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Chapter 1
ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE

Federal v, State Authority

Even a cursory reading of the Constitution discloses that
each state seems to possess unquestioned authority over both
the qualifications of persons selected to the Presidential Elec~
toral College and the election machinery within the state’s bor-
ders. Article II, Section 1 gives states the authority to determine
the manner of appointing presidential electors. Article I, Sec-
tion 4 grants to state legislatures the power to prescribe “the
Times, Places and Manner of holding Elections for Senators
and Representatives®, Article I and the 17th Amendment (which
provides for direct election of United States Senators), in de-
claring that people who vote for Senators or Representatives
“shall have the Qualifications requisite for Electors of the most
numerous Branch of the State Legislature®, not only insure that
a state cannot place greater restrictions on voting in federal
elections than exist in statewide elections, but implicitly grant
to the states the power to settheir own qualifications for voters,

These provisions, coupled with each state’s authority to
supervise all elections for state office, appear to endow the states
with decisive control over all elections, The fact that the Con-
stitution, as part of Article I, Section 4, reserved to Congress
the right to make or alter regulations for congressional or sena-
torial elections, “except as to the Places of choosing Senators®,
hardly downgrades state authority, for Congress has only rarely
exercised this power and then only in very limited ways. More-
over, the Constitution also authorizes eachstate governor to call
a special election when vacancies occur in congressionalrepre-
sentation,

But the meaning of state constitutional provisions is always
open to alteration by Supreme Court interpretation or amendment
of the Constitution. Further change in constitutional edicts can
result from congressional statutes, drawing on explications of
the Constitution, All of these forces were activated in the last
decade, primarily under the impetus of the various movements
for major social reform. The result of three key developments



has been to temper the seemingly unrestricted power of the
states, First, there was the adoption of certain constitutional
amendments, In the initial voting change since the 19th Amend-~
ment in 1920 granted women the right to vote, Congress and the
states approved the 24th and 26th Amendments, ending, in federal
elections, the poll tax as a requirement for voting and lowering
the voting age from 21 to 18, Second, reduction of state authority
in voting matters was reinforced by passage of the major voting
rights laws enacted by Congress in 1965and 1970, especially the
literacy and registration provisions, which drastically altered the
shape of state legislative power over voting, Third, the Supreme
Court contributed to the broadening of federal supremacy in vot-
ing by a number of decisions applying to various aspects of the
franchise.

The power of states to specify who may vote was severely
limited by the high court’s interpretation of the 13th, 14th, and
15th Amendments, the so-called *Civil War Amendments®,
These three amendments, originally enacted in order to grant
civil rights to newly-freed slaves, were repeatedly usedto strike
down state laws which directly or indirectly restricted minority
Americans from gaining access to the ballot, The poll tax, lit-
eracy tests and related devices, and even toa great extent resi-
dency requirements, all fell in the face of constitutional attack.
The 14th Amendment’s proscription against any state law “which
shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the Uni-
ted States” or which may “deny to any person within its jurisdic-
tion the equal protection of the laws"®, proved to be one of the
most potent weapons challenging state control of all elections.

The result of all this federal activity has been gradually
to erode the states’ power over voting to the point where it can
now be stated that primary responsibility for insuring voting
rights resides with the federal government,

Interestingly, the Constitution does not expressly and con-
cretely define who shall have the right to vote. However, the
lack of an affirmative declaration does not diminish the protection
afforded individuals. Governmental power used to deny citizens
the right to vote can be interdicted on the grounds noted above,
Even a section of the 14th Amendment defining “citizens” as *all
persons born or naturalized in the United States and subject to
the jurisdiction thereof”, can be seen as a positive protection of
the right of franchise, since citizenshipisin all states a requisite
for guffrage.



