives tothe "regular" Democratic precinct meetings which 
barred N~groes. An estimated 3,500 persons- a ttended · th~se me~tings . 
At th~ end of July, County Conventions we-re he1d in 35 counties as 
part_ of the policy of structuring the MFDP in a fashion parallel to 
that of the "regular" Democrats. 
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Several additional county conventions were held in Jackson~ Missis
sippi when it was judged that it would be too dangerous for some 
people to hold meetings in their own counties . A total. of 282 dele 
gates were elected from the county conventions to a state convention 
which met i n Jackson on August 6th. This FDP state convention · 
elected officers , chose a delegation to the Democratic National 
Convention~ and adopted a platform and principles. At that time 
they stated: 11\ve deem ourselves part and parcel of the National 
Democratic Party and proudly announce our adherence to it. We 
affirm our belief that the National Democratic Platform of recent 
years has been a great liberal manifesto dedicated to the best 
intentions of the people of our Nation of all races, creeds and 
colors . .. •: 

THE CHALLENGE AT THE DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL CONVENTION 

The State Convention of the MFDP sent 6.8 delegates and alternates 
to the National Convention of the Democratic Party to challenge the 
seating of the 11regular•: Mississippi delegation. The events of the 
challenge are widely known and since many of you were there or 
watched the convention on TV, there is no need for a long exposition 
of the proceedings. Briefly, the MFDP argued against · the seating 
of the regulars on the following grounds : 

11The traditional ?arty has demonstrated its bad faith by: 

* Excluding Negroes (the group most like ly to support 
President Johnson) from registration and from the 
Party by harrassment and terror~ 

* Repeatedly proclaiming its independence of the National 
Party . 

* Opposing the platform and principles of the National Farty . 

* Spewing hatred ·upon Presidents Kennedy and Johnson. 

* Vi~iously.attacking Negroes and Negro organizations. 

*Enacting laws to keep the Na~ional Party off the ballot. 

* Recessing their state convention so that they can turn to 
Goldwater. · 

*Coming here :(to the Convention - S .M. ) only to keep the 
Freedom Party from being seated. 

(MFDF brief s ubmitted to cred
entials sub-committee of the 
Democratic National Committee 
page 61.) 
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The credentials sub-committee of the Democratic National Committee 
offered as a compromise to seat two leaders of the MFDP delegation~ 
Dr. Aaron Henry and Rev. Ed King, as members-at-large and to 
establish a committee which would try to have the delegation to the 
1968 convention chosen in a non-discriminatory fashion. 

The compromise was rejected by the MFDP on the grounds that_: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

It was tokenism. 

The people of Mississippi had chosen 68 representatives 
and the credentials committee could not simply pick two 
of them to represent the MFDP. It was felt that to con
sent to this would be a violation of the trust that the 
MFDP convention had placed in its delegates. 

The uregularsu would still be recognized although the 
MFDP delegates had come specifically to unseat the · 
11 regulars 11 whom they considered unrepresentative and 
illegally chosen by the Mi ssissippi State Convention. 

The compromise offered no real precedent for the future. 

The committee which would try to prevent the choosing 
of an unrepresentative delegation at the 1968 convention 
was given no real power . 

The real purpose of the compromise was t o prevent a 
floor fight and was thus an attempt on the part of 
Johnson-Humphrey et.al. to avoid an open discussion of 
that which should have been the real issue at the con
vention -- racism in the country and in the Democratic 
Party. · · 

The MFDP stated: 

Finally it must be understood that the FDP delegation 
did not come to Atlantic City begging for crumbs. They 
came demanding full rights for themselves and for 
one million other human beings. They would have 
accepted any honorable compromise between reasonable · 
men. The test was not whether the FDP could accept 
"political realism," but _ r~ther whether the Convention 
and the National Democratic Party could accept the 
challenge presented by the FDP. The Convention and 
the National Democratic Party failed that test. 

(undated MFDP mailing
probably f rom the end 
of August, ~ 964) · 

Prior to the Democratic Convention, resolutions supporting the 
seating of the MFDP delegation as opposed to the 11regulars" were 
passed by the state Democratic Convention in Michigan, Oregon, 
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Wisconsin, Minne·sota~· Massachusetts, Colorado. Similar resolutions 
were passed by the -State Committees of _New York and C.aliformia, as 
we.ll as by the Young Democrat's Club at the University of Virginia . 

THE FREEDOM ELECTION 

After being ruled off the ballot as an independent party, the MFDP 
organized a freedom election in which all citizens who met the 14th 
Amendment criteria for voting were ~iigib le to partic i pate. 
Ballots were cast in 53 of the state's 82 counties and were mailed 
in from counties too dangerous for the MFDP workers to enter. 
Needless to say , the application of harrassment , terror and violence 
was continued by the officials of the state of Mississippi through
out · the entire process . Thus, the results of the freedom electi on 

. have the greatest significance . 

President Johnson received 63,839 votes in the Freedom Election as 
opposed to 52 538 votes in the 11 :Jffici al 11 election . Goldwater 
rece i ved· 354,459 votes in the "official election . u The returns from 
the elections that the FDF contested are as follows: 

OFFICE FDP CANDIDATE FDP VOTE NEGROES OVER 21 

Rep . 2nd District Fannie Lou Hamer 33,009 159,432 
Rep. 4th District Annie Devine _6,001 56 .. 329 
Rep. 5th District Victoria Gray 10,138 50,985 
u.s. Senator Aaron Henry 61,004 422,256 

OFFICE ·REGULAR CANDIDATES REG . VOTE WHITES 

Rep . 
-Rep. 
Rep . 
u.s. 

2nd District Rep. Whitten 70, 201 147,031 
4th Dis~rict Rep~ Winstead * 28,057 107,509 
5th District Rep . Colmer 83,120 193 .. 970 
Senator Senator Stennis 343,364 748,266 

* Arthur Winstead lost to Republican Prentiss 
Walker, 28,057 to 35,277. 

Figures for Negroes and. whites over 21 are based on 
the 1960 census . 