Voter Qualifications

In view of the changes in federal-state relations affecting
the franchise, examination of the state codes and federal legi-
slation is necessary if one wants to understand fully the extent
of the right to vote and how this right is now protected. At first
glance the basic qualifications for voting on which state legisia-
tion is predicated seem direct, reasonable, and relatively simple
for the average person to fulfill, On the whole, they are seldom
arbitrary and seem to represent justifiable attempts to ensure
an electorate with the maturity, mental capacity, and stake in the
community to cast a responsible ballot, However, the federal
actions alluded to in the preceeding section demonstrate how un-
satisfactory these codes were in muking the right to vote a reality
for many Americans. Moreover, the state election codes are
such a patchquilt that their hewildering array of minute provisions
present obstacles which impede rather thanfacilitate voters® ac-
cess to the polling booth,

Age

Since the beginning of World War II, there was considerable
pressure for a constitutional amendment which would reduce the
national voting age to 18, By 1960 only two states, Georgia and
Kentucky, permitted 18-year olds to vote, Advocates of lowering
the voting age continued to argue thata man who is old enough to
face hullets is old enough to mark ballots-~a difficult contention
to refute. especially as the latest American military commitment,
Vietnam, involved many thousands of young men who had not
reached their maturity. Joined with the military argument was
the claim that modern mass communication and transportation
had so widened young peoples’ hounds of knowledge that they were
as informed as their elders on the issues of the day, The deep-
felt involvement of high school and college students in social re-
form causes in the 1960's strengthened this argument and heigh-
tened the demand for lowering the voting age.

Finally, following the urging of several Presidents, the
pressure of interested citizens' groups and the organization of
youth itself, Congress. which has the sole power to enact a
national law establishing for all states a revision in the voting
age, took this significant step. Section 302 of the Votings Rights
Act Amendments of 1970 specified an 18~yearold voting age
in all elections. However, impediments to full-scale voting re-
mained when the Supreme Court in its 1970 landmark decision,



Oregon v. Mitchell, upheld the constitutionality of the federal
statute only as applied to federal elections, But the high court's
decision set the tone for further advance, A constitutional amend-
ment extending the 18-year-old vote to state elections was ap-
proved by Congress, and finally ratified by the states on June 30,
1971,

There are already signs that the influence of the 18-year-old vote
is being felt or represents portents for the future. Many under or just-
over-21 candidates are running for local political office, and some
have been elected: young people are in the forefront of the campaigns
for favorite presidential candidates. Perhaps of equal long-range
importance, lowering of the voting age to 18 has led many states to
lower the 21-age majority for entering into marriage and commercial
contracts, for jury service and for exercising numerous other rights
now enjoyed by persons over 21.

Citizenship

Citizenship is an unexceptionable requirement for voting in
every state, Inadditionto the broadprovision of the 14th Amend-
ment that a citizen is anyone born or naturalized in the United
States. there are numerous laws dealing with special cases for
the acquisition of citizenship. Anyone wishing to vote who is
uncertain of his or her citizenship status should check with the
Immigration and Naturalization Service of the United States
Government (which has field offices in a number of major cities)
to establish their exact standing, since the local registrar for
elections in a community is not legally qualified to determine
citizenship status, There are also non-governmental organiza-
tions, such as the American Immigration Conference, 509
Madison Avenue, New York City, and the American Council for
Nationality Services, 20 West 40th Street, New York City, which
can provide information. When applicants present themselves
to the registrar, they must either take an oath that they are a
natural-born citizen or present their original naturalization
papers or a certified copy for the registrar's inspection before
they can be registered as an elector. New citizens attempting to
vote should be aware that three states require citizenship for
specified time periods, In California and Utah, the registrant
must have heen 2 citizen for atleast 90 days, Pennsylvania pre-
scribes a 30-day minimum,

Residency
Every state code sets forth requirements specifying the



length of time one must reside in the state, the county. and the
election district before a person canregister tovote, The under-
lying principle for all these stringent state regulations is clear:
the assumption that only through living in a state for a specified
period of time can a person become sufficiently conversant with
local problems and candidates to vote intelligently. This pre-~
requisite for votingnotonly prevents transients or migrants from
participating in elections and possibly over-ruling the votes (and
presumably the better judgment) of long-time residents, but also
prevents fraud by providing a sufficient time period for register-
ing (and verifying) voters and handling the other administrative
details of the election process,

The idea of state residency requirements for specified
time periods, however, came under sharp attack, Critice
charged that such requirements were unnecessary and even un-
constitutional. In view of the broadening channels of communi-
cation and the increased educational level of voters, information
about issues and candidates, even local ones, can be easily ob-
tained, certainly within a lesser period, such as 30 days, It was
argued that a similar time was more than sufficient for handling
the normal registration procedures, But the most important
criticism heard was that a durational residency requirement re-
stricted a citizen’s right to travel freely from state to state.
This restriction, in effect, amounted to a penalty for changing
a residence prior to an election,

The problem was not insignificant, as statistics onthe high
mobility of the American people demonstrated, According to a
report of the Bureau of the Census, about 189 of the national
population, 36.2 million persons, moved duringthe March, 1970 -
March 1971 period. The Bureau estimates that five and one-half
million Americans are disfranchised each election because of
their failureto fulfill state durational residency provisions, When
county and district residency requirements are counted, the prob-
lem becomes more acute, In his book, Principies of Demo-
graphy (1969), Donald Bogue estimated that one of every five
bpersons was changing residence every year; 27.8 million were
crossing county borders. Surprisingly, before the Voting Rights
Act Amendments of 1970 were passed, only 29 states*took formal

* Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,
Hawaii, Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachu~
setts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Washington, Wisconsin and Wyoming,



notice of the problem. They providedthat a former state resident
could vote in presidential elections in his or her old precinct for
a specified length of time after moving to another location, if they
could not qualify in their state of new residence, or that a new
resident could vote in such elections even though the local resi-
dency requirements were not fulfilled,

Responding to the current realities of American life, both
Congress and the courts acted to eliminate or reduce the impact
of state durational residency requirements., In 1970 Congress
abolished them for presidential elections, Section 202 of the
Voting Rights Act Amendments of 1970 provides that no person
will be denied the right to vote ina presidential election because
of failure to fulfill state durational residency requirements,
Every state must register a transient voter who applied up to 30
days before a presidential election, If a transient voter moves
to another state within 30days before the election, he or she may

now-~-in all states~-obtain an absentee ballot uptoa week before
the election from the state of prior residency and cast that ballot
in the presidential contest.

The Supreme Court, while initially dragging its feet, finally
knocked out state residency requirements for all elections. But
the all-embracing decision in the 1972 Dunn v. Blumstein case
was not reached until after a lengthy court campaign involving a
number of cases. In its 1965 Drueding v, Devlin ruling, the Su-~
preme Court had upheld a one-year residency provision for
voting in a presidential election. However, pressures for re-
consideration mounted, with the focus on durational requirements
for all elections. The results were mixed. United States Dis-
trict Courts had declared durational residency requirements un-
constitutional in Tennessee, Indiana, Massachusetts, Minnesota,
North Carolina, Alabama, Virginia, and Vermont, even though the
same federal courts in Mississippi, Illinois, Washington, Louisi-
ana, Ohio, Arizona, and Wisconsin had ruled just the opposite,
And while the Voting Rights Act Amendments solved the problem
of residency standards in presidential elections, the Supreme
Court, in its 1971 Oregon v, Mitchell decision approving Con-
gress’ authority to pass laws banning state durational residency
requirements, didnottackle the question of whether such require-
ments were unconstitutional,

This barrier was broken in the 1972 decision which con-
cerned a Tennessee citizen’s challenge of that state’s one-year
residency requirement. In its opinion, the high court held the
one-year requirement invalid as a violation of the equal protec~
tion clause, largely as a consequence of several non-voting de-




cisions favoring freedom of interstate travel. (The right to
travel, although nowhere specifically mentioned in the Constitu-
tion, is often said to find its constitutional under-pinnings in the
14th Amendment's prohibition against any state law which
“abridges the privileges or immunities of citizens”)., In 1966,
the Supreme Court held, inpart, in U.S. v, Guest, that restricting
a citizen's right to travel freely from stateto state was a depri-
vation of civil rights and thus amountedtoa crime under federal
law. In 1969, the Supreme Court declared, in Shapiro v.
Thompson, that the government could not impose residency re-
quirements on a person as a condition for receiving welfare bene-
fits. The Court reasoned that the right to travel was a “funda-
mental” right and could only be abridged if the state showed that
it had a compelling interest for doing so. This same rationale
was used in the Blumstein decision. As Justice Thurgood
Marshall stated:

Durational residency laws impermissibly condition and
penalize the right to travel by imposing their prohibitions
on only those persons who have recently exercised that
right, In the present case, such laws force a person who
wishes to travel and change residences to choose between
travel and the basic right to vote. Absent a compelling
state interest, a State may not burden the right to travel in
this way. ' :

While the Supreme Court did not fix a permissible time

period in the Blumstein case, it did say “that 30 days appears
to be an ample period of time” for a state to guard against elec~
tion fraud. The pre-Blumstein durational requirements can be
noted on the chart at page 10l .While it is still too early to define
precisely the impact of the Blumstein decision, it is certain
that lengthy durational residence requirements, like so many
other burdens on the franchise, are remnants of the past, having
fallen before the commands of the Constitution’s equal-protec-
tion guarantee.