THE FDP CONGRESSI ONAL CHALLENGE 

OVER 21 

The Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party is currently carrying its 
activity a step further by challenging the seating of the entire 
Mississippi Delegation to the U.S. House of Representatives , and 
demanding that MFDP candidates be seated in their place. This is 
being done on· the grounds that the November 1964' election· in the 
state was illegal and unconstitutional and therefore void. 
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THE LEGAL FOUNDATIONS OF THE CHALLENGE: A BRIEF SUMMARY 

1. Section 244 of the Nl~sissippi Constitution, which provides 
for testing an applicant on his understanding of the consti
tution, is illegal . 

. . ·In 1954, an amendment to the Constitution of Missi.ssippi was passed 
by referendum of the vot.ers regisi;;ered at that time. This amend
ment required that applicants be tested on their understanding of 
the constitution of the state. The form of the test and the 
evaluation of the test were· left to·· the individual registrar . . In 
1954, sixty-three percent of' the white pe·rsons of voting age were 
alrea~y registered to vote. Only five percent of the eligible 
Negroes were registered. Since registration is permanent in the 
state, already enfranchised voters would not have to be retested, 
and the amendment would thus apply primar·ily 'to Negro.es. This is 
discriminatqry. This law therefore violates the Fifteenth Amend
ment to the U.s. Constitution, which provides that · 11the 'right of 
citizens of the United States to vote shall not be denied on 
account of race, _color, or previous condition of servitude. 11 

Furthermore, the ability of a person to interpret the constitution 
· is a direct function of his education. · Mississippi maintains by 
statute segregated school facilities which are inferior for 
Negroes . . In addition, there is not a · reasonable connection 
between the capacity to interpret the constitution and the capacity 
to vote. · 

Constitution, . . 
2 ·. Section 3209.6 of the Mississippi/ . which formerly provided 

that voting application forms remain a permanent public · 
re.cord, was amended in 1960 to provide that if an appeal 
from the decision of the registrar was not made in 30 days, 
then registrars were not .required to preserve any records 
made in connection with the application of any person to 
vote. This is illegal. · · 

The Civil Right's Act· of 1960 provides that al·l records relating 
to registration, payment of poli tax and other· matters requisite 
to voting be preserved and open to the inspection of the Attorney 
General when such records relate to voting in federal elections . 

3. Section 241-A of the Mississippi Constitution, which requires 
good moral character as a qualification f or voting, is 
illegal •. 

This section was added to ·the Constitution of the State in 1960 
by referendum. Like the provision for the interpretation of · the 
constitution, it was passed by an e·l ectorate which was 95% ·white 
and 5% Negro. 

Furthermore, the criteria for 11g"Jod moral character11 is undefined. 
Left entirely to the discretion of the registrar are such questions 
as: what acts, customs, relationships, ideas, periods of an appli-
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cants life~ what sources of information~ etc., shall be con
sidered in judging l'good moral character." 

4. The package of voter registration statutes enacted by 
the ~Mississippi legislature is illegal. 

This package provides that: . 
a. Applications be filled out without assistance; that all blanks 
on the form be properly filled out and that the oath and the 
application form be signed seperately by the applicant. 
b. Designation of race to be eliminated on county poll books. 
c. Good moral character (see above) 
d. The names and addresses of applicants must be published in a 
newspaper once a week for two ·weeks. Within 7 days after the 
end of the second week~ any registered voter may challenge 
the right of the applicant to be registered .• The Registrar 
shall arrange a hearing and shall pass judgement. Appeal may 
then be made to the county board of ele.ction .• If no challenge 
is made the registrar shall pass on the application within 
"a reasonable time" to be determined by the registrar. 
e. In the event that an applicant for registration passes, 
the registrar shall write the word '~passed" on the application, 
but the applicant is not registered unless he subsequently 
appears .befor:e the registrar and requests to be registered. 

If the applicant is of good moral character but fails to meet 
the ~egistration requirements, the registrar shall write the word 
~'faiied" on the application, but he shall not state the reason 
since to do so would be to give assistance to the applicant on 
future . applications. 

If the applicant meets the requirements but is not of good 
moral character, tre registrar shall state the r easons that the 
applicant is not of good moral cha~acter. 

Th~ package of legislation has the effect of turning the 
application form into a hyper-technical examination in which 
a~y inconsequential error may disqualify a voter. 

It places unlimited discretionary pcwer in .the hands of the 
registrar while failing to provide any objective criteria on 
which t'he registrar is to base his opinion. The publication of 
the names of applicants leaves them open to harassment and is 
a deterrent to applying to vote. These requirements were passed 
by an all-white legiE~ature but will for already stated reasons 
be applied primarily to Negroes. 

5. Terrorism and violence are part of the symbolic and deliberate 
disenfranchisement of Negroes in Mississippi. 

The FDP brief cites 31 cases of the use of violence in Mississippi 
as a representative exa~ple. 

6. The purported elections of June 2 and N0 vember 3, 1964 are vo~d. 
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'l,hese elections violate the 1870. compact between tre State 
of Mississippi and the . Congress of the United States r eadmitting 
Mis'sissippi to representation in ·c ongress after the Civl war. 
This act of Congress reads in part as follows: 

"Whereas tte pe~ple of .Mississippi have framed and adopted 
a Constitution of State Government which is republican; and 
whereas the legislature of. Mississ.ippi elected under .said 
Constitution has ratified the Fourteenth and Fift eenth Amend
ments to t qe ·constitution of t .he United· States; a nd whereas 
the . performance· o"f these. several acts· in good faith as a 
condition and precedent to the representation of the state 
in Congress ; therefore: be it .enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the :United States of America in Congress 

· assembled, that the said state of Mississip_pi is entitled 
to representat~on in the Congress .. of the United States '.1 . . 

******* 
"And provided further .that the State · of Mississippi is 

entitled to representation in t 'h& Congress of the United States 
as one of the states of the .Union, upon the following funda
mental c-c.nditions: fir st, that the constitution of Mississippi 
shall never be so admi"tted or changed s.s: to depri"ve any citizen 
or class of citizens of the united States of the .right to vote 
who are entitled to vote by the constitution herein recognized 
except as a punishrr~ent for such crimes as are now felonies at 
common law~ whereof they shail have been duly convicted under 
laws equally applicable to all inhabitants of said s tate: 
provided that any alteration of said constitution prospective 
in its effects, may be made in regard to time and place of 
res-idence of voters." 

**·****** 
The suffra_g~ pro.visions of the Mississippi cons.titution which 
were never to be amended read as f ollows: 
II . , . . . . . . 

Section 2: All male inhabitants of this state e·xcept idiots 
and insane ~'.pe_rsons and Indians n ot taxed, citizens of the 

.. Uniteq States or naturalized) twenty-one years old or upwards, 
who have resided in this state six months and in the county 
one. month. next preceeding the day of election at 'oJ'hich said 
inhabitant offers: ~ to vote and who are . duly registe red according 
to the requirements of Section 3 of this article, and who a r e 
not disqualifi?d .bY reason of any crime. are · declared to be 
qualifie·d voters." · 

7. 1he purp6rted ~lection violates Article On~ of the 
Constitution .o.f. the United States, · 

which states in Section 2 that : ·"the House of Representatives 
shall be composed of members chosen every second year by the 
people of the several states .•.. " T"he representatives of Miss
is~ippi were clearly not chosen by the peop le of Missi~sippi 
as only five per cent of the Neg:1:··o electorate is enfranchis edd 
and Negroes compose 40% of the p~p alation of the state. 
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8. The purported election violates the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, 
and Fifthteenth Amendments to the Constitution . 

######## 

On the basis of the above legal argument, the MDFP claims that 
not only is the "official 11 election in M:j..ssissippi void and that 
those· elected in it should be disqualified; but that in fact 
the .MFDP election complies with the provisions of the Constit 
ution of the United States and the compact of 1870 and that the 
candidates of . the MFDP should be seated · in place of the :'Regula> 
Delegation". · 

THE PROCEDURE OF THE CHALLENGE 

The challenges to the ·_contested Congressmen were filed · in accor
dance with a formal statute of Congress ... (Title 2, 'sections 201 
to 206, United States Code.) ' · 

STEP ONE (December 2-JanuarJ~- 3): The challenges have been filed 
with the contested representatives. · The 11 regular" Democrats 
have 30 days to reply. 

STEP TWO (December 2-January· 3): On the opening day of Congress, . 
a group of Congressmen challenged the right. of the contested 
delegates to their seats. · 

STEP THREE (January 2-February 10): The Miss issippi Freedom 
Democratic Party 'has 40 days to-take their testimony in Miss-
iss ippi in public hearirigs . · 

STEP FOUR (February 10-March 20) : The challenged ~epresentatives 
then have 40 days t .o t~ke their testimony. . : 

STEP FIVE (March 20..:..March 30): The challengers then have 10 
days to take rebuttal testimony. The overall evidence is pre
sented to the Clerk of the House, and then forwarded to the 
Public Printer. The briefs are then presented to the Subcomm
ittee on Elections and Privileges . 

STEP SIX (May 1-July 1) :. The challengers the.n have 30 days to 
file their briefs; the. challeng'ed have 30 days to reply. 

STEP SEVEN : At thi.s point · all the accumulated evidence, briefs, 
responses, etc., are· handed over to. the House Committee on Admin
istration which will in al+ probability hand the case over to 

. the Subcommittee on EI'ectfons and Privi leges 
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\!HAT COULD HA.PPEN IN CONG.-\ESS 

It i.s necessary at this point to distinguish bett'leen matters 
.such as the challenge \·rhich are sent to a House Committee as 
a matter of statute·, those t\'hich are refered to a committee 
by the House itself Business which comes before a committee 
by virtue of statue ~s not subject to measu~es sucn as the 
dischart:;e petition or the nevlly enacted 21-day rule. In 
other wo!'ds, in the case of the challenge, the c:nnmittee is 
left to its own initiative O!' lack the!'eof. On the other hand, 
if in the future, a resolution 't'Yere to be offered in the House 

. culling for the unseating of the 11 r egularn rUssissippi delegat
ion or calling f'-::>!' the unseating and the seating of the M..li'DP 
in its place, and were that resoluti-::>n ~~efered · to the committ
ee, it would be subject to the · usual measures ro.t bring;ing a 
bill .out of committee, as would a pr-::> forma resoluti -::>n made 
by the committee itself; ---

i ~egardini:;, the Subcommittee on Elections and Privileges , ·there 
are several p-::>ssible courses: 

1.) The Subcommittee could hold hearings; . 
2.) ·The Subcommittee could refuse t-::> act at all ; 
3.) It is possible that actiOn -::>f the full committee could 

force the SubCommittee to repo~t, but it is not likely 
that ~~ch action would ·be taken ; 

4.) The Subcommittee could report favorably or unfavorably 
to the whole committee which "1ould then vote to ace
ept the !'eport; 

5.) The Committee c-::>uld vote to kill the challenge; 
6.) The Committee could uphold the challenge ai?-d· send its 

r eport to the .Liules Committee; 
7.) The Rules Com~ittee c-::>uld send or be forced to send 

the challeng·e to the House for debate and final action. 

Another' cours~ of action is open to the challengers and it is 
likely that this t·lill be used .rather than a llo'lr~ ing the above 
process to wo!'k itself th!'ough . . At any point, and independent
ly of the · status of the statuatory challenge, a !v1ember of Con
c;;ress can (if he is recognized) introduce·a resolut ion calling 
for the unseating; -::>f the r1iss1ssippi "regular" delegation or 
for .the seating of I';iFDP delegates. Such a resolution, as has 
been mentioned, is at once subject to discharge petition. and 
21-day rule. This resolution could be bas-ed on the evidence 
c-::>llected in Mississippi while the · challenge is being invest
i c;ated, or it could be based on evidence that will come from 
the Civil l~ights Commission hearings on voting, 'lrlhich start in 
February. Such a r esolution could be int.coduced at any time 
and a discharge petition ( r equirinb 218 signatures) could be 
star·ted at once. 



11 

CM·1t>US PHOGdAfvl TO SUPPO:n' THE CHALLENGE 

The challenge provides an excellent opportunity for three kinds 
of proGrammed activity: 

1.) POLITICAL SUPPORT: C:mgressmen need to be c:mtacted, Nritten 
to, pressured, and convinced to support the challe.nge. The 

. first targets sh:>Uld be those Congressmen who voted to close 
debate on January 4th, when . the question of administering the 
oath of office to the .Mississippi deleGation· came up ori the 
rloor. (see appendix) Special attention should be paid to 
C::mgressmen who sit on the House· C:::>mmittee . on .Administration. 
Con5ressmen should be urged to sicn a discharGe petition if 
one is circulated and to uphold the challenGe. 