Defining Residency for Voting Purposes

Quite apart from the durational residency requirements,
the ability of people to vote can be affected by the definition of
residency, Mostcodes very carefully definetheterm, Residence
refers to the voter’s permanent abode, tothe location from which
there is intention to return after temporary absence, For a
married person, the place where the family resides is usually
considered the residence unless either spouse is separated and



maintains a separate home, For asingle person, the place where
he or she sleeps is usually regarded as the residence, Two
residences cannot be listed, for as soon as one place is recorded,
the right to claim a second is relinquished, For military per-
sonnel and related groups, the Federal Voting Assistance Act
of 1955 states that legal residence
“is generally considered the state from which the person
entered military service, left the territorial United States
in the service of the Federal Government, or left in the
service of a religious group or welfare agency assisting
members of the Armed Forces. ”

An elector does not lose residence because he or she is
temporarily absent from the home, (In most states the law de~
clares that confinement to prison or to a charitable institution
or asylum does not deprive one of residence rights, but persons
confined to mental or penal institutions are generally not allowed
to register and those in charitable institutions are almost never
granted the franchise.) All election codes specifically state that
residence is not lost by a person who is serving in the armed
forces or in agencies providing services for the armed forces;
most codes further provide that electors who are absent because
they work for the state or federal government, or are employed
in navigation in inland waterways, or whoare attending a school,
college, university or other institution of higher learning, retain
their residence rights,

It should be noted, however, that just as one does not lose
residence while engaged in these pursuits, for two large segments
of the population--military personnel and students-~there is
growing controversy over whether state residency can be ac-
quired by virtue of being stationed at a military establishment
or by being a resident student within the state, The issue is
not one of losing totally theright of franchise, as state laws pro-
vide absentee ballots for servicemen, their spouses and de-
pendents, and students, Instead, the argument revolves around
whether members of the Armed Forces and students can make
their right to vote effective, by voting in places where they pre-~
sently reside and thus have an impact on the conditions of their
life in those communities and states, Since career servicemen
are stationed at military bases indefinitely and students spend at
least four years at {nstitutioris of higher [earning, this comment is
frequently heard: can they really be regarded as transients un-
deserving of equaltreatment, along with other newcomers who es-
tablish voting residence, The problem isnotan illusory one nor
lacking legal complexities. By 1970, 24 stateshad laws on their



statute books which, in effect, assertedthatnoone gains or loses
a residency for purpose of voting because heor she resides at a
military installation or institution of higher learning. it is im-~
portant to emphasize that restrictive state practices affecting
military personnel apply only to persons residing within a mili-
tary installation. In all states, members of the armed forces
living off-base may qualify to vote in the same manner as any
other state resident,

Indicative of the drive to liberalize the right of franchise,
the Supreme Court and the Congress have moved to ease state
restrictions affecting members of the armed forces. In its 1965
Carrington v, Rash decision, the Supreme Court voided a Texas
statute which effectively barred resident military personnel from
voting in local elections. The Court held that the state must at
least give any person who wished to establisha permanent resi-
dence an opportunity to present evidence as to his domicile.
Three years later, in the interest of removing all legal obstacles
to military people residing on a military installation, Congress
enacted Public Law 90-344 which suggested to the states that a
military family be allowed to change its state of legal residence
if it so desired, even though all or part of a residency require-~
ment was fulfilled while the family resided on a military instal-
lation,

Thirteen states, including many with significant military
populations (Mississippi, Georgia, South Carolina, and Texas),
have enacted laws permitting on-base residents to qualify in their
state of military assignment, often after some additional proof
or declaration that the military voter intends to remain perma-~
nently in the state, Two states, Nevada and Utah, permit only
spouses and dependents of on-base military residents to qualify
to vote, on the theory that unlike their husbands or fathers,
spouses and dependents are “voluntary” residents who by their
presence have evidenced an intent to make the state their per-
manent home,

The problem has been further eased by the Supreme Court’s
1970 Evans v, Cornman decision which held that an otherwise
qualified voter, who is regardedas a resident of the state, cannot
be denied the franchise solely because he or she resides on a
federal enclave.