2.) C:::>mmunity Suppo!'t: Students should ·seek to b!'ing the case 
of the I:IF'DP before as many community ::Jrganizations as possible. 
This includes civil .eights .g r oups, FTAs, trades uni:::>ns, political 
clubs, church brou,s,etc. Students can contact these ~.coups 
and ask to be allo,_;1ed to address a meetinG, or ask to send a 
letter ::mt' in the next membership mailing the group has. tJhile 
there is no precedent for this suc:;ge.stion, someone might try to 
arPange a debate \·lith a local :Jf the Ame.~. ... ican Legion or some 
such group. The experience t'I:Juld be uniq.ue, to say the least. 

Hhereve.c possible, attempt to get :Jrganizati::ms to pass resolut
ions in favor of the challeng;e and send these r esolutions to 
your local Congressman and to the entire state Congi·essional 
delegation. 

A petition drlve w:::>uld be a useful technique as it enables you 
to bO door to door explaining the r.JJ;'DP and giving out a fact 
sheet or a leaflet. Send the petition t:::> your Cont;;J.~essman and 
keep a copy for future activity. The MFDP \·!ill provide a pe
tition for na tional circulation. Send the results of y our drive 
to the IIIJFDP :::>ffice in 1·Jashin(;ton and t:::> the SDS office in NYC. 

Particular•ly in districts wheJ."'e there is a heavy I\Tet:;ro populat
ion, the question of the I•ll"DP should be handled in such a way 
that it can become an issue in the next election. This is best 
~cc:::>mplished if it is tied to a local civil rights issue. 

3.) CAr·,IPUS EDUCATION: Chapters sh::mld start at once to make the 
MFDP challenge an issue on campus. The u s ual means can be cre
atively employed here. The campus press and other publications 
ca n be used, a s well as a series of timed letters :::>r a rticles 
1,·Jri tten to appear once every fetv weeks. If a debate can be 
sta rted a nd ca rried on in the c a mpus press, all the better. 
Fund-ra ising events for the r1'iFDP are necessary and provide an 
oppDr tunity to publicize the challenge. \'.There possible, student 
governments should be ur~ed to adopt resolutions supporting the 
HFDP. These should be ha ndled in the same t:ray as resolutions 
by community g roups. 
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'l'he£>e ~·.Jill be calls for· dem:.:msti"'ations and picl<ets ~·!hen the.ce 
is action around ,the cha llent;;e in Cori(;;ress~ and -P.1"'::>bably sooner 
if attempts to gather evidence in. f\Ussissippi are obstructed. 

·Attention should be pa'id .to t:.aini.ng· the. support of cam!)US . 
Youn..:; Democrats, in cases v.Jhe.c·e they '\.'i:frked in the C::>ng£>essman' s 
carnpaiu;h ' ?-nd helped him win. Cam1ius religious or:sanizations 
should be asked . to devote pa£>t of the i.L.; services to the !JiFDP 
(and part of thei .e c::>llections. ) • This also ap,LJlies to chu.cches 
in the community. 1:!::>rkirit; ::m the · challenge provides an oppo.~."> 
tunity to ~o to those students and organizations who in the past 
have .caised the false arguments of legality, these are the 
people \•rho say, .rrr would be with you a1:1 ·the 'l;o~ay, but hoN can 
you condone ·trespassing, violation of property rights, sit-ins, 
unlawful assembly,, and deliberate breaking of the law. 11 

· 

For those · 'lrho play the le£:,ali-ty· game., ·there can be no clearer 
case of the law being on the side of the IVIFDP, toJhich has care
fully documented the· fact . that violations of the right to vote 
are not just the acts of indi V'iduals .but are provided for in 
the s·tatutes of the '-state, in violation of the Constitution, 
the law, and the Compact with the United States. 

If 

.· ·. 



APPENDIX 

The .fight against the seating of the Mississippi Congr essional 
Delegation on January 4 took a ·comp-lex procedural form~ when 
Congressman William F. Ryan (D., N.Y.-)~ and ·candidate of the 
New York Reform Democratic Movement_, objected to the adminis
tration of the oath of office to the Mississippi delegation. 
As a result, the oath of office was administe r ed to all . . 
except the Mississippi delegation. House .Leader Carl Albert 
(D.; Okla.) then moved to administer the oath to the 1'vliss.iss-
ippi delegation. · 

... 

Mr. Albert yielded for a parliamentary inquiry from Congressman 
Roosevelt (D., Calif . ) who asked the speaker whether the first 
vote would be on the resolution or on the· previous quest i on. 
He was informed that it would be on the previous question if 
Mr . Albert so moved. · 

Mr . Roosevelt then asked whether if the motion f or the previous 
question were voted down it woul d be in . order to offer an 
amendment or substitute which would provide that the five 
representatives elect from Mississippi not be . sworn in at that 
time but that the matter be referred to the Comnii ttee· on House 
Administration. He was told that it . ~ould . be. 

Mr. Albert then called :the previous question. The significant 
. vote was over. the issue of keeping debate open so that an 

amendment couiti be made .• · . A 11yes" vote on the motion to end 
debate was a vote against the MFDP and for the Regular. Missis
sippi delegation. The motion to end debate carried 276-149 
against the MFDP .challenge . 

. **·X··X X· -X.·X-·>H<·***-* 

Mi~si.ssj ppi Freedom Demo·cra tic 
P.O. Box 1329 ~ .'· . . 
Jackson, Miss. 39203 : 
(601) 352-9788 

Party 
1353 11U11 St. NW 
washing ton, n·.c . 
(202 ) 332 -7732 

20009 

Political Education Project 
Room 309 

Students for a Democratic Society 
Room 308 

119 Fifth Ave 
NYC, 3, New York 
GR-3- 7274 

119 Fifth Ave. 
NYC~ 3., New York 
AL-LJ.-2176 

New York Ad Hoc Committee for the MFDP 
514 vL 126 St . 
NYC_, 27~ New Yor k 
M0-3 -1104 



THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION 

The House Committee on Administration of the 89th Congre·e3 
will consist of the following members: 

Democrats 

Omar Burleson - Te~ • . 
Samuel Friedel - Mdi:·.' '·· ·, · 
Robert Ashmore - S.C. 
Wayne Hays - Ohio 
Paul Joans - Mo. 
George Rhodes - Pa. 
Watkins Abbitt - Va . 
Joe Waggonner - La. 
Carl Pe!•kins - Ky . 
John Dent - Pa. 
Sam Gibbons -Fla. 
Lucien Nedzi - Mich . 
John Davis - Ga. 
Kenneth Gray - Ill. 
Augustus Hawkins- Cal if. 
Jonathan Bingham- N.Y. 