Although reform steps have opened the doors to increased
voting by resident military personnel, students have to face
much stiffer opposition in claiming the right to vote in places of
residency, On the surface there are differences. Students are
considered more transient than military personnel because of



vacations, the usual summer recess, and flexible educational pro-
grams which feature spending a semester or year at different
colleges and universities. But a more likely explanation is the
conservative cast of most state legisiatures and their fear of
student voting power, *

While the rationale of the Supreme Court’s Carrington v,
Rash deeision by implication forbids a state from arbitrarily ex-
cluding students from local voter lists, subtle (andnot so subtle)
forms of discrimination have been practiced. Registrars have
refused to place students on registration rolls withoutsome im-

possible~to-obtain definitive proof--such as property owner-
ship--of their intention to remain permanently within the voting
district. University of Alabama students were blocked from
voting in the 1968 election when the Tuscaloosa Board of Regi-
strars required the completion of a “Voter Registration Student
Questionnaire”; this provided an excuse for failing to register
students pending “evaluation® of the forms, Initially, California's
Attorney General ruled that unmarried students must, in general,
vote in their parent's precinct. In New York,. the state legislature
recently made it almost impossible for all but a few students to
register where they go to school by empowering local election
officials to consider among voting qualifications for students the
residency of parents,

Efforts to stymie student votinghave not gone unchallenged,
primarily on the ground of discriminatory treatment. States that
make student voters fill out special forms. or answer a special
questionnaire, or produce documentation not required of other
registrants, violate the 14th Amendment's equul protection clause
by effectively discriminating against these new voters solely be-
cause they are students. In addition, the federal voting law

*The legislators fear is not without cause. In Massachusetts,
students have the power to control at least seven communities.
In the same state, students comprise more than 10% of the total
number of potential voters in 17 localities. Similar situations
exist in many college towns. In Champaign, Illinois, for example,
16,000 votes ure castatausual election~-~the same as the number
of students who live at the University of Illinois. The concen~
tration of students in certain communities presupposes that stu-
dents will vote us abloc, While this may be true in certain com-
munities. many analysts helieve that the student vote will he
divided according to their home hackground and parents’ voting
pattern,
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(1971 (a)(2)(A) of Title 42 of the United States Code) prohibits
any administrative officer from applying to any otherwise quali-
fied individual *any standard., practice, or procedure different
from the standards. practices, or procedures applied under such
voting laws to any other individuals,” The legal challenges also
rest on the newly-ratified 26th Amendment to the Constitution
which states that:

“The right of citizens of the United States, who are eighteen
years of age or older, to vote shallnot be denied or ahridged
hy the United States or hy any State on account of age,”

The language of the Amendment is broad enough, it is felt, to
cover localities which discriminate against students who wishto
register in their college towns. The 1970 Census. which is used
to apportion Congressional representation, also has been cited
as precedent for recognizing students’ residency intheir college
community for voting purpose, The Bureauofthe Census counted
the college locality as a student’'s place of residency, not the
parent’'s home district,

The heavy controversy stirred by the student voting problem
has led to a flurry of court decisions and state attorney general
opinjons. The response has been mixed, but the trend seems to
be toward qualifying students to vote in their college or univer-
sity site of residence,

Before the 26th Amendment was ratified on June 30, 1971,
only six states (Alaska, Colorado, Nebraska, Utah, Washington,
and Wisconsin) permitted students to register in their college
town, Presently, 22 states now allow’ students to register in
exactly the same manner as all other voter applicants, including
many with significant college populations (Massachusetts, Michi~
gan, Connecticut, Illinois and Pennsylvania), Andfive other states
permit students to vote in their college communities after some
questioning designed to verify the student's expressed intention
to make the college town his or her permanent residency.

Literacy and Related Tests

There can be no quarrel that literacy isa desirable condi-
tion for creating an informed and responsible electorate, A
voter able to read and write is in a better position to evaluate
candidates and issues, by reviewing newspapers and television
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political coverage and party campaign materials, than if he or
she were dependent on word-of-mouth recommendations or hear-
say about political figures, I voters are literate there is greater
possibility that they will exercise independent thinking about
candidates and issues, And independent political attitudes go
hand-in-hand with freedom from political domination.