Republicans 

Robert Corbett - Pa. 
Glenard Lipscomb- Calif . 
Charles Chamberlain - Mich. 
Charles Goodell -N.Y. 
\villard Curtin - Pa. 
J oe Skubitz - Kan. 
Samuel Devine - Ohio 

As of this writing sub- commit tee assignments have not bee 
issued. In the 88th Congress ' the sub-committee on Elections 
and Priv1leg~a~consisted of .the following: 

Democrats 

Ashmore - S.C . 
Abbitt - va . 
waggonner - La. 
Gibbons - Fla. 
Davis -Ga. 

Republicans 

Chamberlain - Mich. 
·Goodell - ·N.Y. 
Curtin - Pa. · 
Devine - Ohio 



Black dot indicates those 
congressmen who voted to 
close debate on the seat ing 

·89th Congress, 1st Session Janvary 5, 1965 

of the Miss. congr essional 
delegation, thus preventing 
a motion to suspend seating 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
BY STATE AND DISTRICT NUMBER 

For challenge 
Against 

149 
276 

from coming t o the floor· Democrats - 295 
Jan.4, 1965 

ALABAMA 
ol •1. W. Ja.ck Edwards lii 
ol •2. William L. Dickinson 

• 3. GEORGE W. M<IDREWS 
ol •4. Glenn Andrews 

• 5. ARMISTEAD I . SELDEN, JR. 
ol •6. John H. Buchanan, J r. 
ol • 7. James D. Martin 

• 8. ROBERT E. JONES 

ALASKA 
AL RALPH J . RIVERS 

ARIZONA 
• 1. John J . Rhodes 

2 . MORRIS K. UDALL 
3. GEORGE F. SENNER, JR. 

ARKANSAS 
• 1. E . C. GATHINGS 
• 2 . WILBUR D. MILLS 
• 3. JAMES W. TRIMBLE 
~ 4. OREN HARRIS 

CAUFORNIA 
• 1. Don Clausen 
• 2. HAROLD T. JOHNSON 
• 3. JOHN E. MOSS 

4 . ROBERT L . LEGGETT 
5. PHILLIP BURTON 
6. William S. Mailliard 
7. JEFFERY COHELAN 
8. GEORGE P. MILLER 
9. W. DONLON EDWARDS 

_, 10. Charles S. Gubser 
• 11. J . Arthur Youn ger 
• 12. Bert L. Talcott 
• 13. Charles M. Tellguc 

14. John F. Baldwin 
e lS. JOHN J . McFALL 
• 16. B. F . SISK 
• 17. CECIL R. KING 
e 18. HARLAN HAGEN 

19. CHET HOLIFIELD 
• 20. H. Allen Smith 

21. AUGUSTUS F . (Gus) HAWKINS 
22. JAMES C. CORMAN 

• 23. Del Clawson 
• 24. Glenard P. Lipscomb 
• 25. RONALD B. CAMERON 

26. JAMES ROOSEVELT 
,... 27. Edwin Reinecke 

28. Alphonso Bell 
29. GEORGE E. BROWN. JR. 
30. EDWARD R. ROYBAL 

• 31. CHARLES H. WILSON 
• 32. Crail: Hos mer 

ol 33. KENNETH W. DYAL 
• 34. RICHARDT. HANNA 
e 35. James B. Utt 
• 36. Bob Wilson 

37. LIONEL VAN DEER:tiN 
ol-:38. JOHN V. TUNNEY 

COLORADO 
1. BYRON G. ROGERS 

ol • 2. ROY H. McVICKER 
tl 3. FRANK E. EVANS 

•4. WAYNE N. ASPINALL 

CONNECTICUT 
1. EMILIO Q. DADDARIO 
2. WILLIAM ST. ONGE 
3. ROBERT N. GIAIMO 
4. DONALD J, mwiN 

• s. JOHNS. MONACAN 
6. BERNARD P. GRABOWSKI 

DELAWARE 
AL HARRIS B. McDOWELL, JR. 

FLORIDA 
• 1. ROBERT L. F. SIKES 
• 2. CHARLES E. BENNETT 
• 3. CLAUDE PEPPER 
•4. DANTE B. FASCELL 
• 5. A. SYDNEY· HERLONG J'R. 
• 6. PAUL G. ROGERS ' 

• 7. JAMES A. HALEY 
• 8 . D. R. ( Billy) MATTHEWS 
• 9. DON FUQUA 
• 10. SAM M. GIBBONS 
• 11. Edwa:c,ct,J. Gurn~ . 
12. WiLliam ~. Cramer 

GEORGIA 
•1. G. ELLIOTT HAGAN 

,I • 2. MATSON O'NEAL 
ol •3. Howard H. Callaway 
o1 • 4. JAMES A. MacKAY 

• 5. CHARLES L. WELTNER 
•6. JOHN J . FLYNT. JR. 
• 7. JOHN W . DAVIS 
e 8. J . RUSSELL TUTEN 
• 9. PHIL M. LANDRUM 

• 10. ROBERT G. STEPHENS, JR. 

HAW AU 
• AL SPARK M. MATSUNAGA 

AL PATSY MINK 

IDAHO 
• 1. COMPTON I . WHITE, JR. 

o1 • 2. George V. Hansen 

IUINOIS 
1. WILLIAM L. DAWSON 
2. BARRATT O'HARA 
3. WILLIAM T. MURPHY 

• 4. Edward J . Derwinski 
5. JOHN C. KLUCZYNSKI 

,I 6. DAN RONAN 
,I 7. FRANK ANNUNZIO 

8. DAN ROSTENKOWSKI 
9. SIDNEY R. YATES 

•10. Harold R. Collier 
11. ROMAN C. PUCINSKI 

• 12. Robert McClory 
•13. Donald Rumsfeld 

o/• 14. John N. Erlenborn 
• 15. Charlotte Reid 
• 16. John B. Anderson 
• 17. Leslie C. Arends 
•18. Robert H. Michel 

o1 19. GALE SCHISLER 
• 20. Paul Findlel 
~1. KENNETH . GRAY 
• 22. William L. prin~er 

23. GEORGE E. SHIPLEY 
24. MELVIN PRICE 

INDIANA 
1. RAY J . MADDEN 

• 2. Charles A. Halleck 
3. JOHN BRADEMAS 

• 4. E. Ross Adair 
• 5. J. EDWARD ROUSH 
• 6. Richard L. Roudebush 
• 7. William G. Bray 

8. WINFIELD K. DENTON 
,I • 9. LEE H. HAMILTON 
•to. Ralph Harvey 

,I 11. ANDREW JACOBS, JR. 

IOWA 
tl I . JOHN R. SCHMIDHAUSER 
,; • 2. JOHN C. CULVER 

• 3. H . R. Gross 
ol • 4. BERT BANDSTRA 

• 5. NEAL SMITH 
,I 6. STAN LEY L. GREIGG 
,I 7. JOHN R. HANSEN 

KANSAS 
• 1. Bob Dole 

tl • 2. Ch ester L. Mize 
• 3. Robert F . Ellsworth 
• 4. Garner E . Shriver 
• 5. Joe Skubit:r: 

KENTUCKY 
• 1. FRANK A. STUBBLEFIELD 
• 2. WILLIAM H. NATCHER 

,I 3. CHARLES P. FARNSLEY 
• 4. FRANK CHELF 

v' • 5. Tim Lee Carter ' 
•6. JOHN C. WATTS 
• 7. CARL D. PERKINS 

Democrats Are Capitalized - v = Freshman 

Republicans - 140 

LOUISIANA ' 
• 1. F. EDWARD HEBERT 
• 2. HALE BOGGS 
• 3. EDWIN E. WILLIS 
• 4. JOE D. WAGGONNER, JR. 
• 5. OTIO E. PASSMAN 
• 6. JAMES H. MORRISON 
•7. T. ASHTON THOMPSON 

ol e B. SPEEDY 0. LONG 

MAINE 
1. Stanley R. Tupper 

ol 2. WILLIAM D. HATHAWAY. 

MARYLAND 
AL CARLTON R. SICKLES 

• 1. Rogers C. B. Morton 
2 . CLARENCE D . LONG 

. 3. EDWARD A. GARMATZ 

. 4. GEORGE H. FALLON 
ol • 5. HERVEY G. MACHEN 

6. Charles McC. M-athias 
• 7. SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL 

MASSACHUSmS 
1. Silvio 0. Conte 
2. EDWARD P. BOLAND 
3. PHILIP J . PHILBIN 
4. HAROLD D. DONOHUE 
5. F. Bradford Morse 

• 6. William H. Bates 
7. TORBERT H. MacDONALD 
8. THOMAS P. O'NEILL, JR. 
9. JOHN W. McCORMACK 

• 10. Joseph W. Martin, Jr. 
11. JAMES A. BURKE 

• 12. Hastings Keith 

MICHIGAN 
ol 1. JOHN J, CONYERS. JR. 
,I 2. WESTON E. VIVIAN 
ol 3. PAUL H. TODD 

• 4. Edward Hutchinson 
• 5. Gerald R. Ford, Jr. 
• 6. Charles E. Chamberlain 

o1 7. JOHN C. MACKIE 
8. James Harvey 

• 9. Robert P . Griffin 
• 10. Elford A. Cederberg 

,I 11. RAYMOND F . CLEVENGER 
12. JAMES G. O'HARA 
13. CHARLES C. DIGGS, JR. 
14. LUCIEN N. NEDZI 

ol 15. WILLIAM D. FORD 
16. JOHN D. DINGELL 
17. MARTHA W. GRIFFITHS 
18. William S. Broomfield 

,I 19. BILLIE S. FARNUM 

MINNESOTA 
• 1. Albert H. Quie 
• 2. Ancher Nelsen 
• 3. Clark MacGregor 

4. JOSEPH E. KARTH 
5. DONALD M . FRASER 
6. ALEC G. OLSON 

• 7. Odin Langen 
8. JOHN A. BLATNIK 

MISSISSIPPI 
1. THOMAS G. ABERNETHY 
2. JAMIE L. WHITTEN 
3. JOHN BELL WILLIAMS 

ol 4. Prentiss Walker 
5. WILLIAM M. COLMER 

MISSOURI 
1. FRANK M. KARSTEN 

• 2. Thomas B. Curtis 
3. LEON OR KRETZER SULLIVAN-

• 4. WILLIAM J, RANDALL 
5. RICHARD BOLLING 

• 6. W. R. HULL. JR. 
• 7. Durward G. Hall 
• 8. RICHARD H. ICHORD 

ol• 9. WILLIAM L. HUNGATE 
·•10. PAUL C. JONES 

MONTANA 
1. ARNOLD OLSEN 

• 2. J am e• F. Battin 

NEBRASKA 
ol• 1. CLAIR A. CALLAN 

• 2. Glenn Cunnintrham 
t 3. David T. Martin 

NEVADA 
• AL WALTER S. BARING 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
ol 1. J , OLIVA HUOT 

2. James C. Cleveland 

NEW JERSEY 
1. William T. Cahill 

tl 2. THOMAS C. McGRATH JR 
ol 3. JAMES J . HOWARD ' . 

• 4. FRANK T~OMPSON, JR. 
S. Peter Frelinghuy51:n, Jr. 
6. Florence P. Dwyer 

f 7. William B. Widnall 
8 . CHARLES S. JOELSON 

ol '9 , HENRY HELSTOCKI 
10. PETER W. RODINO JR 
11. JOSEPH G. MINISH' . 

ol 12. l>AUL J. KREBS 
13. CORNELIUS E. GALLAGHER 
14. DOMINICK V. DANIELS 
15. EDWARD J . PATTEN, JR. 