Originally, literacy tests were adopted to try to avoid the
corruption of political machines., Some of the northern states
(Connecticut in 1855 and Massachusetts in 1875) sought to prevent
voting hy new immigrants who, because of their inability to read
or write, were thought susceptible to the favors of political
hosses. But the focus of literacy tests changed after adoption in
1870 of the 15th Amendment, which removed color, race and
previous servitude as conditions for voting, Southern states
seized on these tests as a device to thwart voting by the “freed”
blacks who, in their previous slave status, had been denied such
rudiments of education as reading and writing,

The historical record shows that state attempts to en-
franchise only the “literate” ranged from a requirement that the
applicant be able to read or write English or his mother tongue,
to one that the potential elector be able to read any section of
the state or federal constitution and demonstrate understanding
of it, An obvious drawback to provisions which required a voter
to show understanding or give a reasonable interpretation of a
section of a constitution (as the Louisiana and Mississippi
statutes required) was the difficulty of establishing fair and sound
criteria for the determination of “understanding”. When such
evaluation fell within the discretionary power of the registrar (as
it did in North Carolina where the statute declared it the duty of
the local registrar to administer” the literacy tests), it was al-
most impossible to ensure uniform treatment of registrants
throughout the state. Any evaluative system lacking specific stan-
dards for determining success and failure is subject to the
partiality of the person givingthetest. New York evolved proba-
bly the best answer to this problem by placing literacy testing in
the hands of the Board of Regents which provided an official ex-
amination that was graded objectively. The elector who could not
produce evidence of educational attainment was required topass
such a test, In Georgla, on the other hand, the alternative test
for the person who could not read or write contained a set of 30
standard questions of which the illiterate voter orally had to
answer 20 in order to qualify to vote, The detailed questions
(What is the definition of a felony in Georgia? Who is the solicitor
general of the State Judicial Circuit in whichyou live and who is
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the judge of suchcircuit? What are the names of the persons who
occupy the following officesinyour county: Clerk of the Superior
Court, Ordinary, Sheriff?) obviously were extracrdinarily diffi-
cult for the generally well-informed and presumably well~quali-
fied voter to answer, to say nothing of the illiterate,

The unabashed discriminatory purpose of such tests was
marked in the laws that many southern states adopted exempting
illiterate whites, White voters in Louisiana, North Carolina and
Oklahoma were exempted by a *voting grandfather clause” which
permitted lineal descendants of early voters to vote without taking
such a test. Other exceptions flowed from property ownership
(Louisiana, Alabama, Virginia, Georgia and South Carolina); being
a person “of good moral character” who understood the *duties
and obligations of citizenship under arepublicanform of govern-
ment” (Alabama and Georgia); or could satisfy the registrar that
a person could “understand” and “interpret” a constitutional
text when it was read to them (Mississippi, South Carolina, Vir-
ginia and Louisiana). The grandfather clause was voided by the
Guinn v, U,S, Supreme Court decision in 1915, but the other de-
vices remained,

While literacy provisions in state election laws were revised
and refined from time to time, states which did not have them
showed little interest in adopting these tests. Undoubtedly the
national decrease in immigration since the 1920's and the spread
of compulsory public education tended to lower desire for such
tests. By 1960, fewer than half the states administered literacy
tests to voters, and most of these were in the South, where the
purpose remained to impede the Negro registrant. However.
under the massive pressures built up by the advocates of civil
rights, even the legal restrictions in Southern states were swept
away,

The civil rights movement pinpointed voting reform as a
prime target and eventually succeeded in ending literacy tests
as a qualification for voting. But the struggle was not an easy
one, The first round was unsuccessfully fought in the Supreme
Court which, in its 1959 Lassiter v. Northhampton County Board
of Elections decision, rejected a frontal attack on literacy re-
quirements, The Court held that the 14th Amendment did not
forbid literacy tests as long as they were administered in a non-
discriminatory manner,

The battleground then shifted to the Congress where major
breakthroughs occurred in the Civil Rights Acts of 1957, 1960,
and 1964. Interference with a person’s exercise of voting rights
was made a federal crime, but the enforcement provisions were
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