) 
NEW MEXICO 
e AL THOMAS G. MORRIS 

o/IAL E . S. ( Johnny) WALKER 

N!W YORK 
1. OTIS G. PIKE 

• 2. James R. Grover, J r . 
ol 3. LESTER L. WOLFF 

4. John W. Wydler . 
ol 5. HERBERT TENZER 

6. Seymour Halpern 
• 7. JOSEPH P . ADDABBO 

8. BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL 
• 9. JAMES L. DELANEY 
• 10. EMANUEL CELLER 
• 11. EUGENE J , KEOGH 
U2. EDNA F. KELLY 
t 13. ABRAHAM J. MULTER 
t14. JOHN J . ROONEY 
US. HUGH L. CAREY 
• 16. JOHN M. MURPHY 

17. John V. Lindsay 
18. ADAM C. POWELL 
19. LEONARD FARBSTEIN 
20. WILLIAM FITTS 'RYAN 

ol 21. JAMES H. SCHEUER 
22. JACOB H. GILBERT 

ol 23. JONATHAN B. BINGHAM 
24. Paul A. Fino 

tl 25. RICHARD L. OTTINGER 
26. Ogden R. Reid 

,I 27. rOHN G. DOW 
ol 28. OSEPH Y. RESNICK 

29. EO W . O'BRIEN 
• 30. Carleton J . King 

,4 31. Robert C. McEwen 
• 32. Alexander Pirnie 
• 33. Howard W. Robison 

ol 34. JAMES M. HANLEY 
35. SAMUEL S. STRATTON 
36. Frank J. Horron 

,I 37. Barber B . Conable, Jr. 
t 38. Charles E. Goodell • 

ol 39. RICHARD D. McCARTHY 
ole 40. Henry P. Smith ill 

41. THADDEUS J. DULSKI 

NORTH CAROUNA 
• 1. HERBERT C. BONNER 
• 2. L. H . FOUNTAIN 
• 3. DAVID N. HENDERSON 
• 4 . HAROLD D. COOLEY 
• 5. RALPH J, SCO'IT 
• 6. HORACE R. KORNEGAY 
• 7. ALTON LENNON 
• 8. Charles R aper Jonas 
• 9. James T . Broyhill 
alO. BASIL L. WHITENM< 
•11. ROY A. TAYLOR 



NORTH DAKOTA 
• 1. Mark Andrews v • 2. ROLLAND REDLIN 

OHIO 
o1 AL ROBERT E. SWEENEY 
v' 1. JOHN J, GILLIGAN 
• 2. Donald D. Clancy 

..-'· 3. RODNEY M. LOVE 
• 4. William M. McCulloch 
• 5. Delbert L. Latta 
• .6. William H. Harsha, Jr. 
• 7. Clarence J, Brown 
• 8. Jackson E. Betts 

9. Thomas L. Ashley 
• 10. WALTER H. MOELLER 
.. 11. J. William Stanton 
•12. Samuel L. Devine · 

13. Charles A. Mosher 
14. William H. Ayres . 

I 15. ROBERT T . SECREST 
t 16. Frank T. Bow 
• 17. John M. Ashbrook 
•18. WAYNE L . HAYS 
.19. MICHAEL J . KIRWAN 
• 20. MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN 

21. CHARLES A. VANlK 
• 22. Frances P . Bolton 
• 23. William E. MinShall 

OKLAHOMA 
.• 1. Page Belcher. 
• 2. ED EDMONDSON 
• 3. CARL ALBERT 
•4. TOM STEED 
•s. JOHN JARMAN 

ol• 6. JED JOHNSON, JR. 

OREGON 
v'• 1. Wendell Wyatt 

•2. AL ULLMAN 
3. EDITH GREEN 
4. ROBERT B. DUNCAN 

ALABAMA 
LISTER HILL 
JOHN J. SPARKMAN 

ALASKA 
E. L. ( Bob) BARTLETT 
ERNEST GRUENING 

ARIZONA 
CARL HAYDEN 

y' Paul J. Fannin 

ARKANSAS 
J . W. FULBRIGHT 
JOHN L. McCLELLAN 

CALIFORNIA 
Thomas H. Kuchel 

( George Murphy 

COLORADO 
Gordon Allott 
Peter H. Dominick 

CONNECTICUT 
THOMASJ.DODD 
ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF 

DILAWARE 
J. Caleb Boggs 
John J. Williams 

FLORIDA 
SPESSARD L. HOLLAND 
GEORGE A. SMATHERS 

GIORGIA 
RICHARD B. RUSSELL 
HERMAN E. TALMADGE 

HAWAII 
DANIEL K. INOUYE 
Hiram L. Fong 

IDAHO 
FRANK CHURCH 
Len B. Jordan 

ILLINOIS 
PAUL H. DOUGLAS 
Everett McK. Dirksen 

PENNSYLVANIA 
1. WILLIAM A. BARRETT 
2. ROBERT N. C. NIX 
3 . JAMES A. BYRNE 
4. HERMAN TOLL 
5. WILLIAM J , GREEN III 
6. GEORGE M. RHODES v• 7. G. Robert Watkins · 

• 8 . Willard S. Curtin 
• 9. Paul B. Dague 
•10. Joseph M. McDade 

11. DANIEL J . FLOOD 
• 12 . .T. Irving Whalley 

13. Richard S. Schweiker 
• 14. WILLIAM S. MOORHEAD 

15. FRED B. ROONEY 
16. John C. Kunkel 

•11. Herman T . Schneebeli 
• 18. Robert J, Corbett v 19. N . NEIMAN CRALEY, JR. 

20. ELMER J, HOLLAND 
21. JOHN H. DENT 

• 22. John P. Saylor 
• 23. Albert W, Johnson 
.. 24. JOSEPH P. VIGORITO 

t1 25. FRANK M. CLARK 
26. THOMAS E. MORGAN 

e27. James G. Fulton 

RHODE ISLAND 
• 1. FERNAND J . S'F. GERMAIN 
• 2. JOHN E . FOGARTY 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
• 1. L. MENDEL RIVERS 
• 2. ALBERT W . WATSON 
• 3. W. J, BRYAN DORN 
f 4. ROBERT T. ASHMORE 

(. 5. THOMAS S. GETTYS 
• 6. JOHN L. McMILLAN 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
• 1. Ben Reifel 
• 2. E . Y. Berry 

TtNNESSEE 
•1. James H. Quillen 

v' • 2 . John J , Duncan 
• 3. William E. Brock Ill 
• 4. JOE L. EVINS 
• 5. RICHARD FULTON 

v' • 6. WILLIAM R. ANDERSON 
• 7. TOM MURRAY 
• S. ROBERT A. EVERETT 

ol • 9. GEORGE W. GRIDER 

TEXAS 
•AL JOE POOL 
• l. WRIGHT PATMAN 
• 2 . JACK BROOKS 
• 3. LINDLEY BECKWORTH 
• 4. RAY ROBERTS 

( I 5. EARLE CABELL 
• 6. OLIN E. TEAGUE 
• 7. JOHN DOWDY 
• 8. ALBERT THOMAS 
• 9. CLARK W. THOMPSON 
o10. J. J , ( Jake) PICKLE 
•11. W. R. POAGE 
el2. JAMES C. WRIGHT, JR. 
• 13. GRAHAM PURCELL 
•14. JOHN YOUNG 

(•15. ELIGIO DE LA GARZA 
;.4 16. RICHARD C. WHITE 
•17. OMAR BURLESON 
•tS. WALTER ROGERS 
• 19. GEORGE H. MAHON 

20. HENRY B. GONZALEZ 
• 21. 0. C. FISHER 
• 22. BOB CASEY 

UTAH 
• 1. Laurence J. Burton 

2. DAVID S. KING 

VERMONT 
AL Robert T. Stafford 

UNITED STATES SENATE 
BY STATE 

Democrats - 68 

INDIANA 
BIRCH BAYH 
VANCE HARTKE 

IOWA 
Bourke Hickenlooper 
Jack Miller 

KANSAS 
Frank Carlson 
James B. Pearson 

KENTUCKY 
John Shennan Cooper 
Thruston B. Morton 

LOUISIANA 
ALLEN J , ELLENDER 
RUSSELL B. LONG 

MAINE 
EDMUND S. MUSKIE 
Margaret Chase Smith 

MARYLAND 
DANIEL B. BREWSTER 

v JOSEPH D. TYDINGS 

MASSACHUSmS 
EDWARD M. KENNEDY 
Leverett Saltonstall 

MICHIGAN 
PHILIP A. HART 
PAT McNAMARA 

MINNESOTA 
WALTER MONDALE 
EUGENEJ. McCARTHY 

MISSISSIPPI 
JAMES 0. EASTLAND 
JOHN STENNIS 

MISSOURI 
EDWARD V. LONG 
STUART SYMINGTON 

MONTANA 
MIKE MANSFIELD 
LEE METCALF 

Republicans - 32 

NEBRASKA 
Carl T. Curtis 
Roman L. Hruska 

NEVADA 
ALAN BIBLE 
HOWARD W. CANNON 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
THOMAS J , MciNTYRE 
Norris Cotton 

NEW JERSEY 
HARRISON WILLIAMS, JR. 
Clifford P. Case 

NEW MEXICO 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON 

v' JOSEPH M. MONTOYA 

NEW YORK 
v ROBERT F. KENNEDY 

Jacob K. J a vits 

NORTH CAROLINA 
SAM J, ERVIN. JR. 
B. EVERETT JORDAN 

NORTH DAKOTA 
QUENTIN N. BURDICK 
Milton R. Young 

OHIO 
FRANK J. LAUSCHE 
STEPHEN M. YOUNG 

OKLAHOMA 
v FRED R. HARRIS 

A. S. MIKE MONRONEY 

OREGON 
WAYNE MORSE 
MAURINE B. NEUBERGER 

PENNSYLVANIA 
JOSEPH S. CLARK 
Hugh Scott 

J?emocrats Are Capitalized - v· = Freshman 

VIRGINIA 
e 1. THOMAS N. DOWNING 
• 2. PORTER HARDY, JR. 

ol• 3. DAVID E. SA TI'ERFIELD lii 
• 4. WATKINS M. ABBITT 
& 5. WILLIAM M. TUCK 
• 6. Richard H . Poff 
• 7. JOHN 0 . MARSH. JR. 
• 8. HOWARD W. SMITH 
• 9. W. PAT JENNINGS 
• 10. Joel T. Broyhill 

WASHINGTON 
• 1. Thomas M. Pelly v• 2. LLOYD MEEDS 
• 3. JULIA BUTLER HANSEN 
• 4 . Catherine M~ 

v' • 5. THOMAS S. FOLEY 
al • 6. FLOYD V. HICKS 
a' • 7. BROCKMAN ADAMS 

WEST VIRGINIA 
• l . Arch A. Moore. Jr. 
• 2.. HARLEY 0 . STAGGERS 
• 3. JOHN M. SLACK, JR. 
• 4. KEN HECHLER 

v' • 5. JAMES KEE 

WISCONSIN 
, 1 1. LYNN E. STALBAUM 

2. ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER 
• 3. Vernon W. Thomson 
• 4. CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI 

5. HENRY ~· REUSS 
,1 6. JOHN A. RACE 

• 7 . Melvin R. Laird 
• 8. John W. Byrnes 
• 9 . Glenn R. Davis 

•to. Alvin E. O'Konski 

WYOMING 
( AL TENO RONCALIO 

RHODE ISLAND 
JOHN 0 . PASTORE 
CLAIBORNE PELL 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
OLIN D. JOHNSTON 
Strom Thurmond 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
GEORGE McGOVERN 
Karl E. Mundt 

TENNESSU 
v· ROSS BASS 

ALBERT GORE 

TEXAS 
RALPH W. YARBOROUGH 
John G. Tower 

U1AH 
FRANK E. MOSS 
Wallace F. Bennett 

VERMONT 
George D. Aiken 
Winston L . Prouty 

VIRGINIA 
HARRY FLOOD BYRD 
A. WILLIS ROBERTSON 

WASHINGTON 
HENRY M. JACKSON 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON 

WEST VIRGINIA 
ROBERT C. BYRD 
JENNINGS RANDOLPH 

WISCONSIN 
GAYLORD A. NELSON 
WILLIAM W. PROXMIRE 

WYOMING 
GALE W. McGEE 
Milward L. Simpson 



ADDENDUM 
 
1. Crammer of Florida voted no. 
2. Senner of Arizona did not vote. 
3. Elmer Holland of Pa. was absent. 
4. The Mississippi delegation, Ottinger of NY and Toll of Pa., were not sworn. 
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